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running away from a boat nearby. I noticed that they were no
armed, and mentioned this to the pilot. He said he assumed the
had left their weapons in the boat. He came down again, firin
the M-16 from the moving plane at fairly close range, fifty t
one hundred feet. This maneuver we repeated for the next twelv
or fourteen minutes. While we were coming down at the me
they would lie on the ground; when we moved off, they would
get up and run. We would come down again, dive at them, and
fire the rifle. Finally he pulled off, without hitting them, and
asked, “Does this happen often?” “All the time,” he said. “Do
you ever hit anyone in this way?” I asked, and he replied, “No
very often, 1t's hard to hit anybody from a plane with an M-I
but it scares the shit out of them. They will be pretty scared V
tonight.”® .

I asked him how he knew they were VC, and he answere
“There’s nothing but VC in the Plain of Reeds.” The Plain:
Reeds was a free-fire zone, which meant we had condemned |
death all those who might be found in it. I was later told th
there were almost two thousand fishermen in the area who co
tinued to fish during our attacks. 5

This game, this hunt, is something that goes on daily in almo
every province of Vietnam. I am sure the Vietcong will come ol
of this war with great pride in the fact that they confronted Ame
ican machines and swrvived. I came out of that plane ride wit
strong sense of unease.

MURDER IN LAQS

..._: each of the twenty-five years of this war, Americans who wished
ﬁo.onnomm our role or to tell the truth about it to their countrymen
_._N..Em had to contradi ir i . This is the main reason, I have
come to think, why opposition to the war has not become broad or
durable enough to end jt.

Each of the last five Presidents has lied to the public about our
.<o_<m3m:w in Indochina and where it was likely to go, and always
nreassuring, credible ways that made active opposition to his policy
..ma. unnecessary or hopeless. This Presidential deceit has gone
rough three phases. The first, which lasted over three Presidents
om 1946 through 1964, emphasized the theme: “It's not our war;
nd we won't get in.” The next phase, under Johnson, was: “We're
.za:m.: Then the current one: “The war is being ended.” Each of
:ﬂw assurances has been plausible at the time, much more so than
erpretations that contradicted it. Fach was what most people
anted to believe, and did believe; each, coming from the President

erved to allay concern, to defuse and deter resistance. None has m<mh
een true. The war has always been ours; we have never been win-

git; it has never been ending.

S0 it was, at the time of our invasion of Laos, when the following

per was written. So it is now. By the time this book is published,

B As the plane dove and swung about in tight loops centered on the runn
men below, 1 relived the feelings of herding stray cattle with a pickup truck:o
the plains of Wyoming, twenty vears earlier, Senator George McGovern broig
back both memories, unnervingly, in a conversation we had during the sprin
1971. He told me that he had gone to the White House to raise doubts, g
former bombardier, about our bombing in North Vietnam, soon after it bag
Apparently to demonstrate his own skepticism about military claims and val
President Johnson had assured him, irrelevantly, that he controlled all desi
tions of targets himseif. Then he said, “Anyway, there’s lot of things the mi
could be doing that they dont even think about. For instance, | tell them
we hunt rabbits in Texas. We take a shotgun up in a little plane. . . . Now, we
got lots of little planes in Vietnam, and those VC’'s are just like rabbits,:t
crawl around. . . .
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he ability of the American people--on their own, and despite thei present or by any other available U.S. strategy into making the kinds of
tne abiily © ;

! . . oncessions currently demanded.
- i ain have -

President—to recognize and to wQ. an ﬁ_._m”q,m realities E_m_rmm wmnrm& .. The opponent’s morale, leadership, and performance all evidence his .wm
been sharply tested. As | write this—April 16, 1972—wha ) Ohtinuing resiliency, determination, and effectiveness, even under extremely
Nixon has feared for three years has come upon him: a dramatic verse conditions {in no small part because of his conviction that he fights
North Vietnamese military challenge in an election year to his pol o ta just and vital cause). Estimates that the opponent’s will or capacity

or an s ence in Vietnam. He has re- North or South Vietnam) is critically weakening hecause of internal strains
of an indefinitely _u:u_oJmmn_ U.S. pres di d nd military pressures are, in our View, erroneous. Even if a new strategy
sponded in the way my informants and | ha . cared. first should produce military successes in Vietnam, substantially reduce U.S. costs,

The strategy described in “Murder in Laos —of which | was fir nd dampen domestic opposition, Hanoi could not be induced to make any
informed, by officials in Washington and Saigon, in the fall of 1969 ontessions (e.g., cease-fire or mutual withdrawals), so long as they implied
i d, b Il to deter or prevent the present offensive from etagnition of the authority of the Saigon government. Thus, to make the
was designed above a o ) h ults may d of U.s. involvement contingent upon such concessions is to perpetuate
taking place in 1972. In this it has failed, whatever the res y ar presence tndefinitely

. : Tt i 5. airpower 3 i .

be of the contest in South Vietnam, pitting Emmm_wm rc 5 mﬁm he We do not predict that only geod consequences will follow for Southeast
against North Vietnamese ground troops. It was not in hopes of light Asia or South Vietnam {or even the United States) from our withdrawal.
ing televised battles this year—even of winning them——in the districts hat we do say is that the risks will not be less after another year or more
in : : o .
surrounding Saigon or Hue that President Nixon launched his invasio
of ‘70 and 71 and dropped more bombs than any other rmma-orms.s
in history.

American involvement, and the human costs will surely be greater*
Even if U.S. bombs should block the offensive and turn it bac

just as an escalated commitment of U.S, resources deprived Co
munist-led forces of imminent success in 1950, ._w.m\r 1961, ._mmm.\mmm
1968—the war will not end. Nor is our President likely to end it if the
North Vietnamese and NLF forces achieve military successes ﬁrme
less than total. No pattern is demonstrated .308 n_mmlx throughd
the Pentagon Papers than the extreme tenacity of both sides. .
No civilian intelligence estimate of the last decade has mcw_boﬂ..a
the hopes of President Nixon and Henry Kissinger that %Bm.ﬁm emo
strative invasions, raids, or bombing of the sort that they have m.
ployed before, or even more brutal measures, no:E deter or ﬂmﬁ
renewed Vietnamese resistance to our presence and _.En_:msnm. “mm
point, the letter by my colleagues and myself at mm:.a in On.ﬁo_umw S
spoke with some authority; three of the other no-m“m:mwwﬁaroiﬁ e
the following passages, had worked for years o.: Rand’s <m <M .
tion and Morale” project, analyzing interrogation reports o
NVA prisoners and defectors.

