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; ...nmcmm is more just . . . byt enough is enough, Let's lie low for a few years
“and get the U.S. to go home.”

We're winning the war, We're killing vC,

..m:mﬁ:m:.vmwmm\ Qmmzoiswnmmrmmo.ﬂ food a
“‘Chieu Hoi [defectors]. If people in Washington want to win fast—if they’

22dn @ hurry, because of elections or somethi

Buerriltas, Main Forces, destroy-
nd weapons, we're getting more

- But if they're not in such a
hurry, we can do the job with what we've got, i.e., including the 9th Division.

- Pacification hasn't worked anywhere. But the 1gt Division is doing one
‘thing: kitling guerrilias.

- We have long-range pPrograms now t
general, to get the vC provincial battaii
ing the areas where they take their leav
bombing their base areas: we need a
omeone had entered that arez, so we could bomb it

“-:You need fast reaction to contact: with air strikes. Eyven against a squad,
or snipers, I'd use an air strike; artillery is no good when they have overhead
‘cover.

BOMBING AND
OTHER CRIMES

o destroy the Phu Lo Battalion. In
ons: keep probing, searching, harass-
€, training, and rest, their bases. Keep
sensor that would signal to us when

‘DePuy undoubted] racticed
jon in Vietnam is more bombs, more shells, more napalm . . . small <.~ infant my\ P |
“The mo_ﬁ_m% n mmmm and gives up.”"—Brigadier General William C. DePu smail-unit infantry o Icer, | was
cr : i .
WMwawﬂqaw_ﬂmmOm:ma_\ .S, st Division, Lai Khe, January 13, 1967 my memo, that:

what he preached. As a former
especially struck, as | observed in

: boy Even in discussi i i It sniper bands i lated h
! ! r General DePuy, who was 2 Bven in discussing tactics against small sniper bands in populated areas, he
In E_Q-Hmucm:\m ._Nm.wm m“mmn_\_uwn Division to return to Washingto never referred to aggressive, small-unit ground action. A high U.S. official
ommand of the U.S. ! \ . ber efred to
.8 d..Mme_%m to lunch at his tent headquarters at Lai Khe in Il m\ma fohn Paul Vann]
nvi : ;
w%m Corps area surrounding Saigon. As chief n._m::mq for Om_mumﬂw” e
moreland before taking command of the Big xmgmoﬁ””w o*mmrmv‘aoﬂ
i fficers in Vietnam, an
one of the most experienced o . e of the
i implementation of our military poli
respansible for the shape and imp . : i
%m_wm including the very presence of U.S. noa_uﬁ ::_W E?M::ﬁﬂc
Umms‘mzm:c«zm:a_ in promoting in 1964-65. m:mnﬂﬂ me,._ﬂoa mv.mn
i istant to the Chairman of the P
become the Special Assistan JCS for 50
iviti i i and covert operations v
Activities—i.e., nOc:ﬁm::mSmm:Q. . e el
i his field experience in orps se
he would be taking back from Sorps sectt
ial i hem on to my boss, Deputy :
f special interest. I passed t 0 . uty .
mS_mNB Porter, then in charge of all civil operations *_4: M_mm:mﬂmm .
[ . . .
i Puy’s remark above, whic ]
My notes began with De . .
Emmw\ma like a slogan. | went on quoting DePuy, as follows:

small grove, which
en seen fo enter, with their -50-caliber MGrs, returning

everal times for more ammo, although there was a battalion fram the 1st
vision in the immediate vicinity with one platoon only a few hundred
rds away, never ordered in by DePuy. This official contrasted DePuy’s
aufion (almost “ARVN-like”) about risking U.S. casualties in ground action

than close combat-—

s1 reread these notes in 1972, I am struck b
this peculiarly “American way of war"
and strategy of the Nixon Doctrine a
¢ designed to economize on Americ

y the correspondence
on the tactical leve| to the
nd “Vietnamizatian.” Both
an infantry casualties; the

ink we are. Final

ing li the VC . . . at least | thin i
. aking life unpleasant for : e
<_“\m ﬂm Mw< :Mo we’'re smarter than they are—"' Eam noﬂamﬂmém.w\: e}
w;mw_\o:; have n,En: faith in our brainpower, only in our firep s
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: Now | asked DePuy himself,
the Delta?” He thought for a mo

it i

.:M:M.ﬂm:ﬁﬂ h: the Delta, you have Mmore population in the area than we

oty hav qroﬂ: TAOR; even so, I'd use an air strike, but first I'd send

ove :,mma_ wit ccamuwmrmqm and leaflets telling the people to get out |

highn _.:”MMMEM. oﬂm:%mam within five minutes (where 'd pick all of Mmﬂ
, Bation), then hit the place. If th ¢

« . that wouldn’t make the vC Sovnoucmmn ® Y wodldn'tlet them leave

“As I said before: what i
el at you need is more bombs, more shells,

strategy- simply goes one step further, using local or hired troops,
rather than Americans, as live bait to attract targets for air and artil-
lery. Whether as field tactic or foreign policy, our way of war now
relies on the use of indiscriminate American artillery and airpower
that generates innumerable My lai’s as a norm, not as a shocking:
exceptional case.

