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“The Vietnamese are fighting a war
of national independence, not a war
of communist ageression. The war
cannot be brought to an end until the
United States and her allies recognise
this fact.”—30/7/67.

“l am deeply concerned that so
many people are willing to turn a blind
eye, or at best become hardened, to
the sheer human suffering involved in
the continuation of this conflict.”

“The cruelty of this war and the
suffering it has caused the people of
Vietnam are a constant reproach te-the U. Thant.
conscience of humanity.”—30/8/66.

“ . . If the present trend continues,
I am afraid that a direct confrontation,
first of all between Washington and
Peking, is inevitable. I hope 1 am
wrong. I am afraid we are witnessing
today the initial phase of World
Wartlil.> 12/5/67.—U Thant, Sec-
retary General of the United Nations.

“Is the U.S. laying such great stress on main-
taining its military credibility that it has become
blind to other attributes of power that are at least
as important to American world leadership . . .
Credibility for political wisdom will have a greater
influence on the world Washington aspires to lead
than credibility for disposing of overwhelming
military might.”—Kahin and Lewis in The
United States in Vietnam.



0 fight and die
sent becomes
Orks overtime to
"U.S. and Aus-
gainst
Pope

at of World War 11
s a determination to re-
ty the basis and the impli-
Vietnam policy and the
here this involves an ad-
klet is to be commended as

OB.E., MAA., D.D., Super-
I Methodist Mission, Sydney.
ational Committee of Con-
Ietnam (Australian Branch).
:RALD, Professor of Far Eastern
National University, Canberra.
R, Professor of  Agricultural
University of Melbourne.

AHON BALL, Professor of Political
University of Melbourne.

I, Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,
of Sydney.

RTON, National Convenor, Liberal

-NNAFORD, Independent Senator for
1 Australia, ot
URPHY, O.C., Leader of the Opposition
: Senate,

Introduction____ e _

James Reston, Associate Editor of The New York Times,
in his recently published book, The Artillery of the Press, com-
ments that the increasing power of the U.S. and in particular
of the President requires “not a more compliant Press but a
relentless barrage of facts and criticism as noisy but also as
accurate as artillery fire. . . . Our job in this age is not to serve
as cheerleaders for our side in the present world struggle but to
help the largest number of people to see the reahtles” of the
changing world in which American policy must operate. :

Has the Australian press permitted the Australian public
“to see the realities of the changing world” as far as the
Vietnam war is concerned? The reason for publishing this
booklet is the emphatic belief that it has not. It brings together
some of the most relevant observations on the war and relates
them to the major arguments which the U.S. and Australian
Governments employ to justify their involvement. I believe these
observations demonstrate such arguments to be myths.

The bulk of the comment has been collected from press,
radio, U.S. government and U.N. reports, from artl.cles, journals
and books whose authors and editors have established reputa-
tions for objective reporting and comment, and from statements
by persons whose positions impel readers to treat their views
with respect. None can be accused of special pleading for the
communist cause,

* * *

There are several alarming conclusions which follow from
the material presented in the following pages:

First, the U.S. and Australian Governmepts have shown a
Goebbels-like disregard for the truth in defending their Vietnam
involvement. No amount of gobbledegook can disguise the fact
that this began as a civil war, and that this arose from .'latln
American puppet government’s implacable opposition to the
provisions of the 1954 Geneva Agreement, \vhlch ended the war
with the French, and from the people’s reaction to the corrupt,
inefficient, oppressive dictatorships which they have had to suffer
under the various Saigon regimes since 1954, 21

Secondly, despite the magnificent technology of telev151ont,
radio and press and their enormous volume of news, the %rf}?e
majority of people knows perilously little of the realities o :
Vietnam conflict. Trivia, superficial reportage and the continue
repetition of the conventional myths keep them in a cqc?é)rrf
of ignorance. Yet Vietnar\m;f 1S I[IJI'DbElbly the most critical 1n

i issue since World War II. ; :
nat]onTé;zli:l‘cSiSl;f civilians and combatants alike are being killed and
maimed in staggering numbers.
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Myth A: We are fighting to protect the freedom
of nations to choose their own form of

government.

The Reality

1. The Australian of September 14th, 1967, reported: “One
of America’s most influential service chiefs, Admiral R. L.
Johnson, believes Vietnam will remain a U.S. garrison area after
the war ends. His opinion is known to be supported by senior
Australian cabinet ministers and defence chiefs. Speaking in
Canberra yesterday, Admiral Johnson, Commander in Chief of
the U.S. Pacific Fleet, said he could not foresee a complete with-
drawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam if the war ended. The
garrison theory is a complete rejection of the pledge made by
the allies of South Vietnam at the Manila Summit almost a year
ago.” (This was a pledge to withdraw all allied forces after a
negotiated settlement.)

2. Despite the recent elections the present South Vietnamese
Government, like each Government since the 1954 Geneva
Agreement, is a military dictatorship with little popular support.
There is the same Thieu-Ky military partnership which was in
power before the elections. The following facts are relevant
to any assessment of these elections.

First, Thieu and Ky were elected as President and Vice-
President by a minority vote of 34.8% of those permitted to
vote, The candidates opposed to the military ticket received
over 65% of the vote; but this vote was split between ten can-
didates. All of these, except one minor candidate, stood on
positive peace proposals. Only one candidate, Mr. Dzu, had the
courage to recommend immediate direct negotiations with the
N.L.F.;: he has now been sentenced to nine months imprison-
ment and a $10,000 fine on a financial charge.

Second, the Ky-dominated Assembly disqualified six can-
didates from standing for the Presidency on the grounds that
they were “pro-Communist” or “neutralist”. Unlike Mr. Dzu,
they proclaimed support for negotiating with the N.L.F. before
the Assembly endorsed the candidates. In a large advertisement
in The New York Times of May 2lst, 1967, the Buddhist
Socialist Bloc in Vietnam (self-described as “a loose coalition
of religious and secular groups—including Catholics—under
Buddhist guidance, founded in 1964 as a vehicle for articulating
a third way in Vietnam”) stated:

“By disqualification of any candidate who openly supported

peace and neutrality, and through a series of other technicalities,
the range of choice was kept within “safe” limits. Premier Ky was

5



not willing to take a chance o itti g g
and neutrality to the e]ect01'a?efgg2jm;,2§ thee question of peace
were the prime considerations behind the de%;cf'{ e
9l protest this ‘sleight-of-hand’ by the plulre f_t_)r:_;e;.‘Iﬁ
politically active followers of the Buddhist Socialistrrgfgag%}g;?org
. ise

political personalities includin
J - g one, Au -
was Ky’s finance minister unti] he resignegmong Thanh

strators were

tion.” Accor Ing to Pr '
. ofessor M
Studies Centre at Dartmouth Co]}zsgl;y’h(lj

who was in Vet :
¢ : nam dur
chiefs instructeq the Frpiga

The ABC’S Sa;
tHiars instructjgon Teporter broadcast on August 3]s, 1967, that

firmly o OUSSPUDblicity advantape
e ntrollcxlj press and radjo. y(“ons:cligr[':ﬁ‘lhc\
Y Were permitte only one ;35(;1]1\;:::?{” cand;]dates‘ s

3, € Speech in each of the
» the coup ge oz

e r ¥ 1

P Qe gréce: On September 30th, 1967, »

p

special committee of South Vietnam's Constituent Assembly
established to investigate alleged election irregu!anhe_:s voted
16-2 to recommend that the Constituent Assembly invalidate the
elections “because of irregularities concerning more than half of
South Vietnam’s 9,000 ballot boxes”. The Chairman of the
Assembly said he expected the Assembly members to pass the
recommendation even though the Government might arrest some
of them if they did (my italics). However, on October 2nd the
Assembly voted 58-43 to reject the recommendation and declared
the elections valid. The Chairman of the Assembly subsequently
resigned as Chairman, stating: “The election was rigged . . . I
have seen nine fraudulent elections in South Vietnam.”