s for destroying Haiphong, blockading North Vietnam, and attack-
g communications with China in the attempt to shut off the flow of
pport through North Vietnam, every civilian intelligence analysis
r estimate has flatly contradicted military hopes that this goal could
physically accomplished by airpower. It has never been clear
hether even the advocates of airpower really believed otherwise, in
he face of these analyses, or whether their proposed “unrestricted
terdiction” programs were simply to be a cover for the inevitable
ombing of civilian population, aimed at “breaking the will” of the
th Vietnamese—or exterminating them. ﬂﬁ%@m?:m
treen of secrecy and of military euphemisms to describe the final
lition to the North Vietnamese problem-—may soon be under way,

Washington Post, October 12, 1969; signers were Daniel Ellsherg, Melvin
ov, Oleg Hoeffding, Arnold L. Horelick, Konrad Kellen, and Paul F. Langer.
létter began: “Now that the American pecple are once again debating the
of Vietnam, we desire to contribute to that discussion by presenting our own
#s, which reflect both personal judgments and vyears of professional research
e Vietham War and related matters. We are expressing here our views as
iduals, not speaking for the Rand Corporation, of which we are staff mem-
there is a considerable diversity of opinicn on this subject, as on other
among our Rand colleagues,
believe that the United States should decide now to end its participation
the Vietnam War, completing the total withdrawal of our forces within one
at-the most. Such U.S. disengagement should not be conditioned upon
cement or performance by Hanoi or Saigon—i.e., it should not be subject
veto by either side. , , .

Short of destroying the entire country and its people, EM Mmﬂwmw_aﬂ
:m;.m the enemy forces in Vietnam by military means . . . W< a mnma i
also be recognized is that the opposing leadesship cannot be coer :
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In this crisis, it is not, as Administration spokesmen put it, our “reso-

lution” which is being tested but our humanity.

Sooner or later, Nixon's policy was sure to lead to heavier fighting
of the sort we are now seeing, some time after the North Vietnamese
concluded that his reductions in U.S. force levels were teveling off.
At that point, when his gamble had failed that the intelligence predic-
tions, described above, about the opponent were mistaken, his second
gamble, about the U.S. public, would be sharply tested: namely, that
despite some controversy, ‘Americans would  basica 2p
renewed heavy fighting if it were totiducted on our side mainly from
the air and with few:American casualties. The judgment underneath
that second gamble is one widely shared, even by some members of
the peace movement: that most Americans are simply indifferent t0
and cannot be brought to care about bombing or Indochina casualtiés
and refugees; that they are not much troubled by what their Gover
ment may doto Indochina;:se'long as it does not bring back h
levels of ¢osts, draft calls, or American casualties.

There is no denying some basis for the assessment. But ! have acted
for some time on a different belief about American values. Confron
ing this month’s events my gamble, too, might be judged to hav
failed. Yet, public passivity toward our policy in Indochina may w
have at least two explanations other than irdifference. One is that th
public—educated by a generation of Cold War administrations—ha
come to feel that it cannot and should not expect to exert mue
democratic control over foreign policy;-or even expect Congres
do sot And the other, described above, has been the prolonged, w
caldétitated “decaption concerning our involvement by the Executi
branch, in which most major institutions in our society have at
passively collaborated. (Presumably, the current decepti hi
war is winding down, will now have to be replaced.) i

Meanwhile, over the last two and a half years, many America
have been acting in hopes of changing the President’s policy befo
the next half-million tons of bombs had fallen, and before the blood

1 The broad support for the Stennis-javits hill in the Senate, limiting the wa
powers of the Executive, is an extremely encouraging sign that change ¢an ot

toward restoring Constitutional principtes, For example, Senator Stennis has'n
stated: “Congress has a responsibility to express what role, if any, it hasiing
committing this nation to war. We have not heen living up to this responsib
and | have been as guilty as any man” (New York Times, April 12, 1972, page 16
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King'his-policy, as | understood it, visible to the public and to

“Congress, a.mmn._:n.mmmn.:,\mm..érﬁm....:oc.mm screens. In part this meant

m%ﬁmmm_._:m the ‘question posed by a sympathetic superior at Rand
érm: I first sketched what 1 had learned from Saigon and Washington
dbout Administration plans: “Well; if the ipi ally does get ouy

alties down, and if the .>3.m. can people accept it .. . what's so

.._om.a mvo:.ﬁ it?” ._:. response, some comments of mine that circulated
privately in various papers and letters in the fall of 1969 and early
1970 help to complement “Murder in Laos.” (The_ latter; focused-

nstead, in March, 1971, on the most publicly puzzling, least foreseen

aspect of the Nixon/Kissinger strategy, its sequence of American-

s_mm:.wn_ escalations pointing, “if necessary,”’ directly to the bombing
i Im._n:o:m and Hanoi and beyond that to worse) Although these
tentions had been described 1o me in September, 1969, | found it

difficult to believe they would actually be carried out—until the inva-

oﬁﬁmivnaﬂ. Together with “Murder in Laos,” these comments
orie‘and two years ago, tragically, serve as preface to this month’s

news from Indochina.

:From background “Notes on the President’s Speech of November

.x..m.mmm\: written the day after at the request of a group of Congress-
en:

. What we have to look forward to from this policy is a future like the
mm_w of lulls and “Tets,” a cycle of VC inactivity and activity, with no clear
mit to the deaths we suffer or inflict . . . ‘

.- . Nixon worries, as did his predecessors, about a domestic political
angover from withdrawal: after initial relief, he foresees, “inevitable re-
o#se and decisive recrimination would scar our spirit as m‘tmon_mx as “"we
ms...?m consequences of what we-had 'done.” His solution remains that of
s .Emﬂmnm&oan to postpone such painful withdrawal symptoms simply by

ntinuing the war, with its cost in American and Vietnamese lives. That is
1e-course of the addict; it may be the major hidden basis for our .OoSwS-
ent’s ma.nmnmo: to this war over so many years and so many disappoint-

s. It is not, as he presents it, the hard, courageous way to address this
m_...“?.cw__m;.: but the politically easy way, for the short run: easier than
asi_am past mistakes and facing painful consequences. It is not, as he

s it, “the right way.” ’

tseems clear that the President believes this to be a just war, one he
ould feel dishonored to disown. In his speech, he discusses ﬁr\m conse-
liences of disengagement in emotional words—‘defeat . . . betrayal
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huriliation”—that warn of more years of war. He implies a sense of U.S.
responsibility for political developments in South Vietnam that can be
discharged only by indefinite combat engagement. His plan for “winning a
just peace” is a plan for continuing United States involvement indefinitely,
not at all a plan for ending it.

