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Chapter 40

ACTION ON THE DIPLOMATIC FRONT

Notwithstanding the fallure of the "peace offensive" of
January-February 19%3, the United States never relaxed its
efforts to negotiate 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 serlously about peace. They examined every
lead in the expectation that increasing US mililtary suc-
cesses achleved during 1966 and corresponding dwindling

enemy hopes for a stralght-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-
tlon in favor of negotiations, touching off a concerted effort
by the United States, lasting until the end of February 1967,
to get peace talks started.  During this period US diplomats
were 1n direct 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 Minlster Wllson of Great Britain, and UN -Secretary
General U Thant. Eventually, all their efforts ended in
fallure. They were followed by another lull in significant
diplomatic activity, which ended finally in April of 1968
when the North Vlietnamese QGovernment responded to President
Johnson's curtailment of the bombing by announcing willing-
ness to enter into preliminary talks. _

QOperation MARIGOLD 7

Action in the new diplomatic offensive began in Saigon
in mid-November 1966 when the Polish Representative on the

1. (TS) Memo, W.W. Rostow to Vance, Helms and Bundy,
22 May 67, JMF 911/300 (19 May 67). (8) Rpt, Taylor to
Pres, 30 Jan 67, Encl to JCS 2472/6, JMPF 911/b80 (30 Jan 67).
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International Control Commission, Mr. Janus Lewandowski, .'{
offered to present the US position. to the North Vietnamese S
Government--which, he claimed, was prepared to negotiate a :
definitive political settlement of the Vietnam war., ' - ' ﬁ
Lewandowskl had first suggested to Lodge that Hanol was pre-

pared to negotiate in June, but nothing further developed

during the summer. In September, Lewandowski, in consul - [
tation with Italian Ambassador 4d'0Orlandi 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 academic exerclse
until Lewandowskl announced in November that he was about to
go to Hanoi where he would be wllling to state the US
position to the North Vietnamese and to see whether negotl-
ations could be arranged.Z2

Acting on instructions, Lodge spelled out for Lewandowski
the US position in several mid-November meetings. Primarily,
the US Government was interested in the reaction of Hanol to -
a formula designed to overcome North Vietnamese objectlons to -‘] N
granting military concesslons 1in return for a halt to the : ﬁﬁﬁ
bombing of North Vietnam, The formula consisted of two phases: g
first, 2 halt to the bombing without a speclific simultaneous f.
compensating deescalation, but on the clear understanding that é
both sides would later take reciprocal but unspecified -
deescalatory steps; second, the actual implementatlon of these '
reciprocal steps. Hanoli's actions in the second phase would
appear to be in response to actlions 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,

Hanol agreed to withdraw 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. ;l

- Other points Lewandowskl was asked to make Iincluded the
following: 1) the United States was serious in expressing : -
in the Manila Conference communique a willingness to remove : l
its troops from South Vietnam and dismantle 1ts 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 ablde by the results of genulnely 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. Unless cited otherwise, this account of MARIGOLD is E,
based on a Dept of State Summary in (S) Msg, State 112886 to b
Rome, 9 Jan 67. -
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placed South Vietnam in a positlon 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

effecflive neutral machinery for supervision and control would
be required.3

Lewandowskl, upon hils return from Hanol, informed Lodge
that 1f the views of the Unlited States were as he had
explained them to North Vietnamese Premier Pham Van Dong, it
would be advisable to confirm them directly by conversation
wlith the North Vietnamese Ambassador in Warsaw. Lewandowski
alleged that hls presentatlon of US views in Hanol were
ldentical 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 negotliations.

2. Negotiations 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 into account the interests of the parties

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

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

4. The United States was ready, should other parties
show a constructive interest in a negotiated settlement, to
work out and discuss with them prgposals of such a settle-
ment covering all important probléms 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. (15) Msgs, State 83786 to Salgon, 13 Nov 66; State
84238 to Saigon, 14 Nov 66, _
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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
condlition.

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 avold any appearance that North Vietnam 18 forced to
negotiate 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 Vlietnam
that its“anmed forces are or were infiltrating into South
Vietnan. :

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

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

Asked by Lewandowski whether thils paper correctly stated
the US position, Lodge replied that on a matter of such import-
.ance he would have to refer to his government for a definitive
reply, but much of the paper appeared to be in keeping wlth the
spirit of US policy. In reporting this conversatlon 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

t
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territory of NoEth Vietnam 1f 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 Lewandowski to-express to the -North Vietnamese
and the statement on the subject Lewandowskl claimed to have
made. Consplcuously mlssing from his eighth point was any
deacription 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
position the US Government had consistently refused to take.

On recelving 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 precilsely the two-phase plan for ending the bombing.
Accordingly, Lodge, on instructions, informed Lewandowskli 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 lknown at this date that the Unlted States still insilated
upon a military deescalation in return for stopping the
bombing of North Vietnanm. _

On 5 December, Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapackli re-
ceived 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 polpts. 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
escalation in contrast to the earlier deescalation the North
Vietnamese had asserted they had detected and favorably noted
during Lewandowskl's visit to Hanol.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
Hanol 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 Hanol, was hit by 27
aircraft. Two days later 18 aircraft attacked the Yen Vien
Railroad Yard 5 miles from the center of Hanol. Thus, -,...
adverse flying conditions had in fact created the operational
pattern that Rapackl claimed the North Vietnamese had noticed
and attributed to pelitical motivation.

The bombling pattern was, however, affected to . some. degree
by pollitical 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 s5till in effect on 5 December when Rapackl made his
objection to the bombing attacks ,of 2 and 4 December,

Following Rapackl'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 Xatzenbach 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 influended by the sensitive
activities now in train." The President did not, however,
curtail the bombing of North Vietnam further at this time.7

©. See-Ch, 30 for an account of RT /2. - Alr attack data
18 derived from (TS-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMS 265-66, 12 Nov 66 -
283-66, 5 Dec 66, _

7. (TS-GP 3) Msgs, CINCPAC to JCS, 030650Z Dec 66,
Jcs IN 64782, and 0809k0Z Dec 66, JCS IN 73338. (S)
CM-1994-66 to CNO, CSA, CSAF, CMC, 10 Dec 66, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Dec 66.

L40-6

———————

v,

sae h e YL e rpr——— AT LY
L H . iz




L~ B

D R P

DRy

Bad weather, however, prevented any air attacks on North
Vietnam during the period 5-12 December. During this period,
Ambassador Gronouski was unable to arrange a meeting with the
North Vietnamese 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 1in the original arrangements for talks
in Warsaw.

Thls was where matters stood on 13 December when clearing
weather permitted a resumption of air operations over Hanol.
Agaln, 20 aircraft hit Yen Vien Railroad Yard and 9 planes
attacked the Van Dien Vehicle Depot. The same day, Rapacki
called in Gronouskl 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
Gronouski, 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 Jjust.on the US
proposal for a two-phase deescalation either -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
possibility of direct talks. ‘ '

At a further meeting with Rapacki on 19 December,
Gronouskl reviewed the whole history of discussions to that
point and stressed that, while the opening of talks must be
without preconditions as to the cénduct of military oper-
ations, this topic-could be a first order of business, but
the discussion proved fruitless. At this Jjuncture President
Johnson declded to reverse policy and offer a military con-
cession in 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 ' -

8. (TS) MBg, State 102960 to Saigon, 14 Dec 66.
9. Ibid. . . L -
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the center of Hanoil for an indefinite period if_ talks with
North Vietnam can be gotten under way shortly."10
.

When Rapackl objected to thls proposed llnkage, Presil-
dent Johnson decided to halt the bombing within 10 nautical
~miles of Hanoi without a prior commitment to negotiate from
North Vietnam. On 23 December the JCS 1ssued appropriate
instructions to CINCPAC, and the next day Gronouskl informed
Rapacki of the action that had been taken. However, this
concession failed to produce the desired results. On 30
December Rapackl told Gronouski that the North Vietnamese
had decided not to enter into talks with the US at Warsaw.ll

Operation MARIGOLD thus ended 1n failure. The question
remains--indeed it was railsed in the press by critlcs of
Administration policy--whether different tactiecs by the
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 egually valld
speculation is that Hanol only agreed to talk in the first
place on the basis of a false and misleading presentation
by Lewandowskl that the United States was prepared to stop
the bombing without military conditions. Once the North
Vietnamese leaders discovered that the United States still
demanded compensating military deescalation in return for.
a bombing halt, they employed the early December bombings
as an excuse to reject direct negotlations.

Abpeal to U Thant

o

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 Vlietnamese 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

“I0. (T3] Msg, State 106358 to Warsaw, 21 Dec 66.
11. 3"1‘8-(}? 3) Msg, Jcs 2135 to CINCPAC,.232114Z Dec 66,
JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) sec 13.
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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 Polints that "a cessation of
hostilitles could be the first order of business at a con-
ference or could be the subject of preliminary discussions."22

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 essential, were to stop the bambing 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 cessation of bomting by joining with the
other parties in an extended holiday truce. The following
day Goldberg replied that his Government reaffirmed its offer
to "order a prior end to all bombing of North Vietnam the
moment there 18 an assurance, private or otherwilse, 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 polnted 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 ceasefilre was
therefore welcomed by the US Government, which regretted
that the other parties had so far shown no interest in 1t.13

Even before writing his letter of 30 December to
Goldberg, U Thant had begun intensive secret diplomacy with
Hanol. 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 boxr:.l::!.ng."]~"L

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. ( 67)
13. Dept of State Bulletin, LVI (23 Jan 67), pp. 137-139.
14, NY Times, 4 Jan o7, T, ’
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This finding obviously did not meet the oft-repeated conditlon
of the United States that cessation of bombing be accompanled
by some reciprocal milltary deescalation by the North Vietna-
mese. In the end U Thant proved unable to extract any satis-
factory answer from Hanoi. The Unlted States, meanwhile,
initlated dliplomatic 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
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
Guthrie, Deputy Chief of the US Mlsslon, to Le Chang, the
North Vietnamese Chargé: "The United States Government," the
message read, "places the highest priority in finding a
mutually agreeable, completely secure arrangement for exchang-
ing communications with the government of the DRV about the
possibilities of achleving a peaceful settlement of the
Vietnamese dispute,'"ld

A subsequent message, passed through the same channel on
20 January, elaborated the US vieWw of the matters that might
be discussed. These included, in addition to any subject
proposed by Hanol, the following: arrangements for reduction
or cessatlon of hostilitles; essential elements of the Geneva
Accords of 1954 and 1962, including the withdrawal from South
Vietnam of forces :céming from the outside; arrangements for a
free determination by North and South Vietnam on the issue of
reunification; recognition of the independence and territorial
integrity of North and South Vietnam or of a reunifiled
Vietnam; the international posture of South Vietnam, including
its relatlionships with other nations; appropriate provisions
relating to the internal polltical structure of South Vietnam,
including freedom from reprisals and free politlical partici-
pation; and appropriate means gor insuring the integrity of
all the provisions agreed to.l

15. (15) Msgs, State 11296 to Moscow, 5 Jan 67, and
Moscow 29 6 to State, 10 Jan 67.
(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 Hanoi line: "unconditional cessation of bombing and all
other acts of war agalnst the DRV being materialized, the DRV
could then exchange vliews with the United States concerning
the place or date for contact between the two parties . . . ."
The North Vietnamese 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?Tand the flve-point programs of the National Liberation
Front.

The next day, the North Vlietnamese Govermment, without
referring to the diplomatic exchanges with the United States,
made publlc 1its posiftlon in an interview given by Foreilgn
Minister Nguyen Duy Trinh to the left-wing Australian jornalist
Wilfred Burchett. The Hanol regime placed particular emphasis
on the text of the 1lnterview. Not only was it prominently
published on the front page of all Hanol newspapers, but 1t was
also widely distributed to neutral governments with the request
that its-importang character be conveyed to US diplomatic
representatives,l :

On 2 Pebruary, Guthrie handed Le Chang an interim reply
to this roundabout communication from Hanci. In 1ts reply,
the US Government agreed to discuss the four points or any
other matter in secret talks.: Turning to the question of
attacks on North Vietnam, the US Government in 1ts 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 for the period 8-12 February
might be a good time to begin discussions on such an
approach.19

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

1&. {TS’ Msg, Moscow 3218 to State, 27 Jan 67.

18. (s-Gp 3? Msg, State 133736 to Paris, Wellington,
Ottawa, Dgakarta, Rome, Bern, 8 Feb 67. NY Times, 29 Jan 67, 6.-
19. (TS) Msgs, State 128486 to Moscow, an 67, and

Moscow 3321 to State, 2 Feb 67.
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where Soviet 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 bedr on North Vietnam to negotliate, the US Government
briefed the British thoroughly on the current negotiations.

At two sessions on 6 February, the British presented the US
two-phase deescalatlon plan and the list of subJects for
secret discusslon 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 negotiate. However, when pressed by the British
to urge the North Vlietnamese to 1ssue an unequlvocal statement
that they wauld negotiate if the bomblng 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 1n the alde
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 stlll in progress in London. In his letter,
Johnson offered a new deescalation package. "I am prepared",
he wrote, "to order a cessation ¢f bombing against your
country and the stopping of further augmentation of United
States forces in South Vietnam as soon as I am assured that
infiitration 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
11th, with the Soviet Premier's vislit drawing to a close,
President Johnson sent another personal message to Prime
Minister Wilson stating the willlingness of the United States

20. (TS] 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 PFeb 67. The text of the Johnson ltr
to Ho Chi Minh is in NY Times, 22 Mar 67, 10. '
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"£o go the last mile" in the search for peace. He asked :
to make an additlonal effort to secure Kosygin's services by

giving him the following message:

If you can get a North Vletnamese 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 supplles into South Vietnam will
stop at that time, I will get an assurance
from the US that they willl not resume bombing
North Vietnam at that time. Of course the US
bulldup 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 1ssued to resume operations against North Vietnam.Z22

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 United States of
employing "the most inhuman weapons” and the "most barbarous e
methods of warfare" against his people, blamed the United o
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 achleve negotlations in the MARIGOLD
and SUNFLOWER efforts were obviously of concern to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff because of their effects not only on the’
immedlate tactical situation but also on long-term strategic
interests of the Unlted States. DRuring the period of these
two diplomatic operations, the JCS were not asked for formal

22. (IS) 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 Koaygin departed from the United Kingdom. See
Ch for an account of operations against North Vietnam at
this period. o X
23. (T8) Msg, Moscow 3503, 15 Feb 67, The text of Ho's
Letter 1s in NY Times, 22 Mar 67, 10. i .
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views on any aspect of the nego‘cia*t:j.cmss.2)+ - Thelir position on
some aspects of the question was avallable to Secretaries
McNamara and Rusk, however, as the result of views presented
in May 1965. At that time, the JCS had stated the minimum
conditions for halting the bombing of North Vietnam to be:
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 immedlate exchange of
prisoners.2a>

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

The JCS views, developed as answers to questlons asked
by General Maxwell Taylor in hls 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 Vletnamese infll-
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 Vietnam, the demili-
tarized zone, and the Laotian panhandle; and signifilcant
reduction of North Vietnamese/%iet Cong acts of terrorism in
South Vietnam. PFurther 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.

20, Sources available 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 officlals,

25. See Ch.28 for a complete discussion of these views.
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The United States had now offered a list of fifteen possible
locations. NVN, however, was quick to charge that none
satisfied the two conditions that the US 1tself had insisted
upon. Many of the countries on the list were not neutral,
and most had no diplomatic relations with North Vietnam. It
thus rejected all of the sites recommended by the US. North
Vietnam repeated its preference for Warsaw, and charged the
United States with "full responsibility for delaying the
talks between the two sides.”" The United States replied that
Warsaw was not acceptable as a sitﬁ.because Poland was a direct
contributor to the Vietnamese war. 0

In subsequent public statements, Secretary Rusk expressed
his impatience with NVN's intransigence. Almost three weeks
had passed since the President had ordered a restrictlion on
the bombardment of NVN. In this time, the United States had
suggested fifteen sites while NVN had offered only two. This
record, Rusk felt, showed none of the flexibility indicated in
Hanoi's 3 April message. "While the US was businesslike in
proposing sites, NVN engage[d]-in polemics. . . . meanwhile
NVN infiltration continues and 13 growing in face of US
unilateral act of deescalation."*l

Increasing Enemy Threat and the Question of DT
Expanding ROLLING THUNDER

Secretary Rusk's doubts about NVN's sincerity with regard
to the talks-had increased wilith recent reports from the field.
Before mid-April enemy-1lnitiated actlions had declined sharply.
Some observers were lnclined to view this as evidence of
deescalation on the part of NVN. Others, including the allied:
military field commanders, believed that the decline resulted
from the continuing general allied offensive, which forced the
" enemy to withdraw to comparatively safe sanctuarles in the
border areas of Cambodia and Laos where he could regﬁgup his
forces and prepare for another offensive of his own.

Evidence that the enemy was indeed preparing for a new .
offensive began to mount by mid-April. On 18 April a COMUSMACV
intelligence survey of enemy LOCs in the DMZ area revealed a
massive enemy effort underway to move large quantities of

A0, 1bid., pp. 36-37.

u‘lo Ibid-’ p‘ 39-

42, TTS-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS et al., 130212Z Apr
68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68)7
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mutual agreement. Those acting in gogd faith will not seek
to make this a matter of propaganda.3

Radio Hanol, 1n a broadcast on 13 April, bitterly
attacked this statement, interpreting it as belng 1lrreconcill-
able with the oft-repeated US pledge to meet anywhere at

~anytime. Instead of answering Hanoi's suggestion of Warsaw,
the Unlted States was announcing conditions for a talk site
and suggesting at the same time sites that were "not adequate

7 to the Democratic Republic of Vietnam." Thils, Hanol concluded,
was ingicative of the US efforts to dellberately sabotage the
talks.

While the North Vietnamese offered no reasons for the
inadequacy of the five US proposed sites, US officlals specu-
lated that they had rejected most of them out of deference to
Communist China. Polish authoritles, who had been monitoring
the dipiomatic and propaganda exchange, concurred in this
_ interpretation. The Poles, on the other hand, sensing US
'J dissatisfaction with Warsaw and reflecting growing pressure

on Poland from France, began to mention Paris rather than
Warsaw as a possible site.38 :

] Paris by this time was also belng mentioned unoffically
by several other interested governments. On 18 April, a
French Foreign Ministry official informed an American diplomat
that in the past twenty-four hours there had been indications
that the "cholce of a site for US-DRV contacts is moving
in the direction of Paris." The United States, however, was
decldedly cool to Parls as a site.for the talks. In view
o of France's Vlietnam pollcy, it seemed doubtful that France
would be impartial. Moreover, glven France's general
‘] uncooperative attitude toward US policy in Western Europe,
- the US did not wish to risk giving France any credit for
: resolving the Vietnam war. Consequently, the United States
sought to induce the North Vietnamese to agree on another site.
} To this end the United States delivered another note to the NVN
representative 1in Vientiane on 18 April, the same day the French
approached the US about Paris. It repeated the five previously
mentioned sites and added six others in Asia and four in Europe:
Colombo, Tokyo, Kabul, Katmandu, Rawa%Findi, Kuala Lumpur,
Rome, Brussels, Helsinkil, and Vienna.39

36. 1bid., p. 12.
37. NY Times, 14 Apr 68, p. 1.

38. (TS] "Summary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE." p. 26.
39. Ibid., pp. 30-32. )
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accommodate a large number of diplomats and the world press.

It was also in a neutral coungiy. This made 1%t the favorite
choice for the US Government. Stilil, Switzerland was a
European nation, and North Vietnam did not have a misslon there,
which made 1ts acceptance by NVN unlikely. For this reason,

the President stated his readiness to consider "any reasonable
alternative suggestions' by the DRV.32

For the next five days there was no official reply from
Hanol. On April 8, the day the President had proposed for
the beginning of talks in Geneva, the NVN Representative in
Vientiane delivered Hanoi's brief, formal reply. Hanoi
pointedly ignored President Johnson's Geneva propoeal, but
agreed to meetings at the ambassadorial level, and suggested
Phnom Penh, Cambodia, a8 an appropriate place. If the US was
not agreeable to Phnom Penh. then 1t was open to "another place
to be mutually agreed upon." President Johnson publicly
acknowledged this message, but made no reference to its content.33

In his official reply on 9 April, the President ruled out
Phnom Penh on the grounds that the United States did not have
there a diplomatic mission, which was necessary to lnsure
secure communications. The President repeated his preference
for Geneva, but also proposed four Asian sites as possible
alternatives, with the first meeting to take place on 15 April:
Vientiane, Rangoon, Djakarta, or New Delhi.3

The NVN reply, dated 11 April, countered with a suggestion
of Warggw, with a date of 18 April for the beginning of the
talks. This suggestion came as a surprise, since 1t had
been expected that NVN would insist on an Aslan site. Warsaw
was clearly unacceptable to the US because Poland's asslstance
to NVN did not qualify 1t as a neutral in the Vietnam war.

But rather than address itself to thils second suggestion in
private, the United States Government decided to prod Hanol

" publicly. Accordingly, the White HouSe issued a comparatlvely
lengthy public statement that went beyond the mere acknowledge~-
ment of Hanol's latest response. "On serious matters of thils
kind," the statement read, "it is important to conduct talks

in a neutral atmosphere, failr to both sides. The selection of
an appropriate site in neutral territory, with adequate com-
munications facilities, should be achieved promptly through

31i. {TS Projec¢t B, OCJCS File,Viet-Nam Negotiating Book.
32. ng "Summary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE," p. 2.

33, Ibid., pp. 4-5.

34, {TS-GP 3) Msg, State 143729 to Vientlane, 9 Apr 68,
JCS IN 33785, 0CJCS File, CROCODILE Outgoing, (1-30 Apr 68).

35, (TS) "Summary Chronology - Cperation CROCODILE," p. 11.
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no doubt know," he told COMUSMACV, "we are in a real hassle as to
the locale of the prospective talks, and one more propaganda
advantage placed in the hands of the North Vietnamese could well
bring the whole effort to naught . . . & breakdown in talks
attributagle to us would be a disaster here in the United
States.”

Some of the precautionary steps ordered by the President
after the 3 April exchange with Hanol had to be reversed or
modified shortly thereafter. This was particularly true
in the case of reconnaissance, which had been prohibited in
NVN above the 20th parallel. The Secretary of Defense and
the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff were especlally concerned wlith the
military risks that such a prohibition entalled. They wanted
it resumed as early as politically possible and continued
throughout the course of any future negotiations. On 6 April,
Secretary Clifford and General Wheeler raised the 1ssue at a
White House meeting with the President. Thelr arguments
apparently persuaded the Chief Executive, because he ordered
the resumption of a slightly reduced2§econnaissance program
above the 20th parallel on 11 April.

The Search for an Acceptable Talk Site

The "hassle" over the locale for talks that General
Wheeler referred to in his 12 April message to General
Westmoreland had been going on since the first US-NVN exchange
was announced by the Preslident on April 3.

At that time, President Johnson had promised to establish
direct contact with NVN representatives regarding specific
arrangements for talks. Thils was done formally through the
US Embassy in Vietlane, Laos, where NVN was also represented

and where there had been previousfdiplomatic contacts between
the two countries.

In the note that Ambassador Sullivan dellvered to his
NVN counterpart, the Preslident proposed a meeting at the
ambassadorial level in Geneva, beginning 8 April.30 Geneva, a.
traditional location for international meetings, could easlly

28. {g) Msg, JCS 4013 to COMUSMACV, 12 Apr 68, same file.
29, (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 6226 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 1l .
Apr 68, same file.

30. (TS) "Summary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE," p. 2.
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Chau. It was his guess that Red China had carried out the
attack with the aim of ending the US-NVN contacts that they
had opposed from the beginning.22  Choosing to forego any
public speculation on the matter, Secretary Clifford merely
declared US 1nnocence in the 1lncident in a press conference
on 8 April.Z2

The Lal Chau incident, however, did prompt the US to
Place restrictions on its military operations in Laos. In
a message sent out on the day of the Hanoi broadcast, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff directed CINCPAC to discontinue, until
further notice, BARREL ROLL alr strikes in the ALPH%A BRAVO,
and CQCO areas of Laos that bordered northwest NVN. BARREL
ROLL operations in other areas along the Laos-NVN border above
the 19th parallel were still authorized, % t had to be conducted
under positive forward air control (FAC). These restrictions
were in sharp contrast to the level of operations the US had
actually intended to carry out in Laos. In fact, Ambassador
Sullivan in Vientliane, on the eve of the President's speech,
had been instructed to assure Prince Souvanna thagsair strikes
in Laos would be augmented rather than curtailed.

The Administration's fear of any action in NVN that might
subject 1t to a charge of deliberately trylng to sabotage the
prospectlve talks soon affected the actlions of its allies as
well. General Westmoreland had been approached by the Vietnamese
Alr Force on 12 April about the introduction of its recently
acquired F-5 squadron in the air interdiction program north of
the DMZ. General Westmoreland, in a cable to General Wheeler,
expressed his fear that, while such a step would mean an increase
of only six sorties per day,the fact that it would mark the
first use of %et aircraft by RVN might give it an escalatory
connotation. General Wheeler, after conferring with Secretary
Clifford, agreed with General Westmoreland and asked that he

take steps to get the VNAF to withdraw its request. "As you

22;ITS-GP M) Msg, CINCPAC HWA 1213 to CJCS, 13'Apr 68,
same [lle.

23, (TS) "Summary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE," p. 6

24, (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 5540 to CINCPAC et al., 4 Apr 68.

25, (TS-GP 1) Msgs, JCS 5617 to CINCPAC et al., 5 Apr 68;
JCS 5686, 6 Apr 68.

26. (TS) Msg, VIENTIANE 5814 to CINCPAC, 12 Apr 68, JCS
IN 39897, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68).
(S) Msg, COMUSMACV 4893 to JCS, 12 Apr 68, same file.
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President was intent upon avolding any lncident, even
accidental, that might Jjeopardize this exchange. To this

end, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, ordered, for the
time being and until further notice, the discontinuance of
all operations north of the 20th parallel over NVN and the
Tonkin Gulf.l9 As an added precaution the President directed
his military commanders to cease all alr strikes and SEA
DRAGON operations in NVN above the 19th parallel. In so doing,
he stressed the importance of not reveallng thls new restric-
tion, which 1f known might weaken the US negotiating position.
The Chairman, Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, accordingly instructed
CINCPAC to hold this directive as closely as possible and to
execute it in a manner that would conceal the fact that the
discontinuance of operations between the 19th and 20th
parallels came from a decision by higher authority. Reveal-
ing his displeasure over "leaks" in the past, General Wheeler
further suggested that field commanders should adopt the same
"no comment” rule for press inquiries regarding operations in
NVN that was being followed in Washington.<20

Something akin to what the President had feared actually
occurred on the very day these precautlonary measures were
ordered. Hanol Radio on Thursday, 4 April, charged that
three waves of US alrcraft had bombed populated areas of the
Province of Lai Chau, which lay 1n the northwestern section of
NVN along the Laos border many miles north of the 20th parallel.
In response to these allegations, the Secretary of Defense
ordered the review of all strikes in NVN and Lacs to determine
if any US or allled aircraft could have been lnvolved. The
Joint Chlefs of Staff, after a thorough check of the flights
scheduled and/or flown in NVN and Laos, found no evidence to
suggest that US aircraft were responsible. The American Embassy
in Vientliane had reported that no Laotian planes had attacked
NVN, and bad weather in the area lnclined the JCS to believe 1t;
still, they were not willing to rule out the possiblliity tﬁit
Lao T-28s might have been involved in the Lal Chau attack.

For his part, Prince Souvanna Phouma of Laos denled that
his aircraft were responsible for the-alleged attack on Lal

19, (TS-GP 1) Msgs, JCS 5380 and 5420 to CINCPAC, 3 Apr 68.
E?S-GPsé) Msgs, JCS 5381 and 5491 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC,. 3 and
Apr .

20.'(Tsz Msg, JCS 3668 to CINCPAC, 3 Apr 68, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68). '

21. (S) cM-3189-68 to SecDef, 8 Apr 68, same file.
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actions in any way. Recognlzing the impossibility of conceal-
ing the extent of these actlons in the presence of more than
six hundred reporters in SVN alone, General Wheeler could
suggest only that General Westmoreland be instructed not to
modify his plans,but to try to "play them in low key." Every
effort, in other words, should be made by COMUSMACV to describe
Operation PEGASUS and related actions as the usual run of
offensive operations against the enem¥6in order to provoke as
1ittle adverse criticism as possible.

Hanoi's Positive Response: Further Restrictions on
Military Operations

Throughout 1 and 2 April the Administration essentlally
was preoccupied with lts critics. There was no vord from
Hanoi until the morning of 3 April, when Radio Hanol relayed
the North Vietnamese Government's first response to the
President's speech. The text of the Hanoi statement followed
1ts usual harsh line, but with one important exception: -it
was no longer insisting on a complete cessation of the bombing
before contacts between the US and NVN were made. Now, as the
statement read, "the DRV Government declares its readiness to
send its representatives to decide with the U.S. side the
unconditional cessation of bombing and all other acts by the
United States against the DRV so that talks could begin,"17

The President seized upon this brief but seemingly
promising passage. In a broadcast of his own later that same
day, he reiterated his wiliingness to send representatives
"to any forum at any time" to dlscuss ways in which the war
could be brought to an end. "Accordingly," the President went
on, "we will estaglish contact with the representatives of
North Viet-Nam."1

Previously, when diplomatic feelers had been put out for
talks with the North Vietnamese, there had been some instances
where coordination between these efforts and millitary actions
in the field was inadequate. (See Ch 40.) This time the

16. (S) Msg, JCS 3564 to GOMUSMACV, 31 Mar 68, 0CJGCS-
091 Vietnam (14-31 Mar 68).
17. (TS) "Summary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE," Encl
to Memo, ExecSecy, Dept of State to SecDef et al., 6 Apr 68,
p. 2 (hereafter cited as "Summary Chronology - Operatlon
CRDCOD%LE"), 0CJCS File, CROCODILE, Outgoing {(1-30 Apr 68).
15. Ibid.
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The long Senate debate over the extent and significance of
the President's bombing limltation touched off such a furor that
the Administration felt constrained to offer an lmmediate clari-
fication. Thus, while Senator Mansfleld was trylng to enlighten
his Congressional colleagues, the President closeted himself with
his advisors at the White House in order to work cut an offlclal
statement for the general public. At 1650 EST, just as the
Senate debate was drawlng to a close, the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Public Affairs released the statement. Quoting
the President's speech at some length, Mr. Goulding announced
that while attacks had been halted in an area of NVN containing
almost 90 percent of 1its population and three fourths of 1its
land, "attacks are continuing in the remaining southern gquarter
of NVN--from the twentieth parallel just north of Thanh Hoa,
south to the DMZ, the area in which, in the President's words,
'the movements of their troops and supplles are clearly related
to the threat against allied foward positions.'" Pursuant to
the President's purpose, bomblng since 31 March had been
directed "primarily against targets in the southernmost areas of
the panhandle. Ninety percent of the sorties have been within
60 miles of the DMZ whilﬁ only 2.3 percent were against targets
in the Thanh Hoa area."l .

About the same time Mr. Goulding was making this statement,
General Wheeler had sent a message to CINCPAC directlng a
forty-eilght hour postponement of a strike against the Thanh -
Hoa bridge--which had been scheduled for the followlng day,

3 April. In additlon, he suggested that responsible commanders
"maintain a close control over strike sorties over the next
week or so to the end that our welght of effort favors the
southern portions of the authorized strike area in North Vietnam."
This was not to be construed, however, as preventing strikes
against lucrative targets throughout the zong involving supplies
and men moving toward the DMZ or into Laos.i

If it was difficult for the President to convince his
eritics that his curb on the bomblng of NVN was a genuilne
deescalatory gesture, how could he answer the c¢harge that the
expanding operatlons in conjunctilon wilth Operation PEGASUS in
SVN were designed to offset 1t? The Preslident spoke with
General Wheeler about his problem on the eve of his 31 March
speech. The Presldent wanted to aveold this customary charge
and yet did not wish to interfere with General Westmoreland's

14, {U) Msg, DEF 5321 to CINCPAC et al., 2 Apr 68, 0cJCS
File 091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68).

15. (S) Msg, JCS 3652 to CINCPAC, 2 Apr 68, same file.
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Unfortunately the President's public vagueness on the exact
limitations of the bombing curb misled many of his critics
into thinking that it was much closer to the DMZ than the 20th
parallel and thus a greater concession than was actually the
case., Senator Fulbright, who had not been taken into the
President's confldence prior to the delivery of the speech,
was among these. He had called the President immedlately
after the speech to congratulate him on the move and the
next day enthusiastlically joined his like-minded colleagues
on the Senate floor to pralse the President for his major
unilateral concession in behalf of peace.12

The Presldent's critilcs, however, did not labor very long
in thelr exaggerated conception of the magnitude of the
bombing curb. At the very moment the Senate was praising the
President for his actions on 1 April, a UPI news release from
Salgon had reported a US air strike against the city of Thanh
Hoa which was located more than two hundred miles north of the
DMZ. In disbelief Senator Fulbright sought verification of the
strike and on the following day, 2 April, ruefully observed in
the Senate that he had been mistaken about the magnitude of the
Presldent's gesture and of its significance as a move towards
peace. "I thought,” said Fulbright, "he would in a significant
way stop the bombing in an effort to stop the war."” Instead,
it was a "very limited step" and one "not calculated to bring a
response from North Vietnam." Senator Mansfield, who had been
busy at his desk plotting the position of Thanh Hoa on a map,
rose to the defense of the President. Here, for the first time,
Senator Mansfleld publicly revealed the 20th parallel as being
the demarcation line for the bombing that President Johnson
had in mind when he announced the bombing curb, and pointed out
that Thanh Hoa was within the prescribed area. The President’'s
language could have been clearer, Mansfield admitted, but its
vagueness stemmed from his wish to avold giving the enemy a
clear sanctuary and not from a desire.to deceive his critics.

Mansfield went on to say that while he had personally preferred a
greater restriction on the bombing than the President had ordered

it was nevertheless a substantlal concessicn and a serious bid
for a negotiated peace.

12. NY Times, 3 Apr 68, pp. 1 and 14.
13. TEIH.
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Chiefs had not only given serlous attention to hls ROLLING
THUNDER recommendations but had approved them and intended to
seek approval of higher authority as soon as events would
permit. With regard to the duration of the restrictlons, the
Chairman could not be certain when they would be lifted, if at
all. Hanol's response to the President's peace overture, if
and when it came, would have a major influence on this matter.d

At the conclusion of this message, General Wheeler
touched on the fact that the President, in his speech, had
not specified the exact line of demarcation for the bombing

* 1imitation.  He had said, instead, that all attacks would be

ended "except 1n the area north of the demilitarized zone
where the continuing enemy buildup directly threatens alliled
forward positions and where the movement of their troops and
supplies are clearly related to that threat.” According to
General Wheeler, the President had in mind as the line of
demarcation the 20th parallel that was mentioned in the
"execute" order, but had left it out of his speech 1n order to
keep valuable information from the enemy.l

There 1s some evidence, however, that on 31 March the
President revealed the exact dimensions of the bombing curb
to several governments, including that of the Soviet Unlon.
Ambassador Harriman, whom the President appointed to handle
any talks that might materialize with the North Vietnamese, -
referred to the President's disclosure 1ln a discussion wilth
the Swiss Ambassador on 4 April. Still later, in a conversa-
tion in Paris on 27 May with Ambassador Zorin, he sald that
President Johnson had "explained to Dobrynin on March 31s¢t
that the 20th parailel would be the limit of the bombing . . . ."11

Assuming that Ambassador Harriman was accurately informed,
it may be that the Preslident was not as concerned with keeping the
demarcation line a secret from Hamol as he was with not commit-
ing the United States to 1t publicly. This tactlc would allow
the President a certain degree of flexibility in the bombing
of NVN. Should the North Vietnamese attempt to use the area
beyond the 20th parallel as-a sanctuary, the President would
be in a position to thwart thelr actlions without arousing great
public criticism. E

§T_(TS) Msg, JCS 3583 to CINCPAC, 1 Apr 68, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68).

10. Ibid. ' '

11. (S) Dept of State, Memo of Conversation, "Swiss Offer
Geneva a8 a Site for Peace Talks," 4 Apr 68, 0CJCS File CROCODILE
Outgoin%, 1-30 Apr 68. (S) Msg, Paris 14827, DELTO 176 to SecState,
27 May 68, OCJCS File Viet/Paris Mission, May 68,
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Within minutes after transmitting his orders to CINCPAC
limiting operations in NVN, General Wheeler sent another
message to COMUSMACV conveying the President's instructions
for operations in SVN. Here, there was to be no change.
General Westmoreland's efforts to regain the initiative after
the Tet offensive were to continue unabated, including his
planned Operatlion PEGASUS which was designed to eliminate the
remaining threat to Khe Sanh, and which was scheduled %o
begin on 31 March, the same day the bombing restrictions
were to take effect. These instructions were 1n keeping
with the President's intention to assume a strong fight-and-

talk posture for any negotiatlons that might materialize with
NVN.

Replylng to General Wheeler's order to restrict air
operations, Admiral Sharp revealed some chagrin at the short
notice he had been glven:

Again I have been caught completely unaware of

an impending major change of pollicy on the air
war . . . . PFrankly I simply cannot understand
why I am not forewarned of the possibility of such
important decisions . . . . In summation, I have
not been kept informed . . . . If this results
from decision by hlgher authority then I suggest
revision of this policy be urgently requested.’

Admiral Sharp was also concerned because the President's
declsion contravened his repeated recommendations that
ROLLING THUNDER be expanded as the weather over NVN improved.
Had these recommendations been given any consideration?
Another question in his mind was whether or not the thirty-day
figure mentlioned by General Wheeler, in his assessment of the
consequences of the restriction, wasaintended to indicate the
actual duration of the bombing curb.® -

General Wheeler replied that he had informed Admiral
Sharp of the President's decision as soon as he had received
it himself. He went on to assure him that he and the Service

6. {S) Msg, JCS 3564 to COMUSMACV, 31 Mar 68, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam (14-31 Mar 68). For a description of Operation
PEGASUS see Ch. . .
7. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 010315Z Apr 68,
OCJCSBFile 091 Vietnam (1-15 apr 68).
. Ibid.
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Chapter 50

DE-ESCALATION AND THE QUEST FOR TALKS

Implementation of the Bombing Restrictions

Upon receiving the President's order on the evening of
30 March to limit the bombing of NVN to the area south of the
20th parallel, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff went
immediately to his office to dispatch the brief "execute"
order to CINCPAC.! General Wheeler directed Admiral Sharp
to discontinue all air strikes agalnst NVN north of the 20th
parallel beginning at 0800, 1 April, Saigon time, or 1300,
31 March, Washington time (two hours before the beginning of
the President's nation-wide address). Photo and visual
reconnalissance was still permitted beyond the 20th parallel,
but it could no longer be given an -armed escort.2 This
restriction against escorted reconnaissance flights dld not
apply to the Gulf of Tonkin beyond the twelve nautical mile
territorial 1limit claimed by NVN.3

In a subsequent message to Admiral Sharp, General
Wheeler defined the reduced objective of the curtalled ROLLING
THUNDER program'as "the maximum destructlon and disruptilon of
NVN support of theilr combat forces." To this end, alr strikes
in the area below the 20th parallel were to be conducted against
military targets related to the movement of troops and supplles,
as well as against any enemy activity that posed a threat to
friendly forces. The long-standing prohibition against attacks
on targﬁts located in populated areas, however, remained In
effect.

Reflecting upon the military consequences of the
President's unilateral deescalatory measure, the Chairman
concluded that these were negligible, at least for the next
thirty days. The weather over the northern porticn of NVN
would continue to be unsuitable for air operations through-
out the month of April, so this was not a bad time for such’

a cessation.b

1, lTSi Msg, JCS 3583 to CINCPAC, 1 Apr 68, QCJCS Flle .
091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68).

2., (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 5145 to CINCPAC, 31 Mar 68.

3. (TS-GP 3} Msg, JCS 5183 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 1 Apr 68.

4, (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 5291 to CINCPAC, 2 Apr 68.

5. {(TS) Msg, JCS 3561 to CINCPAC et al., 31 Mar 68, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam (1-15 Apr 68).
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The President saved for the end of his speech the most
moving and dramatic announcement of all: a rerunciation of
any further political ambitions, in order to advance the cause
of national unity and to put an end to the ugly spiritc of
divisiveness that was developing in the nation. As ne expressed
his decision:

What we won when all of our people united
just must not now be lost in suspicion, distrusg,
selfishness, and politics among any of our people.

Belleving this as I do, I have concluded that
I should not permit the Presidency to become
involved 'in the partisan divisions that are develop-
ing in this political year.

Accordingly, I shall not seek, and I will not
accept, the nomination of my party for another term
as your President.>7

Events were soon to show that the President's speech gave
a new turn to the war. A diplomatic struggle cpened, parallel-
ing the conflict of armies and guerrillas in the clitles and
villages of South Vietnam. The experience of Korea made it
safe to predict that the communists would show themselves as
tenacious at the conference table as on the bhattlefield,

57. Text of President's address of 31 Mar €8 in Dept
of State Bulletin, LVIII (15 Apr 68), pp. 481-486.
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in that direction, he announced that he was '"taking the first
step to deescalate the conflict," by unilaterally reducing
the level of hostilities:

Tonight I have ordered our alrcraft and our
naval vessels to make no attacks on North Vietnam,
except in the area north of the demilitarized zone
where the continuing enemy buildup directly threatens
Allied forward positions and where the movements of
their troops and supplies are clearly related to that
threat.

Mr. Johnson did not delimit the precise area in
which attacks would continue. He pointed out, how-
ever, that "the area in which we are stopping our
attacks includes almost 90 percent of North Vietnam's
population and most of its territory.” At the same
time, he promised that "even this very limited bomb-
ing of the North could come to an early end if our
restraint 1s matched by restraint in Hanoi."

Moving further, the President announced that the United
States was "ready to send its representatives to any forum,
at any time, to discuss the means of bringing this ugly war
to an end." TFor this purpose, he designated Ambassador
Averell Harriman as his "personal representative for such
talks." He called on Ho Chi Minh to "respond positively and
favorably" to his overture. At the same time, he made it
clear that the US objective in South Vietnam had not been
changed. The goal was not, he said, the "annihilation of
the enemy," but rather the creation of conditions that would
permit the people of South Vietnam "to chart their course
free of any outside domination or interference, from us or
from anyone else."

The President told his hearers that approximately 11,000
men had been sent to South Vietnam on an emergency basis a
few weeks earlier. Now, he continued, support forces total-
ling 13,500 men would be added over the next five months, in
accord with JCS recommendations. Some of these men would be
drawn from Reserve units that were to be called up for
service. He did not indlcate the nunber of reservists to be
mobilized. He estimated that actions taken since the begin-
ning of the year to strengthen US forces in South Vietnam
(and also those in Korea}, and to build up the RVNAF, would
require an additional $2.5 billion in expenditures in the
current fiscal year and $2.6 billion in the following year.
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the group's recommendation: & new Initiative for peace, wnich
would involve a sharp cutback in US air operatlons. He
revealed this decision to Congressional leaders before announc-
ing it to his military advisors. Not until 29 March 1968, in

a meeting with Secretary Clifford, did the Joint Chiefs of
Staff learn that the curtailment of bombing was under con-
sideration. On the following day, at a White House meeting,
they learned of the decision.o>”

As the President described his plan, he would make a
public announcement that additional men would be sent to Viet-
nam, out would couple it with a new effort to break the diplo-
matic deadlock and to move Hanol toward negotilations. A sharp
restriction on the bombing campaign would be an essential part
of the President's peace move. As General Wheeler later
explained to Admiral Sharp and General Westmoreland, the Presi-
dent pased his decision on the following considerations:

1. Public support for the war had decreased
alarmingly since the Tet offensive.

2. Weather over North Vietnam would be un-
favorable for air operatlons during the next
30 days.

3. Announcement of a US peace initiative
might reverse the growth of domestlc dissent
and oppcsition, and would aid in countering
foreign criticism.

4, President Thieu of South Vietnam had

been cbnsglted and agreed to the limitation of
bombing.5

The President's Speech of 31 March 1968

Addressing the nation on 31 March 1968, President
Johnson proclaimed to all the world his willingness "to move
immediately toward peace through negotiations." As a step

55. Senators Mansfileld and Russel were privy to the
decision at least by 27 Mar 68. {(U) Congressional Record, vol
114, 2 Apr 68, pp. 3776-3777. (S} Msg, JCS 3593 to CINCPAC,
0119517 Apr 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68.

56. (S) Msg, JCS 3583 to CINCPAC, 011951Z Apr &8. (TS)
Ms%, JCS 3561 to CINCPAC et al., 310232z Mar 68; (S) Msg, JCS
3564 to COMUSMACV, 3103047 Mar 68; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68.
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areas to 3 and 1.5 nm respectively "appears to stand a good
chance of approval."5l Simultaneously the Department of State
asked Ambassador Bunker's opinion of proposals that the United
States discontinue or sharply limit the bombing campaign.

The Ambassador replied that these proposals were most unwise;
they would raise doubts about US intentions, feed the latent
anti-Americanism that the Viet Cong were exploiting, and
endanger the "new mood of unity and anti-Communism” in the
country. b2

A key development in the progress toward a decision with-
in the Administration was a meeting of the President's Senior
Informal Advisory Group on 25-26 March. Members of the group
included Dean Acheson, George Ball, Arthur Dean, McGeorge Bundy,
Cyrus Vance, and Douglas Dillon and Generals Ridgway, Taylor,
and Bradley. On 25 March the group met at the State Department
for a series of briefings. The meetling was also attended by a
number of high government officlals. General DePuy (SACSA)
described the military situation in SVN and Mr. George Carver,
of CIA, the state of internal security in that country. Mr. Phil
Habib, of the Department of State, discussed South Vietnam's
political situation, while Mr., William Bundy, of_the same Depart-
ment, appraised the prospects for negotiations.5

On the following day the members met with the President,
in a meeting attended by General Wheeler. Reportedly they
advised Mr. Johnson to reject any idea of military escalation
and urged him instead to intensify efforts to reach a political
solution. Since this verdict represented a reversal of opinion
for most of the members of the grogg, its 1mpact upon the
President must have been striking.

This advice presumably played a role in the President's
decision to restrict sharply the number of reinforcements
granted COMUSMACV under Program 6. Events soon showed that
the President had declded also to adopt the other part of

51. (TS) Msg, JCS 03023 to CINCPAC, 161657Z Mar 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68.

52. (TS) Msgs, State 131732 to Saigon, 16 Mar 68; Saigon
22548 to State, 20-Mar 68. .

53. (UNK) "Schedule and Participants in Special Meetings,"”
undated, 0CJCS File, 09l Vietnam Troop Build-up and Call-up,
16 Mar - (filed under date 25 Mar 68); (TS) Interv, Robert J.
Watson with BGEN Robert N. Ginsburgh, Chairman's Staff Group,
24 Jan 69.

54, Washington Post, 9 Feb 69, p. A 16; NY Times, 7 Mar
69, p. 14 T{The Post story erroneously dates the two-day
meeting a week early, i.e., 18-19 March.)

49-22



T Sl PG

years'; he further cautioned Westmoreland not to reveal to
anyone that the situation "is as serious as I think it 1s."49

Following an emergency conference in Washington, the US
and six nations of Western Europe agreed to uphold the gold
price of $35 per ocunce among central banks while permitting
private markets to fluctuate freely. The immediate problem
thus was resolved; th2 larger causes from which 1% sprang--taxes,
budgets and deflcits--had still to be settled.

Simultaneously came the New Hampshire Presidential primary,
held on 12 March, in which Senator McCarthy won an astonishing
42 percent of the Democratic vote, against 49 percent for
President Johnson. Observers had belleved that a McCarthy vote
of only 25 percent would severely damage the President's standing.
What, then, did the results signify? One pre-election survey
showed that more than half the Democrats polled were ignorant
of Senator McCarthy's Vietnam position; indeed, the more voters
became aware of his opposition to the war, the less likely they
were to support him. Whatever the reasons, a large sectlon of
the party obviously had lost confidence in Mr. Johnson. On
16 March, Senator Kennedy decided also to seek the Presldency,
saying that the "disastrous divisive policies" pursued in Viet-

nam could be altered "only by changing the men who are now
making them."

By the end of March, the Harris poll found that basic
war support had declined in six weeks from 74 to 54 percent;
dispatch of a further 100,000 troops was dlsapproved 52 percent
to 31 percent. Likewise, the Gallup poll showed that approval
for the President's overall performance fell in March from 41
to 36 percent; his positive Vietnam rating lessened from 32 to
26 percent. According to Gallup's filndings, Vietnam discontent
had become the majority sentiment among all parties, classes
and regions. Republicans disapproved the Johnson policy, T4
percent against, 18 percent for; Pemocrats by 51 versus 37 per-
cent. Although continuation of the bombing campalgn was
favored 51 to 40 percent, a clear majority stood ready to
approve cessation 1f the government so decided. 50

At mid-month, the outcome of the debate within the Admin-
istration seemed highly uncertain. On 16 March General Wheeler
informed CINCPAC that, although there was little hope for
approval of the mining of the Haiphong port approaches, the long-
standing JCS request to reduce the Hanoi and Haiphong control

G, (35) Msg, JCS 03024 to COMUSMACV, 162045Z Mar 63,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Bulld-up and Call-up, 16 Mar-
50, NY Times, 15 Mar 68; 17 Mar 68; 29 Mar 68; 31 Mar

68; 3 Apr 68.
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defense. The implication was that US forces in South Vietnam
should go on the defensilve. MaJor General DePuy rejected this
suggestion, arguing that it was "illusory to suggest that there
was some brand new, more clever way to fight in Vietnam. He
velieved that he succeeded in dissuading Mr. Acheson to some
extent. An extremely pessimistic view was expressed by Mr.
Richard C. Steadman, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense {ISA)
for East Asila and Pacific Affalrs; he judged the situation
"utterly hopeless," and believed that the only solution was "to
cut our losses, go on the defensive and seek the earllest
possible way out." Mr. Acheson was "unprepared to accept this
point of view," pointing out that "if we do make a decision in
Washington that the sltuation is hopeless, it then automatically
becomes a fact,"47

At this juncture, a sudden financilal crisis was added to
the Administration's troubles. On 13 March the London gold
market suspended trading amid intense speculation. The inter-
natlional monetary system seemingly stood on the brink of
collapse, a victim of the Vietnam war and of Congress' refusal
to approve a tax increase. The President had presented a
$186, 000,000,000 budget, in which expenditures for Vietnam
totaled $25,700,000,000. Of the $2,900,000,000 increase in
a $79,800,000,000 defense budget, $1,300,000,000 was directly
attributable to the war. Accordingly, Tom w1cker in the New
York Times ascribed the monetary crisis to "Guns, Butter and
Folly ' ; in his opinion, fulfillment of Westmoreland's request
had become "an economic impossibility."4#8 1Indeed, General
Wheeler wrote COMUSMACV onr~16 March that the ffscal crisis and
the troop deployment issue together had "placed the Government
in as difficult a situation as I have seen in the past five

47. (TS-GP J) SACSA M-185-68 to CJCS, 13 Mar 68, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Mar 68, The strateglc debate within the Admin-
istration after the Tet offensive 1s imperfectly documented in
avallable records, but has since been described in various press
accounts. Two noteworthy examples are in the Washington Post,
9 Febo 69, p. 1, and the NY Times, 6-7 Mar 69, p. 1. The Times
story 1s longer and more detailed, but both generally accord with
such documentary evidence as 1s avallable. It 1s apparent that
both were based on extenslve interviews with cognizant officlals
(most of them doubtless civilians, inasmuch as some animus
toward the military viewpoint appears). Both emphasize that a
major role in leadling the President toward his final decision
was played by Secretary Clifford, whose own position changed
from "hawk" to "dove" as a result of the Tet offensive and
COMUSMACV's request for reinforcements.

48, NY Times, 17 Jan 68; 17 Mar 68.
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1,200 to 1,300 per month for the period March-June 1968 and
1,400 per month thereafter; increases in planned air ordnance
consumption and flxed-wing aircraft losses as a result of the
higher sortie rates; and increases in projected helicopter
losses, based on more recent loss experilence as well as the
added Program 6 deployments.

The revised Service ceilings under Program 6 were as
follows:

Program 6 Total
Service Program 5 Add-0On Program 6
Army 348,896 19,692 368,588
Navy 35,447 1,775 37,222
Air Force 58,977 2,540 61,517
Marine Corps 81,680 493 82,173
Total 525,000 24,500 549,500146

The Policy Decision

Announcement of the reserve call-ups requisite for
Program 6 could be expected to fuel the flames of controversy
raging in Congress and in the press concerning the Vietnam
war. Prudence dictated that the announcement should be coupled
with a statement indicating how the projected mobillization
fitted the Administration's strategy and objectlives in Vlietnam.

The debate on strategy went on within the Administration.
On 12 March 1968 former Secretary of State Dean Acheson con -
ferred with representatives of the White House, CIA, and the
Departments of State and Defense. Mr. Acheson llkened the
situation in Vietnam to that which exlsted 1n Korea after
July 1951, when the Eighth Army limited its task to strategic

45. (3) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS et al., "Southeast Asia
Deployment Program #6," 4 Apr 68, JMF 907/374 (14 Mar 68).
(TS) MACV Troop List, OSD Program 6 Add-on, 28 Mar 68, pre-
pared by Pacific Division, J-3; OCJCS Fille 091 Vietnam, Troop
Build-up and Call-up, 16 Mar - . (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 5766 to
CINCPAC et al., 061701Z Apr 68.

46,7(8) Troop List, Program 6 Add-On Forces, SVN, Encl A
to (S-GP 3) MJCS 197-68, 10 May 68, JMF 907/374 (14 Mar 68).
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Following further discussion, Program 6 was sharply
reduced. General Westmoreland, accepting the impractlca-
pility of large-scale reinforcements, reviewed his require-
ments in the light of the improved situation after the
defeat of the Tet offensive and the recovery of the RVNAF.

He then cut back his estimated requirements for the

immediate future to the following: permanent retention of
the two units shipped in February (or their equivalents), the
fthree TFS still due under Program 5, two more TFS, one
armored cavalry squadron, and additions to the Navy Moblle
Riverine Force. COMUSMACV believed that these reinforcements,
with forces already available, would "provide us the means
necessary to contain further enemy initiated actions while
continuing forward progress in most areas.” They would be
adequate for any eventuality other than "heavy enemy rein-
forcements from the north." General Wheeler, 1In a hurried
meeting with General Westmoreland at Clark AFB on 24 March
1968, indicated that these additiocnal f0£ces represented the
1imit of what the President would grant.44

As finally approved in early April, Program 6 established
a new troop ceiling of 549,500--an increase of 24,500 over
Program 5. Approximately 11,250 of this increase would con-
sist of combat troops; this figure included the reinforcements
already sent (the 3d Brigade, &2nd Airborne, to be converted
to a separate light infantry brigade, and the 27th Marline RLT,
which was to be replaced by an Army mechanized brigade), plus
an armored cavalry squadron and two TFS. The remainder con-
sisted of engineer, artillery, and other support units, and
constituted COMUSMACV's principal net gain under Program 6.

The new ceiling assumed that the "civilianization" pro-
gram would go forward as originally planned, starting in
September 1968, Other elements of Program 6 included the
following: deployment of three TFS authorized under Program
5 but not yet sent; an increase In the B-52 sortile rate from

GO, {TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 4192 to CJCS and CINGCPAC,
271333Z Mar ©8; %s) Msg, JCS 3449 to COMUSMACV, 2801527
M%r 68; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up and Call-up,
16 Mar - .
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once to ralse the approved Program 5 celling to 537,545,
Moreover, it was agreed that COMUSMACV should recelve an
additional 30,000 men by 15 June 1968, over and above those
in Program 5 and the temporary emergency redeployments sent
in February. Reporting these developments to General
Westmoreland, General Wheeler submitted a 1list of available
Marine, Air Force, and Navy units that could be deployed by
15 June 1968, asking him to select from them a package of
30,000 men,39

The larger forﬁe ceiling thus tentatively approved became
xnown as Program 6.%0 It was agreed also that the Army would
call up enough reserves to make it possible to provide by

28 July 1968 an Army component for Program 6, including a
mechanized infantry brigade and an armored cavalry regiment.”l
Already General Westmoreland had submitted two alternative
30,000-man force packages made up of varying proportions of
Army and Marine Corps forces.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff polnted out to Secretary
Clifford on 15 March 1968 that Program © as then drafted did
not meet the problem of sustaining the forces to be supported
to South Vietnam, nor did it provide support forces for the
emergency units deployed 1n February. Moreover, they again
took the opportunity to request authority to call up reserve
units and individuals, to extend terms of service, and to
enlarge the end strengths of the Services. These steps were
needed 1in order tﬁ restore existing active forces to full
combat readiness.3

39. (T5-GP 1) Msg, JCS 2766 to COMUSMACV, 090045Z Mar
68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up and Call-up,

1 Feb-15 Mar 68.

40. (TS) Memo, DepSecDef to JCS, "Southeast Asia Deploy-
ments,"” 14 Mar 68, Encl B to JCS 2339/271, 15 Mar 68, JMF
011/374 (9 Mar 68).

41, (8) Memo, SecA to CSA, no subj, 13 Mar 68, JMF 911/374
ég Mar 68). (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 02777 to CS MACV, 092243Z Mar

8, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up and Call-up,
1 Feb-15 Mar 68.

42, (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 3385 to CJCS, 111150Z Mar
68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Bulld-up and Call-up,

1 Feb-15 Mar 68.

43, (TS-GP 1) JCSM-159-68 to SecDef, 15 Mar 68, JMF 911/374
(9 Mar 68). ‘
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In other words, General Westmoreland would receive some
reinforcements immediately but the decision on his requested
addition of 205,000 men would be deferred for the time being.
These measures should be accompanied, according to the
comnittee, by an effort fLo galvanize the ARVN to improve its
performance.,

The committee roted that even COMUSMACV's full reinforce-
ment plan would provide no truly satisfactory answer to the
Vietnam problem. It would "Americanize" the war and might
frustrate South Vietnam's political development. The members
therefore suggested a "study in depth, to be initiated
immediately, of possible new political and strategic guidance
for the conduct of US operations in South Vietnam." Such an
analysis might conclude that COMUSMACV shculd not be expected
gilther to destroy or to expel the enemy.

On the guestion of ROLLING THUNDER, the committee divided.
Some members, notably General Wheeler, sought a substantial
expansion of targets and authority in and near Hanol and
Haiphong, including the mining of Haiphong harbor, and the
extension of SEA DRAGON operations up to a Chinese buffer zone.
Other members favored nothing more than a "seasonal step-up"
in air operations through the spring.

With regard to negotiating options, nowever, the committee
agreed 1n douoting that Hanol would be prepared for a "serious
move toward peace’ in the near future, except on its own terms.
They therefore recommended that the San Antonio formula should
remain as the '"rock bottom" US negotiating positlon, any
change in terms appeared to be "extremely unwise" at present. 38

The President did not at cnce render a formal decision,
but it soon became clear that the committee's recommendations
regarding deployments would be generally followed. Indeed,
there was at first a disposition to allow somewhat larger
forces than those proposed by the committee. In a meeting on
8 March 1968, the President agreed to cancel the tentative
decision to "civilianize" 12,545 spaces in MACV and thus at

38. (Ts) Msg, JCS 02590 to COMUSMACV, 0516582Z Mar 68.
(TS) "Draft Memorandum Prepared by Special Committee,"
4 Mar 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up and
Call-up, 1 Feb-15 Mar 68
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and therefore "null and void." Senators Lausche (D., Ohio)
and Tower (R., Texas) were among the few who spoke on behalf
of the Adminlstration. When General Westmoreland's request
for 206,000 additlonal troops became known, the New York
Times shrilly denounced such "suicidal escalation”: 'Tne
time has come to abandon this bankrupt policy. The American
people have been pushed beyond the limits of gullibility."

A correspondent noted the bitter temper of the times: Presi-
dent Johnson now followed a secret itinerary, appearing
mostly at military bases; a poet accepting a literary awardc
casually referred to the Vice President as a man "famous for
his lies"; Secretary Rusk said of reporters who guestioned
official reports of progress in Vlietnam, "Whose side are
they on?"37

Program & for COMUSMACV

The cleavage in opinion was reflected in the report sub-
mitted to the President by the Clifford Committee on 4 March
1968. The committee recommended the following actions:

1. Immediate deployment of 3 TFS (two Air Force
and one Marine) deferred from Program S.

2. Immediate deployment of an additional
22,000 men, consisting of the 4th Marine Expedi-
tionary Force Minus (18,100 men, consisting of
three BLTs, four TFS, and command and support
elements), six additional TFS, and one Naval
Moblle Construction Battalion. All of these
could be deployed by mld-June.

3. A call-up of reserves and other actions
necessary to improve the strategic reserve, s0
that it would be possible later to grant
COMUSMACV's full request 1if the President
declded to do so. A total of 262,000 reserv-
ists would be required for this purpose, plus
increased draft calls and extemsion of terms of
service; taken together, these measures would
increase the FY 1969 end strength of the Army
Forces by 511,000 men.

37. NY Times, & Mar 68; 11 Mar 68.
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On 5 March, Secretary Rusk reviewed a possibility that
had been discussed and discarded in mid-1967. In a memoran-
dum to Secretary Clifford, he suggested the President might
announce that bombing attacks would henceforth "be limited
to those areas whlch are integrally related to the battle-
field. ROLLING THUNDER would continue "presumably as far
North as Vinh"; full bombing could resume in the event of
either a major attack on Kne Sanh or a second wave of assaults
against the cities The advantage of this course of action
was that it "would shift away from the logical debates about
vords and put the problem on the de facto level of action. If
Hanoi took no corresponding military action, the bombing would
ve resumed."

Public opinion had been shaken even far more severely
than these proposed reappraisals mignt indicate. Speaking to
General Wheeler on 7 March, Secretary Clifford warned the
Chalrman that "the American public cannot stand .another shock
such as that administered by the Tet offensive. MACV now
must be "conservatlve in assessments of the situation and
enemy capabilities," thus placing the Administration in "a
strong publlic information position." Unless this were done,
Clifford believed, Westmoreland's request for major rein-
forcements "will be made much harder--perhaps impossible--to
sell . . ." In a message to Westmoreland, General Wheeler
observed, "I must admit that Secretary Clifford's assessment
is shared byme . . . ." In a further communication to
COMUSMACV on 8 March, the Chairman stated that "I feel I
must tell you frankly that there is strong resistance from
all quarters to putting more ground force units in South
Vietnam. A call-up of reserves and concomitant actions, he
declaredé6"will raise unshirted hell in many quarters

By mid-March, a Senatorial revolt against further esca-
lation seemed imminent. In the course of an 8 March floor
debate Robert Kennedy declared that it had become "immoral
and intolerable to continue the way we are." william
Fulbright demanded that the President consult Congress before
making any further declsions, and announced that the Tonkin
Gulf resolution was a "contract based on misrepresentation”

35. %TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 5 Mar 63, same file.
36. (S) Msg, CJCS to COMUSMACV, JCS 2721, 7 Mapr 68,

OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68. (TS) Msg, cI¢s to COMUSMACV, JCS

2767, 8 Mar 68, JMF 911/374 (9 Mar 68)
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fall within the limits of current political guidance until
such time as this directive was altered.32

But influential voices within the Adminlstration were
raised in opposition to General Westmoreland's request by
those who believed the time had come for a major revision in
US policy. Thus one study prepared for submission to the
President concluded that a 205,000-man augmentation in US
troops could be neutralized by a mere 25,000 additional men
from North Vietnam and that it was utterly lmpossible to
accomplish current obJjectives with any level of US forces
whatever. The study urged that COMUSMACV be assigned the
limited mission of maintaining the security of populated
areas whille the United States exerted 1its efforts to bulld
up the GVN and its armed forces to enable them to assume
the burden of the war.33

Four days later Mr. Henry Cabot Lodge, an architect of
US policy in Vlietnam who had generally been consldered a
"hawk," presented somewhat similar conclusions to Secretary
Rusk. American public opinilon, he pointed out, would
tolerate either a short war with high casualtles or a long
war with few casualtles, but not a combination of a lengthy
war and a high casualty rate. He believed that military
victory through ground action was impossible. Reinforce-
ments should be sent only in numbers sufficient "to enable
us to keep falth with our troops in exposed positions.” Mili-
tary operations should aim at splitting up the enemy and
keeplng him off balance, and emphasls should be placed on
"the creation of durable local political institutions under
which poliﬁe-type programs—{or 'territorial security'--can
operate."3%

32. (ITS) Rpt by SEA Br, J-5,.'"Comparison of Two Courses
of Action in Vietnam," 29 Feb 68, 0CJCS File, VN, SecDef
Mtgs, STRATEGIES, Msc. (TS) Rpt by Short Range Br, J-5,
"Analysis of COMUSMACV Force Requirements and Alternatives,"
1 Mar 68, 0CJCS File, Black Book. (TS) Memo, CSA to.CJCS,
same title, 2 Mar 68, 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up
and Call-up, 1 Feb-15 Mar 68.

