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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to explain the commission of atrocities of
war in Vietnam. The paper begins with a brief review of the nature
of the war and the legal verification of atrocities in Vietnam. The
thesis advanced by this paper is that the atrocities committed in
Vietnam were a directvresult of the technologies developed for and
employed by the belligerents to the conflict; and, the psychological
conditioning to which members of the warring sides were exposed both
prior to and during the conflict. The paper further suggests that
these two elements contributed to the atrocity-producing situation
in Vietnam by means of an "action-reaction" process. This process
is discussed throughout the paper in terms of the elements themselves,
and the styles of warfare adopted by the warring sides. The paper's
conclusion is that while the atrocities were not the direct result of
deliberate attempts to perpetrate atrocities, they were the result
the way in which the belligerents prepared for that war and the way
in which they executed their respective strategies in response to

actions undertaken by the other.
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" 'INTRODUCTION

As the war in Vietnam.progressed through the 1960s and early
'1970s, its rate of attrition continued to soar steadily, leaving in
its wake innumerable dead and immeasurable destruction. With each new
phase in the war -- early terrorism, American mobilization, mobile
guerrilla warfare, mechanization, and Vietnamization -- the losses
.continued to mount. The new technologies, the embittered emotions,
and the many "cause-and-effect" relationships all worked towards the
creation of horrors seldom seen in the past, but very characteristic
of the Vietnamese conflixxﬁ;- As the title of_this paper indicates
the major area of concern will be with those acts labelled "atroc—
ities" of war. The specific concern of this presentation will be with
the degree to which those atrocities were the logical result of the
war's prosecution.

This paper advances ghe hypothesié that the atrocities were the
product of two major aspects of the war: the technology developed for
and employed by the belligerents; and, the psychological conditioning
to which members of the warring sides were exposed both prior to and
during the conflict. For the purposes of this paper, the word "atroc-
ity" will be used to refer to acts of direct and deliberate violence
against combatants and non-combatants that violate the international
laws governing the conduct of war. Accordingly, it will be necessary
to verify the eiistence of atrocities and then to explain them in terms
of the two previously mentioned aspects of the war.

The technological aspect will be discussed in terms of the use of



certain tactics and strategies; the logical result of employing certain
weapon types; the weapons available to each side at the outset of the
war, and the need for modification and/or elaboration as the war pro-
gressed; and the evolution of measurement indicators capable of
registering each side's successes and failures. The psychological
aspect will be discussed in terms of the relationships that existed
between combatants and non—combatants, as well as between combatants;
the processes of dehumanization and depersonalization;1 the mental pre-
parations undertaken by both the individual combatants and the general
military system for the conflict; the implications of personal frustra-
tion as well as the frustration of the military system; the implications
of impatience and aggressiveness; and the complications resulting from
the pursuit of military over political objectives, and/or the pursuit
of political over military objectives.

Underlying these two aspects is an all encompassing process, the
"action-reaction" phenomenon. In order to view this process as it
operated throughout the Vietnamese conflict it will be necéssary to
present both "technological" and "psychologica j aspects in terms of
the belligerents' styles of warfare. What this implies is a discus-
sion of atrocities, and their probable occurrence, in the context of,
first, insurgency warfare; second, counterinsurgency warfare; and
third, the "action-reaction' process itself. This approach requires,
at the outset, a review of the war, as a whole, from the aspect of war-
fare styles. Writing on the crimes of war from this perspective of the

whole, Gabriel Kolko has suggested another reason for reviewing the war



in this way: '"We can scarcely comprehend the war in Vietnam by concen-
trating on specific weapons and incidents....What is illegal and im~
moral, a crime against the Vietnamese and against civilization as we
think it should be, is the entire war and its intrinsic character."2
While not typical of the materials pertaining to the conflict, this
passage does highlight one of the major difficulties posed by the topic.

Despite the existence of numerous accounts and descriptions, the
majority of these works on Vietnam pertain to the prosecution of the
war by the counterinsurgents. Unfortunately, this imbalance necessi-
tates over concern with the war effort as undertaken by the forces of
the counterinsurgenéy, and mdst notably with those of the United States.
However, as unfortunate as this situation may be, it is not a disastrous
conséquence for this paper. Given the overwhelming nature of the counter-
insurgency effort, it would seem only natural that their efforts would
be responsible for a larger share of the death and destruction of the
war, and, accordingly, warrant a greater amount of attention.