It is a policy that must goad the Hanoi leadership to challenge it by *namese people have not wﬁoBEc:_ﬂ Qoa_..:m.:.ﬂ..u.:.. Our goals for the Viet-
increasing the pressure of United States casualties; to which the President tasies hiding the reality of mmn unwaorthy, but they have amounted: to- fan-
_promises_to. respond by reescalation, against all past evidence (and con-: “against Commiinism: an alt what 1l was-we were constricting as a fortress
sistent, reliable intélligence predictions) that this would neither deter nor that eained the .r..m.mmo.. a n_mSmE\m.u.hQﬂoar_P_ a‘succession of governments
ssure, In fact, s_.m..:.m?m heard a plan not only for continuing the " ~talented Vietnamese, th nd opposition of many of the most patriotic and
i ventually to levels—in firepower, commitment of + he contempt of most of the rest
prestige, destruction inflicted=-that we recently abandoned. !t is a plan and"
a speech we might have heard, without surprise, from Johnson, Rusk, or’ iitted. daily. by. us.and by. tho
Rostow: indeed, we have, many times. .m M.u:_. efforts supposedly in ﬁrm hwmmﬁmﬂwmﬂhw ..Hﬂﬂr@_mm

..ﬂ.%m_ﬂmmmm qMMs& Mmmm%,\.msam:m...ﬂmx ‘can:scarcely pref :mn:._ o have, _m_”._ wnw

o o _.3<v_<m3mmmm_.:mﬁu<:”ﬁ ftis tifie-at last to deliver them from our :m._:u. .
Thy leaving them m_o:m.‘ our concern. We can help them, at [ast, o::ﬁ

o .”M\.mﬁna\ years, we .rm<m presented:oursinvolvement it
: A lerms of altruism,. generosity, common aime with
“People; we have thought of et b

ietnam o our-
A he Viétnamese
safeguarding our own interests by way of safe-

The following is from a long background memorandum on Vietnam
policy which | wrote at the request of Senator Eugene McCarthy,
January 21, 1970, and later circulated:

... 1... believe that Nixon's policy, probably correctly understood
Hanoi, gives the Hanoi leadership’strong inicéntive to press a strong attac
in Vietnam when they are ready, causing great loss of life on both sides;
both the lives lost in this offensive and the lives to be lost on both sides
before this occurs are deplorable in the highest degree. . . .

... it is, indeed, not for us to choose the form of government for the
Vietnamese people. But it is time to end .the deception that we have n
made that ‘choice for them, when we support with our armed presence
vast material aid a government that is, on the one hand, totally dependent
on that support, and on the other hand, which suppresses all oppositior
frecdém of expression on dictatorial lines v 2 . o o

... The most intense political interest of most Vietnamese at this time
not for the rule of one personality or party over another, but for peace. That
is a desire that receives neither expression nor representation—thus, one that
is hard to “prove”—in a state where (as in the North) freedom of speeth
d political activity on this very subject are forbidden, and candidates who
‘might voice this desire cannot run for office, indeed, face prison. Ye
there a knowledgeable official of our Government, is there an authority w
first hand experience of Vietnamese society and politics who does not b
lieve that a majority of the Vietmamese people would, in a free choice, prefet
peace under either of the opposing governments to & continuation of th
war? Knowledgeable people wha yel support Administration policy find
rather, reasons why our intervention is “necessary” despite the fact that
means imposing a regime and a war upon the mass of the Vietnamese peop
against their desires. But the reasons are inadequate, the: :sm.nmmm
spurious, an illusion or a lie, and the policy that denies the import of t
Visfiimese desires is ultimately dishonorable. . .

.?.H%W%MMM .ﬁmﬂéﬂ..vxﬂrmw curse, Richard Nixon seems com-
o e g.o.u Ewmm - . many Vietiiams” in Southeast Agj
pace of ::Sﬁ.o: is @Eo_ﬁm:m:m. On the first evening of Mum.
E<mﬂobvm§ow HuH.mm&mbw Ky pointed to what could vM
haye oy oovasior - Hoc.m Vietnamese ground forces, he said, might
e 0 s ﬁ.rmm.UM\HE..wﬁmu&;ﬁﬁo North Vietnam to hit ‘msmwc\
borens ooy the Z. It Was sIX years since South Vietnamese
g o fr Hmoum that, in m.ﬁ air, with Ky himself leading the
sttack. o oH » Ky was m@wmem at a dinner marking the anni-
o Wm, Hm%mm y :.ESWSQ in the U.S.,, of those raids of Febru
LN et
e HH -
aign against the North (PP, T11, M@M.umw ﬁwamwvwmwwmwynm. cid.
h mumm :m“%mwnw?w in Laos, linked the past m:.mmmmuﬁ oMMMomM-
; ] eritally. u Do e et T e e U
In the U.S. itself, sow\, m%%% mwwmz%jwmwm ey in Indochina

an
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we seek no wider war” (PP, III, 305). On mmvz.pma% 9, H@ﬂ_nmm.
U.S. bombers and helicopters were for .H.Wm first time mocou.ww% .W
ing South Vietnamese forces—paid, equipped, mb@ mmmw%,w. mwﬁw ..
the U.S.—~into Laos, Secretary hmw&nﬁoﬁ the nation: e have
not widened the war.” He added: “To the contrary, we :
sho it. . . X
.m.HmMMM contrary—as all can see—we wm:.a .S&mﬂmm it. MM.MWM
When and why will we do it again? There is, in truth, a co erent

iuner logic to the policy that contains answers t0 these mcmww o
Ttis a logic that has pointed for at least the last year to -
ion of Laos—and beyond. o o
<mwww Mémb@ %oﬁm!m.m:ow the am& of China ms.m wvw MmMmMM
McCarthy—Rule 1 of Indochina policy for an >anomﬂ. _.mvmmog.
has been: Do not lose the rest Omwﬁwawaw w%mMMHMM.MHMW hofors.
lection. But there was also Rule 2, arnet :
MWM@M@HM MMSE Do not fight a land war in >m_w with .ﬂmw,mﬁwﬂwm
combat troops either. Three Huﬂo&mmﬁ.mu mw.&.ﬁwm wit macmmmmm.

