ENDGAME
The Tactics of Peace in Vietnam

T

he Paris Agreements signed on January 27, 1973,
are entitled "Agreement on Ending the War and
Restoring Peace in Vietnam." Whether or not this
will prove an apt designation remains to be seen.
The historical precedents are not encouraging. Neither is
the White House response to the settlement.
There are, at the moment, two very different versions of
what was signed in Paris. The first is the text itself. The
second is the version of the Agreements that is being presented by spokesmen for the U.S. government. The text
itself is very close to the position the "enemy" has maintained more than a decade. Washington's version, which
differs in fundamental respects, reflects the long-standing
position of the U.S. government. We may ask whether the
U.S. government version is merely rhetoric for home consumption or whether it is the framework for policy. It is
probable that Nixon and Kissinger themselves do not know
the answer to this question. They will feel their way, determining just how far they can go on the basis of the domestic and international response. One factor of no small importance will be the manner in which the U.S. intervention
of the past 25 years is perceived within the mainstream of
opinion in the United States.
The Paris Agreements state: "Foreign countries shall not
impose any poUtical tendency or personality on the South
Vietnamese people" (Chapter IV, Article 9c). The White
House "summary of basic elements of the Vietnam agreement" states: "The government of the Republic of (South)

Vietnam continues in existence, recognized by the United
States, its constitutional structure and leadership intact and
unchanged." This government (GVN) has the right to "unlimited economic aid" and "unhmited military replacement
aid." The latter will maintain in existence one of the more
powerful military forces in the world (in terms of equipment at least) and a vast police apparatus. Furthermore, as
Kissinger remarked in his press conference of Jan. 24, the
U.S. maintains the right to provide "civilian teclinicians
serving in certain of the military branches." He did not add
that the U.S. will undoubtedly continue to train pilots and
other personnel in the U.S. and elsewhere.
Kissinger further explained that the U.S. has adhered to
its principle of refusing to "impose a coalition government
or a disguised coahtion government on the people of South
Vietnam." The Paris Agreements, however, are broader.
They require as well that the U.S. refrain from imposing on
the people of South Vietnam a right-wing autocracy based
on the military and a narrow urban elite, and consisting
largely of former collaborators with French imperialism—
namely, the Saigon regime. No serious observer can doubt
that the GVN was "essentially a creation of the United
States," in the wording of the Pentagon Papers, or that this
regime has been maintained in existence through U.S. force.
To take one crucial moment of recent history, it is generally conceded that the U.S.-imposed regime was on the
verge of succumbing to a South Vietnamese revolutionary
movement by late 1964, despite massive U.S. aid and direct
U.S. military participation in combat and combat support
Noam Chomsky's books include At War with Asia and Problems offor at least three years. General Thieu, for one, understands
Knowledge and Freedom (Pantheon). For Reasons of State (also the present situation quite well. He has observed, in a recent interview, that "The French abandoned us in 1954,
Pantheon) will be published soon.
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and because of that, half of Vietnam fell to the Communists. If the United States does the same thing now, the
other half of Vietnam will go." In 1954, France abandoned the quisling regime it had established, and half of
Vietnam fell to what the U.S. government had ruefully conceded, years before, was the nationalist movement of Vietnam. General Thieu and his colleagues, most of whom
fought with the French against the nationalist movement of
Vietnam, quite naturally fear that their future is dim if they
are abandoned by the imperial power that replaced France.
Washington, however, has now served notice that it intends to continue to impose the "political tendency" and
"leading personalities" of the GVN on the people of South
Vietnam. Given the historical circumstances and the context of the Agreements it is evident that for the U.S. to
"impose" the rule of the GVN can mean nothing other than
to recognize, supply, and directly support this regime, instituted and maintained in power by U.S. military might, as
the sole legitimate government of (South) Vietnam. If
words have any meaning, the military and police forces of
the U.S.-imposed regime are mercenary forces—assembled,
trained, supplied and paid by the U.S. These forces could
not have existed in the past, nor could they now, without
U.S. direction and massive support, just as the Saigon regime itself has always been entirely dependent on the imperial power that created it and kept it alive.
[A QUESTION OF SOVEREIGNTY]