33. (TS) Memo for the Pres, "Alternative Strategles in
SVN," 1 Mar 68 (labelled "3d draft"; no signature or other
identification), OCJCS File, Black Book No. 1. (Filed with
other papers relating to the Clifford Committee, and probably
prepared somewhere in OSD by, or at the request of, one or
more of the civilian members of that Committee).

34, (TS) Memo, Lodge to Rusk, 5 Mar 68, OCJCS File 091
Vietnam, Mar 68.
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situation necessitated a northward shift of forces).30

Admiral Sharp endorsed COMUSMACV's troop request, but
pointed out that it could not at once affect the situation.
He therefore urged a major step-up in the air campaign, to
be followed by "a combined amphibious and air mobile campaign
against North Vietnam as early as the weather and the current
situation permits.” ©On 9 March 1968 Admiral Sharp reported
that, 1in accordance with his instructions, COMUSMACV had
submitted plans for an amphibious/airmoblle/airborne assault
on North Vietnam, to be followed by a swlng southward through
the DMZ to destroy enemy forces and materiel. CINCPAC
requested authority_ to conduct this operation--DURANGO CITY--
on or about 1 June.3l

This Jjudgment in favor of an enlarged sphere of milltary
operations was supported by staff studles undertaken within
the Organization of the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff. In two
examinatlons made at the Chalrman's direction, J-5 emphatic-
ally endorsed the first of the five options under study by
the Clifford Committee. J-5's Southeast Asla Branch concluded
that the initiation of a strategic ground offensive in North
Vietnam, coupled with the expansion of existing strategic air
and naval campaigns, "would hasten the accomplishment of U.S,
objectives in South Vietnam and successfully conclude the
war." Similarly, the Short Range Branch of J-5 judged that
implementation of Option One "will greatly reduce risks to
Free World forces in South Vietnam and will accomplish U.S.
objectives more rapidly than the forces of the other options."
Reviewing this latter paper, the Army Chief of Staff wrote
General Wheeler that, while he supported the force levels
recommended in Option One, he did not approve the implication
that expanded ground operations into Laos, Cambodla and North
Vietnam would be allowed. "The guidance for consideration
of the option did not include a change in basic national
objective nor alter political guidance in any way,"” he pointed
out. General Johnson believed that, consequently, the
strategy pursued by CINCPAC and COMUSMACV must continue to

30. (TS-NOFORN) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 02951 to CJCS,
0209472 Mar 68; MAC 02956, 0211092 Mar 68; MAC 02962,
0212232 Mar 68; O0CJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up
and Call-up, 1 Feb-15 Mar 68. :

31. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 010823Z Mar 68,
JCS IN 44082. (TS-GP 3) Ms% CINCPAC to JCS, 0322537 Mar 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68. (TS-GP 1) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS,
0923482 Mar 68, JCS IN 62030. :
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Wheeler among its members, was instructed to render by 4 March
1968 a preliminary report on the military implications of the
following flve possible courses of action:

1. To heonor COMUSMACV's proposal as submitted.

1 A, To do so, but wilth accompanying stipulatiocns that
US forces in SVN would not be employed in Cambodia, Laos
(except as already authorized) or North Vietnam, that no fur-
ther increase in US forces would be contemplated, that the
bombing campaign would not be expanded, and that the Port of
Haiphong would not be mined or bombed.

2. To maintain forces at the present level of Program
5 (525,000 spaces plus the units deployed during February).

3. To increase the present level by 50,000.

L, To increase it by 100,000.

General Wheeler asked COMUSMACV to consider the feasibility
of changes in US political and millitary objectives and of alter-
native military strategiles that could be imglemented wlth
smaller forces than those he had requested.29 ‘

General Westmoreland replied that, in hils opinion, exist-
ing obJectives in Vietnam were sound. The additional forces
that he was seeklng were needed to restore flexibility to
allied forces, which had been stretched thin by the Tet attacks
and the concentration of enemy troops in the northern part of
I CTZ. If sultably enlarged, these forces could expand and
intensify offensive operations against enemy forces, base
areas, and inflltration routes, and could maintain pressure on
the enemy in all CTZs in order to hinder his recovery from the
effects of his recent defeat. Without reinforcements, it
would be necessary to continue to accept a calculated risk in
II and III CTZs, which had become "economy of force" areas,
and it would be impossible to maintain constantly a division-
size force in IV CTZ {(as had been done before the Khe Sanh

29. (TS) Msg, JCS 02430 to COMUSMACV, 2023397 Feb 63;
(PS) CM-3067-68 to C¢SA et al., 28 Feb 68. O0OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Troop Builld-up and Call-up, 1 Feb-15 Mar 68. Other
members of the new committee were GEN Maxwell Taylor, Nitze,
Warnke, Goulding, Rusk, Katzenbach, Habib, Fowler, and
William Bundy.




Harris poll taken shortly after Tet recorded a rise in war
support to 74 percent, as compared with ©1 percent in December.
Similarly, the Gallup survey reported that "hawks”' now out-
numbered "doves" by 61-23 percent. But at the same time,
Gallup found that support for the President's conduct of the
war had fallen to 35 percent and approval of his overall per-
formance to 41 percent.

Even clearer was the shock of the Tet offensive in the
minds of minds of many of those who might be considered leaders
or molders of public opinion. Thus the New York Times declared
that "the facts of 1life about the war have finally been made
unmistakeably clear to everyone in the United States, from
President Johnson on down." Similarly, Senator Robert F.
Kennedy proclaimed that events had '"finally shattered the mask
of official 1llusion,"” revealing the impossibility of a mili-
tary solution.Z27

: Against this backdrop, General Wheeler undertoock his
visit to South Vietnam on 23-25 February, as described in the
last chapter. On his return, he brought with him COMUSMACV's
new l1ist of requirements. This list called for no less than
three additional divisions and 15 tactical fighter squadrons--
a total of 206,756 spaces over and above the current ceiling
of 525,000 men. General Westmoreland wished the first incre-
ment to be deployed by 1 May; it should consist of one
mechanized brigade, one armored cavalry regiment, the remaln-
ing two regiments of the Fifgh Marine Division, and eight
tactical fighter squadrons.Z2

For the Administration, this request, which would require
large-scale mobilization and additional appropriations, was
potential political dynamite. Inevitably, the response was
a reexamination of current strategy in Vietnam to see if US
obJectives could be achieved with a smaller Investment of
resources. "My report on the situation in South Vietnam and
your force requirements touched off an intense discussion of
where we stand and where we are going in the war," reported
General Wheeler to COMUSMACV on 29 February. The President
had turned over COMUSMACV's reguest to a newly appointed com-
mittee headed by the newly designated Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Clark Clifford. This committee, which included General

8 2768NY Times, 4 Feb 68; 9 Feb 68; 13 Feb 68; 14 Feb 68;
18 Feb 687
28. (TS) Jcs 2472/237, 28 Feb 68, JMF 911 (27 Feb 68),
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airlift units and more ships for the Mobile Riverine Force.23
General Wheeler, in reply, asked COMUSMACV to withhold his
estimate of his requirements at least until the next month.
He feared that the effort to meet emergency needs might be
Jeopardized by iIntroducing the subject of long-range require-
ments at that time.24

It could be foreseen that any effort to stretch the
525,000 ceiling on MACV forces would spawn a host of politi-
cal difficulties for the Administration. Even before the
Tet offenslve, there was some evidence that public support
for the Vietnam war was wavering. Ostensibly, President
Johnson's political position seemed reasonably secure. A
trial heat of Presidential aspirants conducted in mid-January
by the New York Tlimes showed that Mr. Johnson led all
potential opponents., Furthermore, a Gallup poll published
on 28 January indicated the President had widened his lead
over Senator McCarthy from 3-1 to 4-1; 57 percent of Democrats
listed themselves as "hawks," only 27 percent as ‘'doves."
Among the public at large, approval for the President's over-
all performance had risen in three months from 38 percent to
48 percent. The vital ingredient in this improvement was
optimism concarning Vietnan; 50 percent of those polled
belleved the Unilted States was making good progress in the
war.,

But further evidence demonstrated that Mr. Jonnson
actually stood atop a shaky pyramid. Thus although the
AFL/CIO convention in December 1967 gave overwhelming endorse-
ment to the President's war policy, a Gallup poll taken during
that same month showed that union families approved Mr.
Johnson's handling of the war by only 47 percent to 43 percent.
More significantly, the same poll indicated that nearly half
of all voters--49 percent--actually disapproved, as against
39 percent who approved. .

This dangerous cleavage in public opinion was broadened
by the news of the Tet offensive. True, the initial public
response appeared to be one of unity and resolution. A

Z3. (TS5 Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01812 to CJCS, 0815577 Feb 68.
OCJCS File Q91 Vietnam Troop Build-up and Call-up, 1 Feb-15 Mar 63.

24, (TS) Msg, JCS 01589 to COMUSMACV, 090020Z Feb 68,
QCJCS F8le 091 Vietnam Feb 68, '

25. N.Y. Times, 21 Jan 68; 29 Jan 68.
26. N.Y. Times, 12 Dec 67, p. 12; 3 Jan 68, p. 3.
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The President, however, tended to favor one of Mr.
McNamara's more moderate alternatives. On 16 February Mr.
Walt Rostow informed General Wheeler that, while no decision
had been made, Mr. Johnson was considering a call-up of
40,000 reservists in units plus a request to Congress for
the necessary appropriations, but with no further action for
the moment. Reporting this development to his colleagues,
General Vheeler directed the Joint Staff to study further
actions to improve the US posture in Southeast Asia, indi-
cating the rationale for the recommendation for authority to
extend ferms of service and to call up individual
reservists.20

Three days earlier, on 13 February, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had directed the deployment to South Vietnam by air
of one airborne brigade task force of the 823 Airborne
Division (at a strength of approximately 4,000) and one Marine
regiment (reinforced) from the Fifth Marine Division, about
5,200 men. Both were to be deployed on a temporary basis.2l
These orders were carried out swiftly. The 27th Marine Regi-
mental Landing Team arrived at Da Nang on 17 February 1968.
Four days later the Third Brigade, 823 Airborne, reached
Chu Lai.22

Strategy Debated

Apart from COMUSMACV's need for immediate reinforcements,
a case could be made for a larger overall force in SVN to
carry out the US long-range strategy there. On 8 February
1968 General Westmoreland had informed General Wheeler that
his staff was restudying.requirements, on the assumption that
the 525,000 ceiling in Program 5 would be lifted. A prelimi-
nary estimate of additional requirements included an additional
US infantry division and the ROK Light Infantry Division
already under discussion, plus additional helicopter and

20. (TS) CM-2976-68 to CSA et al., 16 Feb 68, 0CJCS
File6891 Vietnam, Troop Build-Up and Call-Up, 1 Feb-15
Mar .

21. (8) Msgs, JCS 9926 to CSA et al., 130218Z Feb 68,
and JCS 9929 to CMC et al., 1303417 Feb 68; JMF 911/374
(5 Feb 68) sec 2.

22. SFOUO CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, Report on the War in
Vietnam, Jun 68, p. 242.
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. readiness for probable mobilization.l
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The resulting report from J-5, submitted on 13 February
and approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff the same day,
indicated that the emergency reinforcement of MACV would
require mobilization of the following reserve units: two
Army infantry brigades; one Marine regiment; one composite
Marine grouﬁ; and two Navy moblle construction battalions.

A total of 46,300 reservists would have to be called immedi-
ately to actlve duty, and 137,000 morg should be placed in

Concurrently, Secretary McNamara asked the Joint Chilefs
of Staff to study four possible courses of action consequent
upon the emergency deployments to South Vietnam. These were
as follows:

a. To defer any addltional actions pending
receipt of further infeormation from CONUSMACV.

b. To mobilize 40,000 reservists {(which
could be done without legislative action),

¢. To call up either 40,000 or 130,000
reservists, and at the same time to ask Congress
to authorize additional personnel actions to
strengthen the Armed Forces.

d. In addition to Course ¢, to submit supple-
mental appropriation requests for legislative
approval.

On 15 February the Joint Chlefs of Staff agreed that
further reinforcements to South Vietnam should be deferred
until General Westmoreland asked for them, but they did not
consent to delay in the mobilization of reserve units. They
again recommended immediate call-up of 46,300 men and an
immediate request for authority to¢ call individual reservists
and to extend terms of service. They also urged prompt
action to obtain financlal authorization to support these
recommendations.l9

18. [TS-GF 3) JCS 2472/231, 13 Feb 68; (TS-GP 3)
JCSM-96-68 to SecDef, same date; JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).

19. (TS) JCS 2472/234, 14 Feb 68; (TS) JCSM-99-68
to SecDef, 15 Feb 68; JMF 911/384 (13 Feb 68).

49-7



T T .

- ey

Early on 12 February the Joint Chiefs of Staff finally
received from General Westmoreland an unequivocal statement
that he "desperately" needed reinforcements to enable him
to hold the northern I CTZ without endangering other areas.
He pointed out that he was 25,000 short of the ceiling of
525,000 men that had been authorized for South Vietnam., "I
need these 525,000 troops now,'" he declared. He urged
immediate deployment of a Marine regiment package and a
brigade package of the 828 Airborne, with the remaining
elements of these units to be sent later. "Time is of the
essence," he declared. He asked that the Secretary of
Defense and the President be informed of his views, in which
Ambassador Bunker had concurred.l> In a further communica-
tion, General Westmoreland addressed himself to General
Wheeler's account of the 11 February White House meeting:

I am expressing a firm request for
additional troops, not because I fear defeat
if I am not reinforced, but because I do not
feel that I can fully grasp the Initilative
from tge recently reinforced enemy without
them.l

Meeting at 0930 on 12 February, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff discussed the new and urgent appeal from General
viestmoreland., They agreed to reconvene that afternoon, at
which time the Army and Marine Corps would provide informa-
tion on the impact of deployments to South Vietnam and on
the minimum levels of reserve mobilization required.

Before thls subsequent meeting could be held, however,
General Wheeler was unexpectedly summoned to the White House.
There the President announced that he had decided to approve
COMUSMACV's request, that 1s, to deploy at once a brigade of
the 82d Airborne and a Marine RLT. At 1600 that afternoon
General Wheeler informed his colleagues of this decision, at
the same tlme directing the Joint Staff to prepare a study
of the necessary reserve mobilization and legislatilve
actions.l7

15, {TS) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC and CJCS, 120612Z
Feb 68. 0QCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.

16. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 02018 to CJCS, 121823z Feb
68. 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam, Troop Build-up and Call-up,
1l Feb-15 Mar 68.

17. (S) Note to Control Div, "Deployments to SVN,"
12 Feb 68, JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).
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Meanwhile COMUSMACV had become more emphatic in his
demand for reinforcements. On 9 February 1968, in a long
assessment of the enemy's strategy and his own situation,
he declared that he "would welcome reinforcements at any
time they can be made available." Even a '"six-month loan"
of reinforcements might "turn the tide to the point where
the enemy might see the light or be so weakened that we
could return them."ll Two days later he declared that
"additional forces from CONUS would be most helpful in Eew-
mitting us to rapidly stabilize the current situation.”

Such language was not strong enough to sway the Adminis-
tration. COMUSMACV's message of 9 February was discussed at
a meeting at the White House on 11 February, attended by
General Wheeler, Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, Secretary-
designate Clifford, and other officials. The interpretation
placed on the message by the conferees, as General Wheeler
informed COMUSMACV, was that "you could use additional U.S.
groop units, but you are not expressing a firm demand for

them; in sum, you do not fear defeat 1f you are not rein-
forced."13

Before General Westmoreland could reply to this message,
J-5 completed the revised deployment paper called for by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. J-5 recommended that measures be
taken at once to prepare the 824 Airborne and 6/9 Marine
division for possible deployment, but that the decision on
sending these units be deferred temporarily. Meanwhile,
according to J-5, reserve units suitable for replacement
should be called up and legislation should be sought to author-
ize recall of individual reservists and to extend terms of ser-
vice for active duty personnel. The Joint Chiefs of Staff ap-
proved this paper on 11 February and Sﬁnt thelr conclusions to
Secretary McNamara the following day.l

1T, (T8) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01858 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
091633z Feb 68, JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).

(TS—NOFORN) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01924 to CJCS, 1103082
Feb 68 OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.

(S) Msg, JCS 1695 to COMUSMACV, 120108z Feb 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68,

(TS) JCS 2472/226-2, 11 Feb 68 éTS-GP 1) JCSM-91-68
to SecDef, 12 Feb 68; JMF 911/374 (5 Feb sec 2.
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General Wheeler still desired a more forceful recommen-
dation from the fleld commander. Reinforcements might be
desirable earlier than April, he suggested, to assist in
defense or pursuit. "I am not trying to sell you on the
deployment of additional forces which in any event I cannot
guarantee,"” he said. But, sensing that "the critical phase
of the war is upon us," he did not believe that COMUSMACY
should "refrain from asking for what you believe is required
under the circumstances,"8

On 9 February the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff discussed with
the President the possible deployment of the 82d Airborne
and 6/9 Marine division, to be accompanied by mobilization
of 120,000 reservists and by legislative action to extend
terms of service and to permit recall of individual reserv-
ists. No decision was reached, tut later that day Secretary
McNamara asked General Wheeler to submit a tentative deploy-
ment plan, plus two others of lesser scope, one for dispatch-
ing only the 824 Airborne, another for sending only those Marine
battalicns available in CONUS. Neither of these smaller
plans would require reserve mobllization or legislative
action. Mr. McNamara stressed the difficulty of getting
Congresslonal action, which would probably be preceded by
"prolonged and divisive debate." He pointed out, moreover,
that it was necessary to plan for the possibility of " sub-
stantial and perhaps widespread civil disorders” in the United
States during the coming summer.

The three plans, drawn up by J-5, were sent to the Joint
Chilef's of Staff on 10 February. J-5 concluded that the most
comprehensive plan, embracing both the 82d Airborne and 6/9
of a Marine divlsion, would be the most advantageous, but
that 1t would require immediate callup of reserve component
units at least comparable in size. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
considered the J-5 paper and sent it back for a revision that
would indicate more clearly the support forces required for
the proposed deployments and would stress the impact on the US
world-wide force posture.lO |

o. {TS) Msg, JCS 01590 to COMUSMACV, 090021Z Feb 68.
g, ES) Memo for Record, CJCS, "Actions in Southeast
Asia," 9 Feb 68. JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).

10. (TS) JCS 2472/226-1, 10 Feb 68; (s? Note to Control
Div, "Emergency Reinforcement of COMUSMACV," 10 Feb 68;
JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).
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On the following day, at the request of General Wheeler,
J-5 prepared a study of the deployability status of the 82d
Airborne Dlivision and of the 6/9 Marine division (5th
Division/38 Wing) available in PACOM. J-5 concluded that the
former could close South Vietnam within nine to 29 days after
a declsion was made and the latter within five to 17 days,
depending on various possible "mixes" of airlift capacity.>

As yet there had been no request from General Westmore-
land for reinforcements. On 7 February (Washington time),
General Wheeler consulted COMUSMACV by telecon and learned
that he contemplated a move of the 10lst Airborne Division
north to meet the threat in I CTZ. In a message to COMUSMACV
later that day, General Wheeler suggested that the enemy
buildup around Khe Sanh was intended to serve Just such a
purpose--to siphon off forces from the south, exposing the
ARVN to attack. To counter such an enemy strategy, the
Chairman sug%ested that reinforcements could be sent in the
form of the ¢2d Airborne and of approximately one-half of a
Marine division. Both steps would require changes in the
length of tours in Vietnam and the time between tours.
Although such changes would not be popular, the US Government,
according to General Wheeler, "is not prepared to accept a
defeat in South Vietnam. In s ry," he concluded, "if you
need more troops, ask for them."

Agreeing that General Wheeler's view of enemy strategy
was loglical, General Westmoreland replied that 1t would be
well to plan for the worst possible contingency--the loss of
Knhe Sanh, which would then have to be retaken. He therefore
"strongly urged'" that plans be made to provide the 828 Air-
borne and the one-half Marine division of which General
Wheeler had spoken. In the event of a setback in northern
I CTZ, these reinforcements could make an amphibious landing
somewhere 1in the area to eject the enemy. Surf conditions
for such an effort would be favorable in April.7

5. (IS) J-5 Briefing Sheet for CJCS on JCS 2472/226,
5 Feb 68, JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).

6. (TS) Msg, JCS 01529 to COMUSMACV, 080448Z Feb 68,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.

7. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01810 to CINCPAC and CJCS,
081440z Feb 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68,
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reconnaissance within eight miles of the Chinese border and
reaffirmed thelr view that the Hanoi-Haiphong control areas
should be reduced.?Z

At the same time, the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered
vhe possibility that it might become necessary to send troop.
reinforcements to COMUSMACV. This contingency presented
grave implications because of the depleted state of the US
strategic reserves. A list of forces avallable for dispatch
to Southeast Asia, submitted by J-5 on 5 February 1968,
presented a bleak picture, The only available Army unit in
CONUS strategic reserve (apart from three heavy divisions
committed to NATO, each of which required twelve weeks for
mobilization)} was the 82nd Airborne Division. The Marine
Corps had availlable approximately one and one-third divisions/
wings: the 5th Division/3d Wing (6/9 of a division), in the
Pacific Command, and the 24 Division/Wing (7/9 division), in
the Atlantic Command., The Navy could supply flve aircraft
carriers and an equal number of cruisers, but only by drawing
on forces required to support NATO. Available Alr Force units
in CONUS strategic reserve were 12 TFS, eight of which were
Air National Guard units recently called to active duty.
Presenting this meager list, J-5 pointed out that the deploy-
ment of any of these forces would require compensatling
mobilization of Reserve units to replenish the strategic
reserve.3

The Jolnt Chilefs of Staff studlied this paper and decided
to call for more information before reaching a decision. On
7 February 1968 they considered a somewhat more comprehensive
study prepared by J-5. Again they reached no decision except
to agree that any dispatch of reinforcements to COMUSMACV
would require mobilization of some reserve units and some
change 1in rotation pollicies and other existing ground rules.l

-

2. (I's) Memo, D/JS to CJCS, "Comments on IDA JASON Studg
on 'The Bombing of North Vietnam'" 7 Feb 68; ('TS) DJSM-148-68,
7 Feb 68; 0OCJCS File 09l Vietnam, Feb 68, (TS) Secy, JCS,
?ec On "gg%LING THUNDER Targets,” 19 Feb 68, JMF 912/323
31 Jan .
3. (TS) J-5 T 9-68, "Forces.Avallable for Emergency. Deploy-
ment to Southeast Asia," 5 Feb 68, JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68).
4. (S) Note to Control Div, "Forces Avallable for
Emergency Deployment to Southeast Asia,”" 5 Feb 68; (T3) J-5
T 12-68, same subj, 7 Feb 68; (C) Note to Control Div, same
subj and date, JMF 911/374 (5 Feb 68),
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Chapter 49

A NEW DEPARTURE IN POLICY

Emergency Reinforcement of COMUSMACVY

When the news of the Tet attack reached the Jolnt Chiefs
of Staff, they at once consldered ways of strengthening Gener-
al Westmoreland's position without delay. The most prompt
method of doing so would be through the application of increased
airpower. On 31 January General McConnell declared that "this
viclous turn in the nature and conduct of the war must be met
in kind with greater force than is permitted by our present
policy of limited objectives with limited force." Conse-
quently, he recommended removal of all geographic restrictions
on milltary operatlions., The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered
this suggestion but declded to send a less sweeping recom-
mendation to the Secretary of Defense. On 3 February they
urged that the prohibited and restricted areas around Hanoi
and Haiphong be eliminated. They recommended instead the
establishment of "control" areas around the centers of these
two cities, consisting of circles with radii of 3 nm for Hanoi
and of 1 1/2 nm for Haiphong. Strikes on targets within these
areas would remaln under close Washington control. The Presi-
dent did not act on this request, but on 6 February he removed
the speclal ban on strikes within 5 nm of the centers of these
two cities that he had imposed a few weeks earlier.?i

The Joint Chlefs of Staff also firmly resisted sugges-
tlons that ROLLING THUNDER be curtailed. On 7 February 1968
the Joint Staff forwarded to General Wheeler a critical
analysis of a study by the Institute f{or Defense Analyses that
downgraded the effectiveness of the bombing campaign. The
Joint Staff concluded that the authors of the study had
produced misleading results by compartmentalizing the campaign
and had 1gnored the cumulative effectiveness of an inter-
diction program unhampered by "vacillating restraints that
permit and aid recuperation.” On 19 February 1968 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff agreed that the Chairman would present their
views on ROLLING THUNDER to higher authority "as the oppor-
tunity presented itself." They advocated conduct of armed

1. (TS) CSAF-A-34-68, 31 Jan 68; (TS) Note to Control
Div., "ROLLING THUNDER," 31 Jan 68, (TS) JCS 2472/222,
1 Feb 68 (revised Dec On, 2 Feb 68); (TS3) JCSM-78-68,
3 Feb 68. JMF 912/323 (31 Jan 68).
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Most of the enemy casualties could be ascribed to Oper-

atlon NIAGARA, the air counteroffensive.

Between 15 January

and 31 March 1968, 96,000 tons of air ordnance had been de-
livered against ene?XSpositions, as compared with 3,600 tons

of' ground ordnance.

Nevertheless the artillery effort had

been formidable; 102,857 rounds were fired between 20 January
and 1 April 1968. During this same periocd, the enemy had
fired 11,114 rounds of artillery, mortar, and rocket ammunition
against the Khe Sanh compound--a dally average of 150 rounds
approximately equal to the 1967 figure for the entire I CTZ.

{19

Alr power also contributed to the US success by maintain--
ing & constant flow of suppliles and replacements and by making
it possible to evacuate the wounded. The air llne of communi-
catlon, which was never severed, delivered a dally average
of 194 short tons of supplies and 70 troops during the siege,
making it possible not only to meet the requirements of the
garrison but to bulild up a reserve of about 20 days' supplies
at combat rates.l20 The Marines in the Khe Sanh perimeter
had endured much, but at no time had they been forced into
the desperate plight of the hapless French defenders of Dien

Bien Phu fourteen years earlier.

B 119.

S-GP h; Khe Sanh Fact Sheet.
120,

S-GP 4) Khe Sanh Fact Sheet.

T13. 35) Memo, Dir MACEVAL to COMUSMACV, 5 Apr 68.
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strategy that had produced favorable consequences for the foe.
On the other hand, the small Xhe Sanh garrison of 6,200 US
Marines and ARVN Rangers had blocked the principal route of
advance through Quang Tri province to the coastal cities, and
had tied up approximately four times their number of troops
in the Ilmmediate vicinity of Khe Sanh during the perilous
days of Tet.

If the enemy had actually hoped to produce "another Dien
Bien Phu" by overwhelming the garrison, his defeat was plain
to see. Intelligence accumulated during and after the siege
suggested that the enemy had indeed planned a massive ground
attack, supported by artillery and armor. The date had been
successively moved back; it had first been set to coincide
with the Tet offensive, then was rescheduled for the latter
part of February, for 13/14 March, and finally for 22/23 March.
Presumably these postponements reflected the spolling effects
of US airpower and artillery on the enemy's preparations.lld

The analogy with Dien Bien Phu was supported by a study
of enemy tactlcs at Khe Sanh. The hardening of weapons sites,
the closing in of the enemy infantry, the probing attacks,
and the attempt_ to interdict the airfield--all of these followed
the 1954 model.ll> The radically different outcome in 1968
could be ascribed to US flrepower, which General Westmoreland
had predicted would prove decisive,.

The effects of this firepower showed up in an enormous
disparity in casualty flgures. Estimates prepared by MACV's
operational analysis group, MACEVAL, early in April 1968 were
that the enemy had suffered casualties ranging from 14,600 to
28,900 men,  of whom from 3,288 to 6,515 had been killed. The
casualty rate amounted to between 49 and 65 percent of the
personnel committed to the operation (including replace-
ments).116 A later estimate gave total enemy casualtles of

approximately 15,000, as compared with 197 US/ARVN killed and
822 wounded evacuees,ll7

114, {S) Memo, Dir MACEVAL to COMUSMACV, "An Analysis of
the Khe Sanh Battle," 5 Apr 68, Encl to Memo, Actg CS, MACV
to CJCS, same subj, 10 Apr 68 (hereafter cited as "Memo, Dir
MACEggL to COMUSMACV, 5 Apr 68'), 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam
Apr .

115. (S-GP 4) Khe Sanh Fact Sheet. '

116. (S) Memo, Dir MACEVAL to COMUSMACV, 5 Apr 68,

117. (FOUQ) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, p. 242,
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fire, for the first time since 20 January. He estimated that
Route 9 would be open for logistic traffic on 12 April.l07 1In
another significant development on 10 April, US troops re-
occupied the Lang Vel Special Forces Camp against little
opposition.108 0On 12 April 1968 General Westmoreland asked
permission to discontinue the special daily report on Khe

Sanh. General Wheeler agreed that these reports had served
their purpose and instructed him to submit in their stead a
series of daily reports on the overall situation in the DMZ.109

The last enemy-held outpost near Khe Sanh--Hill 881
North, four miles northwest of the combat base--was seized by
the Third Battalion, 26th Marines, on 14 April 1968.110 (per-
ation PEGASUS was declared ended on that day and the related
ARVN operation (LAMSON 207) three days later.lll As of O800H
on 15 Aprll, responsibility for the PEGASUS area of operations
was transferred to the Third Marine Division.ll2

The battle of Khe Sanh was over, and unquestilonably it
ended as an impressive tactical victory for the allies. From
a strategic viewpoint, however, it was not entirely clear
which slide deserved the palm of victory. The enemy's concen-
tration of forces around Khe Sanh, and along the DMZ generally,
had disrupted US troop dispositions and forced COMUSMACV to
spread his forces dangerously thin at a time of great crisis
in SVN. The siege of Khe Sanh, hard on the heels of the Tet
offensive, had led General Westmoreland to ask for massive
reinforcements. His request, and the events that had moti-
vated it, subjected the Administration to the severe internal
stress that led ultimately to the President's decision to
curtail the bombing of North Vietnam and to seek negoti-
ations.1ll3 Thus Khe Sanh could be regarded as part of a

“107. (S] Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 04795 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
101130Z Apr 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68.
108. (S-GP 4) Hq USARPAC, Highlights of United States

Army, Pacific, Activitles (U), Apr 68. -
. sg, CO CV MAC 4897 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
1211482 Apr 68; %c) Msg, JCS OUOlY4 to COMUSMACV, 122246Z Apr

68; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68.

110, (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 05009 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
1511062 Apr 68, same file.

111. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 93-68, 19 Apr 68.

112. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 05009 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
1511062 Apr 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68.

113. See Ch, 49,
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program of air strikes, was called off. By that time the
number of enemy troops around Khe Sanh, according to US
estimates, had declined to 11,900.100

The distance to be covered was short and the operation
proceeded against relatively light opposition, which
naturally stiffensd as the advancing forces drew closer to
Khe Sanh.1l0l The siege of XKhe Sanh was officially declared
ended on 5 April 1968.102 There was no dramatic "relief" of
the once-beleaguered Marines, but the press attempted to
dramatize the situation. A reporter described how, on 6
April 1968, a 20,000-man US relief column reached the base
at Khe Sanh and then, instead of entering the base, '"fanned
out on three sides in search of the vanishing enemy '
soldiers."1l03 The erstwhile besiegers had now become the
quarry.

The first element of the relief force to enter the Khe
Sanh Combat Base was an ARVN company, which was air-landed
on 6 April. Two days later elements of the First Air Cavalry
Division entered the base.lO4 By that time, US forces clear-
1y held the initlative and were conducting clearing operations
on all sides of Khe Sanh.l05 o0n the same date, the emergency
alrborne resuggly effort, which had begun on 21 January, was
discontinued.l06 o0n 10 April COMUSMACV reported that the
airfield was open to all aircraft and that, during the period
090900 to 100900, Kne Sanh had recelved no incoming enemy

TO0. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 77-68, 1 Apr 68. (S-GP 4
Msg, COMUSMACV 08886 to CINCPAC et al., 2912407 Mar 68. ( %
Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 04395 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 011102Z Apr 638,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68. (sg Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 8592
to CJCS and CINCPAC, 280225Z Jun 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
Jun 68, (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV.Report, p. 2ul,

-~ 101. (8) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 04443 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
0210287 Apr 68; MAC 4494, 031117Z Apr 68; MAC 4538, 041217Z
Apr 68; MAC 04567, 0511082 Agr 68; MAC 04613, 061107Z Apr 68;
OCJCS Fille 091 Vietnam Apr 68.

102. NY Times, 6 Apr 68, p. 1.

103. Ibid.”

104, Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 8592 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
2802257 Jun 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 68.

105, (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 70-68, 9 Apr 68. (S) Msg,
COMUSMACYV MAC O4768 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 091143Z Apr 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68.

106. (TS) Hq USMC, Commandant's Vietnam Chronology,
8 Apr 68. .
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by Administration policy-makers, civilian or military.

Toward the end of February there was another sharp
increase in the rate of artillery and mortar fire on Khe Sanh.
The peak was reached on 23-24 February, when 1,300 rounds
landed in or near the combat base within 24 hours.97 But
there was no ground attack, and the rate of fire soon slacked
off to normal.

As the weeks slipped by, the anticipated massive attacks
that would tighten the noose about the defenders failed to
materlalize., To use the metaphor employed earlier by CIA,
the whistle never blew for the kickoff; the "Green Bay
Packers" picked up their football and went off to play else-
where, presumably agalnst less formidable opposition. A
reasonable assumption was that the severe toll taken by US
aircraft and artillery had led to the repeated postponement
and finally the abandonment of the operation. The effective-
ness of US firepower was indicated by an estimate that 3,543
enemy troops had been killed in the DMZ during the first
quarter of 1968, as compared with 6,884 during the entire
preceding year.98

The initilative now passed to friendly forces. In March
COMUSMACYV laid plans to reopen Route 9 as part of a general
offensive against enemy forces in the Khe Sanh area.99 These
plans went into effect on 1 April 1968 (Saigon time) with the
launching of PEGASUS, a combined linkup-search and destroy
operation. Elements of the First Cavalry Division (Airmobile),
asslsted by an airborne ARVN task force, seized positions
along Route 9 and south of Khe Sanh Combat Base, while two
Marine regiments moved westward from Camp Carroll along Route
9. At the same time, Operation NIAGARA, the coordinated

97. (S) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 02501 to CJCS, 221035Z Feb
68; MAC 02-71 (number garbled), 231142Z Feb 68; MAC 02625,
2412032 Feb 68; MAC 02667, 250929Z Feb 68, same file;
(TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 47-68, 24 Feb 68, 47-68, 26 Feb 68.

98. (TS) Hq USMC, Commandant's Vietnam Chronology,
25 Mar 68. .

99. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 03572 to CINCPAC
and CJCS, 1504227 Mar 68; (TSi CM-3147-68 to Sechef, 22 Mar
68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68.
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campaign of artillery harassment.92 But on the night of 6-7
February, the enemy attacked and overran the Speclal Forces
camp at Lang Vei, four miles southwest of Khe Sanh, making
use of tanks for the first time.93

There followed another lull of about two weeks' duration.
But the enemy's continulng lnterest In Khe Sanh was conflirmed
by a Viet Cong radio broadcast on 18 February 1968 (made
available to newsmen 1n Saigon on 26 February), which asserted
for the first time that General Glap was commanding the offen-
sive in South Vietnam. While it did not specifically assert
that he was in direct command at Khe Sanh, it declared that he
"dares guarantee" that Khe Sanh would indeed become "another
Dienbienphu.”"9% Perhaps in reaction to this boast, the New
York Times printed a lengthy article comparing these two
situations. The reporter did not overlook the differences,
but it was evident that he belleved that the Khe Sanh positlon
shared many of the weaknesses of Dlen Bien Phu and that he had
doubts about 1ts defensibility.95

The author of thils news story could perhaps be classifled
among the "skeptics and dissenters" who, as General Westmore-
land had predicted, would misunderstand the reasons for holding
Khe Sanh and urge its abandonment. Such a point of view was
not without 1ts advocates even within the Department of Defense.
A study prepared in the offlice of the Asslstant Secretary for
International Security Affairs early in March 1968 argued that
US forces were playing into enemy hands by holding on to the
Khe Sanh position, that the enemy could take it 1f he wished,
and that a US withdrawal might free enough troops to make it
unnecessary Lo send COMUSMACV the reinforcements for whilch he
was asking.90 These conclusions, however, were not accepted

gz, tTS:ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁN{_ﬁﬁﬁﬁ'OPSUM 31-68, 6 Feb 68.

93. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 32-68, 7 Feb 68, 33-68,
8 Feb 68. (8) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC OlT741 to CJCS, 071026Z Feb
68; MAC 01798, 0810227 Feb 68; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.
(S-GP 3) Hq USARPAC, Highlights of United States Army, Pacific,
Activities (U), Feb 68,

Of, NY Times, 27 Feb 68, p. 3.

95. NY Times, 8 Mar 68, p. 1

96. TTS) Memio, ASD(ISA) to Dep SecDef, 9 Mar 68, w/encl,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68,
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this planning program (FRACTURE JAW) was at once terminated.S6

The sliege of Khe Sanh was a principal topic of conver-
Sation at a White House luncheon on 3 February attended by
General Vheeler, Secretaries Rusk aznd McNamara, and other
officials. The civilian officials expressed considerable
apprehension, but there was no disposition to abandon the
poslition. Several courses of action were discussed, such as
a diverslonary amphibious operation against North Vietnam or
a ground attack northward through the DMZ. General Wheeler
passed along the substance of the conversation to General
Westmoreland, with assurances that officlal Washington, from
the Presigent on down, reposed complete confidence in his
Judgment .o7

On the night of 4-5 February, a new rocket Darrage assailed
the defenders of Khe Sanh, followed by enemy ground attacks
against outposts.88 One of these attacks was by a regimental-
size force (2,000-3,000 men), but was broken up by an air and
artillery barrage before it could reagch the hill position that
apparently constituted its objective.89 Again the conclusion
was drawn that the decisive hour had struck. '"Now that the
attack has been launched," saild General Wheeler in a message
to COMUSMACV, "the President is interested in all details."

He asked COMUSMACV to furnish a daily summary of the situation
at Khe Sanh and in the DMZ, with a forecast of planned US
actions.90 He also instructed the Joint Staff and DIA to pro-
vide dally briefings on the Khe Sanh/DMZ situation to the
Armed Services Committees of both Houses of Congress,9l

Again the enemy chose not to, or could not, press home
hils attack; enemy forces broke contact and resumed thelir

ob. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV et al., 120242Z Feb
68, same file. . N

87. (S) Msg, JCS 01216 to COMUSMACV, O416L42Z Feb 68,
same fille. . .

88. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 30-68, 5 Feb 68; (S) Msg,
COMUSMACV MAC 01666 to CJCS, 051131Z Feb 68, same file.

89. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV -Report, pp. 241-242,

90. (S-GP 1) Msg, JCS 01320 t0 COMUSMACV, 0423302
Feb 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68. .

91. (C-GP 4) CM-2981-68 to DJS and Dir DIA, 5 Feb 68,
same file.
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and exploitation forces when the time came. "All available
resources required by General Cushman," he affirmed, "are
being provided within the practical limitations of the over-
all situation in RVN."79

The possiblllity of using nuclear weapons at Khe Sanh, to
retrieve the situation if it should become desperate, had
already been considered. On 1 February 1968 General Wheeler
asked the advice of COMUSMACV and CINCPAC about the advisa-
bility of doing so, thgugh he considered it unlikely that the
necessity would arise.9Q fTwo days later he informed General
Westmoreland that the President had made 1t clear that he did
not wish to be placed in a position in which he would have to
declide whether to use nuclear weapons.Bl

General Westmoreland thought it unlikely that such weapons
would be needed, but that 1f the situation in the DMZ area
should change "dramatically," the United States should be pre-
pared to introduce "weapons of greater effectiveness against
massed forces'--either tactical nuclear weapons or chemical
agents.®2 Admiral Sharp reported that contingency plans for
using nuclear devices were being prepaged at Okinawa, though
he did not expect them to be required.G3 @General Wheeler
directed that these plans not be forwarded to Washington until
the Joint Chlefs of Staff asked for them or until a critical
situation should make it necessary (in gﬁNCPAC'S opinion) that
they be considered by the Joint Chiefs.

When the President heard that these plans were in
preparation, he ordered them discontinued. Already there had
been speculation on the subject in the news media, and he
wished to make certain that allegations by the opposition would
have no foundation.®> Accordingly, by direction of CINCPAC,

79. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 01305 ‘to COMUSMACV, 032310Z Jan 68;
(TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01635 to CJCS, 050125Z Feb 68; same
flle.

80. (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 01154 to COMUSMACV and CINCPAC,
011526Z Feb 68, same file.

81. (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 01272 to COMUSMACV, 030332Z Feb
68, same file.

82. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01586 to CJCS, 031226Z Feb
68, same file.

83. iTS} Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 0202082 Feb 68, same file.

84, (TS) Msg, JCS 01678 to CINCPAC, 101848Z Feb 68, same

Tile.
(S) Msg, JCS 01690 to CINCPAC, 111913Z Feb 68, same

85
file.

@OP=SECRET,. = Tereene
48-25 -




SEOBaZCRET | -

attention to be diverted. He remained convinced that a Khe
Sanh attack would follow the Tet assault, as part of an over-
all strateglc plan. He outlined in more detall his conception
of the enemy plan in a message to General Wheeler on ¢
February. An objective of the Tet offensive, he belleved, was
to seize control of Pleiku and Darlac Provinces, giving the
enemy control of the western part of the country from the

A Shau Valley, in Thua Thien province, all the way to northern
Tay Ninh. A massive attack against Khe Sanh and across the
-DMZ, 1if successful, would add the two northernmost provinces,
Quang Tri and Thua Thien, to his holdings. Thus, in effect,
the communists would have partitioned the country, as in Laos,
and would be Iin an excellent position to dilctate a favorable
political settlement.76

President Johnson also kept one eye fixed on Khe Sanh
while the Tet offensive was in progress. On 31 January he
asked General Wheeler how the Khe Sanh garrison could be rein-
forced in case bad weather descended and the enemy interdicted
the airfield with artillery, as at Dien Bien Phu. General
Wheeler pointed out in reply that COMUSMACV could resupply
with hellcopters, which required no runways, and could if
necessary reopen Route 9, though at considerable cost. He

pointed out also that the US forces, unlike the French in 1954,

had artillery and tank units nearby.77 Commenting on this
exchange of views, General Westmoreland noted further that he
now had three Army brigades north of the Hal Van Pass; that
radar techniques made it possilble to direct air strikes at
night or in conditions of zero visibility; and that if the
enemy massed for attack, he would become correspondingly morg
vulnerable to superior US artillery and air striking power.T

Pursuing the subject further, General Wheeler asked if
i1t would be deslrable to employ additional mortars and
artillery in the Khe Sanh perimeter. _ General Westmoreland
replled that any increase of forces within the perimeter would
increase the risk of loss by fire and add to the difficulties
of logistic support. Any additlional filre support should be
retained outside the perimeter, for use wlith counterattacking

76. (IS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01858 to CJCS, 091633Z Feb
68, JMF 911/374 %5 Feb 68) sec 1.

77. (TS) Msg, JCS 01147 to COMUSMACV, 010351Z Feb 68,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68, '

78. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01586 to CJCS, 0312262
Feb 68, 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.
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recommended that the US position at Khe Sanh be maintained.l3
The President now had the assurance of his highest milltary
advisors, given in writing, that Khe Sanh was defensible.

By the end of January it was known that two NVA divisions
had been positioned for a direct assault at Kne Sanh, two more
for attacks on US positions between there and the coast (Camp
Carroll, Con Thien, and Gio Linh), and another two, plus three ..
additional regiments, for assaults on the major citles of :
I CTZ, farther south: Quang Tri, Hue, Da Nang, and Hol An.
The enemy dispositions, were described in a CIA brieflng on 31
January 1968 that was attended by SACSA, General DePuy. The
CIA spokesmen presented evidence that the enemy around Khe
Sanh was organizing a "massive'" personnel replacement system
like that used at Dien Bien Phu, which had provided for 100
percent replacement capacity before the attack began. Further
evidence suggested that the North Vietnamese Home Army was to
be thrown into the assault--proof that the enemy regarded the
campalgn as decisive. Analogy with previous battles suggested
that General Vo Nguyen Glap himself--the architect of victory
at Dien Blen Phu, now NVA Minister of Defense--was 1in command
of the forces around Khe Sanh, though there was no hard
evidence of this. In short, the conclusion of the CIA repre-
sentatives, as summed up by General DePuy, was that "although
they don't know with certainty whether Vince Lombardl 1is on
the coachlng bench, there is no mistaking the fact that the
Green Bay Packers are on the field."7h4

To a layman the disparity in numbers at Khe Sanh might
seem dangerous: 20-25,000 NVA troops against 5,700 US Marines
and 500 Vietnamese Rangers. But Iin the theater as a whole,
the balance was not unfavorable. There were 3,800 additional
Marines and 500 Army troops within ten miles of Khe Sanh, and
37,000 more friendly troops within a 40-mile radius. More-
over, fire support bases at Camp Carroll and Than Son Lam,
equipped with 175mm guns and 155mm howitzers, were near
enough to affect the outcome of the battle. (5

When the communists struck throughout South Vietnam in
thelr Tet offensive, their forces around Khe Sanh remained
relatively inactive. But COMUSMACV did not allow his

73. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-63-68 to Pres, 29 Jan 68, JMF 911/301
(29 Jan 68). '

74. (TS-GP 1) SACSA M T9-68-F for CJCS, 31 Jan 68. 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Jan 68,

75. (S-GP 4) Khe Sanh Fact Sheet.
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major battle impended. In an appraisal of prospects, he pre-
dicted to CINCPAC that the nature of the operations around Khe
Sanh would be misunderstood at home and that it would be
possible for "skeptics and dissenters to construct erroneous
and misleading assessments of our battle field posture . . . .
As the Quang Tri battle develops there wlll be those quick to

advocate abandonment of 'indefenslible and unimportant positions’'.

I unreservedly maintain that Khe Sanh 1is of significance;
strategic, tactical, and most importantly, psychological."7©

) " In the days that followed, General Westmoreland, taking

advantage of the 1lull, established a provisional Field Army
headquarters in the Hue/Phu Bai area, to assume operational
control of all US ground forces in I CTZ. It was designated
MACV Forward and placed under the command of Deputy COMUSMACV,
General Abrams.7l Subsequently, on 10 March, MACV Forward
became a corps headquarters, designated Provisional Corps,
Vietnam (PROVCORPV); it was placed under the command of LTG
William B. Rosson, USA, with operaticnal control assigned to
III MAF. General Abrams then returned to his duties in
Salgon.72 :

The Joint Chiefs of Staff kept in close touch with the
developing situation at Khe Sanh. 0n 29 January General
Wheeler discussed it via telephone with General Westmoreland,
who affirmed his conviction that "we can hold Khe Sanh and we
should hold Khe Sanh.'" He reported that morale was high and
that there appeared an opportunity to inflict a "severe defeat™
upon the foe. He belleved that everything possible had been
done, both in Scuth Vietnam and in Washington, to insure
success,

The Joint Chilefs of Staff lmmediately forwarded this
information to President Johnson. They indicated their agree-
ment with COMUSMACV's assessment of the situation and

70. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01060 to CINCPAC, 2301382
Jan 68, same file.

71. (TS) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 01215 to CINCPAC, 2512372
Jan 68 and MAC 01233, 260445Z Jan 68; same file. (TS-GP 3)
JCSM-63-68 to Pres, 29 Jan 68, JMF 911/301 (29 Jan 68).

72. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, p. 242,
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staging for attacks, as well as suspected troop concentrations,
storage areas, and transshipment points.64 By 29 January
approximately 40 B-52 and 500 tactical air sortles were belng
flown each day as part of this campaign. The large number of
secondary explosions suggested that these alr strikes,

together with artillery fire, were disrupt%ng the enemy's
logistic buildup and troop concentrations.b5

It appeared that, in launching this campaign, General
Westmoreland had beaten the enemy to the punch. On the night
of 20-21 January, the enemy began a seven-hour barrage of
rocket and mortar flre agalnst Khe Sanh airfield, followed by
a ground attack that overran the village of Khe Sanh. Most of
the Marine defenders (who had been strengthened a few days
earlier by a third battalion) withdrew into the perimeter,
abandoning all outposts except a few of the most commanding
hill positions. "The anticipated enemy attack on Khe Sanh was
initlated last evening,”" announced COMUSMACV on 21 January.

He reported that g%anned northward movement of Army forces was
already underway. On the followling day, air evacuatlon of
civilian refugees who had fled into the perimeter was begun.67
On 23 January a fourth Marine battalion was brought in to
reinforce Khe Sang followed several days later by an ARVN
Ranger Battallon. 8

The 1nitial enemy attacks were repulsed and tapered off,
and the situation again became quiescent. On 23 January
COMUSMACV appraised these assaults as 'reconnaissance in force
designed to knock off the outposts. It remains to be seen,”
he concluded, "whether our initiatives thus far have off-set
his time-table."©9 But there was no doubt in his mind that a

oh, (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 17-68, 20 Jan 68.
( 65.6é§S-GP 3) JCSM-63-68 to Bres, 29 Jan 68, JMF 911/301
29 Jan . )

66. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 18-68, 22 Jan 68; (TS) Msg,
COMUSMACV MAC 00992 to CINCPAC, 210945Z Jan 68, 0OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Jan 68; (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report,.p. 226.
67. (C) Memo for Record, DepDir for Opns, NMCC, "Xhe Sanh
Situation Report," 23 Jan 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68,
68. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, p. 226.
69. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01I6§‘E3‘cscs and CINCPAC,
2313292 Jan 68, 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68.
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General Westmoreland pronounced both courses of action
infeasible, The first would depend upon airlift capabilities,
and would strain them to the utmost at a time when the begin-
ning of the northeast monsoon season was making air resupply
precarious; moreover, enemy forces were probably too strong
for success Iin a short campaign. As for withdrawal, that was
unthinkable. KXhe Sanh was militarily important, as the
western anchor of defenses along the DMZ, but it was even more
important psychologically. "To relinguish this area would be
a major propaganda victory for the enemy," declared COMUSMACYV.
Concerning the arguments used to support this suggestion,
General Westmoreland observed that:

(1) Route 9 could be opened 1f necessary, but it was
not declsive, since Khe Sanh could be reinforced and resupplied
by air.

(2) All tactically essential hills around Khe Sanh were
in US hands and would remain so.

(3) The enemy would have great difficulty in trying to
move in heavy artillery through the terrain of western Quang
Tri province, although large quantities of mortar and rocket
fire should be expected.

(4) The allegation of a difficult relationship between
himself and General Cushman was "absurd."bl

General Wheeler forwarded COMUSMACV's comments to the Secrgtary
of Defense on 13 January 1968, indicating his concurrence.0?
CINCPAC also emphatically rejected both of the suggested
courses of action. "In the event a major attack against Khe
Sanh materializes,” he declared, "it will be fought on our
terms, on_our ground, and within supporting range of. our
weapons. "63 )

Operation NIAGARA, the air campaign intended to disrupt
the enemy's preparations in the Khe Sanh area and keep him
off balance, was launched early on 20 January 1968 ({Saigon
time). B-52 aircraft bombed enemy forces believed to be -

61, (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC OOS547 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
1214227 Jan 68, same file. ' _
62. {TS—GP-S) CM-2908-68 to SecDef, 13 Jan 68, same file.
63. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 142146Z Jan 68, same file.
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in the battle area" and with "overall responsibility for air
operations for the execution of this plan." General Momyer
would "coordinate and direct"” the employment of all air
strikes, but would coordinate the details of his plan with
the 1st Marine Alr wWing and III MAF. The Commandlng General,
III MAF, was instructed to make availlable for this purpose.
those tactical bomber sorties 'not required for direct air
support of Marine units." Moreover, it was stipulated that
"the direct support of Marine units by the 1lst Marine Air
Wing 18 not affected by this plan." Admiral Sharp was
satisfied with this direggive, and it was promulgated by
COMUSMACV on 22 January.

It was inevitable that the position of the Marines at
Khe Sanh--in an exposed forward position, surrounded by
swellling numbers of seasoned communist Jjungle fighters, and
wholly dependent for their survival upon aerial resupply--
should invite comparison with a somewhat similar situation
that had ended in a smashing communist victory: the French
forces at Dien Bien Phu in 1954. The comparison was being
made by Administration policy-makers early in January. On
11 January General Wheeler informed COMUSMACV that two courses
of action, based on the analogy with Dien Blen Phu, were
being discussed in "high non-military quarters." One was to
launch a lightning stroke into Lacos in order to hit the enemy
from the rear, followed by assault on his bases in that part
of Laos. The other was to withdraw from Khe Sanh while it
was still possible to do so with relatively little public
notice, Those supporting the latter suggestion argued that
the road to Khe Sanh had already been cut; that the enemy
controlled the surrounding hills and would soon be able to
interdict the airfleld with artillery; and that there was an
"awkward relationship" between COMUSMACV and CG III MAF,
which made the latter reluctant to withdraw and the former
reluctant to order him to do so. .General Wheeler referred
these suggestlons tg COMUSMACV, making 1t clear that he him-
self rejected both.00

53. (T5) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 00992 to CINCPAC, 210945Z
Jan 68 (as corrected by SSO MACV to SSO CINCPAC, 211223Z
Jan 68); CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 211917Z Jan 68; (S-GP 4) Msg,
COMUSMACV 02378 to CDR 7 AF and CG III MAF, 2204487 Jan 68;
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68.

60. (TS) Msg, JCS 00343 to COMUSMACV, 111546Z Jan 68
same flle.
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an attack of major proportions on Khe Sanh is imminent,"
argued the Joint Chilefs of Staff. '"Khe Sanh may be an inter-
medlate objective with the final objective of Quang Tri City
or possibly Hue."55

COMUSMACV, working closely with General Cushman {com-
manding the III MAF), had laid plans to deploy reinforcements
to Khe Sanh on short notice. Four USMC battalions could be
sent in within 12 hours. Preparatlions were being made to
shift forces northward to bring additional Marine elements
within reach of Khe Sanh, as well as two Army brigades. The
JGS had agreed to deploy two additional airborne ARVN
battalions to I CTZ, making a total of four in that zone.
General Westmoreland had also approved plans for a coordinated
air support campaign, consisting of B-52 and tact%cal air
strikes on enemy forces massing around Khe Sanh.b

To make certaln that alr assets were properly exploited
in the battle that seemed to be approaching, General Westmore-
land planned to assign temporary operational control of the

lst Marine Air Wing to his Deputy for Aig General Momyer,
Commanding General of the 7th Air Force. 7 Admiral Sharp,

on learning of this proposal, expressed misgivings and asked
COMUSMACV to submit the final plan for his approval before
putting it into effect. "Any plan which might divest CG, III
MAF of operational control of his own assets will require_ full
consideration of all aspects of the problem," he warned.>58

General Westmoreland replied that he had no intention of
denying the Marines their necessary close ajr support or of
interfering with the system by which it was provided. His
draft directive on the subject charged General Momyer with
developing a plan to "concentrate all available ailr resources

5>o. (TS) ATt To CM-2927-68 to SecDef, 20 Jan 68,
JMF 911/305 (6 oOct 67). ,

56. (Ts; Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 00547 to CJCS, 1214227 Jan
68; (TS-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 00276 to CINCPAC, 071230Z
Jan 68. O0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68,

57. (s; Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 00797 to CINCPAC, 1800092z
Jan 68; (TS} Msg, COMUSMACV to CG III MAF and CG 7th AF,
171206Z Jan 68, retransmitted to CINCPAC as MAC 00994, 210951Z
Jan 68, same file. _

. 58, (TS-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 182231z Jan 68,

same flle,
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The Slege of Khe Sanh and Its Anticlimax

Throughout the Tet offensive, the northern part of I CTZ,
ad jacent to the DMZ, constituted in effect a separate theater
where events took a different course. Even before the attack,
an ominous situation had developed in this reglon, notably in
the western part, around Khe Sanh., Here a USMC force of two
battalions had been conducting a search-and-destroy operation
(SCOTLAND) since early November 1967.52 Beginning in January
1968, the enemy moved to invest Kne Sanh in strength. Three
NVA divisions were assembled in the vicinity and a large supply
base was set up in nearby Laos. The relatively small Marine
force was thus in a precarious position, the more so since the
highway on which ground resupply depended had been rendered
impassable, by weather and by enemy actlion, as early as
September 1967.53 This highway, Route 9, ran eastward from
Laos through Khe Sanh to the coast of Vietnam, where it linked

up wlth the main north-south highway connecting the coastal
citlies. ’

Largely owing to its location along Route 9, Khe Sanh
could be described as a "strateglc crossroads.” In US hands,
1t could bar a major enemy advance into Quang Tri province.

At the same time, it overlooked the routes into southern Laos.
Lying some 30 miles from the ocean, it was separated by
approximately 23 miles from the Marines' logistic base at

Dong Ha. Fire support bases were located at Camp Carroll and
at Than Son Lam, approximately ten and seven miles east of

Khe Sanh, respectively. The base area at Khe Sanh was about
three kilometers long and one kilometer wide. It was dominated
on the north, west, and Sﬁuth by mountains rising about 800
meters above the valley.5

The Joint Chlefs of Staff had laild heavy stress on the
siltuation at Khe Sanh when they apgued 1n favor of a Tet
ceasefire of 36 as opposed to 48 hours. At that time, accord-
ing to the JCS estimate, there were 15,500 NVA troops within
20 miles of Khe Sanh. '"This massing of enemy troops indilcates

52, (TE-NOFORN’ NMCC OPSUMs 256-67, 1 Nov 6T, 304-67,
30 Dec 67. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, p. 362.

53. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, p. 221.

54. (S-GP 4) "Fact Sheet" on Khe Sanh, 17 Apr 68, Encl
to DISM-448-68 to CJCS, same date; JCS 2472/277, 26 Apr 68;

JMF 9%%/175 (28 Mar 68). (Cited hereafter as "Khe Sanh Fact
Sheet”).
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genuine concern for the population, to get the pacification
program back on sSchedule, to attack the VC infrastructure
where it had surfaced, and to press the fight against cor-
ruption. 81X weeks after the end of the attack, he could
report encouraging evidence that his efforts were producing
results. Thieu and Ky seemed to be submerging their differ-
ences and working together effectively. A high-level
committee had been set up to coordinate relief efforts; it
had begun operations under the direction of the Vice Presi-
dent, but had completed the first phase of its work and had
been turned over to the Prime Minister. Thieu was emerging
as a real leader who was making his presence felt in Saigon
and in the countryside. Removal of corrupt and inefficient
officlals had begun, together with a weeding out of incom-
petent military commanders.5l

But even while 1t was becoming clear that the new
politlcal structure in South Vietnam had survived the shock
of Tet, events were revealing that the most severe effects
of the enemy offensive had been felt in the United States,
where public and official opinion was brought to a turning
point. Military men had been perfectly aware that the enemy
possessed the capabillity of attacking on a large scale if he
were wllling to pay the price. But this fact had not been
appreciated in the United States. In many quarters, the
enemy’s ability to attack throughout South Vietnam was mis-
interpreted as proof that previous optimistic progress
appralsals had been wholly erroneous, that the enemy was
growing stronger rather than weaker, that he was a hydra-
headed monster lnvulnerable to military defeat. These
sentiments contributed to bring about the drastic change in
US policy announced by President Johnson on 31 March 1968,
as described 1ln the next chapter. Whether the enemy had
counted on influencing US opinion as part of his objectives
for the Tet attack was not clear. But there could be no
doubt whatever that, in this realm, he had attained ungquali-
fied success, to a degree perhaps exceeding his fondest hopes.

51. {S8) Msgs, Saigon to State: 17920, 041100Z Feb 68;
18582, 081115z Feb 68; 19428, 151100Z Feb 68; 20175, 2212002
Feb 68; 20798, 290940z Feb 68; 21321, 061200Z Mar 68; 22088,
141030z Mar 68; 22579, 201130Z Mar 68; 23308, 2812002 Mar 68.
These are Ambassador Bunker's 37th-45th regular weekly mes-
sages for the Pres. (8S) Msgs, Saigon 18699 to State, 090930Z
Feb 68, and 20928, 011130Z Mar 68.
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can rebulld fastest and take the offensive around the cities

and towns will ﬁin the next round,'" sald General Westmoreland
on 26 February.%7

General Westmoreland felt that the psychological effect
had been considerable, especially in Saigon, where the popu-
lation had hitherto enjoyed reasonable security. The
communists had shown themselves able to bring the war into
the heart of the capital, in the face of the overwhelming mili-
tary strength of the RVN and 1its allles. On the other hand,
the enemy's action in launching the assault during the Tet
holiday--a sacred occasion for the poeple of Vietnam--had
inspired a large measure of anger against the communists.48

The physical damage left in the wake of the flghting was
enormous. On 15 February Ambassador Bunker estimated that
485,000 new refugees or evacuees had been created, 48,000
houses destroyed, 3,800 civilians killed, and 21,000 wounded.
Moreover, industry and coEmerce had been disrupted and lines
ofcommunications severed.?9 A revised estimate made at the
end of March listed a maximum of 650,000 evacuees (which had
by then declined to 400,000), 95,000 homes destroyed, 7,500
civilian deaths, and 15,500 wounded,>50

Lookling toward the future, Ambassador Bunker believed
that the Tet attack had created a rare opportunity for the
Salgon government to turn the situation to its advantage. The
shock to the natlon had been severe, but it had served as a
stimulus to national unity; people were rallylng to the sup-
port of the government. Moreover, for the flrst time there
was a feeling of pride toward the RVNAF. Workling closely with
President Thileu and Vice-President Ky, the Ambassador urged
them to explolt these favorable developments and to move
swiftly and vigorously to repair the damage, to demonstrate

-
s

7. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) Rpt of CJCS on Situation in Vietnam
.« . » 27 Feb 68. (S) Msgs, DCG USARV ARV 344 to CSA,
121200Z Feb 68; COMUSMACV MAC 02501 to CINCPAC, 260731Z Feb
68; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.

48, (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01614 to CJCS, 0OL0OG59Z Feb 68,
same file., (S) Msg, Saigon 19428 to State, 151100Z Feb 68.

4g, isg Msg, Saigon 19428 to State, 151100Z Feb 68.

50. (C) Msg, Saigon 23150 to State, 270430Z Mar 68,
JCS IN 97060.
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clties under actual or apparent occupation, the communists

would enjoy a powerful negotiating positﬁgn, Jjust as they had
in 1954 after the fall of Dien Bien Phu.

If this reading of the enemy's intentions was correct,
it could be seen that his offensive was largely a failure; he

had achieved none of his major political or military objectives.

The government in Saigon and its administrative structure
throughout the country were shaken but intact, although the
blow to its prestige could not be denied. No citles had passed
under enemy control. There had been no evidence of large-scale
rallying to the NLF or 1ts new "Alliance." RVNAF forces did
not defect or desert in large numbers; US advisers rated their
performance as up to or beyond expectations, even in those
units that were seriously understrength because of leaves
granted for the Tet hollday.

Nevertheless 1t could not be denied that the enemy had
achleved certain successes, which could hardly be dismissed
as negligible. Probably his most important accomplishment
was to force the concentration of US and ARVN forces around
the clities, thus leaving large portions of the countryside
wide open to exploitation by the Viet Cong. The vital
Revolutionary Development program had suffered a serious set-
back. The extent of its disruption, which could only be
Judged with the passage of time, would be the surest measure
of the degree to which the Tet offensive had affected the
course of the war. The ARVN had been driven into a defensive
posture; it remained to be seen how well it would bear up if
enemy forces were able to maintain pressure. Finally,
despite the size of hils losses, the enemy remained capable of
mounting another wave of attacks. "In essence, the side who

06. (8] Memo, no sig, "Informatipn from Prisoners and
Documents Which Indicate Possible VC/NVA Intentions During
the Tet Period,"” 3 Feb 68, Att to Memo, G.A. Carver, CIA
to SecDef, same date; éS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01592 to
CINCPAC, 031512Z Feb 68; (TS) Msg, COFS MACV MAC 01926 to
MG DePuy, 110538Z Feb 68; 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68,
(8) Msg, Saigon 19428 to. State, 1511007 Feb 68. (C) Msg,
Saigon 21322 to State, 061210Z Mar 68, JCS IN 55651.
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enemy kilﬁed in action between 291800H January and 15120CH
February.43

The magnitude of these flgures inspired some skepticism
on the ground that they were Inflated or that they included
large numbers of hastily conscripted civilians along with
actual troops. General Westmoreland assured General Wheeler
that the size of the flgures had "caused a good deal of con-
sternation out here too," but he was convinced that they were
reasonably accurate and that most of the casualties represented
combat troops. The nature of the offensive, he explained, had
been responsible for an extraordinarily high rate of slaughter.
The enemy had commlitted unlts without regard to thelr combat
effectiveness, and ﬂid glven them "do-or-die" orders that
forbade withdrawal.