It is therefore hardly surprising that the election result
contrasts with a poll sponsored by the U.S. C.B.S. radio and
television network which found that 81% of Vietnamese in
Government-controlled areas want peace above all as against
4% who want victory over the Viet Cong above all.

Americans for Democratic Action* commented on the South
Vietnam poll on September 26th, 1967: “It is clear we are in
league with a corrupt and illiberal government supported by a
minority of people.”

3. “According to Article 12 of the new Constitution: ‘The
state respects freedom of thought, speech, press, and publishing
as long as it does not harm personal honour, national security,
or good morals.’ . . . The same rulers who until now have
shown little or no respect for fundamental civil liberties will
decide what constitutes (such harm) . .. Ky has given the
world some indication of what he meant by a ‘free government’
. .« (when he) announced on May 14 that if the candidate ‘is
a Communist or if he is a neutralist, I am going to fight him
militarily’.” U.S. Senator Stephen Young writing in The Pro-
gressive, July, 1967. Senator Young went on to comment: ‘“The
one right which is guaranteed unconditionally is the right of
private property . . . I do not consider this Constitution is
€ven a step toward democracy . . . in South Vietnam.”

Mr. Dzu, the Presidential candidate with the second largest
number of votes, was arrested on September 29th on the charge
that he had called an illegal press conference. He was to have
led a large protest march against election irregularities on the

* Americans for Democratic Action, whose chairman is Professor
J. K. Galbraith, is a national organisation of academic and pro-
fessional people and labour and civic leaders established in 1947 to
promote liberal ideals and liberal legislation, It has always supported
the Democratic Presidential candidate. ADA’s leaders were appointed
to key posts in the Kennedy administration,

7
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drive many more peasants over to the Viet Cong. “Without
warning, preparation or consent, peasants saw their homes, and
often their belongings, burned behind them. They were uprooted
at bayonet point and planted down in new areas which had not
been prepared to receive them . . . they lost not only their
homes but also their land.”

The South Vietnamese Embassy in Canberra in its Bulletin
of 1/11/1963 said: “For nine years the Diem Government had
pursued a dictatorial and tyrannical policy . . . the natural
and necessary outcome had to be the overthrow of the Diem
regime.” Such an admission surely provides even South Viet-
namese justification for the revolutionary activities against the
Diem Government until Diem was overthrown by a council of
generals and shot in 1963. And according to Thich Nhat Hanh
the present government is indistinguishable from Diem’s.

Yet in 1957 R. G. Casey, then Minister for External Affairs,
told the Australian Parliament: “President Diem’s Government
has won widespread support. What President Diem and his
colleagues have achieved in South Vietnam provides an example
and an inspiration to the whole area.” And on 14th May, 1961,
the then Vice-President Johnson after visiting Saigon described
South Vietnam as “a bastion of freedom™.

6. The U.S. reported 160,000 desertions from South Viet-
nam’s forces between January, 1964, and September, 1965. This
is about 1 in 4 of all conscripts. In May, 1966, U.S. Defence
Secretary McNamara testified that the desertion rate had reached
between 10,000 and 12,000 a month. (The New York Times,
May 12th, 1966.) Late in 1966 the U.S. decided to withdraw
the South Vietnamese army, apart from a few battalions, from
all military action. Since then the South Vietnamese have been
used mainly for the “pacification” of conquered areas—but
under the direction and control of the U.S. army.

Newsweek’s correspondent in South Vietnam commented
(Newsweek, October 9th, 1967): “The South Vietnamese army
is sick like the society which created it . . . A Vietnamese
colonel recently remarked to me: ‘The North Vietnamese and
the Viet Cong fight like lions while our soldiers fight like
rabbits . . . They have something in their heads and hearts and
know what they are fighting for’.” The correspondent con-
tinues: “The South Vietnamese . . . usually have no reason for
wanting to fight at all . . . Yet they come from the same stock.
Often, they even come from the same famiiies.”

Before his tragic death in Vietnam on February 21st, 1967,
Bernard Fall was Professor of International Relations at Howard
University, Washington. His many books and articles on Viet-
nam established him as a leading world authority on Vietnam.
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Defence Department confirmed that this was so, following an
enquiry from The Washington Post.

The New York Times correspondent in Vietnam, David
Halberstam, on 6th March, 1964, stated: “The war is largely
a conflict of southerners fought on southern land.” And L. A.
Crozier, a Government adviser on South Vietnam to Australia’s
Department of External Affairs, stated on 29th January, 1965:
“The great majority of the rank and file of the guerillas come
from the villages of the South not the North.” Gerald Stone
in War Without Honour comments: “Even if all North Viet-
namese (roops and all infiltrators withdrew in a negotiated
cease fire, the Viet Cong would still have 150,000 men under
arms, retain a large portion of the country, and enjoy con-
siderable popular support.” (Since Stone wrote this the Viet

Cong numbers have greatly increased.)

The Australian of September 16th, 1967, reported: “The
Japanese Foreign Minister, Mr. Miki, met yesterday with the
U.S. Secretary of State, M. Rusk, for talks on Asian problems.
Informed Japanese SOUICES said Mr. Miki told Mr. Rusk that
Japan . . . did not believe the Viet Cong was a tool of North
Vietnam. Japan believed that the Viet Cong was fighting a war
of liberation and was not completely dominated by Hanoi.”

2. The New York Times of 8th February, 1965, quoted
U.S. military advisers to the effect that the majority of Viet
Cong weapons were U.S.: captured, lost in battle, or sold by
enterprising South Vietnamese. A U.S. Army report shows
that nearly twice the number of weapons were lost tO the Viet
Cong as were captured from them. Since then, as U.S. involve-
ment_has increased, China and the U.S.S.R. have supplied an
increasing proportion of Viet Cong weapons. The Viet Cong

have not a single aircraft.