managed to satisfy both constraints during their .BMEm and p se
the challenge on to their successors. H.rw mHoM om:m WMMMH“B 4
Lyndon Johnson’s Presidency was o_.dm_mmm in its Hmm M Aol
the impossibility of mc@_m%sm wwoﬁr H%QMMMEMHLM% ?.M Johmsor

foundering on Rule 2 did no .Hmwmm . :

i Republican, even for Richard Zﬁob”
o<MWWMwMMMMw@M=WmMWE%= before him, Richard Nixon believe

were on the outside seeking power, even against a Republican
-~ President. He is determined not to have to suffer from it in 1972,
either from Reagan summoning away his supporters in the con-
~vention or from Wallace calling to his voters in the election,
(Whether the fears shared by Nixon and his predecessors of a
threat from the right are based on political reality, or on a specter
of their own making, is not the issue here. What matters is that
four of the last five Presidents have felt compelled to take such
-a threat seriously, and Nixon still does.)
- No doubt there are other and perhaps even stronger motives
that influence Mr. Nixon’s choices, but they point in the same
(direction. There is good evidence that the President is, even more
than his predecessors, a iever” jn the Cold War premises
‘they all shared, including that of the importance o maintaining
U.S. power in Asia, showing strength to the Russians and Chinese,
-containing Communism—monolithic of NOF=an avoiding the re-
.49..53&5@ damage of a U.S. failure or humiliation,

Which of these instincts is the stronger matters little in this
case, for they reinforce each other in Vietnam policy: Saigon
must not “fall” . . . above all, not too soon or too suddenly. Those
who imagine otherwise, who suppose that Nixon’s views on
domestic politics conflict with his notions of U.S. interests abroad, VA\
and that his instincts for political survival inexorably urge him
toward total withdrawal “no matter what” are almost surely
. nless he holds wiong.
he cannot hold mu.m White House for a second torm u e During 1968 Henry Kissinger frequently said in private talks
Saigon through s Tt had seen the leaders of the previous that the appropriate goal of U.S. policy was a “decent interval’—

His two predecessors m.m S n from office after they had beé two to three years—between the withdrawal of U.S "troops and
UmEoonmm >m5§.~aﬁwwﬁom Oﬂwmm ” More specifically, they wer 2 Communist takeover in Vietnam. In that year, an aim so modest
charged with Tmcﬁmwswaﬁnfﬁm% ..Q%Emv without making full us hiad almost a radical ring; no major public figure, in fact, dared
anmmmm MMMMMMW or advisors, without giving full support to a openly to endorse
mmﬂm-ﬂmﬁgcimﬁb&mz mmu:ozammwosmwogmumwoémmwmmmm.

it. But in 1969, when Kissinger moved to the

White House, his notion took on a sharper meaning and new
Te accusatio
treason. Kennedy and johnsom Tou T )
of “losing Vietnam’—or simply “losing a war —could rally agai

urgency. It became not @M_ﬂmmmm but a requirement; and the
the hounds of McCarthyism against their party.

interval,” it became eviderit, could not end before November,

. 1972. In its new, tougher form, the doctrine had practical impli-
. one -
T Nixon does not mmmqaacé once MMMQ ot
the leaders of that pack. On the contrary, he knows :

cations for policy well beyond 1972. In effect, it meant acting
anyone else just what he would try to do with sug issue, if h

mmediately and over the next several years to achieve both an
ndefinite fighting stalemate in Vietnam and support for such
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%& And that aim had implications for the ..

prospects of renewed escalation of the m.w. war in r&.oorm:m. :
To begin with, it was evident in Paris by the spring of 1969 | : he bombing. could be moom?mzm\ﬂ

that Hanoi and the NLF would not accept terms that would meet: " to the public or, better, ignored by it, only if U.S. casualties we

the Administration’s needs for assuring :ob-OoEEﬁEm.w control very low indeed and newsworthy North Smgw:.mmm mconmmmMM

in Saigon through at least 1972. Nor would the Russians intervene - .anywhere in Indochina almost nonexistent.

to achieve this, as Nixon had hoped. So the war had to go on. Thus Nixon's practical goal—a “Korean solution,”
Total Vietnamization? U.S. military advisors held out no hope: vmmmw to call it—became clear: to make Hzmooﬁwm safe for an

whatever that Saigon could be held with any assurance for m.ﬁmm. “indefinite presence of 50,000 U.S. troops or more in South Viet.

years, Or evell One year, if no U.S. military personnel remained - ham. The key to a solution, Nixon and Kissinger concluded, was

in South Vietnam. No foreseeable improvenent in ) : .8 expand the role of airpower, and, in particular, to Hmmmoﬂm and

aid, including air support, would prop up Saigo ‘incre threat of bombine the North. \

reliably in the face of North Vietnamese forces if all our troops mod.« clse, they reasoned, con . ver compel succsssful

went home. Both U.S. troops and airpower were needed, in sizable ‘negotiations? How could he induce the Russians to use their

amounts, for years, perhaps indefinitely.? . . ...mmé_.wmw for a settlement, unless the Russians were made to fear—
In fact, through 1969 and, so far as is known, Smm&\,.ﬁwm highest in memV. say, or in Haiphong—that they woul b fear-

military leaders have never judged officially that the job of hol directly involyed? ER? A

ing Saigon could be done, with reasonable assurance and ,Smw. : How else could Nixon deter th

adequate safety for remaining U.S. troops, with fewer than wc.oboo . .&Q recovered from the

military personnel in the country to provi air su oz. logisti : - gains at will in Laos; or worse, from coming south to overpower

communications, intelligence, self-defense, and mﬁﬁmm.:u .HmmmE .>m<2h.o_. worst of all, attacking the roducsd U5, e M#ﬁm“

That figure, Nixon probably thinks, and with reason, is Emmﬁ “destroying them or forcing them home? ’

but there are limits to what the Joint Chiefs of Staff will n@.ﬁ&\.

