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Chapter 40

ACTION ON THE DIPLOMATIC FRONT

Notwithstanding the fallure of the "peace offensive" of
January-February 19%6, the United States never relaxed its
efforts to negotlate a settlement of the Vietnamese war. At
posts throughout the world, US diplomats were constantly
alert to detect the slightest sign that the other side was
prepared to talk seriously about peace. They examined every
‘ lead in the expectation that increasing US military suc-

N cesses achleved during 1966 and corresponding dwindling

enemy hopes for a straight-out military victory would eventu-
. ally lead to fruitful negotiations.l

In mid-November 1966, one of these listening posts
flashed a signal that the enemy might be shifting his posi-
tion in favor of negotiations, touching off a.concerted effort
by the Unlted States, lasting until the end of February 1967, : o
to get peace talks started.: During this period US diplomats - 1
were in dlrect contact with North Vietnamese in Moscow, and
attempted to achleve another such contact in Warsaw. They
also sought to enlist the support of Soviet Premier Kosygin,
Prime Minister Wilson of Great Britain, and UN -Secretary
General U Thant. Eventually, all their efforts ended in
faillure. They were followed by another lull in significant
diplomatic activity, which ended finally in April of 1968
when the North Vietnamese Government responded to President
Johnson's curtailment of the bombing by announcing willing-
ness to enter into preliminary talks. : :

biid s b B

Operation MARIGOLD 7
. Action in the new diplomatic offensive began in Saigon
- in mid-November 1966 when the Polish Representative on the
ﬂ 1. (TS) Memo, W.W. Rostow to Vance, Helms and Bundy,

22 May 67, JMF 911/300 (19 May 67). (S) Rpt, Taylor to
B Pres, 30 Jan 67, Encl to JCS 2472/6, JMF 911/080 (30 Jan 67).
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International Control Commission, Mr. Janus Lewandowski,
offered to present the US position.to the North Vietnamese
Government--which, he claimed, was prepared to negotiate a
definitive political settlement of the Vietnam war.® -
Lewandowskl had first suggested to Lodge that Hanol was pre-
pared to negotlate in June, but nothing further developed
during the summer. In September, Lewandowski, in consul-
tation with Italian Ambassador d'Orlandi and with occasional
conversations with Lodge, attempted to formulate a statement
of the US position that might be put to the North Vietnamese
Government. But this was still largely an academlc exercise
until Lewandowski announced in November that he was about to
go to Hanol where he would be willing to state the US
position to the North Vietnamese and to see whether negotl-
ations could be arranged.?

Acting on instructions, Lodge spelled out for Lewandowskl
the US position in several mid-November meetings. Primarily,
the US Government was interested 1n the reaction of Hanol to
a formula designed to overcome North Vietnamese objections to
granting military concessions in return for a halt to the
bombing of North Vietnam. The formula consisted of two phases:
first, a2 halt to the bombing without a specific simultaneous
compensating deescalation, but on the clear understanding that
both sides would later take reciprocal but unspecified
- deescalatory steps; second, the actual implementation of these
reciprocal steps. Hanoi's actions in the second phase would
appear to be in response to actlons taken by the United States
subsequent to the bombing halt rather than as a response to
the bombing halt itself. If, as a part of the second phase,
Hanoi agreed to witlidraw its troops from South Vietnam, the
United States would not insist that the North Vietnamese
acknowledge that they had been there in the first place.

- Other points Lewandowskl was asked to make included the
following: 1) the United States was serious in expressing

in the Manila -Conference communique a willingness to remove
its troops from South Vietnam and dismantle its military
bases there; 2) the United States was prepared to accept a
genuinely neutral and nonaligned South Vietnam; 3) the United
States was prepared to abide by the results of genuinely free
elections in South Vietnam; 4) the United States would accept
a reunification of Vietnam freely negotiated by the two
Vietnamese states once the restoration of peace and order had

: 2. ovnless cited otherwise, this account of MARIGOLD is
based on a Dept of State Summary in (S) Msg, State 112886 to
Rome, 9 Jan 67. '
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placed South Vietnam in a position to meet with North Vietnam
on an equal footing; and finally, 5) the United States
believed that the Geneva accords of 1954 and 1962 were an
adequate basis for peace in Southeast Asia, but that truly
effective neutral machinery for supervision and control would
be required.3

Lewandowskl, upon his return from Hanoi, informed Lodge
that if the views of the United States were as he had
explained them to North Vietnamese Premier Pham Van Dong, 1t
would be advisable to confirm them directly by conversation
with the North Vietnamese Ambassador in Warsaw. Lewandowski
alleged that his presentation of US views in Hanol were
1dentical to those in a 10-point paper he had prepared on the
basis of information given him by Lodge. Lewandowskl's ten
points were as follows:

1. The United States was interested in a peaceful solu-
tion through negotiations.

2. Negotlatlons should not be interpreted as a way to
negotiated surrender by those opposing the United States in
Vietnam. A political negotiation would be aimed at finding
an acceptable solution to all problems, having in mind that
the present status quo in South Vietnam must be changed in
order to take Iinto account the interests of the parties
presently opposing the policy of the United States in South
Vietnam.

, 3. The United States was not interestedlin a long-term
military presence in South Vietnam. The Manila statement on
withdrawal should be considered in all seriousness.

4, The United States was ready, should other parties
show a constructive interest in a negotlated settlement, to
work out and discuss with them prgposals of such a settle-
ment covering all important problems involved from a cease-
fire to a final solution and withdrawal of US troops.

5. The United States, within a general solution, would
not oppose formation of a South Vietnamese government based

3. (I5) Msgs, State 83786 to Saigon, 13 Nov 66; Stat
84238 to Saigon, i# Nov 66. teon, . °
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on the true will of the Vietnamese people, with participation
by all through free democratic elections. The United States
was prepared to accept necessary control machinery to assure
that elections were free and democratic. ¢

6. The United States believed unification of Vietnam
must be decided by the Vietnamese themselves, for which
restoration of peace and formation of proper representative
organs of the people in South Vietnam was a necessary :
condition.

7. The United States was ready to accept and respect a
true and complete neutrality of South Vietnam.

8. The United States was "prepared to stop the bombing
of the territory of North Vietnam if this will facilltate
such a peaceful solution. In doing so, the United States are
ready to avoid any appearance that North Vietnam is forced to
negotliate by bombings or that North Vietnam have negotiated
in exchange for cessation of bombing. Stopping of bombing
would not involve recognition or confirmation by North Vietnam
that its"armed forces are or were inflltrating into South
Vietnam. : ‘

9. The United States, while not excluding unification of
Vietnam, would not agree to unification under milltary pres-
sure. T

10. While the United States was seeking a peaceful solution,
it would be unrealistic to expect 1t to accept North Vietnam's
four points. o2 .

Asked by Lewandowskl whether this paper correctly stated
the US position, Lodge replied that on a matter of such import-
‘ance he would have to refer to his goveérnment for a definitive
reply, but much . of the paper appeared to be in keeping with the
spirit of US policy. In reporting this conversation to Rusk,
Lodge expressed the view that two of the ten points required
clarification. "Personally) he said to Rusk, "I would like to
have a closer definition of the language of . . . paragraph 2
stating that 'the present status quo in [South] Vietnam must

be changed in order to take into account the interested parties

opposing the policy of the United States in South Vietnam.'

. . . Another point which might need some clarification would
be the first sentence in paragraph 8, which stated: 'The
United States are prepared to stop the bombing of the
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territory of Nogth Vietnam if thils will facilitate a peace-
ful solution,.'"% -

Lodge's exposition of the points requiring clarification
by no means expressed the wide divergence that actually
existed between the US policy on bombing that the US Govern-
ment had asked Lewarnidowskl to-express to the -North Vietnamese
and the statement on the subject Lewandowskl claimed to have
made. Consplcuously missing from his eighth point was any
description of the US two-phase formula he had been asked to
present. To the contrary, by implication, the statement he
claimed to have delivered seemed to convey the message that
the United States would stop bombing merely to obtain negoti-
ations and without compensating military deescalation--a
positlon the US. Government had consistently refused to take.

On receiving Lodge's report of Lewandowski's mission,
the US Government concluded that Lewandowski's 10 points,
while generally consistent with the US position, failed to
Spell out precisely the two-phase plan for ending the bombing.
Accordingly, Lodge, on instructions, informed Lewandowski on
3 December that the US Ambassador in Warsaw would meet the
North Vietnamese Ambassador on 6 December to confirm that the
Lewandowskl summary broadly reflected the position of the
United States, but that several points were subject to
important differences of interpretation. The points at issue
were not specified, however, so the North Vietnamese may not
have known at this date that the United States still insisted
upon a millitary deescalation in return for stopping the :
bombing of North Vietnam. .

On 5 December, Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki re-
ceilved the US Ambassador John Gronouski in Warsaw and com-
plained that it was improper for the United States to insist
upon interpretation of the 10 points. The Pole complained
further of US bombing attacks in the vicinity of Hanoi on 2
and 4 December, alleging that the attacks were a deliberate
escalatlion 1n contrast to the earlier deescalation the North
Vietnamese had asserted they had detected and favorably noted
during Lewandowski's visit to Hanoi.5 S

T, &TS Msg, Salgon 12247 to State, 1 Dec 66.
5. (TS) Msg, State 102960 to Saigon, 14 Dec 66.
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The bombing operation in progress as of early December
was ROLLING THUNDER 52, which when-approved on 1l November
had authorized air attacks on 12 targets within ten miles of
Hanoi and Haiphong. Adverse weather conditions, however,
which had prevented attacks in the Hanoli-Halphong area since
October, continued to interfere with scheduled strikes in
the area until 22 November, when 17 aircraft struck a .SAM
support facility within 6 miles of the center of Haiphong.
The next rald, on 2 December, was one of the ones to which
Rapacki objected and in which the Van Dien Vehicle Depot,
located 4.5 miles from the center of Hanoil, was hit by 27
aircraft. Two days later 18 aircraft attacked the Yen Vien
Railroad Yard 5 miles from the center of Hanoi.® Thus, .. ..
adverse flying conditions had in fact created the operational
pattern that Rapacki claimed the North Vietnamese had noticed
and attributed to political motivation.

The bombing pattern was, however, affected to-some degree
by political factors. While the strikes on the targets
~actually attacked were determined solely by operational
factors, authorization for attacks on other targets on the
original ROLLING THUNDER 52 had been temporarily withdrawn
on 11 November so as not to "rock the boat" during British
Foreign Secretary Brown's visit to Moscow. This suspension
was still in effect on 5 December when Rapacki made his
objection to the bombing attacks ,of 2 and 4 December.

Following Rapacki's objections, President Johnson con-
tinued to withhold authority to attack the withdrawn targets.
On 9 December, following a discussion of the matter with Vice
President Humphrey, Secretary McNamara, Deputy Secretary
Vance, Under Secretary Katzenbach and Generdl Wheeler, the
President rejected CINCPAC requests of 3 and 8 December that
the withheld targets be struck. His decision, according to
General Wheeler, was “heavily influencded by the sensitive
activities now in train." The President did not, however,
curtail the bombing of North Vietnam further at this time.7

0. See Ch. 36 for an account of RT 52. . Air attack data
is derived from (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMS 265-66, 12 Nov 66 -
| 7. (TS-GP 3) Msgs, CINCPAC to JCS, 030650Z Dec 66,
JcS IN 64742, and 0809k0Z Dec 66, JCS IN 73338. (8)
CM-1994-66 to CNO, CSA, CSAF, CMC, 10 Dec 66, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Dec 66.
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Bad weather, however, prevented any air attacks on North
Vietnam during the period 5-12 December. During this period,
Ambassador Gronouskl was unable to arrange a meeting with the
North Vlietnamese Ambassador in Warsaw. In his meetings with
Rapacki on 6, 7 and 9 December, the Polish Foreign Minister
continued to haggle over the interpretation question and to
contend that the US bombing attacks had raised a new issue

which was got involved in the original arrangements for talks
in Warsaw.

This was where matters stood on 13 December when clearing
weather permitted a resumption of air operations over Hanoi.
Again, 20 aircraft hit Yen Vien Railroad Yard and 9 planes
attacked the Van Dien Vehicle Depot. The same day, Rapacki
called in Gronouski and told him that the North Vietnamese
were now unwilling to hold talks in Warsaw and they would
have to be postponed. In the light of this development the
Department. of State, on 14 December, sent new instructions to
Gronouskl, explaining that the United States sincerely wanted
Substantive talks and intended to keep the door open as long
as -possible, and directing him to tell the Polish Government
that Washington was now willing to negotiate just. on the US
proposal for a two-phase deescalation elther-directly with
North Vietnam or through the Poles.9

The same day US planes struck again in the Hanoi area

" in even greater strength than previously. A total of 84 air-

craft hit the same two targets that had been struck on the
13th. On 15 December, Rapacki informed Gronouski that the
North Vietnamese wished to terminate all conversations on the
posslbility of direct talks. : ' ‘

At a further meeting with Rapackl on 19 December,
Gronouskl reviewed the whole history of discussions to that
point and stressed that, while the opening of talks must be
wilthout preconditions as to the cénduct of military oper-
ations, this topici-could be a first order of business, but
the discussion proved fruitless. At this juncture President
Johnson decided to reverse policy and offer a military con-
cession 1n order to get talks started. He directed Gronouski
to inform Rapackl that the United States was now prepared "to
state there will be no bombing within 10 nautical miles of -

(TS] Msg, State 102960 to Saigon, 14 Dec 66.
id. . T L - -
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the center of Hanoi‘for an indefinite period if_talks with
North Vietnam can be gotten under way shortly."l

When Rapackl objected to this proposed linkage, Presi- ’ ]
dent Johnson decided to halt the bombing within 10 nautical P
.miles of Hanoi without a prior commitment to negotiate from : y
North Vietnam. On 23 December the JCS issued appropriate ’
instructions to CINCPAC, and the next day Gronouski informed z
Rapacki of the action that had been taken. However, this )
concession failed to produce the desired results. On 30 f}
December Rapackl told Gronouskl that the North Vietnamese
had decided not to enter into talks with the US at Warsaw.ll

Operation MARIGOLD thus ended in failure. The question : z
remains--indeed it was raised in the press by critics of j
Administration policy--whether different tactics by the Q{
United States might have led to direct meetings between US '
and North Vietnamese representatives. The critics claimed
that the bombing attacks in December, coming at a critical
Juncture, gave evidence of bad faith on the part of the
United States, with the result that the North Vietnamese
withdrew their offer to talk. Another and equally valid
speculation is that Hanoi only agreed to talk in the first
place on the basis of a false and misleading presentation
by Lewandowski that the United States was prepared to stop :
the bombing without military conditions. Once the North l
Vietnamese leaders discovered that the United States still: P
demanded compensating military deescalation in return for.
a bombing halt, they employed the early December bombings
as an excuse to reject direct negotiations.

Appeal to U Thant
_y L.
On 19 December, when it was becoming apparent that the '
Polish Government would be unable to arrange direct secret
negotiations between US and North Vietnamese representatives,
the US Government turned to another channel in its continuing
effort to end the Vietnamese war by negotiation. Ambassador
to the UN Arthur Goldberg, on that date, wrote a letter to
the Secretary General of the UN, U Thant, asking him to take

10, (T5) Msg, State 106358 to Warsaw, 21 Dec 66. o
11. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 2135 to CINCPAC,.232114Z Dec 66, L
JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) sec 13. D
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whatever steps he considered necessary "to bring about the
necessary discussions which could lead to . . . a ceasefire."

| The Ambassador also reaffirmed the explicit statement in the

US Government's Fourteen Polnts that "a cessation of
hostilities could be the first order of business at a con-
ference or could be the subject of preliminary discussions."l2

U Thant replied on 30 December by stressing that "a
powerful nation like the United States should take the initi-
ative in the quest for peace and show an enlightened and
humanitarian spirit" by accepting the Secretary General's
oft-repeated three-point program. The three points, of which
the first was the most essentlal, were to stop the bombing of
North Vietnam, to scale down the fighting in South Vietnam by
all sides, and to be willing to enter into negotiations with
those actually fighting. As an additional manifestation of
the "humanitarian spirit," U Thant proposed that the United
States accompany the cessatlion of bomting by Jjoining with the
other parties 1n an extended holiday truce. The following
day Goldberg replled that his Government reaffirmed its offer
to "order a. prior end to all bombing of North Vietnam the
moment there 1s an assurance, private or otherwise, that
there would be a reciprocal response toward peace from North

Vietnam." He asked the Secretary General to "use every means

at . . . [his] . . . disposal to determine what tangible
response there would be from North Vietnam in the wake of
Such a prior step toward peace' on the part of the United
States. Goldberg pointed out, however, that an end to all
hostllitles could not be attained by "either appeals for

or the exercise of restraint by only one side . . . ." The

Secretary General's proposal for an extended ceasefire was
therefore welcomed by the US Government, which regretted
that the other parties had so far shown no interest in it.13.

Even before writing his letter of 30 December to
Goldberg, U Thant had begun intensive secret diplomacy with
Hanoi. By 3 Jan > he was reported by the New York Times.
to be hopeful of a "positive response from North Vietnam
once the United States unconditionally ended the bombing."l4

12, The text of Goldberg's letter 1s in Dept of State -
Bulletin, LVI (9 Jan 67), pp. 63-64. See Ch. 29 for '
a discussion of the Fourteen Points.

13. Dept of State Bulletin, LVI (23 Jan 67), pp. 137-139.
14, NY Times, 4 Jan 67, I. ’
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This finding obviously did not meet the oft-repeated condition P
of the United States that cessation of bombing be accompanied ;
by some reciprocal military deescalation by the North Vietna-
mese. In the end U Thant proved unable to extract any satis-
factory answer from Hanol. The United States, meanwhile,
initiated diplomatic action through other channels.

Operation SUNFLOWER

In spite of the collapse of MARIGOLD, the US Government
remained determined to enter into secret negotiations with
North Vietnam. To this end, it sought to establish a direct i }
channel of communication with Hanoi through diplomatic
missions of the two countries in Moscow. Thils new effort
began on 10 January with the passing of a message by John P
Guthrie, Deputy Chief of the US Missilon, to Le Chang, the 1
North Vietnamese Chargé: "The United States Government," the
message read, 'places the highest priority in finding a
mutually agreeable, completely secure arrangement for exchang- ;‘Ju,
ing communications with the government of the DRV about the | 'QPE
possibillties of achieving a peaceful settlement of the i a1
Viétnamese dispute."l5

o o S Pt P S A 1 T e

A subsequent message, passed through the same channel on P
20 January, elaborated the US view of the matters that might .

be discussed. These included, in addition to any subject
proposed by Hanol, the following: arrangements for reduction : :
or cessation of hostilities; essential elements of the Geneva A !
Accords of 1954 and 1962, including the withdrawal from South 21 S
Vietnam of forces :coming from the outside; arrangements for a :
free determination by North and South Vietnam on the issue of N E
reunification; recognition of the independence and territorial P
integrity of North and South Vietnam or of a reunified o
‘Vietnam; the international posture of Bouth Vietnam, including ;
its relationships with other nations; appropriate provisions
relating to the internal political structure of South Vietnam,
including freedom from reprisals and free political partici-
patlon; and appropriate means gor insuring the integrity of

all the provisions agreed to.l

(TS) Msgs, otate 11296 to Moscow, 5 Jan 67, and R |
Moscow 2 6 to State, 10 Jan 67. b

(TS) Msgs, State 120335 to Moscow, 17 Jan 67, and .
Moscow 3126 to State, 20 Jan 67.
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On 27 January Le Chang delivered Hanol's reply to the US
message of the 10th in the form of an aide memoire. After

~initial comments concerning the "absurd and arrogant" US .

conditlons for peace talks and charges that United States was
escalating the war and the bombing, the reply reiterated the
hard Hanol line: '"unconditional cessation of bombing and all
other acts of war against the DRV being materialized, the DRV
could then exchange views with the United States concerning
the place or date for contact between the two parties . . . ."
The North Vletnamese contended that in the event such negoti-
ations did take place, "the most current solution to the
Vietnam problem" would be the four-point program of North
Vietna? and the flve-point programs of the National Liberation
Front.

The next day, the North Vietnamese Government, without
referring to the diplomatic exchanges with the United States,
made public its position in an interview given by Foreign
Minlster Nguyen Duy Trinh to the left-wing Australian jornalist
Wilfred Burchett. The Hanol regime placed particular emphasis
on the text of the Interview. Not only was it prominently
published on the front page of all Hanol newspapers, but it was
also widely distributed to neutral governments with the request
that itS-importang character be conveyed to US diplomatic
representatives.l ; |

On 2 February, Guthrie handed Le Chang an interim reply
to this roundabout communicatlon from Hanoi. In 1ts reply,
the US Government agreed to dlscuss the four points or any .
other matter in secret talks.:@ Turning to the. question of
attacks on North Vietnam, the US Government in its reply point-
ed out that bombing within 10 nautical miles of the center of
Hanol had already been stopped, and renewed the offer to.
deescalate further under the two-phase plan originally pro-
posed the preceding November through the Poles. The forth-._
coming Tet truce, scheduled forwtﬁe.period_8+12 February

- might be a_good time to begin discussions on such an

approach.l9

Before any reply to the message of 2 February had been
recelved, action on the diplomatic front shifted to London, .

15.}TS) Msg, Moscow 3218 to State, 27 Jan 67. :
18. (S-GP 3) Msg, State 133736 to Paris, Wellington,

- Ottawa, Dzakarta, Rome, Berné 8 Feb 67. NY Times, 29 Jan 67, 6..

19. (TS) Msgs, State 128486 to Moscow, 3L Jan 67, and
Moscow 3321 to State, 2 Feb 67. - : : _ o
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where Sovlet Premier Kosygin arrived on 6 February for policy
talks with the British Government.: In the hope that the
British might be able to persuade Kosygin to bring pressure

to bear on North Vietnam to negotiate, the US Government
briefed the British thoroughly on the current negotiations.