3. The South Vietnamese Government is assisted by over
525,000 U.S. servicemen (which General Westmoreland now
wishes to increase to 600,000), over 47,000 South Koreans and
8,000 Australians, The U.S. has supplied an enormous armoury
of modern weapons and is currently operating over 1,000
bombers and helicopters equipped with the most destructive
non-nuclear bombs yet conceived.

4. North Vietnam and South Vietnam are not separate
states, The Geneva Agreement of 1954 which terminated the war
between the Viet Minh and the French, stated: “The military
demarcation line is provisional and should not in any way be
interpreted as constituting a political or territorial boundary. . . .
[n order to ensure . . . that all necessary conditions obtain for
the free expression of the national will, general elections shall be

13
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lﬂlt‘l‘nuli(m;,} Slud‘(- ohn Gorge, Director ‘01.- thW,L wnl_lld luw_
SOMe years in the 1€s, University of Ore, 1t of
e i e I8, State Department P erved for

alter 1 :
PPmann, the Internationally f{
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amous American

h

ace.”’—Tacitus. 100 AD.

olumnist, the doyen of American political com-
men Jose column is published regularly in Newsweek

re hewspapers, wrote in April, 1966: “South Viet-
nam is not a nation fighting for its independence against a
i South Vietnam is not now and has never been
a separate n . The people who are fighting in South Vietnam
today are all of them Vietnamese, whether they are recruited 1n
the South or infiltrated from the North. What is more, if there
is any national South Vietnamese leader. his name is Ho Chi

Minh. There is no comparable national leader in Saigon.”

5. The Geneva Agreement provided that pending reunifica-
tion neither zone was to form a military alliance with a foreign
power nor offer it any military bases. No introduction of troop
reinforcements or arms (apart from replacements) was per-
mitted. Although the U.S. did not sign the Agreement it issued
a statement pledging to take no action to violate the Agreement.
However, in February, 1955, the U.S. took charge of the training
and organisation of the South Vietnamese army, bringing into
Saigon several hundred “military advisers”, This was five years
hefore the formation of the N.L.F. Between 1955 and 1960,
U.S. military assistance to Diem’s Government amounted to
$300 million per annum.

The reports of the International Control Commission show
that the U.S. repeatedly violated the Geneva Agreement. noting
“many instances of the arrival of U.S. military personnel and
war materials in South Vietnam”. The L.C.C. Sixth Interim
Report says that from 1955 its authority was continually flouted
by the Diem regime. “Broadly satisfactory co-operation” was
received from the regime in the north.

6. Since the essential conditions of the Geneva Agreement
had been breached—failure to hold elections, forming a military
alliance with the U.S., receiving U.S. arms and training—South
Vietnam could hardly expect North Vietnam to continue to
respect the Geneva Agreement. As Kenneth Randall, The
Australian’s defence correspondent, put it: “When a military
struggle for power ends on the agreed condition that the com-
petition will be transferred to the political level, can the side
which violates the agreed conditions legitimately expect that the
military struggle will not be resumed?”

According to a U.S. State Department report issued in
1961, the Viet Cong did not use violence to try to overthrow
the quernment between 1954 and 1956. Thus it was not until
the Diem refusal to hold elections as laid down in the Geneva
Agreement that the revolution began.

7. In their important new book (perhaps the most lucid
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and thorough coverage of the Viet
, : . nam c i
éhe United States in Vietnam, George Olggllacit s Published),
overnment at Cornell University and Direclél (Professor of
South-East Asia Programme) and Joh or ot Coruslls

n ‘ :
fessor of Government at Cornell) com agli (Associate Pro-

ment:

“The insurrection
. . . arose at Southern initiative ;
sponse to Southern demands. The N.L.F. gal;/lta gléili?izzf 1I'lt.re-
articu-

lation and leadership to th 1
¢ e wides : :
harshness of Diem’s government. pread reaction against the

: ; It gained dri
stimulus of South Viet Minh vetera = [ive. under the
n
Geneva Conference and .?:1banclonedS b\a;hnge;gibetrayet%el;y [the
L ost

gglt]ldelsace w1t}_1[ht2e rII:IgSr[thkand filéally took matters into their own
I8 nowledgeable non-communi
: u
s?eg_lahsts have long known this, but their viewsm}slt i
(s:u 1_ous’l.y ignored in Washington. . . . The NLF is n aYI(?I be?’n
reation;; . . . The insurrection (arose) . not asOta ci)nnOIS
s se-

quence of any dictate fro '
1 -0 m Hano :
injunctions” (my italics). I, but contrary to Hanoi's

Kahin and Lewis point out that n '

: n a ot unti
fjr:dC({{Ir?g]OI gXe support to the NLF. Even tlhgflf)t:irgb\?vgsls%m’
predecess%r : ? Iaée‘ as 1963 G.enera] Harkins (Westmorelan?l"{v
S stated: “The guerillas are not being reinforced :
e y supplied by North Vietnam, China or E:
ungton Post, March 6th, 1963) : g
They add: “A crucial .

: : distinctio i :
and Northern intervention - oxbelweem Anerican

Sl : : : while American su al
drawr?,cillqemNiPﬁt Saigon would quickly collapslzzp'c\)ﬂ]ﬁ:r;—?fitsc\i:figt(l)lIj
il ety ,Sues\;ep lf, it received no assistance from Hanoi
Y Sens g Lo ba”]]’l a widely based guerilla resistance for
s oth American and Saigon forces, and could
; Icome Saigon if the latter lost U.S. i)acking e

8. In his
Assistant Secretgiw O?O(S)kf I'o Move a Nation, Roger Hilsman
of 4 By tate for Far Eastern Affairs at the timé

Depaf[“ned)/’s assassination (after
: 8: €nnedy made |
to avoid wa nade it clear to me that what h :
Kennedy’s dse;?hm"}_%.lviemam into an America: rv?z??t”wcfi{];ti(:
pressure for bom’binlinan says, the military increased the
Assistant Secrefar % orth Vietnam. (Hilsman continued as
Johnson until 1964 W}(-)Igthar Eastern Affairs under Pre%ide;ﬁ
€ resigned because h - ¥
el o b s€ he was convinced
g milil)ar;hj;]d?‘n Kennedy’s more cautious
The b()mbing solution™,)

- of N .
understanding T orth Vietnam, he says, broke a taci
would not attack th nNWashmglon and H'inoi’ that Lhd LA

© North while infiltration was ‘:;:m:ﬁfw(llj':;
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serving as Director of the
Intelligence and Research),

nally gone North ‘after the 1954
as not until after the U.S. _cornr__nc::n_ced
says, that Hanoi began sending divisions
uth Vietnam. i :

n, fighting to protect South Vietnam from

‘g 1NLC
Are we,
external aggression?

Myth C: We are fighting to coniain China.

