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Bertrand Russell W

The war in Vietnam is eighteen years old. It began as a broad
movement of resistance to the French under the leadership of
Ho Chi Minh, a Communist. It was fought with ferocity against
an unarmed peasantry, using guerilla tactics. The French were
driven out of the North of Vietnam and the conflict was halted
during negotiations at Geneva, leading to the establishment of an
international Commission, intended to stabilize ummom and watch

over any attempt at foreign intervention. -
- Before developing what | wish to say about this subect, _

should like to make clear that the facts in this pamphlet aretaken
from the daily papers. Many are taken from bulletins of committees

concerned with Vietnam. Some are from reports of the South

Vietnam Liberation Red Cross and others from a very interesting
book by Wilfred G. Burchett called The Furtive War. Many of the
facts have passed unscathed through the crucible of Amegrican

“denial. Many of them have been accepted even by the American

authorities. All of them, 1 rm<m mcan reason -to believe, are
incontrovertible.

It is important to realize that, since nrm French were defeated
finally at Dien Bien Phu in 1954, the war had been conducted

‘surreptitiously under American direction. A substantial number of

American forces began to be committed there after the French

‘withdrawal and the Geneva talks. One of the most important
- aspects of this war has been that the United States pretended for

many years that no such war was taking place and that the war
which was not taking place was not being conducted by
Americans. | have experienced some frustration in attempting to
bring to light the fact that the war has been taking place and that
Americans have been deeply involved in its conduct. At first,
Western newspapers and even persons connected with the peace
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movement in the West held that there was no evidence of Ameri
direction of this war. The New York Times stated this se
times. Finally, in the course of controversy, it was allowed 5

~ American participation was solely in an advisory capacity. Whe

_States forces in Vietnam, it was first denied and then m__m@mm ﬁrmﬂ
the chemicals mB_u_o<ma were used against American advice and

wishes. It Emmﬁmas_:ma that they were used under the direction
of the United States, but it was said that chemicals were harmless
to human cmi@m and were intended solely for the purpose of
clearing vegetation and foliage. | brought to public attention im-
pressive and vwao:_m%ma evidence concerning the use of addi-
tional chemicals and asked for international investigation of these
allegations and the evidence adduced to support them. | was
informed by ﬁiocm Western newspapers that no observers had

found harmful results through the use of these chemicals and that
no condemnatory comment had been made by the _:ﬂQ:mzo:m_,

Control Commission.
It is odd that E_m is advanced on Umsm: of that Commission. ._.s
function of Em Commission was to regulate and prevent inter-

vention from the outside. The failure of this International Commis-

sion to place on record its observation of American participation
was in violation of its mandate and does not inspire confidence in
its ability to detect chemicals where it failed to detect armed force:
aircraft, Bm_zmi supplies and a full-scale war. | shall wish to retur
to these more contemporary aspects of the war in Vietnam. It i
sufficient here to note that the extraordinary war which has be
ragingin SQSMmE managed to elude the juridical commitments of
the Geneva agreements. It encompassed repression and extermina

tion without any hindrance on the part of the Control Commissions
set up at Geneva, escaped for some time the notice of the Western

Press and enjoyed restrained consideration by those nominally

_ committed to opposition to Cold War, small wars and wars of

annihilation.

The history of French and Vietnamese relations, particularly in the

-North, is much the same as that of the United States and South

Vietnam. At the time of the conclusion of the Second World War,
a movement of rebellion began, acquired new strength and cul-

minated in the Geneva decisions. Vietham was to be partitioned .

for an interim period, with the North under the control of the forces
of Ho Chi Minh, and the South under the control of pro-Western
groups. It was agreed that there would be a general election
throughout Vietnam, out of which unification and neutralization

were expected to come. The Geneva Conferences of 1955 were

designed to bring neutralization to all of Indo-China. The United
States, though not a signatory to this Convention, accepted it in
name and professed it to be the basis of American policy in Indo-
China.

In fact, the United States quickly decided that it was impossible to
permit a general election, in view of what it considered to be ‘the
disturbed state of the country’. The United States began to inter-
vene actively with arms, money and men and established in power
a ruling oligarchy subservient to American interests. This direct
foreign intervention destroyed the purpose of the Geneva agree-
ments and was a test for the International Control Commission. Its
failure to instance this violation prepared the way for violence, the

~intrusion of the Cold War and the present threat to the peace of the

world in Southeast Asia.
John Foster Dulles had urged the use of nuclear weapons at -
Dien Bien Phu. His desire to encompass the area in the Cold War
led to the formation of the South East Asia Treaty Organization.
The purpose of this body was to forestall neutrality and to forge a
military alliance of anti-communists. The United States favoured
Ngo Dinh Diem, a rich refugee from North Vietnam. He and his
family, together with the Nhu family, represented a group of land-
owners and the Catholic hierarchy in Vietham — a small, closely-

~knit circle. The Diem family installed officers and relatives in

various provinces, who administered them virtually as private
estates. Various religious sects and cults in Vietnam were subdued
because they failed to prove sufficiently loyal to the Diem régime.
The Diem and Nhu families were dependent upon American back-
ing for their power. American policy aimed at keeping South
Vietnam in the anti-Communist camp and at opposing all groups
not subservient to that purpose. The Vietcong were to be eradi-
cated, despite the fact that the Vietcong was neutralist. Diem'’s
régime was one of terror and persecution. Ghastly tortures were
inflicted upon the peasants. It is instructive that it has been possible
for 350,000 people to be placed in camps as political prisoners
and for the greater part of the rural population to be uproted and
put in camps without vigorous protest taking place. Part of the
responsibility for this default lies with the suppression of facts
which, until the last two years, characterized Western reports
about Vietnam. Part of the fault lies with the silence of peace
groups, frightened to appear to be seen supporting ‘the Com-
munist side’ of things.

One case is related in The Furtive s\mh It is that of a young girl :

“One day,’ she says, ‘| came home and there were two security agsnts waiting

for me. | was taken to the town of Faifo and for months on end 1 was tortured
very badly. . . . Once | recovered consciousness and found | was stark naked,




‘Strategic
Hamlets’

The ‘Advisory
Capacity’

_which the inhabitants of rural areas and existing villages

_sought to set out the full nature of this war, which | design

blood oozing from wounds all over my body. There were cz_o.‘w
heard a woman moaning, and in the half dark saw a woman ina p
She had been beaten is‘:ms.a amiscarriage. Then | made out a
eye had been gouged out and he was dying. Alongside him was a
fourteen year old boy, also dead ; a little further away, another dead
his head split open. They had thrown me there, hoping the sight
break me down.’ . _
Finally, she was ov<m:_< conveyed to North Vietnam. '
was subsequently ‘Woo:qumn_ by neutral enquirers. It is
many among the 350,000 political prisoners.

The vast majority of peasants support the Vietcong. It is
that 160,000 have died and as many as 700,000 have been
In order to ooscmw the support of the population, Diem
Americans instituted what were called ‘strategic ha

cruel circumstances, moved at a moment’s notice. 'S
hamlets’ were, in reality, prisons. Those who had been
brought into them were unable to get out. These ‘ham
surrounded by mvm_wwmm. moats and barbed wire and wer
by guards with dogs. They have all the character of co
camps. The London Observer estimated that 65 per
rural population, or over seven million people, were insi
‘hamlets’ by mid-1963. Their establishment was the resi
decision on the part of the United States, publicly set outb
Rostow, an advisor of the State Department. He sugge
Vietnam should F.m used as an experimental area for the
ment of anti-guerrilla techniques and weapons by A
forces. Lid? , ;

The rural population was stuffed into the ‘strategic hamle
they would be shut off from the guerrilla forces, who di
for their food and manpower upon them. | wrote letters
Washington Post and the New York Times in 1963 in

war of annihilation and atrocity. The New York Times vigt
denounced me for making such a charge.

The State Department denied that chemicals were used in
and the New York Times admitted editorially that weedkille
used, but stated that napalm was not used by Americans bu
by Vietnamese governmental forces. Madame Nhu st

they don't like our chemicals why don’t they get outof our jt
The New York Times failed to remember its own reports of
1962, which refér to the destruction of nearly 1,400 villag
governmental forces. Napalm and chemicals were used |

of this devastation. My charge of atrocity was based upon
ﬁm&mmw:mmc* chemicals and jelly-gasoline, the devastation of
civilian populations and the use of concentration camps.

In addition to uprooting the population and establishing the
hamlets, the United States sent special helicopters which could fire
small rockets and ammunition in excess of that used by any aircraft
during the Second World War. The Americans, as mentioned

g earlier, professed that their soldiers and airmen in Vietnam were
' only there in an advisory capacity and were not responsible for
" Diem’s doings. At the same time, they took great pains to conceal

from the world the sort of things that were being done. The New

" York Times, in its editorial comments, illustrates this attempt

In the noEmm‘o* controversy in the pages of the Observer, | sought

~ to bring to the attention of people facts which | had before me in

the form of photographs and documents which nmaoc_m;&a
villages, dates, individuals and specific chemicals, and the use of
toxic chemicals in Vietnam by American forces. | have evidence

. that over 1,000 people were caused severe illness, o,:maoﬁm:Nmm
by vomiting, bleeding, paralysis and loss of sight and conscious-

ness. The evidence includes the destruction of fruit trees, vege-

tables, cattle and domestic animals. Further evidence specified the

use of toxic gas on densely populated areas. This evidence was
provided in part by the South Vietnam Liberation Red Crossand in
part by the Foreign Minister of North Vietnam. It has been offered
to any international agency for impartial consideration. Thereplies
to my setting out of this evidence were indicative of Western
attitudes towards this war. Dennis Bloodworth, the Far Eastern
Correspondent of the Observer, blandly stated that | was ‘appa-
rently referring to the defoliation campaign known as “Operation
Ranchland’” * and said that the weedkillers were popularly known

in America and had been used widely without causing harm to

animals or to humans. He contended that a propaganda campaign
was being employed in which it was falsely said that these chemi-
cals had ill effects and suggested that | was now assisting in a
Communist propaganda campaign. :
Let us now consider some of the statements which have appeared
in the American and British Press over the past two years. These
statements will help to indicate the nature of the war and the
validity of the editorial protests which have peppered my appeals
about the situation in Vietnam. With respect to the contention that
Americans served only as advisors, it is worth looking at the

New York Times of March 17, 1962. It was stated that, after two

Vietnamese pilots pulled out of formation and launched a full
attack on Diem’s palace, Americans were designated to accompany
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The New York Times had stated on June 5, 1962:

every Vietnamese pilot on a mission. The Saturday Evening
of March 23, 1963, published a long report in which it cor
dicted the New York Times's statement that uniformed Americs
were ‘solely advisors and trainers’. The Saturday Evening R
said : ] o

Virtually all the fighting _m done by US troops.

Richard Hughes in the Sunday Times of January 13, 1963, speaks
of the ‘Washington fiction that no United States troops are involv
in combat and that United States officers and trainers are on the
scene merely to ““advise, support and assist”. The Americans are
now operating more than 200 helicopters and scores of recon-
naissance and troop Rwsmco: planes in the combat areas. Probably
half of all bombing and strafing missions of the South Vietna
Air Force are undertaken by Americans serving as pilots and
co-pilots.’ It is illustrative, as well, of the nature of this war to
quote the New York Times and other American papers for |
period 1962 to 1963. On July 7, 1962, the New York Times stated
Tactical air support is :m.wa extensively. It is difficult to ascertain whether

people who are being killed by napalm and fragmentation bombs are guern
or merely farmers. , ; :

On June 16, 1962, ﬁrwm New York Times had stated :

Though the mo<m33mi makes some attempt to re-educate the captur
guerrillas, many are shot.

Seven leprosy clinics Em_mm wiped out by mistake in bombing raids last mﬁn&?,
The New York Times of July 25, 1962, stated:

Many of the ‘enemy’ dead reported by the Government to have been shot were
ordinary peasants shot down because they fled from villages as troops entered.
It is possible that some were Vietcong sympathizers, but others were running
away because they did not want to be rounded up for military consctription of
forced labour. i :

The Chicago Daily zmém is more direct in its mﬁmﬁmam:ﬁ of January |
18, 1963: |

The Govemnment regards Vietcong hospitals as fair targets for ground or air i
attack. If Viethnamese commanders order an airstrike on a medical centre, the
planes bomb and strafe it, even when Americans are along as advisors or
instructors. When asked if Americans officially condone these attacks, a uUs
military spokesman said: ‘There has not been a definite policy ruling for
Vietnam.’ Planes of the Vietnamese Air Force are frequently piloted by
Americans. i

ot i

The New York Times which, editorially, overlooks its news reports
(as when it reported the razing of 60 per cent of the villages of the
country) might have been advised to listen to the Voice of America ,

‘A Dirty, Cruel
War'

‘Weedkillers’

on January 6, 1963. It was stated that during the year 1962 the
American Air Force carried out 50,000 attacks on villages and
upon virtually all of the peasant population outside of the strategic
hamlets. This report was confirmed by the United States Defence
Department. Senator Michael Mansfield of Montana, stated that
there were American troops in every fighting action in Vietnam.
Senator Mansfield referred to the action as ‘America’s secret war',
Areas in which heavy guerrilla activity was reported were denudsd
of population and then virtually obliterated.

The New York Times managed to say on October 21, 1962:

>.3mznm=mm=aSmﬁmammwam_d:»om&:ms:mgSuﬁ:w..m:a &mno&mﬁ_ﬁ:
and it is hard to get much more involved than that. :

The New York Herald Tribune of ,zo<m3_om_‘ 23, 1962, stated :

The United States is deeply 5<2<ma in the biggest secret war in its Z.WSQ.
Never have so many US military men been involved in a oo_scm». area i_ﬂsoc»
any formal programme to inform the public about what is happening. Itis awar
fought without official public reports or reports on the =:3.gw of troops in-
volved or the amount of money and equipment being poured in. .
This war in which seven million people have been placed in
internment camps, 160,000 killed, 700,000 tortured, 350,000
imprisoned — requiring 16,000 camps — was described by 7he
Nation of January 19, 1963: : .

Itis a dirty, cruel war. As dirty and as cruel as the war waged by the French forces
in Algeria, which so shocked the American conscience.

The Nation continued :

The truth is that the C:.wma States Army, some 10,000 miles from homsg, is
fighting to bolster up an open and brutal dictatorship in an ::n_mn_mqma war that
has never received the constitutional sanction of the United States Congress.
A supporter of the Vietcong, Ma Thi Chu, stated :

From January to March, chemicals were used against 3«26& villages.
Twenty thousand people were affected, many of them women, children and
old people. | have been on the spot. | have seen children with swollen mmommm:u
bodies covered with burns. | have met women blinded or suffering *moa
sanguinolent diarrhoea. Many of them died afterwards. | have seen the _.:xc__m_.;
vegetation of the Mekong Delta devastated by chemicals. Our enemies have
thus attacked all life, human, animal and vegetable.

The concealment to which | have referred has included the effects
of what were euphemistically called ‘weedkillers’. Dennis Blood-
worth described how in April, 1963, South Vietnamese officials
‘rubbed defoliant on their hands and arms in the presence of
foreign correspondents who had selected the canisters from which
it should be drawn — and in one case drank some of it' (Observer,
February 9, 1964). It is interesting to examine these weedkillers
and their effects. The Times of May 16, 1963, disclosed the death
by pesticide of birds of fifty-eight species and described fifty
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vmmcoamm in widespread use as responsible for ‘acute Poisof
animals and human beings. President Kennedy found it n
to halt their use and to begin a formal investigation. It was :
in the C_,_;ma States that chemicals used there for purp
amdﬂo__m:oz and the killing of weeds resulted in California in
cases of | wmm:ocm iliness and 150 deaths (Reuter, May 16, 1
Dr Jerome Weisner, the Chief Science Advisor to Presi
Kennedy, designated unregulated use of these weedkill
potentially ‘more dangerous than radioactive fallout’. The act
use of these weedkillers has killed. They caused serious i
Britain, the United States and Scandinavia.