Would you use the same tactics in
ment, then answered:

H

My memo went on, “If such an approach is used in the Delta
and strategically speaking, much of Asia, the area of application of
the Nixon Doctrine, is one large Delta—"it will be hard to avoid large:
civilian casualties.” s

When | wrote this memo, | had just returned from ten days'o
combat observation with an American unit in the Delta. (See the fol
lowing account, in “War Crimes and My Lai,”” of incidents in Rac
Kien, Long An Province.) My remarks reflected the concern of >
bassador Lodge and Deputy Ambassador Porter about the prospective
effects of American troops and firepower in the most densely popt
lated areas of South Vietnam, As in 1V Corps to the south, the sout
ern border region of |1l Corps from which 1 had just returned was
thickly settled, except for the flooded rice paddies, that a helicopte
could scarcely set down on dry land without literally blowing away
sections of thatched roofing of huts. Those huts were filled “wi
women and children; some of them, too, were sure to be “blow
away” if the choppers used their rockets or machine guns or ca
in heavier firepower near those homes, i.e., anywhere in the vici
of treelines, canals, or dry land. .

During one “sweep” operation in this area, Horst Faas and Pel
Arnett, the two most experienced combat reporters in Vietnam;
walked with me part of the day. Though the battalion we were w
was not from the Tst Division, DePuy’s name kept coming up >m
took hostile fire, Faas said: “DePuy would be flying over here hi
right now: about fifty feet above the ground.” When artillery,:
in against a squad of snipers, was slow in arriving, Arnett said, D¢
would have sacked the artillery commander on the spot.”” And wt
various reports came in of VC in thickets or hamlets in the area;
of them commented: “DePuy would have blanketed this place
artillery and bombs, Delta or not.” L

more

ﬂ__m Um_ 50 O_:ﬁ Y __@ 1COpter unners _:u:_ _m.m:m—:mm
Hm\ C —Qﬁm_ __me _Zm — C U m
Nmm_:mﬁ _:___W on mm:_ﬁm.:m In car wm_m n.:“mh_ on WHOH__ m_Qmm S..qﬂ__ _”_O—.mm._:m
L at t e O_f.._m_c: _mmuo_um O flﬁOC__H nN:OM o] rien to el _m:_f
mm& :__:_mnﬁ__mQ I H_ 12 "—_mﬂo_< O‘ ﬂ__m rcm_\ (8] ﬁm___mwum n m__< war

TQ ount o —U em ecmwmz IS ac ::_“u n __m. m-mmm enem
<

L4 t h Ca :.:m:. en a i t

—ﬂ —m r_r_mem Nﬂ §< —lm.u.lmm:_ﬂ___mﬁv\ _OE w\ <

S - ¢ In fact negligible
Hovincial :omvmﬂw overflowed with civilian Eo::%-mn_m Emﬁmﬂ QEM“M
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.._u&oomo& Draper commented as follows:
THE AMERICAN WAY OF WAR

“Massive retaliation,” that monstrous doctrine of the 1950, saved us
fiom large-scale intervention in Vietnam in 1954. But its suceessor,
variously known as “limited war,” “graduated response,” or “flexible
esponse,” did not save us from mereasingly large-scale intervention in
Vietnam since 1961 and especially since 1965, In fact, T think the doc-
trine of “limited war” as it was ‘worked out in the latter half of the
1950's outside the Government and taken over by the Government in
the 1960’s must be held partially responsible for pulling us in.

X do not really agree that it was the theory of limited war that
encouraged Americans to favor our Vietnam decisions in the
1960%s." T think it was something else, some attitudes and expec-
tations associated with the American way of war.
Specifically, there has been in the U.S. since the Second World
ar a widespread belief in the efficacy and acceptability of
aerial bombing, and in particular of bombing of a strategic nature,
. dvance approval was § .@nm at the ,.Sz oﬁ the o@@omgﬂ.ﬁm Em. Emzmgm._ .m:m womﬁ.:mﬁob
An exception 1o this Epa:.m_.:mﬂ for a <m:oq » transcrip i e :.Hom.wm. ,E:m belief m_m%mm a critical, if not .Qmo_m:ﬁ role in get-
taneous comments in a seminar .Q_mnCmm“OJn,r " discussion, e : ig _..5 into /\Hogm.m\.u :H. n@mmm..czum us, G W_Sum us ooﬂ.m&m:om to
remarks. The following no_.:amﬂﬁ _WMMM_BmMM,\m:mo: Institute, Ch v in, and then in stimulating escalation while keeping us re-
on “Lessons of Vietnam” at the .

