rXs: PC # 1)
roah translation: letter to the edivor, puonlisned in Koure, no. 552,

Jan., 17, 1978. letter is
—-L-sig"rned Nikita and Sandor

The Rou;re articlss on the Vietnam~Cambodia conflict are
basically identical to those puiiished in L'Humaniise wWiti

b‘.t mere Car@
o AR i style, the author adopts Hanoits

theses as his own (and as @ the paper's [Roupe's])
Carl
Rousre no. 546 == without% this time -- published
the interview with a Vietnamese militant who defends the ofificial
, ”
positions of the CPV, and ran it under the headline, !'Genuinely
| }

9 fraternal relations between Vietnam and Cambodia are possible,!'’

The person interviewed took it on himself to cite @B Vietnam{ilil) -

Laos relations as a model.,

Given the lack of sufficient information, why this unilateral
offereed oy

support? The explanations P.R. [Pierre Rdusset] and Hanoi
only amount to citing exacerbated Khmer nationalism. It 1is
detestable, of course, but that of the Vietnamese Communists
is no better.

It is possible that a few tens of thousands of 'fanatic!
Khmer guerillas fell upon the hundreds of thousands of Vietnamese

a
regulars; but it is also possible that Hanoi decided to make\_

JE o jor show of force to $Bpressure its neighbor,
It 1s likewise conceivable that the Vietnamese political
burcau is dreaming of a Vietnam-Cambodia collaboration similar
to that between Laos and Vietnam -~ just as the Soviets dream of

E
a peneralized §f Soviet-Bulgaria collaboration.
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rough t.ouanslotion

reply by Plerre Rousset to Nikita and Sandor letter, Rouge, no. 552

"The explanations by P.R. and Hanoi..." -- frankly, Sgm to
read your letter one would think that I went SN looking for
the facts for my article at the embassyl "Basically" (which is
an even graver char-e Wl than "seemingly"), the‘% be
S Yidentical" tc those of L'Huma[nite] -- I don't think I
W wrote like a "subtle" Stalinist, and the editors of L'Huma ==
just like the members of the Vietnamese embassy -~ would be
the first to be surprised by this assertion.

At bottom, you are content to put an equél sign between the
protacsonists in the conflict. But we have to answer two questions
of a different order. How was such a conflict pcssible? Here,
the response is very general, going back to the history of the
world wogpking classvmovement and to the bureaucratic characters

did take place? It is, afla. a24,)

ol the two regimes. Why/such a conflict —[not such a
occurrenct,

common W[ ©vVen amcng burcaucratic regimes .l
I do not think that the responsibilities here are symmetfic,

Because the political orientations =~ part.cularly on nationalism --
are not simply six of one and@lf—dozen of the other, contrary
to what you (B imply.

This is clearly worthy of debate. But the accusations that
seems most serious to me is that of "unilateral support."
Formelly, of course, it seems normal to me to let a Vietnamese
militant speak in our columns, ‘;&ft%% same condltions that we

em—

open our columns to — a lot of other currents. A criticism of

his positions does not have to appear in the same lgsue., If we



e @ e 4w

! obtained an intaerview winh ¢ Combodiarn, e world bava roccived
thhe same treatment. ALl of thi:
*fntreoduction fo the interviow, And i1, n wrewvel, the Vetisnaas

t,ecaus:;

h

roaXtions wera bhsttey presentad i cur zolurmns, thils 1
4
tlre quallty, freguency &.ad ror:larily of tha documenisz ihai
muciy_.
wu received from them wernjbbtter, It sasn't ky e&n insidious
wolitical choice,
Let us be clcar, finally, thot my analyscs are my responsibility

and do
alone, [not necessarily ¥l comnit the LCR! But in a daily

paper that has to respond to the latest events, this 1is inevitable.