Ina Umqmmavr of a letter | wrote to the New York Times, Sr.n
Times a_a not see fit to publish, | said:
In.your fi : paragraph (of an editorial attack upon a former letter from me
the m:EmQ of South Vietnam) you also endeavour to minimize the eff
‘defoliation chemicals” by calling them ‘common weedkillers'. If spread, as {
must be tojachieve the end for which you say they are intended, certain ¢
weedkillers would destroy many crops and animals, but, in fact, che
other than ‘common weedkillers” have been used.

Among these other chemicals are included some which were previously
‘weedkillers’ in other countries before being found too dangerous.

The c:_"ma States Government has been charged by the South <,w
Liberation! Red Cross, after a year's study by them of the chemicals spre
South Vietnam, with using chemicals which, in the large doses use
harmful: with using white arsenic, various kinds of arsenite sodium
arsenite om_oEB. lead manganese arsenates, DNP and DNC (which infi:
and eat into human flesh) and calcic cyanamide (which has caused 7
flowers and fruit to fall, killed big cattle like buffaloes and cows, and serio
affected thousands of the __.._..mc:m:»m of South Vietnam) ; with having sprea
these poisonous ‘chemicals on large and densely populated areas of Sol
Vietnam. Admittedly, the South Vietnam Liberation Red Cross is, as its naj
suggests, lallied with those opposing the US-stpported Diem régime, but
published findings cannot be ignored, since it has urged international invesf
gation of the situation. The use of these weapons, napalm bombs and o:wa:
constitutes and results in atrocities and points to the fact that this is a ‘wa
annihilation’.

Napalm W.mm a chemical <<Eo: burns unremittingly and om::oﬂg
extinguished. The victims suppurate before terrified observers. The
object of this weapon is to create hysteria and panic, as well as to
annihilate. This weapon has been used on over 1,400 villages. The
United States has spent one million dollars daily on the war. The
Observer of September 8, 1963, estimates that there has been an
average number of 4,000 casualties monthly. The Central Intelli-
gence Agency has spent an estimated sum monthly of 250,000
dollars on private armies, espionage and intrigue, according to
The Times of September 10, 1963.

Wish for
neutrality

This war was largely conducted under the nominal rule of Diem.
Diem grew more and more reckless and was at last murdered in a
coup: which most agreed was engineered by the United States, I 1

after a number of eminent Buddhist priests had burned themselves

to death. It is noteworthy that Diem was said by the head of mili-
tary operations for the United States in the Mekong Delta to have
been unwilling to win the war. Diem feared that if he won the war,

~ American forces would be reduced and he would fall. His aim was

simply indefinite war. The second junta to succeed him complained
that its predecessor was secretly negotiating with the North along
Gaullist lines, but not, noticeably, that tyranny was unpalatable to
the population. The death of Diem brought no amelioration. He had
been, in fact, only the tool of the Americans and the sole change
_u_d:@:ﬁ by his death was that the Americans had open res-
ponsibility for whatever they had formerly blamed on Diem and for
what was done under his régime.

The Vietcong was formed on December No‘ 1960, unifying the
various elements of revolt against American domination. By 1961,
10,000 Diem troops had deserted and joined the Vietcong with
their arms. Let us consider again the treatment accorded this
popular revolt. Homer Bigart described in the New York Times of
January 30, March 27, March 29, April 1, April 4, April 20, May 10,
June 24 and July 25, all in 1962, the following programme:

The rounding up of the mzﬂ:.m tural population in strategic hamlets, the burning
of all abandoned villages with the grain and possessions of the inhabitants and

the ‘locking’ of strategic <=_mamm. behind barbed wire.

It is clear that the majority of the inhabitants wish their country to

be neutral. This the American Government cannot tolerate. The

euphemisms used for the military operations which have belatedly
been acknowledged to be the full responsibility of the United
States are instructive. ‘Operation Sunrise’, ‘Pacification of the
West' and ‘Morning Star’ resulted, in the area attacked, in the
destruction of all villages, fields and crops. In 1962 alone, accord-
ing to General Paul D. Harkins, 30,000 peasants were killed. The
Christian Science Monitor described this process on March 8,
1963:

Since the army finds sullen villagers and does not know which are pro-Com-
munist and which are merely dissatisfied with Saigon, and since the army must
do its job, it shoots anyone seen running or looking dangerous. It often shoots
the wrong peasants. They are in the records of battle listed as Communists.

Anyone killed is automatically a Vietcong.

On January 25, 1963, Life had photos of napalm bombings with
the following caption:

Swooping low across enemy infested land, US pilot instructors watch Viet-
namese napalm strike. The object of the .«:m bombing is to sear all foliage and
to flush the enemy into the open.

The New York Times also reported that Cm advisors made a tally of guerrilla
corpses after each battle to make sure that Diem’s troops were using American




To retire or
conquer ?

12

_pitals and clinics and all peasants who run or look danger

equipment to maximum Wma<m3mmm. so that they could display a 9
(Militant, April 15, ._mmwv : ,

In the light of all this m<_n_m:om. it is strange to find the 2?
Times saying on >_u_.__ 8, 1963:

Napalm has been used c< the South Vietnam Air Force and has certaj
innocent people, as other weapons have done in all wars. Amer,
emphasis) advisors have opposed its employment on both So«m_ and p
grounds against all except clearly amﬁ_zma military targets.

This definition appears to include 60 per cent of the S:m@mﬁ

editorial reply contradicts the New York Times" S OWn news
about American use @:Q insistence upon the use of :mnﬂ
other weapons on non-military areas.
Many people in the Vmimmo: are urging that the war sho
extended to an invasion of North Vietnam. President Joh
announced that those countries which are directing and mc
the (so-called) Communist guerrillas in South Vietnam are play
a deeply dangerous game. A map in the New York Times of
1962, shows the forces of the Liberation Front in the f.
around Saigon, and nowhere near the borders of Laos o
Vietnam. Both m:n_mr and American reporters- have stated
primitive guerrilla Emmuozm have been used by the Vietca
addition to those Em:i:_ supplies captured from the fo
South Vietnam. The London Times of February 24 has stated
is now considered doubtful whether the Government of
Vietnam has any will to win the war. The Observer of March 1,
quoted an American official as stating that the trouble lay in
fact that, while the United States wished to extend the Em
Vietnamese only Em:ﬂma to end the war.

The situation which kA.ﬂmomm those who have conducted this v
grave. Should the C::mu States retire and allow victory to
Vietcong ? Should >3m=om engage in a naked war of congui
which will be clearly umm: as such, and attempt to establish agai
Government dependent entirely upon_alien armed force?
‘enemy’ controls :mm_,_< 70 per cent of South Vietnam. The maj
of the Vietcong <<mm described as non-Communist by form
Premier Tran Van Ic: in Paris, as reported in the Observer. T
Vietcong official policy asks for a neutral and disengaged Sou
Vietnam. Despite all the attempts on the part of the Western Press
to describe this war as one in which a helpless democratic people is
under ruthless m:mox from an aggressive Communist neighboul
is evident that the <_m~oo:© is a popular front which has foug
appalling tyranny in mo:ﬂ: Vietnam and has been opposed by
United States at an incalculable cost to the population. Why is

non-Communist, neutralist, popular front so ruthlessly opposed ?
Even the Communist North has declared, through Ho Chi Minh,
that it wishes to be unified with the South on terms of neutrality in
the Cold War and independence of Russia, China m:a_ the West
(The Times, November 5, 1963).

The policy of the United States which has led to the u_.omumoﬁ ofan
American invasion of North Vietnam will likely bring on Chinese
involvement, with war with China as the result. The Soviet Union
would then be drawn in. There are few parallels with the war in
Vietnam. It has lasted nearly two decades ; two Western industrial
powers of overwhelming might have fought peasant guerrillasin a
manner reminiscent of the Japanese during the Second World
Wiar. Everything short of nuclear weapons has been employed.
Atrocity has characterized the conduct of the war throughout its
history. The Western Press has hesitatingly discovered some of the
facts about this war during the last two years. The Western peace
movement has been conspicuously silent or restrained in its setting
out of the truth about the war. The war has had no purpose. lts
extension will bring direct conflict between the Cold War powvers,
with the possible destruction of mankind as the culmination of this
folly. The tragedy in Vietnam indicates the extent to which it is
possible to hide or disguise terrible crimes and it is time that people
in the West raised their voices for an end to the bloodshed.
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That there is a war in Vietnam is now common knowledge; that
American troops are presently involved in that war has penetrated
the most unreceptive minds. The American public has long
suffered from lack of information and, still worse, from mis-
information in regard to this war in which hundreds of Americans
have lost their lives and billions of American dollars have been

~wasted. The Republican Party’s charge that the Democratic

Administration has ‘managed’ news about the war is appallingly
true. But the policy which has provoked the current crisis in South-
east Asia is a bipartisan blunder. Independent observers and
impartial historians a_moo<mq a grave wmn:mzcm o% m<m_.:m cms_za
the now raging war.

Official US observers have begun to divulge the full nature of our
secret war in Vietnam. In a Press conference on April 21, 1964,
Representative Charles A. Halleck (R-Ind.) and Senator Everett M.
Dirksen (R-llL.), minority leaders of their respective Houses, read

- letters written by an American Air-Force Captain, Edwin G. Shank,

to his wife (from January 7 to January 20, 1964). Shank is one of
the more than 210 Americans who have died in Vietnam. In the
letters just made public by his wife, he states,

How our government can lie to its own people — it m moaﬂr_:u <o: wouldn’t
think a democratic gove \332: could do. (January 7, 1964. v

I don’t know what the US is doing. They tell you people we're just in atraining
situation and they try to run us mm a training base. But we're at war, we are
doing the fighting. We are losing. Morale is very bad. (January 8, 1964.))

I'll bet you that anyone you talk to does not know that American pilots fight
this war. . . . The Vietnamese ‘students’ we have on board are airmen basics
(recruits). . . . The only reason they are on board is, in case we crash, there is
one >:_m:om= ‘adviser’ and one Vietnamese ‘student'. . .. They are . . . sacrificial
lambs . .. and they are a menace to have on board, (January 20, 1964.)

But the sacrificial lambs Captain Shank found beside him are
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otherwise portrayed by the US Defence Department. Its Pocker

Guide to Vietnam represents the US soldier's role quite &mm_.m::,\.m

informing him that he goes to Vietnam ‘for the deeply serious
business of helpinga brave nation repel Communist invasion’.

Dirksen and Halleck called for a disclosure of ‘the whole brutal .

business’ about the US in Vietnam. They are not the first Congress-
men to point out the lies, concealments, and contradictions in the
official Administration picture of Vietnam. Their outrage does not
surprise many wholhave followed with great care the Press dis-
closures of our involvement in Vietnam.

A New York Times article (October 21, 1962), which reported :
Americans and Vietnamese march together, fight together, and die together,
and it is hard to get much more involved than that.

The foreign Press began to state more and more explicitly how
much the war in Vietnam was exclusively an American enterprise.
Richard Hughes in the London Sunday Times (January 13, 1963)
discussed ‘the Washington fiction that no United States troops
are involved in combat and that United States officers and trainers
are on the scene imerely: to “advise, support, and assist”. The
Americans are now operating more than 200 helicopters and
scores of reconnaissance and troop transport planes in the combat
areas. Probably half of all bombing and strafing missions of the

South Vietnam Air Force are undertaken by Americans serving as

pilots and co-pilots'.

The truth about S@w:ma‘nm::oﬁ be suppressed much longer. Two
Pulitzer prize-winning journalists, Homer Bigart and David
Halberstam, have been removed from Vietnam. But the current
New York Times nv_._.mmuo_..ami continues in their tradition, with
articles flatly contradicting the ‘facts’ stated in that newspaper’s

editorials and the US government’s policy explanations. This

correspondent, 129 Grose, wrote on May 2, 1964,

The United States has established what amounts to an wxuman_o:mi force in
South Vietnam with all the command links, support units and facilities asso-
ciated with an army overseas.

It is unlike any other mxuma_:ozmQ *o_.nm H:m United States has mounted. Itis a
force without fighting Bm:. American troops pull =..mo¢_.m but do not engage in
combat. For two years it has been a force with six major commands, which
command nothing of the war to save South Vietnam from a Communist in-
surgency. It is a force marked by anomalies, ambiguities, and frustrations. It is
the proving ground *o_. the next generation of _mmama of the American defence
establishment.

Not only are >3o_._nm=m dying, they are killing the Vietcong. It was the hypocrisy
of policy for many months never to admit in official statements that napalm was
being used against Vietcong concentrations, though the fact was plain to see
and was freely discussed here. Secretary of Defence McNamara admitted
recently that napalm was ‘occasionally’ used, which is the beginning of the
truth. Furthermore, it icannot be denied, though it is not emphasized, that
American pilots are flying the strafing planes that account for the bulk of
Vietcong casualties.in jan increasing number of pitched infantry battles.

But even as the current situation is revealed, the enlighteners
generally fail to mention the history of our involvement in South
Vietnam. Since our reporters are not historians as well, they often
leave us wondering how such a mess as the current conditions in
Vietnam originated. Senator Wayne L. Morse (D-Ore.), as a
member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, has seen the
full development of our policy in Southeast Asia and viewed it
critically. In a speech in Philadelphia on April 26, 1964 (reported in
the Philadelphia Inquirer the following morning), Morse said
provisions of the United Nations Charter and the 1954 Geneva

‘Agreement ‘make the American war in Vietnam illegal and a

menace to the American nation. . . . This war is outside the legal

‘framework of international law and American treaty. obligations’'.

Morse’s contention so blatantly contradicts the official US justi-
fications for its intervention in South Vietnam that it demands
further investigation of the historical events which have led us to
our current involvement,

We are told by the Administration that our 833_552 in South
Vietnam arises from the South East Asia Treaty Organization's
declared protection of that zone. But we are not told that the
government of South Vietnam was established by the US expressly

to invite our protection. The truth of the matter was ominously

admitted by C. L Sulzberger in the New York Times (June 3, 1964),
when he stated, ‘When Foster Dulles fathered SEATO a decade ago
he admitted that its principle purpose was to provide our President
legal authority to intervene in Indochina. . . ./

It surprises no one that John Foster Dulles engineered this. Much
of today’s trouble stems from our inability to extricate ourselves
from the entanglements he created. He set up SEATO and then
‘interpreted’ its function: not to protect the nations of Southeast
Asia from any invasion, but only from ‘Communist aggression’.
His phraseology remains with us today in the allegation that
what is actually a civil war in South Vietnam is an invasion by
Communist troops from the North. On-the-spot observers
demand proof for this crucial contention. In the analysis ‘US
Policy in Vietnam’ (New York Times, March 6, 1964) David
Halberstam stated quite plainly, ‘The war is largely a conflict of
southerners fought on southern land. No capture of North
Vietnamese in the south has come to light, and it is generally
believed that most Vietcong weapons have been seized from the
South Vietnamese forces. . . . The regular guerrillas are southerners
who have rarely left the south. Clichés of Dulles, even when
modernized slightly by McNamara, do not refute these observa-
tions or answer these challenges. Halberstam’s removal from
South Vietnam at official request is only further indictment against
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the policy-makers who fear the truth.