1llinois, in early June, 1968; the transcript of ﬁrm mmB._:mm_M,_”mMm
ncm:zh\ edited by Richard M. Pfeffer and vcz_mrmaaﬁm . i
i 68). 1 was respon ) (
e Vietnams (New York, 19 .

ﬂwQWﬂ@ Theodare Draper at the conference; footnotes :.m<m he
Q Q. - .
ma..,mmm particular comment of mine was :.oﬁ E&m:\%wg_%@m@
Rand. which had always derived most of its researc un L
u.s \>: Force. It was made shortly after EM ﬁ.m.o?_“. .
ot Hué and Saigon, and the Delta 1
destroyed large parts of : hotie
Tre was the province capi ¢

Can Tho and Ben Tre. Ben
Province, of which my friend Tran Ngoc Chau had been the,

Rand’s contract with the Department of Defense G_JMMMM Hwﬁ.m”@
public statement or writing of an employee z::. “mw =d 1o B
f sovernment-supported research must be mcU.E\_”ﬁm. Jdvan
wo%mé by the Department, not only for :mmnﬂm%\_.ﬁh_.m.ﬂ“ o_w.rnmﬂ s
classified information) but for :nom_nx:. m_nmmnw m_:_:uﬁ.oﬁm e
any speech, article, or book by an official or mﬁ e o i

7 and has been approved as accepta -
Mmzﬁ_u_»oe\_m_w_M:_dﬂmE censor, though this guarantee of mnnmgvmwwﬁ_rm.
nowhere stamped on the product; it can never be _uﬁmmr:m ot
text appears as the author o:mEm.E S;oﬁ it M«:MMEE? g .c.
written it if it had not been subject to review- or noBu_m._m
indication of “policy’’ problems would not be m__omm_ c comp
Mmgmsam for deletion but extremely long delays in “ciear ;

by Maxwell Taylor and Walt Rostow. These two pointed, as early

961, to the essential problem of stopping infiltration. They
ook the point of view, rightly or wrongly, that the problem in
he South would be insoluble until we were able to stop infiltra-
on from the North, not as it was then but as it could become.
t was clearly stated by them that we must go in with the
ognition, especially if we were successful in the early stages,
t'we could anticipate a high level of infiltration, which some-

.. . resente w%m.nrm:mmm my mind on Draper's point; i now think it has a good deal
chief when | first met him in 1965, and which he rep : ubstance, though the influence of limited-war doctrines on the decisions of

in the National Assembly. It was the town that "ha ian-policy-makers was not simple—it involved, to a _mﬂmmmﬁmsﬁnrmrvmz_m
time in

" : : tary advisers over the need to rely on nuclear weapons. This subject is
destroyed in order to be saved. _, : : discussed in this book, except for some comments in the final essay, pages
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how would have to be stopped. These people, both privately
and publicly, indicated there was only one effective way to stop
infiltration—that, of course, was through bombing,

Thus, their recommendation for expanded U.S. involvement in -disrupt the society of South Vietnam
Vietnam rested on the implicit assumptions that bombing would. permanently. In general, Ewm probably
be used against the North when—as was likely—it became neces ican aid are in other respects acting effectively, th call for Amer-
sary, and that it would be eflective.* Kennedy may or may not Ing we may do need not Jast very long, and m.ve m%.m:% bomb-
have accepted this reasoning or conclusion; the record is not clea ’ ¢ resulting damage

will not be permanent,
However, given attitudes within the defense ‘bureaucracy and

the larger American public, it would have been difficult, eve
for the President, explicitly to reject this “solution” in advance
Really, no other proposal was ever seriously made for dealin
with that essential problem.
In 1965-when we felt ourselves in trouble in Vietnam in
number of ways, especially with regard to the need to demon
strate our commitment—Johnson was not prepared immediatel
to send troops; but one thing that came easy to an American
President was a demonstration by bombing. In other ways: a
well, bombing was the natural solation to our problems; it wa
the key ingredient in our policy that was going, one way or an
other, to make everything turn out all right. And in 1966 an
1967, despite disappointments, these same hopes persisted a
sustained our continued and expanded involvement. :
Recently, a former Ambassador to the United States from Vie
nam [Vu Van Thai] has expressed a plea that, despite his dee
pessimism about the prospects today in Vietnam, we should r
precipitously withdraw. He said he was against our immed
withdrawal even though he believed life under the Commu
would be better than the continuation of this war: which
1965—not since 1961 or 1964, but since the bombings of 196

