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On 23 April 1964, five months after assuming the office

of President of the United States, Lyndon B. Johnson launched

the "More Flags" program as United States policy. While the

publicly stated purpose of.the "More Flags" program was to

obtain as much non-military free world aid for the Republic

of Vietnam as possible, the program's principle goal centered

around Lyndon Johnson's desire to obtain an international

consensus for America's policies toward Vietnam and Southeast

Asia. The "More Flags" program continued to serve both goals

for the remainder of Johnson's presidency.

Although started with high expectations of success, the

"More Flags" program never succeeded in achieving the levels

of international cooperation Lyndon Johnson desired. In fact,

the program's significant lack of success necessitated a

number of changes, during the program's first year, in both

its stated goals and in the methods used to prosecute it's

implementation. The most important of these changes would be

Washington's use of the program's beneficent objectives to

mask it's use as the means through which the United States

would purchase mercenary troops to fight in South Vietnam.



"Mercenaries in Service to America: The 'More Flags'

Foreign Policy of the United States," presents the available

history of the "More Flags" program during the years of the

Johnson Presidency, with an emphasis on the documentation of

the program's use as a disguise for America's obtaining

mercenary forces from the Republic of Korea, the Philippines,

and Thailand. The non-mercenary troop contributions from

Australia and New Zealand are likewise examined.

The majority of documentary evidence comes from the

original sources documents in the Lyndon Baines Johnson

Presidential Library in Austin, Texas.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Over 58,000 American men and women lost their lives in

Southeast Asia during the Vietnam War, making this conflict

one of the most deadly wars in American history.1 This

figure does not include, however, the 5,241 dead suffered by

other free world countries that also fought in South Vietnam

as America's allies.2 They died but they were not counted,

though most of them served there as paid substitutes for

American soldiers--as mercenaries in service to America.3

Although used here with the full knowledge of its very

strong and highly inflamatory implications, usage of the term

1Determining the exact death toll for the Vietnam War,
as has been the case for all wars, is a frustrating exercise
as such a determination requires a resolution of: questions
of Prisoner Of War (P.O.W.) status, whether deaths occuring
months or years after a wound should be classified as combat
deaths, or whether some non-combat deaths should or should
not be considered combat related. All these factors make for
inexact, and constantly varying, figures. With this caveat
in mind, see Appendix A for American fatality figures.

2 The free world countries that sent combat troops to
South Vietnam and their totals killed in action were: The
Republic of Korea (4,407), Australia and New Zealand (475),
Thailand (350), and the Philippines (9); John S. Bowman, ed.,
The Vietnam War: An Almanac (New York: Bison Books, 1985),
358.

3Although substantial numbers of Australian and New
Zealand troops fought and died in South Vietnam, their troops
are not considered mercenaries. Chapter VI details the
reasoning behind such an assertion.

1
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mercenary to describe the combat troops of America's allies

in South Vietnam did not originate with this study. Despite

denials. by the United States Secretary of Defense, by the mid-

1960s some American politicians had begun to attach the

mercenary label, with all its negative connotations, to these

-troops.4  Not only politicians, but journalists and scholars

have used the term to describe the free world troops in South

Vietnam,5 yet all three groups have substantially avoided a

too-close look at the broader issues. In addition to their

being no substantive inquiry into the definitional parameters

of the word mercenary,6 there also has been no examination of

4 "Defense Secretary [Robert] McNamara says that these
South Korean combat soldiers are not mercenaries. . . . It
would be interesting to note what synonym for 'mercenary' the
Secretary of Defense would choose to use to define the status
of these South Korean and Philippine Republic soldiers."
Congress, Senate, Senator Stephen R. Young of Ohio, 90th
Cong., 1st sess., Congressional Record, (8 March 1967), vol.
113, pt. 5, 5870.

5"Such 'allies' are to mercenaries . . . what an
'incursion' is to an invasion--mainly the same thing." James
Otis, "Seoul's Hired Guns," Ramparts, Vol. 11, No. 3 (Sept.
1972), 19; "Vietnam resembled Renaissance Italy in many ways
with its French and Spanish mercenaries. Not only was
Vietnam long and angular . . . but the mercenaries were there
also." William E. McCarron, "On Machiavelli and Vietnam," in
Military Ethics: Reflections on Principles--the profession of
arms, military leadership, ethical practices, war and
morality, educating the citizen soldier, Malham Wakin,
Kenneth Wenker, and James Kempf, eds. (Washington, D.C.:
National Defense University Press, 1987), 195.

6 Mercenary is perhaps one of the most ambiguous words
in the English language, yet it is rarely defined when used.
In this study, therefore, whenever mercenaries or mercenary
troops become the focus of discussion, mercenary will be
defined as it applies to the specific situation at hand.
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the American foreign policy, the "More Flags" program, which

served to bring these allied soldiers to South Vietnam in the

first place. A detailing of how, and why, the "More Flags"

program of President Lyndon B. Johnson became the responsible

agent for America's hiring of mercenary troops has been long

overdue.

The "More Flags" program,7 when first conceived by

President Johnson in the Spring of 1964, did not have the

goal of buying mercenaries for service in South Vietnam as

one of its original purposes. The Johnson Administration

originally created the program to serve as the mechanism by

which the United States could entice as many free world

nations as possible into sending non-combat related aid to

South Vietnam. This original goal, however, did not survive

even the first year of the program's existence. Even before

Johnson sent American ground combat troops into South Vietnam

in March 1965, less than a year after the "More Flags"

program's inception, the program's goals had already been

redefined to allow for the pursuit of free world troops to

fight, and to die, in South Vietnam. The "More Flags"

program became the device through which America would obtain

its mercenary troops.

7 The Free World Assistance Program was the official
title for the American program of obtaining allied aid for
South Vietnam, but "More Flags" is the label most often used
in reference to the program. The program was also referred
to as the "Other Flags" or "Many Flags" program.
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Before the "More Flags" program can be fully explored,

however, one must address the role played by President Lyndon

Johnson in the development of the program's original concept

and stated goals. Rooted as it was in Johnson's political

philosophies and prosecuted through the force of his will,

the "More Flags" program can only be understood by first

examining the personality and actions of Lyndon Johnson, the

man and the politician. Necessarily, because of the extreme

complexity of the man, this study has restricted its focus to

two very narrowly defined areas: Johnson's political persona

as it pertained to his foreign policy decision-making process

and his appraisal of America's responsibilities to, and role

in, Southeast Asia.8  Just as the Vietnam War9 was Lyndon

Johnson's war, "More Flags" was Lyndon Johnson's program.

Lyndon Johnson, upon ascending to the presidency after

John F. Kennedy's assassination, brought to the office not

only a finely tuned political acumen, but also a long and

impressive list of legislative skills. Over the many years

8Perhaps no president in recent history has generated
so much controversy, and so many biographies, as Lyndon
Baines Johnson, yet the complete Lyndon Johnson has still not
emerged. It would be, therefore, presumptuous for any essay
such as this to attempt to present more of the man's actions
than is absolutely necessary to address the thesis.

9The phrase Vietnam War is often used interchangeably
with Second Indochina War. Both phrases signify the period
of America 's post-1954 involvement in Southeast Asia, with
the pre-1954 French period being classified as the First
Indochina War. See, for example, William S. Turley, The
Second Indochina War: A Short Political and Military History,
1954-1975 (New York: New American Library, 1986).
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he served as both a United States Congressman and Senator,

Johnson became perhaps "the most accomplished legislative

strategist in American history." 10 It is arguable that, on

assuming the job of President of the United States, probably

no man was better prepared than Lyndon Johnson to handle the

purely political and governmental duties that are integral to

the administration of that office. Yet his skills, as great

as they were, ultimately proved both inadequate and flawed

when applied to South Vietnam, the singularly most persistent

foreign policy problem of his administration.

Much of Johnson's legislative successes in the Congress

of the United States often came about through the application

of what some have called the "Johnson Treatment.""1 This

"treatment," predicated on Johnson's almost obsessive desire

for consensus building and compromise, incorporated elements

of both his personal style and his political methods. This

predilection for consensus, which by its very nature has a

10Paul K. Conkin, Big Daddy from the Pedernales: Lyndon
Baines Johnson (Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1986), 64.

1 Dozens of books and articles and segments of hundreds
more, attempt to detail L.B.J.'s political personality and
style, yet none are completely successful in treating the
complex nature of the Johnson political persona. A few books
focusing on the political Lyndon Johnson are, Jack Bell, The
Johnson Treatment (New York: Harper & Row, 1965); Rowland
Evans and Robert Novak, Lyndon B. Johnson: The Exercise in
Power (New York: New American Library, 1966); James D.
Barber, The Presidential Character (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1972); Jack Valenti, A Very Human President
(New York: W.W. Norton & Co.-, Inc., 1975); Bernard J.
Firestone and Robert C. Vogt, eds., Lyndon Baines Johnson and
the Uses of Power (New York: Greenwood Press, 1988).
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tendency to dilute individual responsibility, resulted in the

accusation that Johnson, as a member of the United States

Congress, continually sought "to avoid confrontation and

choice." 12 Nevertheless, whatever might be the values or

drawbacks of consensus, Johnson became its acknowledged

"master" 13 in the Congress of the United States. It came as

no surprise then, when Lyndon Johnson assumed the presidency

that, with such political and legislative abilities so finely

honed, he would bring "to the larger scale of national

leadership those skills which had made him master of the

Senate." 14

To Lyndon Johnson, the need to build coalitions and

consensus as President of the United States "was no different

than what it had been for him as Senate Majority Leader."15

Only now, however, he would use on an international stage the

tools and skills which had served him so well in the domestic

political arena. Unfortunately, these skills would prove

less than adequate in resolving the inherited problems of

12 Doris Kearns, "Lyndon Johnson's Political Personality,"
Political Science Quarterly 91 (Fall, 1976): 389.

13Larry Berman, as quoted in Robert A. Divine, "The
Johnson Revival: A Bibliographical Appraisal," in The Johnson
Years, Volumn Two: Vietnam, the Environment, and Science, ed.
Robert A. Divine (Lawrence, KA: University Press, 1987), 14.

14 Richard N. Goodwin, Remembering America: A Voice From
the Sixties (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1988), 260.

15Alfred Steinberg, Sam Johnson's Boy: A Close-up of the
President From Texas (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1968),
719.
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America's involvement in South Vietnam. In Southeast Asia,

the "master manipulator had finally undertaken a political

juggling act that was beyond even his great skill."16

Although South Vietnam, indeed the entire Southeast

Asian region, had been a continuing source of controversy and

-conflict for every American president since Franklin Delano

Roosevelt, the region constituted only one of several foreign

policy problem areas facing Lyndon Johnson in November and

December of 1963. Understandably, he could, "in his first

hectic weeks [after Kennedy's assassination] . . . spare

little time for the Vietnam problem."1 7 The little time

devoted to South Vietnam's situation did not, however,

signify that he "cared even less than [John] Kennedy for the

problems of Vietnam," 18 for, unlike Kennedy, Johnson brought

to the presidency a history of concern for the problems of

Southeast Asia, a history dating back to 1954.19

16 Divine, The Johnson Years, 14.

17 Chester L. Cooper, The Lost Crusade: America in Viet-
Nam (New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1970), 224.