At two sessions on 6 February, the British presented the US
two-phase deescalation plan and the l1ist of subjects for
secret discussion given to the North Vietnamese on 20 January.
Kosygin made no response to this presentation but quoted the
Burchett interview as evidence that the North Vietnamese were
prepared to negotliate. However, when pressed by the British
to urge the North Vietnamese to issue an unequivocal statement
that they would negotlate if the bombing stopped, Kosygin
refused. He was willing only to Join Prime Minister Wilson in
an endorsement of the statement given by the North Vietnamese
in the Burchett interview. This Wilson refused to do.20

At this point, the US Government dispatched its definitive
reply to the North Vietnamese statement given in the aide
memoire of 27 January and the Burchett interview of the follow-
ing day. Thils reply took the form of a letter from President -
Johnson to Ho Chi Minh, delivered to North Vietnamese diplo-
mats in Moscow on 8 February so as to coincide with the Wilson-
Kosygin talks still in progress in London. In his letter,
Johnson offered a new deescalation package. "I am prepared",
he wrote, "to order a cessation of bombing against your
country and the stopping of further augmentation of United
States forces in South Vietnam as soon as I am assured that
infiltration into South Vietnam by land and by sea has been
stopped.” The day before sending this letter, Johnson had ,
informed Wilson of 1ts contents, stressing the point that the
United States could not "accept . . . the exchange of guaran-
tee of safe haven for North Vietnam merely for discussions
which thus far have no form or content, during which they
‘[the North Vietnamese] could continue *to expand their military
operations to the limit."2l

Subsequent discussions in London did not result in any
offer of positive action by Kosygin. On the evening of the
1llth, with the Soviet Premier's visit drawing to a. close,
President Johnson sent another personal message to Prime
Minister Wilson stating the wlllingness of the United States

20. (T8] Msgs, London 6315.and 6316 to. State,,6 Feb 67.
21. TS‘ Msgs, State 132481 to London, 7 Feb 67, and

Moscow 3412 to State, 8 Feb 67. The text of the Johnson ltr

to Ho Chi Minh is in NY Times, 22 Mar 67, 10. ‘
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OIS,
"to go the last mile" in the search for peace. He asked
to make an additional effort to secure Kosygin's services by

giving him the following message:

If you can get a North Vietnamese assurance--
communicated either direct to the United
States or through you--before 10:00 A.M.
British time tomorrow that all movement of
troops and suppliles into South Vietnam will
8top at that time, I will get an assurance
from the US that they will not resume bombing
North Vietnam at that time. Of course the US
buildup would then stop in a matter of days.

‘The deadline passed with no word from Hanoi. Shortly
afterward Kosygin boarded a plane for Moscow, and orders
were issued to resume operations against North Vietnam.22

Two days later Ho Chi Minh sent his reply directly to
President Johnson. In a letter dated 15 February the North
Vietnamese leader harshly accused the Unlted States of
employing "the most inhuman weapons" and the "most barbarous
methods of warfare'" against his people, blamed the United
States for the "extremely serious situation in Vietnam," and
rejected any form of negotiation until the United States- :
stopped "unconditionally its bombing raids and all other acts
of war" against North Vietnam.23

The JCS Role

The US attempts to achieve negotiations in the MARIGOLD
and SUNFLOWER efforts were obviously of concern to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff because of thelr effects not only on the
immedlate tactical situatlion but also on long-term strategic
interests of the United States. DRuring the period of these
two diplomatic operations, the JCS were not asked for formal.

22, (TS) Msg, State 135748 to London, 12 Feb 67. The
Tet standdown had originally been scheduled to end on 12
February, but at the request of the British, it had been ,
extended until Kosygin departed from the United Kingdom. See
Ch for an account of operations against North Vietnam at
this period. o : i

23. (TS) Msg, Moscow 3503, 15 Feb 67. The text of Ho's
Letter 1s in NY Times, 22 Mar 67, 10.
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views on any aspect of the negotiations.24 - Their position on Sl
- some aspects of the question was available to Secretaries SRR
McNamara and Rusk, however, as the result of views presented R
in May 1965. At that time, the JCS had stated the minimum .
conditions for halting the bombing of North Vietnam to be: Pl
cessation of infiltration into and withdrawal from South :
Vietnam and Laos of North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces;
agreement between North and South Vietnam to settle future
differences peacefully; and an immediate exchange of
prisoners.25

Acting on their own initiative, early in 1967 the JCS
presented Secretary McNamara with a new formulation of views
on negotiation, along with a request that they be given the
opportunity to comment on any future formulation of US policy
on the subJject. He, in turn, passed the views to Secretary
Rusk. But this new statement of views, although initiated
on 1 February, was not complete until the 27th, by which time
Ho Chi Minh had slammed the door on negotiation on terms o
acceptable to the United States. J

The JCS views, developed as answers to questions asked P
by General Maxwell Taylor in his report to President Johnson .
on a trip to South Vietnam, consisted of the following. The . :
minimum price for cessation of the bombing of North Vietnam .
should be verified cessation of all North Vietnamese infil-
tration into South Vietnam and Laos. Because a cessation of
the bombing was one of our most important negotiating assets,
additional concessions should be sought. Additional con-
cessions to be sought now were: cessation of- North Vietnamese
military operations”in South Vietnam including support and
direction of the Viet Cong; verified beginning of withdrawal
‘of North Vietnamese forces from South Vlietnam, the demili-
tarized zone, and the Laotian panhandle; and significant
reduction of North Vietnamese/Viet Cong acts of terrorism in
South Vietnam. Further concessions, not immedlately needed,
but ultimately necessary to restore peace in Vietnam, included:
withdrawal of all North Vietnamese forces from South Vietnam,
the demilitarized zone, and areas in Laos not occupiled by .

e e e emmenim o < e e e e e i ae e  eee e e e

20, Sources avallable to the author do not reveal
whether the JCS as a group, or the CJCS separately, ever dis-
cussed these matters with the Secretary of Defense, the
President or other high-level officials.

25. See Ch.28 for a complete discussion of these views.

4o-14



L SR

communists prior to the signing of the Geneva accords of 1962;
cessation of all acts of terrorism in South Vietnam; and an
agreement to exchange prisoners. Verification of the measures
should be by unilateral inspection and policing by the
belligerents themselves rather than by the demonstrably
inadequate method of 1lnternatilonal supervision and inspection.
If, however, the United States should accept control by an
international commission, 1t should be an entirely new body,
free of the serious deficiencies of the present commission,
and should be 1ln place and functioning effectively before any
US forces were withdrawn. To avold a stalemate at the con-
ference table, a fixed agenda should be established. Communist
stalling or intransigence on agenda items should call for
resumption of bombing of North Vietnam. Millitary operations
elsewhere should be pressed vigorously during negotiations.26

Ho Chi Minh's letter of 15 February spelled failure for
the MARIGOLD-SUNFLOWER diplomatic offensive. After three
months of intensive diplomatlic activity the Vietnam conflict
was no closer to a resolution than it had been before. In
spite of the various formulae advanced and the one significant
bombing restriction put into effect by the United States, the

-North Vietnamese positlion on negotiation remained unchanged.

The communist leaders in Hanoi were evidently still convinced
they could win a military victory, in spite of the successes
scored by US, South Vietnamese, and Free World military forces
during 1966. Redoubled efforts on the battlefield were there-
fore in order, and as fighting resumed at the end of the Tet °
stand-down, the US milltary leaders hoped to win approval for
intensifled operations against the enemy war-making potential
centered- in the Hanoi-Haiphong area. -

T (T3- JCSM-107-67 to SecDef, 27 Feb 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/6-3;; és-ep 1) Jcs 2472/6-4, 3 Apr 67;
JMF 911/080 (30 Jan 67) sec 1.
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Chapter 41

ROLLING THUNDER GAINS MOMENTUM - FEBRUARY-JUNE 1967

The Bombing Resumes

. Milltary operations against North Vietnam resumed on

: 13 February 1967, when the Tet standdown came to an end.
During the months that followed, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
supported by CINCPAC, won approval for successive ROLLING
THUNDER programs that had the effect of gradually intensify-
-4 ing operations against targets in the vital northeast
quadrant of North Vietnam.

At the time operations resumed, however, prospects
for an -intensified campaign against the North did not appear
: bright. The restrictive RT 53 was still in effect, an
J operation which Admiral Sharp had characterized on 2 L
Pebruary as an effort which fell "considerably short of ot
what could have been an 1nitial step in bringing more _ : T
positive pressure to bear on Hanoi in 1967." He had empha-
i sized the need for a long-range program covering all of
what he considered to be key target systems.l This was an .
approach CINCPAC had long advocated and which he had

d  gradually developed and refined. The most recent step in
this evolution had been submitted to the Joint Chiefs of
7 Staff on 18 January. This was a proposal for applying

steady pressure, avolding peaks and depressions, against
six key target systems in Route Package (RP) VI as a means
to destroy the "war making potential" of the enemy. The

' six target systems were: 1) electric power; 2) war sup-
= ﬂorting industry; 3) transportatjon support facilities;

' ) military complexes; 5) petroleum; and 6) Haiphong and
other ports. Complete destruction of these systems was
not necessary, according to CINCPAC, but "general dis-
ruption”" would make them ineffective. Some targets would
require periodic restrike.2 . I

—_I. (S-GP _3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 022246Z Feb 67,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Feb 67. :

2. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 182210Z Jan 67, .
JCS IN 53524. o | -
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CINCPAC's disappointment at the continued bombing -
limitations had been sharpened by the weather. The .
northeast monsoon, a decisive factor in.the effectiveness
of the bombing program, had not yet ebbed. The rainy
winter months with their heavy cloud: cover caused many
delays and cancellations of_strikes. ' Nevertheless, the
bombing programs continued. :

Wilthin a few days of the resumption of operations
against the North, however, the prospect for a more effec-
tive bombing program brightened. On 17 February General
Wheeler emphasized to the President the importance of
striking against the electric power net, even to the point
of destroying the entire system, to bring graduated pressure
against Hanol. The Chalrman came away from this meeting.
with the feeling that there was a "new sense of urgency
in the atmosphere" that could lead to new strike authoriza-
tions. These, he belleved, would initially be limited to
a slight broadening of the target base but would soon result
in approval of actions that would bring increased pressure
to bear on the enemy.3

- RT 54

The approval of RT 54 on 23 February, just ten days
after the resumption of the bombing, confirmed General
Wheeler's optimism and marked the beginning of what developed
into an intensiflied campaign against the northeast quadrant.
The President authorized five new targets plus the RT 53
targets that had not been previously struck because of
poor weather (six of the nine authorized under RT 53 had
not been struck). At the same time the number of sorties
per month was raised from 13,200 to 14,500. The new
"targets included four thermal power piants, Hon Gail, Thai
Nguyen, Viet Tri, and Bac Glang; and the Thai Nguyen steel
plant; all within or near the Hanoi/Haiphong complex. Thus,
targets from two of the six target systems CINCPAC had
recommended for attack - electric power and war supporting.
industry - were authorized, and the numbeﬂ'of sorties in-
creased. These were encouraging changes.

3. (S) Msg JCS 1337-67 to CINCPAC, 18 Fedb 67, JMF
9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 54, sec 15.

. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6955 to CINCPAC, 2303082 Feb 67.
(Ts) Memo, J-3 to CJCS, ROLLING THUNDER with draft execute
message, 21 Fedb 67, same file. , i )
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In thelr recommendations on RT 54 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had also recommended as targets three additional
thermal power plants located in Hanoi and Haiphong, a
Hanol transformer station, and the Haiphong cement plant,
but these were not approved until later. '

Attacks agalnst the two target systems, both important
in NVN industrial production, would not have a great effect
on the total war effort, however, since the bulk of supplies
and equipment was lmported and could be effectively con-
trolled only by hitting the ports and transportation systems.
Nevertheless, the program brought an increase in pressure
upon North Vietnam.

When the President approved RT 54 he also approved
the extension of SEA DRAGON operations to 20° N latitude
and authorized the selective mining of inland waterways in
the same area, along with naval gunfire against military
shore targets. This added over 75 miles of coastline area
for operations calculated to interdict waterborne logistics
craft in coordination with ROLLING THUNDER operations. The
President also authorized artillery fire north of the DMZ.

CINCPAC and the commanders in the field were greatly
pleased with the authority contained in RT 54. This
authorization was c¢loser to CINCPAC's own concept of strik-
ing against interrelated target systems. He thanked the
Chairman for hls efforts in expanding the program and )
promised thgt the effect would be "anything but salubrious

- for Hanoi."

Unfortunately, the weather again had an adverse affect
on the bombing program. The month of February produced.
fewer sorties than any of the previous nine months. The
low total was due, of course, not only to the weather, but
to the shortness of the month_and the Tet standdown. .The .
bad weather continued for most of the month of March.b

S Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 250312Z PFeb 67, 0OCJCS

091 File Vietnam, Feb 67.

6. (S-GP 1) CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER Digest, Jan-Mar

67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 67) sec IA.
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Political considerations continued to inhibit the
ROLLING THUNDER program. Although the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, had emphasized to CINCPAC that there was
no sense of urgency or political requirement that the new
targets be attacked by any deadline, two of them, the Bac
Giang and Hon Gal thermal power plants, were struck almost
immediately and for two straight days. These attacks
occasioned concern at the highest levels of the government
that closely-spaced repetitive attacks against high-value
targets might be construed as an escalation of the war.

The Chairman urged CINCPAC to see that the strikes were
made only during breaks in the weather or, that failing,
only after an interval of three to five days. He feared
that, if the State Department had to face domestic and
foreign charges of escalation, there mi%ht be delay in
securing authority for attacks against "other high-value
targets such as the two thermal power plants and the cement
plant in Haiphong and the Hanoi thermal power plant and
transformer station.”" The granting of that authority, said
the Chalrman, appeared imminent.

The Chairman counseled CINCPAC and COMUSMACV again
‘on 6 March to take the necessary steps to avoid jeopardizing
the possibility of gaining expanded authority. He felt that
the situation was ripe ang could only be upset by an
obstacle "created by us.

Although hampered by the weather, ROLLING THUNDER
forces within three weeks after the authorization had .
struck every RT 54 . target at least once. This perform-
ance, coupled with increased military resupply activity in
‘the Haiphong area, encouraged the Chairman to continue to
press for new authority. He was successful. On 22 March,

with Presidential approval, the Joint K Chiefs of Staff added
""to the RT 54 target list the two Haiphong thermal power

plants, but with the admonition to minimize civilian -
casualties and to prevent damage to foreign shipping.
Because of the weather and political considerations,

(TS) Msg, JCS 1422-67 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV,
22 Feb “67; S) Ms , JCS 1497-67 to CINCPAC, 25 Feb 67T;
JMF 9155 (1 Feb ROLLING THUNDER 54, sec 15.
8. ) Msg, JCS 1691-67 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV,
6 Mar 67, same file.
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however, the two targets were not struck until 20 April.
Strikes against ROLLING THUNDER targets cgntinued through
March and the first three weeks of April.

RT 55 and the MIG Threat

On 22 April the President approved RT 55, a program
designed to initiate an integrated campaign against the
land, rail, and water lines of communication in the north-
east. Such a program had been much desired and long sought
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and CINCPAC. The objective of
the program was ultimately to 1solate the Hanoi/Haiphong
logistics base. The President authorized attacks on ten
fixed targets in the Hanoi/Haiphong complex, representing
all of the six target systems devised by CINCPAC. (By this
time air defense as a primary target system had replaced
ports, a system which was consolidated with the transporta-
tion targets.) Among the targets authorized were the Hanoi
transformer station, the Haiphong cement plant, the Hanoi
rallroad/highway bridge (canal), one of the Hanoi railroad
repair shops, the Haiphong ammunition depot, the Dan Phuong
highway causeway, and the Xuan Mai highway bridge SW, plus
a restrike of the Haiphong POL. The other two targets
were Hoa Lac and Kep airfields. Attacks against the air-
fields were to be limited to "small and random harassment
strikes deslgned to attrite aircraft and disrupt support
facilities." Only one JCS target, the Hanoi thermal
power plant, was deleted from those requested by the
Joint Chlefs of Staff. The other general guidelines re-
mained unchanged, although the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
requested a_reduction of the restrictions for armed recon-
naissance .10 :

Co
rs

. (TS-GP NMCC OPSUMs 46-67 through 65-67, 25 Feb

through 20 Mar 67. (TS) Telecon, NMCC to CINCPAC, 171840Z

Mar 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 54, sec 15.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9614 to CINCPAC, 222314Z Mar 67. (TS)
Msg, JCS 2601-67 to CINCPAC, 10 Apr 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb
65) ROLLING THUNDER 54, sec 15. (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs
66-67 through 95-67, 21 Mar through 24 Apr 67.

10. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3451 to CINCPAC, 222239Z Apr 67.
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The airfields were added to the target list in order
to weaken the enemy's alr defense, which had been stiffened
as a result of Intensified attacks in the northeast quadrant
in recent weeks. SAMs, antilaircraft, and MIGs were the
principal weapons employed by the North Vietnamese in this
effort. By far the greatest concentration of air defense
~weapons was in RP VI. The threat of MIG encounters hHad
been prevalent and growing for some time. The Joint Staff
had warned in January that unless additional steps were
taken, the threat would probably grow, and suggested that
strikes should be made on NVN airfields. At about the same
time, CINCPAC had outlined six actions to counter the threat,
including attacks on MIG bases. From January through March,
however, the MIG harassment was ineffective. Not a single
US plane was lost in 24 engagements. (There were eight US
losses from SAMs during the perio?i and 43 from antiaircraft
artillery and automatic weapons.)

On 23 March CINCPAC had appealed for authority to con-
duct spolling attacks on Hoa Lac and Kep airflelds before
MIGs from these airfields could seriously interfere with
ROLLING THUNDER. Hoa Lac airfield was just nearing comple-
tion and Kep had been recently improved. Attacks against
them, sald CINCPAC, would counter the "growing MIG threat."
These two targets were included In the proposal for RT 55
that was then being readied for. ‘presentation. But no
authority came during the month of March and for most of
April.l2 . . '

In April, however, the MIG threat increased, with a
large jump in the number of aerial engagements. On 13
April CINCPAC, in a cable to the Chairman, JCS, requested -
approval for strikes against all NVN airfields. He be-
lieved that an effective program of sfrikes against these
"airfields could drive the MIGs from North Vietnamese bases
and force thelr relocation in China. Such a relocation of
MIG aircraft might even be beneficial to the United States,
since 1t could provide an interception point along the
buffer zone that not only would lmpede and disrupt inbound

1T. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 040334Z Jan 67,'
JCS IN 27052. (S-GP-ls CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER DIGEST, Jan-Mar
67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb &7) sec 1A, - -

12. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 2300372 Mar 67,
JCS IN 83893. éTS) Telecon, NMCC to CINCPAC, 231816Z Mar

67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 54, sec 15.
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MIG attacks against US strike aircraft, but also would
permit US ailrcraft to engage the MIGs on their return leg
to sanctuary in China. CINCPAC recognized that the prob-
lem of hot pursuit would be heightened, but that authority
for hot pursuit into China would not be given.l3

Upon receiving the RT 55 authority, US forces promptly
launched a strike agalnst each airfield, losing 3 of the
16 attacking aircraft. The Secretary of Defense became
concerned that the fleld commanders were attempting to
achleve more than the stipulated harassment and attrition
of NVN Alr Force. The Chairman reassured the Secretary
that proper guidance had been given to the field commanders,
but he, too, had reason for concern. He feared that such
vigorous action might jJeopardize efforts to gain authority
to attack all NVN airfields. The Chairman suggested to
CINCPAC that he exert a restraining influence on his sub-
ordinates. But CINCPAC had anticipated reaction from
Washington and had alreﬂdy warned his field commanders to
restrain their pilots.l -

Despite the attacks on the two airfields, the number

Vof.sightings and encounters continued to grow. The United

States lost seven planes to North Vietnamese MIGs during
April, leading Admiral Sharp to appeal again but without
success for authority to attack the remaining Jet-capable
airflelds at Kien An and Cat Bi. Fallure to obtain the
desired authority, however, did not prevent effective action
against other North Vietnamese airfields. On 1 May, US
pllots restruck Kep and Hoa Lac airfields and destroyed 16
MIGs. Thereafter, for several months, enemy air activity:
was minimal.l5 ,

S » A .
%3. (S) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 130432Z Apr 67, same file, - -
sec 16.

14, (s) Msg, JCS 3011-67 to CINCPAC, 24 Apr 67;

(S-GP_4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 250402Z Apr 67; same file.

15. (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 95-67 through 100-67, -
24 through 29 Apr 67. (S-GP 1) GINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER. DIGEST,
Apr-Jun 67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 67) sec 1D. (T3-GP 1)
Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 300055Z Apr 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65)
ROLLING THUNDER 55, Sec 16. (TS) Msg, JCS 3223-67 to :
CINCPAC, 2 May 67, same file, sec 17.
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Attacks on other targets on the RT 55 list continued
meanwhile and, with the arrival of better weather condi-
tions in April, strikes grew more numerous in the north-
east quadrant. In an eight-day period ROLLING THUNDER
strike forces flew 183 sorties with good success against
nine of the ten authorized targets, plus numerous armed
reconnalssance strikes throughout RP VI. The only RT 55
target not strucg during the eight days was the Xuan Mai
highway bridge.l

RT 56

Planning for a new authorization was initiated almost
lmmediately after the approval of RT 55. The Chairman,
Joint Chilefs of Staff, had instructed the Joint Staff to
include as fixed targets Phuc Yen and one other MIG-capable
airfield--perhaps Kien An--but exg}uding Gia Lam, the
international airport near Hanol.