South Vietnam and since we came in there with our troops—
us, no matter how

begun to demolish his society, to turn it into “a vast z0o,” a ritical these particular individuals may be of it
: of it,

refugee camp. Despite this belief, the Ambassador could nof f you ask what will happen in Thailand if we 20 in militaril
. in militarily

for ending the war at the cost of a quick and total Commu nd have to face prol ;
.. : onged o i . .
victory, because he felt that would encourage the Nort P & pposition, the answer is dco%w::m

namese to be doing things in Thailand within five years

.>_m:m with the six million t
: A ons of b i
would cause us then to &mmwﬁmm Vietnam mowaa.c. ,...m.mxﬂm:%ma six million tons of mﬁ:_w%ﬂwmmﬂm m:mwmm &mmemeonm_smohum_:? s
€ 5uppli ved
2 See PP, ll, 73-120, especially 97-98. . iment and inericon s ing i, ﬂo:._ﬁmm_.wm:m

L : use ungbserved, indiscrimi
arassment and tnterdiction’ shelling lavishly). \&b ed, indiscriminate
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. .. o
If you ask what would have happened w.m the UoBm:omM mea
ublic had chosen to oppose us, the answer is that HMN 0TI
W&wzwmo probably would have been rﬁyﬁﬂwﬁwﬁuﬂww H.méb by .
i is there to
indeed, a most ominous lesson i mn by fhe
nati icht call for U.S. military sup
tHons whose leaders mig
people o if th tional leader knew that the con
ort: that such a plea—if the na 1 . o
MWQ would be long and the U.S. military oo.BE&ﬁMﬁ.ﬁ great-
could amount to an act of treachery against his society.
i i Laos,:;
ho has done research in moc.ﬁ_.‘,./\_mﬂzma‘ X
i d the UoEm:_nm%ﬂw,\n:w:mlmmnm:ma these Qow%ﬂm_mww_mm M%%mﬁ@ﬂ:.
w.ﬂm;mﬂﬁ“m_ww time they were made, he had told me he thoug n
ater.

P hs a 1nvasi

and unwarra ted; afte watchi ms—qm»wm— Um:m& the months fter our invasio

of Ca bodia mm~nm led e to say he had had to cha 1ge _.:m pos tion.
']

WAR CRIMES AND MY LAI

‘The Congressional Conference on War and National Responsibility
convened in Washington early in 1970. The ten Congressional spon-
”m.o.a and, at their invitation, a group of leading American scholars,
Jjurists, and public figures assembled at the Capitol for two days of
ntensive deliberation. The following excerpts from the edited tran-
script of the proceedings have been published under the title War
Crimes and the American Conscience.® These were my oral comments
1-the discussion and reflected, of course, remarks of other partici-
pants; footnotes have been added.

4 One senior Rand colleagu

The doctrine that certain military activities [may be criminal
nly] when they are carried out by only one side has very inter-
sting implications.® In Vielnamwe Tave unique possession ¢
weapons and such measures as defoliation and herbicides, as well
almost exclusive use of many kinds of arms, vehicles, helicop-
ets, and so forth.
Actually, however, the guiding practice of past war crimes
rosecutions has been that crime is something that can only be
harged against a loser. Perhaps this explains why successive
residents have felt so intensely anxious not to lose their war
1 Vietnam. But whatever happens in Vietnam and whatever it
4 called—defeat or victory—does not change many important
realities in the world. It does not change the power of the United

"War Crimes and the American Conscience, ed. Erwin Knoll and Judith Nies
Fadden (New York, 1970).

This comment responds to a point by Telford Taylor that presumptively illegal
ities that had been carried out by both sides in World War {[—in particuiar,
tegic bombing—were not prosecuted by the Allies at Nuremberg.
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except to the u\ossm%%mﬁ war crimes are something that can he
charged to Americans.

“ At the ¢ i
.m.g.m ?ﬁmﬁ.ﬂwm ,MM Mw.p with the Vietcong entering the cities for
e “&m # Howm& the restraints we had previously im-
o, it use of Hw icopter gunships and artillery in populated
e, | ?.wm-m_. M_o of several months, almost all of Vietnam be-
e oedire Nomw@ m.&ummmamsmur the designation of free-fire
ues botam, uc E.Em Sawmwammm than it had been before, A
new generation of helicopter pilots and artillery men came b.#o

I have misgivings about the use of the word “genocide” in the
context of the Vietnam war as it has been conducted up to this
point.” It may, indeed, be applicable, in a strict sense, to som
of our activities in Vietnam, in particular the designation of larg
semi-permanent, free-fire zones. Other activities, such as the ma
sive generation of refugees, both deliberate and inadverten
might warrant the term “sociocide,” the violent destruction of
mm.ﬁogmm society; still others, the term “ecocide” that has jus
% [by Arthur Galston]. :

Nevertheless, an indiscriminate use of such t
potentially important distinctions about levels of destructivene
An escalation of rhetoric can blind us to the fact that Vietna
is not only no more brutal than other wars in the past—and
is absurdly unhistorical to insist that it is—but that the Vietn
War is not as bad as other wars that we may have in the fe
future. And it is not as bad as it could still become. We
remain able to recognize the possibility of the occurrence of :
increases in violence and risk, if we are to act to deter them
reverse them.