18 Kathleen J. Turner, Lyndon Johnson's Dual War:
Vietnam and the Press (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1985),
53.

19 The French, during the 1954 siege at Dien Bien Phu,
urgently requested that the United States commit its sea and
air forces to the French struggle in Indochina. As Senate
Minority Leader, Lyndon Johnson, along with other legislative
leaders, was called to the White House to advise President
Eisenhower on the subject. Eisenhower chose not to honor the
French request. See, Chalmers M. Roberts, "The Day We Didn't
Go To War," The Reporter, 14 September 1954, 31-5.
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Johnson also gained some first hand knowledge of Southeast

Asian problems in 1961 when President Kennedy sent him, as

his Vice-President, to South Vietnam assure President Ngo

Dinh Diem that the change in American presidents did not mean

a change in America's support for Diem's government. Even

with this background, events served to demonstrate that

Johnson's interest in and knowledge of the region did not

guarantee that his decisions on Southeast Asian problems

would be informed ones.

Both of Lyndon Johnson's 1954 and 1961 involvements in

United States-Vietnamese diplomacy can also be viewed, in'

retrospect, as foreshadowing indicators of particular actions

he would take on becoming president. In 1954, Eisenhower

partially predicated his decision not to accede to the French

request for American combat troops on the actions of France's

other allies who were also asked to send combat troops. When

these allies, particularly Great Britain, refused to become

militarily involved in France's colonial problems, Eisenhower

rejected the French request. President Eisenhower's decision

that American troops would not fight alone in Southeast Asia

became a major consideration behind the formulation of Lyndon

Johnson's "More Flags" policy. In retrospect, Johnson's

predisposition towards committing American troops to a land

war. in Asia can be seen in his actions on the 1961 trip to

South Vietnam. While in Saigon, Johnson, in a private talk

with President Diem, suggested the possibility that the
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United States would commit American combat forces to South

Vietnam if Diem requested them. When Diem "displayed no

interest"20 in pursuing the subject, Johnson quietly dropped

the issue.

America's problems in South Vietnam were not the only

legacies Johnson inherited from John F. Kennedy when he

assumed the presidency. In addition to Kennedy's cabinet

level officers, also coming with the office was J.F.K.'s

entire personal and executive staff, the "entire team of

officials which was responsible for [the] developments in

Southeast Asia.",2 1 Although Lyndon Johnson respected and

admired many of these men, especially Secretary of State Dean

Rusk and Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara,22 he was not

one to defer to anyone in formulating America's policy

towards South Vietnam. McNamara's 26 March 1964 speech at

the Forrestal Award Dinner in Washington, D.C. illustrates

Johnson's contributions to the process. This speech,23 the

20George C. Herring, America's Longest War: The United
States and Vietnam, 1950-1975, 2nd ed. (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1986), 79.

21Vaughn Davis Bornet, The Presidency of Lyndon B.
Johnson (Lawrence, KA: University Press of Kansas, 1983), 71.

22"At the Cabinet level he leaned immediately on Robert
McNamara [and] . . . Dean Rusk, a fellow Southerner." I.M.
Destler, Leslie H. Gelb and Anthony Lake, Our Own Worst
Enemy: The Unmaking of American Foreign Policy, updated and
rev. ed. (New York: Simon & Schuster, Inc., 1984), 196-7.

23Robert S. McNamara, "United States Policy in Viet-
Nam," Department of State Bulletin, Vol. L, No. 1294 (April
13, 1964), 562-70.
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first comprehensive presentation to the American public of

what would be the Johnson Administration policy toward South

Vietnam and Southeast Asia, reflected many of Lyndon

Johnson's ideas. As such, the speech had both his support

and authorization.24

McNamara's speech delimited almost the entire spectrum

of America's professed reasons for being involved in South

Vietnam, but at its core lay Lyndon Johnson's own personal

political ideology. This ideology, coupled with his belief

that American foreign policy "should largely emanate from the

Oval Office,"25 tended to orient Johnson to an international

diplomacy of another time and place. As president, Lyndon

Johnson believed in

such twentieth-century national characteristics as
risking major wars, standing up for principles no matter
what, expecting good to come ultimately from waging
apparently just wars, and expecting history to reward the
wartime president. To him, the crusade in Vietnam
strikingly resembled Truman's in Korea, Roosevelt's for
the Four Freedoms, and Wilson's to fight a "grim and
terrible war for democracy."

Lyndon Johnson's foreign policy beliefs, formed as they were

during years of depression and world war, were thus not

24Memo, Forrestal to President, 3/21/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. VI, 3/64," Item No. 79. NSF Country File-VN, Box
3. LBJ Library. See Appendix F for a listing of Johnson
Administration personnel directly involved in the "More
Flags" program.

25Dallek, Robert, Lone Star Rising: Lyndon Johnson and
his Times 1908-1960 (New York: Oxford University Press,
1991), 9.

26Bornet, The Presidency of Lyndon B. Johnson, 166.
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readily adaptable or applicable to the world that existed in

the second half of the twentieth century. As one foreign

observer commented at the time, Johnson very possibly did not

"comprehend the kind of forces that [were] loose outside the

United States in the 1960's."27 Even one of Johnson's

closest friends and advisors would admit:

The real tragedy of President Johnson was the failure to
realize that the usual results of the application of
power, domestically in our own country, did not indicate
that the application of an analogous force,
international, would similarly result in changes being
brought about.

Johnson's formulation of America's Vietnam policy

thereby came about as the result of his belief in two

political maxims that were no longer, or perhaps had never

been, applicable to the world that existed when he assumed

the presidency. Johnson, on the one hand, thought he could

utilize in the international arena the same political tools

designed and perfected for use on the domestic political

scene. On the other hand, he sought to use these tools to

perpetuate the Cold War diplomacy of the 1940s and 1950s,

a diplomacy already showing signs of strain by the 1960s.

Simply stated, the Kennedy and Johnson world of

diplomacy in the early 1960's was not the same diplomatic

world of Truman and Eisenhower. It had changed in some very

27Michael Davies, LBJ: A Foreign Observer's Viewpoint
(New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1966), 81.

28Justice Abe Fortas, as quoted in Firestone and Vogt,
Lyndon Baines Johnson, 290.
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fundamental ways, yet, "Neither Kennedy nor Johnson realized

the extent to which their own experiences and the anti-

Communist mood in postwar America had straitjacketed their

thinking about foreign affairs."2 9  Both Kennedy and Johnson

still perceived the United States as the bastion of the free

world's defense against a global and unified communist

threat. This was no longer the case:

If up to 1961 communism still seemed monolithic in Asia
and Europe . . . after 1961 these preceptions were wrong
and dangerously out of date. If up to 1961 containment
of China on the early 1950's model still made sense,
after 1961 the model was . . . out of date. . . . If up
to 1961 U.S. nuclear military power was still essentially
hegemonic and U.S. economic resources for large-scale
dispensation abroad were largely unimpaired, after 1961
they were not. If up to 1961 the U.S. social order still
seemed stable, after 1961 . . . the portents of a
breakdown were visible.3 0

Neither Kennedy nor Johnson, nor their advisors, recognized

this emerging new world order and since they "did not

perceive these changes, . . . U.S. policy was ill-prepared to

cope with them." 3 1

29 Jim F. Heath, Decade of Disillusionment (Bloomington,
Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1975), 10.

30 Paul M. Kattenburg, "Viet Nam and U.S. Diplomacy,
1940-1970," Orbis, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Fall 1971), 834.

3 1 Ibid. Kattenburg goes on to detail, on pp. 835-41,
the twelve major errors he perceives the United States to
have made in its diplomacy toward Vietnam. Kattenburg was
not alone in noting the failures of the Kennedy/Johnson
foreign diplomacy; see for example, Walter LaFeber,
"Consensus and Cooperation: A View of United States Foreign
Policy, 1945-1980," in United States Foreign Policy at the
Crossroads, George Schwab, ed. (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood
Press, 1982), 8-9.
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An illustration of both Kennedy and Johnson's dated

foreign policy beliefs can be found in their belief in the

validity of the domino "theory." Their acceptance of this

theory, which maintained that all of Southeast Asia would

fall like a row of dominoes if South Vietnam fell, brought

tragic consequences. The two presidents were not alone,

however, in their belief in the theory. It constituted a

tenet of many of the statesmen in both administrations,

including Secretaries .Rusk and McNamara. The two cabinet

officers maintained, in a joint report to President Kennedy

in 1961, that if South Vietnam fell, it would be "a near

certainty that the remainder of Southeast Asia and Indonesia

would move to a complete accommodation with communism, if not

formal incorporation with the communist bloc."32 Dismissed,

or simply ignored at the time, was a growing body of thought

which questioned the validity of the domino theory's

fundamental precepts.3 3 As America's involvement in South

32 McNamara and Rusk, as quoted in John L.S. Girling,
America and the Third World: Revolution and Intervention
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980), 84. Girling also
notes that McNamara, in 1964, would take essentially the same
position with Lyndon Johnson: "Unless we can achieve this
objective in South Vietnam almost all of Southeast Asia will
probably fall under Communist dominance."

33 See, for example, Gary Porter, "Globalism--The
Ideology of Total World Involvement," in The Vietnam Reader,
Marcus G. Raskin and Bernard B. Fall, eds. (New York: Vintage
Books, 1965), 326; Hans J. Morgenthau, "Vietnam and the
National Interest," in Viet Nam: History, Documents, and
Opinions on a Major World Crisis, Marvin E. Gettleman, ed.
(Greenwich, Conn.: Fawcett Publications, Inc., 1965), 366-70.
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Vietnam dragged on, even members of President Johnson's

cabinet began expressing doubts about the validity of the

domino theory: "I could not free myself from the continuing

nagging doubt . . . that if the nations living in the shadow

of Viet Nam were not now persuaded by the domino theory,

perhaps it was time for us to take another look."3 4

America's Vietnam policy did not emerge fully formed on

the world stage during the Johnson Administration. It had

grown over time, through the previous five presidential

administrations, from an economic commitment only, to one of

also supplying men and material. By the time Lyndon Johnson

took office, this commitment of money, men, and materiel had

also come to represent, in the opinion of Lyndon Johnson and

many of his staff, the good name and honor of the United

States. Given this background, when the situation in and

around South Vietnam began deteriorating almost daily,

Johnson decided it was time to end this decades long problem.