What had been the enemy's purpose in thus flinging so
many of his chips on to the table for a single throw of the
dice? The Hanol radio had proclaimed that the Tet attacks
were "part of a general offensive aimed at overthrowing of
the Salgon Government."45 At the most, the enemy perhaps
hoped that the Saigon regime and its armed forces would dis-
integrate under the shock. There was abundant evidence that
the Communists had counted upon a large measure of popular
support and a significant number of defections from the RVNAF.
At the least, Hanoli and the Viet Cong probably expected to
deal a severe blow to the government of SVN and to the morale
of the United States, whlle at the same tlme selzing and main-
taining control of several major cities where a communist
administrative apparatus could be created. The "Alliance of
Peaceful and Democratic Forces," the formation of which was
announced by the VC radio early 1in the offensive, was appar-
ently intended to serve as a convenient "front" to attract
opponents of the Thileu government. WIi1th this group to make
a claim to pollitical legitimacy, gnd with the principal

B3, (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 25-68, 5 Feb 68. (C) Memo, DepDir
for Opns, NMCC to CJCS, "Casualties, Weapons Seized and Air-
eraft Losses in South Vietnam," 7 Feb 68, OCJCS Fille 091
Vietnam Feb 68, (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 34-68, 16 Feb 68.

4y, (8) Msg, JCS 01439 to COMUSMACV and CINCPAC, 0622182
Feb 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68. (S-GP 3) Msg,

COMUSMACV MAC 01754 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 0723502 Feb 68, same
file.

45, NY Times, 2 Feb 68, p. 1.
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escape, to pursue the fleeing enemy as_closely as possible,
and to reopen lines of communication.38 By the middle of
February the offensive could be regarded as essentially
over, 39 although an outburst of mortar and rocket attacks
on various cities and airfields took place on the night of
18-19 February, and was described by Ambassador Bunker as
the "second wave" of the Tet offensive.40 Enemy ground
forces held out longest in Hue, where thﬁX were not dis-
lodged untll the morning of 25 February.

The Aftermath

At 1ts height, the Tet offensive had involved an esti-
mated 67,305 enemy troops, of which 44,990, or almost exactly
two-thirds, were Viet Cong forces. Evidently the enemy's
strategy had been to launch the attack with VC forces and to
hold back the major NVA units to exploit any later attacks
that might be gained.42

Out of these totals, the enemy lost an extraordinarily
high proportion of men. An Iinitial estimate showed 15,595
killed in action as of OU1200H February. Three days later
the figure had risen to 24,199, compared with 670 US dead,
1,294 ARVN and 44 FWMAF (a total of 2,008). Still later,
after the offensive had subsided, COMUSMACV estimated 33,875

38. (S) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 01539 to CINCPAC and CJCS,
0213372 Feb 68; MAC 01588, 031253Z Feb 68; COMUSMACV MAC 01592
to CINCPAC, 031512Z Feb 68; COMUSMACV MAC 01614 to CJCS,
O40959Z Feb 68; same file.

39. DIA later adopted the date of 13 Feb 68 as marking
the end of the Tet offensive for statistical reporting pur-
poses. (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 200-68, 11 Qct 68, Supplement.

40. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 42-68, 19 Feb 68; U43-68,

20 Feb 68. (S) Msg, Saigon 20175 to State, 221200Z Feb 68.

41, (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 47-68, 26 Feb 68; (S) Msg,
COMUSMACV MAC 02667 to Actg CJCS, 250929Z Feb 68, Q0CJCS File
091 Vietnam Feb 68.

42, This was the estimate given by CJCS following his
visit to SVN, 23-25 Feb 68. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) Rpt of CJCS on
Situation 1in Vietnam, 27 Feb 68; (S) Msg, COMUSMACV
MAC 25592 to CINCPAC, 031512Z Feb 68; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
Feb . '
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operations at some distance from the principal citles. Thus
tested, the often-criticlzed ARV forces met the challenge,
Disappointing enemy hopes, they did not break, flee, or
defect, but turned at once to the task of repelling the in-
vaders. In Salgon, Hue, and some other places, the scale and
duration of the attacks required the diversion of US forces
to assist in driving out the enemy. In the judgment of
General Wheeler, expressed later after a visit to Saigon, the
timely intervention of US reaction forces made the difference
between victory and defeat in those particular localities,
"In short, it was a very near thing," remarked General
wheeler.30

0ffilclal Washlngton was startled by the news of the
attack. President Johnson was immedliately and intensely con-
cerned, and sought a first-hand assessment of the situation
from General Westmoreland. General Wheeler transmitted this
request to COMUSMACV via secure telephone at OS54EH on 1
February. By that time, General Westmoreland was able to
report that the attack had passed 1ts peak and that the enemy
was losing the initiative. The attackers had had only local
successes, he continued, and they had not succeeded in cap-
turing a single city in entirety, although they stlll held
parts of Saligon and six other cities. He viewed the Tet
offensive as the second stage of a three-phase campaign. The
first phase had been a preparatory buildup combined with
sporadic attacks; the third would consist of a "massive'
attack in Quang Tri and Thua Thien provinces.37

In succeeding days the offensive continued to ebb. The
enemy committed no additional major forces, and those that
had entrenched themselves 1in the cltles and towns were rooted
out by Allied forces, which had orders to block the enemy's

36. (T8) ancl to SACSA M-109-68 to D/JS, 12 Feb 68,
OCJCS File 09) Vietnam Feb 68 (Bulky) (answers to Question 1);
és) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01539 to CINCPAC and CJCS, 021337Z Feb
8, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) Rpt of
CJCS on Situation in Vietnam and MACV Force Requlrements, 27
Feb 68 (hereafter cited as "Rpt of CJCS on Situation in Viet-
nam . . . , 27 Feb 68"), (JCS 2472/237, 28 Feb, amended by
corrig, 29 Feb); JMFP 911 (27 Feb 68). '

37. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01464 to CJCS, CINCPAC, and
Saigon, 010013Z Feb 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68.
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NVA Main and Local
I Ccrz 26,715 11,190
II CTZ 17,614 10,870
IIT CTZ 11,020 19,262
IV CT2Z -- 18,195
Total 55:349 59,517

VC irregulars added another estimated 71,700 to the enemy
total. These figures did not include forces across the border
in Laos or Cambodia.33

The massive assault burst forth on the night of 29-30
January 1968. Following mortar and rocket barrages, enemy
troops struck the major cities in II CTZ: Kontum, Nha Trang,
Qui Nhon, Pleiku, and others. US military installations at
Da Nang, in I CTZ, were similarly assailed. With the coming
of daylight, enemy troops did not withdraw but dug in and
attempted to maintain their positions in the cities. ‘Shortly
before 1000H on the morning of 30 January, the Saigon govern-
ment cancelled the Tet tﬁuce. US forces were directed to
resume full operations.3

On the followlng day the wave of attacks engulfed cities
In other parts of South Vietnam. The most spectacular mani-
festation was an assault on Salgon by a large force of
Infiltrators. The Presldential palace and the headquarters
of the JGS were assailed, and a portion of the outer compound
of the US Embassy was selzed and held for a time. President
Thileu declared martial law, denouncing the communists for their
"act of perfidy" in violating their own self-imposed truce.35

The brunt of the assault fell upon the ARVN, since most
US forces were at that time engaged in search and destroy

33. Filgures as of the end of January 1968, from (S-GP 3)
Hq USARPAC, Highllghts of United States Army, Pacific,
Activitles, Jan 608.

. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 25-68, 30 Jan, and 26-68,

31 Jan 68; (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01438 to CINCPAC and CJCS,
301255Z Jan 63, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68. NY Times,
31 Jan 68, p. 1.

35. (TS) NMCC OPSUM 27-68, 1 Feb 68; (TS) Msg, CINCPAC
to CJCS, 310707Z Jan 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68; (S)
Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01449 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 310918Z Jan
68, same file. NY Times, 31 Jan 68, p. 1, 1 Feb 68, p. 1.
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was the situation in the western end of I CTZ, where he feared
a major attack at Khe Sanh, perhaps coinclding with diversion-
ary offensives elsewhere In South Vietnam. He had reinforced
Khe Sanh in order to bar the enemy's route toward the
important coastal clties in I CTZ. At the same time, forces
in III CTZ were redeployed to provide better coverage of
Saigon and its approaches.

The atmosphere of the Tet hollday helped to confer upon
the enemy the advantage of surprise. Viclations of the cease-
fire were of course expected, but the profound significance of
Tet in Vietnamese life made 1t difficult to conceive that the
enemy would delliberately choose this occasion to launch a con-
certed, country-wide attack. Large numbers of RVNAF officers
and men had been granted leave for the occasion,31

The enemy's preparations for the attack were thorough.
Munitions and supplies 1n ample quantities had been stockpiled
along the Cambodian border and then moved up to secret cache
sites within South Vlietnam. Large numbers of enemy troops, in
civilian gulse, had been infiltrated into major clties, with
their weapons and ammunition.32

Enemy strength on the eve of the Tet offensive, accordlng
to estimates accepted by USARPAC, totalled 114,866, of which
55,349 were North Vietnamese regulars and 59,517 were members
of VC main and local force units. The geographic distri-
bution of this manpower was as follows:

31. The extent to which the Tet offenslve was forecast
by intelligence was later summarized in information compiled
by the Joint Staff and DIA in answer to inquiries submitted
by Congressmen shortly after the attack. This information
appears as a (TS) Encl to SACSA M-109-68 to D/JS, 12 Feb 68,
OCJCS File, 091 Vietnam Feb 68 (Bulky). Answers were suppliled
to elghteen questions, with comment on four criticisms of US
and SVN forces and their performance. Questions 1 and 3
dealt with the degree of advance warning. For examples of
intelligence available before the attack, see (S-NOFORN) DIA
IBs 14-68, 19 Jan; 16-68, 23 Jan; 17-68, 24 Jan; 20-68, 29 Jan.
For US troop movements in the days preceding Tet, see (FOUOQ)
CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, Réport on the War in Vietnam, June 1968,
pp. 222, 226, 229 (hereafter cited as CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report).
The situation at Khe Sanh 1is described later in this chapter.
32. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, pp. 229-230.

R
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strateglc and ftactical surprlse, despite the fact that the US
command was fully aware that the enemy was capable of attack-
ing at any time and that he probably intended to do so in the
near future. On 20 December 1967 COMUSMACV, in an appraisal
of communist Intentions that proved to be highly accurate, had
forecast that the enemy, seeing that the trend of events was
running against him, would "undertake an intensified country-
wide effort, perhaps a maximum effort, over a relatively short
period." If successful, he would probably seek to negotiate

from his dominant position; if not, he would probably "continue

the war at a reduced intensity," rather than negotiate from
weakness, 2

In a similar veln, CINCPAC, 1n summing up the course of
the war during 1967 and.outlining plans for the coming year,
noted on 1 January 1968 that the tempo of enemy bombardments
was rising and that enemy forces were showing increased will-
ingness to engage 1n sustained combat. "Recent large unit
deployments from North Vietnam," he warned the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, "indicate that the enemy may be seeking a spectacu-
lar win in South Vietnam in the near future."30

Intelligence obtained during January 1968 bore out these
appralsals by polnting to the probability of a major attack.
Specific objectives were mentloned: Saigon, Kontum, Pleiku,
Hue, Quang Tri, Da Nang, and other localities. It was
Indicated that the attack might come in late January or early
February. But the veil of security maintained by VC and NVA
forces succeeded in conceallng the precilse timing of the
attack, as well as 1ts unprecedenfted scale. General Westmore-
land's principal object of concern as of the end of January

29. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 12397 to CJCS, 2006092
Dec 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Dec 67.

30. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 010156Z Jan 68, JCS IN
21089, After the Tet offensive, a NY Times reporter obtained
access to this message, or parts of 1f. A story published in
the Times on 21 Mar 68 quoted verbatim certain passages in
which CINCPAC gave a generally optimistlic summary of the
course of the war in 1967 and forecast further allied gains
in 1968. The obvious intent of the story was to discredit
COMUSMACV (to whom the message was erroneously ascribed) by
implying that he consldered the enemy incapable of large
scale attacks. It 1s impossible to state whether thls biased
selection of excerpts is to be attributed to the reporter or
to some official who made the message avallable.
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difference; the longer period would enable waterborne logistic
craft to move southward from as far north as Thanh Hoa, near
the 20th parallel, to Dong Hol, Just above the DMZ, and, after
unloading, to return or disperse. This contention was sup-
ported by the volume of WBLC actlvity observed during previous
ceasefires of varying periocds.25

The JCS reasoning prevalled. The United States and the
allied governments a%geed that the Tet ceasefire would be
1imited to 36 hours. Before it took effect, however, Gener-
al Westmoreland concluded that the situation in I CTZ, where
enemy forces were known to be concentrating, was so threaten-
ing that this region should be exciuded from the ceasefire.
There should be no interruption in the bombing of North Viet-
nam, at least as far north as Vinh, just below the 19th
parallel. Ambassador Bunker and Admlral Sharp agreed with
these views.Z27

The Administration approved General Westmoreland's views,
with the stipulation that bombing would be restricted to the
region south of Vinh. President Thieu also gave his concur-
rence., On 26 January 1968 the Joint Chlefs of Staff notifled
CINCPAC and CINCSAC of these exceptions to the 36-hour Tet
truce, which would begin at 1800H on 29 January. They were
publicly announced by tge GVN on 29 January, shortly before
the truce took effect.2

The Attack and Its Repulse

with the announcement of the Tet ceaseflire, the stage was
set for what was to prove the most widespread enemy offensilve
of the entire war thus far. The attackers achieved both

55, (T3] CM-2927-68 to SecDef, 20 Jan 68, JMF 911/305
(6 oct 6T).

26. Again the decision 1s not documented in available
records, but is apparent from later developments. .

27. (TS) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC (1165 to CINCPAC and CJCS,
2412392 Jan 68; Saigon 16815 to State, 2412307 Jan 68, JCS
IN 55711; {(TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 250216z Jan 68,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68.

28. (TS-GP 3) Msg, State 104215 to Saigon, 25 Jan 68,
JCS IN 57706. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01219 to CJCS, 2514167
Jan 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68. (TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS
2582 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 2617142 Jan 68. NY Times, 30 Jan

s P. 1.
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in the rules of engagement.l9 This interpretation was con-
curred in by the Jolnt Chilefs of Staff, with the exception of
General McConnell, the Acting Chairman.20 No use was made of
this authority, although US forces reported 63 magor and 107
minor enemy violations during the 36-hour period.cl

Probably influenced by this record of violations,
General Westmoreland sought to avoid any ceasefire on the
occasion of the approaching Tet holiday, for which the US and
South Vietnamese governments had tentatively agreed upon a
48 -hour period. On 8 January 1968 General Westmoreland
indicated to General Vien, Chief of the JGS, his opposition
to any Tet truce. Whille General Vien was inclined to agree
with this view, he considered that some cessation of oper-
atlons for this important hollday was essentlial for the
morale of his troops. He was willing, however, to support a
recommendation that it be limited to 24 hours. Admiral Sharp
approved his proposal. Preslident Thieu, when it was pre-
sented to him, demurred, since he had publicly committed him-
self to the 48-hour plan. He finally accepted a 36-hour -
period, to begin at 1800H on 29 January. This compromise was
endorsed by Ambassador Bunker.22 -

In Washington, President Johnson questioned the reasons
for thus reducing the agreed 48-hour period.23 Accordingly,
the Jolint Chiefs of Staff, after consulting COMUSMACV and
CINCPAC.24 furnished a detailed Jjustification. The substance
of their argument was that in 12 additional hours the enemy
could quadruple the volume of supplies moving southward. In
a 36-hour ceasefire, the enemy, according to their estimate,
could move 3,300 tons; in 48 hours, the figure would rise to
14,400 tons. Coastal shipments would account for this enormous

19. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to Actg CJCS 300255Z Dec 67,
same file.

20, (TS) CM-2877-67 to SecDef, 30 Dec 67, same file.

21. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 1-68, 2 Jan 68.
22. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 00338 to CINCPAC, 0903312
Jan 68; (TS-GP u? Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 092115Z Jan 68;
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV 01665 to
CINCPAC, 1604152 Jan 68, JCS IN 38608. (S) Msg, Saigon 16071
to State, 160400Z Jan 68, JCS IN 39064,

23. (TS) Msg, JCS 00554 to COMUSMACV, 182104Z Jan 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan 68.

24, (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 200323Z Jan 68; (TS-GP 4)
Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 00943 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 200843z Jan 68}
same file.
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General Abrams had concurred with some reluctance, since he
was aware of the position of COMUSMACV and of the Jolnt Chiefs
of Staff regarding holiday ceasefires. He merely told the
Ambassador that, in hils Judgment, the projected 12-hour
increase would make little difference 1in enemy caﬁabilities

in view of the current weather in North Vietnam.l

The Joint Chiefs of Staff opposed any extenslon of the
agreed 24-hour pericd.l5 General Westmoreland, when consulted
at Manila, also expressed opposition to the extension but
accepted 1t as politically inevitable. Indlcating a viewpolnt
directly opposite to that of the Department of State, he urged
chronological limits that would include a maximum of daylight
hours, since darkness could be turned to the enemy's advantage.
Accordingly, he recommended a period running from 1200H on 31
December to 2400H on 1 January, which would meet the objective
expressed by the Pope to make New Years Day a "day of
peace."16 The Department of State, however, consldered that
discussion of the original extension plan had progressed too
far to be modified in this manner.l

Following agreement among the allies, the GVN publicly
announced that a ceasefire would be observed from 311800H
December to 020600H January.18 Before it took effect, CINCPAC
reviewed the volume of logistic activity observed in North
Vietnam during the recent Christmas truce and instructed his
commanders that any repetition of this volume would be con-
sidered as "abnormally great" resupply operations, as defined

14. {TS) Msg, DEPCOMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 2822162 Dec 67,
0CJCS, same. file.

15. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Actg CJCS to Actg SecDef, "New Year's
Ceasefire (U)," 28 Dec 67 same file. (Bears no CM number,
but handwritten note states: "Thlig memo was signed by Gen.
McConnell and taken by him to Mr. Nitze on 28 Dec 67.")

16. (S) Msg, AFSSO 13AF to SSO CINCPAC, 291155Z Dec 67
readdressed by CINCPAC, info Actg CJCS, 2919127 Dec 67);
S) Msg, Saigon 14610 to State, 290721Z Dec 67; OCJCS Flle

091 Vietnam Dec 67. :

17. (8) Msg, State 903905 to Saigon, 29 Dec 67, JCS IN’
90905, same flle.

18. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 44204 to JCS, 3010282
Dec 67, same file.
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Notwlthstanding these restrictions, US commanders were
given "full authority" to act "for the safety of their
forces," and might resume military actions if necessary for
that purpose. Moreover, they were warned to be ready to
resume normal operations at once should enemy violations
make 1t necessary to terminate the ceasefire,.

Christmas came and went, with US and allied forces
observing a truce from 1800 on 24 December to the same hour
on 25 December. During this period, according to US esti-
mates, VC/NVA forces committed 118 truce violations, of which
40 were considered "major."l0 Enemy efforts to make maximum
use of the ceasefire were indicated by visual andg photographic
evidence collected over North Vietnam, showing at least 750
trucks moving southward between Than Hoa and Dong Hoi.ll
CINCPAC did not, however, exercise his discretionary authori-
ty to order offenslve operations.

The New Year ceasefire, under the agreement reached by
the US and its allies, was scheduled to begin at 180CH on
31 December. Before 1t took effect, Pope Paul VI made a
personal appeal to President Johnson for an extension of the
agreed 24-hour period. The Department of State accordingly
informed Ambassador Bunker on 28 December 1967 that the
Administration was considering a 12-hour extension, that is,
until 0600 on 2 January. This period would extend beyond the
announced termination of the Viet Cong's ceasefire (0100
hours), but it seemed preferable to the alternative of an
earllier beginning for the truce, which would have increased
the number of daylight hours available to the enemy.l2

Ambassador Bunker at once consulted the Deputy COMUSMACY,
General Abrams (COMUSMACV was then absent in Manila), and
obtalned his concurrence to the Department's proposal.l3

-

9. (TS-GP_3] JCSM-687-67 to SecDef, 9 Dec 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/197); (TS) Memo, DepASD(ISA) to LTG Brown, 15
Dec 67; (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 53&3 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC,
160120z Dec 67; JMF 911/305 (6 oct 67).

10. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 300-67, 26 Dec 67.

11. (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 251-67, 28 Dec 67.

12. (S-GP 1) Msg, State 90178 to Saigon, 28 Dec 67,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Dec 67. .

13. (8) Msg, Saigon 14540 to State, 280945Z Dec 67,
same file.
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forthcoming and the beginning of the 24-hour Christmas truce
was set for 1800, Saigon time, on 24 December (240500, EST).T

The Joint Chiefs of Staff drafted rules of engagement
for the ceasefilre periods, modifying those of the preceding
year in order to lessen enemy opportunitles to take advantage
of them. The JCS draft was submitted to the Defense and State
Departments, where it was amended to make 1t sllightly more
restrictive for US forces. As finally promulgated on 15
December, the rules provided that US forces, during the
Christmas, New Year, and Tet standdowns, would inltlate no
military offensive operations except in response to (1)
enemy initiatives that endangered the safety of US/RVN/FWMA
forces, (2) "abnormally great" resupply activitles or
infiltration into the soufthern part of the DMZ or the area
immediately south thgreof, (3) other "abnormally great"
resupply activities. Authorlty to react to such enemy
actions was vested in CINCPAC. US forces would assume full
alert posture and continue all security precautions, includ-
ing patrol activity. Forces 1n contact with the enemy were
not to break contact unless enemy effort to withdraw was
"elearly evident," or until the operation was concluded.
MARKET TIME, GAME WARDEN, and search and rescue operations
would continue, and aerial reconnaissance would be Intensi-
fied. Air and naval operations were authorized in support
of any of the above operatlions, and ARC LIGHT support might
be requested through normal channels.

Operations in or over North Vietnam were to be suspended
unless authorized by CINCPAC. He was empowered to approve
SEA DRAGON operations, air strikes, and artillery fire south
of 20 degrees against "abnormally great" resupply activities
or other actions that posed a "direct and immedlate threat"
to friendly forces. North of 20 degrees, CINCPAC might
authorize air strikes agalnst targets presenting an "immedi-
ate and direct threat" (for example, movement of SAMs
indicating prospective extenslon of SAM defenses south of the
20-degree line). Normal operations in Laos and Cambodia were
to contlnue.

7. This was the hour at which the Christmas truce
actually began, as shown by later records. No record has
peen found of the agreement of the other troop-contributing
countries or of the formal announcement of the decision.

8. The phrase "abnormally great" had been inserted by
the State and Defense Departments, where the Joint Chilefs of
Staff had wished to speak of "major" activities.
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would be no standdown of milltary operations during any of
the holidays. Even a 24-hour truce, they argued, was dis-
advantageous to US forces, because of the respite it would
afford the enemy. They expressed particular opposition to
the suggested freeze on loglstic activities. The enemy, they
declared, could carry out his activities clandestinely, but
it would be impossible to conceal the steady_flow of logistic
support and personnel required by US forces.

Whlle the question remained unresolved, the Viet Cong
Liberation Radio announced that its forces would observe
ceasefires of 72 hours at Chrilstmas and New Year, extending
from 24 to 27 December 1967 and from 30 December 1967 to
2 January 1968, respectively, and a seven-day period for Tet
(27 January-3 February). Iﬂ each case the ceasefire would
pegin at 0100, Saigon time.

With this announcement, it became urgent for the Allies
to determine and announce their own policy. When the subject
was discussed by the Administration in Washington, General
Wheeler reaffirmed the opposition of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to any ceasefires and urged that, if they were neces-
sary, they should not exceed the periods suggested originally
by Ambassador Bunker. Accepting this latter view, the
Department of State instructed the Ambassador te uphold the
24-24-48 hour formula in discussing the matter with GVN.D

Ambassador Bunker accordingly presented this proposal
to Presldent Thieu, who at first countered with a 36-36-72
hour formula, but dropped it and accepted the US recommend-
ation. It was agreed that GVN would submit this plan to the
other troop-contributing countries.6 Thelir assent was

3. (TS=-GP 3] JCSM-567-67 to SecDef, 23 Oct 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/177-1), JMF 911/305 (6 Oct 67).

4. {C) Msg, Salgon 11408 to State, 180920z Nov 67,
JCS IN 23776. '

5. {(S-GP 3) Msg, State 72761 to Saigon, 2121392 Nov. 67,
JCS IN 30502; (S) CM-2773-67 to ASD(ISA), 20 Nov 67, 0OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Nov 67. (S-GP 2) Msg, State 74877 to
Saigon, 260205Z Nov 67, JCS IN 38481.

6. (8) Msg, Salgon 12799 to State, 061040Z Dec 67,
JCS IN 56195; %S-GP 3) Msg, State 80713 to Saigon, 070130Z
Dec 67, JCS IN 58244, '
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Chapter 43

THE TET OFFENSIVE

The Holiday Ceaseflres

In the closing weeks of 1967, suggestlons were again
neard for ceasefires to mark the three approaching holidays:
Christmas, New Year, and Tet. As in previous years, US3
military commanders objected to these proposals, which, they
feared, would place US fighting forces at a dlsadvantage.
But the Administration, considering the question from a
different viewpoint, and sensitive to the growth of criti-
cism at home and abroad, decided it could not afford to
reject suggestions for holiday truces.

The subject was first ralsed on 13 QOctober 1967 by
Ambassador Bunker, who urged that Christmas and New Year
ceasefires, if they were declded upon, should not exceed
24 hours each. For Tet, he suggested 48 hours, with 72 as
a maximum "fallback" position. At the same time he pointed
out that last year's rules had.been inadequate to regu-
lating enemy resupply activities, and recommended a total
freeze on logistics and force repositioning by both sides
during the ceasefires.l

General Westmoreland regarded these suggested tlme
1imits as acceptable if ceasefires were considered necessary.
However, he opposed any loglstlc freeze so long as there
existed a possibility that it might become a precedent 1In
future ceasefire negotiations. On his part, Admiral Sharp
recorded hls opposition to any holiday ceasefires.?

Echoing CINCPAC's views, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
told the Secretary of Defense on 23 October 1967 that, in
thelr opinion, the United States should urge the RVN and
its allies to announce, as soon as possible, that there

T. (T3] Msg, Saigon 8432 to State, 1309342 oOct 67,
JCS IN 42411. ‘

2. (Ts-GpP 4} Msg, COMUSMACV 34790 to CINCPAC, 22115227
Oct 67, JCS IN 59001. (TS -NOFORN-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS,
200132Z Qct 67, JCS IN 54974,
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and sharply lncreased: the Harris poll showed a rise from
23 to 34 percent 1n approval of Presidential conduct of the
war. Accordlng to Gallup, approval of Mr. J8hnson's overall
performance advanced from 38 to 41 percent.3

At year's end, therefore, the Administration had lost,
and then regained, a narrow plurality of support. President
Johnson seemed personally secure within his own party; a
Harris poll showed 63 percent of Democrats favored his re-
nomination, as compared to 20 percent for Senator McCarthy.
Among the public at large, however, the margin of support
specifically for Vietnam policy was far smaller. For
example, a December poll by Good Housekeeping indicated that
women favored continuation of the war effort by only 46 to
41 percent. Similarly, a survey of the University of
Michigan faculty showed members were almost evenly divided;
only among natural sciengists did a majority favor continuation
of bombing of the North.

A group of well known Far Eastern scholars (including
Professors Scalapino, Barnett, and Reischauer) concluded that
the ability to develop and defend policles attuned to limited
objectives constituted the "vital test" confronting the
United States. Indeed, a Gallup report indicated 65 percent
of the sample polled foresaw a compromise peace, while only
19 percent envisioned all-out mllitary victory. However,
James Reston wrote that the major question was whether the
Chief Executive could bridge the "credibility gap" and so
regain that popular trust which 1s the first condlition of
effective leadership. Mr. Johnson evidently decided that the
war had fatally sapped his influence and prestige. According
to later accounts by his aides, the Presiden§2decided in
December that he would not seek re-election.

Whether President Johnson would be able to regain
popular trust obviously depended In large measure on fulfill-
ment of his predictions of a favorable outcome of the war
within a reasonable time. Unfortunately for the President,
the enemy was about to embark upon actions that would deeply
erode public confldence in both the President himself and
the hope that his goals in Vietnam could be achieved at a
reasonable cost and in a reasonable time.

30. 1Ibid., 14 Nov, 26 Nov, 5 Dec 67.
31. Ibid., 6 Nov, 6 Dec, 19 Dec 67.
32, bid., 19 Nov, 11 Deec, 20 Dec 67, 2 Apr 68.
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only 37 percent still wished to fight in order to achieve
negotlations and 37 percent preferred to withdraw as

rapidly as possible. A New York Times poll of 243 governors,
senators, and representatives ylelded the following results:
69 saw no weakening of support for the Administration; 64
detected broad general opposition; 80 discerned strong senti-
ment for elther negotiation or withdrawal; and 30 reported a
feeling that military action was too limited to achieve
victery. The trend was plain. Many Congressmen believed
the President's request for_a tax increase had crystalized
sentiment against the war,2

The intensity and varietles of dissent grew stlill more
dramatic. On 21 October, a crowd of 50,000 gathered in
Washington to "confront the warmakers"; Dr. Spock informed
the rally that the "real enemy" was not Ho Chi Minh but
Lyndon Johnson. College campuses and draft boards served
as the sites for spectacular protests well covered by the -
press. Between September and December, recruiters for Dow
Chemical--sole manufacturers of napalm--encountered elther
verbal or physical opposition from students on 46 occasions.
On 5 December, 264 persons were arrested after they had
barred the entrance of a New York Clty induction center; two
weeks later, 207 were selzed in a similar episode at Oakland.
And on 18 December, Senator Eugene McCarthy announced that
he would enter the primaries in the hope of forcing President
Johnson to alter his Vietnam policy.2%

The growing dissent was reflected in a further decline
of popular suppcort for the war. A mid-November Harris survey
indicated that 46 percent disapproved the President's Vietnam
pollcy, and only 23 percent supported it. The number that
favored continmuation of the fight until a negotiated settle-
ment could be reached fell from 51 percent in July to 26 per-
cent in November; in the same time span, the percentage of
those wishing to withdraw as quickly as possible rose from
24 percent to 44 percent. '

It was at this Jjuncture that Ambassador Bunker and
General Westmoreland had returned to the United States and
assured the nation that the war was progressing well and
denied emphatlcally that a stalemate existed. Immediately

thereafter, popular support for Administratlon policy suddenly

23. NY Times, 3 Oct 67, 8 oct 67.
29, 7Ibid., 21 Oct, 6 Dec, 19 Dec 67.
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institutions and vigorous politlcal 1life was encouraging,

and the enemy's attempt %o impose a solution by force had

"run into a stone wall." Ultimate victory seemed assured,
but, sald the Ambassador, "I can't answer the big quesgéon
that I know 1s on your minds: How long will it take?"

General Westmoreland, speaking before the same organi-
zation three days later, also displayed confidence that a
military victory was attainable. He described progress in
the war effort in terms of four phases. In Phase I, which
had ended successfully in mid-1966, the United States had
built up an elaborate logistic infrastructure in South Viet-
nam, deployed some 400,000 men and several thousand alrcraft,
expanded, equipped, and revitallzed tue South Vietnamese
Army, and prevented an enemy military victory. 1In Phase II,
which would be concluded by the end of 1967, the United States
had continued the activitles of Phase I, driven the enemy
divisions back to sanctuary or into hiding, entered enemy
base areas and destroyed his supplles, and ralsed enemy losses
beyond his capability to replace them. With 1968, a third
phase would begin. This would be an "important point when
the end begins to come into view." :

During Phase III, the main emphasils would be on
strengthening the South Vietnamese government and 1its armed
forces to the point where they would be able to take over the
burden of self-defense. When this objective was reached,
Phase IV would begin. This phase would see the gradual with-
drawal of US forces and a final mopping up of the Viet Cong
by South Vietnamese forces. General Westmoreland set no
specific date for the beginning of Phase IV, but he claimed
that enough progress had been made so that the goa% "lies
within our grasp--the enemy's hopes are bankrupt." 7

The President's initial efforts at rallylng public
support for his policies had little effect. 1In fact, it
appeared that public support of the Administratlon's Vietnam
policy was still slipping. According to a Harris survey
published on 2 October, approval for the President's Vietnam
policy stood at 31 percent; 58 percent supported thée war, a
decline of 3 percent from August. While continuatlion of
ROLLING THUNDER had been favored by 59 vs. 25 percent in June,
the ratio now had fallen to 48 vs. 37 percent. Significantly,

26. T"Background Information Relating to SE Asia and Viet-
nam," S. Com on Foreign Relations, Mar 68, pp. 249-254,
27. Ibid., pp. 254-259.
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attack on corruption; and encouragement of local government - J
to assume more responsibility.23

General Westmoreland replied on the following day that
he agreed with assigning priority to these measures "because
these are precisely the l1tems to which we have already been
devoting urgent efforts.” An additional area promising good
results, said COMUSMACV, was lmprovement of the RVNAF. 4

After analyzlng General Westmoreland's reply and
conducting a study of the various programs under consilderatlon,
the Director of the Joint Staff advised General Wheeler that
"progress in South Vietnam can be enhanced substantially by
forward movement in all . . . [these] programs." For discerni-
ble progress within six months on the program calling for an
attack on the VC infrastructure, action was required at the
Washington level. Washington authorities could expedite the
construction of detention centers and the assignment of
advisors to the ICEX program. In the longer run, the most
promising program was lmprovement of the RVNAF. If the
necessary decislions were made to overcome equipment shortages,
the Director said, "good momengum could be imparted to the
program within twelve months."22

Operation Reassurance

The President also sought to regaln public¢ support for
his Vietnam pollicy through optimistic reports of progress from
the responsible commanders and officials in charge of
operations in RVN. To this end, he asked Ambassador Bunker
and General Westmoreland, whom he had ordered home to discuss
the progress of the war effort, to set the record stralght
in public speeches. Bunker, in his gddress dellvered on
18 November before the National Press Club, stressed that
"steady but not spectacular progress" was being made militarily ‘]
and in nation-bullding. The development of representative

23. (TS) Msg, JCS 9566 to COMUSMACV, 8 Nov 67, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam Nov 67, )
24, {TS) Msg, COMUSMACV to CJCS, 091610Z Nov 67, same file.
25, (TS-GP 15 DJISM-1381-67 to CJCS, 13 Nov 67, same file. -
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the North Vietnamese Government; and to be gulded by the
principles set forth in the Geneva Accords of 1954 and 1962,

The objectives of the United States 1n Southeast Asia
could be achieved within the framework of these policies, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff said. But to bring about an end to
North Vietnam's military effort in the near future would
require the relaxation of certain existing operational limi-
tations. The expanslon of operatlons that would result from
the removal of these restraints would entall some addlitional
risk, but the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered the danger of
overt intervention by the Soviet Union or Communist China to
be remote.

The specific measures recommended by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to speed the war to a successful conclusion were actions
they had advocated unsuccessfully on frequent occaslions in the
past: the removal of restrictions on the alr campaign agalnst
all militarily significant targets in North Vietnam; the
mining of North Vietnamese deep water ports; the minlng of
inland waterways and estuaries in North Vietnam to within 5 nm
of the Chinese borders; the extension of SEA DRAGON operations
to within 10 nm of the Chinese border; the use of ship-based
TALOS missiles against enemy alrcraft over North Vietnam; an
increase of alr interdiction in Laos and along the borders of
North Vietnam; authority for B-52s to overfly Laos and attack
targets there both day and night; and the expansion of
covert operations in Laos, Cambodia, and North Vietnam.22

Although he was not willing to authorize the military
actions listed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Presldent Johnson
directed a continulng search for measures promising quick and
dramatic results. On 8 November the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, informed General Westmoreland that the items under
consideration included: coordindted attack on the VC infra-
structure; increased lntegration of ARVN into operations with
US forces; operatlons aimed at destroying VC provincial
battalions; reinforcement of RD teams with local personnel;
the assignment of additional US advisors for RF and PF; the
opening and securing of lines of communication; various
economic programs, such as land reform, unlversal elementary
education, and an inecrease in agricultural productivity; an

22, (T3-GP 1) JE§ﬁ—555-67, 17 Oct 67 (derived from
JCs 2472/167), JMF 911/320 (2 sep 67).
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Nhan Dan, condemned the five points as "nothing but worn-
out tricks," and reiterated Hanoli's demand for an uncon-
ditional halt to the bombing of North Vietnam and the
withdrawal of US troops from South Vietnam.20

Operation Quick Results

A second phase of President Johnson's campalgn to
restore public conflidence in his Vietnam policy was to
demonstrate significant progress toward victory. To this
end the President launched his key advisors on a search for
means to attaln quick and visible progress in the war effort.
At a meeting of the Tuesday luncheon group on 12 September,
the President raised the question of the means avallable to
increase the pressures on North Vietnam, and called for the
preparation on an urgent basis of a 1list of actions that
would have the deslired result. General Harold K. Johnson,
the Army Chief of Staff, who attended the meeting in place
of General Wheeler, reported the President's desire to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on the same day. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff initlated the appropriate staff study on 22 September.21

On 17 October the Joint Chlefs of Staff forwarded to
Mr. McNamara the information requested by the Presldent, and
asked that the Secretary submlt 1t to the Chlief Executive.
In their memorandum, the Joint Chiefs of Staff contended that
military operations, conducted under the current policy guide-
lines and operational restraints, were makling North Vietnam
pay a heavy price for its aggression, and that NVN had lost
the initliative in the RVN. However, accelerated progress
toward a victory by the Free World forces would requlre an
appropriate increase in military pressure.

The policy guldelines, designed~sto achleve US objectlives
without expanding the conflict, were: to avold widening the
war into conflict with Communist China or the Soviet Union; to
refrain from invading North Vietnam or attempting to overthrow

20. 1bid., 19 and 26 Dec 67, 1.

21. (S} CM-2640-67 to GENs McConnell and Green and ADM
McDonald, 12 Sep 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Sep. 67. (TS)
Briefing Sheet, "JCS 2472/167 - Increased Pressures on North
Vietnam (U)," 5 Oect 67, JMF 911/320 (2 Sep 67). Evidence
avallable to the author does not reveal what action, if any,
was taken on the President's request -by agenclies other than
the Joint Chlefs of Staff.

——




The Search for Peace Continues

Undeterred by the rejection of his San Antonio Formula,
President Johnson persisted in hls efforts to bring about
negotiations for peace. On 11 November, in a speech de-
livered at sea aboard the carrier ENTERPRISE, he announced
his willingness to meet the leaders of Hanol aboard a
"neutral ship on a neutral sea" if 1t would speed settle-
ment.laTwo days later Hanol rejected the offer out out of
hand.

North Vietnam countered on 14 December with a new
elaboration of its position; which was clrculated among
members of the United Nations in the form of a 1l6-point
political program of the Natlonal Liberation Front. The
maln feature of the program was 1ts apparent acceptance of
the possibility of a coalition. The program called for the
establishment of a "natlonal union democratic government" by
means of a "free general election." The Department of State,
however, discounted any intention by the NLF to move toward
political compromise. Its objective 1n any cocalition, said
the Department's press spokesman, would be to_secure control
of the machinery of government at all levels.

In a television interview on 19 December President
Johnson expressed his own views of terms that might be use-
ful in ending the Vietnam war. He stated that a falr solution
could be worked out on the basis of five points: 1) the DMZ
must be respected in accordance with the Geneva Agreement of
1954; 2) the unity of Vietnam as a whole must be a matter of
peaceful adjustments and negotlations; 3) North Vietnam troops
must leave Laos as required by the Geneva Agreement of 1962;
4) South Vietnam should be governed on the basis of one man,
one vote; and 5) President Thieu should be encouraged to
undertake the informal discussions that he had already said
he was prepared to enter with the NLF.

Thls five-point plan proved to be no more acceptable to
Hanol than the many previous US negotlating offers and -
proposals. On 25 December the North Vietnamese newspaper,

b

18, NY Times, 12 and 14 Nov 67,1.
19. Tbid., 1b Dec 67, 1. ’
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Mr. McNamara their views on the substantive issues raised.
In their memorandum the Joint Chiefs of Staff emphasized
that the campalgn against North Vietnam was "one of our
strongest bargaining points"; therefore, the price for
stopping 1t should be high. To illustrate what they meant
by a "high" price, the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided
precise definitions of certain terms in the San Antonio
Formula. These terms were "not take advantage," "promptly,"
and "productive discussions.”

With regard to "not take advantage," the Jolnt Chiefs
of Staff agreed with the proposed definition in the SEA
CABIN report, but subtracted one condition and added another:
they did not call for withdrawal of North Vietnamese forces
from the DMZ; they added the condition that North Vietnamese
forces not attack South Vietnam across the DMZ.

With regard to "prompt" discussions, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff called for the North Vietnamese to make initial contacts
with the United States within 48 hours of the suspension of
bombing; "serious discussion" should begin within one week and
be 'substantively productive" within 30 days.

The term "productive discussion,”" that is, "substantively
productive" discussion, the Joint Chlefs of Staff defined in
terms of purely military conditions--timely and "reciprocal
action by North Vietnam whlch will de-escalate the war in
South Vietnam."

Such “substantively productive" discussions would be
indicated by North Vietnam taklng the following actions:
1) withdraw all forces from the DMZ within 15 days from the
end of the bombing; 2) cease all personnel movement into
South Vietnam within 30 days of the end of the bombing; 3)
agree within 30 days of a bombing hailt to withdraw all forces,
including fillers wlth VC units, to North Vietnam within 120
days of the bombing halt, or within 30 days after giving
evidence that withdrawal had begun; and 4) agree within 15
days after bombing ceased to exchange prisoners of war within
60 days from the bombing halt. Fallure of North Vietnam to
live up to these terms or any attempt to take advantage of a
bombing cessatlon should, the Joint Chliefs of Staff recom-
mended, lead to a resumption of bombing.17

17. (T5-GP 1) JCSM-62-68, 31 Jan 68 (derived from JCS
233y/66-3), JMF 907/305 (29 Sep 67) sec 2.
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Agree that for the DRV to increase over the
current level the flow of personnel and material
south of 19° N latitude would be to take advantage
of cessation and that it will refrain from doing so.

The other "minimum acceptable actions” to which North
Vietnam should adhere were to stop artillery fire from and
over the DMZ into South Vietnam, accept "open skies" over
NVN and withdraw from Ehe DMZ within two weeks after
cessation of bombing.1

On 5 December General Wheeler dilrected the Joint Staff
to examine the study to determine whether 1t would be "timely
and useful" to initlate an interdepartmental study of the
subject, using SEA CABIN as an input. On 15 December, after
considering the Joint Staff recommendatlions, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff informed the Secretary of Defense that they had
noted SEA CABIN, and recommended that an interdepartmental
study group be formed to examine the "problem of NVN accept-
ance of the San Antonio offer, or other possible offers, and
to recommend a US national position." The Joint Chiefs of
Staff also asked to be represented on such a study group if
it was formed and to be allowed to review the findings. 5

Mr. McNamara accepted the JCS recommendation and made
the overtures to Secretary of State Rusk that led to the
establishment on 22 January 1968 of the "Contingency Study
Group/VN," under the chairmanship of Assistant Secretary of
State (FE) William Bundy and including representatives of the
DepartTgnt of State, OASD(ISA), JCS, DIA, CIA, and the White
House.

The Joint Chlefs of Staff, meanwhile, subjected the SEA
CABIN study to close scrutiny, and on 31 January forwarded to
)

s

1F, (TS) Study, "SEA CABIN," 22 Nov 67, 0CJCS File, Viet-
nam Negotiations. (S} CM-2700-67 to LTG Goodpaster, 19 Oct 67,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Negotiations through Apr 68.°,

15. {(TS-GP 1; CM-2803-67 to D/JS, 5 Dec 67, Att to JCS
2339/266; (TS-GP 1) JCSM-698-6T7, 16 Dec 67, (derived from JCS
2339,/266-1); JMF 907/305 (29 Sep 67) sec 1.

16. (TS-GP 1) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 28 Dec 68, Att
to to JCS 2339/266-2, same file, (TS-GP 1) Memo for Record,
Dir J-5, "Bundy Planning Group,” 22 Jan 68, OCJCS File, Viet-
nam Negotiations. The output of the "Contingency Study Group/
VN" 1s described in Ch.53 in connection with negotiatlons
planning. v
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be installed. On the field of battle friendly forces had,
since the US commitment of major forces in 1965, driven the
enemy from many of his interior bases, n2d reduced the
proportion of the populatlon under communist control to well
under 20 percent, and had galned secure control over 65 per-
cent of the people.

The President then attempted to counter the enemy
strategy of exploiting both the attrition inflicted on US
forces and American war-weariness. In spite of the progress
that had been made, he cautioned, a long hard struggle lay
ahead, and the enemy was convinced that the American people
would not perservere. The Premier of North Vietnam had said
in 1962 that "Americans do not like a long inconclusive
war . . . . Thus we are sure to win in the end." "Are the
North Vietnamese right about us?" the President asked. "I
think not .. . . I think it is a common failing of total-
itarian regimes that they cannot really understand . . . the
strength and perseverance of America.”

The President then sought to answer the critics who were
demanding immediate negotiations. The charge that his Admin-
1stration was unwilling to negotiate was simply untrue. "I
am ready to talk with Ho Chi Minh, and other chiefs of state
concerned, tomorrow,”" he said. "Our desire to negotlate
peace--through the United Natlions or out--has been made very
clear to Hanoi--directly and many times through third parties.”

He then stated his conditions for haltling the bombing
of North Vietnam. Somewhat modified from his earller pronounce-
ments on the subject, the new formulation became known as the
"San Antonio Formula." It stated:

The United States is willing to stop all aerial
and naval bombardment of North Vietnam when this will
lead promptly to productive *discussions. We, of
course, assume that while discussions proceed, North
Vietnam would not take advantage of the bombing
cessation or limitation.l2

The San Antonio Formula, although it still called upon
Hanol to reciprocate a suspension of bombing, gave the '
impression of being the least demanding US proposal to date.

It set no specific conditions for a cessation of bomblng.
Before dellvery of the San Antonio speech, the most recent
offer was the one in President Johnson's letter of 8 February -

i2. The text 1S 1n Dept of State Bulletin, LVII (23 Oct
67), pp. 519-522. - '
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The results of these deliberations at high levels began to
unfold as the President launched a multi-point campalgn to
silence hils crities and restore public confidence in his
policy toward Vietnam.

The San Antonio Speech

The President opened the campaign with a candid re-
appralsal of the basie issues underlying US policy in
Southeast Asla, a sober description of the difficulties
to be overcome if these policy objectives were to be
attained, and an appeal to the American people to stay the
course. Speaking before the National Legislative Conference
in San Antonio on 29 September, the President stressed that
the "key" to all the United States had done in South Vietnam
was its "own security," that the purpose of its action there
was to meet an aggression that was a threat "not only to
the immediate victim but to the United States of America
and to the peace and security of the entire world of which
we in America are a very vital part.” This, said the
President, was the position taken by the Congress when it
resolved on 7 August 1964 by a vote of 504 to 2 "to take
all steps, including the use of armed force, to assist any
member or protocol state of the Southeast Asisa Collective
Defense Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its
freedom." It was also, he pointed out, the position taken
by his two predecessors, President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy, and by such Asian leaders as the Prime Ministers
of Australia, Malaysia, and New Zealand, the President of
South Korea, and the Foreign Minister of Thailand. He
could not say with certainty, President Johnson continued,
that a "Communist conquest of South Vietnam would be
followqg by a Communist conquest of Southeast Asia," or
that 2 Southeast Asia dominated by Communist power would
bring a third world war much closer to terrible reality
« » ..But all that we have learned in this tragic century

strongly. suggests that 1t would be so." He was, therefore,

"not prepared to gamble on the chance that it is not so.

I am convinced that by seeing this struggle through now
we are greatly reduéing the chances of a much larger wap--
perhaps a nuclear war."

The President then attempted to answer his critiecs
who claimed the war was stalemated. Substantial progress
was beling made both in political development and on the
battlefield. On 1 November an elected government would
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had been evenly divided In June; 52 percent now dlsapproved
the President's conduct of the war, while only one-third
supported it. Two weeks later, Gallup reported that appro-
bation for the Preslident's overall performance of his office
had fallen tc 39 percent; disapproval of his actions toward
Vietnam stood at 54 percent. Likewise, a Harris poll in
late August showed that support for US participation in the
war had declined in six weeks from 72 percent to 61 percent;
dispatech of 50,000 reinforcements was disapproved by 61
percent to 29 percent. Still more significantly, Harris
reported that the number willing to continue military
action in order to achleve a negotizted settlement had
fallen from 51 percent to 37 percent; conversely, the
percentage desiring to disengage as rapidly as possible had
risen from 24 percent to 3% percent. Revealingly, various
Republican leaders who had previously supported the war
began to reflect this softer trend. On 15 August, Governor
Romney declared that US involvement was a "tragic" mistake,
and warned that a massive US military buildup would threaten
the peace of all Southeast Asla. Senator Thruston Morton
of Kentucky also withdrew his long-standing support, saying
simply "I was wrong." Asserting that the "military-industrial
complex" had "brainwashed" President Johnson into believing
that a military victory was possible, Morton asked for an
indefinite bombing halt and an end to search-and-destroy
operations.lo

By midsummer the President and his advisors had become
deeply concerned over the erosion of popular support for
the Administration's Vietnam policy. On 1 August General
Wheeler informed General Westmoreland: "We are becoming
Increasingly concerned with news medla and Congressional
attitudes regarding the progress of the war . . . which
characterize the war as beilng a 'stalemate.'" Thirty
days later the Chairman reported an even greater concern,
when he sent a2 message to Westmoreland on 30 August inform-
ing him that there was "deep concern here in Washington
because of the eroding support for our war effort. Much:
attentlion 1is being given at high governmental levels to
this situation and possible measures to overcome 'it, "1l

10, Ibid., 31 Jul 67, 13, 16 and 29 Aug 67, 28 Sep 67.
11, {S) Msgs, CJCS to COMUSMACV, JCS 6105, 1 Au% 67
and JCS 7126, 30 Aug 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.
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and called upon "all white people of good will" to declare
themselves conscientious objectors. On 15 April, under the
leadership of Dr. King and Dr. Benjamin Spock, 100,000
persons gathered before the UN Building to protest the

war; at this rally occurred the first large-scale burning
of draft cards. On the other hand, a May Harrls poll
revealed that the number of those favoring a military
solutlon still exceeded those wishing withdrawal; while

45 percent of those interviewed desired a total military
victory, only 41 percent wanted both sides to withdraw
under UN supervision. The Gallup poll's findings were more
ambiguous: the percentage belleving that the US original
commitment of ground troops was wrong had risen from 32
percent in January to 37 percent in May; 49 percent believed
there was moral justification for the war, while 26 percent
did not. Support for the war_was strongest in the South
and weakest in the Northeast.B

During the summer, however, a marked shift of sentiment
took place. The familiar evidences of protest increased.
On 4 June, 5,000 students and faculty members at Columbia
University signed a statement protesting what they per-
celved to be the Administration'!s apparently increasing
commitment to military victory; four days later, 80 per-
cent of Harvard's Far Eastern specialists approved a
similar declaration favoring negotlations for a compromise
solution. An advertisement by 300 business executives
urged the President fo stop the bombing, de-escalate and
negotiate; 1t stated that, on both moral and practical
grounds, the war served neither national nor world interests.
A mid-June Gallup poll presented evidence that Vietnam
presented the %reatest obstacle to President Johnson's
re-election: 8 percent of those polled still had no clear
notion of the national purpose and obJectlves being served
in Vietnam; only one person in four ¥elieved that a South
Vietnamese government sufficliently strong to withstand
communist pgessures could be created followlng the peace
settlement.

A Gallup poll released on 30 July showed that public
censure of the Administration had reached 1ts highest
point. Opinion concerning Mr. Johnson's Vletnam policy

B TIbId. 5 and 16 Apr 67, 15 and 17 May 67.
9. Thid., 28 May 67, 5, 9 and 19 Jun 67.
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Critics concentrated thelr efforts upon forcing a
suspension of ROLLING THUNDER. 1In January 462 faculty
members of Yale University "most respectfully” urged the
President to declare an unconditional bombing halt. A
few days later 50 Rhodes Scholars 1nformed the White House
that their attitude was one of "skepticism and concern"
rather than "active .support." If the Administration was
fully committed to the goal of a negotlated settlement,
they asked, why did it not take the initiative and halt
air attacks? On 2 March Senator Robert F. Kennedy stated
that "we are now at a critical turning point in pursuit of
our stated limited objectives," and alégned himself among
the advocates of a bombing suspension.

But despite the rising chorus of dissension, critics
st1ll constituted a definite minority. A mid-February
Harris survey showed the number who wished to maintain
military pressure on North Vietnam had risen from 43 per-
cent in December to 55 percent; specifically, 67 percent
favored continuation of ROLLING THUNDER. An Aprill Gallup
poll showed that, although the supporters of the US policy
toward Vietnam outnumbered those opposed by 49 percent to
38 percent, twice as many Democrats disapproved the Presi-
dent's Vietnam pollcy as twelve months before. Democrats
were deeply divided, but leading Republicans strongly
endorsed a program of firmness and perseverance., On 23
March, Republican Senator Edward Brooke of Massachusetts
reversed hils position and came out in support of the
President, sayling North Vietnam was not now prepared for
meaningful negotiations. Two weeks later Michigan's
Governor, George Romney, outllned a policy much like the
President's, saying that "our military effort must succeed.”
Richard Nixon indicated that he favored a sharp increase
in military effort, and asserted that defeat of t?e enemy
was "inevitable. The only question 1s how soon.”

Dovish minority and hawkish majority each pressed
toward more extreme positions. Concluding that Vietnam
posed the greatest obstacle to progress in civil rights,
Dr. Martin Luther King depicted the United States as
"the greatest purveyor of violence in the world today,”

6. NY Tiﬁes;ll5 and 26 Jan 67, 3 Mar 67.
7. Ib1d., 22 Feb 67, 10 Apr 67, 24 Mar 67, 8 and 18
Apr 67, IB May 67.
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aspects. More broadly, Reischauer sensed a misapplication J
of Atlantlc policies to Paclific affairs; in Asia, military

power inevitably floundered in the quagmire of economic :
and political disruption. Accordingly, he recommended that l
the United States minimize 1ts Far Eastern commitments,

avoid formal aslliances, and encourage both nationalistic ‘
feeling and regional association.2 '

Retired Lt. General James M. Gavin held a higher hope
for the possibillities of a successful settlement, on l
grounds that China's "Cultural Revolution" had at least
partially freed Hanol from entanglement with Red China.
Consequently, the US could enter into negotiations "confi- ‘
dent that ultimately a2 free, neutral and independent I
Vietnam” could be established, "with guarantees of stability >
from an international body." General Gavin likewise spoke :
of the possibility that "our society is going to be torn [
apart,” and advised that solution of domestic problems be :
accorded the highest national priority. This theme echoed
Senator Fulbright's statement that the "Great Society" ;J
had become a "sick socilety."3 i

Concerning the impact of ROLLING THUNDER upon the
enemy, a New York Times correspondent, Harrison Salisbury, ,
offered his opinlon, based on 2 visit to NVN, that the -
military benefilts were far outweighed by the sense of
national unity and purpose which tﬂe bombing had lnspired
among the people of North Vietnam. The Committee also
heard historian Henry Steele Commager argue that the Puritan
ethic had led the United States to an obsession with com- ”
munism, and that the notion of New World purity and mission 4
had led the nation to accept 2 "double standard" in America's
conduct of foreign relations.>

2. Hearing, "Asia, the Pacific, sand the United States,”
S. Com on Foreign Relations, 31 Jan 67, 90th Cong, 1lst Sess
(1967), with Former Ambassador to Japan Edwin 0. Reischauer.

3. Hearing, '"Conflicts Between United States Capa-
bilities and Forelgn Commitments,” S. Com on Foreign Rela-
tions, 21 Feb 67, 90th Cong, lst Sess (1967), with LTG James
M. Gavin (U.S. Army Ret.), pp. 3, 25.

4, Hearing, "Harrison E. Salisbury's Trip to North
Vietnam," S. Com on Foreign Relations, 2 Feb 67, 90th r&
Cong, lst Sess (1967). : (

5. Hearing, "Changing American Attitudes Toward Foreign
Policy," S. Com on Foreign Relations, 20 Feb 67, 90th Cong,
1st Sess (1967), with Henry Steele Commager, Professor,
Amherst College. .
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Chapter 47
THE PROBLEM OF DOMESTIC DISSENT

Public Opinlon Turns Agzinst the War

In spite of the apparent successes in the theater of
operations, political opposition at home threatened to
undermine the very real progress being made In the field.
During 1967 a growing number of Americans, including many
members of Congress and leaders of professions and the
press, ceased to believe that victory was possible in
South Vietnam and began to speak out in favor of some
form of compromise solution to end the war. To leaders
of the Administration, there seemed a real danger that
the enemy strategy, as they understood 1t, would succeed--
that the American people would eventually tlre of a pro-
longed and seemingly inconclusive war of attrition and
would force thelr government to withdraw or to accept
terms favorable to the enemy.

As in 1966, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
served as the principal focus of the intellectual, moral,
and emotional dilssatisfaction with the war. On 21 Jan-
uary Chairman Fulbright presented his comprenensive peace
plan: Washington and Salgon would propose ceasefire
talks with the NLF and Hanol; the Unlted States should
cease bombing the North, send no further reinforcements,
reduce military activity to a level compatible with safety
of our forces, and promise an eventual US withdrawal;
following agreement upon plans for a ceaseflre and self-
determination in South Vietnam, gonvene an Iinternational
conference of "all interested parties" to guarantee the
same; if no settlement proved Eossible, consolidate US
forces within fortified aresas.

The testimony of Committee witnesses generally sup-
ported these propositlons. Edwin O. Reischauer, recently -
Ambassador to Japan, saw scant hope for fruitful negotia-
tions between the NLF and the GVN; nonetheless, he advo-
cated "prudent de-escalation”" of the war's purely military

1. NY Times, 22 Jan OT7.
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and the increasing effectiveness of the RVNAF. These
developments, in comblnaticon with the military successes
achleved by allied forces, had, in Ambassador Bunker's
opinion, placed victory beyond the enemy's reach. The
attempt by NVN and the VC "to impose a solutlion by force,"
he said, "has run into a stone wall." This appraisal, when
added to the optimistic assessments of progress in military
operations by Admiral Sharp and General Westmoreland, put
the officials in direct charge of' US c¢ivil and military
operatlons in the fleld on record as beliﬁving that US
objectives in Vietnam would be achieved.3

3%, Dept of State Bulletin, LVII (11 Dec 67), pp. 781-784.
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the end of the first quarter of FY 1969 of the remaining
103,710 rifles requested by COMUSMACV. The Secretary of
Defense approved the recommendation on 24 Qctober,32

As another means to lmprove the RVNAF, steps were
taken to attaln a greater flexlbility and responsiveness in
the procedures by which US support was furnished. 1In April
1966, the Secretary of Defense had transferred responsi-
bility for furnishing support from MAP to the Military
Departments. On 13 January 1967, he directed each Service
to budget for the support of its South Vietnamese counter-
- part. The implementation of this directive was delayed,
however, by an inter-service dispute over supply of items-
common to two or more SVN Services, On 4 May, the US
Services finally agreed that for FY 1968 the US Army would
fund "Operation and Maintenance common item support™ pro-
vided to all the RVNAF, but that effective with FY 1969 each
US Service would budget_at departmental level for all support
to its SVN counterpart.33 .

Year-End Assessment

Ambassador Bunker, ln an address before the National
Press Club on 17 November 1967, summed up progress in nation-
bullding as "steady but not spectacular." The development
of representative 1nstitutions and vigorous political life,
he said, was "encouraging," as were the halt to runaway
inflation, the extension of GVN control over the population,

32. (IS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command Histo 1967,
pp. 736-738. S-GP 4) MSE'"@OMUSMACV t6‘3§$,‘§81§3i7753§
67, JCS IN 65481. (8-GP 5 Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 260329Z
Sep 67, JCS IN 9916L. (TS-GP ) DISM-1214-67 to J-4, L Oct
67, Att to JCS 1725/758, 4 Oct 67; (TS-GP L) JCSM-4T72-67 ‘
to SecDef, 12 QOct 67, Att to 1st N/H of JCS 1725/758, 16
Oct 67; (S-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 24 Oct 67, Att to
JCS 1725/758-1, 26 Oct 67; JMF 489 (4 Oct 67).

33. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 3635 to CINCPAC, 13 Jan 67.
(S-GP Msg, CNO to CINCPAC and CMC, 251918Z Nov 66, JCS
IN 53568. %S-GP 4) Msg, CSAF 90850 to CINCPAC, 0922517
Dec 66, JCS IN 84390. (S-GP 4) Msg, CMC to CINGPAC,
300239Z Nov 66, JCS IN 84391, (S-GP 4) Ms% DA 813287
to CINCUSARPAC, O42009Z May 67, JCS IN 797 b,
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In their review of COMUSMACV's proposal, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff concluded that the FY 1968 buildup would serve the
US national interest because it would increase the capability
of the Vietnamese forces to accomplish mutual objectives.
They believed, too, that the increase would enable the RVNAF
to shoulder a greater share of the burden in RVN, The Jolnt
Chiefs of Staff recommended, therefore, that the Secretary
of Defense approve the recommended FY 1968 RVNAF force level,
the funds to support it, and continued authority for CINCPAC
to adjust forces within the overall approved level. The
Secretary did so on 7 October.30

In addition to this increase in strength, the RVNAF
also iImproved 1ts overall level of competence. This improve-
ment had several facets. During 1967 many RVNAF units
participated closely in operations with US forces, benefit-
ing greatly from observing and practicing US military tech-
nigues in the fleld. Concurrently, other units were benefit-
ing from training by US advisors 1n patrolling, intelligence
operations, and night operations. 1In addition, strong
efforts were made to increase the quallty of military
leadership in the RVNAF by improved schooling and stress
on leadership principles. Finally, during the year some
qualitative improvement came from modernization of the

RVNAF, through provision of improved weapons on a selective
basis. '

COMUSMACV, in early 1966, had requested 115,436 M-16
rifles for distribution to the RVNAF. Because of production
limitations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the alloca-
tlon of only 9,731 rifles at that time. Delivery of this
allotment was completed on 31 May 1967. On 28 August,
COMUSMACV entered a reclama for the remaining 105,705 weapons,
plus a request for an additional 3,005, a total of 108,710.
He asked that 5,000 rifles be dedivered immediately from
current stocks and the remainder from future production.

The Secretary of Defense, on 4 October, approved immediate
delivery of 5,000 M-16s from US Army depot stocks for issue
to selected RVNAF units. He also directed the Joint Materiel
Prlorities and Allocatlions Board to recommend future alloca-
tions. On 12 October, the Board recommended delivery by

30. Ibid. (S-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 7 Oct 67,
Att to JCS 2572/151-1, 11 Oct 67, JMF 911/535 (26 Jul 67).
(S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 8670 to CINCPAC, 112108Z Oct 67.

31, (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1967,
p. 920. , .
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Recapitulation of Current and Proposed

RVNAF Force levels

Regular
MACV Approved Propose FY 68
Service End FY 66 1/ FY 67 RVNAF 2/ Change g/ Total
Army 277,363 283,207 +14,966 298,173
Navy 15,833 16,076 - 112 15,964
Air Force 15,292 15,687 + 761 16,488
Marines 7,172 7,189 + 132 7,321
Total 315,660 ) 322,159 +15, 747 337,906
Paramilitary
RF 141,731 152,516 +32,229 184,745
PR 176,254 : 147,478 +15,610 163,088
Total 317,985 299,994 +47,839 347,833

Grand Total 633,645 622,153 +63,586 4/ 685,73929

1/ CINCPAC was authorized to adjust spaces between forces
within the level of 633,645, subject to approval by the
Mission Council.

-

2/ Approved by the Mission Council.
3/ Concurred in by the Mission Council.

4/ This is a net increase of 63,586 over the FY 67 level
estabIished by COMUSMACV (622,153) or 52,094 over the SecDef
authorized level (633,645), .