Thus, I suspect that because critics of the war in 1966 and 196

tended to exaggerate the effect of the war on the momimmo

Vietnam—as bad as it was then—they failed to discover Eﬁ.

1968, even after the Tet and May crises, the war became endi
ously more destructive than it had ever been before. This incrt

described to me by participating officials, was a result of chan
in our policies that went almost totally unnoticed. .

.H.MHHHMMM”M“ Wmmwwimmvg the late spring of 1968, found these
niew at had been instituted b u
ol oot b ed because of the bhack-to-
mﬂ "y :

weded thens as s B swrounded the Tet offensive, and re-
ﬁrmﬂ.rwwmwo%w M@.@mw orders have changed somewhat since th
th nm.mﬂ . Mwm . M“ M&Mu rm.ﬁw not. Since 1968, the citizens mMm

nder fire in a i

o . way that did not .
mmmmﬁuwmm_mwwmﬂ mm:ro:mw given their flight to the towns m%%%\ﬂmw
A H\ elo ooﬂ&mn actual casualties are probably less th
» .ﬁ. H.mmzommz.ozm of Vietcong prisoners reveal v\m;mﬁ th i
%E.Hmmw B_mo”&.oimwom in launching the Tet offensive was ﬁrm&.
ur Mo M.Mmo%ﬁm the enormous casualties they would m:ﬁmwﬁ,
po p Mu HH www occur to them that the United States would _uEm
. amﬁoom:sm Hmwmmoémﬁ as freely as it did in populated areas

b Yie ng telt they would be shielded and protect d b .
pu MMSF wwm.m.wrmm were not, P o by the
n
. éom“mrm:wwwﬂw Wmmwwﬁw Mmﬂ:w %m_,mocma\ close to a decision
t ed to the invasion of North Viet
MN.WHM MM<M been the likely indirect and =F.Em8~oo%“w.
vk Om granted the troop increase requested by Gen-
mooEmE.mEM\ngomﬁmcm. We would then have entered a
ore destructi i
el s oty more ructive than anything we have wit-
m. %%.mﬁmmob of South Vietnam has almost surely increased
..H.memmﬁ m% Hmmm.n m<m.u and the use of the word “genocide”
o .mm&owmwm Mwmzﬂmmwmzmdw even if it is strictly warranted. But

. or ietnam and totall 1 .

:w%u Mwwmmmm&mﬁos of neither North va.m:w mwM_MomOMMM

would nave increased. In that case, th “
. : . , the word ide”
‘most ominous sense would have come closer Mo Homwgo&m

EmEﬁ if nuclear weapons had been sad, as 1 have mmm. told
]l'.'i.lll||lll|¢l.|.ll!l¢ll ? O

erms can bluf

7 gince these remarks were made, much more has become known 2
impact of our bombing in lLaos and Cambodia, especially threugh the effd
Fred Branfman (for data and reprints, write Project Air War, 1322 15th.
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036} and of the Air War Study Project of the
for Internationa! Studies, Cornell University, along with the investigatiofis
Kennedy Subcommittee on Refugees and by Congressman Pau! McClésk
Lacs (Truth and Untruth [New York, 19721}, The “generation” of refug
destruction of rural society by bombing appears to have been more de
and more abrupt and socially devastating in Laos and Cambodia than’
nam; see Fred Branfman, "The Era of the Blue Machine, Lacs: 1969--"

ton Monthly, July, 1971, Reservations about the strict application of ]
“genocide”’—as defined by the U.N.—no longer seem justified.
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“their victims are, in fact, war criminals, One aspect of such a
‘definition—not, I suspect, a coincidental one—is that it excludes
. . ]I.ill.l-{!ll.ll
~almost everyone abov the rank of captain. Only the lowest-rank-
-ing soldiers in g war, and no v of them, ever see the

i in connection with the defense
mplated at high levels in ¢ : :
ﬁmWﬂm:mMﬁ% a degree of destructiveness incomparably mhwﬂw Mo ..
m_m msﬁEbmuém have yet seen in Vietnam would have co
m_ﬁww#woﬁ compromising our protest mmmﬁm.w the <EENMM MMM.M s
it has actually evolved, we need to .ESE Hm,ummdw.oww%ma age

d resistance, and words and perceptions to trigger ,
and r , .

r event tragedies still worse. he
Emﬁmomwv wmmmwncﬁomu too, in the distinctions we mHmME w@MMmmmMOH ;
use of high and low technology. My Lai, &WH all, was not 2
question of unrestrained use of advanced technology.