The Reality
1. All the troops fighting on the side of the N.L.F. are
Vietnamese. There are no Chinese or nationals of other countries

in South Vietnam with the I R B : :
2. During Marshall Ky’s visit to Australia he said that

China was unlikely to send troops to Vietnam as ‘‘this would
unite the people of the north and the south” so great was the
hostility to any threat of Chinese occupation. Yet the Liberal
Government’s election policy in November, 1966, said the Viet-
nam war was being fought to block the downward thrust of
Chinese communism, :

The more America bombs North Vietnam, the more Ho Chi
Minh is forced to seek China’s assistance to help repair the
bomb damage and provide essential supplies. In this way the air
raids appear to be achieving the very result which directly con-
flicts with long-term U.S. interests and aims.

3 US. criticism of China’s moral and material support
to North Vietnam involves much double thinking. For years
the U.S. has been insisting on a sphere of influence over the
whole of North and South America.

U.S. actions have involved incomparably more interference
with the internal affairs of other states than is involved in
China’s assistance to her neighbour. And the latter aid is In
response to massive intervention to thwart what appears to
China as a popular revolution on her border and to sustain in
power an unpopular, violently anti-Chinese Government.

4. US. Newsweek of March 15th, 1965, claimed: “The
Chinese navy is purely a defensive unit geared to operate in
shallow waters, (and) . one of the striking facts about
China's military establishment is that it is organised almost
exclusively for defence rather than attack . . . after 16 years
China has an amphibious force capable of landing only two
battalions.”

5. Australia’s Minister for External Affairs, Mr, Hasluck,
said on April 23rd, 1965, that there was “no foreseeable threat”
of an invasion of Australia from any quarter. Indeed, Aus-
tralia’s trade with China in wool, wheat and steel appéars to
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indicate that the Government does not beljeve ; i
ments that the Vietnam war is part of the dlts public state-
of Chinese communism. Ownward thrust
6. China, an industrially weak power quite j :
sustaining any major military action against a well-alrt:;agable !
is ringed with giant U.S. bases, nuclear aircraft e Eeipower,
nuclear submarines. arriers and
Can we therefore claim we are fightir - A
If not, why are we fighting? fighting to contain” China?

m

Myth D: We are fighting

to contain Communi
The Reality e

1. Communism is an international ideolo

i _ gy controlled b
neither Moscow nor Peking. The differences between thz
U.S.S.R. and China, and between the U.S.S.R., Rumania. Poland

and Yugoslavia show that it is far from being monolithic.

2. The N.LF. is wholly indigenous to Vietnam and is

composed mainly of South Vietnamese. Until the U.S. inter-
vention in Vietnam was accelerated in 1963 the support it
received from other communist countries was entirely moral
and ideological—not military.

3. Many leading members of the N.L.F. are not com-
munist. The President of the N.L.F. was formerly a non-
Communist Saigon lawyer. The General Secretary is a Com-
munist former Professor of History. The Central Committee
includes representatives of the Buddhists, the Catholics thf:'
tribes people, professional people and other non-Communists.

4 : :
K (-mcgmnlleéldt,mg on Gcn_pral Westmoreland'’s speech to Con-
US. Senat Pf({ 24th, 1967, Senator Fulbright, Chairman of the
e we -ommittee on Foreign Relations, said: “. . . to say
osn b ar 1s simply aggression by communists is incorrect . . .

*YOn a};n ‘]js I})ol a cvil war is quite inaccurate.”
cannot be p;:ndbjth’ 1967, U Thant stated: “The Vietnam war
of the corl t'e ,‘%““1 everyone concerned realises the cause

: ICL 1S nationalism and not communism,”

5. ln iz, . : !
T b(ﬁ;{;e,?] L{\pn]‘ 17th, 1967, there is a report of an
and Nguyen Ven TjS. freelance photographer Lee Lockwood
The latter’s comme ey Hanoi representative for the N.L.F.
flict with tlhe Sm?;;?!:}{l(,; l},]Qc}lsznd in Hanoi are in strong con-
ents which the U.S.
ment;\_shdve issued on this subject - . and Australian Govern

Sou ietn: : e

i ith Vietnam wil| not, in the foreseeable f . be
ommunist. . . , After ind foreseea le future, be
Independence South Vietnam will be
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IT’S YOUR
CHOICE:

WHERE
DO YOU
DRAW
THE LINE
AGAINST

COMMUNIST AGGRESSION?

Liberal Party advertisement, Federal elections, (November. 1966.

neutral. It will be non-aligned. . . . Eventually we will have a
kind of light federation. But eacl_l part .(of Vletnam_). wn]l
administer its own internal and foreign affairs. Our position 1s
completely different from that of North Vietnam as regards
reunification. . . . The north must be willing to accept an
overall government that Is non-Cqmmunist. Communism 18
impossible for South Vietnam which has a much different

tradition and situation than the nonkh: =

6. Thich Nhat Hanh, speaking in Sydney on Qctober 27th,
1966, said: “By backing the Ky regime the U.S. is destroying
the main non-communist elements in the country. The longer
the war goes on the more peasants are listening to the N.L.F.
 The Vietnamese are now feeling hate towards the Ameri-
cans and their allies. . . .” .

7. Writing in Vietnam: The Lotus in the Sea of Fire, Thich
Nhat Hanh says: “The peasants are not concerned about
ideology: no one can frighten them with stories about the evils
of communism, With their property already destroyed, they do
not fear that the Communists will take their property; and if
one speaks to them of freedom and democracy, they say, ‘Of
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what use is freedom and democracy if one is not alive?”

8. Apparenily it is not communism as such which America
wishes to fight. President Johnson recently stated that the U.S.
had nothing to fear from the Soviet Union and that the con-
cept of “peaceful co-existence™ should be changed to “peaceful

engagement’’.

9. In any case should the U.S., Australia and other nations
restrict other peoples’ freedom to determine their own form of
society?

If we are not fighting to contain communism, what, then.

are we fighting for?

el S B S S s s S —

Myth E: We are fighting to ensure a better life
for the people of Asia.

The Reality

1. US. official figures show that the weekly average of
killings of combatants in 1966 was approximately 1,000. U.S
statistics for 1967 show a sharp increase on this ﬁgufc. ln
addition, according to a U.S. Congressional report published in
1966, there is an estimated ar least two civilian deaths for
each combatant death. This is primarily as a result of the
destruction of villages both in ground and air attacks by

Madame Ky, who went to Japan for
plastic surgery to her nose before
visiting Australia in 1966.

One of the many thousands of Viet-
namese children burned by napalm
bomb attacks. Very few have received

;'ln”g?[dh 18:‘0[& This does not include deaths from the bombing of plastic surgery. Few get to hospital; — -
' G Ui of those who do many are too badly organisations wishing to fly some of
burned to receive treatment. The the children to Europe, Japan and

America for treatment.

South Vietnamese Government has ' o
(Photos from “Vietnam Action™).

refused permission to several overseas

injuries are of a hideous nature. Ramparts claims that over

80% of injuries result from U.S. fire power.

