
revolution in China. Even though they quoted
the American Declaration of Independence in
their own document of freedom, we refused to
recognize them. Instead, we decided to support
France in its re-conquest of her former colony.

Our government felt then that the Vietnamese
people were not “ready” for independence, and
we again fell victim to the deadly Western arro-

gance that has poisoned the international atmo-
sphere for so long. With that tragic decision, we

rejected a revolutionary government seeking
self-determination, and a government that had
been established not by China (for whom the
Vietnamese have no great love) but by clearly
indigenous forces that included some commu-
nists. For the peasants, this new government
meant real land reform, one of the most impor-
tant needs in their lives.

For nine years following 1945 we denied the
people of Vietnam the right of independence.
For nine years we vigorously supported the
French in their abortive effort to re-colonize
Vietnam.

Before the end of the war we were meeting
80 per cent of the French war costs. Even before
the French were defeated at Dien Bien Phu, they
began to despair of their reckless action, but we
did not. We encouraged them with our huge
financial and military supplies to continue the
war even after they had lost the will to do so.

After the French were defeated it looked as
if independence and land reform would come

again through the Geneva agreements. But in-
stead there came the United States, determined
that Ho should not unify the temporarily divided
nation, and the peasants watched again as we

supported one of the most vicious modern
dictators—our chosen man, Premier Diem. The
peasants watched and cringed as Diem ruthlessly
routed out all opposition, supported their extor-
tionist landlords and refused even to discuss re-
unification with the North. The peasants watched
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as all this was presided over by U.S. influence
and then by increasing numbers of U.S. troops
who came to help quell the insurgency that
Diem’s methods had aroused. When Diem was

overthrown they may have been happy, but the
long line of military dictatorships seemed to offer
no real change—especially in terms of their need
for land and peace.

The only change came from America as we

increased our troop commitments in support of
governments which were singularly corrupt, in-
ept and without popular support. All the while,
the people read our leaflets and received regular
promises of peace and democracy—and land
reform. Now they languish under our bombs and
consider us—not their fellow Vietnamese—the
real enemy. They move sadly and apathetically as

we herd them off the land of their fathers into
concentration camps where minimal social needs
are rarely met. They know they must move or be
destroyed by our bombs. So they go.

They watch as we poison their water, as we

kill a million acres of their crops. They must weep
as the bulldozers destroy their precious trees.
They wander into the hospitals, with at least 20
casualties from American firepower for each Viet
Cong-inflicted injury. So far we may have killed a

million of them—mostly children.
What do the peasants think as we ally our-

selves with the landlords and as we refuse to put
any action into our many words concerning land
reform? What do they think as we test our latest
weapons on them, just as the Germans tested out
new medicine and new tortures in the concentra-
tion camps of Europe?* Where are the roots of
the independent Vietnam we claim to be building?

* The press and some critics have quoted this sen-

tence out of context. I had no intention of equating the
U.S. and Nazi Germany. Indeed, recognition of American
democratic traditions, and the absence of them in Nazi
Germany, makes it all the more disturbing if even some

elements of similarity of conduct appear.
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