The kind of struggle now waged in South Vietnam has been going
on for over twenty-five years. From the dissent expressed in the
‘thirties came the wars for independence which have raged since
the ‘forties. The scene of recent fighting, the Mekong Delta
regions south of Saigon, has a long record of struggle ; it was here
that the first Bm_.ow revolt against the French colonial government
began on November 23, 1940. The peasants fought then to oppose
forced conscription and the tax system of the foreign rulers. When
the French suffered at home during the Second World War, Japan
sent troops to ooa,_:E\ Indochina, France’s most lucrative colony.
Undefended by the French, the Vietnamese organized the 'Viet
Nam Doc Lap Dong Minh’ (Vietminh) in self-defence against the
‘Fascists'. These native forces, led by Ho Chi Minh, a Communist,

successfully challenged the invaders.! Having defeated the

Japanese, Ho proclaimed a fuller victory. He declared the complete
independence of Vietnam on September 2, 1945. The Democratic
Republic of Vietnam was constituted-and announced:: its Declara-
tion of Independence, read by Ho, opened with a quote from the

corresponding American document and stated that French rule had
ended in Vietnam
At the time the US was satisfied with the independence of Vietnam.
American generals admired Ho Chi Minh for his army’s brilliant
campaign against the Japanese. That Ho was Vietnam'’s heroic
leader was boldly proclaimed in a New York Times editorial on

September 21, ‘_mbwm :

Ho Chi Minh . ..is Saw Nam. That strange little figure, meek in appearance yet
so determined in purpose, emboldened the spirit, the aspirations and probably
the future of the new state. He moulded it, he put it through the fire, and he will
guide it. ! : )

President ‘Franklin %Um_m:o Roosevelt had said about Vietnam in
1944 (as reported 5 Cordell Hull, Memoirs, NY, 1948, p. 1597),

France has had the oo,c:?\ . . . for nearly one hundred years, and the people
are worse off than at the beginning. . . . France has milked it for one hundred
years. ... The people of Indochina are entitled to something better than this.

But Roosevelt did not live to enforce his words. France reasserted
her claim to Indochina without opposition from the other Allies.

A new war for independence soon erupted. Again, the first fighting
broke outin the Mekong Delta region of southern Vietnam in 1945 ;
the war spread northwards the following year. The Vietnamese
chose to fight a protracted war, granting the irregular army un-
limited time to wear down the modern, professional French army

See chapter 85 of m&mmq Snow’s The Other Side of the River for specific
discussion of the Vietminh’s action against the Japanese.
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to a point where they might engage them successfully in mobile

‘combat. The same men who evaded forced conscription under the

French were the volunteers who fought this war. The unity of the
army and the population was evident. The people fed, sheltered,

“and concealed the guerrillas. When a guerrilla left with the army,

he was assured that his neighbours would care for his family and
tend his crops and animals in his absence.

The strategy of the guerrilla war is simply and clearly stated by its
leading general, Vo-Nguyen Giap, who writes in his book
People’s War, People’s Army, "When the enemy is strong, avoid
‘him; when he is weak, attack him". The guerrillas took their time
and executed this strategy to perfection. The French had sent
more than 400,000 men to Vietnam, with tanks, airplanes, and
other modern weaponry. According to Jules Moch, French dele-
gate to the UN (quoted in the New York Times, July 22, 1954)
there were 92,000 fatalities and 114,000 wounded in the French
army. The cost of the war was some seven billion dollars. French
generals did not see that the exorbitant quantities of money and
men would not be enough to defeat the Viethamese people. They
repeatedly predicted victory. But when the time came for mobile
combat, the army was too worn down and weakened to defeat

“the Vietnamese. At the fifty-five day siege of Dienbienphu, the

Vietminh routed the French, wiping out thousands of crack French
troops. The final days of the battle (May 7 and 8, 1954) brought a

* bitter and tragic awareness to the French military experts. Their

schemes had ultimately failed, and France had lost her colony.
Outside observers had achieved the awareness of imminent defeat

“much sooner. The US watched carefully, because it had invested

heavily in this war. President Harry S. Truman had announced US
aid to the French in late 1952 his policy of support was amplified
under Eisenhower-Dulles agreements. (The New York Times
reported on July 4, 1954, ‘In the current year the United States is
paying 78 per cent of the French Union costs in the Indochinese
war'.) Considerable debate generated in Washington during the
battle of Dienbienphu. Hanson Baldwin, military editor of the
New York Times, wrote on April 1, 1954, ,

Washington is faced with some hard decision i Indochina is to be retained as a
bastion against Communism. Aid on a far more massive scale than everbefore
. .. may well be necessary.

Roscoe Drummond and Gaston Coblentz report in Duel at the
Brink (pp. 116-23) that Dulles even advocated and offered to
Bidault the use of nuclear weapons at Dienbienphu. Of course,
many Americans hoped the US would commit itself no further in
Vietnam, that it would concur with the French judgment when
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came from People’s China, Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam, the
régime, France, and the United States. The US chose not
ign the agreements and instead issued a unilateral declaration.
ssociated Press, July 21, 1954, carried this statement from
nt Eisenhower explaining why we were not signatories :

defeat became undeniable. Senator John F. Kennedy, for e:
stated on April 6, 1954, ,

To pour money, material, and men into the iungles of Indochina wi
least a remote prospect of victory would be dangerously futile and
... I'am frankly of the belief that no amount of American assistance in
can conquer an enemy which is everywhere, and at the same time
an ‘enemy of the people’ which has the sympathy and support of the
. . . For the United States to intervene unilaterally and to send troops
most difficult terrain of the world . . . would mean that we would face a
tion which would be more difficult than even that which we encounte
Korea.? : i

When the French accepted defeat at Dienbienphu on May 8,
a conference had already been set up at Geneva to arrange
settlement .An accord was reached on July 21, 1954. Accordin
the stipulations of this Geneva Conference on Indochina (see.
York Times, July 22, 1954, for complete text), Vietnam was divi
into two military regrouping zones. The demarcation line was d
nated at the Ben Dai River, along the seventeenth parallel. Mi
disengagement was to be achieved by keeping the Vietmir
forces above this line (since they were already concentrated in ¢
North) and withdrawing the French troops below this line. The
partition was designed only to facilitate separation of combat-
ants; once the troops had been duly disengaged, the French were
to leave Vietnam. When all the French troops had departed, there
was to be a countrywide election to reunify the partitioned nation
under common _mmamqm:mu. The deadline for both the withdrawal

'he LIS has not been a belligerent in this war. The primary responsibility for the
ttlement in Indochina rested with those nations which participated in the

thtin

, he US, while financing the French and offering them atomic
bombs at Dienbienphu, had not ‘participated’ and felt ‘no res-
ponsibility’. In its own statement, the US pledged to ‘refrain from
the threat or the use of force to disturb’ the Geneva agreements, to
“‘view any renewal of the aggression in violation of the aforesaid
agreements with grave concern and as seriously threatening inter-
national peace and security’, and to ‘continue to seek to achieve
unity through free elections’. (The text of the declaration and its
appended ‘Stand on Free Elections” can be found in the New York
Times of July 22, 1956.) R -
At precisely the same time that these official proclamations were
issued, Secretary of Defence Charles Wilson already seemed to
, . regard the seventeenth parallel as a permanent national border. On
" , July 20, 1954, he stated : “The US is prepared to defend the military
_demarcation line in Vietnam as well as the military demarcation
line in Korea.’ The US “defended’ the military demarcation line

all French troops and the holding of nationwide elections was, o : against free elections, and nothing else ! When Wilson made that
according to the Geneva agreements, July 20, 1956. The intent and ! statement, it was already clear in the mind of many policy-makers
plan of the agreements are unambiguous. Its Article Six states that ~ that the US would stop the free elections scheduled for 1956. The
‘the military demarcation line should not in any way be interpreted ‘traditional position that people are entitled to determine their own
as constituting a political or territorial boundary’. Article Seven | : . future” (quoted from the ‘Stand on Free Elections’) was meaning-
specified, , ; : : ; less in so far as the US would not allow the people of Vietnam to
General elections shall be held in July 1956 under the supervision of an inter- nson.mm a Communist as ﬂﬂmﬂjq,_wmnww. Ima. not Dulles Bmm*m clear his
national committee. . . . Consultations will be held on this subject between the | fanatical refusal to recognize the popularity of Communists among
competent representative authorities of the two zones from July 20, 1955, the Vietnamese and the nationalist spirit of their group when he
onwalts, L : called on March 29, 1954, for internationalization of the French-
Further provisions of the Geneva agreements imposed regulations . . Vietminh war to prevent ‘the imposition on Southesat Asia of the
on foreign military bases and personnel and on increased arma- i political system of Communist Russia and its Chinese ally?’
ments in Indochina, and set up an International Controls Commis- | . - Itis no secret who would have won the election had it been held.

President Eisenhower, in his book, Mandate for Change, admits, ‘1

sion (consisting of representatives from Canada, India, and Poland) ;
: have never talked with a correspondent, with a person knowledg-

to supervise the implementation of the agreements.

ey S

The conference was chaired by the USSR and Great Britain ; dele- ”, . able in Indochinese affairs, who did not agree that had elections

] ‘ : , ; - been held at the time of the fighting possibly 80 per cent of the
Around the same :,Bm — April 17, 1954 — the less sane voice of then Vice- | population would have voted for Ho Chi Minh'. (Senator Frank
President Richard Nixon was urging the US to ‘take on the problem alone’ and | Church, D-Idaho, has more recently referred to Ho as the ‘George
to “try to sell it to others” later. Unfortunately, it was this policy which was j 21

: Washington of Vietnam’.) To prevent Ho's election in 1956, the
accepted. .




us took immediate action in 1 954 to keep the country partition,
and to thwart the Geneva agreements, ;,

cEim the Geneva Conference there was a change in py
dictators. Bao Dai, titular Emperor under the French, appoin
Ngo Dinh Diem Premier on July 7, 1954. Bao Dai was not g
known to act according to his own will : but this time it was
the French who dictated the act. As the New York Times repo
on December 18, 1954, in a dispatch from Paris, Guy La Cham
Minister for the Indochina States, ‘told the Assembly that Frane
supported the Government of Ngo Dinh Diem at the instance of
United States’. (Nine years later the New York Times discussed
matter more explicitly; Homer Bigart wrote on August 22, 1

‘Relations have seemed inextricable since 1954 when Ngo Dinh
Diem rose to power in South Vietnam with an important assisy
from the Central Intelligence Agency’. The Senior Editor of Loo,
Sam Castan, put it more bluntly in his January 28, 1964, mm,w:m
‘Secretary of State John moﬂmn Dulles picked him, Senator Mike
Mansfield endorsed him, Francis Cardinal Spellman praised him,

Vice-President Richard Nixon liked him, and President Dwight D,

Eisenhower OK'd him.")
Diem was described thus in the New York Times, June 15, 1954 :
Ngo Dinh Diem, a bachelor, has lived in the United States and France for the

last four years. He has never taken an active part in Vietnamese politics and has

no political organization of any particular importance behind him.

A rich landlord from Central Vietnam, Diem had fled the country
during the war for independence. He escaped first to Hong Kong
and then fled to the United States. He came here to attend a
Catholic seminary and was picked up by Cardinal Spellman of
New York, who became Diem’s personal tutor. While he had no
following in Vietnam, Diem soon developed one in the US State
Umnm;_,_:m:ﬁ and the Central Intelligence Agency. The Dulles
brothers, heads of both groups, were the most prominent per-
sonalities behind Diem. He was flown into Vietnam to be installed
as _uaamm_. in the summer of 1954, having spent the past four years
in Washington, and sought immediately to justify the trust
that had been placed in him. Described in the New York Times
(July .:ﬁ 1955) as "a dedicated democrat of scrupulous honesty’,
Diem set up a referendum to legitimize his rule. This was not a
referendum of the sort demanded by the Geneva agreements ;
in fact, no plans for such a genuine election were laid in July 1955
(as the agreements required). Diem’s referendum offered the
South Vietnamese half-nation a choice between him and Bao Dai :
the latter did his campaigning in the Riviera at that time, living on an
income from ‘gambling; prostitution and narcotics’ (according to a
Vietamese delegate to the United Nations, quoted in the New York

2

3

Times, December 24, 1954). Time magazine used the bland
adjective ‘rigged’ to describe this referendum (November 23, 1960)
Diem revealed nothing more than that he had received 98.2 per
cent of the votes ommu.vC:ﬁo:::mﬁm?me election seems to be the
sole measure of self-determination which the US has accorded the
people of South Vietnam. Lincoln White, State Department Press
Officer, announced (in the New York Times, October 25, 1955),
“The people of Vietnam have spoken and we, of course, recognize

- their decision.’

The people of Vietnam never spoke and never had the chance to
speak. Diem was imposed on them. His clique based its rule on
nepotism, oligarchy, and repression. He never intended to fulfil
the Geneva agreements; and he concurred in this judgment with
important US policy-makers. Some pretended at first that Diem
would oppose Ho in a 1956 election. But it is doubtful that anyone
honestly believed that he would attempt it. Consider the careful
remarks of US Special Ambassador to Saigon, General Collins
(reported in the New York Times, November 18,1954) ;

General Collins was cautious in speaking of the proposed elections in Vietnam,

which are scheduled in 1956 under the Genéva accords. He said he hoped that
total United States aid would be sufficient to win those elections, but he did
notreply when asked whether he thought they would ever be held.

At best the'US position was :wo_mm_.. The New York Times ,.6@7
stered its confusion thus on July 23, 1955 (after Diem had refused
to consult with the North to plan the elections) :

The position of the United States is obscure. It did not sign the Geneva agree-
ments and some of its officials have opposed the elections for which the
agreement provided. : : ;

Nothing more vigorous than a note of ‘displeasure’ characterized
the US government’s attitude toward Diem'’s refusal to abide by
the Geneva agreements. The New York Times reported August 9,
1955,

While approving the over-all pesition taken by Premier Diem, the United
States has been displeased by his refusal to go through the motions of trying
to organize free elections in co-operation with the Communist North.