The director of the Saigon School of Social Studies, Thich
Nhat Hanh, claims that for every injury admitted to hospital
at least ten are not admitted. The hospitals are crammed with
normally three persons to each bed. There is a pitiful shortage
of doctors, nurses and all facilities. According to Ramparts,

. b
]L)(_]Thg bS hbtlsrzt] monthly Ramparts in its January issue,
267, commented: “Nearly two years ago, before the maior
(L:] de_.?calullon began in early 19_65, Hugh Campbell, for;ijwr
\;c_‘c.trldﬂ n'uf:mhcr of the International Control Commission in
nll(,[ndlbﬂ.'%.d_l'd that from 1961 through 1963, 160,000 Viet-
Uﬁ?gle:le; iCI!\’]‘il’d.ﬂS died in lh¢ war. This figure was borne out bv
ﬁS,{N{HJ diedc”dgﬁ?i‘ngm;c;ggmgnclio IC((;)(TBC(%HWE estimates another
t : ; .
escalated years since: that is at least 4]5.()018 cie\c/li(i?angfhz:\}:g hi\z::

f\;;llfgﬁ:}rsgi l9f61.‘”' Ramparts goes on to explain that since 70%
16 ate oo [h(é \\;!lldgqﬁ’ are under 16 (all able-bodied men over
least 25000 flet h(ong_()r the South Vietnamese army). “at
Killed” ,ﬁhe-hi?terlﬁeghfhlldlrgn ofh South Vietnam have been
added f: : Ing throughout 1967 is certai R
added far more casualties than in ]!:966 Is certain to have

2. Ramparts estim:
ation repurt?xpm[}?' ICSllll]rj?alcs, based on I.C.C. and other authori-
hrde it ‘1~hc :l]u hL* nU'l‘]]hf.'r of civilian injuries is at least
than 1,500,000 af S’nj er Killed: that would amount to more
UL September, 1967, And verv many of these

'J”

.

hospital conditions are so appalling that a great many serious
infections occur in patients after their arrival. Newspapers are

often used as sheets, blankets and bandages.

3. To indicate the comparative level of destruction of life
from the N.L.F. campaign against the Saigon Government:
during 1964 the N.L.F. killed 436 hamlet chiefs and officials—
an average of 8 per week. General Westmoreland, the U.S.
military commander in South Vietnam, in October, 1966, stated
that between September 11th and October 23rd, 1966, “there
have been 33 assassinations of Government officials”’—an average
of 5 per week. In April, 1967, U.S. officials in Saigon claimed
21
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that the Viet Cang had Jdiled 11,967 civilisns. (ack TS
dents) over the pasi nine years. This ﬁgul'eniss &gﬁh;d
previously issued by U.S. officials. 3

4. U.S. air raigs have burned to the ground hundreds of
virlages and destroyed with defoliant chemicaflsscdres?bf thou-
sands of acres cf crops and forest. “A few sniper shots from a
hut are sometimes enough to subject the entire (\F‘l‘-f 2
munity to air attack or artillery fire.” (Gerald Stone, War
Without Honour.) ,

It seems that even the pretext of shots is not requir
an attack. The Sydney Morning Herald's TV column(%st Ei?axf(r)\rf
Robinson, reported on March 3rd, 1967: ; g

“Bob Sanders interviewed a young Australi g
cameraman who had been working i?} Vigtnam 1t°l(-)arh?1'lx1e ngs\rszgeol
years. He explained how co-operative he had found the military
On a flight with an American crew, he asked if he could film
napalm attack. Certainly he could. They were flying over a;1
area in which they were permitted open slather. After a radio
check with base, they obliged him by wiping out a small settle-

ment. There was no military purpose to the att
: ack j
They just wanted to be neighbourly. A

“The South Vietnamese forces were even mor
the sight of a camera they would invariably show ?l;:irh:rllltjfflzgiag
for the war by shooting prisoners; so the young man learned to
keep his camera out of sight. He repeatedly complained of the
way his malterial was censored in Australia, particularly by the
A.B.C. He tried hard to film the war as he found it, andy was

angered to discover that virtuall - :
had made it io air,” y none of his atrocity footage

5. According to Neil Sheehan, who returned to the U.S. i
;Jgef?f ;l}ei cTo_verm% the war in Vietnam for three years for l/lz[:
e n;a kmzes. The number_ of refugees has now passed the
g 5 lr - - . . They left their homes, they said, because they
and shells 9“%% bear American and South Vietnamese bombs
hat e AB.C. news of April 22nd, 1967, reported
My s of refugees has now grown to 1,750,000.

7 ese live in crowded squalour without even the most

primitive facilities, The : ;
' y have had to bui A |
from old boxes or galvanised iron. Id their new homes

6. .
have att:g:izl(-i Nb?‘r(;h e normally each day over 100 planes
any other movinl ge?),. roads, railways, barges, ships, trucks, and
I additan BritighoFJeCt' power stations and industrial plants.
the enormous desst’ru E?{?Ch clm(:l IR v confirmed
s and e ction of houses, s s &
p““]SH““d,lrrlgatlon T chools, churches, hos

arrison  Salisbury, Assis

7 = L] SS ¢
N_ew York Times. y Istant
after travelling thr

Managjng Director of The
OSt&tLEd on December 27th, 1966, in Hanoi
ugh North Vietnam: “President Johnson’s

a0
e L

‘targets in North Vietnam are steel and
uman lives seems to have little connec-
io of attacks by U.S, planes. . . . A notable
example is th fle town of Phuly, 35 miles south of Hanoi.
The town had a population of about 10,000. In attacks last
October every house and building was destroyed. The com-
munity had no industry but had the misfortune to be astride the
highway and southward of the Hanoi railroad. . . . Another
town . . . Nam Dinh, a textile centre 60 miles south of Hanoi
(90,000 population) has been systematically attacked:. L 5Sng
(military objective) has been claimed . . .block after block of
ordinary housing has been smashed to rubble by repeated attacks.
.. (In) One deserted street almost every house was blasted
last April 14th . . . . 49 people were killed 135 were wounded
and 240 houses collapsed . . . U.S. planes are dropping an
enormous weight of explosives on civilian targets. . . . A brief
tour south of Hanoi shows that Phuly and Nam Dinh are far
from exceptional.”

Writing in his book Behind the Lines, Salisbury says:
«  almost every rural agricultural community in the area
had been hit at one time or another. One of the worst was an
attack on the village of Kien Tiony in which 72 people were
killed and 46 wounded. But attacks were not confined to villages.
Individual peasants working in the fields or threshing in the
courtyards had been strafed. . . . There were the thousands of
tons of bombs that fell on the countryside, on the fields, on the
villages, on the peasant huts, on the peasants in the fields and
on the roads.” :

According to Canadian officials in North Vietnam the city
of Vinh with a population of 60,000 was completely destroyed

during 1966.

David Schoenbrun, a U.S. correspondent who spent two
weeks in North Vietnam in September, 1967, wrote of “wide;
spread devastation all around Hanoi in a 100 square mile area.
(The Australian, October 2nd, 1967.)