War I—if not Civil War—weaponry against people.
use of World War I

The use of guns, rifles, small arms, stray bullets, the use of gre

ble, for instance, the majors who fly in airplanes, let alone the

people who command them or who plan their missions—is to lead,
“of course, to the highest ranks of the military and above that to

“the highest civilians in the Government. Rut that, too, is a di-
Yection in which we must go. . . .

Who is it that we're talking to? Who is it that we want to hear
us? Whose behavior would we like to change? We have raised
5, . not rely upon very Yuestions of obedience and responsibility—whose sense of these
nades, face-to-face killing—that certainly does yup : matters would we like most to affect? Could it be that of soldiers
advanced technology. licability of the war crime in‘the field, in the chaos of battle, whose moral choices are made
There is a tendency G confine ﬁrmﬁmwwsiom% The concept, afte under enormous pressures and under fear of death? This is a
concept just to such oﬁ%mﬂow F;Mm%ﬁoﬁ&omv« around the time worthwhile aim, but it cannot be our main objective, I would
from a period of low - ; hink,
ﬁwwhmﬁﬁm” L mﬁ% weaponry that has come into use sinco o The attitudes and beha
has H:@%& mMo be mﬂoﬁ%m%& Tow-technology war crimes tends m.amm of my former collea
his legal emphas -59's, ¢ 10
mvw,o?o omﬂ use of hi .ﬁmorbwﬂ.o@\ MMW owwm_ﬂwm.wémw% . Defense Departmenf m
. H helicopter gunships, . : : _ :
o m.nonF cMmHMmemwrm:l n the Vietnam War specifically. Mwo mmmﬁummﬁwo%w:ﬂw %mem.ﬁ
ma mBoE Fact, regarded very highly by our culture—We he Nuremberg trials. a
products o] m:omm_ but, above all, American culture. Ho...o_ exhibit i § A,
fom culture Jn Wa&bm& Em of complex, highly developed te mmU i m._,w M: Mwﬁ.ﬂ. %wﬂbm
&mﬁb. mﬂ :EM fy some of our proudest national values. Hw.. ¢ Dep Q.Emm Qw
nologies is 10 M&wmmu to extend the notion of “crimes wm&a sw. M.H.mmH me moo”wamw.a
be %nﬁ_ww b &M&%\mewo&_amnomﬁ wartime .ﬂE.wa.m of cM Hmmw. meMM mrw.m M‘M,M.H
Ewmmwmwﬁo?mmwsmv as in Dresden, Tokyo, mﬁmmvwz o eomey p
Wmﬁmm._o mmumm.mnm zones of South Vietnam. MM.H it AM%M.‘ o Mq g
LEY
. to condemn only rape and mur . - .
Em _mmm GM‘MMHM to tolerate the strategic bombing of no ould very aptly be desc
while con :
vmmwﬂﬂ.uﬁaog to define atrocities in terms of wmnmmﬂmwﬂwq
Jooﬂmm upon the faces of their victims”—another Mmmu < ..m..mmmm
rent usage—is to say that only those who can se face

vior I would most like to change are
gues in the U.S. Government. | speak
'om_experience as a former official of the
the State Deparlment in Washington
hat makes me a possible defendant in
ome ten years ago I read the transcript
nd that left me with the sense of what
s trial Iooks like. As T wag working in
se, I did in some cases have a feeling
ate at night that T was looking at future
e to believe published accounts of €on-

gest, should be subj
iew. It is not unusual
ns: Are these prudent

for officials to ask, as they draw up such
P Are these mistaken? But it is most un-
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that have affected the attitudes of this generation of Americans ¥
...8@ violence. Vietnam, of course, has raised questions which
this mythic history did not force us to confront—questions about
.Ma.ro we are and what we are trying to do and what is permissible

0 us,

The first point T would like to raise about My Lai is this: If
”mg.m.ﬁm were no My Lafi’s, no face-to-face killing of women and
children by small arms, would the civilians of South Vietnam
Hm.mc know the difference? As you may have noticed, the South
S.mng@mm civilians, let alone their leadership, did not really
raise much protest about My Lai or even show much interest in
;....E.Hmw of all, they are used to such operations in that area—par-
ticularly by Koreans, the allies we brought to Vietnam. P
..go_.moSw.u it is hard for the South Vietnamese to get very ex-
EH& about killings committed in that particular way, knowin

that nearly all of the enormous number of civilian Mmmmﬁ E.m

Vﬁ usual—almost unknown—for them to ask as well: Does the Unite
States have a right to do such things? And if not, i
ave a duty to participate or a duty to resist?
A way of causing such questions to be asked in the future
to recognize, protect, reward, and encourage those individusls