Authority to execute RT 56 was dispatched to CINCPAC
on 2 May and included authorization for strikes against
ten targets in the northeast quadrant, four of which were
restrikes against the two Haiphong thermal power plants
(until they were destroyed), the Van Dien vehicle depot,
and the Yen Vien rallroad classification yard. The latter
two targets, near Hanoi, had been struck in 1966, but in
December of that year attacks against the two targets had
been suspended because of political reasons. The Haiphong
thermal power plants had been authorized briefly the
previous November,” but had not been destroyed. Since three
of the new targets, Vinh Yen, Kep, and Ha Dong, were mili-
tary barracks in areas of concentrated population, the
execute message carried a caution to avoid civilian casual-
"ties by striking during good weather?for positive identi-
fication. The Van Dien Supply/SAM Depot and the Nguyen Khe
Storage faciIity were also approved. The last target was
the Kien An Airfield, which was to be struck, along with
those alrflelds authorized for attack under RT 55, for the
purpose of maximum destruction of MIG aircraft at a minimum

16. (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 96-67 through 103-67, 25
Apr through 3 May 67. .

17. %TS) Memo, CJCS to Joint Staff, with pencilled
notation, 25 Apr 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER
56, sec 17. 4 '
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cost in US aircraft and pilots. Strikes were authorized

‘against all previously approved ROLLING THUNDER targets.

Seven additional important targets recommended by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were not approved: the Hanoi thermal power
plant, the Hanol supply depot N, the Hanoi railroad/highway
bridge on the Red River, the Haiphong railroad yards W,
Halphong port areas C and D, the Hon Gai Port, and Phuec

Yen Airfield. AIl of the general guidelines forlghe new

- program were carried over from the previous one.-

The Hanol Thermal Power Plant

The most important deletion from the Joint Staff pro-
posal for RT 56 was that of the Hanoi thermal power plant.
Destruction of this plant, in Admiral Sharp's opinion, would
eliminate avallable power in the northeast area except for
portable generators; in effect it would turn out the lights
of Hanol and Haiphong. A major problem in attacking the
target, however, was the danger of.civilian casualties.

US officials feared that such casualties might increase
public opposition to the bombing of North Vietnam. In

late April the Chairman,.Joint Chiefs of Staff had suggested
that WALLEYE, a sophisticated new weapon, be used against
the power plant. Fired from a fighter plane, WALLEYE

could lock on a target electronically and home in with
precision, thereby reducing the risk of civilian casualties.:
But CINCPAC was not convinced that the missile was complete-
ly reliable and did not concur in-its use at that time.

In the meantime the Secretary of Defense advised the Joint
Chiefs of Staff that if the two Haiphong thermal power
plants were destroyed first, it would be: easier to secure
approval for attack of the Hanoi plant. He recognized, .

‘however; that bad weather might prevent striking the

Haiphong plants before the President could consider the
prime target.l9 ' 4

&

~ 18, (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4255 to CINCPAC, 0222487 May
67. (TS-GP 3) Draft Execute Msg, JCS to CINCPAC, Tab 2A, JMF
9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56, sec 17. : -
19. (s) Msg, JCS 3168-67 to CINCPAC, 29 Apr 67; (s-

'GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS 022202% May 67; (TS) Msg, JCS

3223-67 to CINCPAC, 2 May 67; same file.
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Restrikes against the Halphong thermal power plants
were carried out on 10 May, thus setting the stage for
approval of attack against the Hanol power plant. Within
a week CINCPAC received the requisite authority. Despite
CINCPAC's reservations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified
that the strike would be made by only two aircraft equipped
with the WALLEYE weapon. They urged caution to minimize
civilian casualties by insuring positive identification of
the target. They also urged that a strike be completed
before 20 May, in view of the forthcoming visit to Moscow
of Bgétish Foreign Minister Brown, and of Buddha's birth-
day. : , _

On 19 May two US alrcraft carried out the carefully
planned strike against the plant; one bomb fell short and
the other struck one end of the complex. A restrike the
following day was more successful, and on a still later
restrike the pilot actually observed and photographed the
WALLEEE weapon entering through a window of the generator
hall .

The Bombing 1s Restricted

ROLLING THUNDER strike forces increased their efforts
through the spring. Targets destroyed or damaged during
March numbered 1,781; in April, the figure was 2,722; and
during May, it was 4,325. Other statistics also illustrate
this increase in activity. Of all sorties flown during
March only eight percent had been agalnst targets in RPs
VI A and VI B, the  areas where the pressure would be felt
greatest by NVN leaders. That percentage climbed to 15
percent for the month of April. By the end of May 1t would
be 16 percent. These increases resulted from the new

Y

. (TS-G CC OPSUM 110-67, 11 May 67. (TS-GP 3)

Msg, JCS 5404 to CINCPAC, 162108Z May 67. The United States
observed a 24-hour standdown of military operations on-
Buddha's birthday, 23 May, but authorized naval gunfire
and air operations against observed substantlal military
resupply activity in North Vietnam south of 200, (TS)
Fact Sheet, "Operation Hickory (U)," 16 May 67, OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam, May 67. _

21. (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 118-67 and 119-67, 20 and
22 Nov 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CTG T77.7 to CINCPACFLT, 100846Z
Jun 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56, sec 17.

-l
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target opportunities in the northeast quadrant opened up
by RT 55 and 56. These programs had authorized 20 targets
In RP VI, all of which were struck in a five week period.
During that period the damage level in RP VI was greater
than all previous ROLLING THUNDER strikes combined. Only
22 targets had been struck in that area during all of 1966.
From 19 through 21 May, bombing close to and 'within the

10 nm "prohibited" area was particularly intense. These
statistics indlcate just how far the bombing program had
developed, and they gave good reason to believe that the
North Vietnamese were feeling the pressure.22

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTACK SORTIES
BY ROUTE PACKAGE

Month Sortiles - Route Packages
I IT° III Iv V VIA VIB

6,6 4 1 2 4
Febrassy S.588 o & 1 o &£ % %
March 8,493 60% 9% 11% gg b - 3 5%
ﬁgril '1?’2%2 gg%v }%ﬁ igg 11% %é 132 gé
Jugé 11:526 32§ 13% 17% 11% 4z 143 5% 23

Then, quite suddenly, on 22 May the Secretary of
Defense withdrew all authorizations for strikes against
fixed targets within the 10 nm circle of Hanoi. The con-
trast between the intense bombing of the previous few days
in the Hanol area and the period that followed the announce-
ment was striking. US pilots flew 254 sorties against RT
56 targets during the first 22 days of May. By 22 May,
with the exception of the Giap Nhat vehicle repair facility,
which had been authorized on 16 May, every authorized
target had been struck at least once; many had been severe-
ly damaged or destroyed. After the 22nd of the month, only

32 sorties were flown, and until RT 57 was approved in

. @2. (S-GP 1) CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER DIGEST, Jan-Mar 67 -
and Apr-Jun 67; JMF ‘912/323 (10 Feb b7) secs 1A and 1D. (TS)
Briefing for SecDef and CJCS, "Alr Campaign in North
Vietnam," 8 Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Jul 67.

- 23, (s-GP lz'CINCPAC,’ROLLING THUNDER DIGEST, Apr-Jun
67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 67} sec 1D.
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mid-July the intensity of the bombing subsided around Hanoi,

with the strikinﬁ forces concentrating mainly on the north-
east rail line.2 : '

¢ .

MAY SUMMARY OF STRIKES AGAINST
ROLLING THUNDER 56 TARGETS

Target Sorties (date of  Total

strike in for May
parenthesis) -
. Yen Vien RR Classification Yard 9 (5th 12 (13th 21
Ha Dong Barracks 12 (5th) 10 (12th L2
8 (13th) 12 (22nd
Haiphong TPP E 10 (10th 10
Haiphong TPP W 10 (10th) 12 (20th) 32
- ’ 10 (26th
Kien An Airfield 10 (10th) 1 (13th) 24
12 (24th '
Nguyen Khe Storage Area 12 (12th) 12 (13th) 36
12 (22nd
Vinh Yen Barracks 12 (13th) 16 (24th) 44
: . ‘ 16 (25th
Van Dien Vehicle Depot 2 (19th) 11 (22nd) 13
Van Dien Supply/SAM Depot = .20 {(19th 20
Kep Army Barracks 12 (19th) 16 3lst; 28
Hanoi TPP (authorized 16 May) 2 (19th) 4 (20th 6
Kinh No vehicle Repair 10 (20th 10
(authorized 16 May) :
Total ' ' . 286 25

) Admiral Sharp deplored the curtailment. In a cable

- to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, he stated his
conviction that the increased activity was beginning to
hurt the enemy. "If we want to get this war over with we
ought to keep the pressure on Hanoi and move in on Halphong
as JCS have recommended,”" he said. 1In his reply General .

' 24, (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 22 May 67, JMF 9155/55
(18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56, sec17. (TS-GP 1) NMCC
OPSUMs 103-67 through 127-67, 3 May through 1 Jun 67. .
25. (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 103-67 through 127-67, 3 May
through 1 Jun 67. :
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Wheeler agreed with CINCPAC on the effectiveness of the
bombing and indicated that foreign observers in Hanoi,
who sent thelr reports to European superiors, confirmed
this opinion.26

General Wheeler remained optimistic that authority
could be obtained to strike worthwhile targets within the
10 nm Hanol prohibited zone. On 25 May, he urged CINCPAC
to submit such a 1ist. Admiral Sharp's recommendations
were received on 29 May but were not acted upon.27

CINCPAC nevertheless continued to press for authority
to strike new targets and to restrike the more significant
ones already hit. Some of the requests were for strikes
against targets the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered to be
not of great value. For example, on 17 June the Chairman
turned down a request to strike five fertilizer plants
because he believed they were not the type of non-military
targets that warranted attack. Moreover, they had pre-
sumably been rendered inoperable for lack of power as the
result of strikes agalnst the power system. The Chairman
also rejected certain power facilities as targets because
elther they did not tie into the Hanoi grid system or they
were not of significant importance. Other targets recom-
mended by CINCPAC were considered significant by General
Wheeler, but these were already planned for inclusion in
RT 57, then under preparation by the Joint Staff.28

26. (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 22 May 67. (TS-GP 4)
Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 240120Z May 67. (TS) Msg, JCS 3903-
67 to CINCPAC, 25 May 67; JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING
THUNDER 56, sec 17. : '
| 27, (TS) Msg, JCS 3903-67 tq CINCPAC, 25 May 67, same
file. ags-GP 3) Msgs, CINCPAC to JCS, 290506Z May 67,
JCS IN 40905 and 030424Z Jun 67; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam,

- Jun 67. :

28. (TS-GP 3) Telecon, JCS 4561 to CINCPAC, 1715502
Jun 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56 sec 17.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 8177 to CINCPAC, 162237Z Jun 67. (TS- .
GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 280439Z Jun 67, JCS IN 17531.
gTS-GP 3) Memo, J-3 to CJCS, "ROLLING THUNDER (U)," n.d.
C. 3 Jul 67), JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56
sec 17. (TS-GP 3) Telecon, NMCC to CINCPAC, 101810Z Jul
67, same file. o - S - ,
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Strikes in the Hanol-Haiphong area were even further
restricted as the result of the accidental bombing of a
Soviet ship in Halphong harbor, on 29 June, by Navy planes
attacking an automatic wezpons site in the port area.
President Johnson was particularly alarmed over the inci-
dent because it came at a time when US-Soviet relations
were strained Over the crisis in the Middle East resulting
from the Arab-Israeli war.

The President did not desire any change in the pattern
of alr operations against North Vietnam, but did want
action taken to preclude any additional incidents at that
sensitive time. The next day, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
created a circle of 4 nm radius around Haiphong, in which
no air strikes would be permitted without new authorization.
For insurance CINCPAC added a further restriction by re-
quiring his approval on all strikes in the doughnut area
between. 4 nm and 10 nm from Haiphong.29

The restrictions on operations against North Vietnam
came at a time when US military leaders believed they were
beginning to obtain substantial results. Admiral Sharp
reported to General Wheeler on 29 May that the stepped-up
bombing operations of April and May had destroyed most of
the major power resources, had brought several key war
supporting industries to a virtual standstill, and had
increased harassment and disruption of external assistance
entering NVN through Haiphong and on the northeast rail
line. The air campaign, said CINCPAC, was the one way of
carrying the war home to the enemy. It would be unfortunate
to "back off" just when repeated attempts to secure authority
for a systematic air campaign were showing results, the
pressure was increasing because of this campaign, and the
weather was "optimum" over North Vietnam. 30

<

— 29, (TSlGP 3) Msgs, JCS 4027 to CINCPAC, 2913232 Apr 67,
JCS 8177, 1622372 Jun 67, JCS 9143, 291737Z Jun 6 &
JCS 4880 to CINCPAC, 291929Z Jun.67, JMF 9155 (18 Fe

ROLLING THUNDER 56 sec 17. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9315 to CINCPAC,‘

302108Z Jun 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT
and CINCPACAF, 010430z Jul 67, JCS IN 24937.

30. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS 290506Z May 67,
JCS IN 40905. (FOUOL COMUSMACV, Report on the War in
Vietnam, Jun 68, p. 49,
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A few weeks later, CINCPAC's opinion was unchanged.
He belleved that the United States had achieved a position,
"albeit late in the game, from which a precisely executed
and 1ncisive air campaign of depth and sustaining per-
sistence against all the target systems" would bring
significant results. He believed that the enemy was
"hurting". The successful operations of the previous
period should be continued with the widest latitude in
planning and execution during the remaining good weather.3l

The ROLLING THUNDER program was in even greater danger
than Admiral Sharp realized. The restrictions to which he
was obJecting were related to current high-level talks in
Washington over a far more drastic bombing curtailment--a
limitation of the bombing to the area south of 20° N
latitude. Some high government officials felt that the
recent strikes around Hanol had raised the temperature
of the war and might elicit additional Soviet assistance
to North Vietnam; also, that the US losses sustained were
not commensurate with the results attained. Some desired
to "let the dust settle" while watching Soviet/CHICOM
reactions, or expressed doubts that air strikes in the
northeast quadrant actually obstructed and reduced the
flow of men and materials to the south. Others questioned
the effectiveness of the bombing program and advocated that
1t be cut back. Various alternative programs were suggested
along these general lines, but this momentous guestion '
awaited the decision of the President himself.32

31, (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 210430Z Jun 67, JCS IN
93233. iTS) Briefing for SecDef and CJCS, "Air Campaign in
North 'Vietnam," 8 Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.

32. éTS) Msg, JCS 3903-67 to CINCPAC, 25 May 67, JMF.9155
(18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56 sec 17. ’
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Chapter 42

LAUNCHING THE GENERAL OFFENSIVE: OPERATIONS IN SOUTH
VIETNAM, JANUARY-MAY 1967

General Westmoreland's Concept of Operations for 1967

Late in 1966 General Westmoreland predicted that the year
1967 would usher in a new phase of combat operations in South
Vietnam--allied forces would go over to the offensive. In
1966, US/FWMAF and the RVNAF had successfully engaged in a
holding action which had prevented a communist conquest of :
South Vietnam and, indeed, had made it ilmpossible, " This success,
combined with the buildup of US/FWMAF, had set the stage for
a general offensive.

The "Combined Campaign Plan 1967," promulgated by COM-

- USMACV and the Chief of the JGS on 7 November 1966, provided

the basic guidance to US/FWMAF and the RVNAF. The plan was
not, however, a blueprint for final victory. It envisioned
neither total defeat of all enemy forces nor control by the
GVN over all the territory of South Vietnam. The objective
of the plan was to "extend" the area controlled by the South
Vietnamese Government and to win victories over VC/NVA units.

The military operations called for by the plan were all
predicated on the basic assumption that "the people are the
greatest asset to the enemy and control of the people 1is the
enemy's goal." Military operations were designed, there-
fore, to deny the enemy access to the people and to food-
producing areas. The plan designated National Priority
Areas and Areas for Priority of Mjilitary Operations, within -
whose boundaries were included mott of the population, food-

‘producing areas, and lines of communication. The National

Priority Areas were expansions of those in the 1966 Plan.
Four in number and centered on the cities of Da Nang, Qui
Nhon, Saigon, and the provinces of An Glang and Vinh Long
in the Delta, they were concentrations of population singled
out for intensive revolutionary development efforts. The
Areas for Priority of Military Operations, which included

1. (TS-GP L) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 13 Oct 66, :

JCS IN 63249. Unless otherwise cited, this chapter 1s based

on (TS-GP 1) COMUSMACV. Command History, 1967, Vol. I, pp.
349-558, .



most of the remaining populated areas, were those areas E (
where RVNAF and US/FWMAF would "focus" their operations to L
"destroy or drive the enemy into sparsely populated.and Pl

food-scarce areas." These operations would also "insure -
the protection of the population, /and/ control of resources §
and . . . major lines of communications, all of which will E'I

facilitate follow-on revolutionary development." '§‘1

The Combined Campaign Plan called for a general separa- Fo
tion of areas of responsibility between the US/FWMAF and i{_
the RVNAF. The former were assigned the mission of attack- 5
ing the enemy main forces, base areas, and supply systems {
and of separating the enemy main forces from the civilian Co
population. The latter was assigned the task of supporting j
the revolutionary development program, defending government
centers, and protecting national resources, particularly
rice and salt. However, these assignments were primary and {
not exclusive ones. US and FWMA forces would be available
to reinforce the RVNAF; the RVNAF General Reserve and Corps b
Reserve units would participate 1n operations against the §-l o
enemy main force.2 Al

The Antagonists ' !

In planning operations for-1967, the MACV staff esti-
mated that, while the enemy was no longer able to win a
military victory, he still possessed a formidable force.
MACV J-2 estimated-that the total enemy strength in South
Vietnam at the beginning of January was about 280,575.

His reinforcement- rate was 8,400 men per month by infil-
tration from North Vietnam and 3,500 by recruitment -in o
South Vietnam. The enemy was able to sustain in South -j
Vietnam a combat force of about 152 maneuver battalions. g

" An additional two divisions and one reglment were deployed
just over the.northern border. These forces, according

to MACV J-2, gave the enemy the following attack capabili-
ties: 1in the DMZ area of I CTZ, with two divisions and
one separate regiment; elsewhere in I CTZ, with a force
roughly the equivalent of a division; in the border areas
of IT CTZ, with two divisions, and in the coastal areas,
with forces roughly the equivalent of another division;

(S) Combined Campaign Plan, 1967 (AB 142), 7 Nov
66, cited in (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command Historx
9 7, Vol I, pp. 317-322. . )
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In the III CTZ, with three divisions and one separate regi-
ment; and in IV CTZ, in regimental strength.

To achieve his objective of gaining control over the
population of South Vietnam, the enemy, according to the
MACV.J-2, would seek to wear down the will to resist of
the free world forces and their governments by means of an
"offensive-defensive" strategy credited to North Vietnamese
Defense Minister Vo Nguyen Giap. This strategy called first
for developing strong, multi-division forces, in dispersed
regions and with access to supplies and to secure areas.
Then RVNAF and US/FWMAF would be enticed into places where
dug-in communist forces could inflict heavy casualties upon
them; at the same time the enemy would conduct guerrilla
and harassment operations throughout the country in order
to tie down friendly forces.3

To oppose these enemy forces, Generals Westmoreland and
Cao Van Vien, the Chief of the JGS, had at their disposal
forces totalling 1,171,800--735,900 South Vietnamese forces
of all types, 383,300 US forces, and 52,600 forces of other
nations. The cutting edge of these forces consisted of 258
maneuver battalions, of which 153 were South Vietnamese,
82 were US, and 23 were from other countries. The relative
strength of the opposing forces thus favored the free world
side by about 4 to 1 in numbers and 3 to 1 in equivalent
maneuver battalions. The latter ratio had been calculated
according to the CINCPAC formula which rated one US/FWMAF
battalion as equivalent to three SVN or NVA/VC battalions .

This comparison of the relative combat strength of
the antagonists on the basis of maneuver battalions did
not, of course, take into account the very marked superi-
ority of the friendly forces in air power. As of 1 January
1967, their several air forces deployed some 1,150 tactical
strike alrcraft on bases in South Vietnam and. Thailand and
on aircraft carriers in the Tonkin Gulf. Although there
were many demands for missions by these aircraft--such as

3. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 2 Jan 67, JCS
IN 24930. |

L. (S-NOFORN-GP 1) DIA/JCS Southeast Asia Military
Fact Book, Jul 68, p. A-62; (S-GP 4) CINCPAC, Evaluation

of Progress in Southeast Asia, Jan 67, pp. 1-2, JCS,
RAIR Br. -
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ROLLING THUNDER, BARREL ROLL and STEEL TIGER--free world.
air forces early in 1967 were flying about 10,000 attack
sorties per month in South Vietnam in support of greund
troops.5

ARC LIGHT

In additlon to the tactical aircraft, there were about
50 USAF B-52 strateglc bombers stationed on Guam that were
available to support General Westmoreland's operations under
the ARC LIGHT program. At the beginning_of 1967 the B-52
sortie rate in effect was 725 per month.6

During the early months of 1967, several steps were
taken to improve the efficiency of ARC LIGHT operations.
On 1 February, the sortie rate was raised to 800 per month.
On 22 February President Johnson approved a ‘JCS recommenda-
tion of 8 December 1966 to seek approval of the Thai Govern-
ment to base B-52s at U Tapao, where the B-52s would be
within 400 miles of their targets as compared to the 2,600
mile distance from Guam. When the Thai Government gave its
approval on 2 March, the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
on the same day, approved the start of the necessary con-
struction to base 15 B-52s at U Tapao using currently
available funds.”