The denial of free elections in 1956 constitutes only one of Diem'’s

~ many blatant violations of the Geneva agresments. Until very

recently the character of his régime was largely unpublicized in this
country. He stood behind a facade of reform and freedom, shielded
from the American people who would have been shocked and
outraged if they knew the brutality of his rule. Diem’s family was
Roman Catholic ; his policy was to reward those who espoused his
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S_Ewocw beliefs and to persecute those
of Buddhists and members of ethnic minoriti
severe. Political repressions went far beyon
free Mm_oomo:m..._.:ocmm:am of men were ar & ¢
vo_ﬂmom_ non-conformity of the most hz ,aw ¢
International Controls Commission, while :m%
the full enactment of the Geneva agreements :
to the'illegal actions of the United States in s
Bm_mw some attempt to investigate reported
auzwmm_m. Despite Diem’s ::no,.oumqwm,\mzm,mm “the
maq qu._mmn numerous cases of persecution m:a re|
Diem was guilty. (The great difficulty of investigat
underestimated ; on April 11, 1957, Lucien Cann
Canadian delegation to the ICC, was murdered for’
The findings of the ICC throughout the ‘ffties are
even if inadequate. e ,
Diem'’s very laws read as though they were invented 1
He nmmmma statutes requiring all military cmao:q_a_ to a
Omiozo religious services, offered rewards for ¢
omﬁo_mommB, and spread (via leaflets printed in the US) pro
among Catholics in North Vietnam declaring that God
Virgin Mary had abandoned North Vietnam and ﬁrm:né,m“
should follow them to the South. (Many Catholics did
The British publication, ‘Survey of International Affairs
issued at Oxford in 1957, states, ‘A number of English o
were critical of the methods used in this campaign and
whether the peasants concerned fully understood the rea
the situation or had indeed wished to move.”) Another “V
oppression is the 10/59 (November 1959) law against dis
This law punishes by death or life imprisonment any act or intent
83.3@ an act ‘endangering public security’. It Qo&%w; ;
travelling guillotines (old, renovated French models) to i ‘u_m.
the Uc::?m measures with speedy authority. Diem set up w s ¢
police force (run by his brother Ngo Dinh Nhu), E:mo&
U:_mmw.m CIA financed at a cost of $3,000,000 per year (as Eno_ﬁ&
in the London Times, September 10, 1963). That US doll :
sponsor such a gestapo is an insult and an outrage, even if not a
shock, to the American public. ,
We m:oc_a note that in the police-state of South Vietnam treatment
of the accused is never anything but brutal and atrocious. On

i
|
A

“June 16, 1962, the New York Times stated simply and bluntly,

....:@:m: the Government makes some attempt to re-educate the
captured guerrillas, many are shot’. On July 22, 1962, it reported
that Representative Robert Kastenmeier - (D-Wis.) ‘wrote Mr
_Amzwmg,\ that American “‘complicity in these inhuman practices” 25

_soapy water unti

~ 1supp

sider this report in the New York Times,

Umzo?‘ choked me with water and a towel, and

werinped me, tied me overa
e * the young typist said with an oacm:mmmmn

until 1 was unconscious,
i %
while . . . Ngo E:r Nhu's secret police terrorists

vm:ma jast Friday . . .

were still in operation. - .. .
he was one of thousands of ‘political’ detainees who felt the power of the

cret police. .

article momm on to describe other tortures : men forced to drink
| they bleed from- it, electric probes applied to
women'’s breasts, the chopping off of fingers of ‘political’ detainees.’
ose there can never be a secret police without police dogs ;
\/ietnam is NO exception to this rule. Some one thousand Ametican
dogs were imported, but they proved impractically expensive. As
the New York Times revealed on July 25, 1962, US canines ate
+51.20 worth of frozen horsemeat a day ; a Vietnamese soldier gets

by on 19 ¢ worth of rice’.
A people who have fought for independence once will not be

subjugated easily. Tortures, repressions, and injustices will not be
tolerated by a populace which has already expelled one set of
ers. Mock elections and bogus reforms

foreign rulers and exploit
will not fool a people conscious enough of their condition to wage

a war of independence. It is no surprise that the people rose up
against Diem. This story is perhaps best recounted by Phillippe
Devillers, a French historian and a Roman Catholic, who spent a
good deal of his life in Indochina. He was originally sympathetic
to the Diem government, but his own observation of the totali-
tarianism, corruption, and repressions of this régime changed his
mind. In an article included in P. J. Honey’s book, North Vietnam

Today, Devillers writes:

The Diem government faunched out in 1 957 into what amounted to a series of
man hunts. . .. A considerable number of people were arrested in this way and
sent to concentration camps. - . - This repression was in-theory aimed at the
Communists. In fact, it affected all those, and they were many = democrats,
socialists, liberals, adherents of the sects — who were bold enough to express
their disagreement with the line of policy adopted by the ruling oligarchy.
In 1958 the situation grew Wworse. Roundups of ‘dissidents’ became -more
_frequent and more brutal. The enemy (those suspected of Communist activities
" or of being affiliated to the sects) were difficult to apprehend. The areas where
they took refuge . . - with their marshes and forests, were not favourable for
operations by government forces. Moreover, the way in which many of the
operations were carried out very soon set the villagers against the régime.
The Communists, finding themselves hunted down, began to fight back.
Informers:were sought out and shot in increasing numbers, and village chiefs
who had presided over the ‘denunciations, village notables, and members of
the militia who took part, were frequently treated in the same way. The people

3 Ugly, damning photographs of such tortures appeared in Life magazine in

early June, 1964.



26

of the villages, thus intimidated, fell silent. Diem’ o
L formati : 4 . Diem’s
m_wcqomm of _mwo_‘_.:mfo: drying up one after another uom._.mwa

they resorted to worse barbarity, hoping to inspi Sol.
the villagers. ... | ping spire an even grea
In December 1958 the death of some twenty Viet ( otain

i i t Cong de
Loi concentration camp served to fan the flames of mzomwom%awmmﬁ
the course of that December and the following January armed

What did the authorities of the Democratic Republi YV
the face of these sad circumstances ? They E%wﬂwm&ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ >
members of the Viet Minh cadre in the south, who had been v..og_;
that unification would be rapidly achieved, had to listen to the
that were made to them about the inability of the North to do an:
the mum.mB n:osﬁoﬁzu. The over-riding needs of the world-wide
Socialist camp meant little or nothing to guerrilla fighters being hu
Nam-Bo. { . . ‘
It was in such a ¢limate of feeling that, in 1959, responsible ele
Communist Resistance in Indochina came to the conclusion that th
act, %:%ﬂ:mq___.__ng wanted them to or no. They could no longer co!
stand by while itheir supporters were arr ; i i
o W, pp arrested, thrown into prison
The point of view of most foreign governments, especially in the West, is
the fighting going on in South Vietnam is simply a subversive campaign g
from Hanoi . . . it leaves out of account the fact that the insurrection ex
before the Communists decided to take part, and that they were simply forced
join in. And even among the Communists, the initiative did not origina
Hanoi, but from the grass roots, where the people were literally driven %9@3
to take up arms in self-defence. i

i

The uprising which opposed Diem also opposed the United mﬁmﬁm.
Diem was clearly a placeman, set in the midst of a blatant US

military build-up. From 1954 to 1961 the US poured nearly two
billion dollars iinto South Vietnam. Less than 1.5 per cent of this
went for agriculture; most of the rest went for military expendi-
ture. (Of course, when President Eisenhower announced the
transfer of American assistance from the French to Diem, on
October 24, 1954, he assured the world that the US Government
‘expects this aid will be met by . . . undertaking needed reforms’.
Military build-up — a flat violation of the Geneva agreements — was
never projected.) To the people of South Vietnam, US aid means
not improved living conditions and economic progress; but the six
big naval cmMom. the 106 airfields, and the network of strategic
highways v:ww: for military use. Jeeps and transport trucks, war-
ships, m:v_m;,m.m, and helicopters are no convenience for the
Vietnamese p,moE@ who continue to transport their burdens on
human legs. ..?m native population observes foreign intervention
indistinguishable from that of the hated French and .._mumammm..

While it is often contended (as by Wayne Morse in his speech to
the Temple University Downtown Club, in Philadelphia, on April
20, 1964) that US involvement in South Vietnam serves to protect
private interests (such as those of American oil investment in the
Indian Oceaniand beyond) indirectly, few recognize the importance
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of genuine colonial interests in Vietnam. On February 12, 1950, the
New York Times summed up such interests thus:

Indochina is a prize worth a large gamble. In the north are exportable tin,
tungsten, zinc, manganese, coal, lumber and rice; and in the south are rice, .
rubber, tea, pepper, cattle and hides. . . . Before the war (World War 1) Indo-
china yielded dividends estimated from $250,000,000 to $300,000,000 a year

to French interests.

South Vietnam today exports rubber and other agricultural com- |
modities ; France and the US share these products. A mare recent
account (A. Doak Barnett in Communist China and Asia, p. 302)

notes that:

Although these resources have been only partially exploited, Southeast Asia
nevertheless supplies approximately 90 per cent of the world’s crude rubber,
60 per cent of its tin, and 80 per cent of its copra and coconut oil. It is the
world’s largest exporter of rice, quinine, kapok, teak, pepper, and tapioca
flour, and it also exports sizeable quantities of sugar, tea, coffee, tobacco,
sisal, fruits, spices, natural resins and gums, petroleum, iron ore and bauxite.
Yet, in terms of its economic potential, Southeast Asia is still very under-
developed. :

The US has long perceived the wealth of Indochina. We must not
forget the frank remarks of President Eisenhower at a Governors’
Conference on August 4, 1953:

Now let us assume that -we lost Indo-China. If iIndo-China goes, several things
happen right away. The peninsula, the last bit of land hanging on down there,
would be scarcely defensible. The tin and tungsten that we so greatly value
from that area would cease coming. ...So when the United States votes
$400,000,000 to help that war, we are not voting a giveaway programme.
We are voting for the cheapest way that we can to prevent the occurrence of
something that would be of a most terrible significance to the United States of
America, our security, our power and ability to get certain things we need from
the riches of the Indo-Chinese territory and from Southeast Asia.

Our aid to Indochina is certainly no ‘giveaway.” Additionally,
the US has a market for a number of its own products in South
Vietnam. While the nation is too poor to import from the US
in fact, it manages to buy the goods with US dollars. Economic
aid to South Vietnam has a ‘buy-US’ proviso, so that the gigantic
US enterprises which annually produce large surpluses, can sell
these goods at the expense of the American taxpayer, through the
so-called ‘foreign’ aid programme.
Even if the Vietnamese peasant lacks the understanding of
economics to tell him whether American aid goes to a rich man in
Vietnam or back to a rich man in the US, he needs no sophistication
to tell himself that he is starving and that US aid is not contributing
to his welfare. Robert Trumbull, Saigon correspondent of the
New York Times, described the world-view of such a peasant in

the Magazine Section, July 2, 1961 :
When one speaks of zo:ﬁ: Thanh, one is speaking in general of 80 to 90 per
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cent of mo:% Vietnam's population of approximately 13,000,000 people. ._.r
exist in a grim world of poverty, disease, and ignorance.

With the help of a United States contribution of more than $1,000,000.000
economic aid since 1955, the villages have acquired an outward appearance of
prosperity. But this does not extend to the hamlets.
In relation to all this economic progress, Nguyen Thanh is in the position of 3
hungry waif with his nose pressed to the window of a rich restaurant. As am
sees it, he i is worse off today than he was two or three years ago.

The _umou_o just don’t see progress resulting from American ‘aid’.

A South <_m5m3mmm government official was quoted thus in the

Reporter | U: September 19, 1 mm.w

The >3m=am= attitude is medieval mza 3:6@3%. They give us buffaloes, when
what we :ama are tractors with which to modernize our agriculture. They supply
our army. But what is the use. Unless they help us to develop our 8:3? our
army will not fight.’ -

The United States has failed too long to heed the advice of that
official. Professor Frank C. Child, an economist from the Michigan
State University Advisory Group which spent two years in South
Vietnam recommending various reform plans to the Diem régime,
lamented the situation with this analysis, in the December 4, 1961,
number 9" Em New mmbzb\a

American m_a is administered in a fashion which mcm«m:\amm the economic and
political position of the rich mercantile class which is most vigorously opposed
to economic progress. A 3 per cent annual population growth and a grossly
unequal distribution of income together with modest increases in national
output portend falling living standards and further popular discontents.

The simple fact is that reforms have not come and are not coming.
The US continues to talk about reform programmes. McNamara
today B%mr_< demands of Khanh what Eisenhower asked of Diem
ten years ago. The words are the same and conditions are the same.
(We might project here one remark about indigenous feeling toward
the Khanh régime. The people of Vietnam were in no way endeared
to ogmﬁ_ Nguyen Khanh, who, in his declaration of true patriotism
at the time of his takeover, reported he was ‘'now in a position to flee
the country with $10,000,000° in an interview described in the
New York Herald Tribune, February 3, 1964. They understood the
source of his wealth and power.)

Newspapers whose editorials defend the US position in South
Vietnam print the facts which assail it unrelentingly. Myriad reports
have come out of Saigon with concise statements of the cause of
the war. There are no alternative facts to print. Some stories never
are printed, but some must be revealed. Consider the following
dispatch by New York Times correspondent Tillman Durdin
dated §m< 19, 1960:

_u_moo:ﬂm:,ﬂ is evident among both intellectuals and peasantry. The intellectuals

direct most of their criticism against the dictatorial nature of the Ngo régime,
as evidented by the strict control of the Press, a secret police system, arbitrary
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arrests and the denial of free vo_:_nm_ activity to non-Communist opponents of
the Government.

Because 5m< get favoured :.mmzzma the Zm:o:m_ Revolutionary Movement
and other minor political groups that support the Government are often attacked
by critics of the Government.

Through the rigging of the last elections mo<m33m3 supporters won almost
all the seats in the National Assembly.

Peasant discontent with the Government has been stirred recently by a re-
quirement that peasants give free labour to various rural construction projects.

No matter where the US officially lays the blame for the current
war, it is recognized elsewhere in the world and in many circles
in this country that it is the US policy which precipitated the con-
flict. The grave mistake “cannot be justified, and will not be justified
in American history’, to use the words of Wayne Morse in his
March 4, 1964, speech in the Senate. The Vietnamese articulate
their grievance; Tran Van Tung, exiled leader of the (anti-Com-
munist) Vietnamese Democratic _umq? wrote to the New York
Times, October 10, 1962,

When will America learn ,.._..m" it is always fatal to the cause of freedom and
democracy to support a cynical tyrant as the ‘only alternative’ to Communism ?
In eight years in office, Diem has not effected one reform requested by the
United States and desperately needed by the Vietnamese. Instead, he has
purged himself of all capable anti-Communist leaders, imprisoned 50,000 anti-
Communist Vietnamese nationalists, stripped the populace of all rights and
freedoms, forced the people into cruelly administered .concentration camps,
murdered many score innocent families in the name of ‘anti-Communism’, and
let the . . . Vietcong control . . . the country right up to the city limits of mm_co: s
Now Diem requests additional United States financial ‘guarantees’ to prolong
his jungle war — so that he can stay in power twenty years and continue amass-
ing family wealth. Hated and feared by 80 per cent of his people, continuing
domestic policies that would shame Hitler, Diem stays in no<<2 only because of
United States support,

Historical investigation clearly indicates that the origin of the war
in South Vietnam is internal, or external only in so far-as it is US
intervention which prevented the implementation of the Geneva
provisions for the independence and territorial integrity of Vietnam
and which maintained an unpopular dictator whose crimes against
the people are the direct cause of the war. We have seen that the
SEATO ‘commitment’ is itself in opposition to the truce of Geneva
since it seeks to make the military partition permanent. We have
seen further that the charge which, in the mind of the US decision-
makers, allows SEATO action (not unilateral US action) is a farce.
There is no evidence to claim Communist invasion and every
reason to believe in the justice of the popular :vzm_zm against
Diem and his US sponsors.

If the guerrillas who fight the US are not Communist 5<mama. what
are they? The answer is contained in any understanding of the
cause of the war. The guerrillas are those southerners who would
not tolerate oppression. Certainly, southern Communists have
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mom:ma in the war; but the war originated from and is maintained ;

by the broadest base of the population, all those who have suffered

since Geneva. New York Times correspondent Robert Trumbull

ammn:_oma the guerrilla uprising thus, on May 28, 1961 :

The Smﬁo:u movement . . . is thought . . . to be capable of developing into the
mmam kind of broadly based popular uprising that the French were unable to

amﬁaﬁ in.nine years of bitter fighting.

.. . the underlying factors in the conflict here boil down to a question whether

most of the people are for the Government or for those who would tear it down.
The answer to this question is ominously unclear.

In 3m=< distressing aspects the Vietcong rebellion appears to be really a con-
tinuation of the cononial war against the French. The people fighting President
zm_o&_.m the same who fought the French, and in 52_. own view they are in
arms for essentially similar reasons.

00:32 dwellers find themselves under the authority, in many cases, of officials
who'in the past were known as French collaborators. The army, it has been
conceded often finds it necessary to use the same unpleasant methods that the
French employed against members of the populace here and in Algeria.

And the image of the vile foreigner . . . has been transferred successfully from
the French to the Americans.