The Vietnamese war, while not a difficult topic, does pose
several problems for any researcher wishing to undertake its examina-
tion. While the problem of materials has already been mentioned, there
is also the related problem of bias in published reports and accounts.
Realistically, it is to be expected that very little work on the topic
possesses any true objectivity or freedom from bias. It is the exis-
tence of such strong and emotional attitudes which makes this issue so
important. Many of the Americans who fought in Vietnam had been trained

in an environmment characterized by a prejudice against the people of the



Orient. So strong was this attitude that many eventually came to
regard the so-called western'superiority as fact.2 A similar bitter-
ness was to develop on the part of the Indochinese for those forces
of the counterinsurgency who represented western norms and beliefs.3

Throughout the course of the war more and more people came to
view the military efforts of thé counterinsurgents as extremely cruel
and somewhat genocidal.4 Likewise, those who defended the counterin-
surgents' claims of fighting for democracy and freedom branded the in-
surgents as ruthless criminals engaged in the worst forms of population-
control. However, it would appear that both characterizations miss
the reality of the situation. I can not find any substantial support
for the belief that beliigerent actions were the product of two sides
engaged in the willful and systematic use of violence and cruelty.
Rather, I must conclude from the available facts that the actions of
the combatants were the unfortunate result of a conflict that likely
had no other outcome.

While all of the preceding factors were, no doubt, present and;
to some extent, influential, I can only conclude that they exacerbated
an already difficult situation in which the outcome had long since
been determined. Howevér, the purpose of this thesis is not so much
to bear witness to the foregoing personal beliefs as it is to substan-
tiate the conclusion that, in addition to other factors, an "action-
reaction" dynamic, hard at work throughout the course of.the war, had

already made the war's cruelty, violence and destruction a probable result.
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" THE NATURE OF THE CONFLICT

It is sometimes necessary to dismiss the vague and often times
confusing accounts‘and reports which are products of events such as the
war in Vietnam. Occasionally, we replace these characterizations with
narratives -- the thoughts, ideas, and feelings of those who have par-
ticipated in the event. At other times, we inject tables and charts
to illustrate the course of the.é&vent. Unfortunately, when attempting
to diiscuss the war in Vietnam, or to characterize its nature, all of
these forms of illustration somehow fail to transmit its full scope and
complexity. Needless to say, the following while indicative of the
war, will fail in the same way as its predecessors have. However, the
following characterization is not designed to be as comprehensive as it
is to be representative and indicative.

By the middle of 1968, the war in Vietnam was being fought by
540,000 American and 768,000 South Vietnamese trodps.1 They were op-
posed by 378,000 Vietcong and North Vietnamese regulars. By the end
of 1971 the war involved approximatély 160,000 American and over one
million South Vietnamese troops. Supporting the forces of the counter-
insurgency in 1968 were nearly 5,500 aircraft, including over 2,500
helicopters, and 85 ships, 840 tanks, and 400 cannon. Between 1965
and 1971, 6.3 million tons of air ordnance were dropped on Indochina
with over 50 per cent delivered between 1969 and 1971. Tke tonnage
dropped on South Vietnam between 1965 and 1971 totalled 3.9 million
tons. Half of all the ordnance dropped by air was delivered by B-52s.

During this same period, 7 million tons of artillery ordnance were



expended, of which 65 per cent was employed in "harassment and inter-
diction" operafions. Between 1964 and 1965, 1.7 million helicopter
sorties were flown each year. This was increased to an annual rate
of 2.3 million sorties between 1965 and 1968; It has been estimated
that there were nearly 21 million bomb-craters created in the South
between 1965 and 1971. This represents a displacement of 3.4 billion
cubic yards of earth, or ten times the amount of earth excavatea in
the construction of the Suez and Panama Canals. During the American
partdcipation in the war, 90,000 tons of chemical warfare agents were
employed in Vietnam, of which 90 per cent were herbicides.