29. (S-GP &) App A to JCSM-630-67 to SecDef, 28 Sep 67
éd?rived from JCS 2472/151), 20 Sep 67, JMF 911/535 (26 Jul
7).
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Although RVNAF force levels for FY 1967 had been set
at 633,645, the limited manpower that RVN was able to pro-
vlide and the inflation generated by high force levels made
1t necessary to reduce this strength temporarily to 622,153
in April 1967. ghe reduction was carried out at the expense
of the PF only.?2

This downward turn was quickly reversed. Apparently
Judging that the 1nflatlon problem was no longer so dan erous,
COMUSMACV, on 26 April, recommended a force level of 678,728
for FY 1968; three months later he raised the recommended
strength to 685,739, His purpose was to establish "realistic
force levels which will satisfy projected operational require-
ments . . ., ; particularly in support of RD," and at the
same time "be attalnable and maintainable within the con-
straints of manpower availabllity, leadership potential,
and inflationary considerations." The new strength was
attalnable, COMUSMACV pointed out, on the basis of a new
and higher estimate of the population of SVN, now calculated
to be 16.5 million, and on the assumption that the GVN would
take actlion to reduce the draft age and extend the tours of
personnel on active duty. The US Mission and CINCPAC approved
the recommendation,27

The proposed increase to 685,739 spaces included 15,747
for the regular forces and 47,839 for the RF/PF, a net addi-
tion of 63,586 spaces above the force levels originally
projected for FY 1967. The increase would require an
addition of 2,243 US advisors, but because this addition
was already included in the Program #5 deployment plan,
no problem was antlcipated in filling advisor spaces. LR
The higher force levels would also add plaster expenditures R
of 4.7 billion to 1968 costs. In US dollars the one-time X
cost would be $10.2 million and the recurring cost $47.5
million, all to be borne by the ¥US Army. The provision of =
the equipment required would advérsely affect US Army forces K
and cause certain other problems, but minimum equipmeng was
avallable in 1967 for 53,000 of the 63,586 increases.2

26. (S-GP &) Jcs 2472/151, 28 Sep 67; (S-GP 4) JCSM~ .-
530-67 to SecDef, 28 Sep 67 (derived from JCS 2472/151);
JMF 911/535 (26 Jul 67).
27. (S5-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 261145%Z Apr
67, JCS IN 62616. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, .
2612205 Jul 67, JCS IN 75415,
28. Ibid.
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TAKEOFF attempted to give new impetus to some other
subprograms as well. Under TAKEOFF, the RD cadre program
nearly reached its. establlished goal of sending 590 teams !
into the field in 1967, falling short by only 35 teams. !
The RVNAF also expanded its support of the pacification
program, lmproving the training of i1ts units and increasing
the number of ARVN battalions assigned to support RD.
During 1967, 93 percent of all ARVN battalions completed
a speclal ftraining course in RD. The number of battalions
supporting RD increased from 38 to 53. The Chieu Hoi
program, however, did not fare nearly so well. Although
Chieu Hoi had been assigned a goal of 95,000 ralliers dur-
ing 1967, the subprogram fsﬁl far short of this, rallying
only 27,000 VC to the GVN.

All subprograms under the pacificatlon program had one
common goal--to increase the population under effective
control of the GVN. To measure the success in reaching this
goal, the Hamlet Evaluation Program (HES) was put into opera- :
tion in January 1967. According to statistics developed 'J
by HES, the GVN succeeded in making modest gains in popula-
tion control during 1967. The number of people in "secure"
hamlets increased from 7,033,700 to 8,455,400 during the
year. The population in "contested" hamlets dropped from -
2,765,900 to 2,476,300. Population in hamlets under VC
control declined from 3,011,200 to 2,748,500, Summing up
the results obtained during the year, Ambassador Komer
reported that "In sum, much has been accomplished, but much
remains to be done. Nonetheless, the greater resources, “1
greater experlence and improved organization generated '
during 1967 provides a solld base from which to achleve
greater results in 1968."25 -

Improvement in the RVNAF 7

During 1967, noteworthy progress was made in-enhancing
the capablility of the RVNAF to perform 1ts mission of sup-
porting the RD program. This progress was largely the result .
of an lncrease in ARVN force levels. _ l'

24, Ibid., pp. 599-613. .
25. Ipbid., pp. 622-625, 627.
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total effort will be increasingly measured by our ability to
achieve progress in RD." General Wheeler was concerned that
the Joint Staff was not keeping pace with the expansion of RD
activities in the field. He therefore appointed SACSA as
Special Assistant for Revolutionary Development on 14 April.
In a further actlon to strengthen staff support in this field,
the Revolutionary Development Division was added to SACSA on
14 April.2l

One of Ambassador Komer's flrst innovatlons as he took
up his new duties was the establishment of a new inftegrated
civilian and military program to assure more effective con-
trol and supervision of the numerous and dlverse subprograms
supporting pacification. Thls program, designated TAKECFF,
was primarily a management tool. It did not Initlate any
new subprograms but was designed to bring existlng ones to-
gether under a centralized management. Each of these several
subprograms had its own fileld advisor and staff. Most lmpor-
tant among these were the subprograms for Chieu Hol, the RD
cadre, the increasing of RVNAF support of pacification, and -
the eradication of the VC infrastructure.22

Because the elimination of the VC infrastructure in
the villages and hamlets of RVN was the crux of the pacifil-
cation program, Ambassador Komer gave it primary attentlon.
As a first step he established an "Infrastructure Intelli-
gence and Exploitation Program" (ICEX) which provided for the
systematic accumulation of intelligence by US and GVN
agencles almed at identification of VC agents. The GVN
National Police would arrest such agents when identifled.
Unfortunately, the GVN initially displayed little interest
or energy In seeking and providing intelligence of this
nature. As a result ICEX performance was not very successful at
first. Later 1in the year, the GVN took a more positive approach
and began providing the requlred 4intelligence. In December, the
Prime Minlster directed the establishment- of coordinating commit-
tees at all levels of government and of District Intelligence and
Operations Coordinating genters. This broadened program was
given the title PHOENIX,23 ~

21. (8) cm—219§-67 to D/JS, 27 Mar 67, OCJCS File 091 °
Vietnam Mar 67. (S) SACSA-M 341~67, 12 Apr 67, SACSA Files.
(U) CM-2261~67 to ‘SACSA, 24 Apr 67, JVMF 031 (24 Apr 67).
22 . (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
pp. 594-5596. :
23, Ibid., pp. 602-604, (TS-GP 3) 0JCS, "1968 Year-End
Review of Vietnam," p. 5-19.
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The effort to encourage domestic production, while con-
taining some promise_ for the future, produced no immediately
significant results.l9

Despite their uneven pattern of success, the overall
effect of the four primary measures developed by the US Missilion
was highly beneflclal to the economy of SVN. The runaway
inflation, which had threatened the country in the spring of
1966, was checked. The unemployment problem was solved, and the
standard of 1living was rising. Most significantly, during 1967
prices in RVN rose only 30 percent--a large decrease from the
70-percent rate of Inflation of the previous year.

Pacification and Revolutlonary Development

It will be recalled that the President, on 15 October 1966,
had given the system of divided military-civilian responsibllity
for the pacification program 90 days to show substantlal progress.
He had indicated that if it did not do so he intended to place
the entire program under military control. He waited longer than
90 days but, finally on 9 May, obviously dissatisfiled with the
limited progress then being made, President Johnson directed that
US programs for pacificatlon and Revolutionary Development be
integrated under the "silngle manager" system in order to pro-
.vide "added thrust forward in this critlical field." Because
the resources commltted to pacification were primarily military,
the President assigned to General Westmoreland this responsi-
bility under the overall authority of Ambassador Bunker. To _
carry, out these responsibllities, under COMUSMACV, the President
named Robert W. Komer Deputy for Pacification (Revolutionary
Development) with the personal rank of Ambaseador. . Implementing
the President's directive, COMUSMACV united the US Mission Office
of Civil Operations. and his own RD Support Directorate into a
gsingle agency, the Asslstsnt Chief of Staff for Civil: Oper-
ations and Revolutionary Development .Support (CORDS).20

The President's action reflected the importance attached
to Revolutionary Development at the highest level of the US
Government. This was a view shared by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff. On 27 March he had informed the Director, Joint Staff,
that Revolutionary Development was "in effect the 'pay off' item
for our investment in South Vietnam, and the success of our

19. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
pp. 1035~1038.
20. (C) NSAM 362 to SecState and SecDef, 9 May 67,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam May 67. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV

Command History, 1967, p. 587. ) _
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quarter amounted to only 8.5%3 billlion piasters, some one
billion less than the ceillng. On the basls of these flgures,
CINCPAC, on 24 June, submitted projected expenditures for the .
third and fourth quarters of CY 1967 of 9.3 billion and 9.2
billion plasters respectively. On 5 August, the Secretary of
Defense approved the flgure for the fourth quarter but reduced
the ceilling for the third quarter to 8.6 blllion plasters.l?

Additicnal expenditures resulting from the approval of
Program #5 led CINCPAC, on 20 September, to request increases
in the piaster ceilings for the last two qQuarters to 9.4 and
10.3 billion respectively. On 2 December, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff 1nformed him that there would be no official changes
in the two guarterly ceilings but that expenditures at the
rate antlcipated by CINCPAC would be acceptable because total
spending for the year would still be within the 42 billion
piaster ceiling for CY 1967. Actgal expenditures for the year
totaled 34.539 billion plasters.l '

The other programs designed to combat inflation met with
less success, Masslve importation of consumer goods, flnanced
Jointly by the United States and the GVN, proved successful
from an economic standpoint: It provided goods to meet
increased consumer demands for items that could not be pro-
duced domestically because of full employment in war-~related
industries and the disruption of the GVN economy. There was
an undesirable slde effect, however: The program gave a few
individuals who were making a minimal contribution to the
war effort an affluent standard of llving that stood in sharp
contrast to the numerous Improverlshed victims of the war,

Efforts to Increase the tax collections of the GVN met
with only limited success, A general reform of the tax
system proved impossible for political reasons; tax revenues
increased slightly but not enough.to have a significant effect
on the Inflation. A major obstacle to increasing the tax
yleld was the 1nefficlency of collection agencies,

17. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History. 1967,
pp. 578-579. e _

18. Ibid., pp. 580-583. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 4179 to
CINCPAC, 0201477 Dec 67. : '
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Fortunately, however, the anti-inflation measures that had
been instituted in 1966 pald substantial dividends in 1967,
and by the end of the year Inflation, if not halted, was at
least being controlled.

To fight Inflation the US Missilon developed four primary
measures, and secured GVN cooperation in their implementation.
The four measures were: 1) massive importation of goods; 2)
increase of domestic production; 3) more efficient and wider
tax collection by the GVN; and 4) imposition of spending
restraints on US agencies and personnel,l5

0f these measures, the imposition of spending restraints
was by far the most effective. The largest single factor
contributing to inflation was the massive US participation in
the war. This participation necessarily entailed vast
expendltures that the small and relatively undeveloped RVN was
unable to absorb. Attacking the source of the problem, the US
Government had imposed a celling for plaster spending by US
military agencies and personnel in RVN. The Secretary of
Defense had established the CY 1967 ceiling at 42 billion
piicters, and set the ceiling for the first two quarters of the
year at 10.5 and 11.0 billion piasters respectively.

Much of the credit for the eventual success in holding
down piaster expenditures belongs to COMUSMACV. He devised a
program to limit piaster spending that proved highly effective.
His program concentrated on three categories of expenditures:
1) maintenance and operation, 2) construction, and 3) personal
spending by US troops. To curb expenditures in the first two
categories, COMUSMACV imposed austere standards of design on
new construction, reduced the number of leased blllets in
urban areas, and llmited the purchase of local commodlties to
nine 1tems. To reduce local personel Spending, COMUSMACV
increased on-post recreational facilifies, expanded the R&R
program, started new savings programs, and improved PX stocks.
He also took steps to Influence personnel to increase the%r pay
allotments, to save thelr money, and to spend only MPCs.l

Studies undertaken. during February 1967 by CINCPAC and
COMUSMACV indlcated that actual piaster spending was running
below the established celling. Expendltures for the flrst

I5. (TS-NOFORN-GP I) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, pp.
1035-1036.
16. 1Ibig., pp. 1046-1051.
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the appointment of Nguyen Van Loc¢ as Premier. Premier Loec,

a southern Buddhist lawyer who had been the Chalrman of the
Leadership Council, announced the installation of his cabinet
on 9 November 1967.

The initlal actions of the newly elected Thleu/Ky
government showed evidence of a new seriousness of purpose
and a determination to direct, the full energies of the South
Vietnamese people to the task of winning the war. Even
before thelr formal inauguration, they had promulgated, on
25 October, a new and sweeping Mobillization Decree which had
provided for the conscription of all men between the ages of
18 and 45 for military service, the mobilization of techni-
cians of all types up to the_age of 45, and the recall of
some veterans to the colors.l

After 1ts inauguration, the new administration lssued a
comprehensive, long-range program of economic, social, and
political reform entitled "National Policy." It called
specifically for action in such chronically neglected areas
as land reform. Whether "performance" in these flelds would
live up to "promise" was, of course, a question that could
only be answered after the passage of time.l4

The GVN had been transformed from a military directorate
into an elected constitutional government. Although civilians,
Buddhists, and Cathollcs were all now represented in the
government, the military still predominated and famlliar offi-
clals were stlill in power. Nevertheless, the Vietnamese
election of 1967 was an important step in accomplishing the
US goal of developing democracy in RVN. For democracy to
survive, however, RVN would also have to make progress toward
a strong and stable economy, and at the beginning of 1967 the

economy was stlll being eroded.

Y

Efforts to Control Inflation

Inflation, which had threatended to reach runaway pro-
portions in 1966, continued to be a problem in 1967.

13, (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
p. 1153,

9256514- Ibid. (S) Msg, Saigon 10479 to State, 6 Nov 67, JCS IN
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having relations with the GVN, several parliamentary organi- f
zations, and the international press to observe the polling.

To forestall intervention by the VC, COMUSMACV placed his l
command in a posture of maximum alert.lO -

The Presidential election was held on 3 September 1967.
All Vietnamese men and women were eligible who were 18 years
0old as of 31 December 1966, who were inscribed on electors'
lists, and who held electors' cards. Oof those registered to
vote 83 percent went to the polls. The Thieu/Ky ticket
won, as expected, ‘but with only 34.8 percent of the vote,
less than anticipated. Trong Dinh Dzu, the peace candildate,
came in second with 17.2 percent. Phan Khac Suu recelved.
10.8 percent, Tran Van Huong 10 percent, and the other seven
candidates the remaining 37.2 percent. Elections for the 60-
seat upper house of the Natlonal Assembly were also held on
3 September and its inaugural session convened on 9 October.
The campaigning for seats in the lower house, which had
begun on 6 October, culminated 1n the election of 137 members
on 22 October,ll

The honesty and freedom of the electlions were endorsed
on 4 September by three election experts who had been members :
of the US group invited by the GVN to observe the voting. A
Speaking for the three experts, Professor Richard M. Scammon :
called the election "reasonably free and honest . . . . I
would use exactly the same words to describe an electlon in
the United States."12

On 30 October the Leadershlp Councill was dissolved. The
following day President Thieu and Vice President Ky were
inaugurated, the lower house installed, and the Constituent
Assembly dissolved. The newly inaugurated President announced

-
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T0. (5) Msg, Salgon 2972 to State, 12 Aug 67, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam Aug 67, pt. 1. (S) Msg, JCS 6871 /CJCS/ to
COMUSMACV, 222135Z Aug 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.
(ﬁ) %Sg, COMUSMACY 28421 to CJCS 260606Z Aug 67, JCS IN -
4R924, . _ : .
' 11. (U) Msg, USIA to All Principal USIS Posts, 17 Aug 67,
JCS i:rﬁ 38212. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
p. 1143. )

12. NY Times, 5 Sep 67, 1.
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The ideal Vietnamese regime would combine both military and
civilian elements and also provide representation for the
Buddhists and "Southerners". On 8 February, the State
Department informed the US Ambassador that a Huong/Ky ticket
would be a satisfactory civilian-militagy compination.
Huong, however, refused to run with Ky.

The 18 slates were submitted to the Constituent Assem-
bly by 30 June, and on 18 July that body made its final
decision on their eligibility. Seven slates were disquall-
fied, including that of "Big" Minh."

The GVN took care that the election campaign proceeded
"freely and fairly". It lifted press censorship, and gave
all the candidates money to campaign, free transportation,
and free time on government radio and television. General
Vien, the Defense Minister, stated publicly that the armed
forces would .not support a candidate, and General Thanh, the
Minister of RD, indicated that no RD workers would engage 1in
the political campaign. Generals Ky and Thieu told the
province and district leaders that they should ngt pressure
the people to vote for any particular candidate.

Since the candidates, except for Thieu and Ky, were not

well known, group campaign trips were planned by the GVN. The

first such trip was a complete filasco. The plane was

scheduled to land at Quang Tri but was forced to divert to
Dong Ha owing to heavy crosswinds. The civilian candidates
blamed the GVN for the diversion and charged that the electlons
were a fraud. As a result Thieu and Ky drew up a new ltinerary
of campaign trips.9

In order to insure that the elections were honestly
conducted, the GVN provided poll watchers, and the Constitu-
ent Assembly monitored the electdral proceedings. The GVN,
in addition, invited representatives of the UN, governments

5. (3) Msg, State 202559 to Saigon, 25 May 67, JCS IN
34643, (S) Msg, Saigon 21073 to State, 3 Apr 67, JCS IN 15705.
(S) Msg, State 117709 to Saigon, 12 Jan 67, JCS IN 65555. (8)
Msg, Saigon 19123 to State, 28 Feb 67, JCS IN 38291. (S) Msg,
State 133730 to Saigon, 8 Feb 67, JCS IN 93315.

7. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
pp. 1148-1149,

8. (8) Msg, Saigon 2972 to State, 12 Aug 67, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Aug 67, pt. 1. .

9. STS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, pp.
1149-1150.
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government, the military leadership split into pro-Thieu and
pro-Ky factions. The US Department of State expressed deep
concern about the split and instructed the US Ambassador to
attempt to alleviate it. After long, heated discussions at
the meeting of the Leadership Council on 28-30 Junsz, Ky with-
drew his candidacy and agreed to become Thieu's Vice Presiden-
tial running mate. According to a CIA report, Ky's version
of the understanding was that he had agreed that Thieu would

be the figurehead president, but that he would be the actual
ruler.

Tran Van Huong, who had been premier in 1964, was the
leading civilian candidate. Others were Truong Dinh Dzu and
Phan Khac Suu. Dzu was a wealthy Saigon lawyer and a lead-
ing opponent of the government and proponent of a peaceful
settlement of the war. Suu was the chairman of the Consti-
tuent Assembly and had been Chief of State in 1964. Another
leading candidate was General Duong Van ("Big") Minh, who had
overthrown the Diem regime in 1963, on%y to be overthrown
‘himself in 1964 and forced into exile.

The United States did not openly endorse a candidate,
and pledged noninterference in the elections. Yet the
election of the Vietnamese President caused the Unlted States
considerable concern. Secretary of State Rusk considered it
important that the civilians participate in the government,
but with minimum loss of the strength the military offered.

The United States, Secretary Rusk informed Ambassador Lodge
on 12 January,

must be prepared to take risk of reducing to

scme degree governmental effectiveness which
continued milltary leadershlp might provide

. . . and of supporting emergence,of a regime
which . . . fwould hav§7 better prospects than
current or past GVN's for attracting and exploit-
ing the local political strength to the dilsad-
vantage of the VC.

T. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV to CJCS, 010020Z Jul 67, OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Jul 67. ES) Msg, State 202550 to Saigon,
25 May 67, JCS IN 34643, (S-NOFORN-GP 1) Information Msg CIA
0309222 Jul 67, JCS IN 28054, 0CJCS File 091 Vietriam Jul 67.
5. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
pp. 1147-1154,
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and a lower house of 100 to 200 representatives chosen

from constituencies no larger than provinces., Once elected,
the National Assembly would choose the Supreme Court.

Local officials were to be elected in villages and hamlets,
as well as in provinces, citles, and the capital.

As soon as the Leadership Council had accepted the
constitution, top Vietnamese officials, including Thieu
and Ky, left Salgon to attend a conference with President
Johnson and other US officlals in Guam. At this confe-
rence (19-21 March 67) the RVN delegatlon outlined the new
constitution to President Johnson. On 24 March, the Con-
stituent Assembly presented the final draft to the Leadership
Council who submitted it in turn to the Armed Forces Council.
Chief of State Thieu offilcially promulgated the constitutlion
on 1 April 1967.

The local electlons began on 2 April and continued through
June. According to the election laws drawn up by the Con-
stituent Assembly, the village chiefs were elected by the
village councils from among their own members. Hamlet chiefs
wepe elected directly. Elections took place in 984 out of an
estimated 2,500 villages in RVN and in 4,476 out of approxi-
mately 13,000 hamlets. The VC opposed these elections with
threats, assassinations of candidates, and harassment of
voters2 Nevertheless, about 77 percent of those reglstered
voted.

The presidential election campaign, meanwhlile, had
gotten under way. According to the qualifications dravm up
by the Constituent Assembly, candidates had to be Vietnamese
citizens at birth and residents of South Vietnam for at
least ten years prior to election day. Suspended or dis-
missed military or civilian officials could not run for the
two offices nor could those who'had worked directly or in-
directly for communism.3

General Thieu, the Chief of State, and Air Vice Marshal
Ky, the Premier, were the chilef contenders for the Presi-
dency. Since both were military officials in the Vietnamese

5. (U] Msg, USIA to All Principal USIS Posts, 17 Aug 67,
JCS IN 38212. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History,
1967, pp. 1143-6. :

—3. (U) Msg, USIA to all Principal USIS Posts, 17 Aug 67,

JCS IN 3d2l2.
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led to an informal agreement by the Leadership Council to
discuss any changes they felt to be necessary in the draft
constlitution with the Constituent Assembly.

The Constiltuent Assembly began open debate on the first
draft of the constitution on 19 January 1967. The draft
provided for well-defined rights of citizens, elected local
officials, substantial legislative powers, and restrictions
on presidential authority. During its review of the draft,
however, the Leadership Councll raised objections on several
points. 1Its greatest concern was over the proposed grants
of power to the National Assembly to vote "no confidence"
in the government and to declare emergencles and impose
curfews. On all these points, the view of the Leadership
Council prevailled and the powers in question were assigned
to the President rather than to the Assembly. The Leader-
ship Council also obJjected to the proposal to elect, rather
than to appoint, province chiefs. On thils point, too, the
view of the Leadershlp Council prevailed. '

Another point of disagreement concerned the particulars
of the transition period. It was finally agreed that the
Leadership Council would remain in power until the presi-
dent was inaugurated. The Constituent Assembly would con-
tinue in exlstence and would exercise limited powers until
the National Assembly convened. After the constitutlion was
promulgated, it would assist in drafting election laws and
monitoring the elections.

The Constituent Assembly approved the draft constitutilon
on 18 March. The next day the Leadership Councll accepted
it, but only after heated argument between 1ts civilian mem-
bers and the supporters of General Thieu. The constitutlion
as finally adopted called for a strgng executlive authority
tempered by the powers of the Natlonal Assembly. The
executive branch of the government consisted of a President
and Vice-President elected on the same ticket, and a Prime
Minister chosen by the winning Presidential candidate.. It
also provided for a National Assembly (NA) consisting of an
upper house composed of 30 to 60 senators chosen at large,

T. (U) Msg, USIA to All Principal USIS Posts, 17 Aug 67,
JCS IN 3812. (S) Msg, State 97909 to Saigon, 6 Dec 66, JCS IN

71508. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, pp.
1142-1143,
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Chapter 46

PACIFICATION AND NATION-BUILDING--1967

During 1967, efforts in pacification and nation-building
made some progress. Of particular significance was the
replacement of the military regime by an elected consti-
tutional government, a major objective long sought by the
United States. Progress in other areas was also encouraging,.
The rate of inflation was reduced by more than half, the
RVNAF was increased 1ln size and iImproved 1n qualilty, and new
energy was injected into the pacificatlion program.

From Millitary Directorate to Constitutlonal Government

The inauguration of General Nguyen Van Thieu on 31 Oct-
ober 1967 as the first president under the new and democratic
constitution was a significant milestone in the political
development of SVN. The legitimacy and democratic character
of the Saigon government had now been established. Its
predecessor, the military regime of Alr Vice Marshal Ky, had
attained a certain degree of stability, but 1t lacked both
legitimacy and a broad popular base. For these reasons,
the United States had enccuraged the GVN to take the suc-
cession of steps which led finally to the establishment of
constitutional democracy.

This process of political eveolution had begun with the
election, on 11 September 1966, of a Constituent Assembly
for the purpose of drafting a copstitution. However, the
Leadership Council for the Natloh, .the mllitary-dominated
19-member body which ruled SVN, was reluctant to confer
sole responsibility for thils important task on the newly
elected body. In December, by means of Decree 21, 1t
assumed the authority to amend any constitution drafted
by the Constituent Assembly. Concerned by this turn of .
events, the Department of State urged Ambassador Lodge to
seek some form of accord between the Assembly and Thieu,
Ky, and the other military members who exerclised the real
power 1n the Leadership Council, In this endeavor Ambas-
sador Lodge was at least partially successful, His efforts
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The Situation at the End of 1967

During 1967 Admiral Sharp, summing up operations in
SVN for the year, reported to the Joint Chlefs of Staff
that there was a 'definite shift in the military situation
favorable to us." This happy result was made possible
by the "significant increase in the strengths and capa-
bilitles of allied forces which facilitated expansion of
combat operations to an extent which "denles the enemy
the capabllity to conduct significant operations in the
populated areas.” Ground operations, closely supported
by close alr and ARC LIGHT strikes, had increasingly neu-
tralized enemy base areas, located and destroyed his
supplles, and driven him into sparsely populated regions
where food was scarce. Most of the enemy maln force units
had been driven fo poslitions near the borders, where they
took advantage of sanctuaries for protection and resupply.

Steady progress had also been made 1n destroying
communist local forces and infrastructure. As a result,
the proportion of the population and area under enemy -
control had slowly but steadily decllned.

In splte of these favorable trends, CINCPAC cautiocned,
the enemy had "demonstrated a willingness to accept the
situation as if exdists and continues to attack, harass,
and terrorize in many areas. . . .' Enemy employment of
artillery, rockets and mortars had also shown a marked
Increase 1n both quantlty and calliber, Even more disturbing,
CINCPAC reported, was evidence of "recent large unit
deployments from North Vietnam which indicate that the
enemy may be seeking a spectacular win in South Vietnam
in the near future." However, CINCPAC continued, these
enemy capabllitlies were not overpowering. Through "careful
exploltation of the enemy's vulﬁerability and application
of our superior fire power and mobility," he concluded,

"we should expect our gains of 1967 1in South Vietnam to be
increased many fold in 1968."70

70. (TS-0P 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 0l0156Z Jan 68,
JCS IN 12089, .

h
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the recommendation, but it was rejected at a Joint AID/DOD
meetling 1in Washlngton in late March. Final decision was
delegated to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who, on 11 April,
rejected the action taken at the Joint meeting and dele-
gated to CINCPAC "program dlrective and review autggrity."
He, 1n turn, delegated the authority to COMUSMACYV.

Another effort to refine the logistic system, the
establishment of a2 single common supply system to provide
common-user items to all units in SVN, did not meet with
success. The establishment of such a system to replace
the dual system then in effect had been directed by Secre-
tary McNamara on 12 December 1966. At that time, USARV
and NAVFORV operated parallel systems, the former supply-
ing all units in II, III, and IV CTZs and the latter per-
formlng the same function in I CTZ. Secretary McNamara
tasked the Department of the Army with preparation of a
detalled plan, and made clear that approval would be
dependent upon the establishment of the necessary control
mechanism in the theater. On 8 February, the Department
of the Army submitted a plan to the Secretary of Defense
providing for establlshing this mechanism by deploying an
Inventory Control Center to SVN. On 9 May, following
consultation with the other Service Departments, the De-
partment of the Army submitted a detalled plan callling for
the phased implementation of a single common supply system.
Secretary McNamara, on 21 July, informed the Service
Secretaries that he was withholding approval of the Army
plan pending presentation of more definitive requirement
data, establishment of the necessary Army supply capabllity
in SVN, and the resolution of certain interservice disagree-
ments., By the end of 1967, the single .common supply system
had still not been put into effect.09

-
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68. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1& COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
II, pp. 722-723. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 2478 to CINCPAC,
112316Z Apr 67.

69. (S-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to Service Secys and CJCS,
12 Dec 66, Att to JCS 2315/349-23, 15 Dec 66, JMF 4060
8 Jan 655 sec 4. (S-GP 4) Memo, SecA to SecDef, 8 Feb
7, Att to JCS 2315/349-24, 10 Feb 67; (S-GP 4) Memo,
SecA to SecDef, 8 May 67, Att to JCS 2315/349-25, 12 May
67; (S-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to Service Secys, 21 Jul 67,
Att to JCS 2315/349-26; same file, sec 5.
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Providing the necessary support for the additional
forces authorized under Program 5 was another new logistic
task that had to be faced 1n 1967. The facllity with which
the logistlic system accommodated to the added burdens was
procf of the soundness with which it had been planned and
bullt. CINCPAC and COMUSMACV determined that existing
port facllitles would be adequate to support the movement
of the additional forces, but that additional housing and
related troop facilities would have to be constructed. On
7 October CINCPAC recommended to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
construction of facilities costing $216.2 million. They
reduced the flgure and recommended new construction in the
amount of $168.9 million to the Secretary of Defense.

This latter flgure represented a mere 10 percent increase

in the amount already appropriated for military construction
in SVN. The items recommended by the Joint Chiefs of

Staff were included bg the OSD in the FY 1969 Military
Construction Program. 6

Among the many refinements in the loglstic system
in SVN, one of the more important resulted from Secretary
McNamara's decision of 30 November 1966 to shift responsi-
billty for certain specific services from AID to DOD.
This actlon imposed additlonal responsibilities on the
logistlc system in SVN.. According to CINCPAC, these
addltional responsibllities generated a need for an addi-
tional 5,858 military personnel spaces, an added $37
million in FY 1967 construction funds, and an increase
of 2 blllion plasters in thg amount of thls currency avail-
able for military spending.07

There was also a need to delegate authority within
the DOD flor management of the newly acquired functions.
On 26 February General Westmoreland recommended to CINCPAC
that he be delegated directive atithority for program
approval and direction in SVN, but that funding and fiscal
accountlng be a Service responsibility. CINCPAC approved

66. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1& CINCPAC Command History, 1967,
II, pp. 897-900. (S-GP 4) Ltr, CINCPAC to JC3, 7 Oct o7, -
Att to JCS 2472/146-1, JMF 911/420 (5 Sep 67) sec 2.
(8-GP 4) JCSM-677-67 to SecDef, 4 Dec 67 (derived from
JCS 2472/146-4); (C-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 19 Jan
68, Att to JCS 2472/146-5, 22. Jan 68; same-file, sec 3.
- 67é5§TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1967,
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the port expeditiously. As a result, by the end of June
there were no ships 1n a hold status and avera%e ship .
turnaround time had dropped from 89 to 7 days. 2

In view of this substantlal .1mprovement in port opera-
tions, the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that it was no
longer necessary for USMACV to continue handling AID
Central Purchasling Authority cargoes. These cargoes con-
sisted of goods consigned to the GVN for use in the counter-
insurgency program. COMUSMACV had agreed to handle them 1n
1966 in order to ease the commercial cargo backlog. The
Joint Chlefs of Staff, on 19 August, recommended to the
Secretary of Defense that he seek agreement of the Department
of State and the AID to transfer responsibllity for these
cargoes to an appropriate US or GVN agency. Agreement was
reached among these agencles, leading on 29 August to the
dispatch of a Joint State/Defense/AID message to the US
Embassy in Sa%%on requesting the preparation of a plan for
this purpose. .

On 1 December the joint USMACV/AID Saigon Port Ad-
visory Plan providing for transfer of responsibility from
USMACV to AID had been completed, but the implementation
date was still under negeotiation between the US Mission
in SVN, 03D, and AID at the end of 1967.64

In the northern I CTZ, the need for port facilities
increased as the result of the heavy fighting along the
DMZ and the decision to install the anti-inflltration
system. In the absence of deep-draft facllltles in the
area, landing craft sites in the Hue area were doubled
during the year. During 1967 throughput of port facllities
in tgg area increased from 540 to 5,500 short tons per
day. _

-

62. {TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
II, pp. B808-816. ‘

63. (S-GP 4) JCSM-458-67 to SecDef, 19 Aug 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/130); §S-GP 4) Msg, DEF 5000 to Saigon, 29
Aug 67; JMF 911/479 (7 Aug 67).

6l. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
II, p. 816. (U) Memo, Actg VD/JS to ASD(I&L), 18 Jul 68,
Att to JCS 2472/330, 20 Jul 68, JMF 911/479 (7 Aug 67).

65. (FQUQ) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV, Report on the War in
Vietnam, Jun 63, p. 292.
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in good conditlion, the system would not have been adequate
for the %grge carriers and heavy-axle loads of military
traffic. :

The 1967 military goals for road clearance, set forth
in the Combined Campaign Plan for 1967, were to "secure"
all roads in national priority areas and to "secure” about
500 miles and "open" about 600 additional miles of highways
considered essential for military operations. The term
"secure" was defined to mean "controlled by RVN/US/FWMAF
during daylight hours. Isolated lncidents may occur,"”

The term 'open" was defined to mean "used by RVN/US/FWMAF

employlng t%orough securlity measures. Frequent incidents
may occur."00

Allied forces scored dramatic successes during 1967
In securing and opening the essentlial highways. At the
beginning of the year, COMUSMACV classified only 500 miles,
or about 30 percent, of the military essential roads as
"secure" and 76 percent as "open." By the end of the year,
these figures hgd increased to 60 percent "secure" and 98
percent "open,"0l

Congestion 1in the port of Saigon was another major
unsolved loglstics problem at the beginning of 1967. As
the year began, mllitary operations at leased plers were
proceeding with reasonable efficlency, but the commercial
port was jammed with ships and barges containing some
311,400 short tons walting to be unloaded. By late spring
new construction and improved management had ended the
crisis in the commercilal port. The completion of facilities
in the military Newport permitted release of leased berths
to civillan use, and the training and guldance by USMACV
and ATD port organizatlons, had improved the GVN Port
Authorlty to the polnt where it %Tould move cargo through

59. {TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
II, pp. 762-764.

60. (S-GP 3) COMUSMACV and CJGS, RVNAF, AB 142, :
"Combined Campalgn Plan, 1967," 7 Nov 66, JMF 9155.3/3100
(7 Nov 66) sec 1A. :

61. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command -History, 1967,
II, p. 765. (FOUQ) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV, Report on the War
in Vietnam, Jun 68, p. 296,
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MUD RIVER to 1 December 1967, and for DUMP TRUCK to 1
January 1968. MUD RIVER began operations on schedule, but
technical difficulties forced a postponement of the planned
initiation date of DUMP TRUCK until 20 January 1968. The
siege of the XKhe Sanh, however, forced a further postpone-
ment until the spring of 1968.58

Logistics

The operational successes enjoyed by allied forces
would not have been possible without a strong loglstieces
base. Created almost from scratch following the decision
of the United States to commit troops to combat in 1965,
this base had been largely completed by the end of 1966.

At thls date, it included such installations as five deep-
water ports and elght jet-capable airfields with a combined
freight throughput of 870,000 short tons per month, canton-
ments, a modern communications system, and efficient systems
for storage and distribution of supplies. Sti1ll far from
satisfactory, however, was the condition of the port of
Saigon and the roads comprising the ground lines of communi-
cation. Improvement of these facilities became major logls-
tlcs tasks for 1967. There were also major logistics
problems to be solved as the result of the Increased forces
provided by Program 5, the heavy combat operations along

the DMZ, and the construction of the anti-infiltration
barrier. In other respects the major loglstic undertakings
were intended to refine the system and to improve its
efflclency by such means as the transfer of certain functions
from AID to DOD and the expansion of the Army common supply
system to replace the system operated by the Navy to support
units operating in I CTZ.

By the beglnning of 1967, the Highway system of SVN
had deteriorated badly as a result of many years of enemy
Interdiction, lack of maintenance, and increasingly heavy
use by alliled military forces. But even if it had been .

53. (TS~GP 4& Msg, COMUSMACV 30673 to CINCPAC, 161208%
Sep 67, JCS IN 82485; (TS~-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS,
180740Z Sep 67, JCS IN 85864; JMF 911/321 (16 Sep 67).
(TS-GP 3) JCSM-517-67 to SecDef, 19 Sep 67 (derived from
JCcs 247%/41) (not sent); (TS) Mzmo, CSAF to Actg CJCS,

22 Sep 67, Att to (TS-GP 33 1st N/H to JCS 2471/41, 26 Sep
67; JMF 911/321 (17 Sep 67). '

D . -1z e
Lhe.28




e

T T

release 1n Washington of certain information strongly
implyling that construction of a strong point obstacle
system was under way, the classified name of DYE MARKER
was changed again to the Strong Point Obstacle System
(SPOS). The two alr-supported subsystems in Laos and
western SVN became DUMP TRUCK (antipersonnel) and MUD
RIVER (antivehicle), collectlvely known as MUSCLE SHOALS.56

By 14 July, the bulldozing of a 600 meter strip for
the DYE MARKER line had been completed from the coast to
a point 13 kilometers inland, except for a 4 kilometer gap
beginning 4 kilometers from the coast. CINCPAC on that
same date requested JCS approval for additional materials
required to plug the gap and to extend the line westward
another 6 kilometers. However, the Secretary of Defense
did not approve the extension until a month later.>7

In the early fall, the enemy began to concentrate
artlllery, rocket, and mortar fires in the area of the DMZ,
hampering the emplacement of the system. Press disclosures,
about the same time, gave the enemy valuable knowledge of
the SPOS. Furthermore, heavy monsoon rains impeded the
flow of materials to the forward sites, delayed construction,
and increased the perlod of troop exposure. These develop-
ments threatened to inflict unacceptable casualties 1if work
on the SPOS contlnued. COMUSMACV, therefore, recommended
to CINCPAC on 16 September a delay in the construction of
the system until the weather and the enemy situation per-
mitted work to be resumed. CINCPAC informed the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on 18 September that he concurred in the
recommendation of COMUSMACV and expressed the opinion that
there had been too much emphasis on the 1 November IOC date.
The recommendations of COMUSMACV and CINCPAC, along with
certain technical and logistical difficulties, led the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to concludé on 19 September that the
IOC date should be postponed for 30 days. The Chief of
Staff, USAF, as acting Chairman, informed the Secretary
of Defense of the JCS vliews on 22 September. The Secretary
approved them and accordingly deferred the IOC date for

56. (C) WSg, DCPG to SeeDef, 132118Z Jun 67, JCS IN
76886, S-GP 3) Msg, DCPG to SecDef et al., 7 Sep 67,
JCS IN 66612, JMF 911/321 (7 Sep 67).” ~— . i

57. (S-GP 4) Memo, CINCPAC to JCS, 14 Jul 67, Encl to
JCS 2471/27, 20 Jul 67; (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 16
Aug 67, Encl to JCS 2471/27-1, 18 Aug 67; JMF 911/321 (9 Jan
g7 se%§7. (TS-GP 1) Interv, author with SEA Br, J-5, 0CJCS,

Apr .
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however, approve the opening of Nam Phong Air Base but

suggested that aircraft planned for deployment there should
be shifted to Korat and Nakhon Phanom or some other suitable
base. Program 4 was revised to include the approved forces.

‘A later reevaluation by the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff persuaded

the Secretary of Defens% to approve the 419 Army spaces he
had previocusly deleted. 3 :

On 8 June the Joint Chiefs agaln reemphasized their
views of 22 February. They recommended that if the Secre-
tary decided to execute the plan CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV
be given maximum flexibility in the employment of PRACTICE
NINE resources. The Chalrman, again dissenting from the
earlier views of his colleagues, recommended simply that
COMUSMACV be authorized to ut%ﬁize PRACTICE NINE resources
in accordance with his needs.

The Secretary of Defense on 13 June finally expanded
his approvals of 6 March and 8 April to include autheoriza-
tion to employ resources earmarked for the PRACTICE NINE
strong point obstacle sector 1n the executlon of the MACV
plan of 26 January. But the decision came too late to permit
material to arrive iIn SVN in time for construction to be com-
pleted by the IOC date. Meanwhile, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had directed deployment of certain forces associlated with the
antl-infiltration capability. In addition, the GVN had been
appro%ghed, and US forces were assisting the ARVN in clearing
land.

That same day, 13 June, the name PRACTICE NINE was
dlscontinued because of a partial compromise and was re-
placed by ILLINOIS CITY until 15 July, when it became DYE
MARKER. Still later, on 7 September, following the public

-

53. (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 22 Apr 67, Att to
JCS 2471/11-2, 28 Apr 67; (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS,
8 May 67, Att to JC3 2471/11-3, 10 May 67; same file.
(TS-GP 3% JCSM-400-67 to SecDef, 15 Jul 67, (derlved from
JCS 2471/11-5); (S-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 25 Jul 67,
Att to JCS 2471/11-6, 27 Jul 67; same file, sec 7.

54, (TS-GP 3) JCSM-322-67 to SecDef, & Jun 67, Encl A
to JCS 2471/3-9, Jun 67, same file, sec 7.

55. (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 13 Jun 67, Att
to JCS 2471/3-10, 16 Jun 67, JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67). . .
(TS-GP 3) Memo, DCPG to SecDef, 23 May 67, Encl B to JCS
2471/3-9, 8 Jun 67, same file. (TS-GP IT Interv, author
with SEA Br, J-5, 0JCS, 3 Apr 69. :
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plan that were intensified, according to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, by the urgent schedule demanded by the 1 November
I0C date.50

The Jolint Chiefs also noted that the required additive
resources included 5,444 personnel, 47 fixed-wing alrcraft
and 24 helicopters, and funding totaling $22.3 million.
Additional funds of approximately $2.5 million would be
required in the PRAIRIE FIRE account administered by the
Navy for the initlal one-year period. They were becoming
increasingly concerned, the Joint Chiefs of Staff saild,
over the avallablllity of funding to support the PRACTICE
NINE requirements.bl

In 1light of all these problems, the Jolnt Chilefs
recommended to the Secretary of Defense that the execution
of the plan be delayed until approximately 1 April 1968,
when the capablilities of the new equipment under develop-
ment would have been more fully proven and the inherent
risks in the program lowered. They also recommended that
immediate steps be taken to obtain approvals needed for
PRACTICE NINE construction and operational concepts, and
for expansion of PRAIRIE FIRE operations; that required
forces be approved for planning as additive to Program 4;
and that the required funds be designated and allocated
immediately.52

The Secretary of Defense was determined to hold to
the 1 November IOC date and to go forward with the pre-
paraticons. On 22 April he inltiated action with the
State Department for negotiations with the governments of
Laos and Thalland to obtain the approvals needed for
PRACTICE NINE basing and for concurrences in the required
expansion of area and scope for PRAIRIE FIRE operations.
He also took steps to determine ‘required additional costs,
and to prepare resources needed to support the plan.

About two weeks later the Secretary, after deleting 1,368
Air Force and 419 Army transportation personnel spaces,
approved for planning purposes the deployment of the forces
recommended by the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff. He did not,

50. (T3S-GP 3) JCSM-204-67 to SecDef, 17 Apr 67
(derived from JCS 2471/11-1), JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67 sec 6.

51. Ibid.

52. Ibid.
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force inflltration into difficult terrain, and demoralize
porters and soldiers. Under the alr-supported system,

denial weapons would be seeded in areas of known infiltra-
tion routes and where the terrain permlitted ease of access.
There would be a selective use of sensors to locate activity,
to detect when seeded areas had been breached, to identify
additional areas requiring seeding, and to pinpoint targets
for air strikes. There would be a c08§tant shifting of
interdiction points and seeded areas.

Located at Nakhon Phanom, Thalland, would be the
Infiltration Surveillance Center (ISC), within VHF/UHF
range of airborne EC-121 monitor aircraft to receive and
act upon any sensor information or detconations in the
minefields. That center would also pass along to the
Seventh Air Force any strike request. To meet the stated
operatlional date of 1 November 1967, COMUSMACV recommended
Immediate funding aﬁtion so that necessary construction
could be initiated.49

The Jolnt Chlefs of Staff, in thelr evaluation of
the plan, agreed with COMUSMACV that any increase in efforts
to inhibit and interdict infilltration should involve
Intensifying current programs as well as combining them
with new programs of proven effectiveness. The Joint
Chiefs pointed out that, in order to meet the IOC date,
the alr-supported plan assumed that all of the component
and subsystem development then under way would proceed
without delay; that the governments of South Vietnam, Laos
and Thalland would approve the concept and its assoclated
risks to friendly forces and clvilians; that authorization
would be given to conduct PRAIRIE FIRE operations in the
PRACTICE NINE area and to base in and operate from Thalland
as well as from South Vietnam; that the government of
Thailand would agree to expanslon offair base facilities
at Nam Phong, Nakhon Phanom, and Ubon, as well as to the
construction of additional Army logistic support facilities
at various locatlions in Thalland; and that funding authoriza-
tion and political clearances for construction and communi-
cations expansion could be obtained immediately. There
were many other risks and problems associated with the

45, Ibid.
49, Tbid.
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In the meantime the MACV staff had been preparing fthe
PRACTICE NINE Air-Supported Anti-Infiltration Plan, which
was forwarded on 11 March to CINCPAC and on 3 April to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. This plan was designed to comple-
ment the strong point obstacle system described in the
earlier MACV plan, and to augment existing anti-infiltration
programs through the selectlve use of specialized munitions,
sensors, and related equipment then under development. A
portion of the alr-supported system would be established
in western Quang Tri Province until the ground-supported
obstacle system could be extended to the Laotian border.

The alr-supported plan anticipated increased infiltration
activity through Laos as a result of the installation of
the linear capablility across northern RVN. Like its
companion plan, the alr-supported system would make infil-
fration moreugifficult and costly to the enemy but would
not stop it. '

The antivehicle portion of the system was to be opera-
tional by 1 November 1967, but the antipersonnel portion
on that date would simply enter an operational test phase
with a limited capability. It would be upgraded later to
a full operational system 1f tests proved successful.
The antlvehicle portion would be bhased upon anti-infiltra-
tion systems already in operation. US forces had already
demonstrated their ability .to interdict the flow of vehicular
trafflc, but thls would have to be expanded and improved in
the face of the anticipated increase in enemy Inflltration
activlty in Laos. Current operations in the STEEL, TIGER
and TIGER HOUND areas would continue at an equal or greater
intensity to destroy enemy vehicles as far from SVN as
possible. Concurrently, the air-supported antivehicle
plan would concentrate on new or improved techniques,
equlpment, and forces.47 ; ‘
Stopping the infilltration of personnel, on the other
hand, was a far greater problem, i1f not an insurmountable
one when attempted solely from the ailr. It would require
massive quantities of sensors and ordnance. The' goal,
therefore, would be not to stop, but to restrict infiltra-.
tion, inflict casualtiles, disrupt Infiltration patterns,

46. (TS-GP 3) MACV PRACTICE NINE Alr-Supported Anti-
Infiltration Plan, 11 Mar 67,.Encl to (TS-GP 3) Ltr, COM-
USMACV to CINCPAC, 11 Mar 67, Att to JCS 2471/3-3, 4 Apr
67, JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67) sec 5.

47, Ibid. j
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Providing these additlonal forces posed a problem for
the Joint Chlefs of Staff., Selected reserve units could
not be made avallable for the requlrement, and there was
a risk of an unfavorable personnel impact upon the exlsting
overall force structure. To minimize that risk, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff recommended to the Secretary of Defense
that the Army withdraw subordinate units totaling 8,353
personnel from the NATO M+30 reinforcing divisions, which
were slated to deploy within 30 days to Europe in the event
of NATO mobilization. This would enable the brigade force
to close SVN 1n time to meet the IOC date. The Army Chief
of Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations "indicated"
that additional strength authority and funding totaling
$296 million would be required to provide the additive
forces and thelr equipment and to restore the sustaining
base. Readlness dates for these units depended upon a
decislon date not later than 31 March, and any declsion
made subse%uent to that time would bring corresponding
slippage .4 :

The Servlice Chiefs took the opportunity in the memoran-
dum to the Secretary to reiterate thelr earller position
expressed on 22 February, and to recommend that no declsion
be made to 1lncrease anti-infiltration operations along
the DMZ until the second MACV plan, due in April 1967, had
been evaluated. The Chalrman did not concur with the
Service Chiefs, but reitferated his own earlier position.

He did recommend, however, that the Secretary approve the
added forces and thﬁurequired funding as recommended by
the Service Chlefs.

On 8 April the Secretary of Defense approved for plan-
ning purposes the deployment of forces recommended by the
Joint Chlefs of Staff for the llnear _barrler, but he ex-
cepted certaln units totaling 531 pefsonnel that elther
were not considered necessary or would have to be provided
from present MACV resources. The approval increased US
strength in SVN by 7,522, and offshore Nﬁvy strength by.
300, Program 4 was revised accordingly.45 S

03. (TS-GP 1; JCSM-162-67 to SecDef, 23 Mar 67 (derived
from JCS 2471/3-5), JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67) sec 3.

44, Toid. (C-GP 4) CM-2195-67 to SecDhef, 23 Mar 67,
Encl A to JCS 2471/3-5, 17 Mar 67, same file.

45, (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 8 Apr 67, Att to
JCS 2471/3-7, 10 Apr 67, same fille.
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to provide about 23,000 acres and to relocate 13,000 to
18,000 civilians. The plan also required immediate authority
to procure and schedule shipment of construction material

for strong points and bases and additional FY 1967 funding
authority of $13.5 million for specified construction
projects. Another objection to the plan was that the
increased antl-infiltration capability would be in nﬂrth-
eastern SVN where NVN infiltration had been minimal .40

The Chalrman, on the other hand, recommended to Secre-
tary McNamara that he approve the MACV plan. Although he
supported the conclusion of the Service Chilefs regarding
the resources required to implement it, General Wheeler
belleved that the eastern DMZ area represented a potential
corridor for infiltration, and installation of a barrier
would therefore be a prudent acticon. In addition, he
believed it was possible that the level of activity near
the DMZ might require a large diversion of forces to that
area whether the barrier was constructed or not. 1In any
event, plans could always be changed 1f the situation
required 1t. He therefore recommended immediate authority
and funding for improvements to Route 1 and the port at
Hue, a necessary requirement to implement the plan; approval
in principle for the deployment of 7,691 personnel as
additive to Program 4; immediate representation to the
State Department regarding negotiations with the GVN to
acqulre land; and authorization for procurement of materials
for installation of strong polnts and base camps, for de-

livery %n phase with force closure and logistic bulldup
plans.

Secretary McNamara accepted General Wheeler's recom-
mendations, decided that "preparations for the execution of
the . . . plan . . . should go forward as quickly as
possible,” and directed that thefnecessary implementing
actions be taken. This was not a declsion to execute the
plan, but merely to continue preparations to meet the IOC
date in the event such a decision was made. The Secretary
also requested that the Joint Chiefs of Staff furnish recom-

mendatlons for providing the added forces required by the
plan.l2

40. (S) Note to Control Div, 17 Feb 67; (TS-GP 3) JCSM-
97-67 to SecDef, 22 Feb 67, (derived from JCS 2471/3-3)
JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67) sec 2.

41. (TS-GP 1) CM-2134-67 to SecDef, 22 Feb 67, Encl A
to JCS 2471/3-3, 18 Feb 67, same file.

k2. (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 6 Mar 67, Att to
JCS 2471/3-U4, 7 Mar 67, same fille.
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COMUSMACV estimated that the linear barrier ultimately
would have to be manned by a division, an armored cavalry
regiment, and necessary supporting units. He assumed that
maximum support would be provided by combat, combat service,
and combat service support forces already in the area.

An infantry brigade of 4,460 personnel plus augmentations
totaling 3,231 men would be required initiallg and would
be the filrst increment of the division force. 7

General Westmoreland pointed out that even if his
command was reinforced by the necessary units, substantial
MACV forces would have to be diverted to support the plan,
thereby interfering with current operatlions. He also warned
that the strong point obstacle line was but one of many
antl-infiltration programs and that a proper balance should
be maintained among all of them. These programs, he con-
tinued, would not stop all infiltration, but would make it
more difficult and more costly for the enemy. In that
light, the term "barrier" should be dropped, COMUSMACV said,
since 1t implied an impregnable defense. In order to meet
the proposed 1 November 1967 initial operational cdpability
(IOC? date established by the Starbird plan, immediate
actlion was necessary to provide construction funding, pro-
_cureggnt of materials, and authority to negotiate with the
RVN,

Admiral Sharp, following his review of the MACV plan,
recommended to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that 1t not be
implemented within the time frame envisioned because of
the need for additional forces to construct and man the
obstacle system, the diversion of forces deployed in or
en route to SVN, and the need to maintaln a balance in all
anti-infiltration programs.39

When the Joint Chiefs reviewed the MACV plan they
were unable to agree, and on 22 February forwarded split
views to the Secretary of Defense. The four Service
Chlefs recommended against implementation of the plan.
They noted that it would require a total of 7,691 personnel
above those currently authorized in Program 4, and diversion
of some 11,500 US military and ARVN personnel from current
programs. GVN agreement would have to be obtained in order

37. Ibid.

38, Ibid.

39. [TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS 060820Z Feb 67,
JCS IN 87183, JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67).sec 1.
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Sea near the DMZ westward to the vicinity of Dong Ha
Mountain, some 19 miles inland.3%

The system would consist of a serles of obstacles,
observation posts, strong points, and base areas. The
barbed wilre and minefleld obstacles, equlpped with sensor/

" detector devices, starlight scopes, and searchlights,

would vary in length and wldth and would be placed so as

to deny enemy access to known infilltration routes, provide
early warnling of lntruslon, and compel the enemy to concen-
trate forces by channeling his movements. Eventually the
obstacles would be extended to form a solid line westward,
possibly to the Laotian border. The observation posts

would simply serve to Insure the survelllance of the fixed
obstacles. The strong points would be heavily fortifled
with bunkers and trenches around the perimeters of heli-
copter pads. Each would be bolstered against overhead

fire and would have the necessary communications capabliity
to request and direct alr, ground, and naval fire support.
Each would be manned by up to a reinforced company and would
be provided with automatlc and direct fire weapons and
mortars. The strong polnts would be placed 1n position to
interdict the channelled enemy infiltrators. Adding depth
to the obstacles, the observation posts, and the strong
points would be the base areas, which along with the strong
points would occupy key terraln features and would originate
patrol and fire support. These areas would serve as bases
for forces of less than battallion strength operating from
the strong points, and would hold artillery units that would
be within range of the strong points.35

All civilians would be evacuated from the area 1lmme-
diately in the vicinity of obstacles, strong points, and
forward base areas. Extenslve alr and ground patrolling
would detect intrusion and mailnt&in contact with the popu-
lace 1in surroundlng areas. Tactical air and naval gunfire

" would be avallable on short notice, and aerial reconnais-

sance would be performed. Hellcopters would 1lift mobile
strike forces from gear areas to block penetrations or to
destroy intruders.3 .

34, (TS-CGPF 3) MACV PRACTICE NINE Requirements Plan,
26 Jan 67, Encl to (TS-GP 3) Ltr, CINCPAC to JCS, Ser 00057,

3 Feb 67, Att to JCS 2471/3, 6 Feb 67, JMF 911/321 (9 Jan 67). .

35. Ibid.
36, TIbid.
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Defense approved the Study Group recommendations on 9 and
17 May. The Joint Chiefs of Staff on 22 May directed
CINCPAC to initiate DANIEL BOONE.32

These programs enjoyed some modest success, but the
continuing high rate of 1Infilltration stimulated a search
for more effective counterinfiltration measures. During

1966, despite military oppositlon, the Secretary of Defense
had strongly advocated the construction of an anti-infiltra-

tion barrier (PRACTICE NINE) across the northern part of
Quang Trl Province in SVN, and considerable discussion and

planning had taken place. On 13 January 1967 the President

approved the plan and assigned to it the highest natilonal

priority. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had already requested
that COMUSMACV and CINCPAC submit requirements plans based
on the 22 December project definition plan of Ceneral

Starbird, who was the Director of the Defense Communications

Planning Group (DCPG), the body organized by Secretary
McNamara to manage PRACTICE NINE. The plan for a conven-
tional ground-supported linear barrier for eastern Quang
Tri Province was due by 10 February, while that for an
air-supporfed barrier westward and into Laos was due by
15 April.33

On 26 January 1967, COMUSMACV forwarded the MACV
PRACTICE NINE Requirements Plan for the linear barrier to
-CINCPAC, who a week later passed it on to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. The purpose of the plan was not only to provide

subordinate MACV commands with broad planning guidance, but
also to provide higher headquarters with concepts and esti-
mated requirements to support the system. The linear strong

point and obstacle system, designed to impede infiltration
and to detect invasion, would extend from the South China

7

32. (TS) Initial Rept, Jt State-Def-CIA Study G
for Cambodia, n.d., JMF 9155 (1 Feb 66) sec 1A. (TS
Ltr, USecState to DepSecDef, 9 May 67; (TS) Memo, ASD -
(ISA) to DepSecDef, 15 May 67; (TS-GP 1) Ltr, DepSecDef
to USecState, 17 May 67; Att to JCS 2343/820-6, 24 May
67. (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 5937 to CINCPAC, 221958Z May 67.
See Ch.35, for earlier developments regarding Cambodia.
33. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 2986 to CINCPAC, 061927Z Jan
67. For the beginning of the story on the anti-infiltra-
tion capability during 1966, see Ch. 35.
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STEEL TIGER and TIGER HOUND areas by USAF, USN, and USMC
aircraft durilng the year averaged 3,219 attack sorties
per month.30

Closely allled to the alr interdictlon programs was
SHINING BRASS, which continued throughout 1967 sending
small teams from SVN to conduct cross-border operations
Into Laos, including reconnalssance operations to confirm
targets for air strikes, and exploltation and support
operations. On 25 Pebruary the Joint Chiefs of Staff
expanded the SHINING BRASS operating zone. The former line
had extended from the southwest corner of the DMZ south
£o the Cambodian border, varying in depth from 5 kilometers
In the north to 20 kilometers in the south. The new line
began at a point on the NVN/Laotian border approximately
30 kilcmeters north of the DMZ and extended south to the
Cambodian border, with a depth variatlion of from 20 kilo-
meters in the north to 30 kilometers near the Cambecdian
border. SHINING BRASS was also renicknamed PRAIRIE FIRE
effective 1 March.3l

A companlon reconnalssance operation to PRAIRIE FIRE
was DANIEL BOONE, a program of clandestine ground recon-
nalssance 1n Cambodia approved on 22 May 1967. The decision
to conduct DANIEL BOONE operations was based on the recom-
mendations of a joint State-Defense-CIA Study Group for
Cambodila, which had been established on 21 December 1966
to consider the problems generated by enemy occupation
and exploitation of Cambodian territory. Among the matters
presented to the Study Group was a JCS recommendation of
19 December that US forces be permitted to pursue enemy
forces with whom they were engaged 1intoc Cambodia. The
Study Group reported in early May, and recommended that
efforts to deal with the problem of enemy forces in
Cambodla be primarily political.® The JCS proposal for
"hot pursult" should not be implemented, the Study Group
- recommended, in order to avold provocative actions which
might jeopardlze political approaches or extend the war
into Cambodla. To obtaln intelligence of enemy activities
in Cambodla, the Study Group recommended the execution )
of DANIEL BOONE operations. The Departments of State and

30, (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, .
I, pp. 438-441, (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History,
1967, II, pp. 660-666.

31. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1967, II,
pp. T41-745. (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 7248 to CINCPAC, 251907Z
Feb 67.  (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 6319 to CINCSAC, et al., 1421232

Feb 67. . ,
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Thailand; 2,020 from the Philippines; 522 from New Zealand;
31 from Nationallst China; and 13 from Spain.28

The Barrier and Other Anti-Infiltration Programs

Without continucus fresh injections of men and materiel
from NVN, the communist insurgency in SVN could not have
been sustalned. At the beginning of 1967 infiltration
from NVN to SVN was estimated by US intelligence agencles
to be rumming at a rate of about 3,000 men per month.
Curtailment of the flow of men and supplies from NVN into
SVN became, therefore, a major obJective of US strategy.
ROLLING THUNDER had as one of its maln purposes the inter-
diction of men and supplles moving through NVN on their
way to SVN, while the companlon interdiction programs STEEL
TIGER and TIGER HOUND attacked the part of this supply and
reinforcement movement that passed through ILaos.

The STEEL TIGER program during 1967 was marked by a
relaxation of previous restraints which had reguired air-
craft to avold populated areas and thus had inhibited the
maximum use of alr power in Laos. In early 1967 authori-
ties refined the STEEL TIGER operating guldelines and
created four zones withlin the panhandle of Laocs. Zone I,
adjacent to the SVN border, was designated as a "TIGER
HOUND Speclal Operating Area,” in which armed reconnais-
sance was permitted against all roads, tracks, paths, and
rivers, and alr strlkes were permitted against all enemy
activity. In Zone II, Jjust to the west and north of the
first zone, STEEL TIGER armed reconnaissance was permitted
day or night against targets of opportunity located within
200 yards of a motorable trail or road. Other targets 1n
this zone could be struck under certgin special clrcumstances.
In Zone III, still further west and riorth, all strikes
had to be under positive FAC or M3Q radar control. Zone
IV, Includling approximately the western half of the Laotian
panhandle, was a STEEL TIGER controlled zone in which all
strikes required approval of the US Ambassador to Laos as
well as positive FAC control. The combined efforts in the

28. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1967,
II’ Pp. 5 8-569-

29. (S-NOFORN-GP 1) DIA/JCS, "Southeast Asia Military
Fact Book," Jul 67, p. A-85.
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Reinforcement of Free World Military Assistance Forces

Reinforcements for FWMAF contingents in SVN continued
to arrive during the last half of 1967 and the early months
of 1968. By September all the Australian, New Zealand,
and Thail forces offered by the respective governments the
previous winter had arrived in the country.

During July the ROKFV was swelled by about 3,000
troops--a Marine battalion, miscellaneous small Army units,
and an 1lncrease to cover patilents 1n hospltals. The
provision of these forces by the ROK was the result of a
vislt by the ROK Minister of Defense to Korean forces in
SVN in December 1966. Highly impressed by what he saw,
the Minister urged his government to deploy additional
forces to SVN. Because of approaching elections, however,
the ROK government took no action until April 1967, at
which time 1t proposed a package Ilncrement to provide
these additional forces. Negotiatlons followed between
US and Korean representatives, leading to an agreement on
17 June under which the US Government would fund completely
the augmentation in the same manner it had funded the ROK
forces provided in 1966.