With his decision to escalate the war, a decision taken

with the aid of what Johnson thought were proven and trusted

tools and men, a debate developed over whether he took his

actions in a just cause or not. This debate continues today,

34Clark M. Clifford, "Viet Nam Reappraisal," Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 47 No. 4 (July 1969), 612. Clark Clifford
replaced Robert McNamara as Lyndon Johnson's Secretary of
Defense in 1968. Later evaluations of the domino theory
would be especially critical of the concept. See, Bernard
Brodie, War and Politics (New York: Macmillan and Co., 1973),
151, and Ralph K. White, Nobody Wanted War (Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday, 1968), 126-8.
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without resolution. For its part, this treatise on Johnson's

"More Flags" program will not resolve the broader debates

over Johnson's Vietnam decisions. However, because of its

contribution to the overall body of knowledge on the subject,

this treatise can make a contribution to a future resolution

of the debate.



CHAPTER 2

"MORE FLAGS" - THE FIRST YEAR

The "More Flags" foreign policy of the United States

officially began with a presidential news conference held on

23 April 1964. President Lyndon Johnson, in response to a

question about possible future American aid to South Vietnam,

acknowledged that while he "anticipated" that the United

States would send more aid, he hoped

we would see some other flags in there, other nations as
a result of the SEATO meeting, and other conferences we
have had, and that we could all unite in an attempt to
stop the spread of communism in that area of the world,
and the attempt to destroy freedom.1

Although the documentation does not indicate if any one

individual originated the idea of seeking allied aid for

South Vietnam, or even if President Johnson was the first to

use the phrase,2 after 23 April 1964, Johnson's "other flags"

'U.S., President, Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Federal
Register, National Archives and Records Service, 1965),
Lyndon B. Johnson, November 22, 1963 to June 30, 1964, 285.

2 Discussions on the feasibility of obtaining allied aid
for South Vietnam first began during Kennedy's Administration
in 1961. Various types of aid, including American combat
troops, were discussed at this time: Stanley Robert Larsen
and James Lawton Collins, Jr., Allied Participation in
Vietnam (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, 1975),
1-2. The phrase "More Flags" may have been first used by
Secretary of State Dean Rusk in a mid-April 1964 list of
ideas submitted to Johnson, prior to Johnson's 23 April press
conference, in which he suggested that the U.S. should seek

16
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comment would become legitimized as America's "More Flags"

foreign policy program. The "More Flags" program was Lyndon

Johnson's project from its very beginnings. Over the next

four years, Johnson directed the quest for free world aid for

Vietnam from the Oval Office as he "tried desperately to

:bring U.S. allies into the Vietnam picture."3

The "More Flags" program became official United States

policy on 1 May 1964 when Secretary of State Dean Rusk sent a

message to all United States embassies worldwide:

The United States Government has decided to call upon
other nations of the Free World to express their support
for the Vietnamese Government and provide evidence of
that support in the form of practical and material
contributions to the Vietnamese Government.4

Other features contained in Rusk's fourteen page message also

served to both define the program's goals and to establish

the parameters within which the United States would pursue

its implementation.

Rusk's message established the program's primary goal

as being the pursuit of non-military aid for South Vietnam

from as many free world nations as possible. From the very

beginning of the program, however, the aid itself was less

to "Engage more flags in South Vietnam"; The Pentagon Papers,
Gravel Edition, Vol. III (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972), 65.

3 Jack Bell, The Johnson Treatment: How Lyndon B.
Johnson Took Over the Presidency and Made It His Own (New
York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1965), 203-4.

4 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 5/1/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 110, pp. 3-4. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 4. LBJ Library.
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important than the sheer quantity of nations which could be

touted as participating in the program. It did not matter to

Rusk what country sent aid, or what that aid consisted of;

only the numbers mattered. The fact that nine free world

nations, other than the United States, had aid projects

operating in South Vietnam prior to 1 May 1964 did not seem

to matter to Rusk. In his listing of the aid from these nine

countries (See Table 1),5 Rusk presented their contributions

as aid being sent "in-recognition of the fundamental nature

of the struggle" in South Vietnam, and in support of United

States policy positions in Southeast Asia.6  Even though the

evidence demonstrated that not all aid being sent to South

Vietnam by other countries came as a consequence of Rusk's

stated reasons,7 future State Department listings of aid-

5 Korea, although reported as sending aid in the form of
karate instructors, had not yet committed them. In fact, the
Vietnamese government had not even requested Korean aid at
this time; Message, Ball to AmEmbassies, 7/10/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 31, p. 3. NSF Country
File-VN,.Box 6. LBJ Library. Not until 1967 would the State
Department cite the correct timing of Korea's initial aid to
Vietnam: "The first Koreans deployed to South Vietnam . . .
arrived in September 1964." Status Report, 12/20/67,
"Vietnam 5D 3/67-1/69," Item No. 35f. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 85-91. LBJ Library. See Appendix F for a listing of
Johnson Administration personnel participating in the "More
Flags" program.

6 Trbid, 2.

7 Aid coming from Japan at that time resulted from a
World War II reparations agreement, and France's aid was a
continuation of French assistance dating from it's colonial
control of the region. Japan would later send aid as a
result of "More Flags" entreaties, but France, which actively
criticized the American presence in South Vietnam throughout
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Table 1

Free World Assistance to the
Republic of Vietnam as of 1 May 1964

Type of Assistance

Australia 30-man military advisor/training mission;
construction materials; veterinary and
livestock experts; under the Colombo Plan-
railway cars, condensed milk, construction
and agricultural equipment

Canada

France

West Germany

Japan

Malaya
(Malaysia)

New Zealand

South Korea

United Kingdom

Wheat; an entomologist

- Loans and import/export credits; educators
and technical experts

Machinery and equipment for an engineering
and trade school; educators and engineers

Construction materials, equipment, and
technical help for a dam; general consumer
goods

Scout cars; training in Malaysia in jungle
warfare for the Vietnamese military; a 12-
man training/advisory team

A surgical team; woodworking machinery;
veterinary equipment

Karate instructors for the military

Advisory mission on counter-insurgency
and police operations; loans; equipment
for medical, mining, engineering schools;
English language teachers

Country

Source: Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 5/1/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 110, pp. 4-6. NSF Country File-VN.
LBJ' Library.
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contributing countries would continue to misrepresent many

nation's purposes for sending aid to South Vietnam.

In another section of the wire Secretary Rusk ordered

that all aid "be thoroughly publicized. . . . We want this

obligation to be publicly acknowledged and action indicative

of that acknowledgement publicly undertaken in the near

future." 8 To the Johnson Administration, as all aid sent to

South Vietnam gave proof of an international consensus of

America's Vietnam policy, it required thorough and complete

press coverage.

Perhaps the most important of the telegram's additional

components, however, was a section which defined the Johnson

Administration's rationale for the "More Flags" program:

The nature and amount of the contributions being sought
are not for the present as significant as the fact of
their being made. The basic objective is to have Free
World Governments display their flags in Viet Nam and
indicate their recognition of the fundamental nature of
the struggle there.

Although the United States soon expanded this "basic

objective", the Johnson Administration considered the "More

Flags" program, from its inception, as an instrument through

which the United States could obtain an international

consensus for America's Vietnam policy. Obtaining free world

the 1960's and 1970's, never responded to American requests,
although they would continue to send aid to all of their
former colonies, including North Vietnam.

8Ibid, 7.

9 Ibid, 4.

,.
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support and assistance for the government of the Republic of

Vietnam served only as a secondary objective.

The Rusk message ended with one last significant order

from Rusk to the American ambassador to South Vietnam:

Ambassador Lodge should inform General Khanh [the junta
leader of Vietnam] of the nature of the action being
undertaken and seek his assurances that all such offers
of assistance from Free World Nations will be
appropriately and gracefully received and seriously
considered by the Government of the Republic of Viet
Nam.

From the very beginning of the "More Flags" program, requests

for aid to South Vietnam originated from Washington, not from

Saigon, and Saigon could do little but go along with

Washington's actions.

The South Vietnamese government dutifully responded to

this new American policy position ostensibly taken on behalf

of their country. While the available documentation does not

indicate the level of the Vietnamese enthusiasm for the "More

Flags" program, on 11 May 1964 the government of South

Vietnam, in the person of Foreign Minister Dr. Phan Huy Quat,

attempted to comply with Secretary Rusk's dictum. Although

South Vietnam had no diplomatic standing with the North

1Ibid, 14. Also, it should be noted, to avoid future
confusion, that the office of the United States Ambassador to
South Vietnam changed several times during the "More Flags"
program. The ambassadors, and the dates of their service,
were:

Henry Cabot Lodge 1 August 1963 - 28 June 1964
Maxwell D. Taylor 1 July 1964 - 30 July 1965
Henry Cabot Lodge 31 July 1965 - 25 April 1967
Ellsworth Bunker 5 April 1967 - 11 May 1973
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Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Foreign Minister Quat

still sent individual letters to each NATO country requesting

that they "bring assistance to SVN [South Vietnam] in this

critical period." 11

Though Quat would almost immediately respond to Rusk's

suggestion that South Vietnam begin requesting aid, his

actions on behalf of the Vietnamese government proved the

exception rather than the rule. The government of the

Republic of Vietnam, by July 1964, still had not determined

exactly what aid they wanted or from which countries that it

might request aid. Two messages, transmitted almost in

tandem on 10 July 1964, exemplified both the South Vietnamese

tardiness in requesting free world aid and Washington making

such requests while at the same time attributing those

requests to the South Vietnamese government. The first

message, with a 6:52 PM transmission time, ordered the United

States Embassy in Saigon to work with the South Vietnamese

government in developing a specific aid request list: "We

believe best way out of present and potential problems would

be for Mission to coordinate closely with GVN [Government of

Vietnam] in preparing individual country tailored lists."12

11Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to SecState, 5/11/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 101. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 4. LBJ Library.

12Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Saigon, 7/10/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 32. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.
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At almost the exact same moment, at 6:53 PM, another message

Washington transmitted to most of America's worldwide

embassies contained a completed aid request list, a list

whose creation the American's attributed to South Vietnamese

efforts: "GVN has finally issued QTE shopping list UNQTE of

possibilities for third country aid."13

On 13 July 1964, Secretary of State Rusk began to press

the American embassy in Saigon to do something about South

Vietnam's slowness in requesting aid, noting "it apparant

[sic] several countries may be hiding their reluctance to

contribute behind fact they have not received such direct

requests from GVN."14  Maxwell Taylor, the newly appointed

Ambassador to South Vietnam, notified Rusk in a 14 July 1964

message that the problems were being worked out. He assured

Rusk that the "GVN effort on third country aid will now go

into high gear," while putting the onus for the delays on

Vietnam's junta leader: "Getting Khanh's [General Nguyen

Khanh] signature had been a major obstacle for two weeks."15

Taylor also detailed other steps the South Vietnamese were

13Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 7/10/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 31. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.