who might indeed apply such judgments, discuss them with thei
colleagues, and act on thern. :
Notice that jn the massacre at My Lai and in other such mi

tary incidents there were individuals who, despite apparent risk

to their lives, did resist the atrocities or at least fail to cooperate

It is a terrible shame—one that I share as a former official-th

1 know of no civilian official in the Government who has act:
comparably in any area of the Vietnam involvement. .
Individual acts of initiative and courage cannot, of course, bear

the burden of preventing catastrophes like Vietnam. Institutiona

and political changes are essential. Yet even if these changesdo
occur, I believe that we cannot avoid much, much worse crimes

and horrors than we have seen in the past unless many individuals
within the Government do assume greater risks and a greate
sense of responsibility than has been shown in the past deca
Congress should reduce its tolerance of secrecy by the Exec

N:ﬂ tive, if only to protect its own need to know the facts. It shoul

! . > @5 a part of the American way of war.

“"The question remains, how did this particular face-to-face mas-
acre come about? Is it the nature of this war? Is it inevitable in
his sort of war? These questions have all been raised. T would

c.mmmm.m wrm::.mEﬁrmsmﬁﬁm&w?.mSE;S&SW@ Q%moﬁmm.
his is a major reason, I have concluded, that the war in which
-participated is one we should not have been fighting. But the
.m:..Hmmu.M would suggest, is not so much strategic or tactical in any
w..._noﬁ:\m sense, but psychological, in terms of the pressures that
his war puts on those who participate in it. These pressures lead
w.mv\ to smaller, unrecorded atrocities, but sooner or later the
were likely to produce a My Lai. ’
The first thing to be mentioned is the frustration to both plan-

\l\\-\l‘llll-ll"llll-l )
act to protect the right of dissentm general and, above all,’t

right of newspapermen to comment and to report truthfully.

Finally, I would strongly endorse the suggestion that selecti
conscientious objection be recognized in the draft law. The &
sence of such legislation has resulted in the imprisonment
young people who have chosen to act more responsibly, mo
conscientiously, than any other Americans I know.

My Lai
érs and soldiers of fighting in a war where nothi
As a peacetime Marine in the 1950, I was spared the ne iork, where the mles either don't exist or obvious] SQWMMME _8
to confront the possibility that the enemies I was being traine nd where they are confronted by impotence wuw *mmﬁmwm Mw

to kill for my country might turn out to be women, children
and babies. I was surrounded then by people who had been
World War II and Korea, and I was trained on war stories
jungle fighting on isolated Pacific islands. These are the my
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toward the close of my two years in Vietnam. I saw it mgmow
in a short period—only ten days—in a mm&oﬁmﬁ uumﬁmroHHNé EO
had been fighting for some months in the jungles of ém:, one :
where there were no villages. Now the same Wmﬂ.&:.u: ,Mmm ex
posed to the conditions of the Delta, in Rach Kien district o o.wm
An province, surrounded by villages and .ms_.ﬂocbgma WW JMm .w._
—in fact immersed in water oouwﬁmz&% %SW@TEWQM& to the frus-
i men preferred the dry jungle fighting, o
.Qm%% M.mww quﬁ oW in which the men were fired at by EMHEMG
snipers, losing casualties at a oowmﬁmam.&_m Hmﬁm. but never wﬂ Hm
the satisfaction of a body to add to their statistics or H give t oH !
evidence that they were having an effect, ,.%m% grew HMoaommeW w
angry. The only body they mdoOﬁEmS@ in this ten-day m%mm ]
was that of an eighteen-year-old girl killed by a stray Bﬁ‘ m me.
shell; she had come from Saigon to spend _mr.m day wi :
parents, and she was cooking for them when %.E. house was .
(Some AID funds I had with me for such occasions went towar
Vmwmwm mMcww.ﬁ I took a very odd photo mﬁmm& ofa moE:MH ?hwam.,«
bayoneting a canteen. His lieutenant had just asked for Mo o1}
sion to burn an empty house that we wbm& come to msm 25
searching. Because it had this canteen in it and a H:oﬂ:m 0 moamm
one in a uniform that was not familiar to our .E.Smmv they mmchm
it was a Vietcong house and asked for permission to _u%ﬂ“ it. ‘P
mission was denied. There was Bcov.mémmzwm an mm me.
around, and the soldiers took the offending canteen an wMﬂ I
it full of holes. Their desire to burn the house was in part:|