Addltlonal Free World forces were promised during
October. On 16 October the New Zealand Government announced
it would deploy an additional infantry company (150-170
men) to SVN. The next day the Australian Government de-
clared 1ts 1lntention to reinforce its forces in SVN by
1,700 men comprising an infantry battalion and a tank
squadron. .Subsequently the addition of a helicopter unit
and a small naval aviation contingent brought the total
to 1,978. These Australilan and New Zealand offers were
in response to requests made on behalf of President Johnson
by Mr. Clark Clifford and Generaf Maxwell Taylor during
visits to the two countrles in July. The New Zealanders
and the Australlan infantry battallion arrived in SVN in
mid-December. The remalning Australlian units did not
arrive until February and March 1968.27 -

At the end of 1967, FWMAF in RVN numbered 60,531--
47,802 from Korea; 6,715 from Australia; 2,205 from

27. (LTS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command Histo 196
I, pp. 252-266. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History,
1967, II, p. 56T7. .
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To forestall an enemy attack, General Westmoreland
rapidly moved flve additional US battallons--two from the
1st Cavalry Division and three from the 173rd Airborne 1
Brigade-~lnto the area and launched preemptive attacks in
the vicinlty of the town of Dak To. Contact with enemy ,
forces dug 1n on Jungle-clad heights was quickly made, and (
a series of viclous firefights followed. After repeated
assaults, US and ARVN forces succeeded in selzing the key
helghts and drlving most of the enemy back across the border )
into Cambodla. Casualties on both sides were heavy: US, (
289 KIA; ARVN, 73 KIA; enemy, 1,222 KIA.23

The enemy objective, as revealed by a captured docu- [
ment, was to annihilate a major US unit, thereby drawing -
US troops away from the coastal areas and exposing the
pacification efforts to enemy attack. This effort was at (
least partilally successful, for the 1lst Cavalry Division's
Operation PERSHING, after early successes, became essen-
tially a holding action after the rﬁdeployment of two of
its battalions to the border area.Z2

Operations in the other CTZs continued, meanwhile,
at much their previous pace throughout the remainder of
the year. 1In I CTZ the Marines continued search-and- -
destroy missions in the northern part of the Zone under
the nicknames KENTUCKY, LANCASTER, SCOTLAND, and NEOSHO.
Fighting during these operations consisted largely of
small-unlt engagements. In the southern part of the Zone,
Army forces conducted Operatlions WHEELER and WALLOWA
against the 2nd NVA Division, and inflicted heavy casual-
ties upon it and prevented it from interfering with the
rice harvest. In III CTZ, alsc, search-and-destroy opera-
tions continued. Operations SARATOGA and YELLOWSTONE
succeeded KOLE KOLE, BARKING SANDS and DIAMOND HEAD.
The CORONADO operatlions continued in IV CTZ.25

During 1967 friendly forces suffered casualties total- (
ing 23,199 KIA and 93 g91 WIA, Enemy losses during the.
year were 88,104 KIA.2 A

23. Ibid. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History,
196!: I, pp. 378"379- '
24, (TS-NOFORN=GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,
I, p. 375.
25. Ibld., pp. 363-367, 393-394, and 396-398. )
26. [S-NOFORN-GP 3) Combat Analysis Group, J-3, -
"Statistical Digest of Military Developments in Southeast _ N
Asia," CAG Statistical Series, vol I, No. 7, 3 Feb 69. :




T (=

On 2 October, in ancther move designed to provide
more effective fire support to forces deployed near the
DMZ, the Joint Chlefs of Staff, acting on a request {rom
CINCPAC, recommended to the Secretary of Defense that he
delegate to them, for further delegation to CINCPAC and
CINCSAC, authority to approve ARC LIGHT strikes 1n southern
NVN up to 170 degrees north latitude. The Secretary
approved the recommendation on 28 November.20

Actlon on General Westmoreland's other requests was
also speedlily taken. Two destroyers and a cruiser of the
SEA DRAGON force were diverted to augment naval gunfire
operations 1in. the DMZ, and a ftarget acquislitlion battery
was ordered to SVN to arrive about 15 October. 1In the
research and development fleld, the minlimum safe separa-
tion distance of MK-36 Destructors was determined to be
100 feet on land and 50 feet in the water. Investigations
were continuing on operational problems concerning their
use. In the meantime, CINCPAC was planning additional
seedings of the weapons. Research 1In target acquisition
of concealed artillery pleces had been in progress and was
continuing, but no new types of equipment were expected
to be operational before August 1969.21

Enemy Pressure on the Cambodian Border

The artillery duels around Con Thien had hardly sub-
sided when enemy forces massing on the Cambodian border
in II CTZ presented a threat of 1lnvaslion from that quarter.
During October, COMUSMACV reported, there were ominous
signs of an enemy bulldup in this area which reached
critical proporftions in November. On 2 November COMUSMACV
estimated that four North Vietnamese regiments totallng
approximately 9,000 men were masSed astride the border in
preparation for offensive action in Kontum Province.22

20, (8-GP 3) JC38M-532-67 to SecDef, 2 Oct 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/157); (S-GP 3). Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 28 Nov 67,
Att to JCS 2472/157-1, 30 Nov 67; JMF 912/323 (11 Sep 67).

21. (TS-GP 3) CM 2668-67 to SecDef, 28 Sep 67, JMF
911/321 (27 Sep 67T). ~

22. (S) Msgs, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 160113Z Dec 67,

JCS IN 75000, and 120100Z Nov 67, JCS IN 12346,

T
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of Staff with a copy of the assessment he had supplied.

It concluded that a surge in sorties could begln immediate-
1y and attain the 1,200 level by the end of December with-
out a major relocaticon of major forces or an unacceptable
degradation of SIOP capability. However, an increase in
MK-82 and MK~117 bomb production would be required. On

the basis of this assessment Secretary McNamara had recom-
mended to President Johnson an immediate surge in ARC

LIGHT sorties to 1,200 per month, a level that could be
reached by January or February.l8

General McConnell recommended that his memorandum be
" acted upon by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On 14 October
they completed their review of the problem and forwarded
a memorandum to Secretary McNamara recommending the con-
tinuation of the existing 800 sorties per month but with
forces capable of a rapid increase to 1,200 sorties per
month if required. This "surge” capabllity was to be
attained by stationing an additional 9 B-52s on Guam,
earmarking an additlonal 19 to begln movement to Guam on
72 hours' notice, constructing the necessary base facili-~
ties for them at Guam and U Tapao, and prepositioning
support equlpment at both bases. An increase in bomb
production would also be required. The Joint Chilefs of
Staff recommended, 1n addition, increasing the number of
B-52s permanently stationed at U Tapao from 15 to 30.
This was an economy measure, calculated to save $3.5
million per month by eliminating flights from Guam and
flying all ARC LIGHT sorties from U Tapao. The Secretary
of Defense, on 10 November, approved the concept for
providing a surge to 1,200 sorties and the proposal to
base additional B-52s at g Tapao. However, he reduced
the number from 30 to 25,19

-
A

18. {TS-GP 3) CSAFM R-10-67 to JCS, 4 Oct 67, Att
to JCS 2472/166, Oct 67; (8) Note to Control Div,.
"Increase in B-52 Sorties to 1200/Month," 4 Oct 67;
JMF 907/323 (4 Oct 67).

19. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-55-4-67 to SecDef, 14 Oct 67
(derived from JCS 2477/166-5); (TS-GP 4) Memo, SecDef
to SecAF, CJCS, ASD(ISA), 10 Nov 67, Att to JCS 2472/
166-7, lﬂ Nov 6T7; same file.
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Early arrival of all the major combat units authorized
under Program 5--the 11lth Infantry Brigade and the remain-
der of the 10lst Airborne Dlvision--would facilitate the
conduct of planned operations, General Westmoreland con-
cluded.l1l5

Admiral Sharp informed the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
1 Cctober that he concurred 1ln General Westmoreland's
assessments and requests of 27 and 28 September for rein-
foreclng actions by higher authority.l6

Actlons Teoc Strengthen USMACV

The authoritles 1in Washington lost no time in acting
on General Westmoreland's proposals. The request for
accelerated deployment of the 11lth Infantry Brigade and
the remainder of the 10lst Alrborne Division was taken
under consideratlon by the Department of the Army, and,
after a restudy of the problems involved, Secretary Resor . '
recommended to Secretary McNamara that both units be . b
deployed by alr to SVN during December, Mr. McNamara
on 21 October approved the request for early movement of
the remainder of the 10lst Airborne Division and on 6
November the request for early movement of the 1lth Infan-
try Brigade.l7

The request for an increase in ARC LIGHT to 1,200
sorties per month recelved equally speedy consideration.
On 4 October General McConnell informed the Joint Chiefs
of Staff that Secretary McNamara had requested of the
Alr Force an assessment of 1ts capabllity to attain the
desired rate. General McConnell furnished the Joint Chiefs

-

15. (TS-GP &) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 281500%
Sep 67, JCS IN 14370.

16. (TS-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JC3, 010608Z Oect 67,
JCS IN 19184,

17. (S-GP 4) Memo, SecA to SecDef, 16 Oct 67, Att to
JCS 2472/153-2, 17 Oct 67; (S-GP 4) Memo, SecA to SecDef,
20 Oct 67, and (S~GP 4) Memo, SecDef to SecA, 21 Oct 67,
Att to JCS 2472/153-3, 23 Oct 67; (S-GP 4) Memo, Sech to
SecDef, 31 Oct 67, Att to JCS 2472/153-4, 1 Nov 6T7; (S- .
GP 4) Memo, SecDef to SechA, 6 Nov 67, Att to JCS 2472/
153-5, 8 Nov 67; JMF 911/375 (16 Sep 67).
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Secretary of Defense in Juiy; accelerate the issue of
M-16s to ARVN units; and intensify research and develop-
ment methods to locate concealed artillery pieces.l3

Even as these messages and memoranda were being
written, action was already in train that would ease the
situation not only on the DMZ but also throughout SVN.

On 22 September Secretary McNamara had approved Secretary
of the Army Resor's request to move ahead the deployment
of the headquarters group and one brigade of the 101lst
Alrborne Division from February 1968 to December 1967.14

On 28 September General Westmoreland explained to
Admiral Sharp the changes in USMACV plans and force de=-
ployment projections resulting from the accelerated move-
ment of the 101st Alrborne Division and the heavy enemy
pressure on the DMZ., One of his major objectives for
fall and winter had been to relleve the 1st Cavalry Divi-
sion in Binh Dinh Province of ITI CTZ and commit it to.
successlve countrywlde offensive operations: PHOENIX to
eliminate the enemy's Military Region 6; SANTA FE to
destroy the 5th VC Division; SAN ANGELO to disrupt Military
Region 10; and YORK to clean out the Do Xa. Other major
objectives had been to reinforce I CTZ to the extent possi-
ble wifhout unduly retarding operations elsewhere, to move
additional elements of the 9th Infantry Division to the
delta, and to reinforce III CTZ for maJjor operations to
drive the enemy away from populated areas,

These plans had been based on freeing the lst Cavalry
Division to reinforce II FFORCEV in early December, a
move made impractlicable by the heavy enemy pressures on
the DMZ. The early arrival of the 101st Alrborne Division
would permit scheduled operatlons to proceed but with
different unit assignments. The 1st £avalry Division
would not deploy to I CTZ, while the 101st Ailrborne Divi-
sion would replace it in II CTZ.

. Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 9056 to Actg CJC
27043%2 sé£8%75 %EJCS File 091 %f%é%am_Sep 6%. 5

14, (S-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to Secd, 22 Sep 67, Att
to JCS 2472/153-1, 25 Sep 67; (S-GP 4) Memo, SecA to
SecDef, 16 Sep 67, Att to JCS 2472/153, 21 Sep 67; JMF
911/375 (16 Sep 67).
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In the current situation, General Westmoreland said
he felt it to be unwlse to increase the forces north of
Route 9. He had accordlngly taken several steps: stopped
the installation of the anti-infiltration barrier and put
resources earmarked for 1t into lmmediate hardenlng of
combat bases and strong points north of and along Route 9;
started emergency construction of an airstrip and logisti-
cal base near Quang Trl City out of range of artillery
across the Ben Hal Rlver; persuaded the Scuth Vlietnamese
JGS to contribute two alrborne battalions to the forces
constructing and manning the strong points north of Dong
Ha: dilrected CG, III MAF, to conduct operatlons north of
Al Van Pass to take pressure off friendly forces from the
rear and alcong the critical line of communlications; dir-
ected CG, III MAF, to consider thinning out his forces in
forward areas near Con Thien and the Trace (the strip
cleared for installation of the barrier)} as soon as minimum
defensive installatlions could be constructed behind these
positions from whlch survelllance and patrol of the area
could be conducted; and accelerated port development near
Hue as a fall back positlon from Cua Viet.

To permit a shift of III MAF forces north should the
need arlse, General Westmoreland reported he had directed
Lieutenant General Robert E. Cushman to assign full responsi-
bility for the three provinces comprising the southern part
of I CTZ to the Amerlcal Division (formed from Task Force
OREGON on 22 September). Westmoreland reported he had
also directed CG I FFORCEV to be prepared to move forces
into southern I Corps should III MAF forces have to be
redeployed north.

Turning to the areas in which he needed assistance
from higher authorities, General Westmoreland listed the
following: provide an immediate “surge In B-52 sortiles
to the maximum sustalnable rate, with a goal of 1,200
strlkes per month as soon as posslble; 1lnvestigate the
feaslibility of employing 2,000 pound bombs in B-52s; make
a 1llberal allocation of MK-36 weapons for use 1in .the. DMZ
as soon as technical problems were solved; 1lncrease
the number of naval gunfire ships in the DMZ area; provide
flash and sound locator unlts as soon as possible; accel-
erate the deployment of units authorized under Program 5;
approve lncreases in the RVNAF as recommended to the

DO Ry, oon
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On 25 September the Joint Chiefs of Staff referred
General Greene's memorandum to the Joint Staff, but rather
than wait for preparation of a report, they decided to
make an immediate request to Admiral Sharp and General
Westmoreland for information and views on the situation.

A message to that effect, dispatched the same day, requested
"any observations which you would care to offer regarding
measures under way or planned which offer promise in
relieving this situation. . . . 1In particular, are there
any areas in which additional assistance and/or authorities
beyond those now in hand would materially assist you?"12

Replying on 27 September, General Westmoreland con-
fessed that he, too, was concerned over the situation on
the DMZ on two counts: first, because of the high casual-
ties and the ineffectlveness of efforts to suppress fires
into friendly positlons; and secondly, because he feared
the DMZ situatlon would be viewed out of perspective. With
regard to the second count, he polnted out that the casual-
ties for September, while high, were not out of line with
casualtles incurred on other occasions. During July and
August 1966, for instance, forces attempting to drive the
enemy out of positions In Quang Tri Province suffered
monthly casualties of 125 KIA and 488 WIA, and 115 KIA
and HH% WIA respectively.

The fundamental difficulty on the DMZ, Westmoreland
explained, was that the posture of friendly forces there
was defensive, and, around Con Thien, relatively static.

To shift to the offensive in operations limited to the

area south of the Ben Hal River (the demarcation line)
would 1nvite repeated heavy casualtles to attacking -troops
from enemy artillery north of the river. To make a major
comblned attack on these enemy positions from the sea and
across the DMZ was out of the questicon until May or June
because of the weather, even if polltical obstacles could
be overcome. Llmited offensive operations of the raid type,
however, should not be ruled out, and plans for such opera-
tlons were being prepared by CG, III MAF, and Commander,
Seventh Alr Force, for use 1f the situation required it.

12, (TS) Msg, JCS 7987 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV,
25 Apr 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 67. (8) Note to
Control Div, "CMCM-31-67 . . .," 25 Sep 67, JMF 911/321
(22 sep 67). o,
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Although he had assured President Johnson that the
Marines on the DMZ were giving a good account of them-
selves, General Greene was disturbed by the situation there.
On 24 September he addressed a memorandum to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff In which he stated that he considered "the
casualty level currently belng experlenced by the Marines
in the DMZ region 1s too high, considering the operational
benefits received." The maln problem, as General QGreene
saw 1t, was that the friendly forces confronted at a dis-
advantage an enemy who was becoming increasingly skillful
in employlng artillery. The friendly forces were butted
up agalnst the DMZ and unable to get behind the enemy to
cut off supplies or overrun his artillery.

As possible remedies for this situation, the Commandant
of the Marine Corps llsted four alternative courses of
action: the three he had described for President Johnson
plus a proposal to increase the alr and naval gunfire
effort north of the demarcation line. At the present
time, he concluded, the "preferred course of action" was
a combinatlion of two of the four he had listed: namely,
to reinforce forces along the DMZ and continue current
operations, and to lncrease air and naval gunfire north
of the demarcatlion line. To Implement these courses of
action would require a reinforcement of the northern I CTZ
area by at least twqQ regiments, lmprovement in target
acqulisition north of the demarcation line, employment of
the entire ARC LIGHT capability, "several thousand" tacti-
cal alr sortles, and maximum naval gunfire against the
targets acqulred, using the complete range of conventional
weapons 1ncluding MK-36 Destructor, Gravel and Dragon Tooth
AP Mines, and Walleye.

General Greene recommended that the Joint Staff pre-
pare for JCS consideration a memorandum to CINCPAC ex-
pressing the "concern of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding
the situation along the DMZ /and/ their views on possible
courses of action,” and requesting "the development of
appropriate Elans and recommendations to improve the
situation."l R

11. (TS-GP &) CMCM 31-67 to JCS, 24 Sep 67, Att to
JCS 2472/158, same file.
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constructlon of the antl-infiltration barrier system. More l
important would be the psychological impact of a major _

military victory by the enemy over US forces -- a goal the -
enemy had still been unable to achleve more than two years (
after the entry of US forces into combat on a large scale.

_ North Vietnamese bombardment of Con Thilen reached 1ts l
peak during the week of 19-27 September when 3,077 mortar,

artillery and rocket rounds fell on the beleaguered US _
posltion. To counter the enemy bombardment General West- l
moreland assembled one of the greatest massings ~»f firepower

in support of a single division in the history of warfare.

These included 78 B-52 ARC LIGHT strikes, artillery fires,

tactical air strikes, and naval gunfire, These fires, ‘
combined with an active defense and adverse weather condi-

tions apparently dissuaded the enemy from mounting a major

attack. By the end of September the hostile fires had I
substantlally decreased.

US casualtles at Con Thien had, however, been heavy. ]
During the period 1-24 September, enemy artillery, rocket, ol gy
and mortar flre exacted a toll of 196 KIA and 1,917 WIA -
from US forces defending the DMZ. Concerned over the situa- .
- tion, President Johnson, on 21 September, asked the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps, General Wallace M. Greene, Jr.,
for a report. General Greene, the next day, described the
situation for the President as one in which we "faced . .
increasing harassment of our fixed Installations and units
in the DMZ area by artillery, rocket and mortar fire"
compounded by the heavy monsoon rains which severely lmpeded
air support and overland movement.

The Marines were "not supinely enduring," General -
Greene reassured the President, but were actlively countering .
by air, artillery, and infantry patrol actions, all of which
were taking a toll in enemy casualties. Neverthelessf the
situation was "not to our liking," Greene admitted. "It
might be improved,"he pointed out, "by attacking north to -
drive the enemy from positions on the DMZ, increasing forces ;
on the DMZ and continuing present operations, or by with-
drawing fixed defenses southward out of artlllery range and
conducting a mobile defense on the DMZ." All these courses
of action, Greene concluded, were '‘under active consideration
by the Theater Commander and his operational subordinates."O

9. {s) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 10 Oct 67, JCS IN 35776.
10. (TS) Memo, CMC to Pres, "Situation in the Area of the
Vietnam Demilitarized Zone," 22 Sep 67, JMF 911/321 (22 Sep 67).

-y

SobetRORRE.
h5.6




e

Summer Operations In I CTZ2

e

In I CTZ, where General Westmoreland concentrated his
major offensive efforts during the summer months, Marines

and soldiers of the III MAF, Task Force OREGON,

the ARVN,

and ROK Marine Corps engaged in almost continuous
fighting. Along the DMZ, the 3rd Marine Division
Operations BUFFALO, HICKORY II, and KINGIFISHER in
All were characterized by artillery exchanges and

heavy
conducted
succession.
small unit

engagements. A major actlon took place on 8 July during
KINGFISHER when Marlnes routed an enemy force in a bunker
complex within four kllometers of Con Thlen. Desplte the
continuous combat activity, the enemy did not attempt the
anticipated major assault on friendly positions during July
or August. Guerrilla and terrorist attacks, however, remained
at a high level.

In the southern portions of I CTZ, meanwhile, the 1st
Marine Division and Task Force OREGON were also heavlly
engaged. Search-and-destroy operatlons such as COCHISE,
MALHEUR, BENTON, COOK, and WHEELER were typlcal of these
actions. In these engagements, friendly forces were uni-
versally victorlious in terms of favorable casualty ratios
and of driving opposing forces from the fleld. The enenmy,
nevertheless, continued to score successes in interdicting
lines of communications, launching rocket and mortar attacks,
and attacklng 1solated Vietnamese installations. On
balance, however, COMUSMACV estimated that enemy combat
effectivegﬁss south of Route 9 was beilng continually
degraded.

The Enemy Offensive Along the DMZ

In spite of heavy fighting in the area of the DMZ, the
major enemy offensive predicted by General Westmoreland for
June or July had still not developed by the end of August.
Greatly intensiflied bombardment of Con Thilen, beginning 1in
early September, however, marked the start of a strong
effort by the enemy to win a major victory. Con Thien,
situated 2 miles south of the DMZ and 14 miles from the
coast, liles across a key infiltratlon route into the south.
Its 1oss could open the way fer a majJor invasion from the
north by the 35,000 North Vietnamese troops massed in the
area. At the very least, loss of Con Thien would block

8. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 6 Sep 67, JCS IN 63618,

Loimmorm..
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operatlons during July and August, COMUSMACV reported, was
to reduce a "major threat posed by main force elements.”
Local force units andaterrorists, however, remalned active
in the ccastal plain.

In September the enemy shifted hls method of coperation
and pushed major forces down from the mountains toward Tuy
Hoa and Phu Yen, with the apparent objective of selzing the
rice harvest. Vigorous counterattacks by US, ROK, and ARVN
forces thwarted these attempts, inflicting heavy casualties
and drivin% the surviving enemy forces back into the
mountains.

The US 4th Infantry Division and 173rd Airborne Brigade,
-supported by three ARVN battallons, continued to block the
Cambodian border in Operations FRANCIS MARION and GREELY.

The enemy made no effort to cross the border in major force
during the summer months. There were, however, numerous
small-unit engagements in which friendly forces inflicted
heavy casualties on the enemy. Reporting on operations as
of the end of Septemher, COMUSMACV termed military progress -
"modest but steady."

Summer Operatlons in IV CTZ

In IV CTZ, as in the other zones, destruction of enemy
main forces and bases continued to be the primary objectlve
of combat operations. In pursult of these goals, friendly
forces conducted a total of seven operations, each resulting
in more than 50 enemy killed. One operation was of particular
significance because 1t marked the entry of US combat units ‘]

into action in the Zone. On 4 June the Mobile Riverine
Force, conslsting of US Navy TF 117 and a brigade of the US
Oth Infantry Division and supported by various ARVN and VNMC -
units, launched CORONADO, a search-and-destroy operation “]
which, under successive number desigpations, was to contlnue "
for the remainder of the year. There were frequent contacts
with enemy units, the two largest being defeats of battalion-
size forces on 19 June and 29 July. Reporting on conditions

in IV CTZ as of the end of September, COMUSMACV pointed out

that "the enemy situation . . . continues to deteriorate . . . .
Continued GVN pressure, particularly against Viet Cong main
force units and base areas, has affected . . . /thé enemy's/
ablility to significantly deter the_pacification effort and
interdict 1lines of communication.”

~T. (3) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 6 Sep 67, JCS IN 63618, -
58 isi Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 10 Oct 67, JCS IN 35776. ;
b. Ibid. _ =
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September, of which 30,000 bordered key lines of communica-
tion, and another 30,000 were in a former enemy base area.

The results, COMUSMACV reported, were to reduce the effec-

tiveness of VC ambushes and tax collections on the lines of
communication and to inhliblt enemy reoccupation_of base areas
from which he had been driven by combat forces.3

General Westmoreland reported substantial progress 1n
IIT CTZ during the summer months. Recounting operations
conducted during July, he informed Admiral Sharp that 1t was
a "month of heartening progress both in terms of our success
in attaining planned obJectlves and the enemy's failure to
attain his planned objectives." A month later he detected
an improvement in overall security. There was increasing
evidence that enemy main force units were "avolding signifi-
cant contact" and were suffering a decline in morale.
Reporting on operations conducted during September, he noted
that the enemy had "failed to achieve a single significant
victory" and was apparently continuing his policy of avoiding
contact with major forces.

Summer Operations in IT CTZ

The major military obJjectives in II CTZ contlnued, as
in the previous period, to be to destroy or drive enemy main
forces away from the populated coastal regions and to block
incursions by enemy forces from sanctuary areas in Cambodia.
In pursult of the former objective, the US 1lst Cavalry
Division continued Operation PERSHING in the northern coastal
areas of the Zone, whille the ROXKFV launched Operatlon HONG
KIL, DONG 1n the coastal regions to the south. In the latter,
elements of two ROK divisions conducted search-and-destroy
operations against one VC and flve NVA battalions. Follow-
ing an initial contact on 9 July, four ROK battalions
assaulted the obJective area by air to establish support bases
and begin search-and-destroy operations. Airmobille assaults,
supported by alr and artillery, characterized the RCK
offensive.

The 1lst Cavalry Dlvislon, meanwhile, continued PERSHING
search-and-destroy operatlonsg aimed at destruction or dis--
ruption of enemy main force units. Vigorous offensive
actions led to frequent small unit contacts, but the enemy
continued to avold major engagements. The result of these

3. (C-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 2 Qct 67,
JCS IN 21700. . .

iy
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Summer Operations in ITIT CTZ

In III CTZ COMUSMACV set as immediate objectives the
disruption and defeat of enemy offensive actions, harassment
and destruction of enemy main force units, malntenance of
continuous pressure on VC reglonal and local forces, neutral-
ization of enemy base areas, and defeat of enemy efforts to
sabotage the national elections. To thils end, a total of
11 operations, each resulting in killing 50 or more enemy
soldiers, were conducted., Of these 11 operations, 9 were
conducted by US forces and 2 by the ARVN. Two were of
divislon size; the remainder were conducted by brigade-size
forces. Of these operations, five were of more than passing
interest: BARKING SANDS, DIAMOND HEAD, KOLE KOLE, FAIRFAX
and ENTERPRISE,Z2

The first three were search-and-destroy operations of
brigade size and were conducted by the US 25th Infantry
Division. They began in May and continued untll December.
Conducted in three provinces west of Saigon and near the
Cambodian border, they were not particularly impressive in
terms of numbers of enemy killed, but were effective 1n
increasing friendly influence over the countryside. ENTER-
PRISE, a similar operation with similar results, was carrled
out by three battalions of the US 9th Infantry Division in
an area along the Cambodian border Immediately to the south
of that in which the 25th Division was operating. FAIRPFAX,
conducted by the US 199th Light Infantry Brigade, had as
its objective to counter lncreasing VC efforts to reestablish
influence over the villages and hamlets immediately surround-
ing Saligon. Typical operations conducted in FAIRFAX included
night ambush patrols, cordon and search of hamlets -and
villages, small-unit search-and-destroy actlons, and waterway
traffic control activities.

-
A particularly successful measure employed in con-
Junction with the combat operations was the clearing of
vast Jjungle tracts by means of Rome plows. Operating under
the nickname PAUL BUNYAN, speclally equipped combat engineer
teams had cleared 75,000 acres of Jungle by the end of

2. These are the operations singled out for speclal
coverage by the HQUSMACV historian. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1)
COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, I, pp. 382-395.

L
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Chapter 45

MILITARY OPERATIONS IN THE SOUTH
JUNE 1967 - JANUARY 1968

General Westmoreland's Summer Plans

In the months immediately followlng Secretary McNamara's
approval of Program 5, General Westmoreland continued to
press ahead with combat operations designed to attaln the
objectives of the Combined Campailgn Plan. His primary plan
for the months ahead, he reported to Admiral Sharp, was o
take full advantage of the good weather in the northern
proviances of SVN to wage a major offensive in I CTZ through-
out the summer, while preparing to move into the central
highland area of II CTZ if the enemy presented a favorable
target by massing troops. In IITI and IV CTZs General
Westmoreland planned to adjust to unfavorable summer weather
and dispersed enemy positions by limiting operations to a
few selected offensives on a modest scale to keep the
enemy off balance. A major offensive would not be launched
in these two zones untll fall unless an opportunlty arose
to destroy major enemy forces.

The enemy, General Westmoreland reported, was also
planning a "main effort" to start in June or July and had
concentrated hils major forces in the same area where friendly
forces were to make thelr main effort. According to his
calculations, the enemy had up to three divisions In the DMZ
and the equilvalent of two more divislons in the northern
provinces of SVN capable of mounting a coordinated offensive.
Elements of two other divislons were located in the southern
part of I CTZ. In II CTZ elements of flve regiments were
posltioned along the Cambodlian border with the mission to
tie down friendly forces by attackling isolated Special Forces
camps. In III CTZ two dilvisions were deployed in a-manner
that constituted a similar threat to Special Forces" camps
in the northwest and central parts of the Zone. Friendly
forces were disposed 1n an "optimum posture to meet the antic-
ipated enemy thréats." They were "massed against the enemy
major threats" and were "employing economy of force measures”
in other areas. '

1. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, O41216Z Jun 67,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 67. -
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in SVN. . . . A cessation of the bomblng program would make
it possible for the DRV to regenerate its military and
economlic posture and substantially increﬂse the flow of
personnel and supplies from NVN to SVN."43

For their part, the Joint Chiefs of Staff took a more
cautious view. "The bombing of the North coninues to impose
heavy and accumulating pressure on North Vietnam that 1is
contributlng significantly to the achlevement of US military
objectives in South Vietnam," they informed the Secretary of
Defense on 31 January 1968 after reviewing the SEA CABIN
study. They dld not, however, attempt to prediect the results
that might be expected 1if the bombing were halted.l

_ The various analyses by the Joilnt Chiefs of Staff and
the military study groups were of ROLLING THUNDER as it had
actually been conducted. From the outset, however, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the military establishment had been
opposed to the inhibited.and gradual application.of milltary
power forced upon them by politilcal authorities. No doubt
the results would have been different had the military view
prevalled, but the nature and degree of difference are all
but I1mpossible to measure. No study has been located that
attempts to estimate the results that would have been obtained
from an air campaign of the type advocated by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff,

43, (TS-GP 1) 0JCS SEA CABIN Study Group, "Study of the
Political-Military Implications in Southeast Asia of the
Cessation of Aerlal Bombardment and the Inltlation of
Negotiation (S)," 22 Nov 67. _

44, (TS-GP 1) JCSM-62-68 to SecDef, 31 Jan 68 (derived
from JCS 2339/66-3), JMF 907/305 (29 Sep 67) sec 2.
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Among the most skeptlcal was the JASON study prepared
by the Instifute 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 Hanol's
abillty to mount and suppcrt military operations in the South,"
but that "no bombing campalign 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 interdliction of all import
routes into NVN, which was of.course  the major target. f
ROLLING THUNDER as conceived by the Joilnt 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 "deficiencies in data
and methodology do not allow a thorough discussion" of the
question.il

At the opposite extreme, an Air Force study group, with
representatlion from the other Services, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and DIA, concluded that the air campaign had destroyed
or damaged a significant portlon of the enemy's industrial
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
enemy capability to expand his military force in South Vietnam
was drastlcally_curtailed. Had there been no bombing, the
Alr Force study group estimated, 1t would have been possible
for North Vietnam to train and inflltrate sufficient forceﬁ
to attain a total: th South Vietnam of 600,000 by mid-1967.%42

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

bility to undertake sustalned large scale military operations

41, {TS—NOFORN-GP 1) IDA, "JASON, The Bombing of North

Vietnam, (U)," 16 Dec 67.
b2, TSS AFCSA Briefing of Special Study for JCS, "The

Air Campaign Against North Vietnam," 31 Jul 67, JMF 912/323
(31 Jul 67).
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ROLLING THUNDER Pro and Con

T QU

At the end of March, Admiral Sharp made an assessment
of the results obtalned against the officilally approved
ROLLING THUNDER targets. According to thls assessment, 331
out of the 372 authorized targets had been struck and 245 of
them had been destroyed or rendered unusable. Breaking the
l1ist down into target systems, the analysls showed that of
all Jet-capable airflelds in North Vietnam only Gla Iam
remalned unstruck by the end of March. An estimated 65 per-
cent of North Vietnam's electric power capacilty 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 list, 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 listed transportation
targets had been abandoned or rendered unserviceable, although
the enemy, by employing bypass bridges and ferries, had managed
to keep traffic moving on major LOCs. The two key rail lines
from China 1nto North Vietnam--the northwest line from Hanoi
to Lao.Cal, and the northeast line from Hanol to Dong Dang--
were consldered closed or in shuttle status for the entire
first 3 months of 1968. TWﬁnty—two percent of the targeted
Industries were inoperable. 0

Assuming that Admiral Sharp's damage assessments were
accurate, the question remains: how effectively had the
operatlions against North Vletnam achleved thelr objectives?
In broad terms, these objectlives were three in number: to
reduce the inflltration of men and materiel from North to
South Vietnam,and/br to make it more costly; to raise the
morale of the Scouth Vietnamese; and to show the North Vietna-
mese leaders they would pay a price for continued aggression
agalnst South Vietnam. There 18 a 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 remaln so. This results partly from the fact that
avallable 1ntelligence information simply does not provide
the concrete proof needed for an exact tabulation of the
effects of the operations agalnst the North. There were never-
theless a number of attempts at analysis of these operations,
whlch led thelr authors to contradictory conclusions.

B0, [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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On 30 January, the enemy launched simultaneous assaults -

on the major South Vietnamese citles. As a counteraction, the

Joint Chiefs of Staff, on 3 February, recommended replacement

of the Hanol and Haiphong restricted and prohibited:zones by

"control areas" with radii extending 3 and 14-nm respectively

from the centers of the two cities. Control at the Washington

level would be maintained over all strikes in these areas.

Armed reconnaissance missions under exlsting procedures could

then be extended to the remainder of the formerly restricted

and prohiblted 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

ilmportant logistic hubs of Hanol 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 '
subseguently hilt, and authority was given to utilize radar y I‘
systems bombing techniques, little of any significance with s
respect to air operations in North Vietnam had occurred by the - :
end of March. Not only were operations hampered by the weather, P
but operations at Khe Sanh were absorbing much of the air caga- ‘J
bility that would otherwise have been employed against NVN.3 Rt

On 30 March, President Johnson terminated military oper- 5
atlons against North Vietnam north of 209 N thus ending the L
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 P
would be diverted toward the interdiction of materiel and per-
sonnel flowing from.North to South Vietnam and the furnishing
of f%ge gupport fer friendly ground forces in the area of the
DMZ. .

[

7

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, 212233Z Feb 68. .
ETS'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 curtaill the bombing.
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J Chlefs of Staff, warned CINCPAC that such a restrictlon might
soon be forthcoming. He requested CINCPAC to iInstruct his
operational commanders to execute strikes 1n 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 hls concern that an additlon-
al prohibited area would negate "our reasonably successful
N efforts to isolate that port." Hls operatlonal commanders,
said CINCPAC, had just begun to get enough MK~-36 weapons to
accomplish this objective, and 1t was not "satisfactory" to
start seeding 5 mlles from the city. Earller plans had been
made for seeding the Red River near Hanol, but they had been
cancelled when the 5-mile prohibited circle around that city
was directed. This 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- 1t was even more important "that we not have
added restrictions." He saild,

T

We seem determlined to ease the pressure on
the enemy at a time when our long bombing campalgn
1s having a telling effect. The history of ROLLING
THUNDER has been that we always follow a period of
telling effectiveness wlith perlods when we put
restrictions on that give the enemy a chance to
recuperate., Thils, I submit, 1s a costly and inef-
N ficient way to use our tremendous gir power and
R " contributes to lengthening the war.,32

v L @&

On 16 January the President, although he was aware of
CINCPAC's views on the subject, directed the establlishment
E of a 5~-mile prohibited area around Hailphong. He also

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

34 (TS) Memo, NMCC to SecDef, 8 Jan 68, "Alleged Bomb-
] ing of Sovliet Merchant Ship of 4 January 1968"; (TS) Telecon
Ttem, JCS 010/68 to CINCPAC, 1l41720Z Jan 68; OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Jan 68,
35. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 150705Z Jan 68, 0CJCS
_] File 091 Vietnam Jan 68, :
36. (TS-GP 33 Ms%,'Jcs 7402 to CINCPAC, 1622472 Jan 68.
3 (TS) Msg, CJCS COLB9-68 to CINCPAC, Jan 68, 0CJCS File 091
J Vietnam Jan 68.
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CISTRIBUTION COF ATTACK SORTIES
BY ROUTE PACKAGE

*

RPI 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 11,744 48 8 10 7T 2 12 13 2,936
Sep 8,540 56 8 7T 8 3 9 9 1,537
Oct 8,987 41 3 6 11 3 16 20 3,235
Nov 7,268 52 5 7 11 § 7 13 1,454
Dec 5,758 57 8 7 10 &4 7 7 806
1968

Jan 6,359 47 8 11 12 6 8 8 1,017
Feb 3,280 T2 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
Inhlbiting effects of the weather by orderirng a suspension of
all air strikes within 5 miles of the center of Hanoi. The
prohibition was to be in effect for 72 hours, but it was
extended for an addi%ional 72 hours .on 6 January, and indefi-
nitely on 9 January.33

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

L January, while Bé%ding one of the approaches to Haiphong with
MK-36 weapons, a US plane through a map error inadvertently
released its load too soon, in the immedlate vicinity of a
Soviet shlp. The incident led General Wheeler to anticipate
the establishment of a 5 mile prohibited circle around Haiphong
- similar to the one 1in effect around Hénoi. The Chairman, Joint

32. (TS-GP 1) CINCPAC, R : . -
Oct-Dec 67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb g?j 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, 032158Z Jan 68.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6700 to CINCPAC, 062148Z Jan 68, (S) Msg,
CINCPAC to CJCS, 090735Z Jan 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jan
68. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6818 to CINCPAC, 092026Z Jan 68.
(S-GP 1) Telegram, USUN to State, 23234UZ Jan 68, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam Jan 68, '
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targets. In terms of high-value targets struck, the last
part of October and the first half of November marked the most
productive perlod in ROLLING THUNDER hilstory.

This intensifled effort on the part of US pillots called
forth a comparable countereffort by North Vietnam's air
defense system. Between 23 October and 20 November, the
United States lost 48 aircraft in strikes over NVN. Thirty-
nine were shot down over RP VI, clear evidence that the enemy
believed the targets under attack around Hanol and Halphong
were of such value that thelr defense called for a maximum
effort,31

The Bombing Slackens

Beginning In November, the pace of the bombing operations
agalinst 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
far, however, bad weather had the most adverse impact. The
effect on the distribution of sortles in the various route
packages is 1llustrated clearly by the chart below covering
the none-month period from July 1967 through March 1968. It
1s readily 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, 1.e., iIn RP VI A and VI B, where the -
high-value targets requlring 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 pllots struck targets
closer to South Vietnam In RP I through IV. Consequently,
owing to bad weather in December,7both the number and percent-
age of sortlies in RP VI A and VI B were low. Thls unfavorable
weather continued through January, IFebruary, and even March,
making these months the least productive of any quarter in
thg previous two years; worse by far than the same quarter in
1967.

31. (S) Memo, DepDir for Ops, NMCC to SecDef, "Aircraft
Losses over North Vietnam, 17-20 November 1967," 20 Nov 67,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Nov 67.
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followed by the seeding of the river at that point to disrupt
ferry, barge, and boat trafflc, Hopefully this disruption
would create lucrative targets as the supplies backed up
walting to cross the river. It took only three days for
ROLLING THUNDER pilots to hit the bridges and the power plant.
Most of the other targets authorized by the President on 23
QOctober were got struck until November; some not at all
during 1967.2

The President authorlzed 17 new targets in the Hanoi
and Halphong areas on 8 November, The targets included
certain facillities at Bac Mal Alrfield near Hanoi, 3 Hanoil
and 3 Haiphong shipyards, restrikes of 4 railroad yards, and
6 other new targets--1 railroad 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 i1n
the Hanoil and Haiphong areas.

Also on 8 November, an important new weapon was added to
the arsenal belng 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 1In effect, which limited mining to the
area south of 200:N,30 _

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 prevfous July had pilots
been given suth freedom, and never had they had more critical

28. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACAF, et al., 2522487 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.

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

(S-GP 4) J-3 Briefin% Sheet for :CJCS, "JCS 2343/751-1,"
21 Dec 66 JMF 9155.3 (7 Dec (8) Msg, JCS 2729 to
CINCPAC, 14 Apr 67; (TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS 2385 to CINCPAC,
0823432 Nov 67, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Nov 67.
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The Suspension 1s Lifted

]
]
]

Although the MIG attacks and other elements of the
North Vietnamese alr defense system impeded the air campaizn
against North Vietnam, President Johnson's suspension of

. authority to strike targets within the 10~-nm Hanol prohibited

zone was an even greater handlicap to effective alr operations.
Orginally set for the period 24 August through 4 September,
the suspension had been indefinitely extended on 1 September,
Alarmed at. the prospect of an indefinite suspenslon at 2 time
when the days of good flying weather were rapidly dwindling,
CINCPAC on 20 September urgently recommended to the Jolnt
Chiefs of Staff that the suspension be lifted. The following
day, the Chairman, with the suppecrt of the other members of
the Joint Chilefs of Staff, urged Secretary McNamara to approve
CINCPAC's recommendation and, further, to authorize attacks

on fifteen speciflc targets within the 10-nm Hanol prohiblted
zone. In this attempt, General Wheeler was unsuccessful .2

General Wheeler agaln appealed without avall to Secretary
McNamara on 4 October for a cancellation of the suspension
around Hanol and authorilty to strike a total of 25 targets
around Hanol and Haiphong. Two days later, the Presldent
approved 7 new targets in the Haiphong 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 Qctober President Johnson lifted the suspension
and authorized 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 Hanoil

prohibié%d area, 1including 5 that had not previously been
struck. |

rF
On 25 October CINCPAC gave the Doumer Railroad/Highway
Bridge the highest strlke 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-
091 Vietnam Sep 67. -
26. (TS-GP 3) CM-2676-67 to SecDef, 4 Oct 67, OCJICS File

091 Vietnam Oct 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 8239 to CINCPAC,
061826Z Oct 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9045 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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Another US plane was downed by MIGs on 16 September.
By that time the North Vietnamese had increased 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-
lze strikes and restrikes agalnst 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 certain visiting dignitaries in Hanotl.

On 4 October, General Wheeler made another unsuccessful appeal
for authority to strike the MIG base.2

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 1t 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
followed up with smaller efforts/on .the two succeeding days.
Three MIGs were destroyeﬂ, three were damaged, and the runway
was made unserviceable.? -

22, (TS-GP. 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS; 210028Z Sep 67, JCS
IN 90642, (TS) CM-26%0-67 to SecDef, 22 Sep 67, 0CJCS 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, 2621097 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, o o

24, (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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suspension on previously approved targets around Hanoi and
permission to strike Phuc Yen Airfield. As a result, actilon
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 Phuce
Yen airfield because recent engagements had made it "appar-
ent that the enemy has decided to use these alreraft 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 Chalr-
man to support the request and urge 1ts approval upon the
Secretary of Defense. Secretary McNamara objected, however,
on the grounds that the Unlted States would lose more planes
than it destroyed in an attack on Phuc Yen, and that the con-
tinuing attacks needed to keep the fleld closed would result
in the loss of more planes than would otherwise be lost to ﬁﬁ%l
MIGs 1if operations from the field continued.20 N

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 with other attacks but these would be merely
periodic attacks of harassment. He belleved that the MIGs
could be forced to operate from CHICOM bases, where they would
be less effectlive. As for the risk that charges of escalation
might be raised, CINCPAC felt that thils was a danger no matter
which targets in North Vietnam were pilcked 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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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 Hailphong could clear
4,300 short tons per day as compared with 9,700 the previous
May. The North Vietnamese were now forced to stockpille
supplies and to transport them to Hanol mainly by 1inland
waterways. Faster movement of supplles out of Haiphong would
depend upon North Vietnamese abiléty to restore the Halphong
and the Kien An highway bridges.l

Meanwhile, the campaign against North Vietnamese sea-
ports was expanded as the result of an authorization by
Precsident 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 Jolint Chiefs
of Staff had been opposed to attacks on Cam Pha and Hon Gail.
They felt that actlion against the two ports should be defer-
red until NVN, as a result of attacks against the Haiphong
port, began using them for imporfs and coastal traffic.
ROLLING THUNDER pilots struck Cam Pha Port with 31 sorties
on 10 September, infllicting 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 railrcad yard at Cam Pha, in
-epite of the presence of foreign shipping. But the Joint
- Chiefs of Staff were concentrating th€ir efforts on securing
more 1lmportant authority, notably a relaxation of the

17. iTS-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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General Wheeler agreed that the plan would make 1t
possible to "apply a considerable constriction to the exits
from the port area.” But to bring about the actual isolation
of the two cilties 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 Hailphong. The Chalrman asked CINCPAC his views on
the Air Force plan.ib

Admlral 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 llines of the Alr Force plan.
The concept proposed by the Chief of Staff, Alr Force, was
gound, CINCPAC sald, and 1t would pile up carge 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. 1In order to implement the
plan during good weather, Admiral Sharp requested immedilate
authority to conduct strikes against the targets in the
prohibited zone and to conduct armed reconnalssance missions
in the 10-nm restricted zone. On 6 August, he submitted a
further request for the removal of bombing restraints:
authorlty to strike 19 targets In the Hanol restritcted 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. Meanwhlle, CINCPAC, on 5
August, facllitated bombing attacks in the Haiphong area by
removing his own restrigtion concernlng strikes wlithin the
10-nm restricted zone.l

President Johnson did not 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,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67. L

16. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 030123z Aug 67; (TS-GP 3)
Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 0502447 Aug 67; OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
Aug 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and CINCPACAF,
0522347 Aug 67, JCS IN 95324, (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to
JCS, 062347Z Aug 67, JCS IN 96713. .
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progress we have made thus far in obtaining increased strike
authorizations and outstanding results agtained thus far,
must not be jeopardized," said CINCPAC.

’

Qperations Against the Ports

While attacks against the buffer zone targets reduced
somewhat the flow of war materiel into North Vietnam, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were convinced that the movement of
supplies through the port of Halphong 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 materilals 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 clty and gradually moving inward toward the
center of the main dock area, But bg August the target
elements had not yet been approved

In the meantime, the Chief of Staff, Air Force, developed

an alfernative plan for isolating Haiphong. This plan would

"place an in-depth concentrated interdiction ring around the
Port of Halphong 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, 1nc1uding the area beyond a

14 mile radius from the center of Halphong 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 vridges, 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.l

12, (ST Msg, CJCS 7125 to CINCPAC, 30 Aug 67; (TS) Msg,
CINCPAC to CINCPACAF and CINCPACFLT, 260002Z Aug 673 0CJCs
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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Admiral Sharp submitted an expanded list of targets in the
buffer zone, Thils 1ist was reduced to 10 by the Joint Stafrf

and was approved by President Johnson on 9 August.lo ?

The approved buffer zone targets included four railroad
bridges, flve railrocad yards and sldings, and the Port Wallut
Naval Base. In strilking these targets, ROLLING THUNDER forces
were authorized to attack rolling stock located to the south
of the Lang Son Raillroad/Highway Bridge. Pllots were
instructed to destroy locomotives, rolling stock, and supplies.
They were cautloned not to cross the CHICOM border or.to
take undue risk In the hazardous airspace contlguous to the
targets. The Presldent authorized maximum use of the WALLEYE
weapon against the bridges. Strikes were to be spaced out to
avold charges of escalation. By 5 September, the President
had authorlzed 9 additilonal targets in the_buffer zone,
including 8 bridges and 1 railroad siding.ll

In authorizing one target on 30 August, the President
cautloned against Intruslons Into Communist China's air space.
Barlier 1n 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 violatlons 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, CJCS 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, 171459Z
Aug 67. (TS-GP 3) Ms%, JCS 5073 to CINCPAC, 301356Z Aug 67.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 5480 to CINCPAC, 052113Z Sep 67. (TS-GP 3)
Msg, JCS 5073 to CINCPAC, 301356Z Aug 67. (TS) Memo, CJCS
to SecDef, "RT," 30 Aug 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 67.
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"CINCPAC had requested on 3 June that buffer zone targets
‘be added to the target 1llst, and on the 29th he had appealed
unsuccesafully for authority to conduct: specific strikes.
During the early part of July, Admiral Sharp refined hls 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 agalinst buffer zone targets. Sub-
mitted to General Wheeler on 29 July, thils plan called for an
initlal 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 civillan casualties.

General Wheeler replied to Admiral Sharp the same day,
stating he had tentatlively selected 13 targets from the CINCPAC
1ist of 24 to recommend to the Secretary of Defense. Before
making these recommendations, however, the Chalrman requested
further views from CINCPAC on the targeting concept. Specifi-
cally, General Wheeler questioned the value of brldges as
targets since they were so hard to hit. He favored destroying
raillroad yards to force the Snemy to concentrate his supplies
north of the Chinese border.” .© -

Replying on 3 August, CINCPAC agreed that all the targets
proposed by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 3taff, 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,

rl
*

8. (TS~-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 030424Z Jun 67, -
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 67. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to
JCS, 2904457 Jun 67, JCS IN 19952. (TS) Msg, CJICS 5999-67
to CINCPAC, 29 Jul 67; (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 290105Z
Jul 67; 0CJCS Fille 091 Vietnam Jul 67.
9. (T8) Msg, CJCS 5999-67 to CINCPAC, 29 Jul 67, 0OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Jul 67. (TS) Msg, CJCS 6106-6T7 to CINCPAC, .
1 Aug 67, same file, Aug 67.
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begun when they suffered a partial curtallment. On 19 August,
President Johnson 1ssued orders to suspend alr strlkes 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 Informatlion, however, Indicates that Jjust
at this time the Presldent was offering to Hanoi through
secret channels what later became known as the San Antonilo
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, 1if 1t was not possible to relax the restriction, he be
glven authority to strike targets 1n the Hailphong area and
Phuc Yen Airfield, to g¢onvince Hanol that the United 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 thls vital artery, there had been a reduction
in theée niovement of millitary supplies over the line. Neverthe-
less, substantial amounts sti1ll reached Hanoi. 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.?

5. (TS-GP 3} Msg, JCS 4343 to CINCPAC, 191430Z Aug 67.
(TS) Memo, AsstSecState for East Aslan and Pacific Affairs
to SecState, 9 Apr 68, 0OCJCS 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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Once again, political considerations 1nhibited the
ROLLING THUNDER program. The new ‘1ist did not include
Phuc Yen Airfield--which had again been recommended by the o
Joint Chiefs of Staff--because of "tentative and tehuous j
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 i1n
such a way as to avold the appearance of escalatlion. No
more than 3 targets were to be hit in any one day, and
armed reconnalssance strikes were not to be concentrated in :
the 30-nm Hanol restricted zone but were to be distributed s
throughout RP VI in roughly the same pattern as that of the i
preceding few weeks. In other respects, the general guide- o
lines iIn ROLLING THUNDER 57 were the same as the ones in the B
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/highway bridge, and the other
major Hanoi rail/highway bridge. All threﬁ were struck and
rendered unusable by the end of the month.

These operations were an auspicious béginning to an
intensgified air campalgn against the vital northeast sector
of North Vietnam. But the stepped-up operations had hardly

2._(TS-GP 1) Memo, COL Robert J, Dunn, USAF, /Escort <
Officer/ to Distribution, "Report on Signifieant Areas of
Interest--Vietnam: Investigative Tour of Messrs. Gilleas and '
French (Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee-~
Chairman Stennis;," 27 Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67. -
3. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1859 to CINCPAC, 202044Z Jul 67; o
-(TS) Msg, CJCS 5661-67 to CINCPAC, 20_.Jul 67, 0OCJCS File 091 ;
" Vietnam Jul 67. : - : .
4. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3365 to CINCPAC, 090005Z Aug 67. P
$TS-GP 3; Msg, JCS 4091 to CINCPAC, 171459Z Aug 67. o
TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4344 to CINCPAC, 191432Z Aug 67. (8).
NMCC Memos for Record, 12 and 13 Aug 67, OCJCS File 091 - Coq
Vietnam Aug 67. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) NMCC OPSUMs 195- and : l
196-67, 21 and 22 Aug 67.
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Chapter 44

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

The months followlng President Johnson's approval of
ROLLING THUNDER 57 saw the campalgn against the key northeast
® gsector of North Vietnam attain 1ts highest level, both in the
number of sorties flown and in the number of targets author-
1zed for attack. 1In spite of certaln continulng restrictions
on operationg, 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 consldered
J most vulnerable by the Joint Chilefs 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
Hanol/Halphong area, but also gave authority to conduct armed
reconnalssance on selected rall lines, hlghways, and water-
= ways Inside the 30-nm Hanol 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 in the air defense system. All had been
taken from a list of 129 priority targets developed by CINCPAC.
-~ This 1list had its origin in the rgalization by CINCPAC plan-
ners that many targets they consldered lmportant were not on
JCS target llistas, Therefore they developed and forwarded to
the Joint Chlefs of Staff a comprehensive ROLLING THUNDER 1list,
whose targets were concentrated in Route Package VI.l

1. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1859 to CINCPAC, 202044Z Jul 67.
o ETS-GP 1) Memo, Jt Staff to CJCS, "CINCPAC Priority Targets
U)," 17 Jul 67, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.
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civilians in the Department of Defense. General Wheeler in-
formed Admiral Sharp that the "decisive factor 1n persuading
the President to continue bombing north of 200 and to author-
ize the . . . extension of operating authority was hils feeling
that in recent weeks the bombing had achieved significant
results and with relatively 1little noise level." In this
regard, General Wheeler continued, "the Salgon briefings
(texts of which /the President/ has seen) were invaluable
B %p told he read Spike Momyer's briefing word

for word."31

President Johnson had now set the limits within which
the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff and the fleld commanders would
conduct military operations in the months ahead. General
Westmoreland now faced the task of contlnuing operations
in RVN with forces some 15 percent larger than those he had
reported to be inadequate the previous March. Admlral Sharp
and hls subordinate air commanders, although they had not
received all they asked for, now enjoyed wider latitude 1in
carrylng the war to NVN than they had ever enjoyed before.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, having been refused the forces
to reconstitute strateglc reserves and contlngency forces,
could only hope there would be no need for additional US
troops elsewhere than Southeast Asia.

31. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1859 to CINCPAC, 202044Z Jul 67;
(TS) Msgs, CJCS 1859 and 5T41 to CINCPAC, 20 Jul 67 angd 22
Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.
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Air Marine
Army Navy Force Corps Total
Program 4 323,735 30,039 56,148 74,550 484,472
FY 68 Added Forces 33,297 4,234 2242 7.523 47,296
Civilianization 5, 414 -812 Z54D Z -6,768
351,618 33,461 57,848 82,073 525,00020

TQpsRenET

On 15 September, the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff forwarded a
While the

refined troop list to the Secretary of Defense.
ceiling of 525,000 remained unchan
Services were adjJusted as follows:

%gﬁ, force levels for the

Alr Marine
Army . Navy Force Corps Total
Program -4 and
Added Forces 358,475 37,522 59,309 82,239 537,545
Civilianizatlion ~-9,595 -2,050 -600 -300 -12,525
348,880 35,472 58,709 81,939 525,000

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

’
'

President Johnson, meanwhile, resolved the debate over
operatlions against North Vietnam. On 20 July he approved
RT 57, which was, in effect, Alr Force Secretary Brown's
"econtinuation of the present level of operations with certain
targets added in -the Hanoi-Haiphong area." . It contained 16
new fixed targets iIn that area and granted authority to con-
duct armed reconnalssance on selected rail llnes, highways,
and waterways inside the 30 nm Hanoi restricted zone but not
"within the 10 nm prohlibited zone. While not a total victory
for the Joint Chilefs 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
115-2, 11 Aug 67, same file.

29. (TS-GP 4) JCSM 505-6T7 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,
Encl to JCS 2472/115-8, 6 Oct 67, same file.
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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
Tactical Fighter Squadron -May 68

On 20 July, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted their
recommended 1list 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 TPFSs 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 Paclflc Command. The two Alr Force units
should not be 1ncluded in the personnel celllng for Vietnam
untll they deployed to that area.

. The Joint Chilefs 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 fhelr memorandum of

20 April. Thelr views on worldwide milltary requirements,
submitted in their:memorandum of 20 May also remained valid.27

On 10 Auﬁust Secretary McNamara gave hls tentatlve approval
for "planning” to the JCS recommendatlions. The 9th Marine .
Amphibious Brigade 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: .

L]

27, (5-GP ) JCSM-416-67 to SecDef, 20 Jul 67 (derived from

© JCS 2472/115), same file,

o cacr
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SUMMARY OF US FORCE DEPLOYMENTS - VIETNAM 2ol

UNIT/ L

ORGANTZATION SVC STR  ARMY NAVY AF MC Y
Program #4 (SVN) 484,472 323,735 30,039 =~ 56,148 74,550 g i
9th MAB to incl 2 6,720 6,720
VMA Sqdns f
MACV FY 67 Additive 9,k97 7,108 . 200 1,386 803
Requirements '
Americal Division 5,610 5,610 ii

.11th Lt Inf’ Bde

TAC Ftr Sqdns 963 963 ; [
(Two A-1 Sqdns) = :

Mobile Riverine 3,604 3,604 J
Force, GAME WARDEN : s
and MARKET TIME '
Rgmts '
101st Abn Div (-) 19,103 , 19,103 L

I CTZ Log and 3,968 3,968

Const Ramts -

US Advisory Program.- 2,577 2,577 i
Expansion co N

Tac Ftr Sqdns 1,031 1,031

{One A-1, one |
F-4 Sqan| y

Reorganization 198th
Inf Bde (No added

_strength) - |
TOTAL 537,545 358,133 37,811 59,528 82,073 f;l 3

Contractor/Direct - -12,545 . :

Hire

555,000 20

26, App to (S-GP 4) JCSM-416-67, 20 Jul 67, same file.
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said 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.25

Cn 14 July, Secretary McNamara requested the Joint Chilefs
of Starff to submlit a troop list for the approved force structure,
with deployment dates where possible. Subsequent.discussilon
between Joint 2taff representatives and Assistant Secretary of
Defense (SA) Alain Enthoven revealed that the 9th Marine
Amphibious Brigade and the three TFSs to be maintalned ready
for deployment were to be 1ncluded in the 525,000 celling.

On the basis of this guidance, the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff
developed a troop 1list which, after necessary Service adjustments,
resulted in a total strength for MACV of 537,545, To remain
wlthin the celling of 525,000, the Joint Chilefs of Staff planned.-
on substltutling civilian contract labor for military construction
personnel, using as a basls flgures supplied by MACV. The troop
1ist, expressed in terms of major units or major categories of
forces was as follows:

25, (3) CM-2506-67 ﬁo D/Js, 13 Jul 67, JMF 911/374 (12 Jul
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Sharp, Lleutenant General Willlam Momyer, Commanding General,
Seventh Air Force, and Vice Admiral John Hyland, Commander,
Seventh Fleet. All the briefers recommended strongly that

. alr operations not only be continued but be expanded;. The
enemy was now beginning to feel the full effects of the air
campalgn and was being hurt, they contended. The Unilted 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 detall how
Seventh Alr Force had successfully dealt wlith enemy alr defenses
and sericusly disrg&ted traffic on the important Northeast
Rallroad 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 1t did not attack the ports, -4t least permitted attacks
everywhere else in North Vietnam except in populated areas.

The Chairman, Joint Chlefs of Staff, specifically wanted
authority to strike targets in the 10 and 4 nm Hanoil and
Haiphong 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 Chilefs of Staff,_ asked for and received approval from the
-other Chilefs for the position he had taken.

The next day, the President dlscussed the force buildup
with his advisors, lncluding 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 questlion from the President,’

5%, (T8) Briefing, CINCPAC, CG Tth AF, and COMSEVENTHFLT
for SecDef, CJCS, and USecState, "Alr Campaign North Vietnam,
July 1967," 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 67.
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Clting an evaluation 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. 8o far as the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(IS4) bombing proposal was concerned, hgwever, it was totally
lacking in military or political merit.=<

The Preslidential 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 1n early July. At a briefing in Salgon on the
11th, Mr. McNamara informed General Westmoreland there would
be no Reserve call-up; however, the Administration did want to
meet hls requirement for additional troops bhut 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,"
thls 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 achleved by a vigorous pruning of existing MACV
organizations 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,.£Bese proposals would bring total strength of MACV
to 525,000. , .

. 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

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

23. (S) CM-2499-67 to JCS, 12-Jul 67, JMF 911/374 (12 Jul
67) sec 1. .
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Improve the negotlating environment by combining continued
progress in_the South . . . with a restrained program agalnst
the North."el ' '

_ Four days later, on 16 June, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, was hastlly called to the White House to brief the
President on the bombing of NVN. General Wheeler spoke from
a talklng 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 alr and naval campaign against North Vietnam and could
posslbly be declisive. The operations would bring increasing
pressure to bear on the enemy by: depriving him of critical
sanctuary areas for governmental, 1ndustrial, and military
support operatlions; creating popular unrest by forcing
diversion of resources from civilian to military uses; forcing
allocation of manpower t0 reconstruction and dispersal programs;
and raising the cost of support from Communist Chlna and the
Soviet Union.

The operations recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
would also create a level of Interdliction 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 insufficient and
inaccurate data avallable, but the strenuous efforts by the
North Vietnamese to resupply during Tet suggested that the
NVN supply capabillties were not greatly in excess of requirements.

: With regard to the criticlsms 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 'paln®*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 Hanol
so serious as to constltute a definite breakdown 1in order. It
also cited an interview with a North Vietnamese interrogatee who,
stated that the people were beginning to doubt serliously the
Hanol regime's claims of inevitable victory.

21. (TS) Draft Memo for Pres, "Alternative Military Actlons
Against North Vietnam," 12 Jun 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam May 67.
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In defending the recommendation to pursue course B, Mr.
McNaughton analyzed the three courses 1n terms of the cbjectives
of operations against North Vietnam: 1) to ralse morale of the
South Vietnamese and the US troops in action 1in 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 1nfiltration from NVN
to South Vietnam. Measuring course A by these three criterila,
he stated that, although the bombing of NVN had ralsed morale 1n
the South, it did not follow that a signiflcant escalatlon of
bombing would further improve morale. With respect to ilncreas-
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 actlons short of occupatlon or .
annihilation. So far as Interdiction was concerned, Mr.
McNaughton claimed that enemy forces in South Vietnam required
only 25 tons of supplies per day from NVN, a flgure representing
less than .2 percent of North Vietnamese lmport capabllity 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 comblnation of actlons
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 Southr." 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 1t
"probably would not effectively stop, or even substantially
reduce," the infiltration of materlel from the North, and it
"might cause serious psychologica} problems among the men,
officers, and commanders on our side." Alternative B would,
however, be popular in the Unlted States and around the world.
It would also result in fewer alrcraft and pllot losses,
assuming no shift of air 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 in the South, that neither military defeat nor
military victory 18 1n the cards there no matter which alternative
is chosen against the North." It was therefore "deslgned to  °
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Joint Chiefs of Staff adverse evaluation of Alternative I and
Alternative II without attacks on ports. He also agreed with
thelr views on the mllitary aspects of closing the ports, but
he rejected such a move because of the political risks involved.
He conecluded that a continuation of the present program,
modified to permit striklng 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 f{rom 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 belleved would be lost.
The first alternative, on the other hand, would result in a
substantially smaller loss of alrcraft and would tend to "leave
the enemy with fewer options for malntaining 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 preoduced 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
logistlic base, recommended by the Joint Chiefs of

Staff.

B. Emphasls on infiltration routes south of 20° N,
recommended by Secretarles McNamara, Vance, and Nitze.

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

19, (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecAF to SecDef, 3 Jun 67, Att to
JCS 2472/71-4 14 Jun 67, same fille, 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 fille, sec 2.
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The Joint Chlefs of Staff Jjudged 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) would not appreciably reduce US losses, and 4)
would be Judged as evidence of weakening US resclve to press
on with the war.

Alternative II, if executed wilthout atfackling ports, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff found also to be undesirable. Although
attacks on alrflelds and land LOCs to China could be carried
out, fallure to close the ports would allow the enemy to meet
his import requlrements by sea. Extending Alternative II to
Include attacks on the ports would reduce the level of enemy
imports, the Joint Chlefs of Staff concluded, but would still
be inadequate because it did not exert military pressures
gimultaneously on North Vietnamese mllltary and industrial
installations.

To Mr. McNamara's two alternatives, the Jolnt Chiefs of
Staff added Alternative III, which was also different from
the proposal made 1n their memorandums of 20 May. The new
plan called for attacks everywhere in North Vletnam except
within eight nm of the center of Hanol and two nm of the center
of Halphong. Milning.of deep-water approaches to ports north
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 campalgn, but it would
not accompllish the essential task of restricting imports into
NVN.

Comparing the alternatives, the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff
rated them in the followlng order: 1) the JCS plan of 20 May;
2) Alternative II, including ports; 3) Alternative III; 4) the
status quo; 5) Alternative II, excluding ports; 6) Alternative I.l

The Secretary of the Alr Force, Mr. Harcld Brown, in his
reply to Mr. McNamara's request for an evaluation of two alterna-
tives, formed many of the same Judgments as the Joilnt Chiefs of
Staff, but reached a different conclusion. He agreed with the

18, (TS-GP 3) JCSM-312-67 to SecDef, 2 Jun 67 (derived from,
JCS 2472/71-3), JMF 912/323 (20 May 67) sec 1.. For the bombing
program then in progress, see Ch, 41,
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narrow portion of North Vietnam south of 20° N, 1In fact, the
comminists supplled theilr forces 1In South Vietnam from all
sides. To restrict bombing to the area south of 209 N would
not permit effective 1nterdiction. It would relieve North
Vietnam of military pressure; it would be looked upon as a
sign of weakness on the part of the Unilited States; and 1t
would strengthen the resclve of the enemy to contlnue the war.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also disagreed with the statement
of objectives 1in the DPM. To limit US objectives merely to
guaranteeling the right of self-determinatlon to RVN, was not
only inconsistent with current US policy 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 resolutlion 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 natlions supporting the Republic of Vietnam.