14 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Saigon, 7/13/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 29. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.

1Message, Taylor to SecState, 7/14/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 13c, p. 1. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.

_ _
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taking to fulfill their role in the "More Flags" program,

including the

construction of suitable mounting to display flags of all
participating nations in square at important crossroads
(Le Loi and Nguyen Hue) in downtown Saigon. General motif
will be similar to flag display in front of UN. 16

In his closing comments to Secretary Rusk, Taylor offered his

belief that the "More Flags" program "is now moving at this

end as rapidly as sound planning and GVN personnel

limitations permit. "17

During the rest of 1964 the South Vietnamese made

sporadic efforts both in requesting free world aid and in

providing for the processing of that aid when recieved,18 but

these actions still did not satisfy Washington.19  By the end

of the year, South Vietnam still did not have a bureaucratic

1 6Ibid.

17lbid., 2.

18For example, in the time frame immediately following
Rusk and Taylor's July 13-14 activities, Khanh wrote personal
letters to the heads of twenty countries requesting aid for
South Vietnam; Message, Taylor to SecState, 7/17/64, "Vietnam
Cables, Vol. XIV, 7/64," Item No. 117. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 6. LBJ Library.

19Ambassador Taylor continued to pressure Khanh even
after the letters were sent: "We brought up importance and
urgency of better GVN representation abroad"; Message,
Taylor to SecState, 7/28/64, "Vietnam Cables, Vol. XIV,
7/64," Item No. 26. NSF Country File-VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.
White House aide Chester Cooper also informed Johnson that
Washington had "alerted our Embassy in Saigon to inform the
GVN . . . to prepare formal requests for aid"; Memo, Cooper
to President, 12/28/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-
31/65," Item No. 215. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ
Library.
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mechanism established for processing or receiving third

country aid. 2 0

By 15 June 1964, Rusk had received enough responses to

his 1 May telegram to draft a status report on the "More

Flags" program for President Johnson.2 1 It was not an

encouraging report. Of the twenty-one countries mentioned,

three (the Netherlands, Norway, and Pakistan) flatly rejected

sending any aid at all, and nine (Belgium, Canada, Denmark,

Greece, Iran, Italy, Japan, Spain, and the United Kingdom)

only talked of possibly sending aid. Rusk could report that

only three countries (Nationalist China, the Philippines, and

Thailand) had made definite commitments to begin sending aid

to South Vietnam. The remaining three countries (Australia,

South Korea, and New Zealand) were already sending aid.22

Although Rusk stated "[that] the overall response to our

requests for aid to Viet Nam has not been discouraging," the

report did not satisfy the president. Johnson's short note

20January 1965 would still not see a facility inside
South Vietnam devoted to receiving third country aid; Memo,
Cooper to President, 12/22/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV,
12/19-25/64," Item No. 209. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ
Library.

21Memo, Rusk to President, 6/15/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XII, 6/14-27/64," Item No. 7. NSF Country File-VN, Box
5. LBJ Library.

22See Footnote #10, Chapter 2 for the Republic of
Korea's aid package. Rusk only asked Malaysia to continue
sending the aid they were already sending, and although
Turkey was mentioned, the State Department requested no aid
from it.
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penned to the memo indicated this: "There is still not enough

progress."23

If America's allies demonstrated little enthusiasm for

the "More Flags" program, it was not for a lack of time and

energy being applied to the program. The cables to and from

George McGhee, the United States Ambassador to West Germany,

provide a good example of the intense pressure Washington

exerted on behalf of the program. After reporting on several

fruitless meetings with the West German Foreign Minister,2 4

McGhee received a telegram from Secretary of State Rusk.

While acknowledging Bonn's complaint about the "unusually

large number of requests of Germans" for aid, Rusk still

reminded McGhee of the importance of the "More Flags"

program: "We wish to underline Departmental and other high-

level Washington interest [emphasis added] in subject of

third country aid to Viet Nam."25  Secretary Rusk went on to

reacquaint the ambassador with the official government

position for seeking third world aid for South Vietnam: "the

main idea . . . is to show Free World solidarity with

Vietnamese in their struggle against Communist aggression."2 6

23 Ibid, cover letter.

24Reported to the State Department in messages dated
5/9/64, 5/11/64, 5/19/64, and 5/29/64.

25 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Bonn, 6/8/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XI, 6/1-13/64," Item No. 11. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 5. LBJ Library.

26 Ibid, 1-2.
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The telegram made it clear, however, that this purpose did

not constitute the "More Flags" program's only goal. Towards

the end of his telegram, Rusk added a "FYI [For Your

Information] Only" comment that better illustrated the order

of priorities involved:

FRG [Federal Republic of Germany] support for our stand
in Viet Nam will serve to show French that even their
close European ally and neighbor supports the U.S. in
Southeast Asia."" 27

To Rusk, a West German demonstration of "solidarity" with

South Vietnam apparently took second place to their "support

for our stand" there.

With the "More Flags" program only two months old,

President Johnson had to become actively involved in the

prosecution of the program. Undersecretary of State William

H. Sullivan advised McGeorge Bundy, President Johnson's

National Security Advisor, on 24 June 1964 that the time had

come for the president to become personally involved:

[i]t may therefore be necessary for the President to put
in writing [in telegrams to U.S. Ambassadors] an
indication of the importance which he attaches to these
third country contributions and the necessity that the
U.S. Mission bend over backwards to accomodate them . .
[and thus to] pin upon the ambassadors personally the
responsibility for obtaining these contributions.2 8

It took only a little over a week for Johnson to draft and

send such a telegram.

27 Ibid, 2.

28Memo, Sullivan to Bundy, 6/24/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XII, 6/14-27/64," Item No. 5. NSF Country File-VN, Box
5. LBJ Library.
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On 2 July, Johnson sent a telegram to the United States

ambassadors in the targeted "More Flags" countries. For the

most part, the telegram's contents constituted a pep talk to

Johnson's representatives overseas, as most of the message

contained only a restatement of America's Vietnam policy

positions and the reasons for the "More Flags" program.

Johnson's closing remarks, however, offer perhaps the only

direct proof of the importance he personally attached to the

"More Flags" program:. "I know of no other task imposed upon

you in your current assignment which to my mind, precedes

this one in its urgency and its significance."2 9  Given all

the continuing problems American diplomacy was then having

with the Soviet Union, Cuba, and China, it is entirely

possible that President Johnson made such a strong statement

only for effect, yet it does indicate the high level of

personal interest he had in the program.

Johnson's entreaty to his ambassadors did not change

the fact that most free world countries were demonstrably

reluctant about becoming involved in America's problems in

South Vietnam. In mid-August 1964, four months into the

program, the State Department lamented the lack of interest

in the "More Flags" program: "Despite fact that GVN sent

letters to 34 countries requesting aid there has been no

29Message, President to AmEmbassies, 7/2/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 78. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.
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great progress since last status report."30 An in-house

report by Thomas L. Hughes, the State Department's Director

of Intelligence and Research, further reinforced the view

that the "More Flags" program was not succeeding when he

sketched in stark detail the program's limited progress:

A number of Asian and western European countries are
providing or have agreed to give assistance to South
Vietnam. Little if any is likely to be forthcoming from
Africa and Latin America. For the most part,
contributions have taken the form of small-scale grants
of economic and technical assistance and represent in
most cases a continuation or increase in programs that
have been in existence for some time. Most countries
have been reluctant to provide military assistance, and
where it has been given it has been of a largely token
character. .. . . There has been little evidence of
enthusiasm for a more direct involvement, particularly in
the form of military aid, and willingness to provide
additional assistance has come largely as a response to
US urging. Only Nationalist China and, to a lesser
extent, South Korea have shown an interest in developing
on their own a greater degree of military cooperation
with Saigon, including indications of a possible
willingness to make available ground forces for use in
South Vietnam.3 1

Preceded by a two page cover letter, this fifteen page

report detailed the "More Flags" program's efforts in 34

countries. It also provided an overview of futile American

efforts to elicit support from Arab, African, and Latin

American countries. All-in-all, the report presented a bleak

review of a failing foreign policy.

30 Message, SecState to AmEmbassies, 8/14/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol XV, 8/64," Item No. 140. NSF Country File-VN, Box
7. LBJ Library.

31 Research Memo, Thomas L. Hughes to Secretary Rusk,
8/28/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XVI, 8/16-31/64," Item No. 143.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 7, cover letter, p. 1. LBJ Library.
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In a 11 December 1964 Memo for the President, the State

Department noted with some pride that six of America's allies

were then offering significant help to South Vietnam (South

Korea, Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Nationalist

China, and Thailand). Not wanting to convey to President

Johnson the idea that the "More Flags" program had begun to

succeed, however, the report summarily dismissed the rest of

the free world countries in one telling sentence: "The actual

and anticipated contributions from other countries doesn't

amount to very much."32 It had become patently evident to

everyone concerned that the "More Flags" program had not

achieved the high goals and expectations Lyndon Johnson had

expected of it. The program's success depended on something

more being done.

The first significant change made to the "More Flags"

program constituted a basic reorientation of the program's

stated goals. In a 3 December 1964 letter to the American

Ambassador to South Vietnam, President Johnson indicated what

this new goal would be. On the last page of his charge to

his representative to South Vietnam, Johnson hinted at some

momentous changes he contemplated making in the basic intent

and character of the "More Flags" program: "We propose to

seek the military [emphasis added] and political cooperation

32 Memo, Forrestal to President,, 12/11/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 173, p. 6. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.
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of the governments of Thailand, the Philippines, Australia,

New Zealand, and the United Kingdom."3 3 -

Further evidence that President Johnson contemplated

making changes of a military nature in the "More Flags"

program is also found in letters a Johnson aide drafted to

the heads of government of three of America's Southeast Asia

Treaty Organization (SEATO) allies: New Zealand, Australia,

and the Philippines.34 The letters urgently appealed to each

leader to either begin or increase their country's aid

commitments to the Republic of Vietnam. Although Johnson, in

the letter intended for Prime Minister K.J. Holyoake, only

requested non-military aid from New Zealand, his letters to

Philippine President Diosdado Macapagal and Australian Prime

Minister Robert Menzies appealed for a direct military

commitment from each of the two countries. While the "More

Flags" program's original purpose, to seek non-military aid

for Vietnam, continued as a significant part of the program,

after December 1964, this purpose played an increasingly

secondary role to Lyndon Johnson's almost obsessive quest for

military aid, and later, military troops, from America's

allies.

33Letter, President to AmEmbassy Saigon, 12/3/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-1.8/64," Item No. 160a, p. 4.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.