Lee Lockwood, a freelance U.S. photographer who travelled
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through North Vietnam for four weeks early in 1967, reported
in Life of April 17th, 1967: “Although I had read the reports
of other journalists . . . I was not prepared for the amount
of U.S. bomb damage that I saw.” Among his many stories of
devastation are the following:

“ . For perhaps 15 miles (south of Hanoi) nearly every
house along the road lies in ruins® . . @ In Bhanh: Hoa, a
large city, several neighbourhoods near the centre of town
had been completely razed. . . . ‘We consider that our city has
ceased to exist, Thanh Hoa’s mayor said to me sadly.” . . .
“Phat Diem is an agricultural community of 5,500, five miles
inland . . . I was told the town had been attacked more than
60 times . . . the city, mostly mud and thatch huts or one-
storey concrete dwellings, was in ruins.” . . . “I visited the
hamlet of Antiem . . . (a bomb) fell in the local secondary
school, killing, I was told, 30 children and a teacher.”

“Much of the outrage against U.S. bombing is directed at
the use of anti-personnel bombs—particularly the cluster bomb
units—cannisters which burst in the air each scattering 300
baseball-sized explosives which detonate on impact, each spray-
ing hundreds of pea-sized steel pellets at high velocity over a
wide area. The pellets are coated with napalm and stick when
they hit.”

“They cannot destroy bridges or buildings; so they can
only be intended to strike people. When they don’t cause death
they frequently cripple. Since each plane carries four cannisters,
it drops 360,000 pellets.”

7. At the Russell War Crimes Tribunal in Stockholm 1n
May, 1967, the French physicist, J. P. Vigier, who had visited
North Vietnam, pointed out that at least 50% of the total
bomb tonnage dropped by U.S. aircraft in North Vietnam con-
sisted of such anti-personnel bombs and that their use was On
the increase.

The French doctor, Francis Kahn, with the aid of slides,
described the plight of an extensive Leper colony—consisting
of a complex of 160 buildings, surrounded by mountains—which
had been bombed 39 times and left in a state of devastation.

An American lawyer, Hugh Manes, who had visited North
Vietnam as a member of a Tribunal team, found villages of
clay and thatch that had been attacked by high-explosive bombs,
followed in rapid succession by fragmentation and pellet-bombs
—suggesting a deliberate technique designed to drive the
people from their shelters and then killing them.

A Cuban doctor, Roberta Guerra, found the new and
extensive public health system of North Vietnam, its hospitals
and sanitation centres, completely destroyed. The entire health
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on ghe Vietnam war would iﬁcregsitignés
during 1967—that is a rate of $A27,80
(Australia’s national income for 1966-67
By contrast, in 1966, total U.S. expendit
the poor countries amounted to $2,000
reduced from a proposed $2,500 millio
the U.S. could help overcome poverty in
could be diverted to economic aid is indicat
comparisons: U.S. annual expenditure on
than the outlay on India’s present Five Yea
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Is the Vietnam war, then, helpi - ;
el o A o5 , helping ure a better life for

Myth F: We are prepared to hold unconditional
discussions to settle the conflict.
The Reality

1. US. television comm

Br : entator for the C.B.S. network,
sug; OS::arlpd, shocked many of President Johnson’s Vietnam
A St? in his revelation of November 30th, 1965. The late
i \g‘.l;lrs_on, the U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., had told
fors author':'ng 1964 U Thant “privately obtained agreement
iyt tl lllis in North Vietnam that they would send an
Siiaane %V vlvlgth an American emissary, in Rangoon, Burma.
i o ashington insisted this attempt be postponed until

residential election. When the election was over,
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U Thant again pursued the matter; Hanoi was still willing to
send its man. But Defence Secretary McNamara opposed the
attempt. . . .” This ended the prospect of negotiations. Yet at
a Press conference in July, 1965, President Johnson said . . .
“there has not been the slightest indication that the other side 1s
interested in negotiation or in unconditional discussions. . . .’
Associate editor of The New York Times, James Reston, com-
mented on November 17th, 1965: “The Administration’s first
problem is not how to talk to the North Vietnamese, but how
to talk candidly to the American people.”

2. Britain’s liberal daily The Guardian, explained on April
9th, 1965, that President Johnson's offer of unconditional dis-
cussions in fact contains three conditions: first, the U.S. would
not withdraw, to use the President’s words, “either openly or
under the cloak of a meaningless agreement”; second, South
Vietnam could not be reunited with the North; and third, the
U.S. would not negotiate with the N.L.F. As Vietnam and
Australia points out, the first two of these conditions are in-
compatible with the Geneva Agreement. The third condition
is clearly unacceptable to the N.L.F. which has been waging
the campaign against the various Saigon Governments and U.S.
military presence since 1960.

3. Gerald Stone comments in War Without Honour: “At
the end of 1965 it appeared the U.S. was not interested in
any peace settlement short of eliminating the N.L.F. in South
Vietnam. . . . This was nothing approaching a compromise.
It was asking surrender. Even if North Vietnam agreed to back
off it was unlikely that the anti-government elements who lived
permanently in the South would suddenly give up the territory
they had gained at the cost of so much blood and would sign
away their existence as a political movement.”

Speaking before the Chicago Council of Foreign Relations
on November 5th, 1965, Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs, William P. Bundy, castigated Hanoi for de-
manding “Acceptance of the Communists in a coalition govern-
ment”_—a demand, he said, “which we reject. . . .” (Sidney
Lens in the U.S. monthly The Progressive, January, 1966.)
And Marshall Ky on his return from the Manila Conference in
November, 1966, declared that “he would never negotiate with
the N.L.F.” Yet the N.L.F. controls areas (at night) inhabited
by over 50% of the South Vietnamese population; during the
day the N.L.F. withdraws from about half of these areas. (U.S.
jOLll”njdliSl Sidney Lens says in The Progressive that terror cannot
explain how such large areas can be controlled “nor can it explain
how the Viet Cong holds the loyalty of 120,000 irregulars.”)

4. Thich Nhat Hanh in an interview on the A.B.C.'s
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—Petty in The Australian.
Peace Feelers

Four Corners on October 29th, 1966, cla'ime,d_that the war in
South Vietnam could be stopped immediately if a government
were formed which desired peace and which represented the
various non-communist groups in South Vietnam. It would
have to be prepared to negotiate with the N.L.F. E. J. Hughes
in Newsweek of May 30th, 1966, quotes a U.S. authority In
Vietnam as admitting that “if any (freely) elected asserpb]y sits

in Saigon it will be negotiating with Hanoi in one week”.

5. Writing in The Progressive, Sidney Lens observes: “A
substantial section of the business community wants neither
victory nor defeat but a continuat_ion qf the status quo which
provides lush profits. A representative of the Industrial Develop-‘
ment Centre explained with enthusiasm that anyone who wants
to invest in industry is sure of a profit of 50 to 100 per cent.
minimum. For the rich in the city, as for landlo_rcjs al]d petty
officials in the village, the war means boom conditions.