Secretary McNamara, also on 2 March, expanded the

_ authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to approve ARC LIGHT
strikes to Include kLaos and the DMZ south of the demarca-
tion line. As in-the case of the original authorization,
which applied only to strikes in South Vietnam, the dele-
gated authority was subject to certain conditions: strikes
against targets in the DMZ required prior concurrence from
~the US Embassy 1in Saigon and the RVN; ‘strikes in Laos re-
quired priqr concurrence from the US Embassy in Vientiane
and the Laotian Government; Washington authorities had to
be informed of targets 24 hours in advance of strikes to

5. (S-NOFORN-GP 1) DIA/JCS, Southeast Asia Military
Fact Book, Jan 67, pp. A =24, A-39, A-47.

6. See above, Ch. 34,

7. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1967, '
Vol II, pp. 685-694. (S-GP 3) Msg, Bangkok 11165 to State,
2 Mar 68, JCS IN 41885, (S-NOFORN-GP 3) Msg, JCS 7903
to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 2 Mar 67, JMF 9158 (24 May 66) sec 5.
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permit deferral or cancellation ‘if necessary. On 3 March,

the Joint Chilefs of Staff delegated this newly acquired
authority to CINCPAC and CINCSAC.8

CEDAR FALLS and JUNCTION CITY

Operatlions designed to destroy enemy base areas began
In January and consisted primarily of two large-scale
operations in III CTZ for the purpose of destroying two base
complexes which the enemy had occupied for years and which
he used to rest, resupply, and train his troops.

CEDAR FALLS, the first of these operations, was aimed
at the "Iron Triangle," an area of some 60 square miles
lmmediately northwest of Saigon. Intelligence reports
Indlcated that elements of the 165th VC Regiment, the 9th
VC Division, and the 1lst NVA Division were in this area..
More imporsant, the Headquarters of VC Military Region 4,
which controlled political, labor, and propaganda activities,
as well as guerrilla operations in the Saigon/Cholon area,
was reported to be located there. Destruction of this Head-
quarters became the primary objective of CEDAR FALLS.

As a preliminary to military operations,'the entire

civilian population was evacuated from the area of opera-

tlons, which then became a specified strike zone in which
field commanders were authorized to direct air strikes and
artillery fires without clearance by'higher authority.

The military phase of the operation began on 4 January,
when B-52s began softening up the objective area preliminary
to the assault of ground units. After four days of inten-.
sive bombardment, a multi-division force of 23 battalions,
under operational control of the Commanding General, IT
FFORCEV, Jumped off in the attack. Elements of the 1lst and
25th Infantry Divisions and the 11lth Cavalry Regiment sealed
off the objective area, while one reinforced battalion of
the 1st Infantry Division launched an airmobile assault to
seal and secure the village of Ben Suc, long considered to
be a VC stronghold. -There followed 17 days of methodical
advance through the objective area. "

8. (S-GP 3) Msgs, SecDef 7668 to JCS, 2 Mar 67; JCS
7757 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 3 Mar 67.
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When CEDAR FALLS ended on 26 January, a total of 720
enemy had been reported killed, but of far greater signifi-
cance was the discovery of a vast enemy underground.city
carved beneath the jungle floor. Behind narrow, well-
camouflaged entrances, tunnels extended several hundred
yards to rooms that had been used by the enemy for hospitals,
mess halls, munitions factories, and living quarters.

About 3,700 tons of rice--enough to feed 13,000 troops for
a year--had also been destroyed.

"JUNCTION CITY, an even larger assault on an enemy base
area, began within a month of the conclusion of CEDAR FALLS.
On 22 February a combined US/ARVN multi-division force of
36 battalions attacked War Zone C, a 150-square mile jungle-
clad plateau 70 miles northwest of Saigon close to the border
of Cambodia. According to intelligence reports, War Zone C
sheltered not only enemy troops and base areas but also
the Central Office for South Vietnam (COSVN), the North
Vietnamese agency in command of operations in the south.

In the first of three planned phases of JUNCTION CITY,
the US 1lst and 25th Infantry Divisions, the US 173d Airborne
Brigade, and two South Vietnamese Marine Battalions sealed
‘'off War Zone C on all sides. Extensive airmobile opera-
tions and a battalion-size airborne operation were employed
in this phase. After the area had been sealed off, three
battalions attacked northwest in search and destroy opera-
tions through the center of the zone. In spite of the -~
magnitude of the friendly forces committed, only two major
actions occurred duyring the first phase of JUNCTION CITY:

a 12~hour fire fight between a US infantry battalion and an.
estimated enemy battalion on 28 February, and a coordinated
mortar and ground assault by an unknown number of enemy on
another US 1Infantry battalion on the night of 10 March.

In the second phase of JUNCTION CITY, which began on
18 March, search and destroy operations were executed in
the eastern portion of War Zone C. Enemy reaction in this
phase was more severe than in the first phase. The enemy.
launched three separate regimental-size attacks on US forma-
tions of battalion slze, but all were repulsed with heavy
losses. The second phase drew to a close on 1 April, and
was followed by a third phase in which a. brigade-size force
continued search and destroy missions,

JUNCTION CITY ended on 14 May. During the operation
friendly forces counted a total of 2,728 enemy bodies, at
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a cost of 282 killed and 1,576 wounded. In the course of the
operation they discovered and destroyed 164 enemy base camps,
one of which was capable of supporting a division. COSVN
was not discéovered.

Operations in TI CTZ

In the coastal regions of II CTZ, meanwhile, the US
l1st Cavalry Division and the ROK forces in the early months
of 1967 scored notable Successes In their mission of driving
enemy maln force units away from population centers. Opera-
ting in Blinh Dinh Province in the northern part of the II
CTZ, the lst Cavalry Division conducted Operations THAYER II
and PERSHING against elements of an NVA division. After a -
serles of defeats, the enemy withdrew the bulk of his main
force units into the mountains.

ROK forces at the same time had enjoyed comparable
success. In Operation OH JAC KYO, the two ROK divisions
linked up their separate TAORs and took over responsibility
for the entlre coastal region from Than Rang to. a point 40
km north of Qui Nhon. Measuring about 60 km from north to
south and 25 km from east to west, this area contained about
126,000 people. Following the linkup of their two divisions,
the ROKs pushed ahead with operations designed to destroy
enemy forces within the area of operations, to open Highway
1, and to deny the area to the enemy as a source of manpower
and supplies.

The US 4th Infantry Division, meanwhlle, was carrying
the fight to enemy main force units in the Central Plateau
area of II CTZ near the Cambodian border. On 1 January,
the division Jumped off .in Operation SAM HOUSTON, a search
and destroy and border surveillance operation aimed at
two NVA divisions with an estimatéd combined strength of
9,300. During January, the US division did not encounter
major enemy forces, but opposition stiffened during February
and March. The major engagement of the operation occurred
on 22 March, when one US battalion engaged an estimated
enemy. battalion near the Cambodian border. SAM HOUSTON
ended on 5 April. Friendly casualties totaled 172 killed
and 767 wounded; 733 enemy bodies were counted. In support
of friendly ground troops, USAF pilots had flown 2,184

‘tactical and 213 ARC LIGHT sorties.9

.9. (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUM 80-67, 6 Apr 67, p. 1.




The Enemy Counterblows

Under the pressure of General Westmoreland's general
offensive, the enemy reacted by taking actions apparently
designed to relieve the pressure on his units throughout
South Vietnam by compelling the redeployment of US and
FWMA forces. Whether by accident or design, the enemy
achieved precisely this result by massing forces along the
DMZ and launching attacks against positions of the III MAF.
Since the withdrawal of North Vietnamese forces back across
the DMZ in September 1966 following the heavy defeat inflicted
upon them by the Marines in Operation HASTINGS, the area
had become relatively quiet. Marine troop dispositions,
however, remained oriented northward, in preparation for a
renewal of the attack by the North Vietnamese forces massed
north of the border. No fewer than 6 of the III MAF's 19
maneuver battalions remained deployed just south of the DMZ,
The Marines also manned four artillery bases in the same
area ~- Camp Carroll, Cam Lo, Con Thien, and Gio Linh. As
a result, Marine strength elsewhere in I CTZ became spread
dangerously thin, for sizable enemy forces possessed the
capability to attack not only across the DMZ but by flanking-
actions from Laos to Khe Sanh, or through the A Shau and Ba
Long Valleys, and in the southern part of I CTZ. Enemy
guerrillas were also a constant threat to poorly defended.
South Vietnamese villages and. hamilets in the zone.

During January and February, the enemy stepped up
guerrilla activity.in the coastal plain, while the regular
North Vietnamese forces built up supply points in North
Vietnam, Laos, and the DMZ and generally improved their
readiness to support offensive operations in South Vietnam.

In late February, large-scale combat erupted once
.again along the DMZ. It was the Marines, however, who
fired the first rounds. On 22 February, Presldent Johnson,
at the same meeting at which he approved RT 54, authorized
employment of land artillery and naval gunfire against NVN
weapons firing on friendly forces from positions north of

" the demarcation line when necesgsary to 1nsure preeervation
of US lives and. equipment.l10

10, (TS) Msgs, JCS 1422-67 and JCS 6957 to CINCPAC, 22 and
23 Feb 67. | * ,
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Acting under the newly granted authorization, COMUSMACV,
on 25 February, authorized CG, III MAF, to fire on military
targets in the north of the DMZ. The purpose wag to augment
air strikes during periods of reduced visibility, to disrupt
enemy lines of communication in the DMZ, and to protect
long-range aerial reconnaissance by attacking suspected anti-
aircraft positions. Beginning on 25 February and continuing
for four days, Marine artillerists fired 2,171 rounds north
of the demarcation line.

The enemy reacted sharply. On nine occasions during
March, he attacked Marine artillery positions with rockets
} and mortars. The enemy also launched a two-battalion infan-
.J try assault against these positions, but the attack was
intercepted by the Marines and thrown back with heavy
losses. A total of 541 enemy bodies were counted in the 1
] area around Camp Carroll, Cam Lo, Con Thien and Gilo Linh.1

J Reinforcement of I CTZ

Intelligence reports, meanwhile, began to reveal a ’ 555
major enemy bulldup in southern North Vietnam and areas of , L
Laos bordering on the northwest corner of South Vietnam. - TR
Marine intelligence officers estimated enemy troop strength - L
in and around the DMZ at 20,560, an increase since June 1966
of 3,780. Of particular concern was a major buildup in the
A" Shau Valley leading across.the border from Laos toward-
Hue. General Westmoreland viewed these activities as pre- -
liminary to a major enemy offensive aimed at seizing the
northern provinces of South Vietnam.

By 7 April, General Westmoreland was convinced that
thls enemy offensive was imminent. Accordingly, he put into
effect Contingency Plan NORTH CARQLINA. This plan provided
for creation of a division-size provisional organization,
Task Force OREGON, to take over the Chu Lai area of I CTZ,
thereby relieving Marine units for deployment to the threatened
areas. ‘

11. (S-GP 2) FMF-PAC, Qperations of U.S, Marine -
Forces Vietnam, April 67, pp. 17-21, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam
Jun 67. This monograph contains a summary. of Marine opera- ..
tions during the period of July 1966-April 1967. :

1
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In planning the reinforcement of I CTZ by Task Force
OREGON, Westmoreland took pains to disturb operations else-
where as little as possible. He recognized, howevep, that
there would be some lessening of the tempo of combat opera-
tions in II, III and IV CTZs. The most severe impact of =
the deployment was felt in II CTZ, where I FFORCEV was
deprived of its reserve, a brigade of the 10lst Airborne
Division.l2

Within a week, COMUSMACV concluded that additional
reinforcement of I CTZ was necessary. On 12 April, he
informed CINCPAC that he doubted whether the redeployments
already set in motion would be "enough to decisively re-
verse the present trend," but that further redeployments
of forces under his command were not feasible. He recom-
mended, therefore, that the 9th Marine Amphibilous Brigade,
based on Okinawa and constituting part of the PACOM reserve,
reinforce III MAF as soon as possible, and that plans be
made to keep it in the RVN at least until September.13

On 13 April, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, after consulting
CINCPAC, recommended to Secretary McNamara that he approve
General Westmoreland's request. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
recommended specifically that the two BLTs of the 9th Marine
Amphitlous Brigade be positioned ,off the South Vietnamese
coast, to be committed when and -&s required by General
Westmoreland. The third BLT was to remain on Okinawa in a
"readiness status of 15 days for embarkation" at his request
Mr. McNamara approved the JCS request on 15 April. 14

The enemy attempted to launch his ‘longrawaited assault
in the area of the DMZ in late April. As later reconstructed
by the Marines, the immedlate enemy obJjectlive appeared to
be the Khe Sanh combat base located near the western end
. of the DMZ. The enemy plan apparently called first for
isolating the _battlefield by launching mortar attacks on
Marine artillery bases at Dong Ha, Gio Linh, Con Thien and
Camp Carroll and by using demolitions to cut Route 9. By

(s -GP L) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 7 Apr 6T,
JCS IN 53337
- (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 3474 to CINCPAC, 12 Apr
67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 67.
14, (S-GP 4; JCSM-208-67 to SecDef, 14 Apr 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/45);. (S-GP: 43 Msg, JCS 2843 to CINCPAC, 15 Apr
67; JMF 911/377 (14 Apr 67

¢
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cutting Route 9, the enemy would deny Khe Sanh overland assistance
A diversionary attack would then be launched at Lang Vel

Special Forces Camp four miles west of Khe Sanh, to be

followed by the main aqsault on Khe Sanh.

On 27 and 28 April, the enemy carried out the fire
support and dlversionary phases of the plan apparently on
schedule. The main assault, however, had been triggered
prematurely when a Marine patrol encountered enemy forces
northwest of Khe Sanh on 24 April. It had soon become
apparent that this was no skirmish between patrols but that
large hostile forces were nearby. The Marines quickly
airlifted three battalions into the area and assaulted the -
enemy on Hills 881, 881S, and 881N. After much hard fight-
ing, the Marines gained the heights of the three hills by
3 May. The hills were fortified by the Marines and became
key defensive positions when the enemy launched a much larger
and more determined assault at Khe Sanh the following year.lb5
Undeterred by the defeat at Khe Sanh, the enemy assaulted
Con Thien with two battalions on 8 May but was again repulsed
with heavy losses. Marine casualties in the Khe Sanh and
Con Thien actions totaled 199 KIA and 535 WIA The enemy
left 1,137 bodies on the fileld.

The enemy, meanwhile, had been building up his artillery
force in and north of the DMZ, and had intensified his fire
on friendly forces. On 5 May, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
authorized CINCPAC to conduct military operations in the DMZ
south of the demarcation line.l6 .

With this authority, General Westmoreland directed
the IITI MAF to invade the DMZ south of the demarcation line
for the purpose of destroying enemy troops, equipment, and
positions and to evacuate some 10,000 civilians living in
the buffer zone., The III MAF, together with units of the
ARVN, conducted these operations between 18 and 28 May,
under the nicknames HICKORY, BEAU CHARGER, BELT TIGHT and
LAMSON 54, Five Marine and five ARVN battalionq fook part.
The attacking troops defeated dug-in enemy forces in a
series- of engagements, resulting in the temporary:disruption
of the enemy command‘organizations in the DMZ area, the
destruction of many well-developed bunker complexes and:

15. See Ch. 48 below. .
- (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4549 to CINCPAC, 5 May 67.
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artillery positions, the capture or destruction of large
quantities of explosives and supplies, and the death of 787
enemy troops. Casualties suffered by friendly forces totaled
163 KIA and 1,012 WIA.1l7

General Westmoreland Reguests Additional Forces

By the end of May, enemy efforts to invade the northern
provinces of South Vietnam had been repulsed, at least for
the time being. But the enemy, although thwarted in the
north, had contributed to the disruption of offensive
operations of free world forces elsewhere in South Vietnam.
The redeployments made to reinforce positions on the DMZ
had deprived commanders of troops urgently needed to fulfill
their missions. Actually, even before this diversion of
forces had taken place, the general offensive had bogged
down. Forces available were simply not adequate to the task
at hand. Major operations such as CEDAR FALLS and JUNCTION
CITY had required the massing of from 25 to 30 battalions,
which could not be spared from other tasks such as providing
security for populated areas and LOCs. The result was that
combat operations against enemy main forces and bases could
not be sustained. The forces available were not even
sufficient to maintain the neutralization of the Iron Triangle
and War Zone C. Under the circumistances, the projected
penetration of additional major enemy base areas S§Ch as
War Zone D and the Do Xa was out of the question.l

To bring the capabilities of his forces 'into balance
with their missions, General Westmoreland on 18 March sub-
mitted a request to Admiral Sharp for a reinforcement during
FY 1968 of 2-1/3 divisions, two river assault squadrons,
four tactical fighter squadrons, and one C-130 squadron.

- The minimum manpower required by such<a reinforcement would

be 80,576. These additional troops, General Westmoreland
explained, constituted the "minimum essential force" necessary
to explolt the successes of the current offensive and retain
effective control of the areas being cleared of enemy main
forces.

17. (S-GP 2) FMF-PAC, Operations of U.,S., Marine Forces,
. Vietnam, May 1967, pp. 11-20, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 67.

18, (TS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 4 May 67, JCS
IN 79155. .
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In making this request, COMUSMACV pointed out that he
had originally estimated the US force requirements for CY
1967 at a total personnel strength of 555,741 and 124
maneuver battalions. Under Program Four, however, the
personnel figure had been reduced to 470,366 and the number
of maneuver battalions to 87. He had not entered a reclama
for his original program, General Westmoreland explained,
because of the "adverse plaster impact and the realities of
Service capabilities." A subsequent reassessment, however,
had "indicated clearly that the Program Four Force, although
enabling us to gain the initiative, will not permit sustained
operatlions of the scope and intensity required to avoid an
unreasonably protracted war." He was now, in effect, asking
for approximately the level of forces he had originally
requested for CY 1967. _

The "minimum essential force," said COMUSMACV, might
not satisfy all future requirements. _"Looking ahead, it
is entirely possible that /a need for/ additional forces,
over and above the immediate requirements for 2 1/3 divi-
sions will materialize." Current planning suggested an
"optimum" reinforcement of 4-2/3 divisions, 10 tactical
fighter squadrons and the full mobile riverine force.
Personnel requirements for the optimum reinforcement would
be 199,017. Added to the 470,366 personnel authorized
under Program Four, the total US force would be 678,248 .19

N Y

19. (TS-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 180403Z Mar 67,
JCS IN. 75713, JMF 907/372 (18 Mar 67) sec 1. The strength
for the minimum essential and optimum forces stated in this '
message were 78,433 and 201,250. The figures given in the

text were adjustments submitted in (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV to

CINCPAC, 28 Mar:-67, JCS.IN 93855. "Supplemental Authorization
had caused the Program 4 force level to rise to 479,231 by
thils date. ‘ A
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Chapter 43

THE DEBATE OVER ESCALATION

General Westmoreland's request for additional forces
reached Washington at a time when dilssatisfaction with the
course of the war was growing 1n some quarters in the govern-
ment -- dlssatisfactlion extending to the strategies governing
operations. in both North and South Vietnam. Introduced into
this atmosphere, the request stirred the opponents of existing
policy into positions of opposition not only to the specific
manpower request but also to the current pattern of air opera-
tions against NVN. The result was a pollcy debate which was
not resolved untll July, when President Johnson finally decided
both questilons.

\

The JCS Views on Westmoreland's Request

The opening round in this policy debate was fired by the

:Joint Chiefs of Staff. They began thelr consideration of

COMUSMACV's request on 22 March, when General Wheeler directed
the Joint Staff, with the assistance of the Services, to make

a thorough analysis of it. The Joint Staff was to develop two
separate cases, one assuming a Reserve call-up and the other
assuming that Reserves would not be called. 1In an implementing
directlve 1ssued three days later, the Vice Director, Joint
Staff, added a new element to the study by calling for an updated

"concept for the conduct o{ the war," 1f needed to validate the
varied force requirements. » :

-t

1. (TS-GP 3) CM-2192-67 to b/:s, 22 Mar 67; (TS-GP 3)

- DISM-3T4-67 to OpsDeps, 25 Mar 67; JMF. 907/372 (18 Mar 67)

sec 1. In thils case, Ehe CJCS 1nitiated JCS action on the basis
of an informatlion copy of COMUSMACV's request to CINGPAC.
CINCPAC recommended to the JCS approval of COMUSMACV's request

~on 31 March 1967. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 310825Z Mar 67,

JCS IN 10326.
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The J-3 in its report submitted on 13 April recommended
approval not only of General Westmoreland's immediate request
for reinforcements in FY 1968, but also recommended-.that
preparation be made to provide the optimum force. Provision
of forces of this magnitude, J-3 maintained, was necessary to
"hasten the successful conclusion of the war in Southeast
Asia." At the present levels, there were inadequate forces to
accomplish the two basic military objectives; defeat of the.
enemy main force units, and provision of the security necessary
for successful revolutionary development -- which, in turn,
would permit the GVN to extend the area under its control. To
achieve these objectives, "significantly greater military pressure,
which is beyond the enemy's capability to accommodate or counter,

must be 1imposed on the enemy in NVN and SVN in as short a time
as possible."

To meet both immediate and ultimate force goals, the J-3
recommended a Reserve call-up and involuntary extension of
terms of service as the only practical procedure. Without
fhese actions, the deployment of the minimum esSsential force
could not be completed until November 1969; the buildup of
the optimum force could not be completed untill July 1972. With
the recommended personnel actions, the minimum essential force
would be in place by the end of FY 1968; the optimum force
would be deployed by July 1969. J

Alr Force planners did not concur in the J-3 report on the
ground that, in its present form, it would "generate resistance
and nonacceptance in those quarters from which acceptance is
being sought." The.two basic weaknesses in the J-3 report, the
Air Force planners maintained, were: the inadequacy of the data
resulting from the speed with which they had been assembled; and
the undue emphasis on justification of the optimum force, rather
than the minimum essengial force speci§ically requested by
-COMUSMACV and CINCPAC. T

When the Joint Chiefs of Staff took up the J-3 report on
14 April, the Chief of Staff, Alr Force, tabled a flimsy in
which he objected to the report on more fundamental grounds.