mm..EE.ﬁE,m%mno@mﬁmzmuamznwrmmmaﬁ-mggmmoa BWEBE:E&

““Vietnamization,” if confined to the bord :
and with the threat ¢ borders of South Vietnam
well turn out to be not much lower 100,000 for the end of
1972 and after. It is mord likely to prove higher; an

of escalation excluded, wé\
ong-run. answer to these threats. In view of that, and of mM_MM
certainly not be less than half that figure, long after 1972,

npronising prospects in Paris, the best alternativ ’

.o.H.Em in Washington, was a total, prompt U.S. mMWMmeWMo%M»

With the military floor somewhere between 50,000 mdm 150,000 .ﬁmamﬁr To Nixon and Kissinger, it meant instead that a credible
troops, the political ceiling is surely not very much higher, Hm ombing H.F.m b was essential to thors —

strategy, putting half a million U.S. troops in the South, met The policy they decided on was in many ways a familiar one

goal he dofined in his frst week in office; he left the ﬁﬁdﬁm mﬁ especially for Republicans. Its main ingredients were precise] A

five years later accused of many things, but not of wmw:m the fi y

President to lose a war. Yet his approach was, obviously, o

hose prescribed twenty years ago by the “Asia-first” right win
a partial success; it saved Saigon but lost the White House::

epublicans in Congress for preventing the “fall <

i of

; later, by MacArthur and others, f ; ina” and,
would anyone determined to hold both, Nixon drew an immedi

_@mmosnd.m.ﬂoom_%@wmmza _uamm%nomnmgzmwmo QDSP
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casualties, draft calls, and news s
: sharply. In fact, even 50,000 tro
- had in Vietnam at the onset of ¢

pace must go down even more

as officials

e North Vietnamese forces, once
1968 losses, from making embarrassing

or winning “victory” in Korea—
the threat and, if necessary 4

. . , use of U.S. strategic airpower and
allied Asian troops under an authoritarian i : s

1€ , and anti-Communist
egime, approved, financed, and equippe ;

. , l, 3 3 <. and usin
merican advisors and logistical and air support. (Vice H#omp.mmmm

i ition i i i ity Study Mem
2 This was the JCS position in their answers ﬁo.zmrn_sm_ Security ( .
m:gc:.wmzo. 1 (N5SM-1) in February, 1969, described in the Introduction.

ops—still twice as many as LB] -
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-~ What he was then m:,mmﬁmamm. as he had done before the elec-
tion, was “decisive” bombing of targets long proposed by some
US. military chiefs and their political spokesmen: Haiphong,
) . s—a threat used pri- .B::md\ targets” in Hanoi and unrestricte y throughout the
If one adds mrm. H?mmh odeMW%“q éwmwmwﬁzm the Korean War, North, and the communications with China.8

vately, Nixon cmr@mm“ «Miwmmmtmwi Dulles to influence the Firs -+ Nixon believed the threat would be newly credible and effec-
and later used publicly by @_o Srm %m_mB ents underlying Dulles tive because he would demonstrate to Hanoi that it could be
Indochina &wﬁlo.wo wmmﬂ.mw Mum and the “New Look” defense carried out without destroying his own
doctrine of e e _mMWBEmm:msoP This was the policy to govern the U.S. Johnson had lost these, in Nixon’s view, be-
m%mﬂ_‘:,m M.M m%mWMWMMMMMMH to combine ageressive rhetoric_with cause he had combined inade

that enable €

¢ inadequate air attacks with excessive
a limited defense budget throughout the years w}g Nixon J.MM”._.. .” numbers of ground troaps, U.S. casualtics, and draff GallsOnce
So@?mmﬁmsﬁ.>mmﬁmommmg.ﬁmw.mgmwmﬁ&E.Emﬁrﬁwmﬂ

..ﬁwOmmﬁzEUmaémﬁ &Bmam?vomg&vm,_mk»EmEom:
: i “public and its re resentatives in Congress would accept even
— . . i ula mainly by stressin public P g P

enry Kissinger @mmm:ﬁo@ _m o ﬁwwm MMM: (in the Woor Nuclea 2 seml-permanent and geographically extended war, financed by

the role of “tactical ﬂcw.mmﬂ sm_mow Tade his reputation). Bu America but with direct American combat action limited primaril
and Foreign Policy, w : o air :
&\ﬂﬁwﬂw >m59mmc,m.m05 the threat of nuclear Mommo:m.q :M HEMM. to airpower
in ’ : ate
. — ential part ot the s gy ¢ )

china is soﬂwmmzu.\mw. mM MMMMM Hmwm amhmc.& ﬁw deter Chinese inter ~ Vietnamese had to be forced to ace
Kissinger and Ni > ’ .

. fused to foreclose th : g were to deter them from nrmzmzmmsm a pro-
<m:mozViﬁroﬁmr.mﬂrm%&MM” %MM%M%QM%MHE% in relying on the tracted American presence, or bring them, ultimately, to accept
use. The new strategy di ‘

f lear bombin “his terms for a RE: Only convineing demonstrations of
rategic threat of non-nucie : - .
mﬁww_.m how could Nixon and Kissinger believe, after the experi

his willingness and ability to escalate could bring that about.
ixti hreats of massive bombing could solv - The notion of “warning demonstrations” has thus been central
ence of .HWM m_xﬂmﬁhwﬂﬂcwwmﬁ What could new threats promis 0 the tactics of Nixon and Kissinger, and it ex
their problems in Py . ki
woé m&mb wroﬁaa&mnmo;:mgﬁmmwoawﬁm E&mmuowaom

Nixon had been willing to add some U.S. ground combat troops

HO —mm— (= ﬂ ave O —n <_@WH~N .H_ @W eI0 ﬁ e a0
.W— m 1 M Qv ._U re
HV.:WHW ww.ﬁﬂw H,u_-_..r _u:— —_:.m was O:_—m_nmm_@ an aperra — —_P@ —__:mw.m

%

plains the sequence
of political threats and offensive actions the

y have taken over the

! . to prevent even the Te ast two years. As early as the spring of 1969, our first air attacks

in fact failed to deter or physically to pr : | . ittle noticed in the
: >-—were soon followed by a warning to Hanoi which was

Y 3ee Leslie Gelb and Morton H. Halperin,
on,” Washington Post Outlook section,
m: Options,” New York Times, Op-Ed page, November 7, 1970. Fach of these
ralysts served both Johnson and Nixon in positions dealing with Vietnam policy,

perin having served until September, 1969, as assistant to Henry Kissinger in
the White House.

discussion owes a great deal to the thinking of these former colleagues—

they are in no way responsible for any o

Z?ow,.m answer was that the Democrats had moved too gra
ally and too predictably, and had never threatened oﬂwmow
enough voggzm. This is what 9@@ “..—O_Mn . "Eoﬂob S
. e
hough Nixon had no need to take in: g
L wmowmm ,Mwwbmm nguage he shares with the generals érmmm,_
explained after the Cambodian invasion that, whereas Johns
had moved “step by step,” . .
isi is action also puts the enemy
i ion is a decisive move, and this ac !
MMWWWMMNME if it escalates while we are trying to %@mmo&mﬁ, we
move decisively and not step by step.