'said, “You can see the smoke over there, can't your” Pillars of
smoke were rising. He replied, “Sure, T see that smoke. 1 called
~the company commander and asked him what the smoke was
- .and he said they were burning the thatch off bunkers.” I said,
-“They were burning every house they came to.” He said he would
“do something about it. Within ten days this battalion had moved
“to a state of mind where lieutenants and captains were burning
“houses in violation of higher orders a ing about it.
. The understanding of My Lai has been distorted i some ac-
counts T have read by the suggestion that something like this
‘probably happens all the time. This may be true, on a smaller
Secale, of the Koreans, but is not really quite true of our troops.
y Lai was beyond the bounds of permissible behavior, and that
s recognizable by virtually every soldier in Vietnam. They know
it was wrong: No shots had been fired at the soldiers, no enemy
troops were in the village, nobody was armed. The men who
were at My Lai knew there were aspects out of the ordinary.
That is why they tried to hide the event, talked about it to no
ome, discussed it very little even among themselves.
- But if My Lai was still exceptional, it was separated only by
-very fine distinctiopfran_incidents that occur regularly and
thaf"aré Tegarded as permissible. A few shots from the village,
a-few uniforms found in a hut, a measure of resistance, would
have removed any question about what happened at My Lai. We
operate on the principle that any action is permissible against
an “enemy”—even if he is a thirteen-year-old boy who 13 arrying
1ifle—or even, when we come to strategic bombing, against any-
e whose death might inconvenience a foe.
LT hat might work. They had the feeling th H.mmﬂwmﬂmmmﬂmi ot the occasion of my first sight of an alleged
estly didn’t know what mig something would happe enemy in Vietnam. I was flying over the Plain of Reeds with a
at least if they burne boon atked Perhaps the Vietco lot who had a deserved reputation for daring and acuity; he
their presence would Mmé mmmam&z in .ﬁrmﬁ area, though the ould spot foxholes and bunkers and what-not from a great
would be discouraged Hoammm the wﬁm and unless you bun height, long before I would have seen them, At one point in the
were many houses, %oﬁmmﬂ d Mmm have shelter. flight he told me over the intercom, “There is a VC down there.”
them all, the Vietcong .%Mm atrol that burned every house it ¢ ‘his suggestion, I had brought a weapon with me, in case we
A woek later 1 émmmosm wmm. been changed. When I returne were shot down. As soon as he spoke, T drew my pistol. He
to. 1 mmmzﬂo& mammoﬂ oM rs, T asked the operations officer wh sulled out his M-16 rifle and went into a dive. T looked down
MHM _ummgrmww WMM %memﬁ w o denied they had been changé nd saw two men in black pajamas on the ground, apparently
agt cnan 3 . e
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running away from a boat nearby. I noticed that they were not
armed, and mentioned this to the pilot. He said he assumed the
had left their weapons in the boat. He came down again, firing.
the M-16 from the moving plane at fairly close range, fifty to
one hundred feet. This maneuver we repeated for the next twel
or fourteen minutes. While we were coming down at the men
they would lie on the ground; when we moved off, they woul
get up and run. We would come down again, dive at them, an
fire the rifle. Finally he pulled off, without hitting them, and
asked, “Does this happen often?” “All the time,” he said. “D
you ever hit anyone in this way?” I asked, and he replied, “No
very often. It’s hard to hit anybody from a plane with an M-18,
but it scares the shit out of them. They will be pretty scared VG
tonjght.”® .

I asked him how he knew they were VC, and he answered
“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. T was later told thal
there were almost two thousand fishermen in the area who co
tinued to fish during our attacks.

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

MURDER IN LAOS

Ineach of the twenty-five years of this war, Americans who wished

10 oppose our role or to tell the truth about it to their countrymen
ave had to contradict their President, This is the main reason, | have

tome to think, why opposition to the war has not become broad or

durable enough to end it.

Each of the last five Presidents has lied to the public about our

mvolvement in Indochina and where it was likely to go,

: and always
reassuring,

credible ways that made active opposition to his policy
*eM 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;
and we won't get in.” The next phase, under Johnson, was: “We're
ning.” Then the current one: “The war is being ended.” Each of
se assurances has been plausible at the time,
terpretations that contradicted
anted to believe, and did believe;
served to allay concem, to defuse an
been true. The war has always been
ning it; it has never been ending.
_.mo..x was, at the time of our invasion of Laos, when the following
..n..mﬂ was written. So it is now. By the time this hook is published,

2 As the plane dove and swung about in tight loops centered on the run
men below, | relived the feelings of herding stray cattle with a pickup truck:
the plains of Wyoming, twenty years earlier. Senator George McGovern brotig
back both memories, unnervingly, in a conversation we had during the spring:
1971. He told me that he had gone to the White House to raise doubts,
former bombardier, about our bombing in North Vietnam, soon after it begi
Apparently to demonstrate his own skepticism about military claims and value
President Johnson had assured him, irrelevantly, that he controlled all de
tions of targets himself, Then he said, “Anyway, there’s lot of things the
could be doing that they don’t even think about. For instance, | tell them H
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,
crawl around. . . .’

much more so than
it. Fach was what most people
each, coming from the President,
d deter resistance. None has ever
ours; we have never been win-