While American combat deaths remained below the 500 figure per
month throughout most of the war, they rose in excess of 1,000 per
month during the latter part of 1967 and remained high throughout 1968.
By late June of 1968, over 25,000 Americans had been killed in action.
Three months later the total number of U.S. casualties had surpassed
the 200,000 figure, or about 60,000 more than were killed, wounded,
or missing in Korea. South Vietnamese and other allied casualties2
totalédgabout 500 a month,3 while North Vietnamese and Vietcong killed
in action rose from 3,500 to 7,000 a month between late 1965 and the
end of 1967. Total Vietcong and North Vietnamese dead by September,
1968, were estimated at 400,000 with an undetermined number of wounded.
By 1971, 45,828 Americans had died in combat with over 300,000 wounded.
North Vietnamese and V.C. combat deaths have been placed at 870,000.

Since 1965, civilian casualties in South Vietnam have been estimated

at 400,000 dead, and 1.3 million wounded. Between 1966 and 1971 there



were 26,367 assassination and 35,946 abduction operations reportedly
undertaken by the Vietcong in South Vietnam. Estimates are that
civilian deaths accounted for 90 per cent of more of those killed in
the.war throughout Indochina.4 In all, one-third of the people of
Indochina were estimated to be refugees by 1971: 6 million out of

17 million South Vietnamese; 900,000 out of 2.8 million Laotians; and
2 million out of 6.7 million Cambodians.

These consequences of the conflict in Vietnam, however, provide
a very incomplete picture of the war's effects upon the country and
its people. It was not a war between armies engaged in open battle
with each side intent upon capturing precious territories. It was,
rather, a conflict fought between armies and peasants in jungles and
forests, on hills and plains, rivers and swamps, and in and around
population centers which were, it would now appear, the ultimate
objectives of the warring sides.

The people of South Vietnam were involved in the war not only
as members of the militias, the armed forces of the South or the
Vietcong, but as civilians whose support was sought by both sides in
a peculiar mixture of political-military and conventional-guerrilla
warfare. The involvement of the peasants increased throughout the
war not only as the prize of the war but as its ultimate target.5
The South Vietnamese were a population whose very existence was
constantly endangered by the tactics of the conflict. It was a war
in which civilian buildings and property were perfunctorily classified

as enemy installations and military targets.



The aims of thé major belligerents remained, throughout the
war, varied and sometimes confusing. While the aim of Hanoi was,
quite simply,'the support of a People's Revolutionary War in the
South which sought the reunification of Vietnam, the aims of the
United States were not so clear-cut. In 1964, according to then
Assistant Secretary of Defense McNaughton, American aims were viewed
as being: the protection of the American reputation as a counter=
subversion guarantor; the avoidance of Southeast Asia falling into
the Communist sphere of influence (the '"Domino Theory"); and the
American emergence from the conflict without unacceptable taint from

the methods employe_d.6 In 1965, McNaughton declared American aims in

Vietnam to be:: "70% -- to avoid a humiliating U.S. defeat''; "20% --
to keep SVN territory from Chinese hands"; "10% — to permit the people
of SVN to enjoy a better, freer way of life". "ALSO —- to emerge from

crisis without unacceptable taint from methods used", and "NOT ---
to help out a friend...."7

On one side of the conflict there was the devastating and
demoralizing firepower of the'American-military.technology which im-
proved body-counts and area-denial pr_ogrammes“.-8 On the other hand,
there was a guerrilla strategy combined with the more conventional
methods of the regular North Vietnamese units.

The importance of both the body-counts and the area-denial pro-
grammes increased as the war progressed. Duringbthe early years of

the war, counterinsurgency planners adopted those tactics and strategies

qpre suitable to the weapons' systems at their immediate disposal. Due
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to the war's unconventional nature, as well as the ever-present sense
of frustration, the only means available for determining the war's
progress were the total number of enemy dead and the total acreage of
land denied to the enemy. Regardless of the weapons employed the body-
counts and the area denied continued to provide some information as to
the progress of the war. Those military tactics as well as those sug-
gestions for weapon improvement, which appeared capable of maximizing
these indicators were usually adopted and welcomed with relief. What
apparently began as simple indicators as to the war's progress even-—
tually were turned into key objectives. Thus, weapon procurement was
altered so that weapons specifically designed to increase body-counts
and areas denied the enemy became de rigueur as to production and use.
Associated with the development of specific weapons for the

purpose of indicator maximization is the issue of strategy and tactic
alteration. As new weapons became available, new tactics and strat-
egies emerged from the war-rooms in Washington and Saigon. Commenting
on the development and evolution of strategies and tactics, Townsend
Hoopes has noted:

"The preferred doctrine dictated the strategy

and the strategy determined the policy. Though

not officially acknowledged, not even planned

that way, military victory became an end in it-

self."9
When these two developmental processes (strategies and weapons) are
viewed together, it would appear that theré existed no better military

measurement for combat results than body-counts and areas denied.

The idea of not losing in Vietnam appears to have been more than
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just a simple military concern. President Johnson's comment -- "I am
not going to lose Vietnam....I am not going to be the President who
saw Southeast Asia go the way of China"lO -- brings to mind the
infamous declaration of an American Army officer following the
obliteration of the town of Ben Tre during the American response to
the Tet Offensive: ''We had to destroy it in order to save it."ll
Accordingly, it would appear that the forces of the counterinsurgency
regarded the accomplishment of military victory as dependent upon the
continual improvement of body-counts and area-denial programmes. Any
weapons which served this function were given preferred status. In
this way the Vietnamese war became an excellent testing ground for ex-—
perimental weapons and strategic and tactical innovations. Not only
would the results be directly applicable to the war in Indochina, but
they would also be applicable in the future should the United States
find itself in another unconventional conflict.
Vietnam was also a war in which the laws governing the conduct

of warfare exercised only minimal restraint, as noted by Bernard Fall:

"Another‘aspect of the progressive irrelevance

of the human aspect of the Vietnam war is the

universally callous attitude taken by almost

everybody toward the crass and constant viola-

tions of the rules of war that have been taking

place.”
Even those members of the military who were familiar with the rules
governing the conduct of war did not necessarily apply them, as noted

by an American official in Saigon, apparently attempting to justify

prohibited conduct: '"People on the outside just have no idea of what
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this war is all about or how it is fought. It's a rough and brutal
war. The Viet Cong has never heard of the Marquis of Queensbury or
the Geneva Conventions, and we can't afford to lose just because we
have heard of them."13
Above all, the war in Vietnam was characterized by the numbing
brutalization of men and the depersonalization of the enemy. It was
a war in which the Vietcong, '"these termites," did not live in places,
they "infested areas'"; where to "clean them out" required "sweep and
clean" operations or the removal of peasants to relocation camps so
that aﬂ area could be "sanitized."14 It was a war in which the in-
surgents' agitation and propaganda ("agit-prop") teams dwelt on the
"inhuman" and "barbaric" atrocities committed by the Americans and
their Southern "henchmen'" -- the "rape", "murdef", and "torture" of
innocent men, women, and children; where the "Vietnamese traitors"
in the South "fattened themselves'" on the blood of the peasants.15
It was a war fought between "gooks" and "lackies", "slopes" and
"imperialist-dogs", and between "dinks" and "tyrants." It was a war
which could compel an American government official in Saigon to utter
the following: '"We're going to beat the communists at their own game,
use their methods, cut off their cocks and cut up the women and chil-

dren if that's what it takes, until we break the communist hold over

these people. We can stand it. We're going to make this place as

germ-free as an operating room. And we-can afford to do a better job

of it than the VC."16
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ATROCITTIES AND THE VIETNAM CONFLICT

The Laws and Regulations Governing the Conduct of War

When defining atrocities, initial distinctions are sometimes made
between civilian and military personnel. There is a tendency, expe-
cially among the technologically advanced nations, to limit the con-
cept to face-to-face assaults on civilians. Similarly, there is a
tendency on the part of insurgent and guerrilla forces to regard the
assault on civilian and military personnel as both politically and
militarily expedient when undertaken in support of some desirable or
worthwhile objective. Telford Taylor notes: "Guerrilla warfare is
not intrinsically unlawful, but as waged by the Vietcong it is un-
deniably in violation of the traditional laws of war and the Geneva
Conventions, based as they are on the distinction between combatants
and non-combatants."]'Despite these tendencies and beliefs, both sides
to the Vietnamese conflict have been accused of violating the laws
of war:

"The United States has been charged with violating
the Geneyva Convention on gas warfare because of its
use of tear gas and herbicides; with ignoring the
traditional immunities of non-combatants because of
its "free-fire" zones and bombing tacties; and with
ignoring the prisoner of war rules because of its
not infrequent failure to stop the torture of
POWs....The North Vietnamese and Viet Cong, too,
have been charged with "war crimes" for their ex-
ecution of civilians at Hue during the Tet of-
fensive; for their practices of impressing civil-
ians as supply-bearers; for their employment ofind
blind weapons (i.e., rockets) against urban non-

combatants."2

For the purposes of this paper, these actions will be referred
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to as atrocities. The word atrocity will be used to refer to acts of
direct and deliberate violence against civilians. This will include
both face-to-face attacks on civilians and attacks inflicted on them
by impersonal methods that are certain to result in civilianscasual-
ties: the leveling of cities by heavy artillery; serial bombardment
to dislodge a small number of enemy troops; or the indiscriminate
mortaring or saturation bombing of civilian sites in enemy-held ter%
ritory. Atrocities will also encompass acts against civilian popu-
lations and/or enemy troops that violate the laws of war, as in the
case of gas warfare, deliberate attacks on enemy medical installations,
or the torture and murder of prisoners of war.

The laws of war are primarily composed of customary and treaty
rules, multipartite agreements, national codes of warfare, and draft
rules not adopted by states but having certain persuasive authority.
Since their earliest conception, these laws of war have been grounded
in three interconnected principles: a belligerent was believed justi-
fied in emplofing any amount or kind of force to overcome his opposi—
tion; a principle of humanity existed to restrain this first principles
by demanding that the degree of force necessary to overcome the enemy
not be exceeded; and a principle of chivalry was to be observed in order
to introduce an element of fairness into the conduct of warfare.3 The
central functions of the laws of war appear to have been the attempt
to limit war's destructiveness; the establishment of a more humane
awareness regarding the conduct of hostilities; and the achievement

of an understanding and common expectation that the savagery of war
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must be restrained.4 Current controversy concerning the laws of war—
fare, which finds direct application to the war in Vietnam, revolves
around the following four issues:. d) the use of chemical and biolo-
gical weapons; 2) the strategies employed by counterinsurgents which
are designed for separéting guerrillas from their popular bases and
which rely on massive and indiscriminate firepower; 3) the applica-
tion of the laws of war to cdivil conflicts; and 4) the application

of the laws of war to insurgents.

The identification of those issues which have molded the laws of
war is an obvious precondition to the study of the Vietnam war in the
current context. One such issue requiring recognition is the concept
of "military necessity." 1In their study of the laws of war, McDougal
and Feliciano identify this as the "key concept." They note:

"This concept may be said to authorize such des-

truction and only such destruction, as is neces-

sary, relevant and proportionate to the prompt

realization of legitimate belligerent objectives.

...The fundamental policy embraced in this concept

must be modestly expressed as the minimizing of

unnecessary destruction of values."
The fundamental dilemma of "military necessity" always has been whether
or not considerations of military efficiency should exclusively deter-
mine the choice of means.

-Beyond the phethora of rules that form the main body of the laws
of war, one "master" and three supplementary principles enjoy wide
international acceptance. As suggested by McDougal and Feliciano,