The Joint Chliefs of Staff accordlingly recommended that:
a. The DPM NOT be sent. '

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

¢. The.military objective, concept, and strategy
for the conduct of the war as stated 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 StiAff continued the exposi-
tion of their_views on military strategy by forwarding to
Mr. McNamara thelr reply to his 20 May request for an analysis of
alternate strategles for air operations against North Vietnam.
After examining the Secretary's two alternatives and a third
one of thelr own, the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff concluded that the
strategy they had recommended in thelr two memorandums of
20 May represented "the most effective war to successfully
prosecute the alr and naval campaign against North Vietnam."

17. (TS-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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JCS and Service Vliews of the DPM and Related Issues

Secretary MecNamara apparently discussed the DPM with
President Johnson informally at some tlime prior to 22 May
and received an unfavorable reaction. At any rate, Mr.
McNamara evidently belleved that the 1issues raised in the DPM
required further study. On 20 May he asked the Jolnt Chiefs
of Staff, the Secretaries of the Alr Force and Navy, and the
Director of Central Intelligence to analyze alfernmative 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 assoclated with LOCs 1n the north-
east around Hanol and Haiphong and expand armed reconnailssance
by authorizing strikes on all lines of communicgtions except
within eight-mile radil of Hanol and Haiphong.l

Before he recelved a reply to thils request, on 22 May the
Secretary of Defense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for theilr
views on the draft DPM. The Jolint Chiefs of Staff replied to
this latter request on 1 June. They stated that thelr 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 COMUSMACYV,
CINCPAC, or the Joint Chiefs of Staff." Their views were
contained 1n their memorandums of 20 April and 20 May.

Addressing themselves to Mr, McNaughton's preferred Course
B, the Joint Chiefs of Staff found 1its prescription for the
war in the South deficient in that it recommended a force
structure that would not permlt an early end to the war on
acceptable terms, would provide 1ittle capabllity for initlative
actlon, would downgrade the Revolutlconary Development program,
and would result 1n abandoning the Delta to the Viet Cong.

With respect to the Course B ®trategy for the campaign
against NVN, the Joint Chiefs of Staff belleved that 1t was
based on the fallacious "funnel" theory that all supplles
flowing from North to South Vietnam must pass through the

16, (TS-GP 1} Interv, Kenneth W. Condit with BGEN Robert 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).
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Course B was to limit 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 analysls of the two courses of action,
Mr. McNaughton opted for "B." Proponents of "4," he cdontended,
all believed that la rge deployments were necessary to end the
war qulckly, but none of them belleved they were necessary to
avold 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 enllistments and Reserve call-ups would lead to divisive
debate and, if the force bulldup was carried out, to irresistible
pressure for expanding the war to Cambodia and Laos and other
areas outside SVN. Turning to the expanded bomblng 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 1If 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 publlc reaction at home and abroad.

Course "B)' the Assistant Secretary maintailned, 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 ilmprove the negotiating environment. These measures would
be accompanied by intensified diplomatic efforts with "a view
£o finding a compromise involving, int€r alia, a role in the
South for members of the VvC."15 .

15. (T3-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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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

Asla agalinst us. US policy is based upon a bellef that
China or a Chinese coalition (mainly with Japan) might

do this and that the potentlal 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
belleve that China's history, current troubles, Interests
and capabllities do not make her a significant military
threat ocutside certaln fairly limited geographical areas.

Mr. McNaughton also questloned whether US intervention in
South Vietnam had been intended to contain China. "To the
extent that our original interventlon and our existing actions
were motlvated by the perceived need to draw the line against
Chinese expansionlsm, our obJectlve has already been attained
« « . " But this was not our minimum objective, or commitment
in Vietnam. "Our commitment,” he said, "is 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 thils view of US interests and obJectives,
Mr. McNaughton proceeded to analyze the two military courses
of action. Course A, whlch he claimed represented the military
point of vliew, was to grant Genergl Westmoreland's request for
200,000 additional troops and inténsify military operations
outside SVN, especially agalnst NVN. The 200,000-man reinforce-
ment would be furnished i1n 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 contingencles.” Accompanying
the force bulldup would be "greatly intensified military actions
outside South Vietnam -- including Laos and Cambodia but
particularly against the North."
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realization that Thailand had been marked as the next target
of the Communists, and reflected the policy of the government
to resist Communlst aggresslion when it was still at.a distance
from Thalland.l3

The Australlan and New Zealand forces presented no major
problems. Neither government expected a quid pro guo in return
for the provision of forces. They expected only normal loglstic
support from US sources. The Thais, on the other hand, requested
and received US support for their force in addltion to the level
of support already being provided the Thal armed forces by the
United States under MAP. The Department of Defense authorized
Service funding support for equipment and facilities used by
the unit 1n 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
Salgon on 15 March. As finally agreed, the TO&E provided for
a 2,207-man RCT consisting of four rifle comBanles, a field
artillery battery, and supporting elements.

Counterproposals by OSD - The DPM of 19 May

General Westmereland's requést for reinforcements, and
persistent and wildespread doubts among clvilian officlals as to
value:of operatlons 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 reinforeements.

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

13, (S) Msg, Wellin%ton 1735 to State, 7 Mar 67. (U) Msg,

Bangkok 8316 to State, 4 Jan 67, quoted in (TS-NOFORN—GP 1)

COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, p. 266. . .
1%, (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967,

pp. 248-250, 253-255, 266-268.,
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c. Target 7O, Haiphong port (all elements) and
mining of the harbor . . . .

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognlzed that Russilan ships
would be endangered by these operations, but they 4id not
expect that an "active confrontation" with the Soviet Union
would result. They belleved Soviet reaction would be limited
to diplomatlic protests and possible suspension of current
diplomatic negotlations such as the ones on the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty and the proposed freeze on antiballistilc
misslile and intercontinental ballistlc mlssile deployment.

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

Free World Countrles as Sources of Additional TForces

In the course of examining the force level, the Joint Staff
had considered but rejected third countries as sources of
significant additlonal forces. General Wheeler presented
this concluslon to Secretary McNamara on 24 May. The "present
world political climate," he explained, made additional forces
difficult to obtaln, and such forces as were belng made available
would, in most caseg, '"supplement but not substitute" for US
force deployments.1 - '

At thls time, there were only three firm offers of
additional forces: the Australian offer of December 1966 of
a light bomber squadron, a gulded-misslle destroyer, and a
small relnforcement to ground forges already 1n 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
afflrmation of public support for a policy of active participa-
tion 1In 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 )
JCS 2472/56-2, JMF 907/372 (26 Apr 67).
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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 intrqduce new
weapons into the country. These weapons could include 1lmproved
antialrcraft and surface-to-air missiles, gulded 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 rall across China, by alr, or by sea. To date, the
major volume of military supplles 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 Hanol/
Haiphong base should be neutralized, an operation whilch could
be accomplished by direct attack or, preferably, by cutting
its lines of communication, thus minimizing civilian casualtiles.
Essential to such an lnterdiction would be the denial of
Haiphong port to shipping The Joint Chlefs of Staff proposed
to accomplish this by "shouldering out" forelgn 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 1ts approaches.

At the same time intensive attacks should be launched
against the road, rail, air, and remaining sea routes into 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 & campaign would be the 1Interdiction of the
northeast railroad .to China, the ports of Cam Pha and Hon Gai,
and the eight major.operational alr flelds, only three of which
were currently authorized for attack. ° .

Under current authorizations, the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff
pointed out, the pattern of attacks on Halphong 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, Halphong port.

b. Haiphong RR Yd/Shops; Area A (Shipyard #1), Area
F (Shipyard #2), and Area G (Shipyard North), Target 70,
Halphong port.
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"application of US power . . . incrementally and with restraint,
has inhibited the effectlve exploltatlon of the superiority of
US military forces and allowed the enemy to accommodate to the
military measures taken." As a result, NVN was now flelding a
force in South Vietnam consisting of 68 North Vietnamese and 85
Viet Cong infantry-type battallions and had massed at least
three, and probably four, regular divisions near the DMZ. The
North Vietnamese were becoming increasingly aggressive, and .
enemy supply lines, both into NVN and from North to South
Vietnam remalned open. The Joint Chiefs of Staff maintained
that as the war in Southeast Asla dragged on and as US

military capabllities increasingly became committed to 1t, the
probabllity of Communist aggression elsewhere would be greater.
An advance by North Vietnamese forces 1in Laos to the Mekong
River, a flare-up in Korea, increased support by Thaili Communist
insurgents, pressure against Berlln, or subversion in North
Africa, the Middle East, and Latlin America could be expected.

With 1ts present military posture the Unilted States could
not adequately respond to most of these contingencies. In
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 1itfle or no sustalning capabillity.

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 authorlty to strike 23 additional targets: 8 ports
and port approaches, 5 ailrflelds, 1 rallroad/highway bridge,
and 9 military complexes. They also recommended changes in
ROLLING THUNDER operating rules to: delete the 10-nm radius
Prohiblted Area around:Hanol; reduce the Hanol Restricted Area
from 30 to 10 nm; reduce the Haiphong Restricted Area from 10
to 4 nm; and move the southern boundary of the Special 8oasta1.
Armed Reconnalssance Area from 20° 42' N to 200 48t N.1

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

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

‘from JCS 2101/538-5), JMP 372 (18 Mar 67) sec 3.
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required would be so grave as to justify walving current
tour pollcies,. :

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

The Chilef of Staff, Alr Force, withdrew hls nonconcurrence
on 19 May and agreed to force levels of 22-2/3 DFEs and 120 TFSs
for the Army and Alr Force. General McConnell still maintained,
however, that the Navy should have only 16 attack carriers rather
than the 17 advocated by the other members of the Joint 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
Secretary of Defense., In additlon 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
s8ize of the call-up. They did, however, recommend provision
of forces iIn the four categories proposed in the J-5 report:

FY 1968 forces for PACOM and MACV; augmentation forces for
NATO; a "contlngency/initiative" force primarily for use in
Southeast Asia; and a ready forc%,for minor contingencles.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed Mr. McNamara that the
potential of the Services to equip these forces was fairly
hlgh, but, under present procedures, the required materiel
posture would not be- achleved by the Army until 1970 and by
the Air Force until 1971. The Joint Chiefs.of Staff accordingly
‘recommended the delegatlon of increased authority to. the Services
for accelerated procurement, including authority to negotlate
noncompetitive, cost-relmbursable contyacts and to initiate
-procurement of necessary long lead-time materiel items.

: The Joint Chlefs 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
Asla decisively, (2) respond to likely contingencies stemming
from the war in Southeast Asia, and (3) meet other world-wide
military commitments and contingencies." In Southeast Asia

9. (IS-GP L) 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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a. Prepare, deploy, and sustain FY 1968 forces
to COMUSMACV and PACOM.

b. Restore and malntain NATO forces, NATO 1nitizl
augmentatlion forces and pre-posltloned stocks.

c. Provide a contingency/initiative force of three
DFEs/10 TFSs slze. This force, while avallable for use

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

d. Maintaln a ready force of one DFE and three TFSs
for minor contingencles.

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

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

These changes did not meet all the Alr Force obJections
to the original report. Once agaln the Alr Force entered a
noncencurrence on the same general grounds as before. It did
not, however, rule out any increase in forces. At present,
a bulldup sufficlient to achleve the capabllity to carry out
the JSOP 69-76 strategy was Jjustified, the Air Force maintalned.
If the Southeast Asia conflilct beegame "an unduly protracted
war of attrition due to continuation of constralnts," 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/initlative force" on
the ground that it would impose unreasonable demands upon the
force structure because any contingency for which 1t would be
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contingencies that might call for additional commitments of

US forces: 1) provision of Sovlet 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 i?tervention
by Communist China in the conflict in South Vietnam.

From the outset disagreements among the Services and
between the Services and the Jolnt Staff plagued the prepara-
tion of recommendations on force levels to meet worldwide
contingencies. The initial effort, submitted by J-5 on 1 May,
contained a calculation that the total force requlrements 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. Alr Force planners
entered a nonconcurrence to these force requirements. Repeating
the arguments advanced during the debate over COMUSMACV's request
for a minlmum essentlal force, Alr Force planners maintained that
the tremendous costs of the proposed force increase could be
avoided by removing restrictions on alr and naval attacks on
North Vietnam. The J-5 pointed out, however, that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, in their memorangum 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 Unlon would
make an lncrease. in force.levels particularly necessary.. On
3 May, the Joint Chjlefs of Staff considered the J-5 report and
the Air Force nonceoncurrence and returﬁgd them to the Joint Staff
and the Service planners for revision. .

The revised report, submifted on 11 May, adopted a dif-
ferent set of force goals and as a resfilt recommended more
modest force objectives than the ones contained in the initial
paper. The desired military posture was now considered to be
one that would provide forces with the capabillity to:

7. (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 675’.

8. (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).
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from cross-border sanctuary areas. To achieve "e¢," mililtary
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 Revolutlonary Development Program.
To achleve "d," US forces and bases in the Western Pacific and
Thalland should be malntained and improved, and the capability
to employ nuclear weapons should be maintained.

By including these recommendations on "strategy" and on
"Increased level of effort," the Joint Chiefs of Staff intro-
dueed 1into 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-
tion of these additions, together wlth an examination of the
"ultimate requirement for forces needed to achiege a satisfactory
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 contlngencies 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 worldwlde force

requirements. .

The following day, General Wheeler directed the Joint Staff
to begin the necessary studies. In preparing them, the Chairman
directed, the Joint Staff should not plan total mobilllzation of
the World War II type, but should provide for the establishment
of .a training and production base which would ensure. the capabll-
1ty to generate expedltiously the forces needed for expanded
operations 1n 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 y
from JCS 2339/255-3, JMF 907/372 (18 Mar 67) sec 4.
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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 Joint Chiefs of Staff explalned, was designed
to provide for military action in pursult of the naticnal
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 operatlons: 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 materlials 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 1t as difficult and costly as
possible for NVN to continue effective support
of the VC and to cause NVN to cease direction of
fhe VC insurgency.

b. To defeat the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese
Armed Forces 1in SVN and force the withdrawal of NVA
forces. - )

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

d. To deter the Chinese Communists from direct
intervention in Southeast Asla and elsewhere in the
Western Paciflic and to be prepared to defeat such
intervention 1f 1t occurs,

To achleve "a," an integrated air and naval campalgn
should be conducted against military and war-sustaining target

" systems in all areas of North Vietnam and should include inten-
slve interdiction and mining of ports and i1nland 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 invasion or infiltration

1
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These additional forces were needed, the Joint Chiefs of
staff explained, because the existing force level in South
Vietnam was not sufficient "to bring that degree of pressure
to bear on the enemy through SVN which would be beyond his
abllity to accommodate and which would provide the secure
environment, essential to sustained progress 1n Revolutlonary
Development." Primarily, the Joint Chiefs of 3Staff said,
reinforcements were needed to "offset the enemy's lncreased
posture in the vicinity of the DMZ and to 1mprove 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 pollcles and in the llght of current world-
wide commitments. They accordingly recommended a call-up of
Reserves for a minimum of 24 months and involuntary extenslon
of terms of service for 12 months. They also recommended that
logistic support for the additilonal forces be provided by
granting authority to reopen inactive installations 1in the
CONUS and to draw the necessary equipment from sources 1n the
following priority: CONUS depot assets and programmed produc-
tion deliveries not committed to higher priority requlrements;
operational project stocks; Reserve components not scheduled
for call-up; prepositioned equipment 1in Europe; nondeploying
active units in the CONUS. An early decisilon on both the
funding in addition to the FY 1968 budget and increases 1ln 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 additlonal cost in FY 1968 for the
Army, Navy and Marine Corps would be $2,207,000,000.5

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also stated that, while the
added forces "should provide an increased level of effort 1n
both SVN and NVN, action must also be taken to reduce and obstruct
the enemy capablllty to import the material support requlred to
sustain his war effort." * :

5. The ALir rorce did not submlt a cost figure. The
required end FY 1968 strength increase, estimated by the Navy
and Marine Corps was 133,303. The Alr Force .estlmated 1t
would not require a force increase; the Army 41d not submit
a flgure. :
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Unit . Approx. Strength i

Army . ' S
Do

1 division force 34,800 ;e

1 armored cavalry regiment 4,100 AT
Support and augmentation 2,623 : 41,523 : L

Marine Corps ?'ﬁ

Augmentation III MAF - 110 | o
1 div/wing team 43,723 43,833 ]
’ ]
Navy [
Mobile Riverine Afloat forces 2,074
Surface forces (1 CA, 5DD) 2,564 S
Support and augmentation 7475 12,113 J o
Alr Force A fﬁi
8 Tactical fighter squadrons 3,400 ”
1 CE sguadron - L 600 8
Support and augmentation , 375 ;355
‘ 105,

Less PRACFICE NINE . - .
Force approved by SecDef Apr O7 : 22
- | —‘g‘——g o055 4

4. The JCS recommended deployment of the Marine division/
wing team 1n lieu of an Army dlvislon requested by CINCPAC. ) S S
Deployment of the Army dlvision rather than the Marine division/ g
wing team would give a total force of 92,721. The JCS noted S
that the 7,822 spaces approved by SecDef on 9 April for PRACTICE I
NINE would apply against the forces recommended for FY 68, See A
Ch. 45 for discussion of PRACTICE NINE. .
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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 Socuth Vietnam . . . . Since the
decislon was made to expand the role of the Unlted States
in South Vietnam beyond that of advisors, our troop
strength has bullt to a slze far in excess of that which
was originally considered to be necessary. There 1s
nothing in the current request for forces or in the paper
under discussion that convinces me that the addition of -
the forces requested wlll bring about the desired result.

The preferable strategy, General McConnell maintalned, was to
make "effective application of our superior alr and sea power
against North Vietnam's vulnerabilities," and thereby "cripple
his capabilities to continue to support the war and . .
destroy his resolutlon to continue. This strategy would also
"reduce the need to match . . . the enemy/ 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 his approval to provision of the minimum essential force
and agreed to support any Reserve call-up needed to provide 1t.
His support for this action, General McConnell emphasized, was
"conditioned on the recommendation for an immediate expanded
alr and naval campalgn against North Vietnam . . . . "3

General McConnell's vliews 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 1n a. memorandum on 20 April.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended deployment of the minlmum
essentlial force, plus certaln ofther alr and naval units requested
by CINCPAC, during FY 1968. The additional forces consisted of
three USAF tactical fighter squadrons to be statlioned in Thailland
and an eight-inch gun cruiser and flve destroyers for use 1n
naval operations In the South Chipa Sea and the Gulf of Tonkin.
The units and approxlimate personnel strength recommended were
as follows.

5

3. (TS-GP 3) CSAFM-M-57-67 to JCS, 14 Apr 67, same file.
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The J-3 1n 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 provislon of the security necessary
for successful revolutionary development -- which, in turn,
would permlt the GVN to extend the area under 1ts control. To
achieve these objectives, "silgniflcantly greater military pressure,
whlich 1s beyond the enemy's capabllity to accommodate or counter,
must be 1lmposed 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
these actions, the deployment of the minimum essentilal force
could not be completed until November 1969; the buildup of
the optimum force could not be completed untll 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, 1t would "generate resistance
and nonacceptance in those quarters from which acceptance is
being sought." The.two baslic weaknesses in the J-3 report, the
Alr Force planners maintained, were: the ilnadequacy of the data
resulting from the speed with which they had been assembleéd; and
the undue emphasis on justification of the optimum force, rather
than the minimum essenEial force specifically requested by
‘COMUSMACV and CINCPAC. g

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 major 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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Chapter 43

THE DEBATE OVER ESCALATION

General Westmoreland's request for addltlonal forces
reached Washlngton at a time when dissatilsfaction with the
course of the war was growing in some quarters in the govern-
ment -- dissatlisfaction extending to the strategies governing
operations in both North and Scuth Vietnam. Introduced into
this atmosphere, the request stirred the opponents of exdsting
policy into positlons of opposition not only to the specific
manpower request but also to the current pattern of air opera-
tilons against NVN. The result was a pollcy debate which was
not resolved until July, when President Johnson flnally decided
both questions.

The JCS Views on Westmoreland's Reguest

The openlng round in this policy debate was fired by the
Jolnt Chlefs of Staff. They began thelr consideration of
COMUSMACV's request on 22 March, when General Wheeler directed
the Joint Staff, with the asslstance of the Services, to make
a thorough analysis of it., The Joint Staff was to develop two
separate cases, one assumlng & Reserve call-up and the other
agssuming that Reserves would not be called. In an implementing
directive issued three days later, the Vice Director, Joint
Staff, added a new element to the study by calling for an updated
"eoncept for the conduct o{ the war," if needed to validate the
varied force requlrements. -

o
4

1. (IS-GP 3) CM-2192-67 to D/JS, 22 Mar 67; (TS-GP 3)
DJSM-374-67 to OpsDeps, 25 Mar 67; JMF. 907/372 (18 Mar 67)
sec 1. In thls case, Ehe CJCS Initiated JCS actlion on the basis
of an informatlion copy of COMUSMACV's. request to CINCPAC.
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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In making this request, COMUSMACV pointed ocut 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 nis original program, General Westmoreland explained,
because of the "adverse plaster impact and the realities of
Service capabllities." A subsequent reassessment, however,
had "indicated clearly that the Program Four Force, although
enabling us to galn the initlative, will not permit sustained
operations of the scope and Intensity required to avold 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, 1t
is entirely possible that /a need fopr/ additional forces,
over and above the immedlate 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

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 essentlal and optimum forces stated in this
message were 78,433 and 201,250, The figures given in the
text were adJjustments 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
this date.
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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.17

General Westmoreland Requests 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 contrlibuted 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
thelir 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 avallable were not even
gufficlent fo maintain the neutralization of the Iron Triangle
and War Zone C, Under the circufistances, the projected
penetration of additional major enemy base areas sgch 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 divisiong, two river assault squadrons,
four tactical fighter squadrons, and one C=-130 sgquadron.

The minimum manpower required by such<a reinforcement would

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

17. (S-GP 2) FMF-PAC, Qperations of U.S, Marine Forces,
. Vietnam, May 1967, pp. 11-20, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 67.

18, (TS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 4 May 67, JCS
IN 79155.
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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 3Sanh, to be
followed by the main assault on Khe Sanh.

On 27 and 28 April, the enemy carried out the fire
support and diversionary phases of the plan apparently on
schedule. The main assault, however, had been triggered
prematurely when a Marine patrol encountered enemy forces
northwest of Xhe Sanh on 24 April. It had soon become
apparent that this was no skirmish between patrols but that
large hostlle forces were nearby. The Marines quickly
airlifted three battalions into the area and assaulted the -
enemy on Hills 881, 8818, and 881N. After much hard fight-
ing, the Marines gained the heights of the three hills by
3 May. The hills were fortifled 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.1
Undeterred by the defeat at Khe Sanh, the enemy assaulted
Con Thien with two battalions on 8 May but was again repulsed
with heavy losgses, Marine casualties in the Khe Sanh and
Con Thien actilons totaled 199 KIA and 535 WIA The enemy
left 1,137 bodies on the field.

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

With this authOrity, General Westmoreland directed
the IIX MAF to 1lnvade the DMZ south of the demarcation line
for the purpose of destroylng enemy troops, equlipment, and
pogitions and to evacuate some 10,000 cilvilians 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 battalions took 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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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, howevepr, that
there would be some lessening of the tempo of combat opera-
tions in II, IIT and IV CTZs. The most severe impact of
the deployment was felt in II CTZ, where I FFORCEV was
deprilved of 1its reserve, a brigade of the 10lst Airborne
Division.12

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 decigively re-
verse the present trend," but that further redeployments
of foreces under hisz command were not feasible. He recom-
mended, therefore, that the 9th Marine Amphlbious Brigade,
based on Okinawa and constituting part of the PACOM reserve,
reinforce III MAF as scoon as possible, and that plans be
made to keep it in the RVN at least until September.l3

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
Amphibious Brigade be positioned ,off the South Vietnamese
coast, to be committed when and -as required by General
Westmoreland. The third BLT was to remaln 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 long~awaited assault
in the area of the DMZ in late April., As later reconstructed
by the Marines, the lmmedlate enemy objectlve appeared to
be the XKhe Sanh combat base located near the western end
. of the DMZ, The enemy plan apparently called first for
isolating the battleflield by launching mortar attacks on
Marine artillery bases at Dong Ha, Gio Linh, Con Thlen and
Camp Carroll and by using demolitions to cut Route 9. By

12, (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 7 Apr 67,
JC3 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, 1l Apr 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/45 (s-GP H; Msg, JCS 2843 to CINCPAC, 15 Apr
67; JMF 911/377 (1u Apr 67
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Acting under the newly granted authorization, COMUSMACYV,
on 25 February, authorized CG, III MAF, to fire on military
targets 1n the north of the DMZ. The purpose was 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-
ailrcraft positions. Beglnning 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-
try assault agalnst 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 11
area around Camp Carroll, Cam Lo, Con Thien and Gio Linh.

Reinforcement of T CTZ

Intelligence reports, meanwhile, began to reveal a
major enemy buildup in southern North Vietnam and areas of
Laos bordering on the rorthwest corner of South Vietnam.
Marine intelligence officers estimated enemy troop strength
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 towargd-
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
this enemy offensive was imminent. Accordingly, he put into
effect Contingency Plan NORTH CARQGLINA. This plan provided
for creation of a division-size provisional organization,
Task Force OREGON, to take over the Chu Lai area of T CTZ,

thereby relieving Marine units for deployment to the threatened

areas.

11. (8-GP 2) FMF-PAC, erations of U.S, Marine
Forces Vietnam, April 67, pp. 17-21, OCJCS Pile 091 Vietnanm
Jun ©7. This monograph contains a summary. of Marine opera-
tions during the period of July 1966-April 1967. |




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 preclsely 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 1n Operation HASTINGS, the area
had become relatively quiet. Marine troop dlsposltions,
however, remalned orlented 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 Thilen, and Gio Linh. As
a result, Marine strength elsewhere in I CTZ became spread
dangerousgly thin, for sizable enemy forces possessed the
capabllity 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. hamilete in the zone.

During Januwary and February, the enemy stepped up
guerrilla activity.in the coastal plain, while the regular
North Vietnamese fopces bullt up supply pointe 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 Marimes, 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 posltions north of

" the demarcation line when necegsary to insure preservation
-of US lives and equipment.lo

10. (TS) Msgs, JCS 1422-67 and JCS 6957 to CINCPAC, 22 and
23 Feb 67. _ _
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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 disdovered,

Operationsg in IT CTZ

In the coastal regions of II CTZ, meanwhile, the US
1st Cavalry Dlvision and the ROK forces in the early months
of 1967 scored notable successes in thelr mission of driving:
enemy main force units away from population centers. Opera-
ting in Binh Dinh Province in the northern part of the II
CTZ, the lst Cavalry Dlvision conducted Operations THAYER II
and PERSHING agalnst elements of an NVA division, After a
geries 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 QOperation OH JAC KYO, the two ROK divisions
linked up thelr separate TAORs and took over responsibility
for the entire 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, thls area contained about
126,000 people. ‘Following the linkup of their two divisions,
the ROKs pushed ahead wlth 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, meanwhile, 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 survelllance operation aimed at
two NVA divisions with an estimatéd combined strength of
9,300. During January, the US division did not encounter
majJor 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. PFrlendly casualties totaled 172 killed
and 767 wounded; 733 enemy bodles 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.
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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 Jjungle {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 withlin 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- I
clad plateau 70 miles northwest of Saigon close to the border
of Cambodla. 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 1n command of operatlons in the south.

In the first of three planned phases of JUNCTION CITY, -
the US 1st 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-slze alrborne operation were employed
in this phase. After the area had been sealed off, three
battalions attacked northwest in search and destroy opera-
tiong through the center of the zone. In spite of the -
magnitude of the friendly forces committed, only two major
actions occurred guring 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 infantry battalion on the night of 10 March, o

18 March, search and destroy operations were executed 1in

the eastern portion of War Zone C. Enemy reaction in this

phase was more severe than in the flrst phase. The enemy.

launched three separate regimental-~size attacks on US forma- _ 'l
tions of battalion size, but all were repulsed with heavy '
losses. The second phase drew to a close on 1 April, and .
was followed by a third phase 1n which a brigade-size force y
continued search and destroy missions. '

In the second phase of JUNCTION CITY, which began on ‘ ’

JUNCTION CITY ended on 14 May. During the operatioh
friendly forces counted a total of 2,728 enemy bodies, at

L
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permit deferral or cancellation 'if necessary. On 3 March,
the Joint Chilefs of Starff delegatgd thils newly acquired
authority to CINCPAC and CINCSAC.

R

CEDAR FALLS and JUNCTION CITY

Operations designed to destroy enemy base areas began
in January and consisted primarily of two large-scale
operatlions 1n ITI 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 hils troops.

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

As a preliminary to military operations, the entire
civillan population was evacuated from the area of opera-
tions, which then became a specified strike zone in which
fleld 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-5238 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, II
FFORCEV, Jumped off in the attacW. Elements of the 1lst and
25th Infantry Divisions and the 1llth Cavalry Regiment sealed
off the objective area, while one reinforced battalion of
the lst 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;
7757 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 3 Mar 67.
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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.>D

ARC LIGHT

In addition to the tactical aircraft, there were about
50 USAF B-52 strategic bombers statloned on Guam that were
avallable 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 B0O per month.
On 22 February President Johnson approved a ‘JCS recommenda-
tion of 8 December 1966 to seek approval of the Thal Govern-
ment to base B-52s at U Tapao, where the B-52s would be
within 400 miles of thelr targets as compared to the 2,600
mile distance from Guam. When the Thai Government gave 1its-
approval on 2 March, the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
on the same day, approved the start of the necesgsary con-
struction to base 15 B-52s at U Tapao using currently
available funds.T

Secretary McNamara, also on 2 March, expanded the

. authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to approve ARC LIGHT
strlkes to include Laos 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 requilred prior concurrence from
~the US Embassy in Saigon and the RVN; ‘strikes in Laos re-
quired prior concurrence from the US Embassy in Vientlane
and the Laotlan 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, . '
(TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 196 '
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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in the III CTZ, with three divisions and one separate regi-
ment; and in IV CTZ, In regimental strength.

To achieve his obJective of gailning 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 thelr governments by means of an
"offensive-defensive" strategy credited to North Vietnamese
Defense Minister Vo Nguyen Glap. Thls 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 communlst 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 Chlef of the JGS, had at their disposal
forces totalling 1,171,800~--735,9000 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 battallons. 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.4

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 aircraft on bases in South Vietnam and Thailand and
on aircraft carrlers 1in the Tonkin Gulf, Although there
were many demands for missions by these aircraft--such as

3, (S-GP [) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 2 Jan 67, JCS
N 24930. '

4. (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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most of the remaining populated areas, were those areas
where RVNAF and US/FWMAF would "focus" their operations to
"destroy or drive the enemy into sparsely populated.and
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
facilitate follow-on revolutionary development." ]

The Comblned Campalgn Plan called for a general separa-
tion of areas of responsibility between the US/FWMAF and
the RVNAF. The former were assigned the mission of attack-
ing the enemy maln forces, base areas, and supply systems
and of separating the enemy main forces from the civilian
population. The latter was assigned the task of supporting
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
Reserve units would participate in operations against the
enemy main force.2

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 formldable force.
MACV J-2 estimated-that the total enemy strength in South
Vietnam at the beglmning 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 recrultment -in
South Vietnam. The enemy was able to sustain 1n South
Vietnam a combat force of about 152 maneuver battalions,

- An additional two divislons and one regiment were deployed
Just over the_northern border. These forces, according

to MACV J-2, gave the enemy the followling attack capablli-
ties: in the DMZ area of I CTZ, with two divisions and
one separate reglment; elsewhere in I CTZ, with a2 force
roughly the equlvalent of & division; in the border areas
of IT CTZ, with two divisions, and in the coastal areas,
with forces roughly the equivalent of another division;

2. (S) Combined Campaign Plan, 1967 (AB 142), 7 Nov
66, cited in (TS-NCOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History
1967, Vol I, pp. 317-322. )
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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--allled forces would go over to the offensive. 1In
1966, US/FWMAF and the RVNAF had successfully engaged in a
holding actlon which had prevented a communist conquest of :
South Vietnam and, indeed, had made it impossible., " This success,
combined with the buildup of US/FWMAF, had set the stage for
a general offensive.l

The "Combined Campaign Plan 1967," promulgated by COM-
USMACV and the Chief of the JGS on 7 November 1966, provided
the basic guldance 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 1s 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 Military Operations, within
whose boundaries were included mo&t of the population, food-
producing areas, and llnes 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, Salgon, and the provinces of An Glang and Vinh Long
in the Delta, they were concentrations of porulation singled
out for 1ntensive revolutionary development efforts, The
Areas for Priority of Military Operations, which included

1. (TS-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 13 Oct 66, :
JCS IN 63249, Unless otherwise cited, this chapter 1s based
oﬁ (TSéGP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1967, Vol. I, pp.
349-554. ,
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A few weeks later, CINCPAC's opinion was unchanged.
He belleved that the Unlted States had achieved a position,
"albelt late in the game, from which a precisely executed
and 1Incislve alr campalgn of depth and sustaining per-
sistence against all the target systems” would bring
significant results. He belleved 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,31

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 drastlc bombing curtailment--a
limitation of the bombing to the area south of 209 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 thst
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. (TsS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 2104302 Jun 67, JCS IN
93233, {TS) Briefing for SecDef and CJCS, "Alr Campaign in
North Vietnam," 8 Jul 67, 0CJCS Fille 091 Vietnam Jul 67.

32. (TS) Msg, JCS 3903-67 to CINCPAC, 25 May 67, JMF 9155
(18 Peb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56 sec 17.
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Strikes in the Hanol-Haiphong area were even further
restricted as the result of the accldental bombing of a
Soviet ship in Haiphong harbor, on 23 June, by Navy planes
attacking an automatic wezpons site in the port area.
President Johnson was particularly zlarmed over the inci-
dent because it came at a time when US-Sovliet relations
were strained Over the c¢risls in the Middle East resulting
from the Arab-Israell war.

The President dld not desire any change 1in the pattern
of air operations against North Vietnam, but did want
action taken to preclude any addltlonal 1ncidents 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 aspproval on all strikes 1n the doughnut area
between. 4 nm and 10 nm from Haiphong.29

The restrictions on operatlons against North Vietnam
came at a time when US military leaders belleved they were
beginning to obtaln 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 raill
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 1ncreasing because of this campaign, and the
weather was "optimum” over North Vietnam.30

.
s

29, (T5-GP 3) Msgs, JCS 4027 to CINCPAC, 291323Z Apr 67,
JCS 8177, 162237Z Jun 67, JCS 9143, 2917372 Jun 67, g g,
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 2905062 May 67,
JCS IN 40905. (FOUOL COMUSMACV, Report on the War in
Vietnam, Jun 68, p. 49,
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Wheeler agreed with CINCPAC on the effectiveness of the
bombing and indicated that forelign observers in Hanol,
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 1list. Admiral Sharp's recommendations
were received on 29 May but were not acted upon.Z27

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. PFor 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 certalin 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 incliusion in
RT 57, then under preparation by the Joint Starf.28

26. (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 22 May 67. (TS-GP 4)
Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 2401207 May 67, (TS) Msg, JCS 3903-
67 to CINCPAC, 25 May 67; JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING
THUNDER 56, see 17. ‘

27. (TS) Msg, JCS 3903-67 to CINCPAC, 25 May 67, same

flle. agS-GP 3) Msgs, CINCPAC to JCS, 290506Z May 67,

Jcs IN
Jun 67. -
28, (TS-GP 3) Telecon, JCS 4561 to CINCPAC, 171550Z
Jun 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56 sec 17.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 8177 to CINCPAC, 1622372 Jun 67. (TS- .
GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 280439Z Jun 67, JCS IN 17531.
{TS-GP 3) Memo, J-3 to.CJCS, "ROLLING THUNDER (U)," n.d.
C. 3 Jul 67), JMF 9155 (18 Peb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56
sec 17. (TS-GP 3) Telecon, NMCC to CINCPAC, 101810Z Jul
67, same file. ‘ : ' :

905 and 030424Z Jun 67; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam,
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mid-July the intensity of the bombing subsided around Hanol,

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

]

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 5thg 12 (13th 21

Ha Dong Barracks 12 (5th 10 (12th 4o

8 (13th) 12 (22nd

Haiphong TPP E 10 (10th 10

Haiphong TPP W 10 (1oth} 12 (20th) 32

: ' 10 (26th
Kien An Alrfield 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 720 {19th 20

Kep Army Barracks 12 (19th) 16 3lst} 28

Hanoi TPP (authorized 16 May) 2 (19th) & (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 Chalrman, Joilnt 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 Hanoli and move in on Halphong
as JCS have recommended,” he said. In his reply General.

2. (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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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 2 flve 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 1? through 21 May, bombing close to and within the

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

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTACK SORTIES
BY ROUTE PACKAGE

Month Sorties Route Packages
‘ I IT° IIT IV v V

1A VIB
6,6 y "

Tebrusey 5,508 68 o 1 o & % %

March 8,493 60% 9% 11% g; W - 3% 5%

ﬁg§il 1?' ég 39% i%; 135 11% 3% 132 2;

June 11,526 3%% 13 17% 113 Lz 14 5% 23

Then, quite suddenly, on 22 May the Secretary of
Defense wlthdrew 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 pericd 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 Glap 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

. 22. (S-GF 1} CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER DIGEST, Jan-Mar 67
and Apr-Jun 67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 67} secs 1A.and 1D. {TS)
Briefing for SecDef and CJCS, "Air Campaign in North :
Vietnam," 8 Jul 67, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Jul 67.

- 23, (8-agP 12 CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER DIGEST, Apr-Jun .
67, JMP 912/323 (10 Feb 67} sec 1D.
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Restrikes against the Hailphong thermal power plants
were carried out on 10 May, thus setting the stage for
approval of attack agalnst the Hanol power plant. Within
a week CINCPAC received the requisite authority. Despite
CINCPAC's reservatlons, 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 casuzlties 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 Forelign Minister Brown, and of Buddha's birth-
day.

On 19 May two US aireraft 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
WALLEZE weapon entering through a window of the generator
hall .

The Bombing is Restricted

ROLLING THUNDER strike forces Increased their efforts
through the spring. Targets destroyed or damaged during
March numbered 1,781; 1in April, the figure was 2,722; and
during May, it was 4,325, Other statistlcs also illustrate
this increase 1n activity. Of all sortles flown during
March only eight percent had been against 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 it would

be 16 percent. These increases resulted from the new
- . -

20. (15-GP 1) NMCC 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 bilrthday, 23 May, but authorized naval gunfire
and air operatlons against observed substantial military
resupply activity in North Vietnam south of 200, (TSs)
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 77.7 to CINCPACFLT, 1008462
Jun 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 56, sec 17.




h cost in US aircraft and pilots. Strikes were authorized
agalnst all previously approved ROLLING THUNDER targets.
Seven addltional important targets recommended by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were not approved: the Hanol thermal power
plant, the Hanol supply depot N, the Hanol railroad/highway
bridge on the Red River, the Hailphong railroad yards W,
Haiphong port areas C and D, the Hon Gal Port, and Phuc

Yen Airfield. AIl of the general guildelines for ghe new
program were carried over from the previous one.t

The Hanol Thermal Power Plant

9 The most important deletion from the Joint Staff pro-
posal for RT 56 was that of the Hanol thermal power plant.
Destruction of this plant, in Admiral Sharp's opinion, would
eliminate avallable power in the northeast area except for
portable generators; 1n 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 offlclals 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 1its use at that time.

In the meantime the Secretary of Defense advised the Joint
Chlefs of Staff that if the two Halphong thermal power

1
o

. plants were destroyed first, 1t would be easier to secure
approval for attack of the Hanol plant. He recognized, .

1 however, that bad weather might prevent striking the

] Halphong plants before the President could consider the

prime target.l9 y

I8, (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4255 to CINCPAC, 0222482 May

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 022202Z May 67; (TS) Msg, JCS
3223-67 to CINCPAC, 2 May 67; same file.
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Attacks on other targets on the RT 55 list continued
meanwhile and, with the arrival of better weather condi-
tions 1n 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 RP 55
target not strucg during the eight days was the Xuan Mai
highway bridge.l

RT 56

Planning for a new authorization was initiasted 2lmost
lmmedlately after the approval of RT 55. The Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, had instructed the Joint Staff to
include as fixed targets Phuc Yen and one other MIG-capable
airfield-=-perhaps Klen An--but exi%uding Gia Lam, the
international airport near Hanoi.

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 Halphong thermal power plants
(until they were destroyed), the Van Dien vehicle depot,
and the Yen Vien railroad 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 avoild civilian casual-
"ties by striking during good weather?for positive identi-
Tfication. The Van Dlen Supply/SAM Depot and the Nguyen Khe
Storage faciIlty were also approved. The last target was
the Kien An Airfileld, which was to be struck, along with
those alrfields 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
ngtation, 25 Apr 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER
56, sec 17.
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MIG attacks against US strike aircraft, but also would
permit US alrcraft to engage the MIGs on their return leg
to sanctuary in China. CINCPAC recognized that the prob-
lem of hot pursult would be helghtened, but that authority
for hot pursuit into China would not be given.l3

Upon recelving the RT 55 authority, US forces promptly
launched a strike agailnst each airfleld, 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 Air Force. The Chalrman 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 actlon might Jeopardize efforts to gain authority
to attack all NVN airflelds. The Chalrman suggested to
CINCPAC that he exert a restraining influence on his sub-
ordinates. But CINCPAC had anticipated reaction from
Washington and had alreﬁdy warned his fleld commanders to
restrain their pilots.l

Despite the attacks on the two airfields, the number
of 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 Klen An and Cat Bi. PFallure to obtain the
desired authority, however, did not prevent effective action
against other North Vietnamese airfields. On 1 May, US
pilots restruck Kep and Hoa Lac airfields and destroyed 16
MIGs. Thereafter, for several months, enemy air activity:
was minimal,l

)

I3.(8) Wag, CINCRAC to JCS, 130432Z Apr 67, same file,
sec 10.
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) CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER. DIGEST,
Apr-Jun 67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 67) sec 1D,
Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 300055Z Apr 67, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65)
ROLLING THUNDER 55, Sec 16. (TS) Mag, JCS 3223-67 to
CINCPAC, 2 May 67, same file, sec 17.
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The alrflelds were added to the target 1list in order
to weaken the enemy's air defense, which had been stiffened
as a result of intensified attacks 1n the northeast quadrant
in recent weeks. SAMs, antlaircraft, 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 Had
been prevalent and growing for some time. The Joint Staff
had warned 1n 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 periofi and 43 from antlaireraft
artillery and automatic weapons.)

On 23 March CINCPAC had appealed for authority to con-
duct spolling attacks on Hoa Lac and Kep airfields before
MIGs from these airfilelds could seriously interfere with
ROLLING THUNDER. Hoa Lac alrfleld was just nearing comple-
tion and Kep had been recently improved. Attacks against
them, said 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.12 - . '

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

I1. (T3-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 67T,
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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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
deslgned to initlate an integrated campaign against the
land, rall, and water lines of communication in the north-
east. Such a program had been much desired and long socught
by the Joint Chlefs of Staff and CINCPAC. The objective of
the program was ultimately to isolate 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 alr 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 Halphong cement plant, the Hanol
rallroad/highway bridge (canal), one of the Hanoi railroad
repalr shops, the Haiphong ammunition depot, the Dan Phucong o)
highway causeway, and the Xuan Mail highway bridge SW, plus T
a restrike of the Halphong POL. The other two targets
were Hoa Lac and Kep airflelds. Attacks against the air-
fields were to be limited to "small and random harassment
strikes deslgned to attrite ailrcraft and disrupt support
facilities." Only one JCS target, the Hanol thermal
power plant, was deleted from those requested by the
Joint Chlefs of Staff. The other general guidelines re-
mained unchanged, although the Joint Chlefs of Staff had
requested a _reductlon of the restrictions for armed recon-
naissance.1l0

4

— 9. (TS-GP L) NMCC OPSUMs 46-67 through 65-67, 25 Peb
through 20 Mar 67. (TS) Telecon, NMCC to CINCPAC, 171840z i
Mar 67, JMP 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 5%, 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_I) 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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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 polltical requirement that the new
targets be attacked by any deadline, two of them, the Bac
Glang and Hon Gal thermal power plants, were struck almost
immedlately and for two stralght 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 Chalrman 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
forelgn charges of escalation, there miﬁht be delay in
securing authority for attacks zgainst "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 grant%ng of that authority, said
the Chairman, appeared imminent. ’

The Chalrman 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."™ . .7

Although hampered by the weather, ROLLING THUNDER
forces wlthin 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 Halphong area, encouraged the Chalrman 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 forelgn shipping.
Because of the weather and political considerations,

7. (TS) Msg, JCS 1422-67 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV,
22 Feb 67; gs) Ms%, JCS 1497-67 to CINCPAC, 25 Peb 67T;
JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) ROLLING THUNDER 54, sec 15,

8. (8) Msg, JCS 1691-67 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV,
6 Mar 67, same file.
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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 Hanol and Halphong, a
Hanol transformer statlon, 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 equlpment 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 209 N latitude
and authorized the selective mining of inland waterways in
the same area, along with naval gunfire against military
shore targets. Thils added over 75 miles of coastline area
for operations calculated to Interdict waterborne logistics
craft in coordination wlth ROLLING THUNDER operations. The
President also authorized artillery flre north of the DMZ. ok

CINCPAC and the commanders in the fleld 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 hils 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

5. (3-GP &) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 250312Z Feb 67, 0CJCS
091 File Vietnam, Feb 67. o
6. (S-GP 1) CINCPAC, ROLLING THUNDER Digest, Jan-Mar
67, JMF 912/323 (10 Feb 67) sec IA. , .
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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. :

Wlthin 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 emphaslized to the Preslident the importance of
striking against the electric power net, even to the point
of destroying the entire system, to bring graduated pressure
against Hanoi. 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 believed, would initially be limited to
a slight broadening of the target base but would soon result
in approval of actions that would bring inereased pressure
to bear on the enemy.3

" RT 54

The approval of RT 54 on 23 February, Just ten days
after the resumptlion of the bombing, confirmed General
Wheeler's optimism and marked the beginning of what developed
into an intensifled campaign against the northeast quadrant.
The Presldent 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 plants, Hon Gai, That
Nguyen, Viet Tril, and Bac Glang; and the Thal 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 sortles in-
creased. These were encouraging changes.

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

4. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6955 to CINCPAC, 230308Z Feb 67.
(TS) Memo, J-3 to CJCS, ROLLING THUNDER with draft execute
message, 21 Feb 67, same file. , ) .
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Chapter 41

ROLLING THUNDER GAINS MOMENTUM - FEBRUARY-JUNE 1967

The Bomblng Resumes

1 Milltary operatlons against North Vietnam resumed on ﬁ'
13 February 1967, when the Tet standdown came to an end. hy
During the months that followed, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, %IV
supported by CINCPAC, won approval for successive ROLLING i
THUNDER programs that had the effect of gradually intensify- P
- ing operations against targets in the vital northeast E&-

quadrant of North Vietnam.

At the time operations resumed, however, prospects ;
for an-intensified campaign against the North did not appear 3
bright. The restrictive RT 53 was still in effect, an |
operatilon which Admiral Sharp had characterized on 2 :
February as an effort which fell "considerably short of
what could have been an initial step in bringing more
positive pressure to bear on Hanoli in 1967." He had empha-
sized the need for a long-range program cove{ing all of
what he considered to be key target systems. This was an R
approach CINCPAC had long advocated and which he had ST
gradually developed and refined. The most recent step in SR
thls evolution had been submitted to the Joint Chiefs of C
Staff on 18 January. This was a proposal for applying : | b
steady pressure, avolding peaks and depressions, against - R 2
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-
ﬁorting industry; 3) transportation support facilities;

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

I, (S-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 022246Z PFeb 67,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam, Feb 67, :

2. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 182210Z Jan 67, .
JCS IN 53524, | :

1
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communists prior to the signing of the Geneva accords of 1962;
cegsation of all acts of terrorism in South Vietnam; and an
agreement to exchange prisoners., Veriflcatlon of the measures
should be by unilateral inspectlion and pollcing by the
belligerents themselves rather than by the demonstrably
inadequate method of international 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 deflclencies of the present commlssion,
and should be in place and functioning effectively before any
US forces were withdrawn. To avoid 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 bomblng of North Vietnam. Mililitary operations
elsewhere should be pressed vigorously during negotiations.26

Ho Chi Minh's letter of 15 PFebruary spelled fallure for
the MARIGOLD-SUNFLCWER diplomatic offensive. After three
months of intensive diplomatic 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 positlon on negotliation 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 Vlietnamese, and Free World military forces
during 1966. Redoubled efforts on the battlefleld were there-
fore 1in order, and as fighting resumed at the end of the Tet -
stand-down, the US milltary leaders hoped to win approval for
intensified operations against the enemy war-making potential
centered. in the Hanol-Haiphong area.

26, (18-GP 1) JCSM-107-67 to SecDef 27 Feb 67 (derived
from JCS 2472/6-3); (S-GP 1) JCS 2472/6-4, 3 Apr 67;
JMF 911/080 (30 Jan 7) sec 1.
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equipment, supplies and personnel into SVN. Truck traffic
on the major LOCs in southern Laos and in the area of Route
Package I was approaching an all-time high. The repalir and
improvement of railroads and roads had been accelerated
apprﬁgiably, and new roads were being built by the enemy in
SVN. A broader CINCPAC intelllgence survey of the entire
panhandle area corroborated COMUSMACV's evaluation. Ailr
reconnalssance had revealed an increased use of both coastal
and Inland waterways. Water traffilc cobserved in the vicinity
of Vinh was heavier than it had been since 1965, and convoys
of more than 100 trucks each-~ten times the normal average-
had been sighted frequently in the panhandle by mid-April. hiy

Alr reconnalssance of NVN above the 20th parallel, which
had resumed after 11 April, also revealed increased efforts
to support a major infiltration of SVN. Photographs taken of
Hanoi and Haiphong on 14 and 15 April showed the completed
repair and construction of key rall bridges in that vicinity.
This Included the vital Doumer bypass rall bridge on the Hanoi-
Vinh rall line. With the repalr of these key rall bridges,
traffic between Hanol and Haliphong an& between these cltles
and the south once agaln was resumed.

Repalr and improvement of NVN port facllities were also
underway. On 18 April, reconnaissance of Haiphong harbor
revealed the presence of the large Soviet-made suction dredge
Zemleses, after a two-year absence. With this vessel, NVN had
the capabllity of clearing Haiphong channel of thﬁ accumulated
8ilt that had impeded shipping for the past year. 6

The repalr and construction of military installations,
partlcularly those related to alr defense such as MIG bases and
SAM sites, were.also_going on at an alarming pace. Photographs °
taken on 22-April, for example, detected a large SAM site about
five miles southeast of Hanoi 1in the last stages of construction.
This was the second such site discovered in this area in the
past two weeks,47

§3. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 180508Z Apr 68
JCS IN 50236, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam (16-30 Apr 68).

hlhy, (S-GP 2) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 272158Z Apr 68, JCS
IN 71044, same file. (S) DIA IB, 29 Apr 68, pp. S-1, 2.

45, (S) DIA IB, 24 Apr 68, p. A-3.
45. (s) DIA 1B, 25 Apr 68, p. A-b. .
47. (8) DIA IB, 29 Apr 68, p. A-5.



The apparent deadlock over a talk site, coupled with
this massive NVN logistical buildup indicating a pending NVA/VC
offensive in SVN, prompted General Wheeler on 23 April to
direct CINCPAC to make contingency plans for resuming the
bombing of NVN beyond the 20th parallel. The plans were to
cover three target options, each for a minimum of two days
of strikes, and capable of being executed on short notice and
with maximum surprise.

By this tlme, President Johnson was also showlng
increased concern over the high infiltration rate. The decline
in NVA/VC initlated attacks since his 31 March speech was
gratifylng, but the ever-increasing Infiltration of men and
supplies 1nto SVN was viewed by the Administration as a clear
violation of the "no advantage' conditions of the President's
1967 San Antonio formula. As Secretary of Defense Clifford
interpreted the formula, infiltration was not expected to
exceed "normal levels.”" A normal level for personnel had been
estimated at around 6,000 men per month, Estimates of the
infiltration rate for April, while admittedly "rougher" than
usual, ran as high as 20,000--a peak rate for the entire war.49

By the Administratlon's estimate, North Vietnam was taking
an intolerable military advantage of the bombling restrictions.
Nevertheless, the President did not feel that he could resume
the bombing above the 20th parallel, at least not as a first
step. The unannounced restriction of the bomblings between the
19th and 20th parallels was another matter.

On 28 April, the President indicated to General Wheeler
that he was consldering the possibility of resuming the bombing
between these two parallels, and would probably make.a decision
on April 30. If he did decide to resume alr strikes in this
area, he wanted to make certain they would come as a surprise
.in order to insure maximum destructionr, Accordingly, General
Wheeler instructed CINCPAC to be prepared to resume strigss
in this reglon in 1line with the President's suggestions.

48. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 7218 to CINCPAC, 23 Apr 68, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam (16-30 Apr 68). See Ch. 52 for a detailed
account of the pending NVN/VC offensive.

49, NY Times, 2 May 68, p. 1. 5

50. [TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 4569 to CINCPAC, 28 Apr 68, OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam (16-30 Apr 68).
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Before reaching a decision, however, the President wanted
General Westmoreland's personal assessment of the effects of
the bombing restriction cn the situatlon in SVN. Specifically,
he wanted to know how the further reduction of the bomblng
area from the 20th to the 19th parallel had affected iInflltration
and whether or not, in COMUSMACY's opinion, the line should be
returned to the 20th parallel.

General Westmoreland, in his 30 April reply to the President,
observed that the bombing restriction enabled the enemy to shift
the center of gravity of his logistics from Hanol southward.

The resulting increase 1n the infiltration of men and supplies
into SVN might already have adversely affected the allied combat
position. General Westmoreland strongly recommended the resump-
tion of the bombing between the 19th and 20th parallels, lmmedi-
ately and in force: it should be directed particularly at the
area of Ehanh Hoa, the critical link in the NVA's loglstic
system.5 ]

Despite the apprehensiveness of his field commander over
the enemy logistic buildup, the President was apparently still
clinging to the hope of reaching an agreement with NVN on a
site for talks and did not wish to take any actlon that might
jeopardize this possibllity. Thus, the date of 30 April came
and passed without a Presidential decislon on the bombing.
General Wheeler told CIN%PAC on 2 May that the questlion was .
st111 being considered.>

Agreement on Paris as a Site for Talks

After weeks of fruitless exchanges with the North
Vietnamese and third parties, Secretary Rusk had become
inereasingly pessimistic about the prospect for talks. On the
morning of 2 May, he was informed by the US Embassy in Vien-
tiane that Hanol had rejected the latest US proposal for &
meeting in the Gulf of Tonkin on an Indonesian ship, and had
indicated that thegﬁ would be no further communication for

"quite some time." Later that day, in an appearance before
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Secretary revealed some
of his discouragement when he cited NVN infiltration as an.’

——5L{TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 4568 to COMUSMACV, 28 Apr 68,
same flle-

52, Interv. J. F. Schnabel with Mr. Paul Kearney, Admin. Asst.
to the CJCS, 9 Jan 68.

53.(TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 7996 to CINCPAC, 2 May 68, 0OCJCS File
091 Vietnam (16-30 Apr 68).

54 (TS) "Summary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE," p. 68
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indication of Hanol's lack of good faith. He warned that

a NVA/VC ggfensive would measurably set back the possibility
of talks.

Only a few hours later, however, the NVN representative
in Vientliane unexpectedly delivered another note to Ambassador
Sullivan proposing Paris as the site for talks commencing on
or about 10 May.b The Administration at once decided to
accept Hanoi's proposal and so informed its allles. Admlttedly,
Paris was less than ideal, but 1t was acceptable for initial
talks. If the French Government created difficulties, a change

in the sitg could be arranged for the substantive negotlations
to follow.2T

After obtaining agreement from the allies, President
Johnson announced on 3 May that the United States Government
accepted Hanol's proposal to meet in Paris on 10 May. The
President spoke of his belief that in Paris the partlies would
receive falr and ilmpartial treatment. He also expressed hope
that this agreement on initial contacts would lead to peace
in Southeast Asia, but added a cautlonary note for those who
might expect too much from the talks: "Thls is only the firsg
step. There are many, many hazards and difficulties ahead."D

55. NY Times, 3 May 68, p. 1

56. TSummary Chronology - Operation CROCODILE," p. 70O.

57. Ibid., p. Tl.

58, T"The President's News Conference of May -3, 1968,"
Weekly Compilation of Presidentlal Documents, GPO: Washington,
D.C., pp. T4l-T42.
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Chapter 51

STRENGTHENING THE RVNAF

RVNAF Force lLevels Before Tet

The US military intervention in Vietnam had begun as
an attempt to build up South Vietnam's own forces to enable
them to cope with the insurgency. This objective remained
high on the list of US goals even after US forces took over
the principal burden of the fighting. The attempt to maxi-
mize the full military potential of RVN was hindered by a
variety of factors: 1inflationary trends in the economy,
gshortage of facillities and equipment, lack of competent
leaders and instructors, and poor motivation of personnel
(reflected in low morale and a high desertion rate). But
by the end of 1967, General Westmoreland was able to report
that the long US military assistance program for RVN was
ylelding unmistakable results. The improved quality of
the RVNAF was belng reflected in better combat performance,
both offensively and defensively.l

"The Combined Campaign Plan for 1968, adopted in November
1967, provided a general division of responsibilities between
US and RVN forces. The RVNAF were given primary responsi-
bility for the pacification and security of "National Priority"
areas, or those containing a large majority of the population,
food producing reglons, and vital LOCs. US and FWMA forces
agsumed primary responsibllity for destroying the main VC/NVN
armed forces, base areas, and resources., But 1t was under-
stood that combat conditlions would often require overlapping
or shifts in responsibilities.2 <

1. (FOUO) . CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, Report on the War in Viet-
nam, Jun 68, pp. 267, 272, 274; (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV. _
Command History 196 pp. 184, 197-199.

““““zg“rTs=NU§U§3=%ﬁ ? COMUSMACV Command History 1967, pp. 317-20.
éTS) Memo, J-5 to CJCS, "Comparison of Objectives," 1 Mar

8, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68, (S) RVNAFSCS and USMACV, .
"Combined Campaign Plan 1968," 11 Nov 67, JMF 911/350

(11 Nov 67).

mm .
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The RVNAF continued to show lmprovement throughout k
1967. In October of that year the United States agreed
to support a rise in force levels to 685,739 for FY 1968.
The new RVNAF force structure would include: j

ARVN 301, 468
VNN 16,003
VNMC 7,321
VNAF 16,448
RF 183,546
PF 160,953

Total 685: 739

GVN officials planned to support the rise 1In force
levels by lowering the draft age to 19, extending tours
of service by one year, and recalling some reservists,
During FY 1969, the GVN would expand the draft to include
18-year=-olds and would extend tours of service by an addi-
tional six months,.3 J
e

In November 1967, General Westmoreland announced that
his headgquarters was taking further actions to improve the .
effectiveness of the RVNAF. Efforts were belng made to J
improve their equipment, organization, leadership, training, -
morale, and management., Additional attentlion was also to
be given to the US advisory effort.4

In line with these obJectives, he requested delivery .
of ten items of eguipment during 1968 to accelerate the =
modernization of RVNAF flrepower, mobility, and communica-
tions. These items included M16 rifles, M79 grenade launch-
ers, M60 machine guns, 8lmm mortars, howitzers, trucks,
radios, and additional ammunition allocations. Most of
these items, including the Ml6s, were approved for dellvery
during 1968, but some were held up pending decision on the
FY 1969 RVNAF force structure.d

3. fTS'NOFORN“GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History 1967, pp. 187 -90.

4, (TS) Msg,COMUSMACV 10726 to CJCS, 9 Nov 67, OCJICS
File 091 Vietnam Nov 67.
5. (S) Tab C to CM~3116-68 to SecDef, 13 Mar 68 (de- -
rived from JCS 2472/137), JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68), *
a0 0(0)51 0y g ’
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As of 31 December, the total strength of the RVNAF was
643,100, of which 342,300 were allocated to the regular forces
and 300,200 to the territorial forces (RF/PF).b

The Tet Offensive and Its Effects

The attack launched by VC/NVA forces on the night of
29-30 January 1968, during the Tet holiday, has been des-
cribed in Chapter 48 . The enemy wag largely successful
in cateching RVNAF forces of f guard. Unilt commanders had
granted leave liberally to their personnel for the hollday
occasion. As a result, most units were down to about 40-50
percent of their strength when the enemy struck. Some unit
commanders had been careful to keep thelr on-hand personnel
at full combat readiness. In other units, however, officers
and men were caught unprepared, doubtless 1influenced by a
gsubconscious expectation that the enemy would respect the
holiday--the most solemnly regarded one in the entire Viet-
namese calendar,

Others of the enemy's hopes were destined to disappoint-
ment. Intelllgence obtained after the attack indlcated
clearly that the enemy high command had fully expected that
ARVN units and personnel would defect in large numbers, or,
at the least, would offer only half-hearted reﬁistence
Wlth this expectation in mind, the communists dlrected the
brunt of their attack against the ARVN. But the troops of
South Vietnam rose to the occaslon. US advisors later
reported that, of the 149 ARVN maneuver battalions, 42 had
performed exceptionally well during the attack, while only
eight were rated poor in performance. Not a single ARVN
unit defected to the enemy. 1In some cases, RVNAF units
carried out effective counterattacks even though outnum-
bered. -

For thls creditable record, the RVNAF paid a high
price 1in casualtiezs. Approximately 535 ARVN soldiers were
killed in action and an additional 1,698 wounded. COMUSMACV
reported on 29 February 1968 that the effectiveness of the
ARVN had been degraded in all four CTZs But already the
losges were belng replaced and ARVN unitq were approaching
thelr pre-Tet operational status.

\

(S) Interv, Robert J. Watson and Arthur A. Chapa
with CDR Paul F., Abel, USN, Revolutionary Development South
Vietnam Branch, Office of SACSA 3 Feb 69.
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The level of hostilities in the urban areas had forced
the GVN to supplement ARVN forces with RF/PF units rede-
ployed from the countryside. As a result, some 96 RF
companieg and 388 PF platoons in II, III, and IV Corps had
changed thelir mission or their location ag of 29 February.
US advisors reported that RF/PF capabllities had been de-
graded in 20 of the 44 provinces but felt that the units
had performed better than expected. In most cages these
units held their positions and fought the enemy forces.

MACV also reported that the performance of the Air
Force and the Marine Brilgade had been highly effective
while that of the Navy had been excellent.

The Tet attacks amplified some problems in the RVNAF ‘
that the United States had been attempting to rectify prior
to the offensive., Key among these were short-comings
in weaponry and transportation. RVNAF forces had been
equipped with less =sophisticated weapons than those of the
enemy, whose modern Russian AK-47 assault rifles, light and
heavy machine guns, and antitank _and artlllery rockets had
given him fire superiority. The shortage of transportation
facilities had 1In many cases prevented RVNAF personnel on
leave from rejoining their unites during the offensive.7

On 3 February, General Westmoreland requested that the
United States accelerate delivery of the M16 rifles, M60O
machine guns and M29 mortars he had requested for the RVNAF
prior to the Tet hostllities, He also asked that the RVNAF
be provided with_additional armored personnel carriers
and helicopters.8

7. (FOUO)} CINCPAC and COMUSMACV,.Report on the War in Viet-
nam, Jun 68, p. 282.A(S-GP54% MACV, Report-Reassessment of RVNAF
Status, as of 29 February 1968, 21 Mar 68, JMF 911/535
(13 Mar 68). (S) Msg DCG USARV to CSA, 121200Z Feb 68,

OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68, (TS) CM-2973-68 to Spec Asst
to Pres for National Security Affairs,.13 Feb 68, 0CJCS File
091 Vietnam 12-29 Feb 68. (S) Msg, Saigon 20928 to State,
18Mar 68. (S) Msg, Saigon 894 to State, 16 Jan 69, JCS IN
38225, L '

8. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 01586 to CJCS, 3 Feb 68, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Feb 68. Tab C to CM~3116-68 to SecDef, 13 Mar
68 (derived from JCS 2472/137), JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68),
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Within 24 hours, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
informed General Westmoreland that his request had been
approved., Immedlate arrangementg were made to accelerate
delivery of the requested items.