The u::n.vm_ appeal of the Vietcong to the peasant lies in the guerritla organiza-
tion’s identification with the resistance against the French. For ten years the

‘resistance’ stood for democracy and social justice. The label has not worn off

in the five <wma under Ngo. -

OESR US tactics only reinforce the natives’ judgment in favour

of Em guerrilla movement. This simple truth is lucidly argiied in the

July 18, 1964, editorial ‘How To Lose a War’ in the Washington
Post:

It isinow reported that 2,000 Vietnamese women conducted sit-ins at two
outposts in the Mekong Delta to protest the government’s nighttime bombard-
Bma of their villages by mortar and artillery fire. According to news reports,
‘the | marchers said that government soldiers had repeatedly shelled their
villages, killing or injuring many of their relatives and causing extensive
damage’.

What fantastic manner of warfare is this? The bombardments apparently were
laid /down, so the government says, on villages suspected of harbouring
Communist insurgents. But whether the purpose of this blind fire into the dark
distance is to pick off some hiding Viet Cong, or to convince the local popula-
tions by means of terror not to give the guerrillas refuge, it seems to us to
epitomize all that is wrong and self- am*mmn_sm;s the conduct of this particular
war.
The.issue is quite the same as that raised by scorched-earth mémmum and by
aerial bombing with napalm. It is whether the civilians in Vietnam, the vast
329:2 of whom can only wish to be left to themselves, are to be treated as an
unfortunate nuisance, as an obstacle in the military’s way, or whether the
civilians are to be treated as human beings for whose benefit and protection
— and only for whose benefit and protection — the war is being waged and
<<_5o5 whose ardent participation in the government omavm_m: the war will be
lost..

Certainly the Communists will leap to avail themselves of any opportunity to
set ?a umoEm of South Vietnam against the government, by, for instance,
_:mgum.::u sit-ins if they can. Even more certainly, there will be no need for
Communists to organize such demonstrations as long as nighttime artillery
fire _:__m simple people in their homes, as long as government forces burn off
E:Q_m villages where poor peasants live, as long as American airplanes drop
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hunks of flaming jelly in places where innocent villagers may Emn?m:m:ﬁ:\ be
struck. The very notion of using artillery, a set-piece weapon against guerrilla
wisps is incomprehensible at face. Since there can be no realistic prospect that
an artillery shell, lobbed into a village from a safely bunkered solider miles away,
will actually hit a Communist guerrilla, this tactic amounts to nothing more
than raw, random terror. Is :53 a swifter or more effective way to lose the war
in Vietnam 24 3 i

The US has sought to slur the guerrilla movement by naming it the
‘Viet Cong’. ‘Viet Cong’ means ‘Vietnamese Communists’. No
group in South Vietnam refers to itself by that abbreviated name.
Those who chose that name for the guerrillas ignored something
very important. They relied on the fact that in the USA the term
‘Communist’ is enough to alarm the public and to smear any move-
ment and never realized until too late what favorable connotations
‘Communist’ has in that part of the world. The US has, by its own
intended slander, reinforced any good image Communists have
had in Southeast Asia through associating Communism with a
movement for national liberation, a movement of the people for
independence and social justice. It is ironic that when the US
realized its grave blunder, it sought to rectify the situation by
renaming the liberators. As reported in the New York Times on
June 5, 1962, the c:_ﬂmu States Information Agency sponsored a
contest ‘for a new name for the Viet Cong guerrillas’, admitting
that it didn‘t think ‘Communist is the type of name to inspire hatred
among the country’s illiterate masses’. It offered a prize of $47 for a
‘colloquial’ peasant term implying disgust or ridicule’. In South
Vietnam, the only names <<_=n: Smﬂ that test are ‘French® and
‘American’.

The opposition to the a_oﬁmao:m_ o__ncmm solidified as the Libera-
tion National Front of South Vietnam, formed on December 20,
1960. In this common front, all those forces combined who had
suffered and decided on armed self-defence. Thus, it constitutes
an organization of many segments of the population. Communists
and non-Communists alike were victims of Diem's régime; they
united in self-defence. Former Premier Tran Van Huu (writing in
the London Observer) describes the majority of the popular oppo-
sition as non-Communist. Much of the leadership comes from the

intellectuals, who felt the lack of freedom most severely; doctors,

One might suspect these editors of exaggeration were it not for the officially
reported facts. Under the headline ‘Saigon Is Losing Propaganda War’, the
New York Times reported on >:m:ﬂ 9, 1964, how the wanton terror described
above is used as propaganda to win support for the US-sponsored régimes.
The article notes: : :

‘For these people,” a United States specialist said, ‘we can use only one basic
propaganda theme - surrender or die. We drop photographs of. Bmsm_mn
Vietcong bodies and captured Vietcong equipment.

*We tell Vietcong villages that in the last year 20 per cent of their men have been
killed, and that next year 20 per cent more will die. That's about all we can do.’
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lawyers, and c:_<m_a;< professors play prominent réles in the
committees of the . Liberation National Front. Many religious
leaders were instrumental in the organizing of the Front. They
represent the: majority (Buddhists) and the minorities (some
Roman Catholics and many ethnic minorities whose unique ways
of life were intolerable non- ooio:s_Q to the bigot, Ngo Dinh
Diem) of South Vietnam’s worshippers. Small businessmen and
even progressive landlords joined peasant farmers, fishermen, and
workers to _S:u *o:: the Front against the common m:m3< and
oppressor.

The policies of the Liberation National Front were decided at a
national congress, held from February 16 to March 2, 1962. This
congress was reported by Malcolm Browne, Saigon correspondent
of the Associated Press and recipient of the latest Pulitzer Prize in
:Journalism for his coverage of events in Vietnam. Browne's
coverage of the Front and its oo:@.awm is enlightening ; it describes
the kind of representation which the Front has, and what was
decided at the congress, and gives remarkably full details on loca--
tion and personnel. This AP dispatch came over all the wires in this
country. But 'no newspaper would carry it, except the York
(Pennsylvania) Gazette and Daily.

Such suppression of information is unfortunately typical of the
attention given to the Vietnam war. We would do well to question
why this vital information on the Liberation National Front, reported
by such a reliable and courageous journalist as Browne, was not
“fit to print’ in the New York Times and other major papers with
imposing mottoes. For when the New York Times finally mentioned
the existence of a group calling itself the Liberation Front (March

29, 1964), it described it as simply the “political wing’ of the Viet

Cong. The undisclosed identity of the real constituency of the
guerrillas of mecﬁr Vietnam and the omission of reported informa-
tion on the _ua:: s democratic congress loom as two of the most
disturbing features of a Press which will not divulge the truth as
long as the @o,(mSBmE is perpetrating lies about our secret war.

The number of delegates at the Liberation National Front's Con-
gress exceeded one hundred men. They came from all over the
countryside OM South Vietnam and represented all walks of life
and many different political opinions. The people and policy of
the Front are discussed extensively in the April 1964 number of
War/Peace Report in an article titled: “Can Vietnam Be Neutralized?’
Three experts on South Vietnam answer in this article a number of

- germane questions. One of the experts, Stanley Millet, taught

political science at the University of Saigon in 1961-62, vqoawmoﬁ
Millet outlines’ Em ﬁ_mﬂno:.: of the Front thus:

The first point of :m v_m:o_.a was to oust the Diem régime and to replace it with
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a democratic coalition government, composed of the representatives of every
section of the population — nationalities, political parties, religious communi-
ties, and patriotic personalities. The second is to build a broad democratic
régime, which would include freedom of expression, Press, association, reli-
gious belief and worship, and other democratic liberties. The third is to build an
independent economy. The furthest the platform goes in this area is to urge
abolition of the economic monopoly of the Diem régime. It calls for government
aid to industrialists and handicraftsmen, improvement of technology, agricul-
ture and fishing, development of trade, an equitable tax system, better labour
relations, increased social assistance, prohibition of the forcible removal and
burning of people’s dwellings. The v_m:o_‘s does :2 even demand a serious
land reform.

He also comments on the politics of the Front in general and of its
leaders in particular. When asked about the percentage of Com-
munists in the Front, he answered that they are ‘only a very, very,
small number of the intellectuals’. He adds that these Com-
munists are experienced men, who Eosam much of the direction
of the Front and whose ideas are necessary 8 maintaining a
structured movement. He states, :

Communist leadership provided the organizational structure for them to enter
into. Without an oqmm:ﬂmzo:m_ structure, it's very difficult for a mass, particu-
larly a peasant mass, to exercise political power.

Discussing Umaosm_:_mm _<__=2 nma_mzww about the m.d.n» Chair-
man, Nguyen Huu Tho,

He has never, to my knowledge, been said to be a Communist. He'ssaid always
to be a leftist intellectual, and a lawyer who was thrown into prison by Diem.
By 1962, he went to Moscow and supposedly made a tentative move towards
presenting the Liberation National Front as an o..um:ﬁmﬁ_o: to be recognized in
world politics, but nothing ever came of it. The Front is said to have a directing
committee of some thirty men of which only fifteen or twenty names have been
published. Outside of the published literature of the Front, it’s very difficult to
say anything about the political beliefs of the men who make up its leadership.
When asked bluntly whether the Liberation National Front would
accept as premier a neutralist like Souvanna Phouma in Laos,
Millet replies,

This is their position..

The Liberation National Front rmm sent emissaties to many Socialist
bloc and revolutionary nations, in an effort to gain recognition. It
has so far received no actual diplomatic recognition, but it has set
up permanent missions in Prague, Cairo, Algiers, and Havana. All
releases of the Front are available from these missions, which serve
.as monuments to the legitimacy of the Liberation Front as a provi-
sional government of South Vietnam. These releases emphasize
the steps taken by the Front to bring it closer to actual recognition.
The affiliation of the Front to the Afro-Asian Solidarity Committee
-and the World Peace Council represents such a step. ,

According to their releases, the Liberation National Front's
Secretary General, Prof. Nguyen Van Hieu, visited North Vietnam
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in October 1962. At this time North Vietnam President Ho Chi

Minh is mma,ﬂcw:mé stated his ‘sympathy and support’ for the
Front. Ho couches his speeches in careful language. He m?<m<,m“
reminds us that the unity of Vietnam is not something he should
have to fight for since it is guaranteed by the much violated

Geneva agreements. He makes it very clear that his sending
military forces to fight the war in the south would only do further
pointless <mo_m:wm to the agreements. It is equally clear that the
organizers of the Liberation National Front are independent of
North Vietnam, and sometimes even cool toward the north for its
lack of prior help in countering Diem’s crimes. That the Front's
embassies dissaciate themselves quite obviously from those of
North Vietnam in the outside world is evidence to this claim.

The Liberation National Front sets up local governments in the -

areas its forces win. (Just how much area the guerrillas now
control is debated: Senator Bartlett (D-Alas.) asserted in the
February 19, 1964, entry in the Congressional Record that they

now retain control of about 75 per cent of the land area of the

south; cabinet  officials give the guerrillas less credit, while
admitting always that they hold a very large portion of the land
area at night even where the Government forces patrol during the
day.) The Front establishes programmes which will minister to
the legitimate ,:mmam of the people, giving them grass-roots
democracy and economic reform. The network of local units
constitutes a provisional government which should be recognized
as such. The most rapid and humane settlement of the war would
come through the US recognizing the Front and negotiating with
it to end the fighting. The Front has issued its own postage stamps,
not because this largely illiterate population is clamouring for a
Liberation Post Office, but in order to show other governments in
other parts of E,m world a token of its legitimacy. The stamps are
status symbols. :

Manifestations of the Liberation National Front's local units and
administrative structure have been revealed in many Western
sources. In late 1962, for example, Jerry A. Rose discussed the
primitive land reform of the guerrillas in an article in the New York
Times Magazine Section. He wrote :

A man in the Z_mxo,:m delta, when asked why some of his friends went over to
the Viet Cong, replied: ‘They seize the rice fields from the absent owners and
divide the land among the working farmers.’ :

On April 7, 1963, the New York Times carried a discussion of some
length of the schools and tax system set up by the guerrillas in
the province of Kien Hoa. The tax system in the liberated zones
of the Mekong delta was similarly reported in the October 9, 1 962,
issue of the New York Times. A recent article in the Washington
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Post (March 30, 1964) reported the bombing of what it termed a
‘Viet Cong hospital’. Taxes, schools, and hospitals stand as
testimony that the Liberation National Front offers an effective
provisonal government. The US Press admits this fact more and
more frankly, and occasionally divulges as <<m__ the amount of

" .control exercised by the Liberation Front. A most recent admission

came in the April 27, 1964, issue of the New York Times:

In the vital Mekong delta, where most of South Vietnam’s population and
economic resources are concentrated, roughly 80 per cent of the peasantry now
live in one form or another under a Communist shadow Government. This
Government maintains its own schools and dispensaries and collects taxes,
like a legitimate administration organization.

The military effectiveness of the guerrillas has been known to the
US experts for some time. The immediate successes of the
Liberation Front in its campaign against the US sponsored regime
of Ngo Dinh Diem caused concern among top officials here. Once
the Front got going, drastic changes were demanded in the South
Vietnam policy of the US Government; the guerrillas were a real
threat to Diem. Moreover, there were many in the US State

"Department and the armed forces who saw the opportunity to

experiment in South Vietnam. Here was a chance for on-the-spot
training in anti-guerrilla warfare. One official, Roger Hillsman,
in his introduction to the Praeger edition of Vo-Nguyen Giap's
(leader of the Vietminh army and now commander-in-chief of the
North Vietnam army) book People’s War, People’s Army, speaks
of the need for a training ground for US generals — so that we can
some day have military leaders of Giap's calibre! Several experi-
ments in new tactics were combined in the Staley-Taylor plan,
which Lyndon B. Johnson, then Vice-President, announced in a
joint Press conference with Diem in the summer of 1961.

Dr Eugene Staley and General Maxwell Taylor scrutinized the
conditions of war and poverty in South Vietnam and drew up a
plan for the ‘pacification of South Vietnam in eighteen months’
(from the summer of 1961). Its basic strategy is to separate the
people from the guerrillas. Specific measures demand forcing
the farm population into concentration camps — to prevent their
sheltering and feeding the guerrillas — and poisoning the crops
which the guerrillas might live off. To assist in these operations,
US advisers were provided immediately. Five thousand Americans
arrived in South Vietnam. The US Military Assistance Command
was set up in South Vietnam, by early 1962, under four-star
General Paul D. Harkins. The number of Americans in this com-
mand soon swelled to 15,000. (Recent was propaganda posters
admitted that 18,000 Americans were serving in South Vietnam.)
US expenditures were greatly increased under the Staley-Taylor




plan; they now run from $1 .000,000 to $1,500,000 per .
the UR_S is already a failure. Pacification has :omooi% m.. :
30:5,? As the protracted war continues, US cabinet o.%
@m:m.aw seem to mimic their French counterparts .
continually predict how soon the war will be won.