T

he central issue of the war since the early 1960s has
been the question of sovereignty in the South. The
U.S. government is announcing that, in violation of
the Agreements it has just signed, it will continue
to impose the regime it created on the people of the South.
In obvious defiance of the facts, Thieu asserts that the
Agreements identify his government as the "lone legal government" in the South. Washington agrees.
The announced intentions of the U.S. government become still more significant as we look further into what is
implied by recognition of the GVN, "its constitutional
structure and leadership intact and unchanged." Consider
first its constitutional structure. Article I of the GVN Constitution, which is unamendable, states that "Viet-Nam is a
territorially indivisible, unified and independent republic";
the GVN "represent [s] the people of Viet-Nam," North
and South. This might be dismissed as bluster, but not so
Article V, which proclaims: "The Republic of Viet-Nam
opposes communism in every form. Every activity designed
to propagandize or carry out communism is prohibited"
{Congressional Record, June 6, 1967, S7733). This Article
provides the "legal basis" for the Phoenix program and for
the various laws of the past years that outlaw not only
communism but also "pro-communist neutralism." For example, "All plots and actions under the false name of peace
and neutrality according to a Communist policy . . ." including "diffusion, circulation, distribution, sale, display
. . ." in any form of material "aimed at spreading Communist policies, slogans and instructions," and so on. Nixon
and Kissinger must be aware of this when they announce
that they will continue to recognize and support the GVN,

under its existing constitutional structure, as "the sole legitimate government of South Vietnam," in Nixon's phrase.
Consider now the leadership which remains "intact and
unchanged," with full U.S. backing. Its intentions are no
secret. "According to the semi-official newspaper Tin Song
South Vietnamese President Thieu has issued shoot-to-kill
orders to his troops and police that would take effect with
the announcement of a cease-fire. The report said the orders cover Communist demonstrators, rioters, and sympathizers; deserters; anyone who raises the Viet Cong
flag or takes part in Communist propaganda campaigns"
(Henry S. Hayward, Christian Science Monitor, Jan. 23).
Thieu has "reminded the commanders" that "police
and armed forces are "authorized to shoot on the spot
people who incite riots and 'applaud the communists,' " to
"arrest summarily anyone who distributed Communist
propaganda" or who "urged others to move to Communistcontrolled areas." Furthermore, "anybody engaging in
political activities as 'neutralist or pro-Communists,' or
distributing currency to the Communists, are subject to
arrest." These tactics, according to Tin Song, "Will remain
in effect in Government-controlled areas after a cease-fire
goes into effect," under "the authorities and powers
granted by the Constitution and laws" of the GVN [NY
Times, Jan. 23). "Saigon troops and police have been
ordered to restrain the refugees—forcibly if necessary" if
they attempt "to return to their homes after a cease-fire is
declared." According to articles planted by the GVN in the
press, "half a dozen actions considered 'pro-Communist' are
also punishable by death" (Peter Osnos, Thomas Lippman,
Washington Post, Jan. 23). "Saigon radio said troops and
police had orders to shoot on sight anyone tearing down
flags and banners or creating disturbances for the Communists" (Reuters, Jan. 24).
Shortly after the peace scare of late October, government-backed groups in Danang began distributing leaflets
which "called on South Vietnamese to 'exterminate the
Communists' before, during and after a cease-fire" (AP,
Oct. 31). Thieu's closest advisor, Hoang Due Nha, stated in
an interview that with Thieu in power, communists "are
afraid of an Indonesian-style coup even in a coalition. They
are afraid we would cut their throats" (Laurence Stern,
Washington Post, Nov. 30). Nha is referring to the massacre
of hundreds of thousands after the military takeover in the
fall of 1965. The Thieu regime proudly boasts that the
CIA-directed Phoenix program has been assassinating civilians at the rate of better than 1000 a month {Vietnam
1967-71: Toward Peace and Prosperity, Ministry of Information, Saigon, 1971, p. 52). After an abortive antiSihanouk coup in 1959, the Saigon government diplomatic
representative in Phnom Penh told British reporter Michael
Field: "You must understand that we in Saigon are desperate men. We are a government of desperadoes." It is all
the more true today.