34There is no indication in the records that these
letters were or were not sent. Memo, Thomson to Bundy,
12/11/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No.
176. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.
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Reorienting the "More Flags" program toward an active

pursuit of military aid--although Washington refrained from

formally requesting actual combat troops at this time--also

necessitated a change in the means by which the American

government would prosecute the program. From May to December

®1964, American efforts to obtain free world aid for South

Vietnam had achieved only marginal successes. Very few

countries participated at all, and those that did rarely sent

more than a token aid package to the South Vietnamese. Now,

however, Johnson's new direction for the "More Flags" program

made it even more difficult for American diplomats overseas

to gain acceptance for the program. These men and women now

had to now try to convince their host countries to commit

part of their armed forces to the struggle in South Vietnam,

a politically charged and economically costly proposition.

If the revised orientation of the program had any chance to

succeed, the Johnson Administration had to find some way by

which those free world nations that did believe in America's

Vietnam policy could afford the financial costs of sending

aid to South Vietnam. On 15 December 1964, the United States

government agreed to pay the total costs of any free world

military aid commitment to South Vietnam. (See Table 2). If

Lyndon Johnson, using ideological arguments and diplomatic

pressures, could not convice other countries to publicly

adopt the United States Vietnam policy as their own, he would

attempt to bribe them into doing so.
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Table 2

Authorization for United States Financing
of Free World Military Aid Committed to Vietnam

FROM: JCS
TO: USCINCSO

CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA
USCINCEUR
CINCPAC

INFO: WHITE HOUSE STATE
SECRET NOFORM JCS 002919 J-3 sends

Subject: Increase of Third Country representation
in Vietnam.

1. Decision highest authority here to exert all feasible
pressures for increased third country representation in
Vietnam. As consequence US now prepared to defray all
costs for units which are made available, i.e., pay and
allowances, transportation, operating costs.

Source: Message from National Military Command Center,
12/15/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No.
170. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.

This new element in the "More Flags" program created a

diplomatic maelstrom over the next several weeks. The State

Department flooded the White House with telegrams it had sent

to and received from American embassies throughout the world,

with the telegrams from the embassies detailing what actions

each had taken in regards to Washington's new directive. A

reorientation of the "More Flags" program, coupled with new
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economic incentives did not, however, automatically guarantee

an increase in the number of free world commitments to South

Vietnam. A week after the United States agreed to pay for

all free world military aid sent to Vietnam, the State

Department received its first indication of the new policy's

lack of success:

No assistance of the type envisaged in Ref A [the 12/15
message] is likely to be offered by Malaysia, Indonesia,
Laos, Burma, Thailand and Japan. Korea, China and the
Philippines could be expected to make contributions.3 5

Although the White House promised to keep "the heat on"3 6 in

its quest for free world military aid, the initial success of

the new "More Flags" policy of paying for aid did not include

any new participating nations.

In an end of the year telegram sent to all of America's

diplomatic posts, except Pretoria, Secretary of State Rusk

reconfirmed the "high priority" of the "More Flags" program

and formalized the program's new direction: "The type of

assistance particularly desired would comprise non-combat,

small-size military units."37 By the end of 1964, the

35Message, Commander in Chief Pacific (CINCPAC) to
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 12/23/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV,
12/19-25/64," Item No. 223. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ
Library.

36 Memo, National Security Council (NSC) to Bundy,
12/24/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No.
195. NSF Security File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.

37 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 12/29/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65," Item No. 145. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library.
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Johnson Administration had set the stage for its "More Flags"

program to take the next logical step and to begin hiring

third world combat troops for service in Vietnam.

The State Department continued to press its ambassadors

for action on the "More Flags" program. In January 1965 the

secretary cabled the American embassies to reaffirm President

Johnson's intense interest in the program: "President

continues to place very high priority on obtaining broadest

possible Free World support for South Viet-Nam."3 8 In another

cable, transmitted in March, Rush re-emphasized: "This

continues to be an objective on which the President continues

to place a very high priority."3 9 Lyndon Johnson, for his

part, also expended a large amount of personal effort on the

program's behalf:

In 1965 he [President Johnson] began pulling every lever
at his command--the SEATO treaty, diplomatic pressure,
personal entreaties, and the disposition of U.S. foreign
aid--to broaden the allies' involvement4 .n South Vietnam.
[He was] eager to avoid going it alone.

The Herculean efforts by all involved did little to

change the "More Flags" program's success ratio. After the

3 8Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 1/16/65, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65," Item No. 153. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library.

39 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 3/5/65, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XXX, 3/1-8/65," Item No. 163. NSF Country File-VN, Box
14. LBJ Library.

40 Edward Doyle, Samuel Lipsman, and the editors of
Boston Publishing Company, eds., America Takes Over: 1965-67
The Vietnam Experience Series (Boston: Boston Publishing
Company, 1982), 124.
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Table 3

Free World Assistance to the
Republic of Vietnam as of 26 May 1965

Tvpe of Assistance

Australia

Belgium

Brazil

Canada

China

Denmark

Ecuador

France

Germany

Direct military assistance of one infantry
battalion, 100 combat advisors, and a 73-
man air force unit with aircraft. Also, an
8-man military surgical team; engineers
and technical experts; school textbooks;
in-Australia training for Vietnamese;
tools; construction materials; consumer
goods; a radio station

Medicines for flood relief

Coffee and medical supplies

A medical ,professor; in-Canada training
for Vietnamese; construction materials

An 80-man agricultural team; a 16-man
military psyops team; an 8-man electrical
power mission; a 10-man military surgical
team; in-Taiwan training for Vietnamese;
construction equipment and materials;
seeds and fertilizers; school textbooks;
electrical power stations

Flood relief assistance

Medical supplies

Economic and technical experts; loans,
credits, and grants; educators; in-France
training for Vietnamese

Credits and loans; construction equipment
and material; civilian medical personnel;
educators; 30 ambulances; in-Germany
training for Vietnamese

Greece

Guatemala

India

Iran

Medicine

Medicine

Cloth for flood relief

Petroleum products

Country
-- .....
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Table 3
Continued

Red Cross aid

Pharmaceutical supplies

Italy

Japan

Korea

Laos

Malaysia

Netherlands

New Zealand

Pakistan

Philippines

Spain

Switzerland

Thailand

Turkey

A 9-man military surgical team; in-Italy
training for Vietnamese

Personnel to build a power dam; a 6-man
medical team; medical goods; 20,000
transistor radios; 25 ambulances; monetary
grants from a WWII reparations agreement;
an electrical transmission line

A 130-man Mobile Army Surgical Hospital;
10 military karate instructors; a 2,200
man Engineering Task Force

Flood relief aid .

In-Malaysia training for Vietnamese and
counter-insurgency materials

Medical supplies

A 25-man army engineer detachment; a 6-man
military surgical team; grants and loans;
in-New Zealand training for Vietnamese;
an English language professor

Flood relief aid

Military and civilian medical teams; a
military psywar detachment

Medicines, medical supplies, and blankets
through the Spanish Red Cross

Microscopes

A 17-man military air detachment; in-
Thailand training for Vietnamese; and
construction materials

Turkish Red Crescent Society contribution
to the Vietnamese Red Cross

Iceland

Israel
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Table 3
Continued

United Kingdom A 6-man advisory mission; in-England
training for Vietnamese; an English
language professor; medical, laboratory,
and printing equipment for various schools
and government departments

Source: United States State Department, World Sitrep on Free
World Assistance to Viet-Nam, 5/26/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXXIV, 5/65," Item No. 311a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 17. LBJ
Library.

program had been in effect .for a little over a year, the

State Department, in a country by country assessment of the

program's progress (See Table 3) had to stretch the facts

considerably in order to put the program in as positive light

as possible. While a statement in the cover letter to the

report seemed to indicate some appreciable measure of

success: "Thirty-eight Free World nations are providing or

have agreed to provide aid to Viet-Nam,"4 1 the true reality

of the program's actual success represented something less

than the report claimed.

The 26 May 1965 document actually listed only twenty-

nine free world countries which had once sent or were then

sending aid to South Vietnam.4 2  Still, twenty-nine aid

41Memo, World Sitrep, 5/26/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXXIV, 5/65," Item No. 311a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 17. LBJ
Library.

4 21n the cover letter to this report, Rusk lists thirty
countries as having sent or were currently sending aid to
Vietnam, but this number includes the United States. Eight
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contributing countries seemed to indicate, at least on the

surface, that the "More Flags" program had begun to succeed,

but closer examination presents a somewhat different story.

First, the factual record suggests that some free world aid

to South Vietnam came not because of either an ally's support

for the Vietnamese cause or in support of the American policy

there. The evidence suggests that some countries sent aid to

South Vietnam only as a result of the United States buying

it43  Secondly, by deleting aid sent as disaster relief

assistance,4 4 such as medical supplies, Red Cross and flood

countries were listed only as agreeing to provide aid: Costa
Rica, Argentina, Austria, the Dominican Republic, Honduras,
El Salvador, Luxembourg, and Nicaragua.

43 "As general principle donor countries will be
strongly urged to meet as much of cost of their aid as
possible, particularly expenses within donor countries and
transport. U.S. will be prepared on case by case basis to
consider financing these costs or portion thereof, if
necessary to prevent aid offer from being withdrawn";
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Saigon, 1/28/65, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XXVI, 1 /10-31 /65," Item No. 158. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 12. LBJ Library.

44 During the Winter and Spring of 1965, South Vietnam
suffered from devastating flooding. As a result, it was the
recipient of an outpouring of international aid to help in
their tragedy. The State Department conveniently tacked this
aid on their list as "More Flags" contributions. As an
example that this newly listed "More Flags" aid was anything
but an affirmation of America's Vietnam policy position can
be found in the flood relief aid sent from Pakistan, a
country that had repeatedly rejected all United States
entreaties for aid. Even the State Department, in a memo to
the President, admitted that the Pakistanis aid was sent in
response to the flooding, and not in support of the "More
Flags" program; Message, AmEmbassy Karachi to SecState,
5/23/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. X, 5/24-30/64," Item No. 30.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 5; Message, AmEmbassy Karachi to
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relief aid, and foodstuffs, reduces to ten the total number

of countries whose aid might be logically construed as being

sent to assist the South Vietnamese in their fight against

communism. Of these ten, only four (Italy, the Philippines,

Nationalist China, and Thailand) were not listed as giving

aid in May 1964. (See Table 1) While it is sometimes true

that success can be measured in small gains, in this case it

would appear that, the State Department's claim that the "More

Flags" foreign policy of the United States had succeeded

constituted a significant overstatement of fact.

The introduction of American ground combat units into

South Vietnam on 9 March 1965 made somewhat moot the "More

Flags" program's pursuit of token aid from as many countries

as possible. From the moment the first American Marine set

foot in Vietnam, the "More Flags" program assumed a new

emphasis. It became the mechanism through which the United

States would make "an energetic effort to recruit other

nations to fight with the U.S. forces in Vietnam."4 5  The

"More Flags" program, after 9 March 1965, became indelibly

identified with Lyndon Johnson's pursuit of mercenary troops

to fight in support of American foreign policy goals.