State Department adviser, Walt Whitman Rostow, suggest,
Cmm. om Vietnam as an experimental area m:,m%m,_.amamﬂm
anti-guerrilla warfare. This suggestion has been carri nﬁ
S.m result is eerie. An American Gl still in South Vietnar
wishes to remain anonymous while he is in Vietnam) descri ,
thusin aletter home: n: :

Why is the US here ? Let me give my opinions. This i ,
moE.:. Vietnam is a realistic test of :ﬁiﬁpamzom: mgmwmmumuw,_\,\nw"ﬂ:w“ommn
_.:o_u__:fi ground forces, and conventional weapons. Look m«o% ﬂ =
Z_m:om:s.mm recently completed in the States by the Air Assault I %
said to have been ‘exact replicas’ of conditions in the Republic of -
many men from that Air Division come here and vice versa. We ,m_.m testing ne

oa:z::oﬁ. wars, OE presence here, perpetuating this conflict, |
excuse to the American public for the continuation of insane mil

priations. Qur presence here hell s kee i i ini : DS
internal issues. ‘ p P American public opinion diverted from

§o$o<m.,w_‘. This Week magazine declared on Lm:cm% 5,1964:

Some of the new army theories are bei F i
> tt 1 eing tested in combat against the | .
m:m:___mm in South <_m3m3. Air Force experts maintain that 5%>_.3< is S no
! M_M“N:wo_‘mﬁ_:ﬁ”:mm EM_. <_: South Vietnam. ‘Out in Saigon, our army cmﬁm.,.m
er to South Vietnam as the Jaboratory,” one Air Force officer 1
The Army is answering in kind. : v ot

mc::mqaﬁp 3m.>\ms\ York .E.Smm reported on June 5, 1962, that
.m troops in Thailand are being trained in ‘combat zones in South
Vietnam'. : o
It was xn.mﬁ.oi‘ too, who devised the plan for concentration of
.:_m vom:_w:o: of South Vietnam into ‘strategic hamlets”. It is
Instructive to compare the official US description of the ‘strategic
hamlet EE those of observers in South Vietnam. The Armed
Forces Information and Education branch of the Defence Depart-
ment ommj the following portrait in its Pocket Guide to Vietnam:
The foundation for future social mno:oamn and civic i i id i

. tic ) ; mic, strength is being laid in
.Ew strategic hamlets’ set up by the Vietnamese Government. Instead wﬁ _mcms_u
in _mo:.:ma lages érma 5@ were prey to the Viet Cong guerrillas, the people
are being nmE.mqma into fortified and well-guarded hamiets. There is work for
everyone and improved health and education facilities, With the help of us
technicians, the um@w.w are being trained in use of farm tools, medicines
modern health practice and, most important of all, in defence. .
The no:.:m.mm between that picture and what is actually described by
o.cmm?ma in'South Vietnam is sharp. ‘Operation Sunrise’, the name
given to the campaign to concentrate 9,000,000 people in

strategic hamlets, is described at its inception in Ben Cat province
in late March, 1962, by New York Times correspondent Homer
Bigart. He reported thus on March 29, 1962:

9 ¥
The operation is subsidized directly with United States money, military planning,
and technicalaid. -~ sk e
In this region, 1,200 families are to be moved voluntarily or forcefully. . . . The
abandoned villages will be burned to deprive the Vietcong of shelter and food.
The first step in Operation Sunrise involved encirclement of a half-dozen
settlements. Government forces failed to make the manoeuvre a complete
surprise, a hundred men were able to flee to the forest before the ring closed.
The Government was able to persuade only seventy families to volunteer for
resettlement. The 135 other families in the half-dozen settlements were herded
forcibly from their homes. : ;
A young woman:stood expressionless as she recounted how the troops had
burned the families” two tons of rice. e
Only a few old men were visible among the uprooted families. The Vietnamese
officers were asked what was being done to get the husbands to emerge from
the forest and rejoin:their families. |
They replied that planes had dropped 24,000 leaflets promising amnesty.

The physical description of the hamlets is no less cruel than the
herding operation. Bigart reported in the New York Times, June 24,
1962: e

The hamlets are sheltered behind rude defensive walls spiked with watch-
towers and firing points. But the aim is not only to keep the enemy out but to
control the population within, to isolate it from . .. guerrillas and to make it
obedient to the Government of President Ngo Dinh Diem. ;

Life inside the hamlets appalled mam;“ he wrote in the New York
Times, April 1,1962:

The village shows disheartening signs of over regimentation. Almost everyone
who greeted Ngo Dinh Nhu was in uniform. Most of his audience consisted of
blue-uniformed young troops. There was little ‘spontaneous enthusiasm.
Security measures were tight and grim soldiers with submachine guns were
seen almost everywhere along the route of inspection.

Bigart gives many accounts of the brutal herding plan and the
ugliness of life in the Diem concentration camps.

The war in South- Vietham is a war against the people. Giap says
that in guerrilla warfare the guerrillas and the people are one, and
the US sponsored forces have strengthened that premise ironically.
Bigart describes in horrifying detail the war against the people.
On July 25, 1962, he wrote of : i

. . . a struggle that has shocked American military observers with senseless
brutality. American advisers have seen Viet Cong prisoners summarily shot.

They have encountered charred bodies of women and children in villages
destroyed by napalm bombs.

Moreover, one rarely sees a uniformed Viet Cong guerrilla; generally, the Com-
munist rebels are indistinguishable from peasants. Thus, many of the ‘enemy’
dead reported by the South Vietham government were ordinary peasants shot
down because they fled from villages as the troops entered. Some may have
been Viet Cong sympathizers, but others were running away because they did
not want to be rounded up for military conscription and forced labour.




In the same m:_n_m. he describes the unity of ucm:___mw m:a;.

peasants in the more traditional sense (i.e. of the guerrillas’
reliance on Em“ummmm:am as the fish on the sea) :

Observers of sweeps by the Vietnamese Army. through the Mekong delta
provinces are often struck by the phenomenon of deserted villages. As troops
approach, all =m9 except a few old men and o:__a_‘ms No one offers informa-
tion, no one _E_.:mm to put out flags.

Homer Bigart concluded that revealing July 25, 1962, article <<=:
the assertion, ‘South Vietnam is a proving ground for other

interesting theories’. He mentions ‘poisonous shrubs’ to be

planted mac:a the hamlets ‘to keep the Viet Cong out’. This

campaign to _Sm_o the Viet Cong out is perhaps more aptly termed
a campaign 8 exterminate all those who refuse to enter Diem’s
concentration | 838 and wish to remain at their farms. The
poisonous m:E_um Bigart describes above are the least of the

ﬁm*qumEoE\OO:m_Qm::_mm::o::omBmslﬁanrm gmscmég
1962, New York Times: j

Numerous ﬁmnrz_n:mm . .. are being inaugurated or are about to be used. . .. ‘

One of these ﬁmn::_n:mm is ‘defoliation’ from the air, a chemical means of
stripping leaves *._63 the mo__mmm that :amm Viet Cong movements in thickly

wooded areas.

The US om_o_mm:\ denied that chemicals were cm_so used in South
Vietnam <<:m: that report ‘prompted some people around the
world to qmncmmﬂ international investigation. Eventually the US

admitted to H:m fact that ‘weedkillers’ were being employed in

Vietnam; somewhat later, President Kennedy's chief science
adviser, Dr Lm«oam Weisner, designated unrestricted use of these
chemicals as | potentially ‘more Qm:om_‘ocm than ama_omoﬁim
fallout'. it

Chemical <<m_+ma was banned at the Hague fifty-seven years ago.
The US did :oﬁ want to be accused of breaking that treaty in the
course - of its’| overwhelmingly illegal war in South Vietnam.
But outspoken elements of the US sponsored régime in Saigon
were not concerned about blatantly violating one more inter-
national m@amama Diem’s sister-in-law, Madame Ngo _u_:: Nhu,
stated in an _:8265 in the Times of Vietnam, April 12, 1963

Even if the o:»B.am_m were toxic, so what 2 If the communists do not like it, why
do they stay in o:.. jungles breathing it? Have we not the right to defoliate our
own leaves E:m:wéa we like, and the more so in wartime ?

Radio Saigon had announced on January 10, 1962, ‘Today the
Government 96 the Republic is announcing a new experiment for
suppression in the thickly wooded regions — chemical products
y the USA'. The US sought to avoid the implica-
tions of the mnocmm:o: of chemical warfare as long as possible.
The New York SSmh reported on January 26, 1962,

Sl e
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The United States has shied away from plans to starve out Communist guer-
rillas by spraying chemicals on rebel-controlled manioc and rice fields.

The reluctance to join the crop-killing programme . . . is believed based on
American sensitivity to the possibility that accusations would be made that
Americans took part in chemical warfare.

The question might be posed quite simply: who flew the planes
which sprayed the n:mamnm._m ? At the time when chemical warfare
was first Bm:ﬁ_o:ma the extent of US participation was still
relatively secret. But just a few months later, Robert Trumbuli
was reporting in the New York Times ‘News of the Week in
Review’ (July 22, 1962), “United States Air Force units participate
in tactical operations to an extent that has been the most closely
kept secret of the Vietnamese war’. Who but our pilots could have
sprayed the chemicals which Homer Bigart described in his
dispatch of January 26, 1962? He made explicit the meaning of
defoliation chemicals thus:

‘Communist units are told that the ‘powder’ (actually it is a spray) has an effect
on people. It is difficult to breathe for two days. Use wet handkerchiefs to

breathe through. Cover your skin — the more covering the better. Get out of the
area as soon as possible, going _:8 the wind ...

: O:mB.nm* warfare and :mvm_a breed hatred ﬁo_. the mo<o_.=3m3

forces among the peasant victims. These instruments of torture
have no eyes; they perceive no distinction between Communist
and non-Communist, between guerrilla and child. As an Associated
Press dispatch mﬁmﬂma in the New York Times, July 8, 19562 :

Tactical air support is used extensively, but it is often difficult to ascertain

whether the people killed by napalm or ?mem:B:o: UQBUm were guerrillas or
merely farmers..

To bring us up to date on tactics, we m:o:_a look at the gm:cmi 5,
1964, article in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch by Richard Dudman.
‘Serious thought,’ he writes, ‘is being given (by American

- militarists) to a plan to puta nmm: bounty on the heads ofthe enemy
" and basing army promotion on the number of heads that an

officer can produce.’” He adds the now familiar admonition, “An
obvious problem here is the difficulty of distinguishing a Viet Cong
fighter from a loyal villager or by-stander.”

The US has demonstrated a willingness to try anything in order
to beat the guerrillas. But no increase of brutality and terrorism will
persuade the people of Vietnam that US sponsored military
dictators will offer them the good life. In the article cited, Dudman
reports that the guenillas ‘now command the allegiance of 70 to
80 per cent of the Vietnamese people’. Dudman goes on to
describe how the US military advisers hope to ‘reverse the tide of
allegiance’. They advocate more crop destruction, curtailment of
more freedoms. (with regard to life in the strategic hamlets and

1sesczant ‘K1o100& 1B51101815 BAISES

‘Rigise
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travel), and more tactical air support. It is by these means that
General Paul Harkins hopes to achieve the primary aim of 1964
<<Zo: is, in his words, to win the ‘hearts and minds’ of ﬂsm
Vietnamese people.

The US does not seem to awaken to the absurdity of maintaining ;

Its present policy in Vietnam. It continues to wage war on the

peasant population, even while admitting that it needs their
support. It still holds to the old myths about the war, continuing

to deny that the war is fought by Southern people against an

enemy with no popular support. When addressing the closed

session of the House Armed Services Committee, Secretary of
Defence, Robert Strange McNamara, stated on February 18, 1964,

 that the war in South Vietnam ‘is a counter-guerrilla war, it is a war

that can only be won by the Vietnamese themselves’. But
McNamara never relates this admission to his policy-making. It is

frightening ‘to know that many policy-makers, including Walt

Whitman Rostow, and potential policy-makers, such as Richard
Nixon, carry the old myth about the war to its logical military
conclusion : they urge harassment of North Vietnam, as though
coBE:mm in the North would end the fighting below Saigon.
(These suggestions are more in keeping with McNamara’s more
public position, stated at the open sessions of the Armed Services
Committee, | January 27, 1964, that he ‘can conceive of no
alternative ather than to take all necessary measures within our
capability to prevent a Communist victory'.)

The United States is at least dangerously close to extending the
war into North Vietnam. Wayne Morse has recently called
attention to an article in the April 6, 1964, issue of Aviation Week,
entitled ‘South Vietnamese Raiders Extending War'. This article, a
Saigon dispatch states: ; , ;

War against E.m Communists already has erupted over the borders of South

Vietnam in hit-and-run guerrilla raids and infiltration moves as far north as

. China. . . . With US backing in aircraft, weapons and money, an estimated

50,000 elite South Vietnamese troops are being trained to take the offensive in
o<m75m-uo_dm_,_. strikes at Communist supply centres and communication
routes. Despite Defence Secretary McNamara’s implication in Washington on
March 26 that the decision has not yet been made to extend the war, it is
known here that guerrilla strikes against the Communists have been increasing
since last summer. . ..

Last autumn when US officials decided that it was impossible to win the war by
confining it inside South Vietnamese borders, they began an expanded pro-
gramme of training special guerrilla forces at secret bases. Courses emphasized
techniques of operating beyond national borders. ‘

Although the daily press largely ignored these disturbing reports
when Senator Morse disclosed them, it has since been unable to
conceal the ugly truth. Two days after the tenth anniversary of the
Geneva Agreements, the AP carried the following dispatch :

4

The South Vietnamese air force is dropping sabotage teams into Communist
North Vietham and is training to extend their combat operations, the air force
commander said today.

Air Commodore Nguyen Cao Ky told reporters at Bien Hoa Airfield that . . . he
has personally piloted a plane over North Vietnam and that theraids continue.
The remarks were the first official statement that military operations are being’
conducted by the Saigon government directed against North Vietnam.,

Ky called for an attack that would destroy the Communist capital of Hanoi and
extend even into Red China. His air force recently received from the United
States an infusion of single-engine, propeller-driven A-1E fighter-bombers,
whose range is appropriate to bombing North Viethamese targets. . . .|

Senator Morse warned of this escalation long ago ; he stated in the
Senate on April 14,

Mr President, we cannot answer charges that will be made against us if we
escalate the war into North Vietnam. If we escalate it into North Vietnam, |
warn the Senate that the plan is to use nuclear weapons. | have been heard to
say before that if we drop nuclear weapons on North Vietnam, we had better
start looking around the world for friends.

Do our policy-makers forget the area where the war rages most
fiercely today — the Mekong Delta region, hundreds of miles away
from North Vietnam — has the longest history of stuggle of any
area in Vietnam ? As has been pointed out earlier, the people of this
prosperous farm region were the first to rise up against the French,
both prior to and after the Second World War. In the State Depart-
ment’s document ‘A Threat to the Peace : North Vietnam’s Effort to

_conquer South Vietnam’ several maps are printed, to indicate

alleged penetration of North Vietnamese invaders into South
Vietnam. None of these even alleges any penetration as far south
as the Mekong Delta! In fact, none of these maps even includes
the Mekong Delta region; all stop at Saigon, as though it were the
southernmost point in Vietnam and the war was being waged far
north of it. (We may be reminded of Halberstam’s declaration,
quoted earlier, that ‘no capture of North Vietnamese in the south
has come to light".’)

Do our policy-makers forget that southern men who fought in the
Vietminh regrouped to the North, according to the Geneva
agreement ? The few cases of ‘invaders’ (involving less than fifty
men in all the State Department documents) leave aut of account

Halberstam’s challenge has been put to officials by Wayne Morse, who
reported his results on May 21, 1964, as follows :

| have cross-examined witnesses for some time on South Vietnam from the
Pentagon Building and from the State Department. When | putthe question to
them, ‘What military personnel have you found in South Vietnam from North
Vietnam, Red China, Cambodia, or elsewhere?’ the answer is, ‘Practically
none.’