T

he Paris Agreements state that the "two South
Vietnamese parties," namely, the GVN and the
PRG, will "Achieve national reconciliation and concord, end hatred and enmity, prohibit all acts of
reprisal and discrimination . . ." and will ensure "democratic liberties" including freedom of speech, press, meet-
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ing, organization, political activities, movement and residence, and so on (Chapter IV, Article 11). Article 2 of the
Protocols on the Cease Fire states that "All regular and
irregular armed forces and the armed police of the parties in
South Vietnam shall observe the prohibition of the following acts: . . . Armed attacks against any person, either military or civilian, by any means whatsoever. . . [and] All acts
endangering lives or public or private property."
In short, the U.S. supports as the sole legitimate government a regime which is informing the worid that it has not
the shghtest intention of observing the Agreements it has
just signed. Its constitutional structure, which remains intact with full U.S. backing, is inconsistent with fundamental provisions of the Agreements and serves as the
"legal basis" for subverting them. The announced intentions of this regime also clearly reveal its own analysis of
the degree of its popular support.
All of this recalls the behavior of the Diem regime in the
mid-1950s. The 1954 Geneva Accords, which Diem publicly renounced by Jan. 1955; guaranteed democratic liberties
and prohibited reprisals or discrimination (Article 14c).
Diem instituted "pacification" programs which the correspondent for the London Times and Economist, David
Hotham, described in these terms: "They consist of killing,
or arresting without either evidence or trial, large numbers
of persons suspected of being Viet-Minh or 'rebels'." The
Diem army conducted "massive expeditions" to peaceful
Communist regions, arresting tens of thousands and killing
"hundreds, perhaps thousands of peasants," destroying
"whole villages . . . by artillery" in operations that were
"kept secret from the American pubUc" (Joseph Buttinger).
Diem's forces were trained, equipped and advised by the
U.S. His secret police "was largely the brain-child of a highly respected, senior U.S. Foreign Service professional,"
General Edward Lansdale, highest-ranking CIA man in
South Vietnam, reported secretly in 1961, adding: "I cannot truly sympathize with Americans who help promote a
fascistic state and then get angry when it doesn't act like a
democracy." These methods were temporarily successful in
crushing the Viet Minh and others in the South, in direct
and immediate violation of the Geneva Accords, although
the U.S. Military Assistance Advisory Group warned in July
1957, "the Viet Cong guerrillas and propagandists, however, are still waging a grim battle for survival" and still
attempting to form groups "seeking to spread the theory of
'Peace and Co-existence,' " along with other similar crimes
against the state.
As in the 1950s, the U.S. commitment to the Thieu
regime signifies an intention to violate the central provisions of the Agreements that have just been signed. It is
easy to conjure up some unpleasant "scenarios." Suppose
that refugees attempt to return to their homes or that PRG
supporters or neutrahsts of the wrong type try to make use
of the freedoms theoretically granted them by the Agreements; the GVN proceeds with its announced intention of
preventing this by force, shooting to kill if necessary; there
is resistance to government terror; Nixon appears on TV to
announce that the U.S. will not tolerate such communist
violence and lawlessness—the bombers are now on their
way; the liberal press denounces both the "communist
atrocities" and the "retaliatory bombing." Whether or not
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something of the sort takes place, it is clear that Nixon and
Kissinger have laid the basis for it in their response to the
Paris Agreements.
[LIQUIDATION Of PRISONERS IN SOUTH VIETNAM]