SecState, 12/23/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64,"
Item No. 214. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11; Memo, Cooper to
President, 1/28/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1 /10-31 /65,"
Item No. 157. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library.

4 5 Stephen T. Hosmer, Constraints on U.S. Strategy in
Third World Conflicts (New York: Crane Russak & Company,
1987), 90.



CHAPTER 3

THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA COMMITMENTS

The largest contingent of free world troops committed

to South Vietnam, excepting those from the United States,

came from the Republic of Korea (ROK).1  Because of the size

of this commitment, approximately 50,000 men at its height,

and the conditions of their service, Korean troops became the

group most often accused of being America's mercenaries.2

When critics first began accusing the United States of

using "Seoul's hired guns"3 in South Vietnam, only limited

substantive evidence existed to support the charge. Over the

ensuing years, however, substantially more documentation has

come to light that confirms the Korean troop commitment as

'See Appendix B for a year by year accounting of all
allied military troop strengths in South Vietnam.

2 Most dictionaries define mercenary as being either: "A
person who works merely for economic gain" or "a professional
soldier who is hired by a foreign country"; The American
Heritage Dictionary, 2d col. ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 1985), 786. While the wording in other dictionaries
vary, they all say essentially the same thing. These short
definitions cannot do justice to the complexities inherent to
a determination of who is or is not a mercenary, but they can
serve as a base from which to work. As the examination of
Korea's troop commitments to Vietnam progresses, more specific
details will emerge supporting the thesis that the United
States purchased the services of these troops from their
governments.

3 James Otis, "Seoul's Hired Guns," Ramparts, Vol. 11,
No. 3 (September 1972).

41
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an American mercenary operation. Furthermore, not only has

the Korean troop commitment itself been so substantiated,

evidence also indicates that the American arrangements with

South Korea to obtain its troops served to establish the

negotiating framework by which the United States would obtain

- troops from other countries. An examination of Korea's

involvement with both the United States and South Vietnam

thus becomes a necessary first step to understanding the

history behind America's employment of mercenary troops in

South Vietnam.

The Korean troop commitment to South Vietnam was so

large that many people overlook the fact that this was not

the only aid Korea sent to the Saigon government under the

auspices of America's "More Flags" program, nor was it the

first. Korea's initial aid program of ten karate instructors

and a Mobile Army Surgical Hospital (MASH)4 arrived in South

Vietnam, contrary to American State Department assertions, in

September 1964.5 The Korean aid package, while substantial

4 This aid, as would be the case for all aid Korea sent
to Saigon, was first offered to the United States, not to
South Vietnam. In this first instance, in order to maintain
the image of Korean aid being sent solely because of a South
Vietnamese request, Washington had to remind the Koreans of
the proper protocol involved: "Korean Amb to Saigon has been
instructed to seek formal GVN [Government of Vietnam] request
for such assistance." Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Saigon,
7/10/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 31.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 6, p. 3. LBJ Library. See Appendix
F for a complete listing of Johnson Administration personnel
participating in the "More Flags" program.

5 The State Department (See Table 1, Chaper 2) already
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compared to what most other nations sent in answer to Lyndon

Johnson's "More Flags" campaign,6 still contained much less

aid than the Koreans wanted to send. South Korean government

officials, before President Johnson began seeking foreign

troops to fight in Vietnam, even before the inception of the

"More Flags" program, had repeatedly expressed a desire to

send as many as two divisions of combat troops to South

Vietnam.7

The State Department, in 1964, did not look with favor

on Korea's expressed desire to send its combat troops to aid

South Vietnam as this conflicted with the "More Flags"

program's publicly stated goal of only seeking non-combat

related aid for South Vietnam. Consequently, over the next

several months, when Korean President Park Chung Hee, or his

Foreign Minister Lee Tongwan, continued to petition the

United States for permission to send ROK troops, the

Americans politely refused their offers: "We have told our

Embassy that they should give no encouragement to the Koreans

reported the Korean karate instructors in Vietnam. This
assertion was somewhat premature as the first Korean aid did
not arrive until a full five months later; Status Report,
12/20/67, "Vietnam, Vol. 5D(1), 3/67-1/69," Item No. 35f. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.

6See Table 2, Chapter 2.

7The possible "use of ROK uniformed personnel in South
Viet-Nam" became the subject of discussion within the United
States State Department at least as early as March 1964.
Message, AmEmbassy Taipei to AmEmbassy Seoul, 3/21/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VI, 3/64," Item No. 79. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 3. LBJ Library.
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on this point";8 and, "We do not see any suitable role at

this time for ground units from Korea."9

Behind the "More Flags" program's public face of caring

humanitarianism, there existed an almost schizophrenic mix of

other, and sometimes mutually exclusive, competing purposes.

Nowhere is this confusion of intent and purpose more evident

than in the initial State Department negotiations with South

Korea to obtain aid for South Vietnam. On the one hand, in

adhering to the program's stated purpose, Washington

maintained from May through July of 1964 that the only Korean

aid really needed in South Vietnam was non-combat aid such as

field hospital units and signal corps support.10  On the

other hand, while holding to the debatable assumption that

there is somehow a qualitative difference between military

advisors and combat troops, 11 personnel within the State

8 Memo, Rusk to President, dated 6/15/64.

9 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul, 7/3/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 41. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.

10 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul, 7/3/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 41. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 6, p. 2. LBJ Library; Memo, Rusk to President,
6/15/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XII, 6/14-27/64," Item No. 7.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 5, p. 5. LBJ Library.

11The military advisors assigned to South Vietnam
during the Vietnam War were never far removed from combat; it
was the nature of their mission to be directly engaged in
combat activities. As an indication of the combat American
advisors in Vietnam were experiencing, one only has to
compare casualty figures. In 1964, the 23,300 American
advisors in Vietnam suffered 1,179 casualties, a ratio of
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Department engaged in an active debate on the possibility of

pursuing Korean military advisors before first requesting

their services for duty in South Vietnam. After the subject

was first broached, on 9 May 1964,12 the State Department's

requests for ROK advisors would cease only when Washington

determined that the use of Korean advisors in South Vietnam

would not be feasible because not enough Koreans could speak

Vietnamese.13

Korea's early and frequent offers of two divisions of

combat troops seemed to support the assertion that the later

ROK troop contingents sent to South Vietnam were sent in

response to another Asian country's request for help, and not

as a military force bought and paid for by the United States

government. In actuality, the Korean offer was little more

five per 100 advisors. In 1965, the 161,000 American combat
troops in South Vietnam suffered 4,726 casualties, a ratio of
just under three casualties per 100 troops. If a basic
difference exists between the two, the danger of the work
does not distinguish it.

12The possible use of ROK advisors was precipitated by
a Henry Cabot Lodge (United States Ambassador to Vietnam)
query to Secretary Rusk in which he noted that a Korean
contribution "of advisers and selected military personnel who
would share in the really dangerous work" would be of
"significant value"; Message, Lodge to Rusk, 5/9/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," No Item No. NSF Country File-VN, Box
4. LBJ Library. The State Department concurred: "Request
Seoul in subsequent contacts urge ROK contribution of special
forces advisors"; Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Seoul, 5/12/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 77. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 4. LBJ Library.

13 Memo, Forrestal to President, 12/11/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 173. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 11, p. 3. LBJ Library.
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than a statement made for effect. What the government of the

Republic of Korea said they wanted to do was not necessarily

what they could do. A 28 August 1964 in-house report by

Thomas L.Hughes, the State Department's Director of

Intelligence and Research, took note of the large gap then

existing between South Korea's troop offer and its physical

and economic capabilities:

The South Koreans think in terms of direct military
intervention in the struggle, and, from time to time,
they have talked of an expeditionary force of two or more
divisions. It is obvious that a force of this size could
not be committed or maintained without large-scale United
States assistance and that the South Koreans' plans have
not been refined, even on a contingency basis, to cove
many problems which action on this scale would raise.

A later White House memo to President Johnson even more

straightforwardly evaluated the Korean offer of troops,

succinctly putting the offer into its proper context: "The

Koreans have not only been willing to send military help to

Viet-Nam, but are even anxious to do so, providing we pay the

bill."15

Both Korea's 1964 offer of troops, and the actual aid

it did send to South Vietnam, has been widely dismissed as

only resulting from Korean government officials' attempts to

ingratiate themselves with the United States government in

general and Lyndon Johnson in particular. Critics claim that

14 Research Memorandum, Hughes to SecState, 8/28/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XVI, 8/16-31/64," Item No. F143. NSF
Country File-VN, p. 6. LBJ Library.

1 5 Memo, Forrestal to President, dated 12/11/64.
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Korean aid to South Vietnam, both proffered and actually

tendered, was not aid sent to help another free world nation

in its struggle against communist aggression, but aid offered

solely "as a product of her alliance relationship with the

United States." 16 These offers thus became only "a direct

product of the South Korea-United States security

relationship,"17 and not a recognition of any special

obligation South Korea felt toward the South Vietnamese

government or cause.

Although the periodic 1964 rejections of proffered ROK

troops might have presented some slight diplomatic problems

for the United States, the rejections posed no undue dilemma

for the Americans. Only three really persistent problems

restricted any State Department request for Korean aid during

the "More Flags" program's first few months. Two of these

restrictions already discussed involved Korea's basic

inability to provide either sufficient numbers or skilled

personnel or funding for those personnel it could supply and

the lack of Koreans who spoke Vietnamese. These personnel,

funding, and language problems continued to cause concern in

Washington through November 1964, but they were solvable

16Sungjoo Han, "South Korea's Participation in the
Vietnam Conflict: An Analysis of the U.S.-Korean Alliance,"
Orbis, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Winter 1978), 893.

17Joon Young Park, Korea's Return to Asia: South Korean
Foreign Policy, 1965-1975 (Seoul, Korea: Jin Heong Press,
1985), 102.
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problems. Such was not the case with the third major

constraint, Vietnamese pride. The perceived loss of face

that the South Vietnamese experienced by accepting aid from

another Asian nation constituted a continuing irritant to

Vietnamese pride throughout the period of Korea's service in

South Vietnam. While United States diplomats and officials

periodically noted this as a sore point with the South

Vietnamese, their consideration of Vietnamese sensibilities

never seemed to deter- the Americans from pursuing their own

objectives.

The Johnson Administration formally worked out the'

size, composition, and financing of South Korea's second aid

package to Saigon in December 1964. After finally accepting

the fact that Korean advisors, because of the language

problem, would not be a feasible addition to the Korean aid

program to South Vietnam, Washington decided that a self-

contained military engineering unit which would operate

independently inside Vietnam should constitute the next ROK

commitment.18  The United States made a formal request for

such a unit from the Korean government on 19 December 1964.19

Although Washington requested a military engineering unit,

18As a self-contained unit operating independently, the
language problems would not present a problem for the Koreans
as they would have very little day-to-day contact with the
Vietnamese.

