
Now there is little left to build on—save bit-
terness. Soon the only solid physical foundations
remaining will be found at our military bases and
in the concrete of the concentration camps we

call “fortified hamlets.” The peasants may well
wonder if we plan to build our new Vietnam on

such grounds as these. Could we blame them for
such thoughts? We must speak for them and
raise the questions they cannot raise. These too
are our brothers.

Perhaps the more difficult but no less neces-

sary task is to speak for those who have been
designated as our enemies. What of the NLF—
that strangely anonymous group we call VC or

communists? What must they think of us in
America when they realize that we permitted the
repression and cruelty of Diem which helped to
bring them into being as a resistance group in
the South? How can they believe in our integrity
when now we speak of “aggression from the
North” as if there were nothing more essential to
the war? How can they trust us when now we

charge them with violence after the murderous
reign of Diem, and charge them with violence
while we pour new weapons of death into their
land?

How do they judge us when our officials know
that their membership is less than 25 per cent
communist and yet insist on giving them the
blanket name? What must they be thinking when
they know that we are aware of their control of
major sections of Vietnam and yet we appear
ready to allow national elections in which this
highly organized political parallel government
will have no part? They ask how we can speak of
free elections when the Saigon press is censored
and controlled by the military junta. And they are

surely right to wonder what kind of new govern-
ment we plan to help form without them—the
only party in real touch with the peasants. They
question our political goals and they deny the
reality of a peace settlement from which they will

be excluded. Their questions are frighteningly
relevant.

Here is the true meaning and value of com-

passion and nonviolence—when it helps us to see

the enemy’s point of view, to hear his questions,
to know his assessment of ourselves. For from
his view we may indeed see the basic weaknesses
of our own condition, and if we are mature, we

may learn and grow and profit from the wisdom
of the brothers who are called the opposition.

So, too, with Hanoi. In the North, where our

bombs now pummel the land, and our mines en-

danger the waterways, we are met by a deep but
understandable mistrust. In Hanoi are the men

who led the nation to independence against the
Japanese and the French, the men who sought
membership in the French commonwealth and
were betrayed by the weakness of Paris and the
willfulness of the colonial armies. It was they who
led a second struggle against French domination
at tremendous costs, and then were persuaded at
Geneva to give up, as a temporary measure, the
land they controlled between the 13th and 17th
parallels. After 1954 they watched us conspire
with Diem to prevent elections which would have
surely brought Ho Chi Minh to power over a

united Vietnam, and they realized they had been
betrayed again.

When we ask why they do not leap to nego-
tiate, these things must be remembered. Also, it
must be clear that the leaders of Hanoi con-

sidered the presence of American troops in sup-
port of the Diem regime to have been the initial
military breach of the Geneva Agreements con-

cerning foreign troops, and they remind us that
they did not begin to send in any large number of
supplies or men until American forces had moved
into the tens of thousands.

Hanoi remembers how our leaders refused
to tell us the truth about the earlier North Viet-
namese overtures for peace, how the President
claimed that none existed when they had clearly
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