Immediately following the Tet offensive, the GVN
accelerated implementation of its previously planned mobili-
zatlon efforts, As President Thleu later announced to his
countrymen, such action was necessary because, "we must make
greater effort and accept more sacrifices . . . the existence
of the natlon 1s at stake and thils 1s malnly a Vietnamese
responsibility."1l0 The government at once began drafting
19-year-olds and announced that 18-year-olds would be drafted
in May 1968, Veterans under the age of 33 with less than
flve years service were informed that they would be recalled
to duty, and the length of service of all members of the
RVNAF was extended indefinitely. Prior to Tet, the RVNAF
had expanded to approximately 631,000 personnel, but mobili-
zatlon efforts drove RVNAF force levels to a new high of
647,000 by 13 March 1968, just 38,739 short of the 685,739
the United States had agreed to support in FY 1968.11

In March, General Westmoreland spoke of building a
"self-sustaining RVNAF capable of -expanding or contracting
1ts mailn effort to conform to shifts in the direction of
the war,"l2 He estimated that the accelerated recruiting
drive would swell the RVNAF force structure to 707,000 by
September 1968 and to 751,739 by December 1968. If the
recrulting momentum continued at the lmmediate post-Tet
level, the RVNAF could be expanded to 779,154 by the end
of FY 1969 and to a maximum sustainable strength of 801,215
by the end of FY 1970. He recommended that the United States
approve. these figures as planning objectives for the years
indicated.l1l3 ) -

9. (TS) Memo for Record, ASD(I&L) "Actlons in Response
to MACV Msg on 'Additional Help Reguired," 3 Feb 68; (TS-

GP 3) Msg, CJCS 1303 to COMUSMACV, 3 Feb 68, 0CJCS File 091
Vietnam 1-12 Feb 68. (S) Tab ¢ to CM-3116-68 to SecDef,
13 Mar 68 (derived from JCS 2472/137), JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68).

10. NY Times, 1 Apr 68, 26,
11. Esa Tab B to CM-3116-68 to SecDef, 13 Mar 68 (derived
from JCS 2472/137), JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68).

12, (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 06882 to CINCPAC, 9 Mar 68,
JCS IN 61553, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam 16-30 Apr 68.

13. Ibid. (sg Tab B to CM-3116-68, 13 Mar 68 (derived
from JCS 2472/137), JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68).
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General Westmoreland's expressed deslre to support the
GVN's mobilization efforts and to accelerate and modernize
the RVNAF received the full support of Ambassador Bunker.
On 11 March, he informed the Secretary of State that it was
"most urgent that we get the weapons RVNAF needs over here
as expeditiously as possible, in order to maintain the
momentum of the GVN's present mobilization efforts.” He
agreed with General Westmoreland's suggested lncrease 1n
RVNAF force levels for FY 1969 and advised that the United
States encourage the GVN to continue its mobilization efforts
"mot only to form additilonal units that are sorely needed
and to f1ll up their ranks, but to deny thls manpower to
the Viet Cgﬂg, who are themselves 1in desperate need of

manpower."

On 19 March, General Wheeler informed the Secretary of
Defense that it was important that the United States authorize
expansion of the RVNAF force structure beyond the authorized
FY 1968 level of 685,739 in order to permit the GVN to fill
unit shortages, to sustain the momentum of RVNAF procurement
and training programs, and to show US support of the GVN
mobilization efforts, He recommended that thls be done
immediately by authorizing the addition of 31,475 personnel
spaces previouslg authorized for expansion of the RVNAF
during FY 1969.1

US _Presidential Decision to Shift Major Portilon of War
Effort to GVN

President Johnson's decision to send only a llmited
number of US reinforcements to South Vietnam after the Tet
offensive -- approximately 24,500 instead of the 206,000
requested by General Westmoreland -- has been described in
an earlier chapter. In reaching this, decision, the Presi-
dent determined to prepare the RVNAF to assume a greater
share of the war effort. In his speech to the nation on
31 March 1968, Mr. Johnson applauded the GVN's recent
mobllization efforts and stated:

14, (TS) Msg, Saigon 21733 to State, 11 Mar 68, JCS
IN 64635. .

15. (S-NOFORN-GP 4) cM-3128-68 to SecDef, 19 Mar 68,
JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68). (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 07327
to CINCPAC, 15 Mar 68, JCS IN 72264,

.
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. . . . Our first priority will be to support
their effort.

We shall accelerate the re-equipment of South
Vietnam's armed forces in order to meet the enemy's
Increased flrepower. And this will enable them pro-
gresslvely to undertake a large share 8f combat opera-
tions against the Communist invaders.l

Four days later, General Westmoreland recommended
revision of the current practice of distributing M16 rifles
to US and RVNAF troops on a 50-50 basis. He asked that the
RVNAF be given 75 percent of the available Ml6s, to capi-
tallze on the high morale and aggressiveness that RVNAF
personnel were exhlbiting during the post-Tet period. He
also recommended that this weapon be provided to the RF/PF
forces for the first time., The Joint Chiefs of Staff
approved the request and stipulated that the RVNAF would
contlnue receiving 75 percent of the monthly allocatiosn until
they had received all they required.l7

That same day, the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved
the 19 March request by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for 31,475
additional personnel spaces for the RVNAF for FY 1968, ralsing
the authorized ceiling to 717,214, Mr. Nitze further re-
quested that the Chalrman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, submit to
hls offlce certain additional information concerning RVNAF
force structure, combat effectlveness, and equipment shortages,
together with studles that would Justify the 779,154 RVNAF
force level that General Westmoreland had recommended for
FY 1969.18

Long-Range Obdjectives: Initial JCS Plans

Before the Joint Chiefs of Staff could provide Mr.
Nitze with the information he had requested on 4 April,
the United States and NVN agreed to the opening of negotia-
tions 1in Paris, This development had important implications

16, NY Times, 1 Apr 68, 26.
17. (S-GP L) Msg, COMUSMACV 945 to CSA, 4 Apr 68, JC38
IN 23458, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Apr 68. (FOUO) COMUSMACY

Report on the War in Vietnam, Jun 68, p. 278,
18. (S) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, "Increase in FY 1968

RVNAF Force Level (U)}," "4 Apr 68, JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68).
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for the RVNAF program. Negotliatlions might well lead to a
"rneeze" on force levels and armaments in RVN or to restric-
tions on postwar US military aid to the GVN. It was there-
fore important to bring the RVNAF to maximum strength as
rapidly as possible.

Realization of these facts shaped the JCS reply to
Mr. Nitze. On 15 April, the Joint Chiefs of Staff told him
that the goal should be

...t0 bring the RVNAF to a self-zufficlent posture
prior to any freeze, and thus create the largest
sustainable RVNAF in-being prior to a negotiated
settlement.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were thinking in terms of
building an RVNAF force structure capable of coping with a
"residual internal insurgency threat,” but not of defeating
a renewed invaslon from North Vietnam. .

They felt confident that the 801,215 force level could
be reached even before the end of FY 1970, the date origi-
nally proposed by COMUSMACV. Recognizing that the armor,
artillery, transport, construction, engineer, and other
special equipment could not arrive in RVN in time to arm
new recruits, the Joint Chiefs of Staff suggested that the
new personnel could be armed with avallable M2 carbines and
agsigned to existing units as light infantrymen until the
equipment could be deployed. The carbines might be provided
‘as an interim weapon untll M16s became available. They also
recommended that all RVNAF, including RF/PF, be provided
with M16s.19 .

This JCS memorandum apparently "crossed" one from the
Deputy Secretary of Defense that showed that Mr. Nitze was
thinking along the same linesg., As he wrote:

We have embarked upon a course of gradually
shifting the burden of the war to GVN forces. We
now must support as qulckly as possible and to the
maximum extent feasible efforts of the GVN to en-
large, improve, and modernize their armed forces,

19. (S-GP 4) JCSM-233-68 to SecDef, "Accelerated
Expagg%on of the RVNAF (U)," 15 Apr 68, JMF 911/535 (13
Mar .
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Mr. Nltze recognized that in the course of negotiations
the Unlted States and the Government of NVN might agree to a
mutual restrictlon of military operations. Given this possi-
bility, he requested the Joint Chiefs of Staff to develop a
comprehensive and feaslble plan to reorient the GVN forces
to make them self-sufflclient In the areas of loglstics, air-
1ift, and air/artillery support.20

On 17 April, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed Admiral
Sharp to develop a plan according to Mr, Nitze's specifica-
tions. He was also told that he might "coordinate” his
efforts with the RVN JGS on the basis of "strengthening"
the RVNAF rather than making 1t "self-sufficient" so as
not to cause undue alarm.21

While Admiral Sharp prepared the plan, both he and
COMUSMACV expressed thelr oplnions regarding the prospects
of a larger role for the RVNAF. They agreed that the RVNAF
was not capable of self-sufficiency at the present time and
that US units would be needed to provide substantial combat
and logistical support, for a time at least .22

The Joint Chlefs of Staff recognized that the moderni-
zatlion of the RVNAF would not in itself guarantee that the
RVNAF could operate effectively in a combat role. They
saw value in testing the ARVN's capabilities in an expanded
combat role, but recognlzed that such tests would not be
valid 1f elite units of the ARVN were used. They felt that
the tests should be carried out by COMUSMACV and the JGS
without undue political pressure to get the RVNAF to assume
greater responsibility too quickly. They also believed
that the task of turning over a larger part of the war in
RVN to the RVNAF should proceed at a rate to be determined
by COMUSMACV, with no "attempt to rush the process or to
attempt at this point to draw up Tirm schedules." In sum,

20. (S-GP 4) Memo,. DepSecDef to CJCS, "RVNAF Improve-
ment and Modernization (U)," 16 Apr 68, JMF 911/535 (16
Apr 68) sec 1.

2l. (S-NOFORN) Msg, JCS 6703 to CINCPAC, 17 Apr 68,
JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68), :

22, (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV 5388 to CINCPAC, 23 Apr 68;
(TS} Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS 030314Z May 68; 0OCJCS File 091
Vietnam May 68.
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff saw grave risks In a policy that
would turn over the main combat role to the RVNAF too
rapidly.23

On 23 May, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted the
plan requested by Mr. Nitze on 16 April. It was designed
to shift the burden of the war gradually to the GVN, com-
pleting the process By the end of FY 1973. It assumed
that the RVNAF, when enlarged and improved, could success-
fully cope with the Viet Cong in the absence of large-scale
infiltration, but that some US support would continue,
especlally for the GVN Navy and Alr Force,

Under the JCS plan, the RVNAF would be expanded in
three increments, or phases. The f{first phase would go
into effect immediately and would run through FY 196%.
During this period, the RVNAF would increase to the newly
authorized FY 1968 strength of 717,214 and would be pro-
vided with modern equipment. The second increment would
be implemented during FY €9, when the RVNAF would be further
enlarged to 801,215 men, with additional modernization.
The final phase would run from the close of FY 1969 through
FY 1973. No detailed plans for this period were scheduled,
since, as the Joint Chlefs of Staff pointed out, it was
impossible at that time to determine the rate at which the
RVNAF could absorb modern egquipment. However, they did
provide contingency measures for the third phase that allowed
the RVNAF to take over equipment in the hands of selected
US units if US and NVN forces wlthdrew from South Vietnam.

As to the ultimate effects of the plan, the Joint
Chlefs of Staff warned that:

the RVNAF, even though expanded and modernized may
continue to suffer from important deflciencies, such
as tralning, leadership, and morale, which may limit
RVNAF capability to achieve the objectives establlshed
for 1t.

23. (TS) Note to Control Div, "Discussion Topic for
SecDef-JCS meeting, Monday, 29 Apr 68," 26 Apr 68; (TS)
J-3 TP 42-68, 29 Apr 68, JMF 911/535 (13 Mar 68).
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They added that the plan would require the diversion of
gquipment from US actlve and inactilive units, Hith conse-
quent adverse effects on US force readiness.?2

On 24 May, Mr. Nitze approved the recommendations
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had submitted on 15 April
to increase RVNAF strength to 801,215 and to issue M2
carbines and M16 rifles to the RVNAF (including RF/PF).
The additional personnel were to be allocated to the RVNAF
service and paramllitary forces as follows:

FY 68 Force Levels Proposed FY 69 FY 69

Service _ As of 4 Apr 68 Add-on Total
1. Regular Forces
Army 321,056 34,079 355,135
Navy 17,178 728 17,906
Air Force 17,198 4,374 21,572
Marine Corps 8,271 629 8,900
Total Regular 363,703 39,310 03,513
2. Paramilitary Forces
Reglonal Forces 125,211 32,816 218,687
Popular Forces 167,540 : 11,375 179,015
Total Paramllitary 353,511 ; ,191 . 397,702
Grand Total 717,214 . 84,001 801,215

But Mr. Nitze withheld approval of funds to support the
personnel expansion until he could study the long-range
plan submitted the previous day.25

The Modernization and FExpansion of the RVNAF in Two Phases

After reviewlng the JCS long-range plan, Mr. Nitze
lssued hls decision on 25 June 1968. He approved the pro-
posal to expand and modernize the RVNAF during FY 1968
(except for certain portions dealing with the VNN). He

24, (S-NOFORN-GP _3) JCSM-324-68 to SecDef, 23 May 68,
JMF 911/535 (16 Apr 68) sec IA. :
25. (3) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, "Accelerated Expansion
?f RVNAF6 ? " (derived from JCS 2472/264-1), JMF 911/535
13 Mar .
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also approved the proposed FY 1969 force structure for ARVN
combat units, for ARVN and VNMC artillery battallens, and
for the RF/PF, as well as the planned activation of two VNAF

helicopter zquadrons. Whlile he 4dl1d not approve the rest of
the plan, he 1lnstructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to review
the RVNAF program in two phases. The Phase I plan would
concentrate on maximizing the ground combat power of the
ARVN, rather than on building a balanced RVNAF. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff were to indicate the actions that the United
States should take to reach this goal, assuming that the
United States would continue participating in the war at pres-
ently approved levels, The Phase II plan should delineate a
program to bulld a RVNAF force gtructure capable of coping
with an internal insurgency if both NVA and US forces wlth-
drew. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were to aszume that the

GVN would receilve any necessary eguipment as early as possi-
ble and that it would eventually acquilire most of the faclli-
ties currently being used by US forces., Mr, Nitze asked that
a preliminarg report on Phase I be submitted to him by 15
August 1968, 6

While these plans were being prepared, Mr. Nitze and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff took steps to carry out the RVNAF
expansion and modernlzation already approved for FY 1968.
Owing to Mr. Nitze's decision temporarily to withhold funds,
General Westmoreland approved a somewhat lower strength
objective than had been authorized in Washington--751,513
instead of 801,215. But the process of mobilization set in
motion by the GVN soon outstripped thils goal. By the end
of June 1968. the RVNAF had reached a strength of 765,050.27

The GVN's mobilizatlon efforts were thus outpacing US
support. The Joint Chiefs of Staff therefore recommended
that, as an interim measure, the Secretary of Defense
authorize the Military Departments to program certain
equipment for ARVN combat and combat ‘support units due to

26. (S-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, "RVNAF Improve=~
ment and Modernization (U)," 25 Jun 68 (derived from JCS
2472/272~2), JMF 911/535 {16 Apr 68) sec 2.

27. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 3920 to CINCPAC, 2 Jul 68;

?S-GP 4} Msg, JCS 4080 to CINCPAC, 5 Jul 68, JMF 911/535
16 Apr 68) sec 2. (S-GP L) Msg, COMUSMACV 19762 to CINCPAC,
9 Jul 68, JCS IN 29587, JMF 911/535 (16 Apr 68) sec 3.




be activated in FY 1969. Additionally, they requested the
immediate gctivation of a number of combat servlice support
elements,

On 30 July, Mr. Nitze approved these requests. He also
instructed the Service Secretarles to make every effort to
provide support to match the GVN's moblllzatlon efforts and
to expedite delivery of the equipment.29

In August, for reasons of speed and efficiency, the
Secretary of Defense appolnted Mr. Richard Steadman, of
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for International
Securlty Affairs, to oversee those actlons needed to lmprove
the capabllities and performance of GVN forces. General
Wheeler appointed Rear Admiral W. D. Houser, USN, to perform
the same task wilithin the O0JCS. Mr. Steadman was given the
additional responsibllity of managing all OSD matters dealing
with US support of the RVNAF.30

Development of Phase T Plans

The Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted a prelimlinary report
on Phase I RVNAF improvement and modernization on 29 August
and a second and final report on 2 October,  Under the plan,
the RVNAF strength of 801,215, already approved as a final
goal, would be reached in FY,1969 Subsequently, these forces
would be modernized by the end of FY 1973, at an approximate
cost of $8,028,912,000, 66 percent of which would be for ammu-
nition. The program was desgigned to "maximize, for the indefi-
nite future, ground combat capabllities within the RVNAF." It
wag assumed that a balanced RVNAF force structure would not be
needed because US forces would continue operating at present
levels and would provide such loglstlc support as port terminal
service, airlift, engineer construction property disposal, and
out-of-country malntenance.

28. (S~GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 19762 to CINCPAC, 9 Jul 68,
JCS IN 29587, JMF 911/535 é16 Apr 68) sec 3. (S-GP 4) JCSM
455-68 to SecDef, 19 Jul 6 (derived from JCS 2472/272-4),
JMF 911/535 (16 Apr 68) sec 2.

29, (S~-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to SecA et al., "RVNAF
Improvement and Modernization (U)," 30 Jul 68, . JMF 911/535
(16 Apr 68) sec 3.

30. (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6931 to CINCPAC, 12 Aug 68.

Adm Houser was replaced in Nov.68 by BG A.J. Bowley. See
cm-3752é68 to SeeDef, 5 Nov 68, 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
1 Nov .
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Since the plan emphasized ground combat strength, only
limited expansion was envisioned for ARVN logistic units and
for the VN and VNAF. Combat elements of the ARVN, includ-
ing the RF/PF, would be allocated more than 64,000 of the
planned increase of 84,001 men, with the rest distributed
to the VNN and VNAF. It was antilcipated that later, during
Phase II, the ARVN would be reduced to allow expansion of
the other services.

The JCS =zchedule called for the Phase I ARVN forces
to be trained and ready for activatlon by the end of the
third quarter of FY 1970 and the VNN and the VNAF by the
end of the second quarter of FY 1971. The limited expansion
envisioned for the VNN would take place during 1969. The
entire RVNAF force structure could be modernlized by the end
of FY 1973, but achilevement of Phase I objectlves would
depend on the ability of the Services to provide equipment
on schedule and on the capacity of the RVNAF to absorb and
utilize US materiel.3l

The Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary of
Defense that COMUSMACV believed the RVNAF capable of assum-
ing an increased share of combat operations during FY
1969-70 if the Phase I Plan was implemented. But they
reiterated thelr earlier warnlng that even after expansion
and modernlization the RVNAF might not be able to meet their
objectives, because of defilclencies in training, morale, and
leadership. They warned also that if US forces were wlth-
drawn without adequate guarantees (such as those envisioned
in the Manila Communigque of 1966), the RVNAF would continue
to require support by residual US forces. They stressed
that the Phase I plan could not be implemented at the
expense of other SEA or non-SEA programs without a further
deterioration of an already unsatlsfactory US world-wlde
military posture. .

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended approval of the
Phase I plan along with the necessary addltional funding
and procurement authority. They also asked that COMUSMACV
be given authority to make minor adjustments or revisions

31. (S-GP 4) JCSM-524-68 to SecDef, 29 Aug 68 (derived
from JCS 2472/272-7), JMF 911/535 (16 Apr 68) sec 3. (S-
GP 3) JCSM-577-68 to SecDef, 2 Oct 68 (derived from JCS
2U72/272-9), same file, sec 4A.
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in RVNAF force structure as circumstances might require,
within Service celllings and in in-country materiel assets
approved for Phase I.

On 23 October, Mr, Nitze approved the Phase I plan
with minor alterations in the ammunition levels requested
and In the types of =small arms to be distributed to RVNAF
logistic support units. However, he indlcated that the
Secretary of Defense would have to request addltlonal funds
to acquire Phase I equilipment requirements beyond those
already programmed for FY 1969, and prepare a study of Phase
I costs for FY 1970 to be included in the FY 1970 budget
request, Therefore, Mr. Nitze Instructed the Service Secre-
taries to review the net equipment requirements for the
FY 1969-70 Phase I program, and to submit their findings to
him by 9 November as an addendum budget. Mr., Nitze then
authorized General Abrams to make adjustment in the RVNAEF"
force gtructure within Service ceillings and In in-country,
materliel assets approved for Phase I.32

The Phase I plan underwent three modifications in 1968,
The first dealt with force levels and was necessitated by
the progress of the GVN mobllization program, which sur-
passed US expectations. On 20 June, Presldent Thieu signed
a second General Mobllization Law, which extended the age
limit for induction into the RVNAF to 43 from 35 years of
age. ' Men between the ages of 44-50 were made 1liable for
part-time service 1in civilian defense units.33

By 1 September, RVNAF force levels had risen beyond
811,000. It was expected that they would reach 850,000
by 30 October. On 25 October, the Joint Chiefs of Staff -
informed the Secretary of Defense that COMUSMACV, CINCPAC,
and Ambassador Bunker had recommended that the authorized
strength of the RVNAF be raised tb 850,000. They stated
that under plans proposed by the GVN, approximately 39,000
of the new personnel would be used to expand the Regional
Force structure, Thils increase would permit the RF to

(S-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to SecA gt al., "Republic’
of Vietnam Armed Forces: Improvement and Modernization (U),"
23 Oct 68, Att to JCS 2472/272-15, 25 Oct 68, JMF 911/535
16 Apr 68) sec 8. (S-GP 3) JCSM-577-68 to SecDef, 2 Oct
(derived from JCS 2&72/272-9& same fille, sec 44,
33. NY Times, 20 June
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extend their coverage of territory and to assume responsi-
pility for RD programs currently undertaken by ARVN forces,
which would thus be released for regular ground operations.

The rest of the proposed increase (9,785 men) would be assigned
to long lead-time training programs, such as those for
mechanics, communications-electronics technicians, and .
airplane pllots, as a first step in preparing the RVNAF for
eventual translition to Phase II.

The Joint Chilefs of Staff expressed an uncertalnty that
the RVNAF would be able to sustain a force level of 850,000 in
the long run. However, they felt that even & short-term in-
crease in forces would have its advantages. Not only would
it permit expansion of the RF, but 1& would reduce the supply
of manpower available to the enemy.3

Mr. Nitze approved the increase in RVNAF force levels to
850,000 on 1 November.35

The second and third modifications were minor and dealt
with changes in RVNAF equlpment requirements, Mr, Nitze
approved them on 14 November and 6 December respectively.36

Flanning for Phase II

The JCS plan for the second phase of RVNAF modernization,
submitted to the Secretary of Defense on 15 November 1968, was
intended to provide a force capable of coping with a "residual"
insurgency threat after US, FW, and NVA forces had been with-
drawn. Such a threat was defined as one involving up to 130
VC maneuver battalions (possibly including some NVA fillers),
capable of regimental-szize combat operations on a scale approx-
imating that of 1964-1965. To meet this contingency, the plan

-~

34, (S-GP 3) Briefing Sheet for CJCS, "RVNAF Improve-
ment and Modernization (Force Structure Increase) (U)," 23
Oct 68, on JCS 2472-14; (S-GP 4) JCSM-633-68 to SecDef,
%g)Oct 68 (derived from JCS 2472/272-15), JMF 911/535 (16 Apr

sec 8.

35.- (S-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to SecA et al., "Increase
in RVNAF Force Structure (U)," 1 Nov 68, Att to JCS 2472/272-16,
csame file, same sec..

36. (C-GP 4) Msg, JCS 5528 to CINCPAC and CSA, 14 Nov 68,
(C-GP 4) Msg, JCS 7087 to CNO and CINCPAC, 6 Dec 68, )
JMF 911/535 (16 Apr 68) sec 9,
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envisioned a balanced, self-sufficient RVNAF, to be achieved by
adding air, naval, and logistlc units to the strong ground
forces that would be established in Phase I. The ultimate

force structure, while not "optimum," was "considered reasonably
attainable by the Government of Vietnam."

The plan would go into execution at the start of FY 1970
and would be completed by the close of FY 1974. Priority would
be glven the ARVN, whilch would be completed by the end of FY
1971. The VNN would be scheduled for completion (with minor
exceptiong) by the end of FY 1973 and the VNAF during the
following year. The estimated cost of the plan was $3.1 billion,
of which about 82 percent would be for ammunition. The transi-
tion from Phase I would be assisted by the long-term training

programs undertaken under the recently approved modification of
Phase 1I.

A "key factor" in executing the plan, according to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the availability of equipment.
Materiel requirements could be met either through additional
procurement actlon or by turnover of equipment from US units
being deactivated or redeployed. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
preferred the former alternative, since proposals for transfer
of equipment to the RVNAF were still under study in MACV. 1In
any event, additional funds would be needed. Any attempt to
absorb the costs of the plan by reducing other programs, warned
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, "would serlously erode the already
inadequate capability of US military forces to respond to
possible contingencies,"

The Joint Chiefs of Staff took the opportunity to warn
agalnst premature withdrawal of US and FWMA forces, pointing
out that thelr Phase ITI plan would not enable the RVNAF to
cope with large NVA forces. They noted also that, even after
the conditions of the Manila Communique were met, 1t would be
necessary for US military personnel to remain in SVN, first
to provide various types of support, then to dispose of US
property, and finally to serve an advisory function.

They foresaw that the negotiators at Paris might agree
to a settlement that would prohibit or restrict further - '
military assistance to RVN. In view of this possibility,

51-17
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they urged that COMUSMACV be authorlzed to continue progress
toward Phase II goals.37

The United States ceased all bombing of NVN on 31
October, as described in a later chapter. Thls action
causeé General Abrams some concern because he saw that it
strengthened the possibility of substantive negotiations
leading to the mutual withdrawal of US/NVN forces in the
near future. On 9 November, he recommended that the Unlted
States begln implementation of the Phase II RVNAF improve-
ment and modernization program as rapidly as posslible. He
proposed an accelerated version of the Phase II plan that
would permit completion by FY 1972. It called for two
actions as follows. Flrst, some equipment in the hands of
U3 forces would have to be turned over to the RVNAF.

Second, the RVNAF Phase II force structure would be expanded
to 877,090. The additional 27,090 personnel would be
asslgned to long lead~time and on-the-job training programs
to prepare the RVNAF for transition to Phase II without hav-
ing to draw the needed personnel from the ARVN or the RF

as previously planned. This actlon would permit retention
of the strong ground force structure currently belng bullt
under Phase I. Once the new personnel were trained and the
RVNAF was able to absorb the additlonal equipment, new units
would be formed and provided with equipment taken from
selected US units. Most of these additionaé RVNAF personnel
would be assigned to the VNN and the VNAF.3

The Secretary of Defense considered the Phase II plan
and General Abrams' accelerated version of that plan until
mlid-December, During that period, officlals within the
Department of Defense reviewed the costs involved in
building a RVNAF force structure of the silze envisioned in
Phase IT.

Army officials pointed out that the Phase II equipment
requirements would have an adverse effect on the readiness

- 37. (S-GP 4) JCSM-678-68 to SecDef, 13 Nov 68, same
file,_sec 8. S=GP 3) Tab B to J-5 BP 65-68, 20 Nov 68,
JMF /not bound/.

© 38. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 34325 to CINCPAC, 9 Nov
68, JCS IN 93364. (S-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 18 Nov 68,
JCS IN 20488. (S-GP 4) MACV Report, "RVNAF Improvement and
Modernization - Phase II," 25 Dec 68, JCS 2472/406, JMF
/not bound/.
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of US forces, especlally if the plan was accelerated as
suggested by General Abrams. They cited the fact that
while supplemental funds had been requested to continue
the Phase I program during FY 1969 and additional funds
were being sought In the FY 1970 budget, there was no
guarantee that Congress would react favorably. Thus funds
might be unavallable to replace equipment turned over to
the RVNAF. Therefore, they recommended that the RVNAF
Phase II force structure be established on a temporary
basis only. A "baseline" structure should be established
for the RVNAF, smaller than that envisioned in the Phase
ITI plan. Egulpment needed to sustain the full Phase IT
force structure should then be "loaned" to the RVNAF, to
be returned to the United States when the RVNAF receded to
its "baseline" level.39

The ‘Joint Chiefs of Staff discussed the Phase II plan
and the question of force levels with the Secretary of
Defensge and hls Deputy on several occasions. The 08D offi-
clals were of the opinion that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had overestimated the enemy threat in preparing theilr Phase W
IT plans. They declared that the United States would never
agree to a seftlement that would allow an enemy force of
the estimated size to remain in South Vietnam. Both ex-
pPressed doubts that Congress would appropriate the addi-
ticnal funds for a RVNAF force structure of the size called
for in elther of the plans, Phase T or Phase II. Moreover,
they did not believe the GVN had the manpower and economic
facilitles to sustain a force of that size in the long run.
Adopting the suggestion offered by Army planners, they pro-
posed a much smaller "baseline" RVNAF structure--perhaps
250,000 men for the regular ARVN forces, with additional
VNN, VNAF, and RF/PF as needed. Such a force should not be
created 1In the image of US forces and therefore would hardlﬁ
need the sophisticated equipment &nd mobility of US forces. O

For their part, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not
belleve 1f was possible to determine the proper size of
the RVNAF force structure until US civilian and military
officlals agreed on the conditions that should be assumed

39. (S-NOFORN-GP 4) Msg, D/JS 14353 to MACV, 21 Dec

68
40. Ibid. (S-GP 3) Tab A to J-5 BP 65-68, 20 Dec 68 '
JMF /not bound/.
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to exist on T-Day, such as the size and location of enemy
forces and the prospect of continuing infiltration.®l

Thege guestions would, of course, be shaped by the terms of
any peace agreement. On 12 December, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff forwarded to the Secretary of Defense a list of
"essential conditions for a cessation of hostilities" in

RVN. They recommended that US government officials review
and agree on the conditlions and that they then be forwarded
to the US representatlve in Parls. The US negotiators

should be instructed to make all efforts to convince their
North Vietnamese counterparts to agree to all the conditions.
Their level of success would determine the security situation
in RVN once hostllitles in RVN had ceased.

If the North Vietnamese agreed to all the conditlons,
an "optimum" security situation would result. If only
partial agreement were achleved, then an "intermediate"
situation would remain. But, if most of the conditions were
rejected, the "worst" security situation could be expected.

The Joint Chlefs of Staff Informed the Secretary of
Defense that the Phase II force structure plan had been
designed to cope with the "worst" security situation.
COMUSMACV and CINCPAC, they stated, had been instructed
to. develop plans to deal with the "optimum” and "inter-
mediate" situations. But they advised the Secretary of
Defense that 1t seemed wise to contlnue with present plans
to establish a force structure capable of coping with the
"worst'" situation. As a minimum, they recommended approval
of the FY 1G70-71 Phase II goals and General Abrams' accel-
erated plan.

On 18 December, Mr. Nitze approved the Phase II force
structure (except for portions dealing with the VNN and with
ammunition requirements). He also approved acceleration of

" the Phase II plan as proposed by General Abrams. Since he
had not approved the proposed VNN force structure, the newly

(S) Note to Control Div, "T-Day Planning and
Improvement and Modernization of the RVNAF, " 2 Dec 68,
JMF 907/305 (9 Dec 68).

L2,- (S-NOFORN-GP L) JCSM-732-68 to SecDef, 12 Dec
68; (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 7580 to CINCPAC, 12 Deec 68; JMPF
907/305 (9 Dec 68),
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authorized RVNAF force level was 866,434, rather than the
recommended 877,090, He then requested a detailed activation
schedule, equipment list, and turnover schedule, together with
a8 plan to withdraw US units freed by transfer of their equip-
ment, for the accelerated Phase IT plan.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense directed MACV and the
Service Secretaries to do everything possible to accelerate
the training of the RVNAF with a view toward seif-sufficiency,
"The time available to implement Phase II may be short," he
warned, "and the residual post-hostilities MAAG may be small."

At the same time, Mr. Nitze wished preparations made to
cover a postwar situation in RVN short of the "worst" con-
tingency envisioned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He there-
fore requested that the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff prepare a Phase
IIT plan, designed only "to meet an internal insurgency threat
from indigenous VC forces.” This plan would be the same as
that requested by the JCS for an "optimum" security situation.43

The Joint Chlefs of Staff forwarded a plan for accelerated L
Phase II to the Secretary of Defense on 4 January 1969. It
listed the schedules for the activation of additional RVNAF
unlts and set forth plans for the redeployment of US units and
set forth plans for the redeployment of US units and for the
turnover of thelr equipment to the RVNAF. All ARVN forces
would be activated by the second quarter of FY 1970, while the
air and naval forces would be fully activated by the close of
FY 1972. The costs involved were slightly larger than those
In the original Phase II plan, to provide for a minor eﬁgansion
of ARVN logistic units and some additional naval craft.

RVNAF Effectiveness in 1968

By the end of CY 1968, MACV reported that the RVNAF -
had risen to an estimated total strength of 826,500, dis-
tributed as follows:

43. (S-GP L) Memo, DepSecDef_to SecA et al., Att to
JCS 2472/272-27, 19 Dec 68, JMF /not bound/.

44, (5-GP 3) JCSM-6-69 to SecDef, 4 Jan 69, (derived
from JCS 2472/272-28), JMF /not bound/.
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Regulsr Forces
ARVN 387,250

VNN 18, 500
VNMC : 9,000
VNAF 18,750
Total Reg. forces 433,500

Territorial Forces

RF 216,000
PyF 174,000
Total Terr. forces QGO
Tctal RVNAF 826, 500

This total was approximately 220,000 greater than a year
earlier. Of this increase, 160,000 had been volunteers
and the rest draftees.

The GVN had also expanded 1ts paramilitary forces to
127,000 (45,000 in the CIDG and 82,000 in the National
Police), In addition, a People's Self-Defense Forces (PSDF)
had been organized, with a strength of over 1,000,000 men
and women. More than half of these had received some train-
ing, and over 100,000 were armed.%5

This expansion in size was accompanied by an improve-
ment in quality. In the Judgment of both CINCPAC and Ambas-
gsador Bunker, the RVNAF had improved 1n aggresslivenegs,
self-confidence, and gquallty of leadership in 1968 .46 "Their
assessment was borne out by an lncrease in the number of
battalion-size operations conducted by the RVNAF in the

45, (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) OCJCS Study Group, 1968 Year-End
Review of Vietnam (U), pp. 5-14, 15 Jan 69. (S) Interv,
Robert J. Watson and Arthur A. Chapa with CDR Paul F. Abel,
USN, Revolutionary Development South Vietnam Branch, Office
of SACSA, 3 'Feb 69. (S) Msg, Saigon 894 to State, 16 Jan
69, JCS IN 38225, . .

46. (S-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 012225Z Jan 69, JCS
IN 10811. (S) Msg, Saigon 894 to State, 16 Jan 69, JCS
IN 38225,
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last quarter of the year, in the face of a decline in the
general level of hostilities.

The RVNAF increased theilr ratio of weapons captured
to weapons lost during 1968, as well as their "ki11l ratio."
Whereas the EVNAF had maintained a kill ratio of 2.9 to 1
during the period April through November in 1967, they ex-
pandeﬂ that ratio to 4.0 to 1 during the same months of
1968 .47

Despite the improvements, however, many of the problems
that had hampered the effectiveness of the RVNAF in 1967
remained unsolved at the close of 1968, Most serious was
the high desertion rate, which had actually Increased dur-
ing the year, beginning after the Tet offenslve. By the
end of November 1968, the "gross" rate (which made no allow-
ance for returnees) had reached 15.5%, only 2.3% lower than
the 1965 filgure when enemy pressure had been at a high
point. Even more alarming was the fact that most deserters
were from ground combat units, which had a desertion rate
of 40% for the entire year, The increase was in large part
a result of the rapid post-Tet mobilization; 80% of deserters
were men who had had less than £lx months of service.

Reasons assigned for desertion included fear and con-
fusion on the part of servicemen, concern for the welfare
of dependents, excesslive periocds of exposure to combat,
inadequate pay, expectation of an imminent peace =settlement,
and laxity of enforcement of punitive measures. Remedial
actions had been undertaken by the JGS as of the end of the
year., These included tighter application of the law, larger
rewards to those who ”informed' on deserters, establishment
of maximum "desertion quotas" for each command (with a
promise of removal of commanders whose rates exceeded theilr
specifled figures), intensive troop indoctrinatiocn programs,
and improved facilities for soldiers.

US officials anticipated that these actions, together
with the completion of the general mobillization effort,
would produce a substantlal drop in the desertlon rate by

(S} DIA IBs 219-68 and 6-69, 7 Nov 68, and 9 Jan
9, qupplements, "Statistical Summary on South Vietnam.

) Msg, Saigon 894 to State, 16 Jan 69, JCS IN 38225,
TS -GP 3) OCJCS Study Group, 1968 Vear-End Revliew of Vietnam

pp. 1-6
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the end of March 1969. But ambassador~ Bunker believed.
that United States officials should nct be disappointed

if the desertion rate did not subside with time. He ex-
plained that intelligence sources had indicated that the
VC/NVA forces were having similar problems and that both
sides might continue to suffer from desertion becausge of
underlying social factoprs, such as locallsm and ethnic and
religious antagonisms.

The problems of inadequate leadership also troubled
the RVNAF throughout 1968, The Joint Chiefs of Staff had
repeatedly warned the Secretary of Defense that leadership
shortcomings might prevent the RVNAF from accomplishing
any mission expected of them regardless of how much equip-
ment they were given. With the approval of an 850,000-man
force structure, the problem of acquliring additional and
competent leaders became magnified,

COMUSMACV convinced the Joint Chiefs of Staff that
additiopnal officers and NCOs should be provided for the
RVNAF.49 The JGS developed a three-year program to in-
crease the number of officers and NCOs to satisfy the
requlirements of an 850,000-man force. Ninety percent of
that leadership was to be made available by the close of
CY 1968. Plans were also made to improve the RVNAF pro-
motion regulations.50

The Joint Chlefs of Staff provided the Secretary of
Defense with monthly RVNAF officer/NCO strengths, promotion
projects, and evaluation of the promotion program; but 0SD
officials became skeptical that the JGS was not doing all
that should be done to improve the inadequate leadership
gltuation. They conslidered that the JGS programs would

r

48, c; Tab D to J-5 BP 65-68, 20 Dec 68, JMF./not
bound/. C) Msg, Saigon to State, 14 Sep 68, JCS IN 66904,
C} Msg, COMUSMACV 41264 to JCS, 11 Dec 68, JCS IN 62883;

C) Msg COMUSMACV 17134 to_ CJCS, 15 Dec 68, 0CJCS File 091

Vietnam Dec 68.

49, (C) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, "RVNAF Improvement
and %gdernization," 1 Nov 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam
Nov . ' '

50. (C-GP 4) Memo, SACSA to CJCS, "RVNAF Off'icer/NCO
Strengths and Promotions," 18 Nov 68, 0CJCS File 091 Viet-
nam Nov 68,
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not provide the needed leadership for the increased RVNAF
force structure and that they would not attack the corrup-
tion, prejudice, and ineptitude of the RVNAF leadership.51

But General Wheeler informed the Secretary of Defense
that he agreed with General Abrams' view that the JGS pro-
motion program would supply the RVNAF with the needed
leadership at the proper rate. Higher rates, he warned,
could have adverse effects on the quality of the RVNAF
leadership and could not be supported by the RVNAF because
of an inadequate grade base. e

In December, General Wheeler reported that projected
estimates indicated that RVNAF officer/NCO quotas for CY
1968 would actually be exceeded.>3

General Abrams assured the Joint Chiefs of Staff that
efforts were belng made to promote outstanding officers and
NCOs through battlefileld promotions and that everything
possible was being done to 1lmprove the quality of the
leadershlp. The RVNAF was reviewing selection criteria,
improving the quality of training schools and senilor service
schools, and revising policles governing the assignment of
war college graduates., Educatlonal requirements for officers
were being maintained despite the rapid mobilization effort. 54

On balance, as 1968 drew to a close, there was reason
to belleve that the attempt to upgrade the RVNAF had been
successful. The process had kept pace with the nation-
building -effort that 1s described in the next chapter.
Both the mllitary and the civilian institutions of RVN
had been subjected to a severe test early in the year, and
both had survived to emerge stronger than before. After
the Tet offensive, Ambassador Bunker had reported that the

-

51. Ibid. (C) J-5 BP 65-68 Tab C: "RVNAF Officer/

NCO Structure,” 20 Dec 68.
éC-GP 4) CM-3770-68 to SecDef, 19 Nov 68; (C-GP 4)

CM- 3283 -68 to SecDef, 3 Dec 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam
Dec

53. (C~GP 4) CM-3840-68 to SecDef, 30 Dec 68, Att to
JCS 2472/358~4, 2 Jan 69, JMF 911/535 (30 Jul 68).

54. (C-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 17134 to CJCS, 15 Dec 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Dec 68
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people of South Vietnam were for the first time experlencing
a sense of pride in the performance of their army, Just

as they were rallying to support the government in 1its

hour of crisis. If the RVNAF continued to improve their
combat record, there was room to hope that they might con-
gstitute a major symbol of national unity around which the
democratic elements in SVN might rally. 1If so, the armed
rorces of RVN might contribute to the successful resolution
of the political conflict even as they prepared themselves
for their primary task of assuming responsibility for the
nation's security after the United States withdrew its
forces. .

™
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Chapter 52

THE COURSE OF THE WAR AFTER TET

Changes in Command: Washington, Salgon, Honolulu

The early months of 1968 saw extensive changes 1in the
ranks of those who had directed the US war effort in SVN for
the past several years. Perhaps the most important develop-
ment was the resignatilion of Robert S. McNamara, who had held
the position of Secretary of Defense longer than any other
incumbent. His successor, Clark M. Clifford, was sworn in
on 1 March 1968.}

The impending retirement of several high ranking military
officers led to further personnel changes. The Chlef of Staff,
US Army, General Harold K. Johnson, was scheduled to lay down
his duties at the end of the fiscal year. On 23 March Presi-
dent Johnson announced his Intention to appoint General
Westmoreland to this position. He added that he had asked
General Wheeler, who would complete his statutory four-year
term as JCS Chairman in July 1968, to remain in office for
another year. Since approval of the Senate would be required,
the President had already obtalned the concurrence of members
of the Senate Armed Services Committee,.Z2

Another prospective retiree in 1968 was Admiral Ulysses S.
Grant Sharp, Commander in Chief, Pacific. On 10 April Admiral
John S. McCain, Jr., then holding the post of CINCNAVEUR, was
nominated as his successor, At the same time, the President
Selected General Westmoreland's deputy, General Creighton M.
Abrams, to become COMUSMACV.3 "

These appolntments became effective during the next
several months. General Westmoreland relinquished command
in Saigon on 11 June and was sworn in as Chief of Staff, US
Army, on 3 July. The Senate, meanwhile, had confirmed General
Wheeler in office for another year. Admiral McCain assumed

. TbId., 23 Mar 68, 1.
., 11 Apr 68, 1.
.» 11 Jun 68, 1; 4 Jul 68, 3; 4 Jun 68, 31.
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the position of CINCPAC on 31 July.?

Friendly Forces Resume the Offensive

None of the changes 1n command had any . immediate effect
upon the tactical situation in South Vietnam. There the Tet
offensive had left both sides temporarily incapzble of major
action. The enemy had suffered shattering losses in manpower
that would take time to replace, while US and ARVN force dis-
positlons had in some degree been disrupted by the need to cope
with the wave of attacks on the cities.

The allied military machine was quick to recover. AsS soon
as the enemy offensive had subsided, General Westmoreland
seized the opportunity to resume once more the painstaking task
of hunting down and destroying the principal enemy forces. He
laid plans to clear the five provinces around Saigon and f{o
undertake a major offensive in IV CTZ, while at the same time
launching a thrust in I CTZ to relleve the Marines besieged at
Khe Sanh. Explalining these plans to his subordinates on 2
March, General Westmoreland stressed the importance of an
aggressive attitude. "We must stop thinking about the next VC
attack," he emphasized, "and start thinking, all of us, of con-
tinuing to carry the attack to the enemy."

The operation in IV CTZ (TRUONG CONG DINH) was launched
on 6 March by elements of the US 9th and the ARVN 7th Divisions.
This was a long-term action, which was still continulng two
months later. At that time, it was combined with Operation
PEOPLE'S ROAD, which had begun about the same time with the
objective of clearing and repairing the princigal highway
(Route 4) between Saigon and the Mekong River. '

5.6éTS) HQ USMC, Commandant's Vitnam Chronology, entry
21 Jul .

6. (TS-NOFORN) Msg, COMUSMACV 02984 to CJCS, 030238Z Mar -
68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 68.

7. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 60-68, 12 Mar 68; 66-68, 19
Mar 68. (S-GP 4) HQ USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC Activi-
ties,"” May 68. éFOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report on the War
in Vietnam, Jun 68, p. 245, '
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Operation QUYET THANG, in the vicinity of Saigon, began
on 10 March. It was a larger operation, embracing elements
of four US and three ARVN divisions, plus ARVN Marine, Ranger,
and National Police units. When it terminated on 7 April,
allied forces had inflicted casualties of 1,420 enemy killed
and 442 detained, at a cost of 105 US troops killed and 920
wounded.

A new and expanded operation, TQOAN THANG ("Final
Victory"), with additional US and ARVN units, was then
launched to complete the destruction of enemy forces within
the Capital Milltary District. The New York Times character-
ized this action as the '"largest allfed offensive of the wa%
in Vietnam, involving the use of more than 100,000 troops."

Press stories stressing the size of the new operation,
together with the flamboyant nickname selected for 1t, offered
ground for suspicions that the allies were escalating the war
Just when the United States was proclaliming a2 search for
peace. When thils fact was pointed out to General Westmoreland,
he explained that the nickname had been selected by the Vietna-
mese but that he had concurred, not wishing to do anything that
would dampen theilr enthusiasm. MACV had done its best to keep
its announcements in "low key," he continued, but questioning
by reporters had elicited information about the size of the
forces involved, and press sensatlonallsm had done the rest.9

Farther north, Operation PEGASUS, described in an earlier
chapter, removed the last threat to the Marine defenders of
Khe Sanh in mid-April. It was followed by DELAWARE/LAMSON 216,
a reconnalssance in force into an important enemy base in the
nearby A Shau Valley. Strikes by B-52s and tactilcal aircraft
preceded a ground and hellcopter-borne incursion by US and
SVN troops that began on 19 April and proceeded against
relatively light opposition. Wwhep the operation ended on 17
May, 869 enemy had been killed against 168 US and SVN; 2,565

8. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 60-68, 12 Mar 68; 84-68, 9
Apr 68. NY Times, 11 Apr 68, 1.
g. (TS) Msg, JCS 03965 to COMUSMACV, 112212Z Apr 68;
(TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 4899 to CJCS, 121212Z Apr 68; 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Apr 68.
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individual and 93 crew-served weapons had been cagtured, as
well as large amounts of ammunition and supplies.i©

The pattern of activity that had marked the war in the
months before the Tet offensive had now come to prevaill once
more. US and SVN forces were seeking out the enemy, who was
attempting to avoid contact while bringing in supplies and
reinforcements. General Westmoreland was able to report
that "Allled operations during April were highlighted by an
unparalleled display of aggressiveness and cpoperation by US,
ARVN, FW forces and governmental agencies."ll

Not content, however, General Westmoreland pressed his
subordinates to even greater efforts. "Commencing immedi-
ately," he told them in a directive on 6 May, "our objective
will be to make a major breakthrough toward military victory
in South Vietnam. . . . The fighting will be characterized
by an aggressive, unremitting, twenty-four hour application
of pressure on all enemy elements throughout RVN." The enemy
was to be hounded relentlessly, day and night, in all weather;
loss of contact would be considered a tactical error. The
RVNAF would be assigned a "full role." Support of pacification
operations, which "are inseparable from the main offensive,"
would be given as much attention as any other responsibllities
of commanders.l2

While ground operatlons were pushed forward with increas-
ing vigor, air and naval warfare continued unabated. Following
the President's announcement of 31 March concerning bombing
restrictions over NVN, the ROLLING THUNDER campaign was
redirected to concentrate on targets south of the 19th Parallel,
such as roads, waterways, truck parks, and storage facllitles.
The number of attack sorties against North Vietnam increased

10. (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 94-68, 20 Apr 68; 118-68,
18 May 68. (TS-GP 3) CM-3265-68 to SecDef, 29 Apr 68, 0CJCS
Fille 091 Vietnam Apr 68. (S-GP 4) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 5223
to CJCS et al., 191155Z Apr. 68; MAC 5270, 201135Z Apr 68;
MAC 6516, 1B1119Z May 68; 0CJCS File DMZ/North I CTZ Reports.

11. (S-GP Ql Msg, COMUSMACV 159-4 (one digit illegible)
to CINCPAC, O71442Z May 68, JCS IN 94380.

12. The text of thils directive, originally transmitted
from COMUSMACV to his subordinate commanders as COMUSMACV
12854, 061047Z May 68, is quoted in full in (S-GP 4) Msg,
COMUSMACV 15262 to Paris, 2718082 May 68, JCS IN 39239, in
response to a news story alleging the existence of a message
from COMUSMACV that supposedly asserted a need to win the
war within three months. ;
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from 5,142 in March to 7,262 in April, and 10,000 each in May
and June. The monthly average for the second quarter of

CY 1968 was 9,149, as compared with 4,932 per month for the
preceding quarter. The stepped-up air effort kept pace wlth
an 1lncrease in enemy truck traffic. The monthly average of
trucks destroyed rose from 896 during the first gquarter

to 1,101 in the second.13

In the hope of choklng off the flow of men and supplies
through southern Laos, the US 7th Air Force initiated 1ts
southwest monsoon interdiction campaign against targets in
that country on 1 April, exploiting the capabllities of the
new MUSCLE SHOALS sensor system (later renamed IGLOO WHITE).
Beginning on 19 April, 50 percent of the ARC LIGHT force (30
B-52 sortles per day) was allocated for this purpose (Oper-
ation TURNPIKE). The monthly average of sorties against Laos,
however, dropped from 7,292 for the first quarter of 1968 to
4,596 for the second, presumably reflecting the deterioration
of the weather as the monsoon began.ld

In the naval campaign against North Vietnam's coast
(SEA DRAGON), the welght of effort had been shifted southward
early in 1968 to provide gunfire support for the forces oper-
ating in northern I CTZ. After 31 March this campaign, like
ROLLING THUNDER, was restricted wholly to the area south of
19 degrees, but there was no diminution in its intensity.l5

I3. (S-NOFORN) CIA/DIA, "An Appraisal of the Bombing of
North Vietnam, 1 Apr-30 Jun 68, és—3198/hP4YA). (FOUQO) CINCPAC-
COMUSMACV Report, Jun 68, pp. 66-68, (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) 0J
Study Group, 1908 Year-:nd Revlew of Vietnam (U)," 15 Jan 69,
vol, II, pp. 4-2 - 4-3, (hereafter cited as "1968 Year-End
Review"). (Sg OASD(SA), "Interdiction Campaign Since March
31," 22 Aug 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 68. (S-NOFORN-GP 3)
Combat Analysis Group, J-3, "Statistical Digest of Military
Developments in Southeast Asia," CAG Statistical Series, vol.
I, No. 7, 3 Feb 69.

14, (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-End Review," II, p. 4-4.
(S) Msg, COMUSMACV 10917 to CINCPAC, 180508Z Apr 68, JCS IN
50236. ésé Msg, COMUSMACV 12886 to CJCS, 0623572 May 68,

JCS IN 88481. (S) 0ASD(SA), "Interdiction Campaign Since
March 31," 22 Aug 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Au 28.

15. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, Jun 6%, p. 78.

(TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1368 Year-End Revliew," I1l, pp. 3-16 - 3-17.
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The Second Enemy Attack, May 1968

Following his repulse in the Tet offensive, the enemy turned
his attentlon to repairing his losses. H1is resupply effort

was reflected 1ln the increase in truck traffilc already noted.
At the same time, the communists refilled their ranks by
in-country recrulting and especially by a faster flow of
infiltration from the north. US estimates were that infil-
tration had risen from approximately 7,500 in December 1967
(just about the monthly average for that year) to 24,000 in
Jaiuary 1968. 1In February the number dropped to 12,000, but
immediately thereafter it soared to record numbers: 25,000
in April, 30,000 in March and May.l

By the middle of April it had become clear that the
enemy possessed both the capability and the intention to
attack. Prisoner Interrogations, reports of agents, the
pattern of enemy troop concentrations, and information sup-
plled by a high-ranking rallier pointed to an offensive that
would be nationwide in scope while focusing principally upon
Salgon. Varlous dates given for the launching of the attack
fitted with other evidence indicating that the operation was
first planned for the middle of the month but was postponed
for various reasons. Intellligence warnings were clearer and
less equivocal than those available before the Tet offensive.
It appeared that the enemy, observing the lack of coordination
at that time--when units in II CTZ had "Jumped the gun' and
swung into action a day ahead of others--had modlfled his
security restrictions and had disseminated advance information
more widely to the attacking forces.lT

It came as no surprise, therefore, when widespread mortar
and rocket attacks on cities and towns burst forth on the
night of 4-5 May, heralding the beginning of the enemy's
second general offensive of 1968. But it soon became evident
that no replay of Tet was in the offing. The scope and inten-
sity of the attack fell far short of the earlier one. Aside
from Saigon, follow-up ground attacks occurred at only a few

16. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3} "1968 Year-End Review," II, p. 1-18
{numbers read from bar chart, Fig. 1-10). ‘

17. (S-NOFORN) DIA IBs 76-68, 17 Apr 68; 77-68, 18 Apr 68;
82-68, 25 Apr 68; 84-68, 29 Apr 68. (S) Msgs, Saigon 25643 to
State, 250900Z Apr 68, JCS IN 86582; and 26229, 021134Z May
68, JCS IN 80438. (S) CM-3228-68 to SecDef, 23 Apr 68, 0CJCS
091 Vietnam Apr 68. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, Jun 68,
p. 249, Some of the evidence warning ol this attack has been
described in Ch. 50. .
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places, mostly in I CTZ, and were readily repulsed. Another
contrast with the Tet attack was seen in the fact that NVA
rather than VC units apparently bore the vrunt of the offen-
Sive.

As US intelligence had predicted, Saigon was the hub of
the attack. Many of the enemy units moving toward the
capital were intercepted and engaged by allled forces taking
part in Operatlon TOAN THANG. As a result, ogly Ssmall units--
none of battalion size--penetrated the city.l

During the next few days, friendly forces fought to eject
the enemy from Salgon while the attack ebbed elsewhere. Some
US reaction forces had to be moved into the capital. The
enemy fought stubbornly, exploiting to the utmost the dis-
ruptive capaclty of even a small force In an urban environment.
Regular forces were alded by VC terrorists who attacked police
statlons, power plants, and other key Installations. 0On 11l
May COMUSMACV was able to report that there had been no signi-
ficant contacts within the city during the preceding day or
night. Contacts contlnued outside the city, however, as US
and ARVN units sought to block enemy withdrawal routes. On 13
May the US and ARVN commands formelly announced that the
attack had been crushed. On the following day COMUSMACV termi-
nated the special series of message reports initiated when the
attack on Salgon began.l

[TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 107-68, 6 May 68; 108-68,

7 May 68 és) Msg, Saigon 26826 to State, 0910222 May 68,

JCS IN 9572 (s GP 4) HQ USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC
Activities," May 6 (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 5995 to CJCS,
et al., 0713592 May 68 {(C) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 6299 to CJCS,
et al., 141252Z May 68; OCJCS Flle 091 Vietnam May 68. (FOUO)
CINCPAC-COMUSMACYV Report, Jun 68, pp. 248-249, (S) Harold N.
Sowers, VC/NVA Operatlons and Activities in South Vietnam for
the First SIx Months ol 1968 (WSEG otail study 144, Nov b8), PP.
e ) (hereafter cited as Sowers,
VC/NVA Operations and Activities).

19. (S-GP 4) HG USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC Activi-
ties,"” May 68, (S) Msgs, COMUSMACYV MAC 6040 to CJCS et al.,
0861121Z May 68; MAC 6051 0912102 May 68; MAC 6139, 101158z
May 68; 0CJCS File 0901 Vietnam May 68 (c) Msgs, COMUSMACV
MAC 6183 to CJCS et al., 111115Z May 68 MAC 6260, 131242Z May
68; MAC 6299, 1412527 May 68; same file. (S) Sowers, VC/NVA
Operations and Activities, pp. 50-52. The May offensive was
regarded as lasting from 4-9 May in (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 200-68,
11 Oct 68, Supplement.
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The course of events 1n SVN had been followed closely in
washington., "What can we do to get additlonal help to
westmoreland if he becomes involved in another maJjor enemy
offensive?"” asked Secretary C'1fford of the Joint Chiefs of
Stalf on 13 May before 1t was clear that the offensive was
over. "Very little," was the substance of the JCS reply,
delivered on 21 May. Four Army brigades could pe made avail-
able during July and August, they indlcated, but their ceploy-
ment would leave STRAF wholly devoié of combat-ready forces.
To send Marine reinforcements would require further mobili-
zatlon plus involuntary extension of terms of Service. Fortu-
nately the ebbing of the attack spared the Adminlstration the
necesslty of facing the consequences of another call for
reinforcements from COMUSMACV.20

The relatively small scale of the so-called "mini-
Tet" offensive, together with its timing (a few weeks after
the agreement to open talks 1n Paris}, cugsgested that
its purpose was political and psychologicai rather than
primarily military or, in other words, that 1t was intended
to strengthen the enemy's position at Paris. This was the
opinion of Ambassador Bunker. Seizure and occupation of all
or part of South Vietnam's capital would undoubtedly have
constituted a powerful bargaining counter., But the enemy had
falled to achleve this goal, and had suffered losses that were
cuite high in relation to the size of forces engaged, though
well below those of Tet. As of midnight 8-9 May, Mr. Bunker
estimated that the enemy had lost 5,701 xkilled 1in action
since the offensive began, as opposed to 604 US and aliied
troops killed. A later estimate listed approximately 12,500
enemy killed during the first two weeks in May .21

For hils fresh expenditure of bisod, the enemy had two
gains to show. On 10 May enemy troops in Superior numders
nad assaulted a Special Forces Camp at Knam Duc, 1in western
suang Tin Province (I CTZ). The camp was abandouned Ly its
garrison two days later. This tactlcal success haa potentlal

20. (3] Memo, SecDef to GEN Wheeler, 13 May 68; (1S)
JCSM-315-68 to SecDef, 21 May 68 (derived from JCS 2472/291-1,
i8 May 68, as ameded by Dec On 20 May 63), JMF 911/372
{13 May 68). _

2l1. (S% Msg, Salgon 26826 to State, 0910227 May 68,

JCS IN 957206. %S—NOFORN) DIA 22.200-68, 11 oct 68,
Supplement.
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strategic importance; the site could provide a location for a

supply complex to replace the one recently destroyed at A Shau -

and a springboard for launching actacks eastward toward the
coast. COMUSMACV cc.gidered that the post could be retaken
but that the forces required for that purpose could be better
employed elsewhere,22

Far more significant--militarily, politically and
economically--was the amount of destruction wrought in Saigon,
partly by enemy troops and terrorists, partly by allled
counteraction. The scale of damage, according to Ambassador
-Bunker, approached that of Tet. Preliminary estimates were
that 20,000 houses had been destroyed in Saigon and Gia Dinh
(as compared with 27,000 in the earlier attack), although the
figure was later reduced slightly to 17,800, Estimates of
refugees ranged from 90,000 to 125,000; the number finally
accepted was 107,000,

Mr, Bunker drew attention to the effects of this destruc-
tion upon civilian morale., Contrasting enemy attacks on the
capital of South Vlietnam with the restraint shown by the
United States since 31 March, he urged that there be no fur-
ther concessions 80 long a8 North Vietnam felt free to attack
centers of population. He pointed out that only & small
fraction of enemy forces had been committed to the attack and
that intelligence was already warning of another phase of the
offensive expected to start scon. "If repeated enemy attacks
on Saigon contlnue to produce this kind of devastation of. the
city and environs,'" he warned, "I wonder how long this can be
-boriie without threatening to undermine all that has been
achieved here,"23

22. (8-GP U] HQ USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC Activi-
ties," May 68. (S) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 6210 to CINCPAC
1208582 May 68; MAC 6222, 1214192 May 68; MAC 6264, 1314467
May 68; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam May- 68.

23. {S) Msgs, Saigon 27121 to State, 131128Z May 68,
JCS IN 11157; 27497, 161220Z May 68, JCS IN 18320; 28566,
291140Z May 68, JCS IN 43930. (C) Msg, Saigon 27539 to
State, 171048Z May 68, JCS IN 15635.
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The Harassment of Saigon, May-June 1968

The warning of a second phase of the May olfenslive was
<oon borne out. A new series of attacks on the capital began,
small in scale but potentially deadly in their cumulative
e« fecta. Two types of operations were lnvolved. Starting
or. 18 May Salgon was subjected to Intermittent nignttime fire
fpom mortars and 122mm rockets, launched by enemy forces out-
side the city. At the same time, bands of infiltrators,
numbering from S to 30, slipped into the city to carry out
assassinations and to destroy or sabotage bridges, power and
police stations, and other important structures.

The obvious intent of these activities was to increase
vhe burden on South Vietnam's ecoromy, to intimildate the
populace, and to demonstrate that the GVN was powerless to
protect its ciltlzens even 1n 1its own capital. Ambassador
Junker viewed this new campaign with the utmost serlousness.
The initial reaction in Salgon, he reported, had been resent -
ment toward the VC, but he feared tnat this feeling might be
redirected toward the United States and the GVN it the attacks
continued.?

Both MACV and the JGS moved swiftly to take all posailble
Gefensive measures against this latect enemy threat. The
broad "rocket belt" surrounding Saigon--an arca of roughly
300 square miles within which the cnemy, with nis primitive
and readlily transportable launching equipment, could delliver
£:iprc¢ upon the capital--was placed under, 24-hour aerial
curvaeillance. Construction of spoecial radar-equipped obser-
vaLion towers to detect enemy firing positlions and to direct
sounserfire was begun; meanwhile, talli bulldings were employed
for the same purpose. Counterfire procedures were revliewed,
ano every effort was made to reduce the tlme involved.

To cope with terrorist infilirailon, plans were made to
intercept and engage enemy squads outside the ciiy. Addi -
tional ARVN and US units were assigned to the defense uof

— 7 [S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 119-08, 20 May 6¢. (FOUO)
CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, Jun 68, pp. 250-251. (Ts) Msg,
COMUSMACY MAC 7605 to CINCPAC, 091112Z Jun 68, OCJCS Flle
091 Vietnam Jun 68. (S& Msgs, Saigon 23566 to State,

3

2011407 May 68, JCS IN 43930; 29565, 10ilST7Z Jun 68,
JCS IN 64371; 29880, 131200Z Jun 68, JCS IN 72383.
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Saigon. Expansion of the newly activated civil self-defense
corps was accelerated. A Military Governor of Saigon/Gia
Dinh was appointed, with full responsibility for the defense
of the capiltal. He was collocated with & Forward Command
Post of II FFORCEV, the commander of which (Major General
John Hay, USA, Deputy CG, II FFORCEV) served as his senior
advisor.25

Simultaneously, the Administration in Washington launched
a diplomatic counterattack through the medium of the Paris
negotiations. At the officilal session of the meeting of US
and NVN delegations on 12 June 1968, Ambassador Harriman
spoke out strongly on the subject. He contrasted the damage
deliberately inflicted upon Saigon with the exemption of
Hanol, Haiphong, and other North Vietnamese cities from US
pombing. Instead of moving toward mutual deescalatlion, NVN,
he declared, "has responded to our restralnt by intensifying
its own military, subversive, and terrorist efforts in the
South.”" This fact "could have the most serious consequences
for these talks." A week later, Mr. Harriman cited condem-
nations of the attacks on Saigon that had been made by the
Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom and by newspapers in
0slo, Mexico City, and Madras. "I could keep you here all
day reading comments from all over the world similar to those
that I have just read,” he added.20 ,

Shortly thereafter the rocket attacks ceased, the last
attack taking place on 21 June. Attempts at infiltration
had already been dilscontinued several weeks eariler.27 The
reasons for these developments were a matter of conjecture.
Some ascribed them to the hostile reaction in the world press,

25. (5-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 16638 to JCS and CINCPAC,
100730 Jun 68, JCS IN 63300. (S) CIA Memo, "Combatting the
VC Attack Agalnst Saigon," 17 Jun 68, Encl to Memo, Helms to
wheeler, 18 Jun 68; (S-GP 4) CM-3401-68 to SecDef, 15 Jun 68;
0CJCS Flle 091 Vietnam Jun 68, (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV
Report, Jun 68, pp. 249-250, 255-256. ]

76, Dept of State Bulletin, LIX (1 Jul 68); pp. 12-13;
(& Jul 68), pp. 43-44, "The slgnificance of this issue ln the
Paris negotlations 1s described more fully 1in the succeeding
chapter.

27. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, Jun 68, pp. 251,
254255,
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others to the effectiveness of the new military measures 1n
Saigon. Ambassador Bunker suggested a third possibility,

that the enemy was conserving his resources ln preparatlon

for another major attack. In any event, he consldered the
recent defensive arrangements most impressive: the lmproved
radar and aircraft surveillance, tnae reduction in reaction
tim~ for counterbattery fire (one minute was now the optimum),
and —“he close c~llaboration between US and ARVN forces engaged
in defense of t..: capital. Early in August he was able to
report that US and ARVN forces around Saligon were running no
less than 500 ambushes every night. These operations,
together with B-52 strikes, would be effectlve, he believed,
in forestalling the maggr offensive agalnst Saigon that seemed
clearly in the offing.

Related to the enemy's destruction of lives and property
in Salgon was another problem: the damage wrought by US and
ARVN forces in combatting the invaders., On 12 May a member
of the staff of the US Embassy in Saigon, Mr. Charles Sweet,
nad reported that many people in Salgon were angry at what
they considered indiscriminate use of allied firepower, par-

icularly aircraft. An officer on MACV's staff concluded,
after an investigation, that Mr. Sweet had greatly exagger-
ate : the amount of destruction and had underes- mated the
strength of enemy forces. He recommended, how: . er, that MACV
rules of engagement governing the use of tactical air, heli-
copter gunships, artillery, and naval gunfire be clarified.29

The problem was strikingly cramatized by an incldent
that took place in Salgon on 2 June. A group of hign-ranking
SVN officilials were watching an attack on a position held by
enemy infiltrators. Suddenly a rocket from a US hellcopter
went astray and landed in thelr midst. Seven men were

JCS IN 45436. S) Msgs, Saigon 31058 to State, 261200Z Jun
68, JCS IN 95876; 31193, 2714007 Juan 68, JCS IN 996383; 340694,
071100Z Aug 68, JCS IN 84286. (C) Msg, Paris 20251 to State,
3116052 Aug 68, JCS IN 42282, 0CJCS Fille 091 Vlietnam Negotl-
ations Aug-Sep 68.

29, (C) Extract from Memo for Record, Actg CS, MACV,
"Evaluation of Saigon Situation,” 14 May 68; (C) "Report of
Investigation Concerning Destruction Resulting rrom the VC
Offensive of 5-13 May 1968," n.d., sgd by COL Robert W.
Marshall, USA, with 1st Ind by COMUSMACV, MAC J-2, 2 Jun 68,
Att to JCS 2472/714, 12 Jun 68; JMF 911/052 (14 May 68)
sec 1.

28. (8) Msz, Saigon 32822 to state, 170645Z Jul B,
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killed, including Saigon's chief of police and the director
>f the port of Saigon (a brother-in-law of Vice Presildent
Xy). The mayor of Salgon and four others were wounded .30

In Washington, this tragilc accident deepened the alarm
that had been aroused by the recelpt of Mr. Sweet's report.
on 4 June General Wheeler told COMUSMACV that Secretary
Cclifford had asked him to find a better way of combatting
infiltrators. "I ask that this action be done urgently,
sald the Chairman, "because of the very real concern here in
Administration circles and the bad play we are recelving in
the news media."31

Officers from MACV and the JGS studied the proolem and
suggested a number of changes in tactics, equipment, and
training. They belleved that direct-fire weapons and tank/
infantry teams should be used in urban areas as much as
possible, 1n preference to air-dellvered ordnance. The RVNAF
should be furnished with their own 90mm and 106mm recolilless
rifles in order to provide thelr own fire support. Hellicopters
should be used intensively to maneuver troops and weapons into
position to lsolate and cordon enemy forces. The declsion to
use napalm, indirect artillery fire, helicopter gunships, and
tactical air for close support in urpan areas should be
retained at corps-field force level. On 14 June General
Lbrams informed the Chairman that he had approved these recom-
mendations. General Wheeler passed them to the Secretary of
Defense with the observation that he belleved that they would
have the desired effect.32

Interlude, June-August 1968

The ending of the May offensive was followed by another
period of relative enemy inactilvity throughout most of SVN.

30. (U) Memo for Record, DepDir for Opns, NMCC, "Ground
Operations SVN 2 Jun 1968," 2 Jun 65; (U) Memo, DepDir for
Opns, NMCC, to CJCS, "Aceidental Delivery of Ordnance,”" 4 Jun
638; éFOUO) Msg, COMUSMACV 16447 to JCS and CINCPAC, 0808172
Jun 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 68.

31. (C) Msg, JCS 6117 to COMUSMACV, O42315Z Jun 68, same
file.

32. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 7871 to CJCS, 1410072 Jun
68; (the recommendations were stated in more detail, with
supporting justification, in (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 8035, to
c3ICS, 180022Z Jun 68; (S-GP 4) CM-3424-68 to SecDef, 24 Jun 68;
same flle,.
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Aside from the continuing attacks on Salgon already described,
tne most notable enemy action after the middle of May was an
abortive effort in Kontum Province (II CTZ), apparently aimed
at the city of the same name Anticipating an attack in this
region, COMUSMACV had reinforced Kontum Province with the 3rd
Brigade, 1018t Airborne Division (drawn from III CTZ}, and
nad concentrated B-52 strikes on the gathering enemy forces.
On 25 May, 1n an apparent beginning of the attack, hostile
units struck at several fire support bases surrounding Kontum
city. Some bunkers were overrun and occupled, but were
promptly recaptured. Although skirmishes continued in the
general area, the threatened offensilve never materiailzed,
apparently because it had been preempted by US air strikes
and ground operaticns.33

By the first week in June the number of attacks initlated
oy the enemy, which had scared to 2/7 for the week of 5-11
May, had dropped to 50. The figure decllned further in July,
reaching a low of 27 for the week of 28 July-3 August. In
contrast, the enemy had launched an average of O4 attacks
per week during the five weeks preceding the May offensive.
Five of those attacks had involved forces of battalion size
or larger, During May there were 17 battalioﬁ-sized attacks;
six took place in June and only two in July.3

Encouraging evidence of military progress appeared after
the May offensive in the form of group surrenders of enemy
personnel. The first such 1lncident during the entlre war
sccurred on 1 May in Thua Thien Province, when 95 enemy
troops surrendered to elements of the US 1Qlst Airborne
Division. A number of similar Incidents took place during
june. Noteworthy was the surrender of 31 men, led by thelr
commander, in Gla Dinh Province--the [{irst organized unit to
give up. The largest group consistac of 141 men, who gave
themselves up to VNMC units near Sa.goun on 19 June.35

—33. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-knd Review," IIL, p. 3-5.
2S)§Sowers, VC/NVA Operations and Activities, p. 1loO.
S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 125-b68, 27 May oB. (S-GP 4) Msgs,
COMUSMACV 15438 to CJCS, 290841z May 68, JCS IN 4251%; 15856,
020950Z Jun 68, JCS IN ho6o7. (TS-GP 4) Msg, COMUEMACV
16652 tc CJCS, 100940Z Jun 68, JCS iN 64017. (S-GP 4) HQ
USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC Activities,” May 068.
34, %S-NOFORN) DIA IB 200-65, .. Oct 04, Supplement.
35. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV iecport, Jun 68, p. 254.
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Unfortunately, these proved to be isolated events that did
not presage a general collapse of enemy forces.

The enemy's possession of inviolable sanctuaries outside
tne combat zone left him in possession of the strategic
initiative. It remained necessary for friendly forces to
adjust their troop dispositions in reactlon to nis movements.
One such adjustment became a matter of lmportance at high
levels in Washington. In June intelllgence suggested that
the enemy was again strengthening his forces in the northern
part of I CTZ, presumably in preparation for yet another
offensive. To disrupt this attack and keep the enemy off
balance, COMUSMACV planned to adopt a fully mobille posture
in that area. Among other measures, he proposed to evacu-
ate the base at Khe Sanh and to use 1ts garrison (then con-
sisting of one battalion) for offensive action. This with-
drawal would be made on or about 1 July; the base would of
course remain within the operating area of US forces.

Execution of this plan would have been a matter of
routine except for the attention that the defense of Khe Sanh
nad drawn a few months earlier. It was easy to foresee that
those who had opposed retention of the Khe Sanh during its
siege would seize upon 1ts abandonment as evidence that the
lives lost in 1ts defense had been wasted. Recognizing this
prospect, General Abrams submitted the plan to General Wheeler.
His opinion, in which Ambassador Bunker and Admiral Sharp
concurred, was that the milltary advantages of abandoning
Khe Sanh now outweighed any polltical or psychological costs.36

After obtalning approval of the plan by his JCS
colleagues and by the Secretary of Defense, General Wheeler
‘submitted it to the President. When he did so, he "ran
into headwinds," as he told General Abrams, "assoclated
primarily with the public affairs aspects." The President
later approved 1t, but stipulated that the public announcement

36. (T3] MBgs, COMUSMACV MAC 8046 to CJCS and CINCPAC,
180433Z Jun 68; MAC 8206, 211017Z Jun 68; (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV
MAC 8250 to CJCS, 220420Z Jun 68; (TS-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to
cJCS, 1812312 Jun 68; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jun 68. (5)
Msg, Salgon 30199 to State, 17121CZ Jun 68, JCS IN 77962.
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of the Khe Sanh withdrawal oe carefully planned in order
to minimize adverse publicity and triumphant enemy propa-
zanda. 37

There followed several days of intensive discussion
between Washington, Saigon, and Honolulu of the wording of
a sultable press release. The version finally approved de-
clared that the enemy now had at least eight divisions in I
CTZ--two more than 1n January--and was therefore capable of
mounting "several sizeable attacks concurrently." It followed
that "mobile forces, tied to rio speciflc terraln, must be
used to.the utmost to attack, intercept, reinforce, or take
whatever action is most appropriate to meet the enemy threats."38
This announcement was released by MACV headquarters on 27 June
(Saigon time). The withdrawal began several days later and
was completed on 7 July.39

The new atrategy adopted in northern I CTZ was connected
with a change in the concept of defense against infiltration
through the DMZ. The DUEL BLADE anti-infilltration barrier
had envisioned a line of strong points along the border of
the DMZ near the coast, linked by sensors and observation
towers, with additional sensors clustered in the defiles of
the mountalnous terraln fartner west. Construction of the
strong polnts, however, had been seriously hindered by enemy
artillery and mortar flre from the DMZ. When the slege of
Khe Sanh began in January 1968, work on the barrier was
suspended. After the Tet offensive, a new plan which stressed
the use of mobille forces for defense, was drawn up and approved
by COMUSMACV 1in June. Vork on the strong-pcint obstacle system

7. (TS) Msgs, JCS 6703 to COMUIMACV, 18135%5Z Jun 66;
JCS 6781, 1919%9Z Jun 68; (TS) Msg, JC3 6544 to COMUSMACV,
202134%Z Jun 68; 0CJCS Fille 091 Vietnam Jun 3.

36. {TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 8250 to (JCS, 2204207 Jun
63; (T3) Msg, JCS 6929 to COMUSMACY, 2218047 Jun 68; (7S-GP 4)
Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 230714Z Jun (3; (TS) Msg,
JCS TO43 to COMUSMACV, 2522572 Jun 63; (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV
MAC B515 to CJCS, 2612027 Jun 6%; (T3S) JCS TO6L Lo COMISMACVY,
26164,3Z Jun 68; 0CJCS File QY1 Vietnam Jun 683.

39, NY Times, 27 Jun 68, i. (S) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC <756
to CJCS et al., 010920Z Jul 6&; MAC 4072, 070954Z Jul €8; 0CJICO
File 24-Hour Summaries 1 through 50.
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was again deferred, with the understanding that it might be
resumed on flve days' notiﬁe when permitted by the enemy
situation in the DMZ area.O

The attack on Khe Sanh had also disrupted plans for a
sensor-based antlpersonnel barrier (DUMP TRUCK) on the
infiltration tralls in eastern Laos and the western DMZ.
Enemy forces overran the area whlle the system was undergoing
operational tests. Avallable sensor resources were diverted
to the defense of Khe Sanh, where they provided valuable
tactical 1Intelligence during the alege, They were again
employed 1in the subsequent incursion into the A Shau Valley,
first to locate targets for artillery flre, then to pinpoint
air astrikes after US forces had withdrawn.&l

These successful applications of sensors in situations
fur which they had not originally been designed led to their
further employment. At the direction of the Joint Chlefs of
Staff, COMUSMACV drafted a proposal to use sensors in
connectlion with combat sweeps, ambushes, survelllance of
enemy routes and base areas, convoy protectlon, and other
purposes., Eilght operaticnal tests would be conducted in May,
June, and July; 1f they proved successful, operations would
then be expanded as rapldly as resources permitted. The
Joint Chilefs of Staff and the Deputy Secretary of Defense
approved this plan (DUCK BLIND) subject to further evaluation
after the tests,42

: LO.  [TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-End Review," II,
pp. 3-25 - 3-26.

41 . Ibid., pp. 3-27 - 3-28. (TS-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV
02461 to TINCPAC, 230100Z Jan 68, JCS IN 52226. (S-GP 4)
ﬁsg,BCOMUSMACV 15840 to CINCPAC, 020625Z Jun 68, JCS IN

9618.

b2, (s-Ggp 3? Memo, DepSecDef to Dir Def Communications
Planning Group, 'Increased Use of DYE MARKER/MUSCLE SHOALS
Resources for Operations Against the NVA/VC," 5 Apr 68,
Att to JCS 2471/66-1, 8 Apr 68; (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 6087 to
CINCPAC, 102352Z Apr 68; (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 12363 to
CINCPAC, 011052Z May 68, readdressed CINCPAC info JCS,
080216Z May 68, JCS IN 91210; (S-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS,
02502152 May 68; (S-GP 3) JCSM-320-68 to SecDhef, 21 May 68
{derived from JCS 2471/66-3, 17 May 68); (S-GP 3) Memo, Dep
SecDef to CJCS, "DUCK BLIND Plan for Expanding the Use of
intruslon Detectlon Capabllity Agalnst the knemy in South
Vietnam," 6 Jun 68, Att to JCS 2471/66-5, 7 Jun 68; JMF
911/321 (5 Apr 68).
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The air campaign continued in both NVN and Laos. During
July, 14,647 attack sorties were flown over NVN below the
19th Parallel, as compared wiltia & monthly average of 9,149 in
the . r:ceding quarter. For tne period July through Se tember
1968, the number totaled 38,334, as compared with 27,&57
flown during the three previous months. In the Laotian pan-
handle, where unfavorable monsoon weather continued to prevall,
approximately 3,000 sorties pur month were flown during the
third quarter, in contrast wit: an average of 4,596 for the
second. Operation TURNPIKE, the regular employment of B-528
in the interdiction campaign in Lao3S, was discontinued on 15
June, but ARC LIGHT strikes continued to be available on a
case by case basls,

Unfortunately, none of these efforts sufficed to stem
the flow of reinforcements from NVN. The enemy continued to
send men southward at a rate of 3G,000 or more each month
through the months of June, July, and August .44 By so doing,
ne made up most of the losses ne nad sulffered in his two
sanguinary repulses 1n February and May. In June, according
to MACV estimates, enemy strength in South Vietnam totaled
approximately 215,000--not much less than the peak figure of
222,000 in October 1965. 32ut there had been a significant
change in the composition of tnis force since that cate. NVA
troops in October 1965 had accounted for only 26 percent of
the enemy Strength; by June 1968 Laey made up 70 percent of
the total. A decline in the quai:ily ( . the enemy unlits was
also noticeable; many of the new recruits from NVN had been
sent iorward hastily with inadequate tralning.49

T3, (3) OASD(SA), "Interaiction campalgn Sinc:z March 31,"
22 Aug 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vlietram Aug 68. (S-NOFOaN) CIA/DIA,
"Apn Appraisal of the Bombing of Nurth Vvietnam, 1 Jul-31 Qct
68," (S-3378/Ap-4A). (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-End Review,"”
IT, p. 4-8, Fig. 4-2. (8) Msg, COMUSMACV 18202 o CDR 7th )
AF, 250141Z Jun 68, JCS IN g2362. (S~NOFORN-GP 3; Combat
Analysis Group, J-3, "Statistlcai Digesat of Military Decvelop-
ments in Southeast Asia," CAG Statistlcal Series, vol. I,

No 7, 3 Feb 69. _

uL . (TS-GP 3) "1908 Year-End Review," II, p. L-18,
#ig. 1-10. :

45. general Wheeler reported these conclusions ln July
1968, following a vislt to Souih Vietnam (which 18 described
in a later sectlon of this chapier). (TS) CM-3489-68 to Pres,
19 Jul 68, Att to JCS 2472/331, 22 Jul 68, JMF 911/399
(19 Jul 68).
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Evaluation of the ARC LIGHT Campaign

The powerful B-52, designed originally for strateglc air
warrare, had come into 1ts own as a tactical weapon by the
middle of 1968. 1Its capabilities for close support of ground
troops were effectively exploliled during the sfege of Khe Sanh,
when 1t was used, along wlth tactical air and artillery, to
break up enemy troop concentrations massing for assault.
Prisoners captured around Khe Sanh testified to its devas-
tating physical and psychological effectiveness. Subsequently,
COMUSMACV credited 1ntenslve B-52 strikes with a major role in
blunting the assault on Saigon 1n early May as‘gell as the
offensive in Kontum Province later that month.%

B-52 resources continued to be allocated by CINCSAC under
authorizatlon from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject to
limitations established by the Secretary of Defense. Late in
1967 Mr. McNamara had approved an increase in the number of
B-52 sorties in Vietnam from 800 to 1,200 per month, effective
1 February 1968. But when the siecge of Khe Sanh commenced,
COMUSMACV discovered that even this number was insufficient.
On 10 February he requested an increase of an additional 40
sorties per day, to be achleved by employing the contingency
B-52 force recently deployed Lo Guam and to Kadena, QOkinawa,
After obtaining informal approval from the Secretary's office,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 13 February authorized CINCSAC
temporarily to exceed the 1,200 1imit in order to support
emergency requirements for Khe Sanh and the DMZ. They did
not specify an alternative figure. By the end of the month,
.B-52 8sortles were being flown to Vietnam at a rate of
approximately 60 per day, or 1,800 per month--just about Ehe
maximum that could be sustained with available resources.47

On 22 March COMUSMACV asked that the 1,800 rate bve
continued indefinitely. J-3 studled the problem and concluded
that the request was justified, and that aircraft and bomb
resources8 were sufficient to support thls rate through
December. Deputy Secretary Nitze, however, approved the

45, (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "19G8 Year-End Review," IIé pPP.

3-13 - 3-14. (FOUO) CINCPAC-COMUSMACV Report, Jun &
p. 241. (C-GP 3) Masg, COMUSMACV 10794 to DIA, 161810Z Apr
68, JCS IN 47706.

47, (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 1909 to CINCPAC, 1014102
Feb €8; (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9947 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC,
131611Z Feb 68; 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Feb 68. (S-GP 3)
JCS 2472/254-2, 2 Apr 68, JMF 911/323 (13 Feb 68).
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1,800 per-month figure only througnh June, stipulating that it
should drop to 1,400 thereafter. He announced Bgis decision
as part of the Program 6 reinforcement package.

The reduced monthly rate of 1,400 sortles would cost
approximately $1 billion, as Mr. Nitze polinted out Lo the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 April. A further reduction to
800, he continued, would cut this cost almost in half. He
therefore asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to study carefully
the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT program and to forward
their findings to him, with their assessment of the relative
effectiveness of monthly rates of 800, 1,200, and 1,400
sorties.4

In an interim reply on 23 April, the Joint Chiefs of
staff argued strongly against any reduction in the 1,800
rate. The full capability of the B-52 would be needed, they
declared, to support offensive operations then underway and
to sustain the expanded interdiction campaign that had become
easgsential now that most of NVN was safe from bombing. Secre-
tary Clifford accordingly reaffirmed for the time being the
existing 1,800 monthly rate.>50

on 29 May the Joint Chiefs of Stalf lorwarded the re-
sults of a more careful study of the ef'fectiveness of ARC
LIGHT. It was the unanimous testimony of field force com-
manders in SVN, they reported, that thls program "makes a
valuable contribution to achlevement of US objectives in South-
east Asia and 1s a major factor in preventing the enemy from
pressing his offensive plans." It was Imposcible statistic-
ally to evaluate 1its effectiveness or UO compare various
monthly rates. But even the maximum allocation of 1,800
sorties was insuffilcient to strike all avallable targets in

T8 (3-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV c069 to CINCPAC, 2200082 Mar
68 (readdressed by CINCPAC as 2205532 Mar 68, info JCS),
JCS IN 87562. (S-GP 3) JCS 2u472/254-:, 2 Apr 68, JMF 911/323
(13 Feb 68). (S-GP 4) Memo, DepSccbef to CJCS ct al., "South-
east Asia Deployment Program 6," & Apr 0B, JMF q07/3r4
(14 Mar 68).

49, (8) Memo, DepSecDel to CJCS, "B-52 Sortle Rate,"
15 Apr 68, Att to JCS 2472/274, 17 Apr 68, JMF 911/323
(15 Apr 68). '

50. (S-GP 3) JCSM-257-6% to SecDef, 23 Apr 68 (derived
from JCS 2472/270-1, 18 Apr 68); (S) Memo, Mil Asst to SecDef
to CJCS et al., "B-52 Sortle Rate," 29 Apr 68, Att to JCS
2U472/270-2, 1 May 68; JMF 91i/323 (15 Apr &8).
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VYietnam, despite a careful screening process at various levels
of command to eliminate those judged unprofitable. The Joing
Chiefs of Staff therefore urged that tae 1,800 figure be con-
tinued througn vecember. They further recommended that ten
more B-528 be deployed to U Tapaoc Air Base, Thailand, maklng
a total of 35 in that country. This move would not only
reduce the cost of the ARC LIGHT program, but would also
partially insure against the possibllity that political pres-
sure might force discontinuance of the base in Okinawa, since
it would be possible to sustain a monthly rate of 1,710
sorties with the 35 B-52s in Thailand plus the 70 in Guam.dl

On 22 June Mr. Nitze approved for planning purposes the
request to fly up to 1,800 sorties monthly through December.
The decision, however, would be reviewed wlthin the next 60
days and at 1lntervals thereafier. He also approved the recom-
mendation to increse the B-52 force in Thailand, subject to
approval of the Thal Government .52

General Wheeler's Visit to South Vietnam, July 1968

In July General Wheeler, accompanied by Secretary of
Defense Clifford, undertook a quick journey to South Vietnam
to appralse the progress of the war since hls last visit filve
months earlier. He found the situation much improved. South
Vietnam's forces had recovered from tne Tet offensive and
were steadlly expanding and improving under the stimulus of
the US assistance program. The security of urban areas had
"been strengthened, notably around Saigon, where the new measures
of defense and counterattack instituted in June were proving
effective. Allied "spolling" actions, carried out by ground
troops and by alrcraft, were seriously disrupting enemy plans.
The enemy's capability to mount widespread offenslves had been
impaired by hils recent defeats. In the nope of obtaining an
exploitable succesas, he was forced to stagger, or rotate, his
local attacks, both in time and space, so as to maintain
maximum pressure on allled forces,

1. B-GP 3) JCSM-333-68 to SecDef, 29 May 68 (derived
from JCS 2472/274-1, 24 May 68), JMF 911/323 (15 Apr 68).

52. (S) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, "B-52 Sortle Rate,"
22 Jun 68, Att to JCS 2472/274-2, 24 Jun 68, JMF 911/323
(15 Apr 68). |
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Nonetheless it scemed probaosle, according to General
wheeler, that another large-scaie enemy effort was impending.
MACV's J-2 bellieved that enemy “orces in I CTZ and around
Saigon would have completed regrouping and refitting 1n time
to leunch attacks within a few weeks, probably about the
middle of August. It appeared, however, that General Abrams
possessed enough forces to cope with any of fensive.53

After returning to Washington and reporting his con-
ciusions to the President, General Wheeler told COMUSMACV
that the trip “"was a great success insofar as Secretary
Clifford:and I are concerned." At & White House luncheon,
Mr. Clifford had praised General Abrams and his subordinates
"i1n the highest terms." "I hope," concluded the Chairman,
"that his report and mine have damped ﬁome of the anxletiles
existent earlier here in washington."2 .

At the same time that he informed COMUSMACV of these
developments, General wheeler took the opportunity to clarify
his thinking regarding the impending enemy attack. Reviewing
evidence of enemy dispositions available in washington, the
Chairman observed that the enemy appeared to be in a positlon
to attack with division-size forces along the border and
simultaneously with smaller units around Salgon. Such a
pattern of attack, he observed, "would pose the §reatest
problems to you and your subordinate commanders . 95

Ceneral Abrams, 1in reply, coubted that the regimental-
size units around Salgon were Sirong enough to attack. He
thought -it probable that at least one division would ope
employed against the capital, probably after diversicnary
actions had been launched elsewhere. He added that he
intended "to accommodate the enemy in seeking battle and in
fact to anticlpate him wherever posuible.” He had directed
his subordinates to make every effort to find, fix, and
destroy enemy forces before they could attack. General
Wheeler showed thls message to the President, who requested

53, (T5) CM-3489-68 to Pres, 19'Jul 68, knel to JCS
2472/331, 22 Jul 68, JMF 911/399 (19 Jul 68) sec 1. (S)
MACV Brilefing for SecDef, 15 Jul 68, same file, sec lA.

54, (S) Msg, JCS B4L42 to COMUSMACLY, 2619112 Jul 63,
0CJCS File 091 Vietna: Jul 68.

55. Ibid.




that COMUSMACV be notified gf his hearty approval of this
aggresaive plan of action.9

The prospect of a fresh enemy attack on the cltles of
SVN was of 1ntense concern to Mr. Johnson. On two occasions,
30 July and 2 August, he discussed with General Wheeler the
possibility of resumption of air and naval operations between
19 and 20 degrees 1f such an attack eventuated. In the end
the matter was dropped, but the President expressed his alarm
in public. 1In a news conference on 31 July, he cited intel-
ligence reports of record levels of inflltration and of a
sharp increase in truck traffic since the bombing restriction.
So long as such massive preparations for a new attack
continued, he said, it would be unthinkable to contemplate
any further restrictions on the US military effort in SVN.57

The Enemy's Third Offensive, August 1968

As July passed into August, evidgnce of enemy intentions
accumulated in volume and in detail.5® oOn 12 August, in a.
memorandum for Secretary Clifford, General McConnell, as
Acting Chairman, summarized General Abrams' most recent fore-
cast. An offensive was expected on or about 15 August. Prob-
able targets were the central DMZ, Da Nang and other cities

in I CTZ, Ban Me Thuot (II CTZ), and Tay Ninh and other cities
on the fringes of III CTZ. An assault on Saigon would probably
occur several days after the attack had begun elsewhere.59

In the time that remalned, the Administration undertook
to prepare a plan for announcing the news of the attack in a
manner that would minimize its impact on public opinion. The
general outline of such an arrangement had been discussed in
Saigon during the visit of General Wheeler and Secretary

5. (S-GP &) Msg, COMUSMACV 10181 to CJCS, 280742Z Jul 68;
(S) Msg, JCS 8593 to COMUSMACV, 302019Z Jul 68 (retransmitted
as 302313Z Jul; originally addressed in error to CINCPAC),
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 68.

57. {S) Msg, JCS 8594 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 3020202
Jul 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 68. (TS-GP 3) Mag, JCS
8756 to CINCPAC, 021949Z Aug 68, same file, Aug 68. Dept of
State Bulletin, LIX {19 Aug 68), pp. 193-194.

58. (S-NOFORN) DIA IBsS 151-68, 2 Aug 68; 152-68, 5 Aug 68;
155-68, 8 Aug 68; 157-68, 12 Aug 68; 158-68, 13 Aug 68; 160-68,
15 Aug 68; 1%1-68, 16 Aug 68,

SE. (8) CM-35E3-68 to Pres, 12 Aug 68, Encl to JCS
2u72/3L5, 12 Aug 68, JMF 912/292 (12 Aug 68).
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Clifford. It was agreed that, as soon a&s the attack was
manifestly underway, the United States would make clear,
through briefings, press conferences, and other anncuncements,
that the action had been fully expected, that US public
9=inlon was one of the targets, and that tnere was every
prospect of another enemy defeat. As the attack developed,
succ2ssful US and ARVN actions would be ‘stressed, but . ,
excessive optimism would at all tlmes -e carefully avoided .60

The plan was overtaken by events on the night of 17-18
August, when the enemy launched fire and ground attacks at
a number of objectives, principally US and ARVN military
installations in III CTZ, plus two clties--Loc Ninh and Tay
Ninh--on the western edge of that zone. All were repelled
except the assault on Tay Ninh, which was conducted by 8six
battallions. Four were halged outside the city, but the other
two penetrated and dug in.61

General Abrams considered that this attack signaled the
peginning of a general offensive but recommended that no
announcement of that conclusion be made until events of the
next few days had removed all doubt. He thought that these
initial operations were dlverslonary and that the real
objectives had yet to be revealed. "We are 1n good shape
everywhere in the country except in Tay Ninh city," he
reported on 18 August. "We have got to get the enemy 2ut of
this town and promptly."62 @eneral Wheeler advised the
Sec. :tary of Defense (through the NMCC) that the

‘8ituation "is developing as antlcipated by US intelligence,"

and that "General Abrams can repel any attack made by the
enemy."03

B0, (S-GP 2) Msg, State 220696.to Saigon, 1419497 Aug
68, JCS IN 98570. ési Msg, Sailgon 35464 to State, 151135Z
Aug 68, JCS IN 99286. (S) Msg, Salgon and COMUSMACV MAC
11243, to ASD (PA) and AsstSecState (Paé, 2002072 Aug 68,
(with messages on same subject 17 and 10 Aug 68), OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Aug 68,

61. (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 195-0&, 19 Aug 68. (S-GP 3)
Msg, COMUSMACV 25054 to CJCS, 2609302 Aug 68, JCS IN 30143.
(S) Msg, COMUSMACV 11181 to CJCS, 10l232Z Aug 68; (TS) Msg,
COMUSMACV MAC 11246 to D/JS, 200428Z Aug 68; 0CJCS File 091
Vietnam Aug 68. -

62. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV 11181 to CJCS, 181232Z Aug 68,
same file.

63. (TS) Memo, DepDir for Opns, NMCC, to SecDef, "Corre-
sgondence Relating to the Latest Situation in South Vietnam,"
18 Aug 68, same flle. :
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The high volume and intensity of enemy activity continued
in the days immediately following. Additional targets were
assalled, but the enemy achieved no lasting or important
successes. Hostille forces were driven out of Tay Nirh on
18-19 August by elements of the US 25th Infantry Division and
SVN RF units, using only small arms f{ire to minimize destruc-
tion of civilian 1ife and property. On the night of 20-21
August the attack spread to IV CTZ, which had hitherto largely
escaped. On the follog&ng night, 20 rounds of 120mm rocket
fire fell upon Salgon.

The principal enemy efforts were made against Da Nang
and Ban Me Thuot. Fire attacks on outposts around Da Nang
on 20 and 21 August were followed by ground assaults. Some
enemy sappers penetrated the city on 23 August, but were soon
expelled by ARVN and USMC units. COMUSMACV reported that the
attack had cost the enemy 1,200 dead.05

The attack on Ban Me Thuot took the form of a diversion-
ary assault on a Speclal Forces camp at Duc Lap, 31 nm away,
which began on the night of 22-23 August. An enemy regiment,
supported with 122mm rockets and mortars, penetrated the camp
but could not overrun it. By 26 August the attackers had been
driven out. COMUSMACV belleved that the purpose of this
attack was to force the withdrawal of US troops from the
vicinity of Ban Me Thuot and thus to expose that city to an
assault by the 1lst NVA Division. Thils objective was not
attained, however. The Duc Lap camp was successfully defended
by its CIDG garrison, reinforced by additional CIDG and ARVN

64, (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 196-68, 20 Aug 68; 197-68,
21 Aug 68; 198-68, 22 Aug 68; 199-68, 23 Aug 68; 200-68,
24 Aug 68. (S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 24397 to CJCS, 200740z
Aug 68. (S-GP 4) MBg, COMUSMACV 24529 to CJCS, 210840Z Aug
68, JCS IN 19523. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 25054 to CJCS,
2609302 Aug 68, JCS IN 30143. is) Msg, Salgon 36074 to State,
221115Z Aug 68, JCS IN 24226. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 11246
to D/JS, 200428z Aug 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 68.

65. (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 199-68, 23 Aug 68; 200-68
o4 Aug 68; 201-68, 26 Aug 68; 202-68, 27 Aug 68.  (S-GP 4§
COMUSMACV 24858 to CJCS, 240957Z Aug 68. (S-GP 3) Msg,
COMUSMACV 25054 to CJCS, 260930Z Aug 68, JCS IN 30143. és)
Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 118 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 010943Z Sep 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 68. (S) Msg, Saigon 365396 to
State, 2911152 Aug 68, JCS IN 37720.
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units, with US air and artlllery support but with no aid from
US infantry. General Abrams pralised the peggormance of the
SYN forces in this action as "magnificent."

The offensive slackened after approximately a week.67
It had approximated the May attack in duration, as well as
in level of intens.ty. There nad been fewer ground assaults
and more attacks by fire han in the preceding offensive. It
differed also from lts predecessor in that 1t had begun slowly
and built up over a perlod of several days; in the May offen-
sive, all the major targets had been assailed 1n the begin-
ning. .
Most of the attacks had been carried out by VC local
forces; the major VC and NVA unlts had presumably been held
back to exploit any initlal”success. It was significant that
the enemy had made an evident attempt to hold down casualtles,
instead of flinging his men into the asgsault without regard to
the cost, as in the earlier offensives of 1968. This more
cautious strategy had been reflected in a somewhat lower
casualty rate. Approximately 8,500 hostile troops were killed
in action between 18 and 29 Augusti, according to COMUSM%gV's
estimate, as compared with 12,000 petween 5 and 16 May.

The major assault on Saigon that had been anticipated
never materialized. General Abrams nevertheless remained con-
vinced that the capital had been one of the major ob jectives.
The enemy's strategy, he belleved, had been flexible, aimed
at achieving initial successes U0 be explolted as opportunity
offere . Capture of outposts or of cities near the border
(1ike .ay Ninh) was expected to provide springpoards

56, (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 200-68, 24 Aug 03; 201-68, 26
Aug 68; 202-68, 27 Aug 68; 203-68, 27 Aug 68. (S-GP 4) HQ
USARPAC, “"Highlights of USARPAC Activities,"” Aug and Dec 68.
(S-Gp 4} Msg, COMUSMACV 24858 to CJCS, 240957z Aug 68. (8)
Msg, COMUCMACY MAC 11822 to CJCS and CINCPAG, OLO943Z Sep £3;
(S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 12123 to CJCS, 0803232 Sep ©o; 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Sep 68. (S) Msg, Saigon 36596 to State,
291115Z Aug 68, JCS IN 37720. .

67. (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 200-63, il oct 68, Supplement, gilves
dates 18-24 Oct for the Third 1968 ulfenslve.

68. (8) Msg, Salgon 36596 to State, 2911152 Aug 0GB, JCS
IN 47720. (8) "Report on Sltuatlion in Vietnam," z0 Aug 60,
apparently repared by NMCC lor CJCS, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
Aug 68. (8) Msg, COMUSMACV HMAC 11622 Lo CJCS and CINCPAC,
0109437 Sep 68, 0CJICS File 091 Vietnam 3cp o8 .
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for assaults on Saigon and other cities. But the scenario
did not unfold as the enemy had written 1t, and his attack
never moved beyond the initial stage. '"The gradual acceler-
ation of momentum he hoped fgr was checked at the outset."
according to General Abrams.09

The failure of the attack was obvious, even more so
than in May. Ambassador Bunker ascribed this fact primarily
to

the steady 1improvement which has taken place in the
allled forces: I1mproved Intelligence, better all
around performance, especially by the ARVN, RF/PF

and paramilitary forces, better coordination of

all units, the very effective interdiction and spoil-
ing efforts of our forces and skillful and effective
application of air power, especially the B-52s3. Con-
fidence in their abllity to cope with the enemy pre-
valls throughout the Vlietnamese and allled forces to.
a greater degree than ever before.70

Part of the explanation, however, probably lay in the
declining quallty of enemy forces, caused by the replacement
of casualtles with poorly trained recruits under Iinexperi-
enced leaders. Senlor US commanders, when queried by General
Abrams, agreed that NVA troops were deteriorating in training,
leadership, and morale. Replacements were being sent in with
only one to three months' training, instead of s1x or eight.
Prisoners and defectors testiflied to the effects of homesick-
ness, fear of allled flrepower, food shortages, and disease.
No longer was the enemy policing the battlefleld as vigorously
as before; the number of weapons found abandoned had signifi-
cantly increased.

The declline in quality was uneven, however, according
to the Judgment of the commanders. It was most pronounced
in units that had been subjected to heaviest military pres-
sure; those located adJjacent to the enemy sanctuaries in Laos
and Cambodla had held up much better. It was alsoc more

69. (S} Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 12129 to CJCS, 08B0323Z Sep 68,
0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 68.

70. (S) Msg, Sailgon 36596 to State, 291115Z Aug 68,
JCS IN 37720.
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noticeable in NVA than in VC units, aithough some of the
iatter had had to be filled up wit:s men from NVA, and others
riad been reduced to recrulting femaies or males above or below
the optimum age., But none of COMUSMACY 'e commanders suffered
from any 1llusion that the communiii forces were disinte-
grating. "The enemy may not fight as well as he once dig,"
remarked General Abrams, summing up hls subordinates' comments,
"put he can still prove to be a troublesome foe."Tl

The enemy's lncreasing rellarce on NVA forces was
striking. General Wheeler had commentec upon i1t after his
return from SVN in July. A CIA asscssment prepared two months
later, on the basls of estimates furnished by MACV, indicated
that 46 of the 58 known enemy regiments consisted entirely of
men from NVN, while 9 of the remaining 12 were believed fo be
over 50 percent North Vietnamese ia composition. Even the two
regiments known to exist in IV Corps contained some men from
the north.72

General Abrams' convictlon that US and SVN forces had
thrown the enemy's attack plans out of kilter received un-
expected confirmation from the other slde of the globe. An
intelligence report forwarded by the Defense Attacne in Paris

on 31 August ascribed to one of Hanol's principal delegates to
the Paris talks a statement that "Abrams 1is really hurting us.
He seems to know what we are planning to do." Moreover,
according to the report, the VC had pald General Abrams a very
high compliment: they had marked him for assassination, at
all costs, 1ln September, together with hls principal sub-
oprdinates. General Wheeler, commenting on this ominous warning,
enjolned General Abrams to "exercise a llttle extra caution
during the weeks ahead." General Abrams repllied that he nad
instituted additional security measures at MACV headquarters
and that he and his subordinates were varylng their movemencts
Lo avoid any predictable pattern.?3

7T, (5] Msg, COMUSMACV 11672 to CJCS and CINCPAC, 2908057
Aug 68, 0CJCS Flle 091 Vietnam Aug 68.

72. (S) CIA Memo, "Increasing Role of North Vietnamese In
viet Cong Units," 17 Sep 68, Encl to Memo, Actg DepDir for
Inteéélgence, CIA, to CJCS, 20 Sep 68, OCJCS Fille 091 Vlietnam
Se .

P 73. (S) Msg, Def Attache Paris to Dir DIA and J-2 MACV,
311636Z Aug 68. (S) Msg, CJCS 9951 to COMUSMACV, 031902Z Sep
68; (c) Msg, COMUSMACV 11978 to CJCS, 0411467 Sep 68; 0CJICS
File 091 Vietnam Sep 68. A later report from the same source
gave the deziline for the assassination as the end of 1968 and
asserted that three special commando groups had been formed for
the purpose. (S-GP 3) Msg, Def Attache Parls CROC 086 to Dir
DIA and J-2 MACV, 301700Z Sep 68, same flle.
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Aftermath of the Enemy Defeat

Despite the failure of his August offensive, the enemy
maintained a fairly high level 3f activity durling the month
of September. The number of enemy-inltiated attacks averaged
slightly more than 46 per week 1n that month, as compared
with 31 during July and the first half of August. Eleven of
the September actlons involved forces of battallon size or
larger--almost as many as the 12 such attacks recorded in
August. Most of the September tar§ﬁts were US Specilal Forces
camps, none of which was captured.

The most serious action in September was another thrust at
Tay Ninh. Sharp fighting occurred around the outskirts of
that ¢ity on 11-12 September; one fire support base was
penetrated for a time before the enemy was driven out by US
Army forces. There remained some confusion about what
happened, but 1t appeared that some enemy forces (possibly
several companies) actually penetrated the city before being
ejected.75

At the beginning of October the enemy began another
period during which he limited hls actlvity to small-scale
local attacks, probes, terrorism, and similar annoying but
relatively minor actions. For the final quarter of 1968, the
weekly rate of enemy-initlated activitles dropped to an
average of 32. More significantly, only one attack during
this three-month period involved forces of battalion size or
larger. This action occurred near Loc Ninh (III CTZ) on 13
‘November, when an estimated 500-700 hostile troops attacked a
fire support base defended by an ARVN Ranger battallon. US
troops and alircraft were called in and the enemy withdrew,
leaving 287 dead on tge pattlefield. Friendly forces lost only
four dead, all ARVN.T :

74 (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 2-69, 3 Jan 69, Supplement. (S-GP 4)
HQ USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC Activitiles," Sep 68.

75. (C) Memo for Record, DepDir for Opns, NMCC, "Military
Operations in the Tay Ninh City Area," 11 Sep 68; (S) Msg,
COMUSMACV MAC 12337 to 'CJCS and CINCPAC, 120847z Sep 68; 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Sep 68. és-cp 4) AQ USARPAC "Highlights of
USARPAC Activities," Sep 68. (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 215-68,

12 Sep 68; 216-68, 13 Sep 68; 217-68, 14 Sep 68.

76. (S-NOFORN)} DIA IB 2-69, 3 Jan 69, Supplement (s-GP 4)
HQ USARPAC, "Highlights OF USARPAC Activitiles," Nov 68.
(S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 268-68, 14 Nov 68; 269-68, 15 Nov 68.
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While withdrawing his major forces to their sanctuarles,
the enemy also cut down on the flow of replacements from
North Vietnam. US estimates of the rate of 1inflltratlon
(admittedly of somewhat doubtful validity) showed a drop from
approximately 33,000 in August to 15,000 in September, with
a further ‘=cline to 10,000-12,000 in each of the succeeding
three mon 3.77

The significance of this decline in enemy activity was
difficult to appraise, but 1lta consequences were of the utmost
importance. By the end. of October General Abrams Judged that
the military situation was favorable enough to justify a
decision by the President to cease all bombing of North
Vietnam in the hope of beginning negotiations for peace. This
decision 18 described in a later chapter.

The apparent degradation of the enemy's military capa-
bilities, coupled with the growing strength of the RVNAF (as
described in the preceding chapter), made it possible to plan
for an expansion of the role of SVN's forces in the near
future. The Combined Campaign Plan for 1969, issued by MACV
and the JGS on 30 September, reflected this development. The
corresponding 1968 plan had laid down a broad division of
labor between RVNAF and FWMAF units: the former were made
primarily responsible for pacification and the latter for
destruction of the main VC/NVA forces and bases. The 1969
plan specified that there would be "no functional separation
of responsibilities" between RVN and allled forces. "ARVN
divisional units," 1t was stated, "will direct thelr primary
efforts to the destruction of VC/NVA main force units." For
this purpose, there was to be a '"gradual phase down" of ARVN
battalions committed to the support of pacification.78

But despite the favorable trend of the war for the
ailies, there was no indicatlon that the enemy was preparing
to abandon the struggle. As early as September there were
warnings that he planned yet another of hl: "winter-spring"
offensives, perhaps beginning in the followin;, month. MACV's
J-2 concluded that the enemy, far from beilng ¢ Lscouraged,

77 [S-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-knd Review,” II, p. 1-18,
Fig. 1-10.

78. (8) Combined Campalgn Plan 1969, AB 144, 30 Sep 68,
JMF 911/350 (30 Sep 68).
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consldered that his losses so far had been fully justified by
indications that the United States was losing its will to
fight. The resignatlion of Secretary McNamara, the reassign-
ment of General Westmoreland, President Johnson's withdrawal
from the 1968 election, the noisy controversy in the United
States between "hawks" and doves," the threatened instability
of the dollar, and the incessant criticism of US policy by
foreign sources--all these developments, when seen from Hanol,
might be filtted together to yleld a picture of a nation and
its leaders approaching the situation existing in France in
1954, From this viewpoint, 1t would be unthinkable for the
enemy to weaken his resolve or to lower his objectives.79

The month of October came and went with no enemy offen-
slve, but a stream of ingelligence continued to warn of plans
for large-scale actlons.®0 Qeneral Abrams made only one major
readjustment of his forces to meet these threats. Observing
a concentration of enemy forces astride the border bvetween
Cambodia and III CTZ, he strengthened the defenses of Saigon
by bringing down the 1st Cavalry Division (Airmobile) from
I CTZ. The movement began late én October and was completed
by the middle of the next month.cl

Whatever the enemy's military intentions, he was known
to be making every effort to repair and rebuild his political
. and administrative apparatus in South Vietnam, perhaps in
anticipation of impending negotlations. Intelligence showed
that the Viet Cong were attempting to organize "liberation"
.or "revolutionary" committees, nominally chosen by election,
at every level from district to hamiet, to replace similar
groups that had been driven underground or destroyed by allied
operations In previous years. Thils shadow hilerarchy could be
trlumphantly unvelled as the "legitimate" governmental struc-
ture at the local level, whlle the "Alliance of National Demo-
cratic and Peace Forces," the "Front" organization formed

59. (C-GP &) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 13146 to CJCS, 2812417
Sep 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Sc .

80. (S-NOFORN) DIA IBs 201-068, 14 Oct 68; 202-68,
15 Oct 68; 204-68, 17 0¢T BB; 214-68, 31 Oct 68,

81. (S-GP 4) Msp, COMUSMACV MAC 14472 to CINCPAC,
2710082 Oct 68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Oct 68. (TS-NOFORN-
GP 3} "1968 Year-End Review," II, p. 3-7. S-GP 4) HQ
USARPAC, "Highlights of USARPAC Activities,"” Nov 683.
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during the Tet offensive, offersd tne nucleus of a natlonal
"jiberation" govgrnment to replace the "puppet" regime of
President Thieu.%2

It was obviously necessary to counter this enemy effort.
Fortunately the military situation 1n the closing months of
the year made it possible to focus attentlon on the smaller
enemy forces and their local political cohorts, which had now
been exposed by the withdrawal of the nard-pressed maln forces.
"If we are now hopeful of moving from the military to the
political contest," observed Ambassador Bunker 1n a despatch
to Washington, "it 1s primarily because of the success of our
military effort." General Abrams accordingly instructed hils
commanders to expand thelr spoliliing and preemptilve operations
against main and local forces, base areas, and lines of com-
munication, and at the same time to conduct an intensive drive
agailnst the VC political apparatus. They were to cooperate
fully with the PHOENIX campalgn agalnst the VC infrastpructure
(see below). General Abrams warned that the enemy must under
no circumstances be allowed to win politicaély what he had
been unable to gain on the field of battle.d3

In a later directive, General Abrams stressed that the
war must be viewed as the enemy regarded it--as a singie
struggle, not one that could be subdivided into big and little
battles, or into military and polltical halves. At the same
time, he urged exploitatlon of the weaknesses 1in the enemy's
logistic system, whicn was wholly dependent upon the place-
ment of supplies along the intendec¢ axes of advance 1n reglons
under VC control. Every effort should be made to find and

B2, (T8-GP 1) Memo, SACSA to CJCS, "Trip Report,” 30 Sep

68, and Encl A, "The Political Situation in the Countryside,"”
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 68. (S) Mag, JCS 1089% to
COMUSMACV, 2421042 Sep 68; same file, Oct 68 [sic|. (TS-GP 3)
"1968 Year-End Review," II, pp. 2-11 - 2-12. (S-NOFORN)
DIA IBs 223-68, 14 Nov .68; 2u46-68, 18 Dec 68.

“53. (8) msg, Saigon 41523 to State, 0 Oct 68, JCS IN
75427. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 13117 to CJCS, 280010Z Sep
68, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Oct 68 isic].
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seize these caches, whlle at the same time destroying the
politico-military structure that prgvided a favorable environ-
ment for enemy mllitary operatilons. b

The President, as usual, heartily approved of COMUSMACV's
aggresslve strategy. Through Secretary Clifford, he directed
that "constant, relentless and pgrsistent pressure” be main-
tained against the enemy in SVN.95 These instructions remained
in effect after the total cessation of bombing and the begin-
ning of peace talks.

Looking toward the onset of the northeast monsoon season,
which would begin in November, General Abrams drafted plans
for his own "winter-spring offensive" to take advantage of the
expected weather patterns. In September he proposed an inten-
sified air interdiction effort in southern NVN and the Laotlan
panhandle and a vigorous land campaign against enemy bases and
infiltration routes 1in the Delta--the regions where the monsoon
would bring favorable weather, He planned to assign additilonal
forces to IV CTZ for this purpose. Admiral McCain and
General Wheeler approved this plan, but Secretary Clifford,
when apprised of it, questioned the advisabllity of increasing
US strength in the Delta. ARVN troops were carrying most of
the burden there, he polnted out, and 1t seemed undesirable
to "Americanize" this theater of the war. General Abrams
replied that the US forces involved would consilst entirely of
helicopter units, except for one US airmobile brigade that
would be needed for the duration of the campaign (approxi-
mately 90 days) to seal off the Cambodian border. ARVN and
VNMC units, asslsted by elements of the US 9th Division
already in IV CTZ, would sweep the Delta in search of enemy
forces and bases.86

84, (8) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 13848 to CINCPAC et al.,
1309452 Oct 68, 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Oct 68. (8) Msg,
Saigon 41523 to State, 30 Oct 68, JCS IN 75427.

85, (TsS) Msg, JCS 11890 to COMUSMACV, 161605Z Oct 68,
OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Oct 68.

86. (TS-NOFORN) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 12535 to CJCS and
CINCPAC, 1702572 Seg 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 68.
(TS-GP 3) CM-3662-68B to SecDef, 20 Sep 68, Att to JCS
2472/364, 21 Sep 68; (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, “"Northeast
Monsoon Campaign Planning," 5 Oct 68, Att to JCS 2472/364-1,
8 Oct GBL (3s%ucm-3723-6 to SecDef, 23 Oct 68, Att to N/H

72/3

of JCS 2472 -1, 25 Oct 68; JMF 911/520 (20 Sep 68).
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The air interdiction campaign in Laos would maxe full
use of the IGLOO WHITE sensor system, which was already pro-
viding valuable information on truck movemgnts 1in the STEZEL
TIGEE area of operations in southe-r. Laos.97 Sensors had
also proved their value as an adjunct to offensive grouad
oper: :ions; 1ndeed, these devices--acoustic, seismic, and
elec _onlic--were emerging as a major technologlcal Iinnovation
of the war. In September COMUSMACV evaluated the results of
the DUCK BLIND test program as highly successful. He
requested permission to proceed with the second phase cf the
plan, which called for greatly lncreased use of sensors
emplaced:by hand or by helicopter. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff approved this request ég October. The expanded pro-
gram was renamed DUFFEL BAG.

Military Operations After 1 November 1968

Speaking to the nation on 31 October, President Johnson
announced that he had ordered an end to all "air, naval, and
artillery bombardment" of NVN effecctive OB00 EST, 1 November.
This decision, he said, was based on nls conviction that it
"ean lead to progress toward a peaceful settlement of the
Vietnamese war."99

The Joint Chiefs i 3taff immedlately issued directives
ordering a cessation of all offensive operations against NVN,
the DMZ, and the 12-mile territorial waters clalmed by NVN,
effective at the time indicated by the President (13002 or
2100H, 1 November). US ground {orces were to be positioned
south of the DMZ and naval surfacec units withdrawn below the
17th Parallel. Operations in La>3 were not affected, but
overflight of NVN or the DMZ by :ztrike forces en route to or
from Laotian targets was prohlbitvesa. Immedlate pursuic into
North Vietnamese seas or airspace was authorized "in
response to hostile acts ana in pursuit of any vessel or alr-
craft whose actlons indicate with reasonable certainty that
1t 13 operating in support of the VC/NVA insurgency in South

87. “NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 231-66, 1 Oct 68,

88 . is—GP 4} Msg CINCPAC to JCS, 200540%Z Sep 68; (S-GP 3)
JCS 2471/77, 14 Oct é; (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3414 to CINCPAC,
1820287 oOct 68; JMF 911/321 (20 Sep b8). (TS-GP 3) "1968
Year-kEnd Review," II, p. 3-20.

89. Dept of State Bu letin, ZIX (18 Nov 68), p. 517.
The events leadlng up to .nls decisilon are described in the
Succeeding chapters.
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COMUSMACV also continued to make full use of the tactical
capabllity of his B-52 force. The enormous firepower dis-
pensed by these aircraft, together with the ease with which
they could be shifted from one target to another as occasion
required, obviated the need to hold back troops to form a
"strateglic reserve" in the orthodox sense. The Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense, as noted earller, had authorized a continu-
ance of the maximum B-52 sortie rate (1,800 per month) through
1968, subject to a proposed review of this decision within
60 days, a review which never took place. In October COMUS-
MACV had recommended that this rate be continued Indefinitely
until some major change in the situatlion should warrant a
change. Justiflcation for this recommendation was furnished
by the results of a careful and comprehensive appraisal of
ARC LIGHT effectilveness, begun by J-3 and DIA several months
earller and completed in November. The study concluded that
there was no Justification for any reductlion in B-52 oper-
ations, since valld targets for ARC LIGHT strikes exceeded
the force capability by a factor of 5 to 1.103 .

Before the Joint Chlefs of Staff had acted on COMUSMACV's
recommendation, the Deputy Secretary of Defense on 26 November
suggested adoption of a varlable rate of 1,400-1,800 sorties
per month in 1969, with a total of 19,200 for the entire year
(a monthly average of 1,600). This proposal was based on an
assumption that the number of hlgh priority targets would
fluctuate in response to changes In iIntensity of the war as
a whole. The Joint Chilefs of Staff, in reply, provided a
detailed refutation of this assumption and at the same time
forwarded a copy of the J-3/DIA study of the subaect. The
matter remained unresolved at the end of 1968,10

103, (S-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS et al., 1911527 Oct
68, JCS IN 48683. (sS-GP 3) "ARC LIGHT FolIlow-On Study,"
18 Nov 68, CAG 4-68, JMF 911/323 {26 Nov 68).

104, Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, "ARC LIGHT Sortie Rate,"
26 Nov 68, Att to JCS 2472/389, 27 Nov 68; (S-GP 3)
JCSM-T11-68 to SecDef, 4 Dec 68 (derived from JCS 2472/389-1,
30 Nov 68); (S-GP 3) CM-3805-68 to SecDef, 4 Dec 68; JMF
911/323 (26 Nov 68).
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As the year drew to a close, COMUSMACV's monsoon campalgn ;
plan was in full swing. SPEEDY EXPRESS, the largest campalign
ever undertaken in the Delta, had begun on 30 November. ARVN 1
forces in IV CTZ were using the "pile on" tactic--rapid con- {
centration of forces to smother enemy contacts--developed
earlier by US units. A major part of COMUSMACV's assault
helicopters and gunships had been moved to the Delta to assist
the campaign. Amother center of activity was I CTZ, where at
least two enemy divisions--the 2nd ang 3rd NVA divisions--were
the target of operations involving two USA and two USMC
divisions. 1In IIT CTZ, US and ARVN units, assisted by the
small Thai force, concentrated primarily on clearing the
approaches to Saigon and blocking infiltration routes from
Cambodla. Smaller operations were underway in II CTZ. All
forces had been ordered to provide full support to the
accelerated pacification campaign recently initiated by the
GVN. A hlghly promising technique for this purpose had
recently been successfully tried out in T CTZ (Operation MEADE
RIVER, in Quang Nam Province). It involved a wide cordon
thrown about the target area by USMC, ROKMC, ARVN, and National J o
Police units, within which search and clear cperatlions could o
be conducted with relentless thoroughness.l105 :

The campailgn in IV CTZ was supported by a naval operation
(SEA LORDS) that began on 1 November, intended to deny the
waterways to the enemy and to penetrate into his previously
secure strongholds. For this purpose, the Mobile Riverine
Force (TF 117) in the Delta had been strengthened by units
from TFs 115 and 116, the normal missiogs of which were GAME
WARDEN and MARKET TIME, respectively,l0

105. (S5-GP 4) Msgs, COMUSMACV MAC 17450 to CJCS et al.,
230940Z Dec 68; MAC 17719, 301109Z Dec 68; OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Dec 68. (S-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACY h2365 to JcS,
'160834Z Dec 68, JCS IN 72070. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-
End Review," II, pp. 3~7 - 3-8. (S-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs
274-68, 21 Nov 68; 290-68, 11 Dec 68. (S—GP 4) HQ USARPAC,
"Hlghlights of USARPAC Activities," Dec 68.

106. (S-GP 4) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 012225Z Jan 69,

JCS IN 10811. (S-GP ﬁ) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 17719 to CJCS
et al., 301109Z Dec 68, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Dec 68.
(TS-NOFORN-GP 3) "1968 Year-End Review," II, pp. 3-16 - 3-19.
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plans to 1aunch another offen

to an attack on Saigon scheduled for 13 December.

turned out, only small -scale actions took place around the

capital at that time, but there was Some ground for

Wwhatever the enemy 'S intentions, there was no
he was making an effort to put nimself in position
another attack if he should S0 elect. In 2 message
December, replying to a query from the pPresident, C
tailed the changes 1n the enemy 'S military posture
gouthern NVN and nearby Lacs since the final curtal
NVN on 1 November. His iogistic center
had been moved southward; new supply depots
1ished close to the DMZ.

parallel, and by ship as far as Dong Hol, approximately 30

AL present,“ reported

SVN, suggésting an intention to
the level of conflict, not merely to maintain the s
in svN. "If this trend

1ittle reason to anticipate otherwise,“

warned cINC

warnings of an impending winter-spring of fensive by the
So did proposals for various
holiday ceaseflires, which had pecome a standard feature O

enemy had 2 famillar ring.

107 »
Nov 68; 234-68, 2 Dec 68:7239-68, 9 Dec 68; ol] -68,

The most plausible such report pointed

had indeed planngd a major attempt that had

had been estab-

has the capabillity of dramatically increasing his force
Even more ominous was
ammunition (85mm and 100mm)
continues, and there appears to be

threat of supbstantial proPortions will
be created for free world forces early in 1969."109

sive con-

As matters

thinklng

doubt that

to launch L
on 24 T

INCPAC de- g
in

1lment of
of gravity

escalate
tatus quo

PAC, "2

(séﬁﬁFORN) DIA IBS 215-68, 1 Nov 68; 227-68, 20 1@@

11 Dec i

68; 242-68, 12 Dec 68; 2i4-68, 16 Dec €8, 245-68, 17 Dec 68; - 4

COMUSMACV 12365 to JCS, 160834Z Dec
™ 720703 43934, 2308302 Dec 68, Jcs IN 85677 -
10

121701Z Dec 68;.(S-NOFORN-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC

cJcs et al., 13110 :
109 (Ts) Msg, CIN

File 091 Vietnam Dec 68.
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28’ pec 68; 2u7-68, 19 Dec 66; 25k-68, 31 Dec 68.

68, JCs

3) Msg, JCS 14541 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACY, i

17063 to #

; fl1e 091 Vietnanm Dec 68. ;
CPAC to CJCS, 2l0620Z Dec 68, 0CJCS i
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calendap year, . As in lQGT,COMUSMACV and CINCPAC recordeg
their CPpPosition to any suep proposals; nevertheless, the
Uniteg Stateg agreed to a 24-hour Christmas truce, which
Was obsepyveq from 241800 to 251800 Decembep (Saigon time) 110
For New Years Day, the yo announceq a three-day truce, Irom
30 December to 2 January, but allieqd forces Observeg no -

G
a 24-hour.period _
would approach this S8ubject cautiously, in light of theip

Political DeveloEment and Pacification
Military Success op the battlefield, 28 well a4 diplo-

matic Success in bringing NVN to the conferen
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this cautiously optimistic assessment continued to be
justified. The elected civilian government gained in
strength and confidence. Rumors that 1t would be overthrown
by a coup, whlch arose several times during the year, proved
groundless., President Thileu grew Iin stature, increasingly
playing the role of a civilian head of an elected government
rather than the leader of a military junta. He appeared to
possess a good understanding of what was required in his
country's sltuatlon. Most important, he recognized clearly
the cardlinal importance of the pacification campaign and of
the establishment of effectlve lnstitutions of local govern-
ment. He made a point of keeplng in touch with public opinlon
through frequent . trips to rural as well as urban areas.

Vice President Ky, whose incipient rivalry with Thieu
represented a source of possible instability, showed himself
willing to cooperate, on the surface at least. His 1influence,
and thus his capacity for mischlef, tended to decline as time
went by. The legislature (National Assembly) remained in
sesslion during most of the year. It complled a record that
Ambassador Bunker Judged as creditable, marked principally by
the enactment of a moblllization law, and showed a willingness
both to cooperate wlth the executive and to assert its authority
against that branch when occaslon demanded.

Political development was accompanied by economic pro-
gress, although in thils sphere of the natlonal 1life the
effects of the Tet offensive had been much more marked. All
of the refugees created by that offensive had been resettled
by September, and most of the physical destruction had been
repaired by the end of the year. A notable feature of
economic development in 1968 was the spread of a2 new strain
of "miracle" rice productive of greatly increased ylelds of
that all-lmportant crop. President Thieu frequently exhorted
his country's farmers to take advantage of thils innovatilon.

An important step toward SVN's political maturity
occurred in May 1968, when President Thieu dismissed the
somewhat ineffectilve prime minister, Nguyen Van Loc¢, and
replaced him with Tran Van Huong, a civillan politician with
a reputation for honesty and integrity who had run third in
the presidential election of 1967. The fact that this change
was made 1n a constlitutional manner, Iin response to legitl-
mate clvilian pressures for more effective government, was in
itself noteworthy. Huong's appolntment gave the Thieu
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administration a much broader political base. His vigorous
leadership soon made itself felt in several ways: a stepped-
up attack on corruption, a strengthening of the forces of
local self-defense, and a new impetus to the campaign against
the V¢ infrastructure, and progress in land reform.

Recognizing the need for a broad and united noncommunist
political movement with firm roots throughout the country,
Thieu and Huong launched their own party, the Lien Minh, or
National Alliance for Social Revolution, in June 1968. It was
created by amalgamation of some 60 splinter groups, of the
kind that had been the curse of the nation's political life.
The new party drew up its own program for social action, aimed
at the betterment of the life of the population, although this
remained largely on paper, -

Less than six months after the Tet offensive, South
Vietnam's political progress had become evident even to the
New York Times. "Salgon Is Bullding More Vital Regime," read
the headline of a story from Saigon that appeared in that
newspaper on 25 July. The reporter described, among other
developments, the increasingly effective leadership of Presi-
dent Thieu, the progress in weeding out corrupt and ineffi-
clent officials, and the rilsing confidence of the National
Assembly and its members.

As would be expected, there remained flaws in the fabric
of South Vietnam's democracy, which Ambassador Bunker did not
overlook. The Saigon government showed occasional heavy-
handedness in dealing with dissident groups and with press
critieism. Its most deplorable action in US eyes was the
arrest and prosecution of Truong Dinh Dzu, who had run second
in the 1967 presidential election as a "peace" candidate, for
publicly advocating an alliance with the NLF.

A matter of particular interest to the United States
was a shift in official and public sentiment in SVN toward a
possible political settlement. The prospect was viewed with
apprehension lmmediately after Tet; many feared a US
"sellout" that would leave them eéxposed to the VC (whose
tender mercies had been revealed in a mass slaughter of their
opponents while they occupied part of Hue). But growing
confidence in the armed forces and political institutions of
SVN made it possible to view with equanimity the prospect of
an end Yo the war. By the end of 1968 the need to settle
the conflict through negotiation and compromise was generally
recognized by spokesmen for public opinion in SVN.




<BEP—STTRE Foen

Ambassador Bunker believed that this development owed
something to assurances given to President Thleu by President
Johnson in July, when the two leaders held a two-day meetlng
in Honolulu. They had agreed that the RVN "should be a full
participant playing a leading role in discussions concerning
the substance of a2 final settlement" and that the two govern-
ments would "act in full consultation with each other, and
with their allies." The United States had also promised that
it would not "support the imposition of a 'coalltlon govern-
ment,' or any other form of government, on the people of South
vietnam," who alone possessed the right to determine their '
future.

The US decision to stop all bombing of NVN on 1 November
in return for the beginning of negotlations led to a dispute
over the participation of the GVN in 