this master principle: is "no Carthaginian peace."6 Operationally

this required avoiding the economy of means principles in a case where
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the most economic means for subjugating an opponent is massive and
indiscriminate weapons systems. The supplementary principles, as
noted by the same authors, are: proportionality; the selection of the
less destructive or painful means where economic advantage is
roiugshly equal or, at least, uncertain; and, the selection of means
that discriminate between "'legitimate' targets and the "innocent."7
Proportionality can refer to the reallocation of force between.
destruction and military advantage on either a case-by-case (tactical)
or cumulative (strategic) basis. Instances of value destruction that
appear grossly disproportionate when viewed from a narrow tactical
perspective may seem militarily essential and hence proportional when
examined in light of broad strategic alternatives. Accordingly, in
guerrilla or insurgency warfare, the party opposing the guerrillas
may pursue a strategy of area-devastation where guerrillas are re-
ported to be operating, regardless of their numbers. The resulting
injury to land, livestock, crops, and people may exceed the injury
to the total number of guerrillas by an enormous amount and there-
fore appear disproportionate. However, if such a policy is pursued
relentlessly in every part of the territory where the insurgents are
known to operate, not only will the casualties increase from the bom—
bardment itself, but their efficiency will also be reduced by the need
to be constantly on the move in order to‘avoid the incessantly probing
bombs and shells. Given certain political constraints and other mili-
tary commitmepts, the only possible means of reducing the insurgent

problem to the dimension of a police action may very well be massive
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bombing with its inherent consequence of wholesale devastation. As
will be shown later in this paper, this was precisely the view that
developed within counterinsurgency military circles.

The "master" principle and its three supplementary principles
derive their status of importance from a host of laws and treaties:
the "Hague Convention No. IV" of 18 October 1907, respecting the laws
and customs of war on land, and the "Annex" thereto, embodying the
regulations respecting the laws and customs of war on land; the "Geneva
Convention for the Amelioration of the Condition of the Wounded and
Sick in Armed Forces in the Field," of 12 August 1949; the "Geneva Con-
vention for the Amelioration of the Condition of Wounded, Sick and
Shipwrecked Members of Armed Forces at Sea," of 12 August 1949; the
"Geneva Convention Relative to Treatment of Prisoners of War," of 12
August 1949; the "Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War," of 12 August 1949; the "Hague Dec-
laration" of 1907, on expanding bullets, projectiles and explosives
launched from baloons, and projectiles containing asphyxiating and
deleterious gases; the "Geneva Protocol" of 1925, on the use of as-
phyxiating, poisonous, and other gases, and bacteriological warfare;
the UUniversal Declaration of Human Rights". of 1948; and the "Genocide
Convention" of 1948.

The Laws of War Applicableé to the Vietnam War

While all of these "declarations" find some application to the
Vietnamese war, it will serve no purpose to enunciate every individual

application. However, several "rules" exist which merit special mention:
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- from the "Annex to the Hague Convention of 1907", respecting

' 8
the laws and customs of war on land:

‘Article 25 -- the attack or bombardment, by what-
~ ever means, cf towns, villages, dwellings or buildings
which are undefended is prohibited.

- the "General Assembly Resolution on Prohibiting the Use of
Chemical and Biological Methods of Warfare":9

Declares as contrary to the generally recognized
rules of international laws...any chemical agents
of warfare -- chemical substances, whether gaseous,
liquid or solid -- which might be employed on man,
animals or plants.

- from the "Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of

Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949":10

" 'Article 3 -- In the case of armed conflict not of
an international character occurring in the ter-
ritory of one of the High Contracting Parties,
each Party to the conflict shall be bound to apply
as a minimum, the following provisions: 1) Persons
taking no active part in hostilities, including
members of armed forces who have laid down their
arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness,
wounds, detention or any other cause, shall in all
circumstances be treated humanely, without any ad-
verse distinction founded on race, colour, religion
or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other similar
criteria. To this end, the following acts are and
shall remain prohibited at any time and in any place
whatsoever with respect to the above mentioned per-
sons:

a) violence to life and person, in particular
murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel treatment
and torture;

b) taking of hostages;

c) outrages upon personal dignity, in particular
humiliating and degrading treatment;

d) the passing of sentences and the carrying out
of executions without previous judgement pronounced
by a regularly constituted court, affording all the
judicial guarantees which are recognized as indis-
pensable by civilized peoples;

2) The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for.



Article 16 -~ The wounded and sick, as well as the

infirm, and expectant mothers, shall be the object

of particular protection and respect. As far as
military considerations allow, each Party to the
conflict shall facilitate the steps taken to search
for the killed or wounded, to assist the ship-
wrecked and other persons exposed to grave danger,
and to protect them against pillage and ill-treatment.