19Message, Department of Defense to AmEmbassy Seoul,
12/19/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No.
233. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.
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with security provided by an army infantry company, this ROK

contingent still did not constitute a combat unit in the

thinking of White House staffers. Washington still did not

feel Korean combat divisions were needed in Vietnam.2 0

While Washington and Seoul negotiated an increased

Korean aid commitment to South Vietnam, leaders from neither

country thought to include the Saigon government in their

discussions. In an amazing display of insensitivity, not

only did the United States government fail to inform the

Saigon government of their discussions with the South Koreans,

South Vietnamese. government leaders were not even "informed

of US moves to increase military assistance by other

nations." 2 1  Only after the South Korean cabinet unanimously

approved the dispatch of the ROK detachment on 29 December

1964--a move that couldn't be hidden because the vote was

immediately reported in the Korean newspapers--did Washington

deign to ask the government of Vietnam to submit a request

for the Korean engineers.22 Saigon's formal request for

201n response to Johnson's personal request to Korean
President Park for the engineering troops, Park again offered
to send two ROK divisions to South Vietnam; Memo, Cooper to
President, 12/22/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64,"
Item No. 209. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.

21Message, Department of Defense to Commander in Chief
Pacific (CINCPAC), 12/27/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26-
1/9/65," Item No. 147. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ
Library.

22Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 12/29/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No. 208a. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.
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these troops did not come until sometime between 5 January

and 12 January 1965,23 when, on the the latter date, the

Korean National Assembly voted to authorize the deployment of

the engineer detachment to South Vietnam.2 4

In addition to moving the Koreans closer to an open

commitment of combat troops, the sending of the "Dove Unit"25

to South Vietnam also served as the precedent for future

Korean-United States financial negotiations. While the South

Koreans received only minimal financial assistance from the

United States when they sent the karate instructors and MASH

unit, American taxpayers heavily subsidized the Dove Unit.

The official State Department explanations for the high level

of American financing of the Dove Unit seemed open and

straightforward:

The fundamental basis on which these troops were sent to
Vietnam was that their dispatch should not significantly

23The available documentation does not give a specific
date for the Vietnamese aid request, but, on 5 January 1965
it could be reported that, "the GVN has not yet requested
additional Korean assistance"; Memo, Cooper to President,
1/5/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65," Item No.
120. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library.

24 rhe Vietnamese request for additional Korean aid is
presumed to have arrived before the public vote; Park,
Korea's Return to Asia, 89.

25rhis unit got the name "Dove Unit" because of the
highly restrictive rules of combat imposed on it by the
Korean National Assembly, for example: "The Koreans were not
to fire unless attacked, but in any event, could not fire on
or pursue the enemy outside the area delineated for Korean
operations." Stanley Robert Larsen and James Lawton Collins,
Jr., Allied Participation in Vietnam (Washington, D.C.:
Department of the Army, 1975), 122.



51

degrade the security of Korea . . . and that it should
not impose a significant economic burden on a country
whose economy still required substantial infusions of
outside economic aid. . . . The Koreans did not have the
necessary financial resources but they gave what they
had--excellent and highly motivated manpower. .

The Korean contribution to South Vietnam, like so many other

examples of the public picture painted of the "More Flags"

program, represented something less than what the facts

actually supported.

The State Department always openly admitted their

contributions to funding the operating, subsistence, and

maintenance costs, as well as the individual overseas per

diem allowances, of the Korean Dove Unit in South Vietnam.

At the same time, Washington took pains to point out that the

Korean government was paying all other expenses for the unit

from their own budget.27 While it may have been technically

correct to maintain that the Korean government funded a large

percentage of the Dove Unit's operating costs in South

Vietnam, this represents only a half-truth. Much of the

Korean financial contributions actually resulted from

American clandestine arrangements providing American monies

to the Korean budget resulting in Washington also paying,

either directly or indirectly, much of Korea's share.

26William J. Porter, Ambassador to South Korea, as
quoted in; U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign
Relations. Republic of Korea: Hearings of the Subcommittee on
United States Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad,
91st Cong., 2d Sess., 1970, Part 6: 1543-4.

27Ibid, 1568-9.
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To maintain the facade of substantial Korean funding of

the Dove Unit, the United States resorted to several indirect

methods of funneling money to the Korean government. The

principle method used involved the use of PL480 foodstuffs28

wherein the United States either gave the Korean government

substantial amounts of rice and other bulk foods, or sold

them at bargain prices. The Korean government then resold

these foods inside Korea at higher prices, using the profits

to help meet the Dove Unit's expenses.2 9  In addition to the

monetary returns realized from these food sales, Washington

further directly augmented Korea's budget by postponing a

scheduled $100 million Mutual' Assistance Program (MAP)

28 PL480, the Agency for International Development (AID)
"Food for Peace" program, was originally intended as a "food
for development program, under which agricultural commodities
are donated to least developed countries for . . . sale with
the foreign currency proceeds being used for . . . economic
development purposes." The United States Government Manual
1991-92 (National Archives and Records Administration: 1991),
748.

29 "At State's suggestion, we gave him [South Korean
Ambassador Kim Hyun Chul] small White House Christmas gift in
form of advance notice that the Koreans will get the PL480
agreement"; Memo for Mr. Bundy, 12/24/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No. 195. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 11. LBJ Library. While this citation does not expressly
mention that the PL480 proceeds would be used for funding the
Dove Unit, the exact same scenario was being played out, at
the same time, in the negotiations with the Philippines for
the funding of their PHILCAG detachment. There is ample
documentation here (See Chapter 4). Since the same members
of the United States State Department handled both the Korean
and the Philippine funding negotiations, it is a reasonable
assumption that what was true for the Philippines was also
true for the South Korea.
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transfer:30 "In January, 1965, the United States announced

its intention to postpone the implementation schedule of the

MAP transfer program in return for the dispatch of South

Korean . . . forces to Vietnam." 31

If the PL480 sales and the MAP postponement did not

produce enough income to meet the Korean financial needs,

Washington had an alternate, more direct plan standing by:

"In some exceptional cases AID may have to finance this

[amount the donor country would pay] . . . if Washington

finds this to be necessary to keep the offer from being

withdrawn." 32 There is no known documentation which details

exactly how much money these methods pumped into the Korean

budget, so no unqualified statement can be made that the

Koreans paid little or none of the financial costs of the

Dove Unit. Nevertheless, the available evidence does present

a clear picture of what lengths the United States was willing

30 Under this transfer program, the costs of certain
military supplies purchased, through United States aid
funding procedures, for the South Korean armed forces would
be transferred to South Korean governmental funding. Thus,
any deferral of a MAP transfer results in the United States
continuing to buy Korean military supplies that the Korean
government would otherwise have to pay for themselves. This
effectively constitutes an extra cash grant from the United
States to Korea.

3 1Park, Korea's Return to Asia, 87-8.

3 2Message, Office of Strategic Development (OSD) to
AmEmbassies, 1 /1 5/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1 /10-31 /65,"
Item No. 152. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library. This
message only went out to three countries giving aid to South
Vietnam: Korea, the Philippines, and Taiwan.
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to go in order to obtain third country military aid for South

Vietnam.

As long as ROK personnel committed to South Vietnam

only totaled 130 men--the numbers of the karate instructors

and the MASH unit personnel--the Korean government did not

feel it necessary to justify or explain their Vietnam aid to

either the South Korean people or to other nations.

Justifications did become necessary, however, when talks

began over the proposed commitment of a 2,000 man military

engineering detachment to South Vietnam, as this deployment

would constitute the first time Korea had sent a military

unit outside of its borders since the nineteenth century.

Among the various motives that Korean scholars have listed

which the Korean government publicly mentioned as the reasons

for their commitment of troops to South Vietnam,33 the motive

33Motives differ depending on which Korean scholar is
canvassed. Park, in:Korea's Return to Asia, pp. 89-90,
lists: "1) sharing common destiny as an Asian free nation;
2) assuming a leading role in Asian anti-Communist forces;
3) heightening national prestige by actively participating in
fighting against Communism; and 4) paying back the
international debt which South Korea accrued during its
struggle against Communism in the Korean War." Han, in
"South Korea's Participation in the Vietnam Conflict," pp.
897-8, lists: "(1) a sense of obligation to repay the
military help Korea had received from other countries during
the Korean War; (2) the desire to 'strengthen the alliance
with the United States'; (3) interest in potential financial
benefits; (4) the prospect of gaining international prestige;
and (5) recognition that the security of South Vietnam was
related to South Korea's own." While the lists vary, what is
standard in all discussions of "motives" is the depreciation
of the relative importance of financial considerations. When
financial benefits are mentioned, its importance is presented
as being secondary to other motives.
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receiving the least amount of in-Korea objections was those

that claimed Korea had sent the Dove Unit to South Vietnam as

a demonstration of South Korea's desire "to repay in Viet Nam

the contingents of foreign troops that had come to South

Korea during the Korean War." 34 Presenting the Dove Unit as

a payment on a debt of honor allowed Korean President Park to

minimize political opposition to this action. Even the

leader of Korea's main opposition party, Kim Chun-yon, openly

supported sending the Dove Unit to South Vietnam: "The

government decision would be tantamount to repaying a moral

obligation this nation owes to the free world."3 5

The main elements of the Dove Unit arrived in South

Vietnam on 16 March 1965, but its members had hardly settled

into their new home when negotiations began for the

introduction of Korean combat troops into Vietnam. Although

the Washington knew as early as December 1964 that they would

soon be requesting Korean combat troops for South Vietnam,

the first official negotiations for these troops did not

begin until May 1965.36 Predating these May negotiations,

34Princeton N. Lyman, "Korea's Involvement in Viet Nam,"
Orbis, Vol. XII, No. 2 (Summer 1968), 563.

35Kim Chun-yon as quoted in Bae-Ho Hahn's, "Major
Issues in the American-Korean Alliance," in Korea and the
United States, Youngnok Koo and Dae-Sook Suh, eds. (Honolulu:
University of Hawaii Press, 1984), 360.

36See; Message, DOD to AmEmbassy Saigon, dated
12/19/64; Message, DOD to JCS, 12/23/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No. 223. NSF Country File-VN, Box
11 . LBJ Library.
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however, were discussions held in late April 1965 between the

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), Secretary of Defense Robert

McNamara, and United States Ambassador to Saigon, Maxwell

Taylor. A major point of discussion in these talks revolved

around whether or not the United States should ask the South

Koreans for a "regimental combat team (4000 men or so) . . .

with the possibility that at a later phase the ROK force

might be expanded to a division." 3 7 American and Korean

diplomats did not, however, begin to work out the actual

details of the Korean troop escalation until after the May

1965 state visit of President Park to Washington.