He challenged the baslc premise that majJor force increases were
needed. , ' '

2. (TS-GP 3) JCS 2339/255-2, 13 Apr 67, JMF 907/372 (18 Mar
67) sec 3.
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I note with much concern that the paper . . .
recommends that we prepare to add approximately 200,000
men to our strength in South Vietnam . . . . Since the
decision was made to expand the role of the United States
in South Vietnam beyond that of advisors, our troop
strength has built to a size far in excess of that which
was originally considered to be necessary. There is
nothing in the current request for forces or in the paper
under discussion that convinces me that the addition of -
the forces requested willl bring about the desired result.

The preferable strategy, General McConnell maintained, was to
make "effectlve application of our superior air and sea power
against North Vietnam's vulnerabilities," and thereby "cripple
his capabilities to continue to support the war and . .
destroy his resolution to continue. This strategy would also
"reduce the need to match . . . the enemz7'in manpower, . .
a condition most favorable to him." In view of the deteriorating
sltuation in T Corps, however, the Chief of Staff, Air Force,
gave hils approval to provision of the minimum essential force
and agreed to support any Reserve call-up needed to provide it.
His support for this action, General McConnell emphasized, was
"conditioned on the recommendation for an immediate expanded
air and naval campaign against North Vietnam . . . ."3

General McConnell's views were favorably received by his
colleagues, and resulted on 19 April in agreement to revise JCS
views generally in accord with his position. These views went
forward to the Secretary of Defense 1in a. memorandum on 20 April.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended deployment of the minimum
essentlal force, plus certain other air and naval units requested
by CINCPAC, during FY 1968. The additional forces consisted of
three USAF tactical fighter squadrons to be stationed in Thailand
and an eight-inch gun cruiser and five destroyers for use in
naval operations in the South Chima Sea and the Gulf of Tonkin.
The unlts and approximate personnel strength recommended were
as follows.

3. (TS-GP 3) CSAFM-M-57-67 to JCS, 14 Apr 67, same file.
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Unit o Approx. Strength
Army ¢
1 division force 34,800
1 armored cavalry regiment 4,100
Support and augmentation - . 2,623 ‘ 43,523

Marine Corps

Augmentation III MAF - 110
1 div/wing team 43,723 43,833
Navy
Mobile Riverine Afloat forces 2,074
Surface forces (1 CA, 5DD) 2,564 »
Support and augmentation TL475 12,113
Air Force
8 Tactical fighter squadrons 3,400
1 CE squadron - y 600 8
Support and augmentatlon , 375 z3£5
' 105,
Less PRACTICE NINE T |
Force approved by SecDef 8 Apr 67 : 7,822

4. The JCS recommended deployment of the Marine division/
wing team in lieu of an Army division requested by CINCPAC. -
Deployment of the Army division rather than the Marine division/
wing team would give a total force of 92,721. The JCS noted
that the 7,822 spaces approved by SecDef on 9 April for PRACTICE
NINE would apply against the forces recommended for FY 68. See
Ch. 45 for discussion of PRACTICE NINE.
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These additional forces were needed, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff explained, because the existing force level 1in South
Vietnam was not sufficient "to bring that degree of pressure
to bear on the enemy through SVN which would be beyond his
ability to accommodate and which would provide the secure
environment, essential to sustained progress 1n Revolutionary
. Development." Primarily, the Joint Chiefs of Staff said,

. preinforcements were needed to "offset the enemy's increased
posture in the vicinity of the DMZ and to improve the environ-
. ment for Revolutionary Development in I and IV CTZs."

To complete this buildup by the end of FY 1968, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff pointed out, would be impossible under present
‘ military personnel policies and in the light of current world-
¥ wide commitments. They accordingly recommended a call-up of
Reserves for a minimum of 24 months and involuntary extension
| of terms of service for 12 months. They also recommended that
logistic support for the additional forces be provided by
granting authority to reopen inactive installations in the
- CONUS and to draw the necessary equlipment from sources 1n the
A following priority: CONUS depot assets and programmed produc-
tion deliveries not committed to higher priority requirements; L2
operational project stocks; Reserve components not scheduled :
for call-up; prepositioned equipment in Europe; nondeploying
active units in the CONUS. An early decision on both the
funding in addition to the FY 1968 budget and increases in end-
year strength to support all aspects of the deployment of FY 1968
forces was also recommended. According to approximate calcula-
tions by the Services, the additional cost. in FY 1968 for the
Army, Navy and Marine Corps would be $2,207,000,000.5 :

B
Y

e The Joint Chiefs of Staff also stated that, while the
added forces "should provide an increased level of effort in
_ both SVN and NVN, action must also be taken to reduce and obstruct
wd the enemy capablllty to import thg material support required to
' sustain his war effort." * :

n 5. The Alr Force did not submlt a cost figure;> The
¢ required end FY 1968 strength increase, estimated by the Navy

. and Marine Corps was 133,303. The Air Force estimated 1t
- would not require a force increase; the Army did not submit
: a figure. o o
.
TR ‘
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By way of further justification for the stepped-up
operations and the force increases recommended, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff submitted an updated "Military Strategy for
the Conduct of the War in Southeast Asia," which they
recommended that the Secretary of Defense "approve in principle.”
This strategy, the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff explained, was designed
to provide for military action in pursuit of the natiocnal
objective with respect to Vietnam: "to attain a stable and
noncommunist government in South Vietnam." The "military con-
tribution" to the attainment of this objective should be in
the form of operations: 1) "against the VC/NVA forces in
SVN while concurrently assisting the South Vietnamese .govern-
ment in their nation-building efforts™; 2) to "obstruct the
flow of men and materials from NVN to SVN'; and 3) to "obstruct

and reduce imports of war sustaining materials into North
Vietnam." ‘

The -appropriate "military contribution" would be complete
with the attainment of the following "military objectives":

a. To make it as difficult and costly as
possible for NVN to continue effective support
of the VC and to cause NVN to cease direction of
the VC insurgency.

b. To defeat the Viet Cbngfand North Vietnamese
Armed Forces in SVN and force the withdrawal of NVA
forces. - - ‘

c. To extend Government of South Vietnam dominion,
direction, and control over South Vietnam.

d. To deter the Chinese Communists from direct
interventlon in Southeast Asia and elsewhere in the
Western Pacific and to be preparei to defeat such
interventlon 1f it occurs.

To achieve "a," an integrated alr and naval campaign
should be conducted against military and war-sustaining target

- systems in all areas of North Vietnam and should include inten-
sive interdiction and mining of- ports and 1nland and coastal
waters in order to disrupt military operations and obstruct the
movement of men and materiel from North Vietnam into South

- Vietnam and Laos. To achieve "b," ground and supporting air
operations should be conducted to destroy enemy main force units,
base areas and safe havens, to deny him access to the population
and food resources, and to block enemy invaslon or infiltration

T
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from cross-border sanctuary areas. To achieve "c," military
operations should be conducted to destroy enemy guerrillas and
infrastructure, to open lines of communication, to advise

and train friendly military and paramilitary forces, and to
protect those engaged in the Revolutionary Development Program.
To achleve "d," US forces and bases in the Western Pacific and
Thailand should be maintained and improved, and the capability
to employ nuclear weapons should be maintained.

- By 1ncluding these recommendations on "strategy" and on
"Increased level of effort," the Joint Chiefs of Staff intro-
dueed into the debate over force levels at the outset not only
the narrow questlon concerning operations over North Vietnam
but also the broad question of the appropriate military policy
and strategy to be pursued in the conduct of the war as a whole.

The Joint Chilefs of Staff also explained to Mr. McNamara
that both COMUSMACV and CINCPAC had indicated that there might
later be a requirement for an additional 2-1/3 division
equivalents and 5 more tactical fighter squadrons. An evalua-
tlion of these additions, together with an examination of the L
"ultimate requirement for forces needed to achiege a satisfactory e
conclusion of the war," would be supplled later.

_ On 19 April the Joint Chiefs of Staff decided to broaden
the study to include all forces needed to deal successfully-
with foreseeable contingencies throughout the world. Approval
of a Reserve call-up to provide COMUSMACV's minimum FY 1968
force would invite whatever popular displeasure a mobilization
of Reserves would arouse. Having paid the political price, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff reasoned, they might as well request a

~call-up large enough to provide all reasonable worldwide force
requirements. . '

|

-4 The following day, General Wheeler directed the Joint Staff
' to begin the necessary studies. 1In preparing them, the Chairman
directed, the Joint Staff should not plan total mobillization of
e the World War II type, but should provide for the establishment
: of .a tralning and production base which would ensure. the capabil-
= 1ty to generate expeditiously the forces needed for expanded

_ operations in Southeast Asia and at the same time to honor
commitments to NATO. General Wheeler listed the following as

6. (TS-GP 3] JCSM-218-67 to SecDef, 20 Apr 67 (derived .
from JCS 2339/255-3, JMF 907/372 (18 Mar 67) sec 4.
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contingencies that might call for additional commitments of

US forces: 1) provision of Soviet or other "volunteer"
military units to North Vietnam; 2) an increase of tensions

or even low-level military action between North and South
Korea; 3) an increase in tensions in central Europe, perhaps
centering around Berlin, to a degree that would force the
United States to reinforce NATO; 4) overt military i9tervention
by Communist China in the conflict in South Vietnam.

From the outset disagreements among the Services and
between the Services and the Joint Staff plagued the prepara-
tion of recommendations on force levels to meet worldwilde
contingencies. The initial effort, submitted by J-5 on 1 May,
contained a calculation that the total force requirements to
meet the goals established by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, would be 29 Army division force equivalents (DFE), 146
Air Force tactical fighter squadrons (TFS), 17 Navy attack
carriers; and 5/4 Marine division/wing teams. Air Force planners
entered a nonconcurrence to these force requirements. Repeating
the arguments advanced during the debate over COMUSMACV's request
for a minimum essential force, Air Force planners maintained that
the tremendous costs of the proposed force increase could be
avoided by removing restrictions on air and naval attacks on
North Vietnam. The J-5 pointed out, however, that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, in their memorandum of 20 April, had recommended
such intensified air and naval operations. Should such opera-
tions be carried out, the possibility of retaliatory actions
around the world by Communist China and the Soviet Union would
make an increase in force.levels particularly necessary.. On
3 May, the Joint Chjefs of Staff considered the J-5 report and
the Air Force nonceoncurrence and returngd them to the Joint Staff
and the Service planners for revision.

The revised report, submitted on 11 May, adopted a d4if-
ferent set of force goals and as a restlt recommended more
modest force objectlives than the ones contained in the initial
paper. The deslired military posture was now considered to be
one that would provide forces with the capability to:

(S-GP 3) CM-2255 67 to D/JS, 20 Apr 67, Att to JCS
2101/538 -1, 22 Apr 67, JMF 372 (18 Mar 67).

(TS-GP a? JCS 2101/538-3, 1 May 67; (C) Note to
Control Div, "JCS 2101/538-3," 3 May 67, JMF 372 (18 Mar 67)

R TN

SOR=SRORET A
43-8




i SPT™

Ty

a. Prepare, deploy, and sustain FY 1968 forces
to COMUSMACV and PACOM.

b. Restore and maintain NATO forces, NATO initial
augmentation forces and pre-positioned stocks.

c.-ProVide a contingency/initiativé force of three
DFEs/10 TFSs slze. This force, while available for use

in any emergency, would primarily be for use in Southeast
Asila. ,

d. Maintain a ready force of one DFE and three TFSs
for minor contingenciles.

Under exlsting tour-of-duty policies, the "contingency/
initiative" force would have to be free of men who had returned
from Vietnam withln 25 months if the force were to be instantly
available for deployment. Under this condition, attainment
of the deslred force posture would require 25-2/3 DFEs, 120
Alr Force TFSs, and 5/4 Marine division/wing teams. To attain
this force objective flve Army and one Marine Reserve divisions
would have to be called up. -

The revised paper also called for a relaxation of restric-
tions on alr and naval operations against North Vietnam. It
did not, however, specify what specific restrictions should be
removed nor what specific operations should be conducted.

These changes did not meet all the Air Force objections
to the original report. Once again the Alr Force entered a
nonconcurrence on the same general grounds as before. It did
not, however, rule out any increase in forces. At present,
a bulldup sufficient to achieve the capability to carry out
the JSOP 69-76 strategy was justified, the Air Force maintained.
If the Southeast Asia conflict begame "an unduly protracted
war of attrition due to continuation of constraints," then
some add-ons to the JSOP levels might be required. Force
levels acceptable to the Alr Force were 21-2/3 DFEs, 105 TFs,
16 attack carriers, and 5/4 division/wings. \

The Army also entered a nonconcurrence, objecting to the
returnee-free element of the "contingency/initiative force" on
the ground that it would impose unreasonable demands upon the
force structure because any contingency for which it would be

43-9
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required would be so grave as to justify waiving current
tour policies. :

At a meeting on 12 May the Joint Chiefs of Staff adopted -
the Army. view and decided not to recommend establishment of a '
"contingency/initiative force" free of recent returnees from
Southeast Asia. As a result, the required Army force ‘level
dropped from 25-2/3 to 22-2/3 DFEs.

The Chief of Staff, Air Force, withdrew his nonconcurrence
on 19 May and agreed to force levels of 22-2/3 DFEs and 120 TFSs
for the Army and Air Force. General McConnell still maintailned,
however, that the Navy should have only 16 attack carriers rather
than the 17 advocated by the other members of the Jolnt Chiefs
of Staff. Rather than continue debate over this one ship, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed to forward split views. On 20 May, :
they forwarded a memorandum containing these views to the I
Secretary of Defense. In addition to the recommended force
levels, they called for a selective Reserve call-up and exten- -
sion of tour of duty for 12 months, but did not specify the aJ
size of the call-up. They did, however, recommend provision -
of forces in the four categories proposed in the J-5 report:

FY 1968 forces for PACOM and MACV; augmentation forces for .
NATO; a "contingency/initiative" force primarily for use in
Southeast Asia; and a ready forcg,for minor contingenciles.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed Mr. McNamara that the
potential of the- Services to equip these forces was fairly
high, but, under present procedures, the required materiel
posture would not be- achieved by the Army until 1970 and by
the Air Force until 1971. The Joint Chiefs .of Staff accordingly
‘recommended the delegation of increased authority to. the Services
for accelerated procurement, including authority to negotiate
noncompetitive, cost-reimbursable contracts and to initiate
-procurement of necessary long lead-tim® materiel items.

: The Joint Chiefs of Staff also pointed out that they
had "reservations concerning the ability of the United States ;
/under present policies/ to (1) prosecute the war in Southeast i
Asia decisively, (2) respond to likely contingenciles stemming
from the war in Southeast Asia, and (3) meet other world-wlde
military commitments and contingencies." In Southeast Asia -

-

9. (TS-GP &) JCS 2101/538-4, 11 May 67; (S) Note to
Control Div, "JCS 2101/538-4," 12 May 67, same file, sec 2.
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"application of US power . . . incrementally and with restraint,
has inhibited the effective exploitation of the superiority of
US military forces and allowed the enemy to accommodate to the
military measures taken." As a result, NVN was now fielding a
force in South Vietnam consisting of 68 North Vietnamese and 85
Viet Cong infantry-type battalions and had massed at least
three, and probably four, regular divisions near the DMZ. The
North Vietnamese were becoming increasingly aggressive, and .
enemy supply llnes, both into NVN and from North to South
Vietnam remained open. The Joint Chiefs of Staff maintained
that as the war in Southeast Asia dragged on and as US

mllitary capabilities increasingly became committed to it, the

probabllity of Communist aggression elsewhere would be greater.
An advance by North Vietnamese forces in Laos to the Mekong
River, a flare-up in Korea, increased support by Thai Communist
Insurgents, pressure against Berlin, or subversion in North
Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America could be expected.

With 1its present military posture the United States could
not adequately respond to most of these contingencies. 1In
March of FY 1968, the immediate combat-ready strategic reserve
would consist of 1-2/3 Army divisions, 2 Marine division/wing
teams, nonforward-deployed Navy forces, and 5 Air Force TFSs --
all with little or no sustaining capability.

Turning to the measures needed to bring the war in
Southeast Asia to a successful conclusion, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommended a relaxation of the restrictions and
restralnts governing operations against North Vietnam. They
requested authority to strike 23 additional targets: 8 ports
and port approaches, 5 airfields, 1 raillroad /highway bridge,
and 9 milltary complexes. They also recommended changes 1in
ROLLING THUNDER operating rules to: delete the 10-nm radius
Prohiblted Area around.Hanol; reduce the Hanoli Restricted Area
from 30 to 10 nm; reduce the Halphong Restricted Area from 10
to 4 nm; and move the southern boindary of the Special Soastalﬁ
Armed Reconnaissance Area from 20° 42' N to 200 48 y.1

On the same day, in a separate memorandum to the Secretary
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff elaborated on the need for
intensified interdiction efforts in North Vietnam. In this
communication, the Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed out that the

10. (TS-GP &) JCSM-288-67 to SecDef, 20 May 67 (derived :

from JCS 2101/538-5), JMF 372 (18 Mar 67) sec 3.
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North Vietnamese had increased imports from 800,000 metric tons
in 1964 to more than 1,365,000 metric tons in 1966. There was
also a real danger that the Soviet Union might intrqgduce new
weapons into the country. These weapons could include improved
antiaircraft and surface-to-air missiles, gulided misslle patrol
boats, surface-to-surface missiles, and a variety of artillery
and direct fire weapons. They could be imported from ‘the Soviet
Union by rail across China, by air, or by sea. To date, the
major volume of military supplies had entered by sea through
the port of Haiphong, which, along with Hanol, comprised the
major logistic base area in North Vietnam.

To impede the flow of war materials into NVN, the Hanoi/
Haiphong base should be neutralized, an operation which could
be accomplished by direct attack or, preferably, by cutting
its lines of communication, fhus minimizing civilian casualties.
Essential to such an interdiction would be the denial of
Haiphong port to shipping The Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed
to accomplish this by "shouldering out" foreign shipping by a
series of air attacks starting at the periphery of the port
area and gradually moving closer to the center; these attacks
would be followed by mining of the harbor and its approaches.

At the same time intensive attacks should be launched
against the road, rail, air, and remaining sea routes 1into NVN,
so that no part of the North Vietnamese LOC system would be
able to function freely. Of particular importance to the
success of such a campaign would be the interdiction of the
northeast railroad .to China, the ports of Cam Pha and Hon Gai,
and the eight major_.operational air fields, only three of which
were currently authorized for attack. ~ .

Under current authorizations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
pointed out, the pattern of attacks on Haiphong had begun with
-strikes on two thermal power plants, & cement plant and
restrikes on petroleum and storage facilities. To continue
the pattern they now proposed "sequential and continuing
attacks" as follows:

a. Haiphong RR Yds W; Area C (Shipyard #1), Area D
(Naval Base), Target 70, Haiphong port.

b. Haiphong RR Yd/shops, Area A (Shipyard #1), Area
F (Shipyard #2), and Area G (Shipyard North), Target TO,
Haiphong port.

43-12
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‘c.‘Target 70, Haiphong port (all elements) and
mining of the harbor . . .

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized that Russian ships
would be endangered by these operations, but they did not
expect that an "active confrontation" with the Soviet Union
would result. They belleved Soviet reaction would be limited
to diplomatic protests and possible suspension of current
diplomatic negotiations such as the ones on the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty and the proposed freeze on antiballistic
missile and intercontinental ballistic missile deployment.

The Jolnt Chiefs of Staff recommended to Secretary
McNamara that "as a matter of urgency" the program they had
outlined be authorized. Attacks should begin soon in order
to take advantage of the favorable May-September weather
season. They requested that Mr, McNamara bring their views to
the attention of the President.ll

Free Wbrld Countries as Sources of Additional Forces

In the course of examining the force level, the Joint Staff
had considered but rejected third countries as sources of
significant additional forces. General Wheeler presented
thls conclusion to Secretary McNamara on 24 May. The "present
world political climate," he explained, made additional forces
difficult to obtain, and such forces as were being made available
would, in most caseg, "supplement but not substitute" for US
force deployments.l2 - . : |

At this time, there were only three firm offers of
additional forces: the Australian offer of December 1966 of
a llght bomber squadron, a guided-missile destroyer, and a _
small reinforcement to ground forges already in South Vietnam;
a New Zealand offer of a rifle company, made on 7 March; and
a Thal offer of an RCT made on 30 December 1966. The New
Zealand offer, like the one from Australia, resulted from the
affirmation of public support for a policy of active participa-
tion 1n the Vietnamese war. The Thal offer stemmed from the

11. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-286-67 to SecDef, 20 May 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/50-2), JMF 912/432 (23 Feb 67). :

12. (TS-GP 3) CM-2377-67 to SecDef, 24 May 67, Att to T
JCS 2472/56-2, JMF 907/372 (26 Apr 67).. :
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realization that Thalland had been marked as the next target
of the Communists, and reflected the policy of the government

to resist Communist aggression when it was still at .a distance
from Thailand.l3

The Australian and New Zealand forces presented no major
problems. Neither government expected a gquid pro guo in return

for the provision of forces. They expected only normal logistic -

support from US sources. The Thais, on the other hand, requested
and received US support for their force in addition to the level
of support already being provided the Thai armed forces by the
United States under MAP. The Department of Defense authorized
Service funding support for equipment and facilities used by

the unit in South Vietnam, and for overseas allowances. Agree-
ments were similar to those entered into to support the original
Korean forces sent to South Vietnam. The size and composition
of the Thai forces were worked out by US and Thai officers in
Bangkok and given final approval by MACV at a conference in
Saigon on 15 March. As finally agreed, the TO&E provided for

a 2,207-man RCT consisting of four rifle comBanles, a fileld
artillery battery, and supporting elements.