6. The U.S. violation of the U.N. Charter is unequivocal.
Atticle 2 Section 4 says, “All members (of the U.N.) shall
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use
of force against the territorial integrity Of political indepen-
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dence of any state.” Article 33 states that parties to a dispute
which is likely to endanger international peace shall first seek
a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbi-
tration or other peaceful means.” Article 37 provides: “Sh_oul_d
the parties to such a dispute fail to settle it by the means indi-
cated they shall refer it to the Security Council.” The U.S. has
not done so.

7. Senator Wayne Morse, a member of the U.S. Senate
Foreign Relations Committee writing in The Progressive of
August, 1964, said the U.S. Administration’s “theory is that
the time to negotiate is when we have first dominated the
battlefield. If that is to be our policy then we are helping to
destroy the United Nations and all the advances in the rule of
law in world affairs which it represents. Our moral position will
be undermined and our capacity for calling others to account
for breaches of the peace will be compromised.”

On March 9th, 1967, Arthur Schlesinger, Jun., now a history
professor, and who was Special Assistant to President Kennedy
from 1961 to 1964, said: “The Administration wanted to delay
peace talks for a few months so that North Vietnam could be
further weakened by the bombing and more favourable terms
could be pressed.”

8. The New York Times of June 4th, 1967, commented:
“When Hanoi last September showed an interest in direct secret
talks, the Administration stiffened its terms, extended its bomb-
ing to the Hanoi area and disrupted an initial series of contacts
conducted personally by Foreign Minister Rapacki of Poland.
Later in February, 1967, it ignored an indication from the
Soviet Premier that Hanoi would come to the conference table
if a bombing pause was extended. At the same time, it rejected
an appeal from the British Prime Minister to give Ho Chi Minh
more than a 40-hour extension of the bombing pause to reply to

the letter he had received from President Johnson only three
days before.”

9. On several recent occasions the North Vietnamese
Government has emphatically stated that it is prepared to enter
into negotiations if the U.S. halts the bombing of North Viet-
nam unconditionally. The U.S. Administration justifies its re-
fusal to halt the bombing of North Vietnam without “reciprocal
military moves” by Hanoi by saying that failure to continue
the air raids “would imperil the lives of American boys”.

Yet the Secretary of Defence, Mr. McNamara, who has
all the reports of the Vietnam fighting available to him, recently
stated before a joint session of two U.S. Senate Committees:
“I don’t believe that the bombing up to the present has signifi-
cantly reduced, nor any bombing that I could contemplate would
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significantly reduce the actual flow of men and material to the
South.”

" Furthermore, “while demanding that Hanoi cut off the
[*é%#;llenmand materials to the South, (the U.S.) Govern-
) ists on retaining its right to maintain the build-up _of
r and munitions on any level it chooses, despite the
: e now command better than a 3 to 1 ratio 1n troops
and a staggering advantage in firepower. What we ate demand-
ing, as the St. Louis Post-Dispatch expressed It, 15 that ‘Hanoi
accept, as the price ing the bombing, a position of static
inferiority wkt Iv end in surrender or ultimate
April, 1967.)
w at Stanford University, in
view of May 4th 1967, How
etailed and fully documented

(] /!\I. o

history of U.S. peace nego?iatfons. :

Myth G: Australia’s security depénds on our
Seato alliance; this alliance will be
weakened if we do not support the U.S.

The Reality

1. If the U.S. action is morally indef‘ensible then Aus-
tralian support for the U.S. is morally indefensible.

7. U.S. foreign policy—as with all nations—is determined
according to what it considers to be her own interests; and this
assessment will not be affected by sentiment. The U.S. opposed
Britain’s action over Suez and it lent support to the Sukarno
regime in Indonesia despite Indonesia’s demands over West
Irian.

3. Australia is not even technically bound under Seato to
lend support to the U.S. in Vietnam. The Geneva Agreement
barred the countries of Indo-China from forming outside mili-
tary alliances. (The Geneva Agreement did not recognise South
Vietnam as a separate state.) Thus neither the U.S. nor Seato
could enter into a formal defence alliance with the South
Vietnamese Government.

Furthermore, the Seato Treaty required the unanimous
consent of the Seato Council to bring collective action under 1ts
protective clauses. However, there is no possibility of unanimity
on South Vietnam because of the hostility of two members of
the Seato Council—France and Pakistan—to U.S. involvement
in Vietnam,
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Conclusion

Why has North Vietnam consistently refused to stop aiding
the N.L.F. in return for an end to the bombing of the North?

With staggering U.S. fire power in the South and U.S.
policy of literally destroying all villages which support the
N.L.F., once the N.L.F. has been deprived of assistance, the
U.S. could kill or starve sufficient of the N.L.F. eventually to
remove the threat to the Saigon military junta.

And there is little doubt that the U.S. intends to retain
this junta. For a popularly elected government in the Saigon-
controlled areas of the South would immediately negotiate with
the N.L.F. for an end to the war. This would bring a general
election and subsequently a South Vietnamese Government in
which the N.L.F. is a participant. Such a Government would
ask the U.S. forces to leave South Vietnam. But America’s main
aim in Vietnam now appears to be the continued occupation of
the giant air and naval bases which she has built in the South
(see Myth A, 1) and which have major facilities bearing little
relevance to the Vietnam conflict.

North Vietnam’s central aim of helping the N.L.F. to force
the U.S. out of Vietnam would therefore be defeated. (And
there_would always be the threat to the North, expressed first
by Diem and last year by Ky, that it was necessary to “liberate”
the North.) Thus, so long as the U.S. refuses to support a
popular government in the South—and this will be the case so
long as the U.S. insists on a military presence in Vietnam—
negotiation to end the conflict seems impossible. If the U.S.S.R.
had followed a similar policy to maintain in power a tyrannical
puppet government in, say, Mexico, as a buffer against U.S.

expansion, it is probable that the world would long ago have
been enveloped in a nuclear holocaust.

Arthur Schlesinger, historian and former Special Assistant
to President Kennedy, commented on October 8th, 1967: “The
best bulwark against Chinese expansion in Asia will be not white
intervention from across the sea but local nationalism—even if
that nationalism sometimes assumes a Communist form.”

Finally, we should remember that President Johnson was
elected on a policy of not becoming involved in an Asian war.
In his election campaign on August 12th, 1964, he said: “Some
others are eager to enlarge the Vietnam conflict. . . . They ask
us to take reckless action which might risk the lives of millions
and engulf much of Asia and certainly threaten the peace of
the entire world, Moreover such action would offer no solution
at all to the real problem of Vietnam.” Perhaps this is why
not one of America’s Nato allies is providing troops in Vietnam.
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The following is the major part of a letter in The
New Yigrlg Times gf June 4th, 1967, by James C Th_omson,
Assistant Professor of History at Han{ard University. He
was, until September, 1966, staff assistant 1o McGeorge
Bundy, then the President’s adviser for national security.