V

" irtually the sole "progress" achieved by Kissinger
between October and January is that the "question
of the return of Vietnamese civilian personnel captured and detained in South Vietnam" is left unresolved in the Agreements, whereas the 9-Point plan of October indicated that they were to be released (Point 3). The
Protocol on prisoners now states that "All Vietnamese
civilian personnel captured and detained in South Vietnam
shall be treated humanely at all times, and in accordance
with international practice. They shall be protected against
all violence to life and person . . ." There have been numerous reports of torture and murder in the prisons (see
Holmes Brown and Don Luce, Hostages of War, 1973, for a
recent summary). On December 29, 1972, two Frenchmen
who had been imprisoned in Saigon for over two years were
released. They reported beatings, torture and assassinations,
with names and dates, adding that "all of this is under the
control of American advisors who, we are convinced, are
aware of everything that happens in the Vietnamese
prisons" (Le Monde, Jan. 4, 1973). They also report that a
few days before their release, "there were massive deportations to the Poulo Condor Prison camp," the scene of
numerous reported atrocities in the past. They speculate
that their sudden release may have been motivated by concern that they might witness what they expect will now
take place: "a liquidation operation which might begin in
the prisons." Amnesty International has since cited "evidence that selective elimination of opposition members had
begun" in the prisons, and reports that "267 political prisoners were sent from Chi Hoa national prison in Saigon to
the notorious prison on Con Son Island, home of the 'tiger
cage' detention cells," adding that "300 prisoners travelling
on a boat from Con Son to the mainland are reported to
have been killed" (AT Times, Jan. 27, 1973). That U.S.
officials are aware of what goes on in the prisons that
are maintained with U.S. aid is hardly in doubt. The chief
of the Public Safety Division in Saigon, Frank E. Walton,
who publicly described Con Son as "like a Boy Scout
Recreational Camp," signed a report on October 1, 1963
which stated that:
In Con Son II, some of the hardcore communists keep
preaching the "party" line, so these "Reds" are sent to
the Tiger Cages in Con Son I where they are isolated
from all others for months at a time. This confinement
may also include rice without salt and water-the United
States prisons' equivalent of bread and water. It may
include immobilization—the prisoner is bolted to the
floor, handcuffed to a bar or rod, or legirons with the
chain through an eyebolt, or around a bar or rod. "
^Brown and Luce/
A significant element of U.S. "aid" to the people of South
Vietnam.
(Continued on page 55)
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A Modest
Proposal:

On
Increasing
Respect
for the
Presidency
t certainly, would be too much, to call this country a
"pitiful helpless giant" merely because it has been
defeated in war by "a two-bit nation," as President
Johnson used to say. Still, it is undeniably true that
America has suffered a severe setback in Vietnam and that,
in the words of New York Times mahatma James Reston,
"there has been a sharp decline in respect for authority in
the United States as a result of the war"-specifically, he
says, "for the civil authority of government." It is precisely
to this problem, we feel, that the people of this nation must
address themselves in the wake of our unfortunate defeat,
for it is the renewed respect for governmental authority
that, if anything, will lead us through the agonizing days
ahead as we try to adjust ourselves to our new role as a
one-bit power. In this regard, we wish to make a few
suggestions.

I

Swallow Press has recently published a collection of Edward Sorel's
major ^ork from the 1960s under the title Making the World Safe
for Hypocrisy. Kirpatrick Sale, formerly a reporter for the New
York Times, is the author o/SDS: Ten Years Towards a Revolution,
to be published in May by Random House.

THE NEW NIXON: Suave, debonair and ever-youthful
It seems clear to us that the first thing Americans
genuinely respect is remoteness, dignified reserve, palpable
inaccessibility. Who, after all, is more admired in this
country than Howard Hughes? Look at Greta Garbo . ..
Jackie Kennedy . . . Charles Lindbergh . .. George Brentsurely it is their very remoteness that makes them so
admired. Thus we propose that Richard Nixon in the
months ahead accelerate the process he has already so
wisely begun of making himself inaccessible to the press
and pubhc—and Congress—until he achieves the true distance of, say, Emperor Hirohito himself. For, as royalty has
known all along, distance lends not enchantment, but
respect.
Next to remoteness, the American people admire no
other quality perhaps so much as martial pomp, as Mr.
Nixon clearly realized when he outfitted his White House
guard with new uniforms literally dripping with the aura of
militarism. We suggest, though that he now go even further.
Is there any reason why the White House staff, indeed, the
entire Cabinet—should not appear in appropriate uniforms?
Would not even the bland and lethargic figure of someone
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HARRY ROBINS HALDEMAN: wearing the official cabinet officer's uniform.
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