Counterproposals by OSD - The DPM of 19 May

General Westmoreland's requést for reinforcements, and
persistent and widespread doubts among civililan officials as to
value.of operations against NVN, resulted in.a DPM. . .The
DPM, prepared by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Mr.
McNaughton, included  a wide-ranging analysis of policy and
strategy as well as the question of reinforcements.

The first rough draft of this document was completed on
19 May, the day before the Joint Chlefs of Staff forwarded
"thelr views on mobilization to meet worldwide dangers and on
air and naval operations against North Vietnam. The JCS views
recommending approval of General Westmoreland's request for
"minimum essential force," however, had been in the hands
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for nearly a month.

éS) Msg, Wellin%ton 1735 to State, 7 Mar 67. (U) Msg,
Bangkok 316 to State, 4 Jan 67, quoted in (TS-NOFORN-GP 1)

COMUSMACV Command Histo 196 . 266,
‘"“"E“TTﬁfNﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfG?“I%ICbMﬁﬁ%Acv Command History, 1967,

pp. 248-250, 253-255, 266-268.
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Assistant Secretary McNaughton put forward two alternate
courses of action, A and B, which he proceeded to evaluate
according to his view of US interests and obJectives in Asia.
In expounding his view, Mr. McNaughton equivocated on the
fundamental question of the danger of Chinese Communist
expansionism. '

There 1s an honest difference of opinion as to

whether China as a major power . . . threatens to
undercut our importance and effectiveness in the world
and, . . . to organize the peoples and resources of all

Asia against us. US policy is based upon a belief that
China or a Chinese coalition (mainly with Japan) might

do thls and that the potential weight of such a coalition
could throw us on the defensive and threaten our security.
At the same time, we must note that most US Asian experts
believe that China's history, current troubles, interests
and capabilitles do not make her a significant military
threat ocutslde certain fairly limited geographical areas.

Mr. McNaughton also questioned whether US intervention in
South Vietnam had been intended to contain China. "To the
extent that our original intervention and our existing actions
were motivated by the perceived need to draw the line against
Chinese expansionism, our objective has already been attained
. . . ." But this was not our minimum objective, or commitment
in Vietnam. "Our commitment," he said, "1s only to see that
the peoples of South Vietnam are permitted to determine their

-own future. This commitment ceases 1f the country ceases to

help itself."

On the basis of this view of US interests and objectives,
Mr. McNaughton proceeded to analyze the two military courses
of actlion. Course A, which he claimed represented the military
point of view, was to grant Genergl Westmoreland's request for.
200,000 additional troops and inténsify military operations
outside SVN, especially against NVN. The 200,000-man reinforce-
ment would be furnished in two equal installments in FY 1968
and FY 1969. There would probably be requests for further force

"~ Increases later to fulfill the "JCS ultimate requirement for

Vietnam and assoclated world-wide contingenciesg" Accompanying
the force bulldup would be "greatly intensified milltary actions
outslde South Vietnam -- including Laos and Cambodia but
particularly against the North."

e
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Course B was to 1limit force increases to no more than
30,000 men, to avoid extending the conflict beyond the borders
of SVN, and to 1limit bombing of North Vietnam to the area
south of the 20th Parallel.

Turning to an analysis of the two courses of action,

Mr. McNaughton opted for "B." Proponents of "A," he contended,
all believed that large deployments were necessary to end the
war quickly, but none of them believed they were necessary to
avoid defeat and few believed they were required to "do the
military job in due course." There were serious drawbacks to
"A." The US buildup would lead to offsetting counter-buildup
by the enemy, and even if there was no counter-buildup the added
US forces were unlikely to "make a meaningful military differ-
ence," because the enemy could make pacification very difficult
"without regard to the size of US forces." At home, the
extended enlistments and Reserve call-ups would lead to divisive
debate and, if the force buildup was carried out, to irresistible
pressure for expanding the war to Cambodia and Laos and other
areas outside SVN. Turning to the expanded bombing of North
Vietnam provided by "A," Mr. McNaughton contended it would fail
because the North Vietnamese would simply accept the punishment
inflicted and relocate resources to maintain the flow of men

and materiel to the South. Even if this estimate proved wrong
and extended attacks were militarily effective, they should not
be undertaken because of the risK of- Soviet retaliation and the
adverse public reaction at home and abroad.

Course "B)' the Assistant Secretary maintained, was pre-
dicated on the existence of a military stalemate which could not
be broken by large additional deployments. .It called for
continued military pressure combined with pacification efforts
to improve the negotiating environment. These measures would
be accompanied by intensified diplomatic efforts with "a view
to finding a compromise involving, intér alia, a role in the
South for members of the VC."15 : -

15, (TS-GP 1) Draft Memorandum for the Pres, "Future
Actions in Vietnam," 19 May 67, Encl to JCS 2472/72,
22 May 67, JMF 911/300 (19 May 67).
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JCS and Service Views of the DPM and Related Issues

Secretary McNamara apparently discussed the DPM with
President Johnson informally at some time prior to 22 May
and received an unfavorable reaction. At any rate, Mr.
McNamara evidently belileved that the issues raised in the DPM
required further study. On 20 May he asked the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Secretaries of the Air Force and Navy, and the
Director of Central Intelligence to analyze alfernative programs
for the bombing of North Vietnam: 1) concentrate on LOCs in
the panhandle area roughly south of 20°; 2) terminate bombing
of fixed targets not directly associated with LOCs in the north-
east around Hanol and Haiphong and expand armed reconnaissance

by authorizing strikes on all lines of communic%tions_except

within eight-mile radii of Hanol and Haiphong.l

Before he receilved a reply to this request, on 22 May the
Secretary of Defense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their
views on the draft DPM. The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied to
this latter request on 1 June. They stated that their views
had been misrepresented in the DPM. "The combination.of _
force levels, deployments, and military courses of action do not
accurately reflect the positions or recommendations of COMUSMACV,
CINCPAC, or the Joint Chiefs of Staff." Their views were
contained in their memorandums of 20 April and 20 May.

Addressing themselves to Mr. McNaughton's preferred Course
B, the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff found its prescription for the
war in the South deflcient 1n that 1t recommended a force
structure that would not permlt an early end to the war on
acceptable terms, would provide 1little capability for initiative
action, would downgrade the Revolutionary Development program,
and would result in abandoning the Delta to the Viet Cong.

With respect to the Course Bstrategy for the campaign
against NVN, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that it was
based on the fallacious "funnel" theory that all supplies
flowing from North to South Vietnam must pass through the

16, (TS-GP 1) Interv, Kenneth W. Condit with BGEN Roberzé N.
Ginsburgh, USAF, CSG, 24 Jan 69; (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS

et al, 20 May 67, Att to JCS 2472/71, 22 May 67, JMF 912/323

.

(20 May 67) sec 1. (TS=GP 1) JCS 2472/72, 22 May 67, JMF 911/
300 (19 May 67). |




narrow portion of North Vietnam south of 20° N, In fact, the
communists supplied their forces in South Vietnam from all
sides. To restrict bombing to the area south of 209 N would
not permit effective interdiction. It would relieve North
Vietnam of military pressure; it would be looked upon as a
sign of weakness on the part of the United States; and it
would strengthen the resolve of the enemy to continue the war.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also disagreed with the statement
of objectives in the DPM. To limit US objectives merely to
guaranteeing the right of self-determination to RVN, was not
only inconsistent with current US pollcy and objectives, as
expressed in NSAM 288 and numerous public statements, but
failed "to appreciate the full implications for the Free World
of failure to achieve a successful resolution of the conflict
in Southeast Asia.'" Further, it would "undermine and no
longer provide complete rationale for our presence in South
Vietnam," and might render untenable the positions of the
more than 35 nations supporting the Republic of Vietnam.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff accordingly recommended that:
a. The DPM NOT be sent. ‘

b. The US national ob;ective as expressed 1n
NSAM 288 be maintained, and’ the national policy and
objectives for Vietnam as publicly stated by US
officials be reaffirmed. '

¢c. The.military objective, concept, and strategy
for the conduct of the war as stafed in JCSM-218-67
/JCS views of 20 April on COMUSMACV's 'minimum .essential
force'/ be approved by the Secretary of Defense.l7

On 2 June the Joint Chiefs of StAff continued the exposi-
tion of their_views on military strategy by forwarding to
Mr. McNamara their reply to his 20 May request for an analysis of
alternate strategies for air operations against North Vietnam.
After examining the Secretary's two alternatives and a third
one of their own, the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that the
strategy they had recommended in their two memorandums of
20 May represented "the most effective war to successfully
prosecute the air and naval campaign against North Vietnam."

17. (T8-GP 1) JCSM-307-67 to SecDef, 1 Jun 67, Encl to
JCS 2472/72-2, 29 May 67, JMF 911/300-(19 May 67).
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The Jolnt Chiefs of Staff judged Alternative I, which
would in effect restrict bombing to the area south of 20° N,
to be undesirable because 1t 1) would not appreciably reduce
the flow of men and materiel to the south, 2) would reduce
the pressure on the North Vietnamese economy and logistic
system, 3) wodld not appreciably reduce US losses, and 4)
would be judged as evidence of weakening US resolve to press
on wilth the war.

Alternative II, 1f executed without attackling ports, the
Joint Chilefs of Staff found also to be undesirable. Although
attacks on airfields and land LOCs to China could be carried
out, fallure to close the ports would allow the enemy to meet
‘his import requirements by sea. Extending Alternative II to
include attacks on the ports would reduce the level of enemy
, imports, the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded, but would still
be 1lnadequate because 1t did not exert military pressures
simultaneously on North Vietnamese military and industrial
installations.

J To Mr. McNamara's two alternatives, the Joint Chiefs of nae
Staff added Alternative III, which was also different from ’ =
- the proposal made in their memorandums of 20 May. The new
J plan called for attacks everywhere in North Vietnam except
within eight nm of the center of Hanol and two nm of the center
of Haiphong. Mlnlng.of deep-water approaches to ports north
l of 20° N or im waters contiguous to commercial wharves would also
be prohibited. This plan, the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded,
would allow the desired coordinated air campaign, but it would

not accomplish the essential task of restricting imports into
g NVN. _ :

21 Comparing the alternatives, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

rated them in the followling order: 1; the JCS plan of 20 May;

. 2) Alternative II, including port$; 3) Alternative III; 4) the

g status quo; 5) Alternative II, excluding ports; 6) Alternative I.lS

, The Secretary of the Alr Force, Mr. Harold Brown, in his

. reply to Mr. McNamara's request for an evaluation of two alterna-
tives, formed many of the same Judgments as the Joint Chiefs of

od Staff, but reached a different conclusion. He agreed with the

16. (TS-GP 3).JCSM-312-67 to SecDef, 2 Jun 67 (derived from,
i JCS 2472/71-3), JMF 912/323 (20 May 67) sec 1. For the bombing
;i program then in progress, see Ch. 41'. , :
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Joint Chiefs of Staff adverse evaluation of Alternative I and
Alternative II without attacks on ports. He also agreed with
their views on the military aspects of closing the ports, but
he rejected such a move because of the political risks involved.
He concluded that a continuation of the present program,
modified to permit striking LOCs within eight nm of Hanoi and
Haiphong and adding a few more targets such as the Red River
Bridge at Hanol, represented the optimum course.19

In his reply on 2 June, the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Paul
Nitze, differed from Mr. Brown and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
by concluding that Alternative I was preferable to both versions
of Alternative II. Set up either to exclude or include bombing
attacks on the ports (but not mining), the latter alternative
was considered by Mr. Nitze to be prohibitively expensive in
terms of the number of aircraft that he believed would be lost.
The first alternative, on the other hand, would result in a
substantially smaller loss of aircraft and would tend to "leave
the enemy with fewer options for maintaining supply flow.to SVN
than does the concentration of bombin% in areas farther removed
from the area of supply consumption.

The Revised DPM of 12 June

With all these views in hané, Assistant Secretary McNaughton
on 12 June produced a new DPM. This document, which was limited
to consideration of military actions against NVN described three
alternatives which'had gained some support°

.*
A. Intensified attack on the Hanoi-Haiphong
logistic base, recommended by the Joint Chiefs of

Staff

B. Emphasis on infiltration routes south of 200 N,
recommended by Secretaries McNamara, Vance, and Nitze.

C. Extension of the present program, recommended
by Secretary Brown.

(TS-GP l Memo, SecAF to SecDef, 3 Jun 67, Att to
JCS 2472/71-4 Jun 67, same file, same sec. :

(TS-GP 1 Memo, SecN to SecDef, "Alternative Bombing
Programs in North Vietnam," 2 Jun 67, Att to JCS 2472/85,
6 Jun 67, same file, sec 2.
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In defending the recommendation to pursue course B, Mr.
McNaughton analyzed the three courses in terms of the obJectives
of operations against North Vietnam: 1) to raise morale of the
South Vietnamese and the US troops 1n action in South Vietnam;
2) to add to the pressure on Hanol to end the war; and 3) to
reduce the amount and increase the cost of infiltration from NVN
to South Vietnam. Measuring course A by these three criteria,
he stated that, although the bombing of NVN had ralsed morale in
the South, it did not follow that a significant escalation of
bombing would further improve morale. With respect to increas-
ing pressure on Hanol, Mr. McNaughton belleved that the North
Vietnamese had "written off" all assets and lives that might
be destroyed by US military actions short of occupation or .
annihilation. So far as 1interdiction was concerned, Mr.
McNaughton claimed that enemy forces in South Vietnam required
only 25 tons of supplies per day from NVN, a figure representing
less than .2 percent of North Vietnamese import capability of )
14,000 tons per day and .5 percent of the approximately 5,300
tons per day-actually imported.

It followed, the Assistant Secretary contended, that
"neither Alternative A nor any other combination of actions
against the North, short of destruction of the regime or
occupation of North Vietnamese territory will . . . reduce
the flow of men and material below the relatively small amount
needed by enemy forces to continue the war in the South." Even
if all these arguments proved wrong, the danger of Soviet or
Chinese counteractions and the adverse effect on US and world
opinion rendered Course A unacceptable. Alternative C,- he
contended,. possessed the same weaknesses as Alternative A.

Turning to Alternative B, Mr. McNaughton conceded that it

"probably would not effectively stop, or even substantially
reduce," the infiltration of materiel from the North, and it
"might cause serious psychological problems among the men,
officers, and commanders on our side." Alternative B would,
however, be popular in the Unlited States and around the world
It would also result in fewer aircraft and pilot losses,
assuming no shift of alr defenses by the enemy. Whether there
would or would not be such a shift was "not clear.

The primary argument for Alternative B, said Mr. McNaughton,
was that it recognized that "the outcome of the war hinges on
what happens 1in the South, that neither military defeat nor
military victory 1is in the cards there no matter which alternative

is chosen against the North." It was therefore "designed to  °
.oy e
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improve the negotiating environment by combining continued
progress in the South . . . with a restrained program agalnst
the North."21l ' ¢ ‘

_ Four days later, on 16 June,; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, was hastily called to the White House to brief the
President on the bombing of NVN. General Wheeler spoke from
a talking paper recently prepared by the Joint Staff which
forcefully supported the pattern of operations recommended
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 20 May. These operations,
according to the paper, were the most effective way to prosecute
the air and naval campaign against North Vietnam and could
possibly be decisive. The operations would bring increasing
pressure to bear on the enemy by: depriving him of critical
sanctuary areas for governmental, industrial, and military
support operations; creating popular unrest by forcing
diversion of resources from civilian to military uses; forcing
allocation of manpower to reconstruction and dilspersal programs;
and raising the cost of support from Communist China and the
Soviet Union.

The operations recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
would also create a level of interdiction which, if not decisive,
could, when combined with action in South Vietnam, cause the
enemy to "recalculate his profit ,and loss." Whether or not
interdiction could reduce North Vietnamese imports to critical
levels could not be determined from the insufflcient and
inaccurate data available, but the strenuous efforts by the
North Vietnamese to resupply during Tet suggested that the

NVN supply Capabi;ifies were not greatly in excess of requirements.

With regard to the criticisms made by the Assistant Secretary

of Defense (ISA) in the DPM of 12 June, the Joint Staff argued
that military pressure could reduce the will of NVN to continue
" the war: "Anyone who says that 'pain*only increases the will

to fight' can-only speak from ignorance of the battlefield."

By way of proof, the paper cited a French source to the effect
that the bombing was causing a deterioration of morale in Hanoil
so serious as to constitute a definite breakdown in order. It
also cited an interview with a North Vietnamese 1interrogatee who
stated that the people were beginning to doubt serliously the
Hanoi regime's claims of inevitable victory.

51, (TS) Draft Memo for Pres, "Alternative Military Actions

Against North Vietnam," 12 Jun 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam May 67.
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Clting an evaluatlon by the CIA, the Joint Staff maintained
that there was little danger of Soviet retaliation outside
Vietnam for the operations proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
If the Soviets did, in fact, apply such pressures, then Secretary
Brown's proposal for a refinement of the present bombing program
could be adopted. So far as the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(ISA) bombing proposal was concerned, however, it was totally
lacking in military or political merit. ‘

The Presidential Decisions

The policy debate on force levels and operations against
North Vietnam, which had dragged on since 18 March, moved
swiftly to a conclusion following a visit by Mr. McNamara,
General Wheeler, and Under Secretary of State Katzenbach to
South Vietnam in early July. At a briefing in Saigon on the
11th, Mr. McNamara informed General Westmoreland there would
be no Reserve call-up; however, the Administration did want to
meet his requirement for additional troops but at the minimum
cost in personnel spaces. ‘ :

The COMUSMACV staff had worked up such an approach as an
alternative to the "minimum essential force" originally requested
on 18 March and now presented. it. Consisting of five "packages,"
this plan proposed an addition of 16 maneuver battalions and
various supporting units to the forces already authorized for
MACV under Program 4 at a total personnel cost of 42,000 spaces.
This had been achieved by a vigorous pruning of existing MACV
organizatlons to eliminate unnecessary Spaces and by counting
the 9th Marine Amphibious Brigade as part of the permanent MACV
forces but not counting its personnel Spaces against the MACV
total. This unit, which was the PACOM reserve, had already
been deployed to Vietnam but was still carried. as part of the
PACOM, rather than the MACV, forcé structure. When added to
the forces already in Vietnam or authorized for movement under

Program 4,.£§ese proposals would bring total strength of MACV
to 525,000. ' S :

, For the benefit of the visiting dignitaries there was
also a briefing on the operations against North Vietnam, given
by the commanders responsible for conducting them, Admiral

7. (S} TP "Alternative Military Actions Against North
Vietnam," 16 Jun 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 6 .

23. (8) CM-2499-67 to JCS, 12-Jul 67, JMF 911/374 (12 Jul
67) sec 1. .
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Sharp, Lieutenant General William Momyer, Commanding General,
Seventh Air Force, and Vice Admiral John Hyland, Commander,
Seventh Fleet. All the briefers recommended strongly that

~air operations not only be continued but be expanded. The
enemy was now beginning to feel the full effects of the air
campaign and was being hurt, they contended. The United States
should intensify the pressure during the next few months of
good weather to bring about a change in the attitude of the
enemy. General Momyer, in a briefing which subsequently
assumed particular importance, pointed out. in some detail how
Seventh Air Force had successfully dealt with enemy air defenses
and seriously disrgﬁted traffic on the important Northeast
Railroad to China. :

Upon returning to Washington, Secretary McNamara, General
Wheeler, and Under Secretary Katzenbach were called to the
White House to report on their trip. Also present were
Secretary Rusk, Director of Central Intelligence Helms,

General Taylor, and Mr. Rostow, Mr. Christian and Mr. Komer

of the White House staff. In the discussion, it was brought out
that all the field commanders favored expansion of the bombing
of North Vietnam. When called upon, General Wheeler made a
strong statement in favor of these operations, pointing out the
damage inflicted on lines of communication. He recommended to
the President that he approved a ROLLING THUNDER program which,
if it did not attack the ports, -4t least permitted attacks
everywhere else in North Vietnam except 1n populated areas.