“Only a Timetable Can Extricate
May 24, 1970; and Halperin, “Viet-

nce who canrnot be named.
*Since this was written, members of t
ave revealed that a major ground opera
lace secretly at this time.

he Vietnam Veterans Against the War
tion into Laos—Dewey Canyon F—took
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inserted in an otherwise moderate speech by Nixon on a Vietnam
settlement.

At the same time the bombing expanded in Laos, and a series
of bombing raids began on North Vietnam. As these raids con- .
tinued, Administration officials gradually dismantled Johnson’s
1968 “understanding” which had strictly limited the justification -
for such raids. Finally, in his televised interview with the press:
on January 5, 1971, the President virtually abandoned this “under-
standing.”®

The ground invasion of Cambodia took place in spring, 1970;
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: ia, to respond to our moves in the
areas by mEE.mEm their control elsewhere. border

But, as the White House planners see it, none of this tactical

in the fall, troops landed in North Vietnam; now we are support- popular beginning, the o . .
5 2 £k s erafion in C s

ing an invasion of Laos. In each case the White House has con- satisfaction that the war ow 1 be Hm&comMEwo&ﬂ .%Hosdm to Nixon’s
veyed unmistakable warnings to Hanoi that more such action was ing geographically, so long as U.S. gro :M»M MM.M ity while mxﬂmsm-
. e, 0 1ts are not invo .

to come. . In fact, tactical success is not what these Tnitiatives 3@<Mm_~

All of these actions could be, and were, defended as tactics
necessary to delay enemy buildups or “spoil”_enemy oﬁ.mhmﬁmm.
Indeed, all of them may keep things quieter in South Vietnam,
in the short run. They make offensive action difficult and costly
for the North Vietnamese, thus delaying a new offensive until
Hanoi once again faces the inescapable need to make the neces- irécedent. Each one o
sary mmoﬁmo@m They do, in short, ﬂuz% time, with U.S. airpower olthe MMNMMHW Nmﬁmﬁwmvod\m _E.owm. 4 restraint
and thousands of Asian lives. The airpower, especially the lavish aign to bring “pressures on mmuo_.uw Mwm_m on Johnson in his cam-
use of armed helicopters, substitutes for U.S. troops. The few vod reasons for ovmﬁism those _mﬁ. o were, after all, some
American troops in Vietnam, the more need for U.S. airpower casons are still plausible. Nixon”
throughout Indochina, if U.S. losses™are to be cut and the North .
Vietnamese prevented from taking the initiative.

Of course this view can be challenged on tactical grounds ‘&
well. By expanding the war, the U.S. commanders are multiplyin
their risks and committing themselves to protracted war in threg
countries, for only limited gains. In Laos, for example, U.S. he
Zopter Tosses and South Vietnamese casualties may turn out to be
sizable. A right-wing coup may follow our interventions—rever

—violent warnings to back

up verbal threats,
They warn, first, of what Nixon is willing to do and feels free

0 do without consulting Congress or feeling limited by Johnson’s

His actions demonstrate, furthermore, how far Nixon thinks he

an go by using the rationale of “protecting the lives of American
“limited-duration j icti
to permit continuation of the %#rmw%&hﬁ”% %%b%%ﬂmmm
ese ﬁmmﬁm.iﬂmcom is meant to notice—could be used Eﬁ as w .:
the “limited” ground invasion of North S.mgmm:_ﬁo mmmﬂ.m
m.ow and bases above the DMZ that has been mentioned Mu\
mﬁﬂ.& Ky. The same language could be used to justif mw\
ining and aerial destruction of the port of Hai ro:u ; u\m :m
mmw mmmoﬁ on the land and water links to China mw.m on@ “nilitary
ets” throughout the North, including Hanoi. All of the
described as “limited in time and space.” .

5 Nixon claimed that the North Vietnamese had violated another understan
ing that our “unarmed reconnaissance planes could fly over North Vietnam
impunity,” although former high officials in the Johnson Administration h#

.Jn denied that there was any such understanding. Nixon went on to state tha
they say there is no understanding in that respect’—as Hanoi leaders do say
“then there are no restraints whatever on us.” :

(Even before the current offensive [April, 1972] there had been as many ra

over the North in three months in 1972 as in ali of 1971) ]
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In fact, each one of these moves could be presented as a logical

progression in a series of “interdictions” rurming from south to
north, just as the present attacks in Laos “logically” followed the
closing of the port of Sihanoukville by the Lon Nol government
and the invasion of Cambodia. Each step could be explained as
“closing” a remaining door in the channel of war materiel to
North Vietnamese and NLF forces in South Vietnam.

To be sure, none of these steps could reliably close off that
necessary trickle of supplies from the North, even if they were
all taken together. But Nixon has been told this; again, that is not.
what such threatened moves are about. They point, rather, to-
ward the program that the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff have urged
for over six years® in the absence of a permanent and “accept-
able” settlement by Hanoi: the final destruction of “the will and
capability of North Vietnam to wage war.” Or to survive. :

Not that Nixon hopes or expects this ultimate escalation will be
necessary; his threats and commitments make it contingent on
North Vietnamese behavior. Hanoi's leadership is left two options
for avoiding this punishment. It can, tacitly but permanent!
accept things pretty much as they are in the South, without initiat:
ing heavy combat, or with no more than can be handily contained
by South Vietnamese ground forces with U.S. air support. The
war would continue but military action would taper off and US
casualties would virtually cease. Or else, bowing to the conclusion
that the American people will support a low-level or airpower
war indefinitely, and that the American President will meet any
attempt to convert it to a high-cost war by burning North Vi
nam to the ground, the Hanoi leaders can seek to conclude:d
formal settlement on U.S. terms.