“As a student of Asian history and, until last autumn,
an official of the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations in
the field of Far Eastern policy, I write to express my alarm
at the Administration’s course of action in Vietnam.
U Thant has warned that we may well be near the
threshold of World War I11. I reluctantly agree.

“ .. My six years in the Federal ‘Government re-
vealed a melancholy truth that seems pertinent today: that
at each stage of the Vietnam conflict, from 1961. onward,
‘constructive alternatives’ have, in fact, been avqllab_le and
proposed, both within the Government and outside it; that
at each stage such alternatives have been rejected as
unpalatable; but that all such alternatives have become
progressively more palatable in retrospect, once the oppor-
tunity to choose them has passed us by.

“There are things we could and should have done a
year ago, that are infinitely harder to do today. I can
attest that they were in fact proposed at the time, and that
they were rejected at each stage because the short-term
price of doing them seemed infinitely higher than the short-
term price of not doing them and continuing, instead, on
the same course. But the long-term price of not doing
them turns out to be compound;‘d dall\ly and hourly. It 18

' bears no relation to the stakes.

: prl(‘:‘%ilhnatwe still learn from the bureaucratic record and,
for once. call a halt before we have passed the point Ofém
return? Or will the price of non-escalation—of 'bf-
escalation—be once more 1c:ullcula_‘;ecg as unsupportably

i as we toward calamity:
hlgh““%h\gL\E!Sﬁﬁ&ﬁ%onﬂict is a needless war—one t(?dt
could and should have been avq]ded. [ts res)o‘lflt’u‘m ,[f;] dl)q
certainly lies with men in Hanoi and elsewhere dbb:‘atr ”;e
men in Washington. But the men 1n Washington be

are t obligation. & : ,
54 lmlgtwnr] the lggreatest power on ca_rthﬁl{ulls‘[t‘h: ‘F[?L;\t[?g
denied to others; the power to take Ul’lllﬂ.[t:fdl SICL[%(;U“E o
keep taking them; the power 1o be as 'mich‘ vion
relentless in the pursuit of peace as we alrc.‘ llno fxtimit Gt
of pain; the power (O lose face; (05 PQE‘QFT'/J(:;;z\'c:rJ 1t
and to act with magnanimity. —James C. son,
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During the past hour* while you were reading th
booklet 20 Vietnamese were killed and 60 maimed;
U.S. expenditure on the war rose by over $A3 milli
$A3 million will buy two million bushels of
$A3 million is more than half the total amount ra
the Australia-wide Freedom from Hunger Campai

the past five years. &
(* Assuming this was a typical hour in the war.)

N A RIS PR TR R VR TR PSRN S |
Ideas should lead to Action

When bad men combine, the good must associate; else
they will fall out one by one, an unpitied sacrifice, in
a contemptible struggle.—Edmund Burke.

If this booklet’s analysis has convinced you our in-
volvement in the Vietnam war is wrong and should be
stopped, please don’t shrug your shoulders and say “what
can I do?” Every person so convinced has a duty to his
conscience to communicate to as many of his fellows as
possible. A few thousand voices can soon snowball into
hundreds of thousands. This is the only way government
policy can be changed. And the Australian Government
does have an influence on U.S. policy.

To help communicate the truth about Vietnam will
you purchase for sale or gift several copies of this booklet?
The prices are listed below. The net proceeds will be used
to further publicise the case against U.S.-Australian involve-
ment,

Space has been provided on the back cover for a gift
message, if desired.

Please send me ey 3 /4 /10/20/ 50 copies

I enclose—
cash/stamps/cheque 25c¢/50c/75¢/$1/$2/%4/$10
plus 5 cents postage for each 3 copies

Post to H. B. Levien,
766 New South Head Rd., Rose Bay, N.S.W., 2029.

NAME:
ADDRESS:

POSTCODE.:
32
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Dear Sir: : s
“ . . Here are a few eyewitness accounts of the war in Vietnam

as related to us by several of our veteran friends.

“A Green Beret sergeant arrives in Vietnam. When asked if he
has ever killed before, he replies that he has not. He is taken to an
American detention camp for N.L.F. prisoners and told to kill a
POW with a knife. He does so.

“Hundreds of dead Vietnamese women and children are bull-
dozed into a pile. A G.I., looking for amusement, empties a clip of

ammunition into the pile . . .
“An N.L.F. captive refuses to talk. A Special Forces officer

kicks him to death.

“A refugee camp becomes too large; too many mouths to feed.
The American guards eject 150 of the refugee inmates. Once out-
side the camp, they are herded into one large group, surrounded
and gunned down by American guards.

“You have full permission to use this letter in your magazine,
if you so desire. You may use our full names.

“U.S. Army Artillery and Missile Center, Fort Sill, Okla.
Sp/4 Richard Wheaton, Pvt. Andrew Stapp, Sp/5 Paul J. Gaulthe.”

(Reprinted from The Minority of One (New Jersey, U.S.A.),
June, 1967.)

“The director and three key field staff members of a volunteer
agency partly financed by the U.S. Government have resigned in
protest over the Vietnam war. At the same time, 50 teachers, agri-
cultural specialists and social workers in the agency, International
Voluntary Services, have signed a letter to President Johnson calling
the war ‘an overwhelming atrocity’. ‘We have seen enough to say
that the only monuments to this war will be the dead, the maimed,
the despairing and the forlorn’, the letter says.

“The International Voluntary Services, a private group sup-
ported by the U.S. aid programme, has 170 volunteers in South
Vietnam. It is one of the most highly respected agencies in the
country and has sought to help the Vietnamese at village level.
Volunteers, who usually serve for two years, teach English, train
refugees, work on agricultural projects and aid widows and orphans.
Most are university graduates, and a few are conscientious objectors
performing alternative service in Vietnam. They would probably
return to the United States and speak out on what they had seen 1n

Vietnam.”
~—United Press report in The Australian, September 21st, 1967.

“Each day the war goes on the hatred increases in the hearts
of the Vietnamese and in the hearts of those Uf_hllt'l]i]ﬂllill'!lln
instinct, The Americans are forcing even their friends into becoming
their enemies. It is curious that the Americans, who culct}l:tlc SO
carefully on the possibilities of military victory, do not realise Athflt’
in the process, they are incurring deep psychological and political
defeat. The image of America will never again be the image ol
revolution, freedom and democracy, but the image of violence anc
militarism.”—A Vietnamese Buddhist leader quoted by Dr Martin
Luther King in an address on April 4th, 1967.
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@ \We, citizens of the United States, who are deeply concerned over the war

in Vietnam, wish to put it on record that we do not subscribc to thc efficial view

of our country and of yours that Hanoi alone blocks the path to negotiations.

On the contrary, there is considerable evidence which has been presented to our

Government but which has never been answered by them, to show that escalation of

the war by the United States has repeatedly destroyed the possibilities for negotiations.

@ We ossure you that any expression of your horror of this shameful war—a war

which is destroying those very values it claims to uphold —ought not to be regarded as

anti-American but, rather, as support for that America we love and of which we are proud.
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