... What a paradox. The United States is talking about invasions from North
Vietnam and Laos, and yet, when we put our Government witnesses under
examination, they have to admit that they have not been able to discover very

many of them.
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- practice for guerrilla fighters not to rely on outside support

the fact that small Qomcw of men might conceivab
mo:ﬂsém«nm to return to their wives and oZ.M 1
mcm_omﬂm@_ that they had been deceived about 9, qmﬁ

. promise of reunification. b
Do our po=0<-3m_66 who encourage i i
E.m.ﬂ in keeping with the Geneva m@&wﬂwﬂwwmﬂ__”w—”ﬁ, :
3___53\. mM__mm:omm,.v US action against the North ,€w=__
from military neutrality into an alliance with oZ:m,‘ i
<mm3m3 does not desire. In the article quoted W& E,
Vietnam Be Neutralized ?°), Professor Stanley Millet mmﬂwmm

I think the relation of Pekin i :

e | . g to events in South Vietnam is distar
_.Momi piece of mSam:am relates to the statements of ":hm%%w;
about their expectations of Chinese support should the Smgw

w . _Q M—UM
m Om_m.ﬂm _UQ—A :m_‘QOSm.nO .n—._m,m mﬂ—.c—.—mﬂm.ﬁwg ﬁ—.; .m ,
¢ m D S fTrom IWSQ

._.m%mq in the article, Millet points out that many current obse
think the Vietnamese Communists themselves can _umnmw,f
on as an anti-Chinese force’. Such a position will be r.:‘c_.;
for the Vietnamese if American policy proceeds in th % 3
outlined by Rostow, Nixon, et al. e
”_.:m_‘m are some in the USA who admit that the 294.:. a&
S«.mam mom:n: Vietnam, but who unfortunately lend mcgon\ o0
military argument for an invasion of the North .~u<,o_m§5 .
North <.mm§m3 is the chief supplier of the South Vietnam guer
They disregard two important facts. First, it is an establis|

m:o_. Mao Tse Tung state time and again the crucial zmnmmm#n
relying chiefly on the people ; if a guerrilla army is to be an army
the vmo.v_ﬁ it cannot be supplied from outside. Token suppo
from <<=J05 may be used to encourage the people ,WS.W'
extraneous to the general strategy. The relation of the m~§< 3
people must be (to use Giap’s metaphor) as the fish to the sea.
Secondly, official United States Government sources refute ﬂg
noZ.m:zo; that the guerrillas are armed largely with weapons E»&
outside. None other than General Harkins himself refuted the s&o@

lie about the war in Vietnam as early
e\ y as March 6, 1963, when he w
quoted :.EM in the Washington Post : i

Harkins said the guerrillas obviously ar i i i
said ] y are not being reinforced or suppli
systematically from North Vietnam, China, or any place. He said they mvumeme

depend for weapons primaril
we: y upon whatever th thei
weapons, hesaid, are home-made. iy cape Nl

Consider mrm statistics reported b i in
: M y Louis R. Rukeyser in the
Baltimore M:F October 14, 1963. He reports that : .

Odﬂow_nmm_ American breakdown of a cross-section of arms taken from the
iet Cong in recent weeks shows that nearly one out of three was marked

were mostly

m% in the US’. And only one in fifty came from the Communist bloc. These
Chinese but included some dated Czech and Soviet models.
About half the total weaponty . . . is what the military lumped together as

~ *French and old’ — all were made before the French evacuated Indo-China in

954 and some tracing to the World War | era. . . .

5 the same article, commenting on the exchange of weapons,

Rukeyser cites the preponderance of weapons seized by the
guerrilias over those captured by the US. He adds,
But statistics are deceiving in view of the quality of the arms exchanged. The

Viet Cong yields largely outmoded weapons and home-made pipe guns and
obtains factory-fresh American pistols.- :

‘As one foreign observer put it, “The weapons exchange figures would be

encouraging only if we were in the plumbing business’.

" American military personnel do not deceive themselves about the

sources of the guerrillas’ weapons. Master Sergeant James A.
George, writing in the official organ of the C::ma States Air Force,
Airman, May 1963, states, ‘What the Viet Cong can't buy or steal,
he makes with his own hands; and his weapons, though crude,
can hurt, maim, and kill'. George makes an honest appraisal of the
sources: purchase, theft, and Bm::?oﬂca in jungle arms-

* workshops. (Professor Millet, in the article quoted earlier, concurs

in this judgment. I,m, adds, ‘There are so many weapons from so

many sources in South Vietnam that it is likely that one from

everybody’s manufacture has turned up at one time or another”.®)

George’s article also enumerates the types of so-called primitive

weapons made by the guerrillas in the jungles : barbed spikes, foot

traps, single-shot bolt action weapons with barrels made of water

pipes, slugs of wax and metal, cross-bows, arrows generally .
dipped in poison or human excreta, grenades, mines, mortars of
heavy pipes or tubing, and other bombs. All these articles are

exhibited at Hickman Air Force Base in Hawaii.

Professor Bernard Fall, writing in War/Peace Report, May 1 964, stated :

True, there has been a great deal of exaggerated propaganda in Washington
‘and elsewhere about ‘Chinese and Russian’ help to the insurgents in view of the
presence in South Vietnam of some Soviet- or Chinese-made anti-tank
weapons and automatic rifles. As Arthur Dommen correctly assumes, the bulk
of this ordnance comes from Laos. And the fact, for example, that some
excellent Madsden submachinegtins — produced in Denmark, a NATO ally —
have been found among the Viet Cong does notipso facto prove that Denmark
backs the Communists in Vietnam; it simply means that arms merchants have
no national loyalties. Soviet-made guns (captured by the Israelies in Egypt
and resold by them on the world's arms market) can be bought within a mile of
the Pentagon on the Alexandria, Virginia, docks — and quite legally, too. The
unfortunate fact is that nine-tenths of all modern weapons in Viet Cong hands
are standard American weapons captured from the South Vistnamese military

~ and paramilitary forces. Officially, the loss'of over 1 2,000 suchweapons in 1963

is acknowledged. What the South Vietnamese may have lost but not reported
to their own higher commanders or the US military advisory command, may
run much higher. L




Most q.mom,:ﬁ evidence no:ES.m the absurdity of US allegatio,
of oEm_nm supply of arms. On February 16, 1964, Hanson Baldwi
wrote in the New York Times: ,

By far the greatest part of their armoury is ‘indigenous’; it has been captur,

from South Vietnamese troops or manufactured, in crude but effective form

" South Vietnam itself.
The bombing of North Vietnam could not halt the fi i ;

b ¢ : ow of supplies to the
<_m8©:mﬁ um:_n.:_m% since most of their weapons are nmvE_.mw from e
>3m=nmj-mcuv__mq South Sﬂ:m..:nmm Army.

Before closing, we should look briefly at some of the past <mmr.w
m<m_.,.wm in South Vietnam, with which most of us are generally
*mB___mrm, We may recall that May 8 has significance to most
of ﬁ.:m _wmov_m of Vietnam (beyond the fact that it marks ,.%m
anniversary of the fall of Dien Bien Phu); it is a religious holiday
for all EMm Buddhists who comprise the bulk of Vietnam's populace.
On .5.,": nm< in 1963, Buddhists assembled in Hué for the religious
*mmn:.\mr - demonstrated in the streets to v_‘oamn. Diem’s edict
u_‘o.:__u:_:m the flying of their flag. Always watchful and ready for
action, Diem’s troops under General Do Cao Tri were present to
end the demonstration. Government armoured cars fired into the
Qos& and killed eleven Buddhists. Persecution of Buddhists
ooi_::mw_ unrelentingly ; Diem was immune to his bad UcEE@.
The US mo:a::ma unequivocal endorsement of Diem. According
to the New York Times, June 3, 1963 : .

The United ,wﬁ.am Bmw.m,mos in Saigon is under instructions from Washington
to get along with President Ngo Dinh Diem’s régime come hell or high water

and forget about political reforms.

Diem’s brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu, joined in the flagrant persecution
of Buddhists. Conditions for reporters were at their worst. Malcolm
m._.o<<:m is reported to have smuggled his Associated Press
dispatches out of the country wrapped in old newspaper. It is only
much later that worse cases, of torture, were revealed. The AP
carried Emm story on November 8, 1963, as an example of the
atrocities committed by Nhu and his secret police,

One young girl, foun j i i ist pi

sald ciectrdlen ot e e i e et e

Zm:« United States military advisers and foreign newsmen have seen variations
of this torture, . .. .

But it was not just for religious freedom that the Buddhists
v_‘oﬂmmﬂm& When monks publicly burned themselves to death and
when Buddhist groups organized street demonstrations, they
amim:ama political freedom. Like the political scientist at Saigon .
University who was removed by the secret police on charges of
being a ‘nebulous intellectual’ (Mew York Times, June 5,1962),

those s}.mu suffered under religious persecutions quickly realized 45

their need to play political roles. The force which will end
oppression in Vietnam is a common front, demanding free choice
in worship, free speech and association, and the other democratic
rights which the Khanh power daily denies to every segment of the
population. : : :

The US seems to recognize a distinction between bad policy and
bad publicity. When Diem was deposed by General Duong Van
Minh, November 1, 1963, the New York Times recorded the
following official reaction the next day : .

The administration welcomes the coup d’état in South Vietnam, assumes that its

policies helped bring it about and is confident of greater progress now in the
war against the Communist guertillas.

The policies referred to are unclear. But there is good reason to

believe that something other than a concern for the well-being of
Buddhists stood behind that remark. Consider, for example, that
Buddhists are still complaining. In Peter Grose's article on the

- execution of Ngo Dinh Can (New York Times, May 10, 1964), he

reports: : :

Observers believed that any hesitation in carrying out the death sentences
would have inflamed opinion in Central Vietnam, where Buddhist leaders are
already growing restive under General Khanh. Their complaints are against
local officials, the same men they charge with having persecuted Buddhists
under Diem. The Ngo family is Roman Catholic. -

A letter of protest was published today from Thech Tri Quang, a Buddhist
priest who sought refuge in the United States Embassy during anti-Diem
agitation last year. He charged that most of the Buddhists’ demands for reli-
gious freedom had still not been satisfied. These demands concern legal status
for religious activity and punishment of officials charged with oppressive acts
against Buddhists. ;

Thech Tri Quang said that Buddhists were being arrested on false charges and

. that extensive Government propaganda characterizing Buddhists as pro-

Communist and pro-neutralist was being distributed.

The names of Ngo Dinh Diem and Ngo Dinh Nhu are gone; but
oppressive policies remain. The ruling régimes are still military
&onmﬁoﬁm:_vm and puppet governments. ‘Big’ Minh lasted a short
while Nguyen Khanh a little longer. But neither could have
lasted a single day without American support. There will be no
stable government in South Vietnam until it is a government of the
people, meeting their needs and granting them liberties. Instability
has been well described in an article in the New York Herald
Tribune, April 19, 1964. In it political observers stated :

‘“The next coup will solve nothing. Anyone can seize power, but no oné has
enough support to stay in.’ General Khanh is concerned enough to sleep in a

different house each night, to admit to foreign correspondents that his wife is
worried and to house her and their children 350 miles from Saigon.

,._.:m people of South Vietnam will fight until they have established
their own government, the Liberation National Front. McNamara
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says we will fight forever. It is the people of the US who must

demand an end to US participation in this brutal war. We cannot

wait for Robert Strange _Soz»Bma and his generals to give up.
We must not expect US generals to relinquish their interest in
Vietnam. While Diem’s old officers are nominal heads of state, US

commanders enjoy regal pleasures. This type of US military
interest in Vietnam is manifested in a letter written by the wife of an
American serviceman in South Vietnam to Senator Young,

n:czm:maww: the Congressional Record, March 3, 1964, It states
plainly, yet eloquently, what is really the current situation in South
Vietnam and asks between the lines why her husband should risk
his life to preserve this status quo: :

Most of the Vietnamese do not really care about the war. Most of them do not
want to fight. Under the circumstances, this is -understandable. There are
numerous families without homes and without jobs. Even in Saigon, there are
people sleeping on sidewalks and in doorways and begging for food. In combat,
when the Vietnamese do have to fire on the Viet Cong, quite often they refuse.
There are some people who are profiting from this war. | have never seen so

many colonels and generals in one place in all my life. They are living here at

government expense in beautiful villas with two or three setvants per house-
hold. | have talked to so many who do not even want to go home, because they
could not m,ﬂoa such luxuries at home.

I close é:: some remarks made by Senator Ernest Gruening
(D-Alas.) in the Senate on March 10, 1964. It is he who must-
_u_.mmn:_umﬁ:m course for American policy in South-east Asia.
Let us follow him and the other Senators — Morse, Bartlett,
Mansfield, Ellender, Young, and Church — who voice their
demand that the United States withdrew from Vietnam. Let us
express U.“._c:o outrage for the crimes committed in Vietnam in the
name of the American government.

Let us do allittle hard rethinking. Must the United States be expected to jump
into every fracas all over the world, to go it all alone, at the cost of our young-
sters’ lives, ..M:a stay in blindly and stubbornly when a decade of bitter experience
has shown us that the expenditure of blood and treasure has resulted in failure.

Shall we not, if taught anything by this tragic experience, consider that of the
three alternatives: first, to continue this bloody and wanton stalemate;
second, to go in ‘all out’ for a full-scale invasion and the certain sacrifice of far
more lives and a scarcely less doubtful outcome; or third, to pull out with the
knowledge wsm» the game was not worth the candle.
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The following figures are conservative asthey were compiled before mid-1963:
Number dead in 1962 alone: 40,000. Source: General Paul D. Harkins, Chief
of US military operations in Vietnam. Quoted in publication Sword of Free
Vietnam. . ! , ;

Note: The Sword of Free Vietnam is the official organ of the Democratic _um-.ﬂ<
of Vietnam. The Democratic Party of Vietnam is a virulent msz-ooaa.cz_ﬂ
Party composed of former officials and sympathizers of Governments prior to
that of Diem. The motto of this party is: For the Defeat of Communism in the
interests of Free Men EVERYWHERE’ (capitals in original).

Numbers .E:mn_ by late 1962 :—100,000. Source: 1963 White _u.mUm_. of Demo-
cratic Party of Vietnam. Erom here on this party will be abbreviated DPV.
‘Numbers rmE in nm,_..zum designated ..ao:nm:ﬁmmoa camps’: Over moo.boo by
mid-1962. Source: White Paper of DPV. Quoted in Los Angeles Times for
October 19, 1962, j

Numbers of ‘anti-Communist :mmo:,m:mnm. held in camps designated ‘concen-
tration camps’ estimated at 100,000. Source: White Paper of DPV.

Number of students only held in ‘concentration camps’ by late uwmm : 45,000.
Source: Student Peace Union of the United States Bulletin, April 1963.

Nu 35- of Secret Police : 300,000 by mid-1963. Source : DPV White Paper.

Number of estimated held in Strategic Hamlets: Over :m: rural population by
mid 1962. Source: DPV White _uuu@_..

ch ome" UK Ambassador from Vietnam spent 40,000,000 francs on house
furnishings. Source : DPV White Paper.

Number of people in Strategic Hamlets by mid-1963: .O<m_. six million.
Described as concentration camps with spikes, moats, machine-gun tutrets, for
forced labour and patrols. Source : DPV report for June 1963.

Forty per cent of ‘enemy’ casualties claimed estimated to be guerrilias; 60 per
cent.of ‘enemy’ casualties claimed estimated to be uninvolved peasants. Source :
DPV report for September 1963. : Gt

General Wheeler quoted in New York Times of January 26, 1963 : ‘Dirty, nasty
little war”.. : : ;
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_in charge of operations in a sector in Vietnam as quoted in Newsweek,

Number cw people interned by 1963 on Paulo-Cond, y
Source: n1< report for September 1963. = \m\go.m.