US. officers choose to call the first possibility a “Korean solu
tion"—though it could mean permanent war and permanent Us.
air operations—because it combines a permanent U.S. presenc
with very low US. casualties. The second possibility, which
defines Nixon's aim of “winning a just peace,” would more trul
be a “Korean solution,” especially in view of Nixon’s convictio
that settlement in Korea was based on the threat of massiy

& See, for example: PP, Lil, 179 (1964); PP, tV, 254-56 (1968).

..._uoggsmm. Faith in either

ossibilit i :
charges that he has chosen possibility permits Nixon to deny

a “no-win” strategy.

So Che’s prescription, finally,

: is tur X ixon’
Not only i the short ned around to Nixon’s ends,

Not ange problem of lowering U.S. casualti
. . ran .S. ualt
MWMEWW gr m%:& wzm limited reduction of mz.ms%wlﬂrm mH.oEMM
0 "getiing through "72"—invite a broadening of
1o include the border bases e batietnound
. and supply routes in L
bodia, Far more im S b i nd Cam:
. . portant, the symbolism of such wideni
dramatic crossing of frontiers ; e cening—the
g of frontiers in defiance of domesti

ramat . : ic protest and
MWWM%QMM%%MWEE!E& uniquely suited to mw&c“%m credible
: rucial threat: to extend the battleor

i : ground to all of North
Smgmﬁ. From gm” Eo.E@E that Sihanouk’s ouster cleared the
ém%m it was almost inevitable that the search for a second “Korea”
.éocum lead the President to institute a second and a third “Viet-
nam —to warn the North he could create a fourth.

J%MonWm 9@0 >gﬂwmmmﬂ.mmos is showing that it has learned its
. s rrom Cambodia.” No American rifle unite ; i
: \ ts in action -
ing borders or shooting white ¢ u e
ollege students. N i
bulletins, no news at i £ on fhe oot
, all, in fact. No statem
o , . ent on the operation
w% w:.w President. Instead, on the afternoon of the day %5 heli-
pters and amtracs moved across the border, Nixon went before

:5%<om5m~%§%mg.wm
: . message on ecology, beginni
AmoooHQEm to the White House press release): 5, beghning

In his Tragedy, Murder in the Cath
| dy, i , .
Clean the air, Clean the sky. ﬁ\.mw% mﬂmm “MWQH_. %&w:po# Lsie] wrote,

ﬁ.mH. rmwa Mwomo%m to the Congress a sweeping and comprehensive pr
ar m to do just that, and more—to end the plund f m‘.@:w-
natural heritage. plunder of America’s

. Mos,w%@ow MMMM MWMMWMMM 09% H.ESMWon were permitted; camera-
I rdin i

m.ou.b g to the natural heritage of @m&%:wwmwwoﬂ:m %WM /wwrmm mese
were struck, a New York Times account H.mwoﬁmm N
_m.?m yet undefoliated jungle they were mcwmism“
s were offered pictures of the moon and of the staging areas at
: .n Sanh: an uncanny juxtaposition, the war-created moonscapes

by the lushness
) Instead view-
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Then in November of last
in Laos.

Whatever the impact of recent events on

MWMWW meom._ :m is Eﬂwq soon to be magnified by the effects of
stmilar to those in Cambodia, wher
g , e well over a milli
refugees have been generated” during the last nine months ( H.SQM

‘Ppopulation of about 6.7 million ). There is no available estimate

of the number of civili i
an d ia si I
invasion eaths in Cambodia since last spring’s

near the DMZ compensating for the lack of live coverage of the

lunarization of Laos. year, US. bombing escalated sharply

What will this new invasion mean to the people of Laos? War the flight of people

is not new to them, nor are foreign soldiers or American bombers;
yet they are now feeling the impact of all these in a new and
terrible way. As in Cambodia, the first operations are in relatively
unpopulated areas; and as in Cambodia, the North Vietnamese
forces will most likely fight back in more heavily populated low-
lands, where our bombers and armed helicopters will seek them
out. Then the refugees will come—many of them from areas where
they have lived for years in the vicinity of Pathet Lao or North
Vietnamese troops—to the fetid enclosures on the outskirts of
towns that are not being bombed, leaving their dead behind them.
“We have learned one thing in Laos and Cambodia,” the coun- .
sel for the Kennedy Subcommittee points out. “The mere presence - 10r one, and Kissinger has n
of enemy forces does not lead to H%ﬁm@mm. Heavy battles do; U.S. & of asked the Pentagon;
bombing does.” ; Ky
As an essential part of Nixon’s “winding down the war” for whether in Laos or Cambodi .
American troops in South Vietnam, >E@E.om: pilots were sent to o odia, or North or Won.nr Vietnam. And
inflict the war more heavily on Laos and Cambodia. In the fall ~analysts in the bureaucracy make om:.BmWS mowmmo_.m. (Systems
of 1969, more than six hundred sorties a day were being flown factors judged pertinent to policy: “costs” Mnmmv mmﬁmﬁrmxcnms ow
over Laos; some of the heaviest months of bombing in the war or “outputs.” The deaths of “noncombatant pe me: ﬁwu o
occurred in that year, and again in 1970. The number of refugees s being H&%m%n o% € have never
in Laos had already risen sharply in 1968, after American bombe 0 any of these
were shifted in late March from North Vietnamese targets o areas
in both northern and southern Laos. p
But in the first twelve months of the Nixon Administration, the anded one. Were it not f, )
number of refugees nearly doubled. The official estimate for the or the Kennedy Subcommittee there
end of 1969--certainly a low one—was at least 240,000 (in a pop
lation of under three million). In the first eighteen months there
were at least 30,000 civilian casualties, including more than 9,0
killed. The number of refugees continued to rise in 1970; by the
fall it was almost three times the estimate for February, 1968

How many will die in Laos?