Article 42 -- The internment or placing in assigned

residence of protected persons may be ordered only
if the security of the Detaining Power makes it
absolutely necessary.

" Article 85 —- The Detaining Power is bound to take

all necessary and possible measures to ensure that
protected persons shall, from the outset of their
internment, be accommodated in buildings or quarters
which afford every possible safeguard as regards
hygiene and health and provide efficient protection
against the rigours of the climate and the effects
of the war. -

- from the "Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of

Prisoners of War, of 12 August 194

g, 11

Article 13 -- Prisoners of war must at all times

be humanely treated. Any unlawful act or omission
by the Detaining Power causing death or seriously
endangering the health of a prisoner of war in its
custody is prohibited....In particular no prisoner
of war may be subjected to physical mutilation....
Likewise, prisoners of war must at all times be
protected, particularly against acts of violence
or intimidation and against insults and public
curiosity. Measures of reprisal against prisoners
or war are prohibited.
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Rather than engaging in a detailed and separate discussion of

these laws of war as they apply to the war in Vietnam, I have elected

to accomplish this task through the use of a table.

Table I provides

a list of several types of actions which can and have been termed

"atrocities" of war as committed during the course of the war in

Vietnam. It illustrates the fact that acts, which violate both the



TABLE. I

Description of Atrocities -
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International Number of Atrocity Violations

Laws Counterinsurgent Insurgent
Violated Forces Forces
(1) (2) (3) (4)

of
Abductions GC: 3: 1b - - 6 16
Ambushes producing civil-
ian deaths GC: 3: 1la - - - 13
Assassinations GC: '3: 1la - - S 22
Attacks on medical
installations GC: 18 - 4 - 6
Burning of villages HR: 25 7 7 6 2
Denying quarter GC: 3: 1a 1 3 - -
Indiscriminate use of
firepower HR: 25 13 13 11 30
Killing children
intentionally HC: 3: 1a 7 3 4 11
Killing civilians for sport GC: 3: 1la 9 2 - 1
Killing unarmed civilians GC: 3: 1la 23 16 14 43
Killing POWs and suspects GC: 3: 1la 7 4 - 3
Killing wounded civilians GC: 3: 1la 1 - - 1
Killing wounded POWs GWS: 12 2 2 - 2
Maltreatment of children GC: 3: 1c 7 1 - -
Maltreatment of people '
for sport i GC: 3: Ilc 2 - - -
Maltreatment of POWs HR: 4 8- 2 - -
Napalming of civilians GC: 3: 1la 2 1 - -
Needless destruction of
property HR: 47 22 20 6 16
Pollution of water supply LLW: 504i 1 = = -
Mutilation of bodies GPW: 13 12 10 - 7
POWs thrown from helicopters
in flight GC: 3: 1la 4 2 - -
Racism in medical care GC: 16 14 3 - -
Terror-bombing and booby-
trap civilian deaths GC: 3: 1la - - 2 45
Torture of POWs and
civilians GWS: 12 26 14 - 3
Use of chemicals on POWs GAR: XXIV 1 1 - -
Use of fire-power on
villages for sport HR: 25 2 - - -
Women raped GC: 27 5 1 - -
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TABLE I (com't)

Sources

(1)
)
(3)
(4)

Vietnam Veterans Against the War. (1972)
The Citizens Commission of Inquiry. (1972)
Alan Davidson. (1968)

Doublas Pike. (1970)

International Laws

GAR:

GC:

GPW:

GWS:

HR:

LLW:

XXLV General Assembly Resolution 2603 (XXIV) On Prohibiting
the Use of Chemical and Biological Methods of Warfare

Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War of August 12, 1949

Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners
of War of August 12, 1949

Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the Condition
of the Wounded and Sick in Armed Forces in the Field,
of August 12, 1949

Annex to the Hague Convention No. IV, 18 October, 1907,
embodying the Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs

of War on Land

United States Army Field Manual on the Laws of Land Warfare
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spirit and the letter of the laws of war, have been committed by both
sides of the war. The table also provides one major international law
of war that was violated by the commission of each act listed.

In gathering data for the table, I employed two sources for each
of the collective belligerent sides: the forces of the counterinsurg