Review of Strategic Hamlet programm e,
.Smﬁ:m_.:ﬁ—:,o:u: on the spot :.._“mmmmum:on "w< Damee :
m:.mammﬁ hamilets mean forced labour under 300,000 secret
gramme is planned for 15 million people. It is the only noimo
S:_n: every means used to destroy own people. ... More mmgwmc
entire French colonial period. .. . Series of barbaric attacks on u o
villages with American arms and assistance. . .. 300,000 secret pol
numerous atrocities. Farm land and 1 { .
it nd food sources destroyed. . 1D

Note: Vietcong is a slang term which means Vi
: 2l s Vietnamese Co
comparable to ‘Commie’. No organization calls itself by nvzm‘zmhw

The Zmzom:m_ Liberation Front was formed on Februa .
‘ n ] uary 16, 1962,
3.@352 ﬂm::.m_ Committee. Three anti-Governmental _uw_MMm, e
<_m5m3 m_wm _”mu_dmm:ama on it. Itis headed by a non-Communist lawye
Buddhist priests, Catholic priests, Protestant clergy are represente

(Source: The NBQ«.% 9.“ Vietnam: Helen B. Lamb.) Source: Report of

Leader of Buddhists in NLF: Thich (Venerable) Thi Thich -
Loeder ot Bt ‘A erable) Thien Hao. Thich Thi
160,000 dead by mid 1963; 700,000 tortured and maimed; bm i
prisoned ; 31,000 raped; 3,000 disembowelled with livers cut out v -
Pooo. burned alive, 1,000 temples destroyed; 46 villages attacked wi
chemicals Tﬂi@@: January and March 1964 affecting 20,000 vma,uﬁ
camps aamu_oﬁ.u or under construction in accordance with mﬁmf,—.m&.a

,.__".ﬂrw w“coéw M@Eﬂm ,wo:*o_.B to the E,_uo: of the South Vietnamese Libe
ed Cross, South Viethamese Women’s Union and the repo f the
cratic Party of Vietnam. . " ‘nm oﬁ e

The Ow.wmzmm\ of September 8, 1963, mmaamﬂ& the m . :
ties in the war to be 4,000. omiovetr

H:m Z__m_" figures are attested to by Catholic Priest, Reverend mwarm_‘ Petry
uan Ky. :

The mmam«m:@: of American Scientists quotes Defence Department soul
the m:_u._moao* chemical warfare and concludes: Chemical poisons are
the C::m.awma"mm in South Vietnam. The US is using Vietnam as a batt
mS\:n M“os:w ground for chemical and biological warfare. Source: /. F. Sto
‘eekly. ,

North Vietnamese Control of the War in South Vietham: ;

(1) ‘No capture of North Vietnamese in the South has come to light.” Sourc

>\ms.\ York ﬁ.&mu« March 6, 1964, report from Vietnam by David ,%ﬁ_vmqﬂ%_wnw
(2) ‘The mcm-:.:mm obviously are not being reinforced or supplied m<m$3wawm
*63 20:: Vietnam, China, or any place else. They depend for weapons
primarily on whatever they can capture.” — General Paul D. Harkins, Head of
us wvma:%m. Source : Washington Post, March 6, 1963. :
.ﬁwv All the| Communists (in South Vietnam) have is their dedication. If | was
in their shoes, 1'd be pretty sore at Hanoi for letting me down.” American Captai .

December 10, 1962. .

Strategic Hamlets: :
Already 8,000,000 villagers ~ 59 per cent of South Vietnam's population — are

living in the 6,000 hamlets so far completed. The basic element of the govern-
ment’s battle plan is to reséttle almost the entire rural population in 12,000
“strategic hamlets” with bamboo fences, barbed wire and armed militiamen.’
Source : Time Magazine, May 17, 1963, as quoted in Sword of Vietnam for
July 1963. :

wv&\-zcm per cent of the rural population are in strategic hamlets. Observer,
March 11, 1963. - : : : :

Air Attacks:
US Air Force carried out 50,000 attacks on villages in 1962 and on virtually all
of the rural population outside of strategic hamlets. Source : Voice of America,

- January 6, 1963. US Defence Department report quoted on Voice of America

broadcast.

Popular Character of Guerrilla war:
‘Seventy-five per cent of the people, in varying degrees, support the rebels, who
dominate 90 per cent of the land.” Source: DPV report, July 1963.

Nature of Strategic Hamlets:

‘It is certainly an ironic way to protect the peasant masses from Communism —
to herd them behind barbed wire walls under police control, to subject them to
intensive indoctrination, to burn their villages. Poor as the Vietnamese are, they
are not domestic animals.” Source: Interview on CBS with Tran-Van-Tung,
leader of DPV as reported in DPV report for September 1963.

~ True Nature of war in Vietnam:

‘The people cannot follow the strange logic which decrees that they should be
shot or imprisoned in the name of freedom. Offered the very finest facilities for
forced labour, they rebel ; instailed in the newest of concentration camps, they
protest. Showered with napalm bombs, they are so ungrateful as to think in
terms of a new government.’ -

"The charred bodies of innocent women, children and peasants, lying in their
fields, the bullet-riddled corpses of Buddhist demonstrators. . . this is the South
Vietnam of today.’ :

Sources: Nguyen-Thai-Binh of DPV, an anti-communist opposed to the NLF.

Press reportage from Vietnam:

Washington, May 5, (Associated Press) :

A potentially explosive document in the hands of a House subcommittee is
reported to lay down Administration guidance for restricting movement of
correspondents covering the warfare in South Vietnam:

(1) Keep reporters from areas where fighting is being done entirely or almost

- entirely by US troops.

(2) Keep reporters away from any area which will show the failure to attract full
allegiance of South Vietnamese people.
Source: As quoted in DPV report for June 1963.

South Vietnam as ‘Experimental Battlefield":
“The army tested small-calibre ammunition as long ago as the 1920s but it was
not until the recent combat experience in Vietnam that it really sat up and took
notice. About 1,000 AR-15s were sent out by the hush-hush Advanced
Research Projects Agency in the Defence Department. A report has been issued
marked Secret because of the gory pictures in it. The story of what happens to
Vietcong guerrillas who get hit with the AR-15 is being kept under heavy
wraps. But, aware that the enemy already knows what the AR-15 does, you can
find an occasional returnee who will tell you what he saw.
~When | left out there it was the rifle. The effect is fantastic. | saw one guy
hit in the arm. It spun him around and blew the arm right off. One got hit in
the back and it blew his heart literally out of his body.”
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i

A man hit in the buttocks lived for five minutes. All the others dieg
instantly. His wound would have been superficial with other bullets.” :
' “The ?:92 had his head blown clean off — only the stump of the neck left
(Photo of five year old child with arm shattered and in tatters.)’ o
Source: True Magazine, December 1963. Look Magazine, December 23, 1963

o

Ulterior|purposes for continuing war: /

‘A tremendous dope smuggling racket has seen the light of day. One of the k
Mmmm_.mmw mmWZBa Tran Can, wife of a prominent general.” (DPV report, Septemb
‘General Khanh boasted he had ten million dollars and could flee to lead a life
of ease if he wanted to." (VY Herald-Tribune, February 3, 1964.) .
‘Aviation Week let the cat out of the bag (April 6, 1964). An air cargo company,
Air America, incorporated in Delaware, is currently the principal instrument for
the extension of the war in Laos, Cambodia and North Vietnam. This company
has some 200 aircraft ... . used under charter. . . . it is airlifting South Vietnamese
special troops to various places. . . . the return trip [carries] a load of opium for
further transport to marksts in the US in big Boeing aircraft. These aircraft are
under the command of the US Army General Paul D. Harkins and the pilots are
former US military pilots.’

Source: maomq P. Young, Commander RN _,mﬂm_rma in Eastern World, June 1964,

US Plans to Extend War to North Vietnam. (Note that the US air
attacks on ports in North Vietnam did not occur until early August.)

(1) W. W, Rostow, head of State Department planning staff, has advanced the
‘Rostow plan No. 6’ providing for a naval blockade and air raids against North
Vietnam. Mm:m“o_, Melvin Laird stated in the Defence Appropriations Committee
of the US House of Representatives: ‘The US administration is preparing plans
for a strike into North Vietnam.’ Associated Press reported a combat force of
50 jet bombers training in the Philippines in preparation for US decision to
bomb targets-in North Vietnam. The bombers were said to be furnished with
intelligence data on North Vietnam obtained by U2 reconnaissance planes,
| ::amqm&:a that the Honolulu Conference of June 1964 under Rusk and
McNamara, planned air raids and sabotage against the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam.’ ;

(Extract 103 letter to Lord Russeli from Foreign Minister of North Vietnam.)
(2) ‘War against the Communists has already erupted.over the borders of
South Vietnam with raids and infiltration moves as far north-as China. . . . With
US backing in aircraft, weapons and maney, an estimated 50,000 elite South
Vietnamese troops are being trained to take the offensive in over-the-border
strikes at Communist supply centres and communications routes.

‘Despite Defence Secretary McNamara's implication in Washington (March 26)
that the decision has not yet been made to extend the war, it is known here that
guerrilla strikes against the Communists have been increasing since last
summer. .. .. ]

‘Key factor in the current raids is airlift provided by Air America, a US Cargo
company [which] camouflages its US Governmental sponsorship. US military
advisors here are optimistic that extending the war beyond the borders, plus a .
stable Government in Saigon will force the Communist insurgency to collapse

_:m<mm_..w ‘ ,
‘Special forces — now one tenth of the half-million South Vietnamese under
arms — are not connected with formal military organization. They rely on Air
America using numerous secret airstrips in South Vietnam and Thailand. :
‘Last Fall, when US officials decided it was impossible to win the war by con-
fining it inside South Vietnamese borders, they began an expanded programme
of training| special forces at secret bases emphasizing techniques of operating
beyond national borders.’ j , :

(Taken from Aviation Week, April 6,:1964 : NB date.) S :

(3) ‘We have already aided and abetted the extension of the war beyond the
borders of iSouth Vietnam. | am fearful that as the proof of that becomes clearly
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established — as | believe it can be — we may wake up some morning to find
charges being levelled against us in the United Nations because | do not
believe we have any international law basis for being in South Vietnam as a
combatant.’ (Senator Wayne Morse in US Senate on April 14,1964 : Zm date.)
(4) ‘'W. W. Rostow's Plan Six provides initially fora naval blockade of Haiphong,
the port of Hanoi. If Hanoi still refuses to call off:support, the northern ports
should be bombarded from the sea, and finally US strategic bombers shou/d
attack Hanoi itself, if necessary flying the South Vietnam flag.’ Source : James
Cameron in Daily Herald for March 4, 1964 : PLEASE NOTE DATE.

(5) Secretary of State Dean Rusk told SEATO Nations, “US absolutely com-
mitted to remain in South Vietnam and reiterated that the war may be brought
to North Vietnam soon.” (NY Times, April 10, 1964.)

(6) ‘US planned South Vietnamese bombing attacks on the zo;_.a may com-
mence as soon as late May or early June.” (Wall Street Journal, April 13,1964.)
(7) 'An expanded war in Asia could only be won if we used nuclear arms.’
Wayne Morse after secret briefing by Dean Rusk (I. F. Stone's Weekly, March
16, 1964). : : :

(8) :_.:,mvmza thing about Plan Six is that it has no m:.n. If Hanoi must be
bombed, . . . Shanghai must be bombed to stop Chinese help to North
Vietnam. . .." (James Cameron in Daily Herald — Match 4, .._om.h.v

(9) ‘On July 30, US warships intruded into the Northern territorial waters ofthe
Democratic Republic of Vietnam and shelled Hon Me and Hon Ngu islands.
On August 1 and 2, US planes bombed a border post and village of the _umanw.
cratic Republic of Vietnam. The bombing of coastal towns of the _um_zo.o_.m:o
Republic of Vietnam on August 5 was a pre-meditated move by us _Bum«_m__m..:_
to extend the war step by step.” (Office of the Charge d’Affaires of China in
London — August 6, 1964.)

Further data on Experimental Warfare nosg:nnun_né Us: :

(1) ‘We supply a phosphorous explosive fired from mE:mQ and :d,:w fighter
bombers which erupts in a white cloud, burning everything it touches. (Asso-
.ciated Press from Saigon, March 21, 1964, in Baltimore Sun.) . :
(2) "The spectacle of children half alive with napalm bombs across their bodies
was revolting to both Vietnamese and Americans. . .. (Associated Press in
Washington Star, March 22,-1964.)

DPV report on Atrogities: : / ¢

(1) ‘Supposedly the purpose of the fortified villages is to keep the Viet-Cong
out. But barbed wire denies entrance and exit. Vietnamese farmers are forced at
gunpoint into these virtual concentration camps. Their homes, .vommmmmmosm and
crops are burned. . . . In the province of Kien-Tuong, seven villagers were led
to the town square. Their stomachs were slashed, their livers extracted and put
on display. These victims were women and children. In another village, a ..uowms
mothers were decapitated before the eyes of compatriots. In still another village,
expectant mothers were invited to the square by government forces to _um,
honoured. Their stomachs were ripped and their unborn babies removed. . . .
(Published in Dallas Morning News, January ‘_.. Ammm.v

(2) ‘Decapitations, eviscerations and the public display of Bcim..ma women
and children are common . . . 685,000 have been maimed by firearms or tor-
ture. . . . From report by Democratic Party of Vietnam to International Com-
mission on October 18, 1962. . . ;

(3) ‘In the cells of more than one thousand prisons in South Vietnam, some
100,000 women and 6,000 children are at present condemned to a slow death.
Many children have been there six years now. Others were born in prison and
died there.' Ma Thi Chu of National Liberation Front. .
(Note coincidence of reports from National Libertaion _u_..o.a and Democratic
Party of Vietnam although the two organizations are politically opposed and
the latter has offices in the US and publishes there.)
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Programme of Liberation National Front: e
‘... To carry out without delay, real and broad democracy in which freedom of
thought, expression, the press, organization, assembly, demonstrations, trade

unions and freedom to set up parties, political, social and professional organiza- .
tions, freedom of movement, trade religion, worship, corporal liberties to be
guaranteed by law for the entire people without any discrimination. .
‘To stop persecution, arrest, detention of patriots and opposition, individuals
and parties, to cancel the barbarous prison regime, especially torture, umiﬁso@,
brain washing and ill-treatment of prisoners. To refrain from setting up in South
Vietnam any form of dictatorial régime, either nepotic and militarist or set up

by a group or party, and from catrying out a mono-party or mono-religious
policy, a policy of dictatorship in ideology, politics, religions and economy. =
‘Free general elections to elect organs and to form a national coalition Govern-
ment composed of representatives of all forces, parties, tendencies and strata
of the South Vietnamese people. . . . a policy of neutrality, will not adhere to any
military bloc, not let any foreign country station troops or establish bases in
South Vietnam. Will accept - aid from all countries, regardless of political
regimes and establish friendly relations on an equal footing with all countries,
Respect the sovereignty of all countries and form together with Cambodia and
Laos a neutral zone on the Indo-Chinese peninsula. Reunification to be realized
step by step on a voluntary basis with due consideration for the characteristics
of each zone, with equality and without annexion of one zone by the other .. "

iy

also available:

Ho Chi Minh on neutrality: i
* ... Neutrality for both North and South Vietnam and independence of Russia,
China m:@ America . . .. (November 5, 1963, The Times.) ; :

W. Bedell Smith at Conclusion of Geneva Conference, July 21, 1954
“We take note of the agreements and of paragraphs 1 to 12 inclusive of the
Final Declaration . . . The US will refrain from threat or use of force to distutb
them . . . and would view any renewal of aggression with grave concern (in
violation of agreements) and threatening international peace and security,’
Thus US went on record in support of the Geneva Conference Report of 1954
US troops are the only foreign troops in Vietnam,

The Guardian editorial of August 11, 1964, confirms rumours that the
movement of the Seventh Fleet into the Gulf of Tonkin was calculated and
directly related to naval attacks by the ‘South Vietnamese® navy :

‘A new account is now emerging in Washington. . . . The North Vietnamese
islands % Hon Me and Hon Ngu had indeed been attacked from the sea, as
Hanoi. had alleged, before the crisis blew up; this is now admitted in
Washington. The attackers were South Vietnamese ships, not the Seventh
Fieet ; but that distinction may not.seem so significant in Hanoi as in Saigon and
when at that point the US destroyer Maddox sailed into the Gulf of Tonkin .. ..

Plan mmxwmroia be kept in mind.
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