What is Richard Nixon’s best estimate of the number of Laotian

people-“enemy” and “non- »_ .
in the next gw?m EO:EM,%@EV\ that U.S. firepower will kill

Offici
als would, however, have an answer of some sort if other

..uwmhlm;wwﬂ wﬁ& the underestimated figures that have been made
.ﬁmmvm : €. But as a result of that questioning and the subcommit-

o Wi surveys and analyses, we now know that at least 300,000
civilians have been killed in South SoEmEIEo&% by U.S wwm

7See the Kennedy Subcommittee Staff Report, “Refugee and Civilian W, - . o1 ’
Casualty Problems in Indochina.” G:Unosn.::mm_ﬁo Investigate Problems Co 50,000 civilians were killed in

nected with Refugees and Escapees of the Committee on the Judiciary, U
States Senate, September 28, 1970.) Also see Senator Kennedy's ‘‘sanitized’ su
mary of two classified reports on war victims in Laos, released February 7, 19 5By early 1972
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Though reliable figures for Cambodia and Laos are not avail-
able—the Administration still makes no attempt to obtain them—
the Kennedy Subcommittee staff estimates that civilian war casual-
ties and deaths throughout Indochina were higher in 1970 than
in 1969. Moreover, the refugee rate within South Vietnam began
to increase in late 1970, and rose to the highest level in two years
for the second quarter of 1971 ”

So the war is not “winding down” for the people of South Viet-
nam any more than for their neighbors: as would be apparent to
the American public if figures on civilian casualties, refugees,
defoliation and bombing tonnages were flashed weekly on the
evening TV news along with U.S. and “enemy” casualties. :

But even the Kennedy Subcommittee has made no effort to
calculate deaths and injuries from American bombing in North
Vietnam, or to elicit estimates of future victims throughout Indo-
china. Nor have the press and television. Nor has there been any
public demand for this information.

Given this background of two decades of official and public
ignorance of and indifference to our impact upon the people ¢
Indochina, one can understand the ease with which the Nizon
Administration has sold the slogan: “The war is trending down.’
To agree with that meomo&ﬂoslmcm it is scarcely questioned--
to define “the war,” very narrowly indeed, as U.S. ground txoops
U.S. casualties, budget costs. 1t is simply to ignore those aspects
of the war that are “trending up™: U.S. air operations and ground
fighting outside South Vietnam, and the resulting deaths and
casualties we are sponsoring in Laos and Cambodia. It cannd
really be said that this narrowed perception is simply a halluci:
natory trick played by the Nixon Administration on the public
Americans have always seen the Indochina war this way.

U.S. military officers are sometimes better at perceiving thing
clearly. “War is killing people,” a Rand physicist was once i
structed by General Curtis LeMay, one of history’s “terrib
simplifiers.” “When you kill enough people, the other side quit

But the new Administration is abandoning the previous cra
strategy of ground combat “attrition,” with its bloody-minde
calculus of “body counts” and abstruse models of the birth r

of « »

..”&nwmmumrmmsmw% males” to be _m.Emm in the future. Most of the

..mmﬁosmqmmosma rnm.% strategy sz as a result of its “warning

o i rations ave no place in bureaucratic calculations. The

il e ¢ %.<mm~ H.E_S_umwm of North Vietnamese people who

il e thre ened if their leaders, continuing thirty years of armed
ggle, decide to fight against a “Korean solution.” The plans

“for air war desi
gned by General L i
v% the Nixon >m5m=mmmmmmo=. May mey then be carried out

| HOM@.—.UH‘» >~m0 3 grOm . w
President i Wm% rmm column noting the “cool courage” of the

been distributed wi

widely by the i
: Mwwwwm ewmo%.m%ﬁmw days after the TLaos 552“:.%:& Omﬁwﬂwﬁ“
. - Nixon is beginni : u
prectieas ginning to appear as one of our better war

T i

@mowmu mwmmmmmmm EM. ém,m President chose to recall to the American
_ Monday afternoon of the i i

pe . Yy : invasion does not, in fact
.>m<HM MOm omc S.nw M: pollution, or with any ordinary mmEmEonu
; n pointed out to me: it speaks of i _ ;
£ by opointed out it speaks o murder. It is a chorus

. urder is being done, in f i

S.Ewmm of a ruler, for reasons of mﬁmwmm u ull view, at the

Clear the air! clean th
] e sky! wash i
from stone and wash wrmwa. the voind! take sione

The land is foul, the water i
selves defiled with MWQNM. o foul, our beasts and. our-
M 35&& blood has blinded my eyes
ow Aow can I ever return, to %m ..w. . i
Night stay with us, stop sun, hold %NWQM:MMW wwwma%nww
o :ow nwﬁmu let the spring not come | /
an I look again at the day and it ]
and see them all smeared Sﬁr MHQMM M%HH M: Fhings
curtain of falling blood? . . ’ g

Ma life there is not time to grieve long.
ba&.%z& this is out of life, this is out of time
ninstant eternity of evil and wrong. . . '

These I

- hese wawmm are almost unbearable for an American to read, in
.momwmmw - 1, after the last six years. If we are ever to return to “5

S0kt quiet seasons—and we have not earned an easy passage °
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enough Americans must look past options, briefings, wﬂomvwswwomw”,
to see what is being done in their name, and to refuse %& o accom:
plices. They must recognize, and force the Oosmwmmm Mﬁ g
to act upon, the moral proposition that .?@ U. .wEM e mboH e
eople in Indochina: that neither the _Emm we Q.mM Jost, o
Mém we have taken, give the U.S. any ﬂmrw.ﬂ_m MWM ine oy i
! and airpower who shall govern or who sha

Cambodia, or Laos.

THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF OFFICIALS IN A
CRIMINAL WAR

This is a somewhat expanded version of a lecture originally deliv-
‘ered at the Community Church, Boston, Massachusetts, on May 23,
£1971; footnotes, some reflections, and, of course, all direct references
1o the Pentagon Papers, have been added. The audience was, as | had
“expected, considerably older than the college audiences | had been
m.dﬂmnmzmh it included, though | had not foreseen this, a number of
. ~refugees from Nazi Germany. Partly because | felt jt would be my
last speech for a while—the disclosure of the Pentagon Papers was

xpected shortly—I chose to talk about some personal aspects that
had not addressed before.

+« . 0ot to have tried to see through the whole apparatus of mystifica.
tion—was already criminal. At this initial sta

ge my guilt was as grave
4s, at the end, my work for Hitler. For being in a position to know and
nevertheless shunning knowledge creates direct responsibility for the
onsequences—from the very beginning,

+ « - In the final analysis I myself determined the de
lation, the extremity of my evasions, and the exte

rance . . . Whether I knew or did not know, or ho
little 1 knew,

gree of my iso-
nt of my igno-
W much or how
Is totally unimportant when I consider what horrors I
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