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, specifically wanted
authority to strike targets in the 10 and 4 nm Hanoi and
Halphong prohibited.-zones. The meeting ended without any
decision having béen made. Because he had recommended an
action different from the one formally recommended by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in their memoranda of 20 May, the Chairmen, .
Joint Chiefs of Staff,_ asked for and received approval from the
. other Chiefs for the position he had taken. =

The next day, the President discussed the force bulldup
with his advisors, including General Westmoreland, whom he
had called home for the purpose. At this meeting, the Secretary
of Defense supported the MACV five-package proposal of 11 July.
General Westmoreland, in reply to a question from the President,’

24, (TS) Briefing, CINCPAC, CG Tth AF, and COMSEVENTHFLT
for SecDef, CJCS, and USecState, "Ailr Campaign North Vietnam,
July 1967," 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.
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salid the proposal was acceptable to him. The President then
gave his approval of the plan, except that he ordered three of
five TFSs recommended be not deployed but only made ready for
deployment if needed.2

Cn 14 July, Secretary McNamara requested the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to submlt a troop list for the approved force structure,
with deployment dates where possible. Subsequent.discussion
between Joint Staff representatives and Assistant Secretary of
Defense (SA) Alain Enthoven revealed that the 9th Marine
Amphibious Brigade and the three TFSs to be maintained ready -
for deployment were to be included in the 525,000 ceiling.
On the basls of this guidance, the Joilnt Chilefs of Staff
developed a troop list which, after necessary Service adjustments,
resulted in a total strength for MACV of 537,545. To remain
within the celling of 525,000, the Joint Chiefs of Staff planned-
on substitutlng clvilian contract labor for military construction
personnel, using as a basis figures supplied by MACV. The troop

1ist, expressed in terms of major units or major categories of
forces was as follows: :

67) 25. (S) CM=2506-67 ﬁojD/Js, 13 Jui 67, JMF 911/374 (12 Jul
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SUMMARY OF US FORCE DEPLOYMENTS - VIETNAM

UNIT/
ORGANIZATION

Program #4 (SVN)
9th MAB to incl 2
VMA Sqdns

MACV FY 67 Additive
Requirements

Americal Division
.11th Lt Inf Bde

TAC Ftr Sqgdns
(Two A-1 Sqdns)

Mobile Riverine
Force, GAME WARDEN
and MARKET TIME
Ramts

101st Abn Div (-)

I CTZ Log and
Const Ragmts -

US Advisory Program,
Expansion

Tac Ftr Sadns
(One A-1, one
F-4 Sqdn’

Reorganization 198th
Inf Bde (No added

strength)
TOTAL
Contractor/birect
Hire

SVC STR ARMY
484,472 323,735
6,720
9,497 7,108
5,610 5,610
963
3,604
19,103 , 19,103
3,968
2,577 2,577
1,031
¥
537,545 358,133
“12,545 -
555,000 20

NAVY
30,039

200

3,604

3,968

37,811

AF MC

56:'1‘]48 74,550
6,720

1,386 803 -

963

1,031

59,528 82,073

26. App to (S-GP 4) JCSM-416-67, 20 Jul 67, same fille.
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JCS 2472/115), same file.

it T
]

The projected closing dates for the major combat units
on this troop list were as follows:

Army
198th Bde (for Americal Div) | Oct 67
11th Lt Inf Bde (for Americal Div) Feb 68
101st Abn Div (-) | | Feb 68
Reinf for 196th and 198th Bdes
(3 inf bns and 9 inf bn packets) Mar-May 68
Alr Force |
Tactical Fighter Squdron Feb 68
Tadtical Fighter Squadron May 68
On 20 July, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted their -

recommended list to Secretary McNamara. In doing so they

stated they did not concur in the inclusion of the 9th Marine
Amphibious Brigade and the two nondeployed TFSs in the personnel
celling for Vietnam. The Marine unit, they pointed out, was
still the PACOM reserve and, as such, was subject to deployment
to other areas of the Pacific Command. The two Air Force units
should not be included in the personnel ceiling for Vietnam
untll they deployed to that area.

. The Joint Chiefs of Staff also pointed out to Mr. McNamara
that, while the forces on the troop list would "contribute
significantly to the prosecution of the war," they fell short
of the numbers they had recommended in their memorandum:of
20 Aprlil. Thelr views on worldwide military requirements,
submitted in their.memorandum of 20 May-also remained valid.2T

On 10 August Secretary McNamara gave his tentative approval
for "planning" to the JCS recommendations. The 9th Marine .
Amphiblous Brlgade and the two TFSs, he ruled, should be counted
under the 525,000 celling. Now designated by Mr. McNamara as

Program 5, the total approved force levels for South Vietnam were
as follows: . ‘

a

27, (S-GP §) JCSM-416-67 to SecDef, 20 Jul 67 (derived from
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Air Marine {f

Army Navy Force Corps Total o
Program 4 323,735 30,039 56,148 74,550 484,472 1
FY 68 Added Forces 33,207 4,23h 2,242  7.523 47,206 ,
Civilianization -5,414 -812 -542 - -6,768 :

351,618 33,461 57,848 82,073 525,00028 -

On 15 September,

ceiling of 525,000 remained unchan
Services were adjusted as follows:

the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded a
refined troop list to the Secretary of Defense.

While the

%%F force levels for the

Air Marine
Army :Navy Force Corps Total :
Program -4 and _ EAIJ
Added Forces 358,475 37,522 59,309 82,239 537,545 A
Civilianization -9,595 -2,050 -600 -300 -12,525 ZJ
348,880 35,472 58,709 81,939 525,000 e

Secretary McNamara approved the revised troop list on
5 October. 30

’
/

President Johnson, meanwhile, resolved the debate over
operations against North Vietnam. On 20 July he approved
'RT 57, which was, in effect, Alir Force Secretary Brown's
"continuation of the present level of operations wlth certain
targets added in the Hanoi-Haiphong area. It contained 16
new fixed targets in that area and granted authority to con-
duct armed reconnaissance on selected rail lines, highways,
and waterways inside the 30 nm Hanol restricted zone but not
‘within the 10 nm prohibited zone. While not a total victory
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff and CINCPAC points of view, the
President by his action turned down the restricted operations
recommended by Secretary McNamara and other high ranking

28. (S-GP &) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "FY 68 Force Require- - §
ments for SVN (Program Number 5)," 10 Aug 67, Att to JCS 2472/ z
115-2, 11 Aug 67, same file. Py
29, (TS-GP 4) JCSM 505-67 to SecDef, 15 Sep 67 (derived ;
from JCS 2472/115-5), same file, sec 2. ‘
30. (S) Memo, SecDef to Service Secys and CJCS, 5 Oct 67, Y j
Encl to JCS 2472/115-8, 6 Oct 67, same file. A S

T

-

43-28




ZaReeFCRET

civilians in the Department of Defense. General Wheeler in-
formed Admiral Sharp that the "decisive factor in persuading
the President to continue bombing north of 200 and to author-
ize the . . . extension of operating authority was his feeling
that in recent weeks the bombing had achieved significant
results and with relatively little noise level." In this
regard, General Wheeler continued, "the Saigon briefings
(texts of which /the President/ has seen) were invaluable
e o o o I %p told he read Splke Momyer's briefing word
for word."3Ll )

President Johnson had now set the limits within which
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the field commanders would
conduct military operations in the months ahead. General
Westmoreland now faced the task of continuing operations
in RVN with forces some 15 percent larger than those he had
reported to be inadequate the previous March. Admiral Sharp
and his subordinate air commanders, although they had not
received all they asked for, now enjoyed wider latitude in
carrying the war to NVN than they had ever enjoyed before.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, having been refused the forces |
to reconstitute strategic reserves and contingency forces, o
could only hope there would be no need for additional US
troops elsewhere than Southeast Asia.

i R i =' H . g = -
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31. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1859 to CINCPAC, 2020447z Jul 67;
(TS) Msgs, CJCS 1359 and 5741 to CINCPAC, 20 Jul 67 and 22 °
Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.
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Chapter 44

ROLLING THUNDER AT ITS ZENITH: -OPERATIONS
AGAINST NORTH VIETNAM, JULY 1967 - MARCH 1968

The months following President Johnson's approval of
ROLLING THUNDER 57 saw the campalgn against the key northeast
sector of North Vietnam attain its highest level, both in the
number of sortles flown and in the number of targets author-
1zed for attack. 1In spite of certain continuing restrictions
on operations, a concentrated effort was made to cut off the
flow of war materials to enemy forces entering North Vietnam from
abroad--those segments of the enemy supply lines consildered
most vulnerable by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and CINCPAC.

The Original ROLLING THUNDER 57 Package

The ROLLING THUNDER 57 package approved by President
Johnson on 20 July not only included 16 new targets in the
Hanoi/Haiphong area, but also gave authority to conduct armed
reconnalssance on selected rail lines, highways, and water-
ways lnside the 30-nm Hanoi restricted zone, though not within
the 10-nm prohibited area. Of the 16 new targets, 11 were in
the military support system, 4 were in the transportation
system, and 1 was 1In the air defense system. All had been
taken from a 1list of 129 priority targets developed by CINCPAC.
This list had its. origln in the realization by CINCPAC plan-
ners that many targets they considered important were not on
JCS target lists. Therefore they developed and forwarded to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff a comprehensive ROLLING THUNDER list,
whose targets were concentrated in Route Package VI.l

1. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1859 to CINCPAC, 202044Z Jul 67.
gTS-GP 1) Memo, Jt Staff to CJCS, "CINCPAC Priority Targets
U)," 17 Jul 67, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.




Once again, political considerations inhibited the
ROLLING THUNDER program. The new ‘list did not include
Phuc Yen Airfield--which had again been recommended by the
‘Joint Chiefs of Staff--because of "tentative and tehuous
indications from a couple of North Vietnamese ambassadors"
that advisors from other Communist countries were there.2

Even the authorized strikes were to be conducted in
such a way as to avold the appearance of escalation. No
more than 3 targets were to be hit in any one day, and
armed reconnaissance strikes were not to be concentrated in
the 30-nm Hanol restricted zone but were to be distributed
throughout RP VI in roughly the same pattern as that of the
preceding few weeks. In other respects, the general guide-
lines in ROLLING THUNDER 57 were the same as the ones in the
preceding program.

During August, President Johnson added 12 targets in
the Hanol area to the RT 57 list, including the Hanoi thermal
power plant, the Doumer rail/hlghway bridge, and the other
major Hanoi rail/highway bridge. All three were struck and
rendered unusable by the end of the month.

These operations were an ausplcious beginning to an
intensified air campailgn against the vital northeast sector
of North Vietnam. But the steppéd-up operations had hardly

2._(TS-GP 1) Memo, COL Robert J. Dunn, USAF, [Escort
officer/ to Distribution, "Report on Signifiecant Areas of
Interest--Vietnam: Investigative Tour of Messrs. Gilleas and
French (Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee--
Chairman Stennisg " 27 Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.

3. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1859 to CINCPAC, 202044Z Jul 67;

-(TS) Msg, CJCS 5661-67 to CINCPAC, 20,Ju1 67, OCJCS File 091

" Vietnam Jul 67.

4., (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3365 to CINCPAC, 090005Z Aug 67
gTS-GP 3; Msg, JCS 4091 to CINCPAC, 1714597 Aug 67. _
TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4344 to CINCPAC, 191432Z Aug 67. (8).
NMCC Memos for Record, 12 and 13 Aug 67, OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Aug 67. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 195- and
196-67, 21 and 22 Aug 67.

4hy_p

w‘
e




[~ T I T

e

[

s —r=s-e2=c b

.xw

begun when they suffered a partial curtallment. On 19 August,
President Johnson 1ssued orders to suspend air strikes within
the 10-nm Hanol prohibited area beginning 24 August and run-
ning through 4 September. The only information given at the
time was that the actlon was taken to preclude charges of
escalation. Later information, however, indicates that Jjust
at this time the Preslident was offering to Hanol through
secret channels what later became known as the San Antonio
formula for peace negotiations.>

CINCPAC felt that the suspension came at an unfortunate
time. It began right on the heels of a stretch of bad weather,
and he feared the suspension would give the impression of a
deescalation of pressure aginst Hanoi. CINCPAC recommended
that, 1f 1t was not possible to relax the restriction, he be
glven authority to strike targets in the Haiphong area and
Phuc Yen Airfield, to gonvince Hanol that the Unilted States
was not "vacillating."

Strikes in the Buffer Zone

Ten of the 16 targets authorized by President Johnson on
9 August were within the buffer zone along the Chinese border.
Requests to hit these targets stemmed from difficulties
encountered in attempting to cut rail traffic between Communist
China and North Vietnam over the northeast line. During the
months of May, June, and July, when ROLLING THUNDER forces had
concentrated on this vital artery, there had been a reduction -
in the novement of military supplies over the line. Neverthe-
less, substantial amounts still reached Hanol. The inviola-
bllity of the buffer zone shortened the distance subject to
attack, and the enemy took full advantage of the situation by
holding trains in the buffer zone during the day, and moving
them out under cover of darkness ©r inclement weather.l

5. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4343 to CINCPAC, 191430Z Aug 67.
(TS) Memo, AsstSecState for East Asian and Pacific Affairs
to SecState, 9 Apr 68, OCJCS File, Vietnam Mission, May 68.

6. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 202231Z Aug 67, OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.

7. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3365 to CINCPAC, 090005Z Aug 67.
(TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 290105Z Jul 67, OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Jul 67.
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‘CINCPAC had requested on 3 June that buffer zone targets
‘be added to the target list, and on the 29th he had appealed
unsuccessfully for authority to conduct: specific strikes.
During the early part of July, Admiral Sharp refined his con-
cept for attacking buffer zone targets. He briefed Secretary
McNamara in Saigon on the concept, which now included 24
priority targets in the buffer zone. The Secretary requested
General Wheeler to analyze these 24 targets, but before the
analysis could be completed, CINCPAC recommended the execution
of a new plan of operations against buffer zone targets. Sub-
mitted to General Wheeler on 29 July, this plan called for an
initial strike to cut the line at a point about 19 miles south
of the Chinese border, followed by strikes at installations and
rolling stock north of the cut up to a point within 6 miles of
the border. Great care wou1d8be taken to insure accuracy and
to avoid civilian casualties.

General Wheeler replied to Admiral Sharp the same day,
stating he had tentatively selected 13 targets from the CINCPAC
list of 24 to recommend to the Secretary of Defense. Before
making these recommendations, however, the Chairman requested
further views from CINCPAC on the targeting concept. Specifi-
cally, General Wheeler questioned the value of bridges as
targets since they were so hard to hit. He favored destroying
railroad yards to force the Snemy to concentrate his supplies
north of the Chinese border.” .7 -

Replying on 3 August, CINCPAC agreed that all the targets
proposed by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, with two
exceptions,  appeared to be currently worth striking. He
agreed, also, on the value of hitting rolling stock and sup-
plies, but stressed the importance of subsequent attacks on
bridges as a means of bottling up rolling stock, thereby
~making it more vulnerable to attack. Along with these views,

7

8. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 0304247 Jun 67, -
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to
JCS, 2904457 Jun 67, JCS IN 19952. (TS) Msg, CJCS 5999-67
to CINCPAC, 29 Jul 67; (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 290105Z
Jul 67; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.

9. (TS) Msg, CJCS 5999-67 to CINCPAC, 29 Jul 67, 0OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Jul 67. (TS) Msg, CJCS 6106-67 to CINCPAC,
1. Aug 67, same file, Aug 67.
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Admiral Sharp submitted an expanded list of targets in the
buffer zone. This list was reduced to 10 by the Joint Staff
and was approved by President Johnson on 9 August.lO

The approved buffer zone targets included four railroad
bridges, five raillroad yards and sidings, and the Port Wallut
Naval Base. 1In striking these targets, ROLLING THUNDER forces
were authorized to attack rolling stock located to the south
of the Lang Son Raillroad/Highway Bridge. Pilots were
instructed to destroy locomotives, rolling stock, and supplies.
They were cautioned not to cross the CHICOM border or.to
take undue risk in the hazardous airspace contiguous to the
targets. The President authorized maximum use of the WALLEYE
weapon agalnst the brildges. Strikes were to be spaced out to
avoid charges of escalation. By 5 September, the President
had authorized 9 additional targets in the_buffer zone,
including 8 bridges and 1 railroad siding.ll

In authorizing one target on 30 August, the President
cautioned against intrusions into Communist China's air space.
Earlier in the month, there had been two separate violations
which had prompted Admiral Sharp to remind his subordinate
commanders that the authority to strike buffer zone targets
had been granted in part "as a result of our assurance that
we can go where we are supposed to go and hit what we are
supposed to hit." - CINCPAC was concerned not only because
the violations increased the risk to US pilots and planes, but
also that such violations might result in .the cancellation of

“buffer zone targets and in the denial of CINCPAC's pending

request to strike additional key targets. "The excellent

10. (TS) Msgs, CINCPAC to CJCS, 0319332 Aug 67 and 030123Z
Aug 67; (TS-GP 3) Memo, Jt Staff to CJCS, "CHICOM Buffer Zone
Targets,” 4 Aug 67; (TS) Msg, CJGS 6377-67 to CINCPAC, 8 Aug
67; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3365
to CINCPAC, 9 Aug 67.

11. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3365 to CINCPAC, 090005Z Aug 67.
(TS) Msg, CJCS 6377-67 to. CINCPAC, 8 Aug 67, OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Aug 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4091 to CINCPAC, 1714592
Aug 67. (TS-GP 3) MS%, JCS 5073 to CINCPAC, 301356Z Aug 67.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 5480 to CINCPAC, 0521137 Sep 67. (TS-GgP 3)
Msg, JCS 5073 to CINCPAC, 301356Z Aug 67. (TS) Memo, CJCS
to SecDef, "RT," 30 Aug 67, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.
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progress we have made thus far in obtaining increased strike
authorizations and outstanding results igtained thus far,
must not be jeopardized," said CINCPAC.

¢

Operations Against the Ports

While attacks against the buffer zone targets reduced
somewhat the flow of war materiel into North Vietnam, the
Joint Chilefs of Staff were convinced that the movement of
supplies through the port of Haiphong would have to be cur-
tailed if the campaign to restrict imports was ever to be
effective. A "shouldering out" concept to reduce the
increased volume of war materials arriving through the
Haiphong Port had been proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on 20 May. This plan called for striking targets around the
periphery of the city and gradually moving inward toward the
center of the main dock area. But bg August the target
elements had not yet been approved.1

In the meantime, the Chief of Staff, Air Force, developed
an alternative plan for isolating Haiphong. This plan would
"place an in-depth concentrated interdiction ring around the
Port of Haiphong to deny the enemy use of his lines of com-
munication from the port and port area to the interior." The
ring would be doughnut-shaped, including the area beyond a
1% mile radius from the center of Haiphong outward to a radius
of 8 miles. The densely populated inner circle contained only
three targets that.General McConnell believed significant.
Most of the targets._.considered essential would be within the
outer doughnut ared and would include bridges, ferries, vul-
nerable road/railroad segments, waterways, and transshipment
points. These targets would be struck to provide interdiction
of all current major LOCs to the maximum degree possible.
Moreover, the concept would -eliminate danger to foreign
" shipping.l4 ' ¥

12. (S) Msg, CJCS 7125 to CINCPAC, 30 Aug 67; (TS) Msg,
CINCPAC to CINCPACAF and CINCPACFLT, 2600027 Aug 67; OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.

13. See above, Ch. 43,

14, (TS-GP 3) "CSAF Concept for Isolation of the Port
of Haiphong," Att to (TS) SM-519-67 to CINCPAC, 22 Jul 67,
JMF 912/432 (19 Jul 67). :
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General Wheeler agreed that the plan would make it
possible to "apply a considerable constriction to the exits
from the port area." But to bring about the actual isolation
of the two citles would require the removal of the 30-nm and
10-nm restricted zones around Hanoi and Haiphong, thus per-
mitting unrestrained attacks everywhere in NVN except in the
CHICOM border buffer zone and the prohibited zones around
Hanol and Halphong. The Chairman asked CINCPAC his views on
the Air Force plan.l

Admiral Sharp repllied on 3 August that for six weeks

prior to 1 August he had been conducting strikes aimed at.

isolating Hanol and Haiphong from each other and from the :
rest of NVN generally along the lines of the Air Force plan.
The concept proposed by the Chief of Staff, Alr Force, was
sound, CINCPAC sald, and 1t would pile up cargo in the
Haiphong area, To be fully effective, however, it should be
expanded to include many more targets, including 13 in the
4-nm Haiphong prohibited area. In order to implement the
plan during good weather, Admiral Sharp requested immediate
authority to conduct strikes against the targets in the
prohibited zone and to conduct armed reconnaissance missions
in the 10-nm restricted zone. On 6 August, he submitted a
further request for the removal of bombing restraints:
authority to strike 19 targets in the Hanol restricted zone
and 10 in the Halphong restricted zone; the elimination of
both restricted zones; and the reduction of the prohibited
areas to a 2-mile radius around Hanol and a small rectangle
around the center of Haiphong. Meanwhile, CINCPAC, on 5
August, facilitated bombing attacks in the Haiphong area by

removing his own restrigtion concerning strikes within the

10-nm restricted zone.l

President Johnson didvnot grant these sweeping authori-
zations to bomb in the restricted and prohibited zones, but

15. (TS) Msg, CJCS 6106-67 to CINCPAC, 1 Aug 67,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67. .

16. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 030123Z Aug 67; (TS-GP 3)
Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 050244Z Aug 67; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
Aug 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and CINCPACAF,
052234Z Aug 67, JCS IN 95324, (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to
JCS, 062347Z Aug 67, JCS IN 96713, :
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on 30 August and 5 September he authorized strikes_ on a
total of 8 specific targets in the Haiphong zones.l7

The targets around Haiphong were hit heavily through
September. By the 27th of that month, 177 sorties had been
flown against 6 of the 8 targets authorized in the Haiphong
area under ROLLING THUNDER 57. As of 13 October all 8 of
the targets had been struck at least once. An analysis of
the port clearing capability of Haiphong near the end of
September showed that the LOCs serving Halphong could clear
4,300 short tons per day as compared with 9,700 the previous
May. The North Vietnamese were now forced to stockpile
supplies and to transport them to Hanoil mainly by inland -
waterways. Faster movement of supplies out of Haiphong would
depend upon North Vietnamese ability to restore the Halphong
and the Kien An highway bridges.l8

Meanwhile, the campaign against North Vietnamese sea-
ports was expanded as the result of an authorization by
President Johnson on 9 August to strike the minor ports of
Cam Pha and Hon Gai. They were to be struck only when ships
were at least 2,000 yards from the docks. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff had been opposed to attacks on Cam Pha and Hon Gai.
They felt that action against the two ports should be defer-
red until NVN, as a result of attacks against the Hailphong
port, began using them for imports and coastal traffic.
ROLLING THUNDER pilots struck Cam Pha Port with 31 sorties
on 10 September, inflicting severe damage. CINCPAC, however,
felt the restrictions there were too stringent, since North
Vietnam could easily keep a ship alongside the docks at all
times, thus preventing strikes. Such was the case from 13
September for at least two weeks, when a Soviet ship was in
Cam Pha. CINCPAC wanted authority to strike, with proper
caution, a coal plant and a railroad yard at Cam Pha, in
-spite of the presence of foreign shipping. But the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were concentrating th&ir efforts on securing
more important authority, notably a relaxation of the

17. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 5480 to CINCPAC, 052113Z Sep 67.
18. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 204-67 through 227-67,

31 Aug through 28 Sep 67. (S-NOFORN-GP 1) DIA to CJCS et al.,

Fact Sheet, "Haiphong Port Clearance," 27 Sep 67, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Sep 67. (TS‘GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 120157Z -
Oct 67, JCS IN 39404, :
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suspension on previously approved targets around Hanoil and
permission to strike Phuc Yen Airfileld. As a result, action
to remove_restrictions at Cam Pha was relegated to a lesser
priority.19

The Recurring MIG Threat

On 23 August, Admiral Sharp renewed his request to
General Wheeler for authority to strike the MIG base at Phuc
Yen airfield because recent engagements had made it "appar-
ent that the enemy has decided to use these aircraft again
to counter our strikes." As of that date, no US plane had
been shot down by a MIG since May. The next day, however,
two planes fell victim to enemy aircraft, prompting the Chair-
man to support the request and urge 1its approval upon the
Secretary of Defense. Secretary McNamara objected, however,
on the grounds that the United States would lose more planes
than it destroyed in an attack on Phuc Yen, and that the con-
tinulng attacks needed to keep the fileld closed would result
in the loss of more planes than would otherwise be lost to
MIGs if operations from the field continued.20 :

CINCPAC answered the objections by noting that enemy planes
could be surprised on the ground and that many might be
destroyed before they were airborne. The initial attack would
be followed up wlth other attacks but these would be merely
periodic attacks of harassment. He believed that the MIGs
could be forced to operate from CHICOM bases, where they would
be less effective. As for the risk that charges of escalation
might be ralsed, CINCPAC felt that this was a danger no matter
which targets in North Vietnam were picked for strikes.2l

19. (TS-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC tb JCS, 270028Z Sep 67, JCS
IN 10882. (TS) Msg, Actg CJCS 8205-67 to CINCPAC, 30 Sep 67, -
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 67. (TS) Fact Sheet, "ROLLING
THUNDER Actions Pending," 16 Oct 67, same file, Oct 67. -
(TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS 5480 to CINCPAC, 052113Z Sep 67."

20. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 231941Z Aug 67; (S) Msg,
CJCS to SecDef, 240829Z Aug 67; (TS) Msg, Actg CJCS to .
CINCPAC, 250107Z Aug 67; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.

21. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 250838Z Aug 67, same
file. .
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Another US plane was downed by MIGs on 16 September.
By that time the North Vietnamese had i1ncreased the number
of MIG 21s at Phuc Yen from 6 to 11. This, coupled, with the
increased experience of MIG pilots, prompted CINCPAC to
renew, on 20 September, his appeal to strike Phuc Yen and
Bac Mal airfields. The following day, General Wheeler urged
Secretary McNamara to approve Admiral Sharp's request-22

The occurrence of several MIG engagements on 25 September
no doubt influenced the decision made the next day to author-
ize strikes and restrikes against Phuc Yen. Two strikes were
scheduled for a 28 September attack on Phuc Yen. Before any
strike was made, however, the authority was cancelled by the
President because of certailn visiting dignitaries in Hanoi.

On 4 October, General Wheeler made another unsuccessful appeal
for authority to strike the MIG base.23

The MIGs, meanwhile, continued to impede US air operations
over North Vietnam. During September, 56 planes were forced
to jettison over 107 tons of bombs owing to MIG interference;
between 29 September and 10 October, 10 engagements with a
total of 32 MIG sorties resulted in the loss of three US
planes. But it was not until 23 October that President
Johnson authorized attacks on Phuc Yen. The following day,
US fliers mounted 64 sorties against the MIG field, and
foll owed up with smaller efforts/on.the two eucceeding days.
Three MIGs were destroyed, three were damaged, and the runway
was made unserviceable.?2 ‘

22. (TS-GP. 4)'Meg, CINCPAC to JCS; 2100282 Sep 67, JCS
IN 90642, (TS) CM~2660-67 to SecDef, 22 Sep 67, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Sep 67.

23. (S) Memo for Record, "NMCC Report on MIG Engagements
Over NVN-25 September 67," 26 Sep 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
- Sep 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 7303 to CINCPAC, 262109Z Sep 67.
(TS) Memo for Record, "Phuc Yen Strikes," 28 Sep 67, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Sep 67. (TS) Fact Sheet, "ROLLING THUNDER
Actions Pending (U)," 16 Oct 67, =same file, Oct 67 (TS-GP 3)
CM- 2676 67 to SecDef, 4 Oct 67, same file, -

(TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 080726Z Oct 67, JCS ,

IN 32563: (TS-GP 3) CM-2684-67 to SecDef, 1 Oct 67, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Oct 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9674 to CINCPAC,
2322127 Oct 67. (TS-NOFORN GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 249- 250-,
251-67, 24, 25, and 26 Oct 67.
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The Suspenslion 1s Lifted

Although the MIG attacks and other elements of the

North Vietnamese alr defense system impeded the air campaign

against North Vietnam, President Johnson's suspension of
. authority to strike targets within the 10-nm Hanoi prohibited

zone was an even greater handicap to effective air operations.
4 " Orginally set for the period 24 August through 4 September,
the suspension had been indeflnitely extended on 1 September,
Alarmed at. the prospect of an indefinite suspension at a time
when the days of good flying weather were rapidly dwindling,
CINCPAC on 20 September urgently recommended to the Joint '
> Chiefs of Staff that the suspension be lifted. The following
] day, the Chairman, with the support of the other members of
i the Joint Chiefs of Staff, urged Secretary McNamara to approve
CINCPAC's recommendation and, further, to authorize attacks
on fifteen specific targets within the 10-nm Hanol prohibited
zone. In this attempt, General Wheeler was unsuccessful.25

) General Wheeler agaln appealed without avail to Secretary

m] McNamara on 4 October for a cancellation of the suspension g
around Hanol and authority to strike a total of 25 targets -

= around Hanol and Haiphong. Two days later, the President

| approved 7 new targets 1In the Halphong area. All 7 targets

were struck at least once by 14 October; after that date most
of these targets were hit several times. Another target was
authorized 17 October and struck five days later.2

On 23 October President Johnson lifted the suspension
and authiorized strikes on the Hanoi Thermal Power Plant (a
one-time-only strike using the WALLEYE weapon), the 2
important Hanol bridges, plus 9 other targets in the Hanol
1 prohibiged area, including 5 that had not previously been
struck. 7 i

J .

On 25 October CINCPAC gave the Doumer Railroad/Highway

Bridge the highest strike priority. This strike was to be

25. (TS-GP 4) Ms%, CINCPAC to JCS, 202352Z Sep 67, JCS
% IN 90536. (TS) CM-2660-67 to SecDef, 22 Sep 67, OCJCS File- e
091 Vietnam Sep 67. : ' o
26. (TS-GP 3) CM-2676-67 to SecDef, 4 Oct 67, 0CJCS File P
091 Vietnam Oct 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 8239 to CINCPAC, o
0618262 Oct 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 90L5 to CINCPAC, 170003Z
Oct 67. (TS-NOFORN-GP.1) NMCC OPSUMs 236-67: through 248-67, ?
9 through 23 Oct 67. ~ ' ‘
' 27. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9674 to CINCPAC, 232212Z Oct 67.
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followed by the seeding of the river at that point to disrupt
ferry, barge, and boat traffic. Hopefully this disruption
would create lucratlve targets as the supplies backed up
walting to cross the river. It took only three days for
ROLLING THUNDER pilotes to hit the bridges and the power plant.
Most of the other targets authorized by the President on 23
October were got struck until November; some not at aill
during 1967.2

The President authorized 17 new targets in the Hanoi
and Haiphong areas on 8 November. The targets included
certain facilities at Bac Mail Airfield near Hanoi, 3 Hanoi
and 3 Haiphong shipyards, restrikes of 4 railroad yards, and
6 other new targets--1 rallroad yard, 2 industrial plants,
and 3 POL installations. The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
suggested that the targets be qtruck in a measured and deliber-
ate manner so as to minimize the "noise level" and to curtail
current talk among representatives of friendly nations con-
cerning the recently increased intensity of air operations in
the Hanoi and Haiphong areas.29

Also on 8 November, an important new weapon was added to
the arsenal being employed in the operations to isolate
Haiphong. On that date,‘Secretary McNamara declared the MK-36
Destructor mine to be "just another weapon" rather than a
mine, and authorized its use against all authorized ROLLING
THUNDER targets, including those in the prohibited zones.

The MK 36 had been developed at CINCPAC's request for use in
inland waterways. . It had become operational in April under
the authorizations then in effect, which limited mining to the
area south of 200- : >

Following the granting of authority to strike certain
targets within the prohibited areas, ROLLING THUNDER forces .
unleashed a tremendous striking effort against the authorized
targets and LOCs. Not since the previous July had pilots
been given such freedom, and never had they had more critical

28. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACAF, et al., 2522482 Oct
67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Oct 67. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) NMCC.
OPSUMs 249-67 through 1-68, 24 Oct 67 through 2 Jan 68,

29, (TS) Msg, CJCS 9610-67 to CINCPAC, 8 Nov 67, 0OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Nov 67.

30. (S-GP 4) J-3 Briefin% Sheet for ‘CJCS, "JCS 2343/751-1,"
21 Dec 66, JMF 9155.3 (7 Dec (S) Msg, JCS 2729 to
CINCPAC, 14 Apr 67; (TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS 2385 to CINCPAC,
082343Z Nov 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Nov 67.
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A] targets. In terms of high-value targets struck, the last
part of October and the first half of November marked the most
productive period in ROLLING THUNDER history.

ticssar ot

Thls intensified effort on the part of US pilots called
forth a comparable countereffort by North Vietnam's air
defense system. Between 23 October and 20 November, the
United States lost 48 ailrcraft in strikes over NVN. Thirty-
nine were shot down over RP VI, clear evidence that the enemy
belleved the targets under attack around Hanoil and Haiphong
were of such value that their defense called for a maximum
effort .31 : ‘

The Bombing Slackens

Beglnning in November, the pace of the bombing operations
agalnst North Vietnam gradually slackened. From that time on
a combination of bad weather and Presidential restrictions led
to a scaling down of attacks on targets in North Vietnam. By o
far, however, bad weather had the most adverse impact. The [
effect on the dilstribution of sorties in the various route T
packages 1s l1lllustrated clearly by the chart below covering
the none-month period from July 1967 through March 1968. It
1s readlly apparent that the number of monthly sorties declined
from a high rate in the summer months to a low one during the
northeast monsoon of the winter months. When the weather was
clear the number of sorties rose in the northern industrial
~area of North Vietnam, i.e., in RP VI A and VI B, where the -
high-value targets requiring precision and accuracy in bomb-
ing were located. When the. weather was poor and cloud cover
obscured the more lucrative targets, and low ceilings made
SAM evasion difficult, ROLLING THUNDER pilots struck targets
closer to South Vietnam in RP I through IV. Consequently,
owlng to bad weather in December,?both the number and percent-
age of sorties in RP VI A and VI B were low. This unfavorable
weather contilnued through January, February, and even March,
making these months the least productive of any quarter in
o thg previous two years; worse by far than the same quarter in
1967. :

i sl " '
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31. (S) Memo, DepDir for Ops, NMCC to SecDef, "Aircraft
Losses over North Vietnam, 17-20 November 1967," 20 Nov 67,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Nov 67.
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CISTRIBUTION OF ATTACK SORTIES
BY ROUTE PACKAGE

L4

RPTI II III IV V VIA VIB No. Sorties
Month Sorties % % % % % _% % VI A& B

1967

Jul 11,337 38 8 7 10 4 14 19 3,741
Aug 11,7hh - 48 8 10 7 2 12 13 2,936
Sep 8,540 56 8 7 8 3 9 9 1,537
Oct 8,087 L1 3 6 11 3 16 20 3,235
Nov 7,268 52 5 7 11 5 7 13 1,450
Dec 5,75 57 8 7 10 & 7 7 806
1968

Jan 6,359 47 8 11 12 6 8 8 1,017
Feb 3,280 72 3 8 2 5 8 2 328
Mar 5,037 68 8 5 6 2 5 6 - 55432,

On 3 January 1968, President Johnson added to the
inhibiting effects of the weather by ordering a suspension of
all air strikes within 5 miles of the center of Hanoli. The
prohibition was to be 1In effect for 72 hours, but it was
extended for an additional 72 hours.on 6 January, and indefi-
nitely on 9 January. 3

An additional restriction came on 16 January as the result
- of an eplsode involving a Soviet ship in Haiphong Harbor. On

4 January, while s€eding one of the approaches to Haiphong with
MK-36 weapons, a US plane through a map error inadvertently
released 1its load too soon, in the immediate vicinity of a
Soviet ship. The incident led General Wheeler to anticipate
the establishment of a 5 mile prohibited circle around Haiphong
similar to the one 1in effect around Hanoi. The Chairman, Joint

32. (TS-GP 1) CINCPAC, : _ P
Oct-Dec 67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 275 sec 1B. ETS-GP 4) Msg,
CINCPAC to JCS, 090435Z Feb 68, JCS IN 90743. (TS-GP 4) Msg,
CINCPAC to JCS, 072330Z Apr 68, JCS IN 30389.

33. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6402 to CINCPAC, 0321587 Jan 68.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6700 to CINCPAC, 0621487 Jan 68. (S) Msg,
CINCPAC to CJCS, 090735Z Jan 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan
68. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6818 to CINCPAC, 092026Z Jan 68.
(S-GP 1) Telegram, USUN to State, 232344Z Jan 68, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam Jan 68. ‘ '
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Chiefs of Staff, warned CINCPAC that such a restriction might
soon be forthcoming. He requested CINCPAC to instruct his
operational commanders to execute strikes in that area only
when the weather permitted accurate navigation and target
identification, and to employ only small forces close in to
Haiphong.3

In reply, CINCPAC expressed his concern that an addition-

al prohibited area would negate '"our reasonably successful
] efforts to isolate that port." His operational commanders,
said CINCPAC, had Jjust begun to get enough MK-36 weapons to
accomplish this objective, and it was not "satisfactory" to
start seeding 5 miles from the clty. Earllier plans had been
made for seeding the Red Rlver near Hanol, but they had been
cancelled when the 5-mile prohilbited circle around that city
: was directed. Thls had left the enemy free to repalr the
l damaged bridges and to cross the river in boats. During a

time when the weather limited ROLLING THUNDER opportunities,
CINCPAC felt-it was even more important "that we not have
added restrictions." He said,

VN,

We seem determined to ease the pressure on
the enemy at a time when our long bombing campaign
is having a telling effect. The history of ROLLING
THUNDER has been that we always follow a period of
telling effectiveness with periods when we put
restrictions on that glve the enemy a chance to
recuperate. This, I submit, 1s a costly and inef-
- ficient way to use our tremendous air power and
contributes to lengthening the war,35

— i @

On 16 January the President, although he was aware of
" CINCPAC's views on the subJject, directed the establishment
R of a 5-mlle prohiblted area around Haiphong. He also ’

: approved 6 more targets to be added to the authorized 1ligt,
but by the end of January none of them had been struck
because of bad weather.3

(TS) Memo, NMCC to SecDef, 8 Jan 68, "Alle ed Bomb-
_ ing of Soviet Merchant Ship of 4 January 1968" (TS) Telecon
o Item, JCS 010/68 to CINCPAC, 141720Z Jan 68; OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Jan 68.
(TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 150705Z Jan 68, OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Jan 68.
36. (TS-GP 31 Msg, JCS 7402 to CINCPAC, 16224772 Jan 68.
(TS) Msg, CJCS 00489-68 to CINCPAC, Jan 68, 0OCJCS File 091
. Vietnam Jan 6
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On 30 January, the enemy launched simultaneous assaults .
on the major South Vietnamese cities. As a counteraction, the Co
Joint Chiefs of Staff, on 3 February, recommended replacement :
of the Hanoi and Haiphong restricted and prohibited:zones by
"control areas" with radii extending 3 and 1i-nm respectively
from the centers of the two cities. Control at the Washington
level would be maintained over all strikes in these areas.

Armed reconnailssance missions under existing procedures could

then be extended to the remainder of the formerly restricted

and prohibited zones. The result would be to "expose to attack
critical storage areas; transhipment points; and the . . .

lines of communication that support movement to and from the
important logistic hubs of Hanoi and Haiphong." The President

did not approve the recommendation, but on 6 February he lifted
the ban on strikes within 5-nm of the centers of the two cities.37

Although other targets were added during February, and
subsequently hit, and authority was given to utilize radar

systems bombing techniques, 1little of any significance with
respect to air operations in North Vietnam had occurred by the -

end of March. Not only were operations hamperéd by the weather, iJ
e

but operations at Khe Sanh were absorbing much of the air céga—
bllity that would otherwise have been employed against NVN.3

On 30 March, President Johnson terminated military oper-

areg

atlons against North Vietnam north of 20° N thus ending the =

campaign to cut off or reduce.North Vietnamese imports and to
bring the war to the population, communications and industrial ;
centers of NVN. ~ Henceforth, ROLLING THUNDER and SEA DRAGON - i

would be diverted toward the interdiction of materiel and per- g"

sonnel flowing fram.North to South Vietnam and the furnishing

of fire support for friendly ground forces in the area of the 5;3"”

DMz . 39 :

37. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-78-68 to SecDef (derived from
JCS 2472/222), 3 Feb 68, JMF 912/323 (31 Jan 68).

38. (TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS 1414 to CINCPAC, 172012Z Feb
68. (TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS 1742 to CINCPAC, 2122337 Feb 68.
TS-GP 4; Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 100345Z Mar 68, JCS IN 62353,
TS-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS 072330Z Apr 68, JCS IN 30389,

39. See Ch. 50 for a discussion of the President's
declsion to curtail the bombing.
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ROLLING THUNDER Pro and Con

At the end of March, Admiral Sharp made an assessment
of the results obtained against the officially approved
ROLLING THUNDER targets. According to this assessment, 331
out of the 372 authorized targets had been struck and 245 of
fhem had been destroyed or rendered unusable. Breaking the
1list down 1into target systems, the analysis showed that of
all Jet-capable airflelds in North Vietnam only Gia Lam
remalned unstruck by the end of March. An estimated 65 per-
cent of North Vietnam's electric power capaclity had been
destroyed, although that figure had been higher before the
rebullding that had been accomplished during the monsoon. Of
the 125 military complex targets on the 1ist, 117 had been
attacked and 106 were unusable or inactive. An estimated 65
percent of the fixed NVN POL storage capaclty had been
destroyed. About 50 percent of the 1listed transportation ;
targets had been abandoned or rendered unserviceable, although
the enemy, by employlng bypass bridges and ferries, had managed
to keep traffic moving on major LOCs. The two key rail lines
from China into North Vietnam--the northwest line from Hanoi
to Lao.Cal, and the northeast line from Hanol to Dong Dang--
were conslidered closed or in shuttle status for the entire
first 3 months of 1968. TWﬁnty-two percent of the targeted -
industries were inoperable.%0 ‘

Assumling that Admiral Sharp's damage assessments were
accurate, the question remains: how effectively had the
operations against North Vietnam achieved their objectives?

- In broad terms, these objectives were three in number: to

reduce the inflltration of men and materiel from North to
South Vietnam, and/or to make it more costly; to raise the
morale of the South Vietnamese; and to show the North Vietna-
mese leaders they would pay a price for continued aggression
against South Vietnam. There 1sJa general consensus that
attacks against the North raised”morale in the South, but
opinion on the other two points is deeply divided and is
llkely to remain so. This results partly from the fact that
avallable Intelligence information Simply does not provide
the concrete proof needed for an exact tabulation of the
effects of the operations against the North. There were never- .
theless a number of attempts at analysis of these operations,
which led theilr authors to contradictory conclusions.

00, (S-GP 4) cINCPAC Rpt, "Measurement of Progress in
Southeast Asia, 31 March 1968," 10 Jun 68, pp. 75-76, 78, 95,
JMF 911/337 (31 Mar 68). " | |
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Among the most skeptical was the JASON study prepared
by the Institute for Defense Analyses at the request of
Secretary McNamara. The authors of JASON concluded that not
only had the bombing had "no measurable effect on Hanoi's
ability to mount and support military operations in the South,"
but that "no bombing campalgn can reduce the flow of military
supplies to the South" nor "significantly raise the cost of
maintaining the flow of men and material." 1In reaching these
conclusions, however, the authors neglected to investigate
what might result from.coordinated interdiction of all import
routes into NVN, which was of course’ the major target. of
ROLLING THUNDER as conceived by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
CINCPAC. They also claimed that the bombing had not "dis-
cernibly weakened the determination of North Vietnamese
leaders to continue to direct and support the insurgency in
the South," although they admitted that "deficienc1eQ in data
and methodology do not allow a thorough discussion" of the
question.41

At the opposite extreme, an Air Force study group, with ih"
representation from the other Services, the Joint Chiefs of aJ
Staff, and DIA, concluded that the alr campalgn had destroyed i pae
or damaged a significant portion of the enemy's industrial o
capability and had caused the diversion of a significant £
portion of North Vietnamese manpower to air defense and repair :
of the damage resulting from air/attacks. As a result, the L
enemy capability to expand his military force in South Vietnam boe
was drastically_curtailed. Had there been no bombing, the
Air Force study group estimated, 1t would have been possible
for North Vietnam to train and inflltrate sufficlent forceﬁ
to attain a total:th South Vietnam of 600, 000 by mid-1967. 2

SEA CABIN, a military study group established by the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and consisting of representa-
tives of the Joint Staff, DIA, and the Assistant Secretary of
- Defense (ISA), reached a similar concPusion. This group con-
cluded that the air and naval campaigns against NVN had
inflicted heavy damage on NVN and had "limited the DRV's capa-

bility to undertake sustained large scale military operations

I7. gTS-NOFORN~GP 1) IDA, "JASON, The Bombing of North . -

Vietnam, (U)," 16 Dec 67. : P
Lo, TSS