In January 1965, the Korean Ambassador to the United

States informed Secretary of State Rusk that President Park

"was willing to do almost anything that President Johnson

requested." 38 Although encouraged by this news, Rusk had to

still wait for Park's May 1965 visit to Washington to find

out if what the ambassador said was true or not. As it

turned out, Park's visit substantiated the ambassador's

observation. However, while American officials may have

anticipated that Park's acquiescence to Johnson's requests

37Supplemental Memo, Rusk to President, 5/17/65, "Korea
Memos, Park Visit, 5/65," Item No. 12. NSF Country File-
Korea, Box 254-256. LBJ Library; George C. Herring,
America's Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950-
1975, 2d ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1986), 132.

38The source does not indicate that this was an exact
quote by the Ambassador; Memo, Cooper to Bundy, 1/14/65,
"Korea Memos, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65," Item No. 155. NSF Country
Files-Korea, Box 254-256. LBJ Library.
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would come with a price tag attached,3 9 it is doubtful they

foresaw the total number of zeros that tag would contain.

Park and Johnson met over a two day period on 17-18 May

1965. On 18 May they issued a joint communique which

outlined in very general terms what economic assistance the

the United States had agreed to send to Korea.4 0 At no time

did the communique insinuate that any of this aid constituted

a partial payment for South Korea's planned troop increases

in Vietnam; in fact, the communique did not mention troop

increases at all. Later, after President Park returned to

Korea, the financial concessions, both mentioned and inferred

in the communique, became integral parts of the formal

negotiations to get a South Korean combat division sent to

Vietnam.

Although the American diplomats never doubted that the

Koreans would comply with the American request, discussions

to send a ROK combat division to Vietnam were still intense.

From their previous dealings with the Johnson Administration

39Johnson's staff tried to warn him that "the Koreans
had hoped to use the question of further troops in order to
pry major additional concessions out of the U.S. Government";
Memo, Thomson to the President, 5/17/65, "Park Visit Briefing
Book, 5/17-19/65," Item No. 2. NSF Country File-Korea, Box
254-265. LBJ Library.

40 The diplomats of both countries were hard at work for
several weeks prior to the actual meeting in Washington, and
had already worked out, by 1 May 1965, the substance of what
was to be said and agreed to during the meeting; Message,
AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 5/1/65, "Korea Cables, Vol. II,
7/64-8/65," Item No. 30. NSF Country File-Korea, Box 254-256.
LBJ Library.
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over the deployment of the Dove Unit, Korean negotiators had

learned that Americans paid handsomely for what they wanted,

and clearly, President Johnson wanted the Korean division.

The Korean diplomats, consequently, began the negotiations

by submitting a substantial, and to the American negotiators,

a totally unreasonable, ten item "wish-list"4 1 dealing with

four general concerns.4 2  It is doubtful that the American

negotiators failed to notice that three of the four concerns

and eight of the ten wish-list items pertained to monetary

matters.

The initial American response to the Korean negotiating

position bordered on the incredulous: "I told them . . . that

their bill was completely unreasonable and there was no

chance whatever of the U.S. agreeing to it."43 In the end,

however, because the Korean National Assembly would not even

discuss sending a ROK division to Vietnam without the United

41This was the opinion of the United States military
negotiator in Korea at the time, General Dwight E. Beach;
Larson and Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam, 125.

4 2The four general concerns the Koreans wanted to
address were: 1) the need for a firm recommitment of all
United States treaty and military obligations with Korea; 2)
financial benefits accruing from a rescinding of all present
and future MAP transfers; 3) modernization of the entire
Korean armed forces; and, 4) a catch-all concern that sought
to obtain as much direct economic assistance as possible from
the United States. Lyman, "Korea's Involvement," 566-7; Tae-
Hwan Kwak, "U.S.-Korea Security Relations," in U.S. Korean
Relations, 1882-1982, Tae-Hwan Kwak, ed., (Seoul, Korea:
Institute for Far Eastern Studies, 1982), 227.

4 3 General Beach, as quoted in Larsen and Collins,
Allied Participation in Vietnam, 125.
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States first agreeing to their list of particulars, the

Koreans got almost everything they asked for. As payment for

a ROK combat division sent to Vietnam, the United States had

to agree to the following concessions:

1) there would be no United States or ROK military force
reductions in Korea without prior consultation with
the government of the Republic of Korea;

2) Korea would receive concrete assurances that the
American defense of Korea would not be affected by any
present or future American actions in Vietnam;

3) MAP funds for FY (Fiscal Year) 1966 would be increased
by $7 million with that amount to be used to fully
equip three ready reserve infantry divisions in Korea;

4) suspend the FY 1966 and 1967 MAP transfers;

5) modernize all ROK forces in Korea in fire power,
communications, and mobility;

6) agree to procure as much military related supplies as
possible, material needed in either Korea or Vietnam,
from South Korean suppliers;

7) hire Korean civilians, whenever possible, to work in
Vietnam, principally in construction projects;

8) agree to provide all subsistence, logistical support,
equipment, training, construction, and transportation
for all ROK troops in Vietnam including the Dove Unit;

9) continue payment of per diem overseas allowances at
established rates to all ROK military personnel in
Vietnam;

10) increase the American exports of food stuffs to Korea
with the increase to be offered at reasonable costs

11) provide $150 million in development loan funds to be
used for projects inside South Korea in addition to
whatever funds would be required at a future date for
mutually agreed on development projects;

12) continue support for economic development projects at
a scale equal to or exceeding the level of current
financial support;
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13) provide employment and welfare relief for needy people
in Korea; and

14) continue, at the present level or higher, the United
States technical assistance and training grants to
South Korea.4 4

After giving up so much, the United States elicited

only one major concession from the Koreans. One of Korea's

original ten demands was for the United States to help fund a

pay increase for the Korean military. The Koreans finally

acceded to using the budgetary savings they would realize

from the American financial concessions, such as the MAP

deferments, as the United States contribution to this pay

increase.45

According to some estimates, maintaining the Dove Unit

in South Vietnam cost the United States about $2 million a

year. Because of the concessions made for their deployment,

America's first year costs for the ROK division in Vietnam

were substantially higher. The direct costs for the ROK

44No single source has a complete listing of all the
concessions the United States had to make to get South Korea
to send this first combat division. The above list, which
may not be comprehensive, is gleaned from, Message, AmEmbassy
Seoul to SecState, dated 5/1/65, section 1 page 2, and
section 2 page 2; U.S. Congress, Senate, Republic of Korea:
Hearings, 1569; Han, "South Korea's Participation," 898-90;
Larsen and Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam, 125-9;
Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 7/3/65, "Korea Cables,
Vol. II, 7/64-8/65," Item No. 18. NSF Country File-Korea, Box
254-256. LBJ Library; Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul,
8/5/65, "Korea Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65," Item No. 71. NSF
Country File-Korea, Box 254-256. LBJ Library.

45Larsen and Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam,
127.
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division, not counting in-Korea expenditures and other more

exotic components of the American concessions, have been

estimated at between $43 and $106.7 million a year.4 6  Still,

Lyndon Johnson and his administration though these financial

outlays fully justified since they allowed foreign troops to

die in the place of American boys, and at a comparatively

cheap price. To Washington, the price negotiated for the ROK

division, though high, still constituted sound policy as it

saved America "a great deal in blood and treasure."4 7

A July 1965 Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV)

message further confirms that the United States purchased ROK

troops as substitutes for American troops. In that message,

MACV informied CINCPAC that if the Koreans did not send a

division to Vietnam by 1 November 1965, the United States

would have to deploy an American division there.4 8  The

Korean government expedited the deployment timetable for its

division, which began arriving in South Vietnam in September

46 The $43 million figure is cited by Larsen and Collins
in Allied Participation in Vietnam, p. 127, but this may be
only the expenses incurred in Vietnam. U.S. Congress, Senate,
Republic of Korea: Hearings, p. 1571, lists the total
expenditure for FY 1966 as $106.7 million but this includes
some, but not all, of the in-Korea costs and expenses. It is
doubtful that an accurate accounting of exactly how much the
United States ended up having to pay will ever be accurately
determined.

4 7 Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 7/10/65, "Korea
Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65," Item No. 17. NSF Country File-
Korea, Box 254-256. LBJ Library.

48 Larsen and Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam,
128.
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(See Appendix C). This deployment of a ROK division thus

directly resulted in an American division not being sent to

South Vietnam, at least for a while.

By the end of May 1965, the United States had requested

a division of combat troops from the Koreans, and they had

received that division, for a price. Interestingly, the

South Vietnamese on whose part these negotiations were

ostensibly taking place, had they been asked, would clearly

have preferred for the Koreans to stay home: "The Vietnamese

show no desire for additional Asian forces since it affronts

their sense of pride."4 9  Consideration of Vietnamese pride

was not, however, an American concern. The Vietnamese

government indicated their lack of enthusiasm for the Korean

troop commitment in perhaps the only way they could, by

delaying their formal request for the Korean troops. This

request, sent on 21 June 1965, came only after pressure from

Washington: "Vice FonMin Mun Tok-pchu [Korea's Vice Foreign

Minister] repeated today his request that US urge GVN make

formal request for 'one infantry division' from ROKG." 5 0  The

record clearly shows that the South Vietnamese did make a

formal request for the ROK troops, but the facts behind that

49 Memo, Ball to Presidential Staff, 6/29/65, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXXV, 6/16-30/65," Item No. 349. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 19. LBJ Library.

50 Message, AmEmbassy' Seoul to SecState, 6/7/65, "Korea
Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65," Item No. 20. NSF Country File-
Korea, Box 254-256. LBJ Library.
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request belie both American and Korean assertions that Korea

sent its troops only because Vietnam sincerely wanted them

and actively pursued them.

With the deployment of the Korean Capital Division,

nicknamed the "Tiger" Division, Korea became the largest free

world contributor of combat troops, except for the United

States, in South Vietnam. Still, one division was not enough

to satisfy State Department needs. With the planned massive

increase in American troop deployments to South Vietnam in

1966,51 its quest for foreign troops to fight there became

even more frenetic. The Tiger division had only begun

arriving in South Vietnam when Washington notified Seoul that

it was Washington expected that "additional forces [would be]

required in 1966.1152

Even as Korea's first commitment of combat troops to

South Vietnam were being deployed--the last contingent did

not arrive until 16 April 1966--negotiations for Korea to

send a second division began in earnest. The Americans,

however, entered these negotiations disabused of any ideas

that a second division could be bought cheaply. From the

start of the United States-Korean discussions, the Americans

51More American combat troops, over 200,000, would be
sent to Vietnam in 1966 than in any other single year of the
war.

52Memo of Conversation, Bundy with Korean Ambassador,
12/7/65, "Korea Memos, Vol. III, 11/65-12/66," Item No. 107.
NSF Country File-Korea, Box 254-256. LBJ Library.
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understood they would have to make substantial financial

concessions for a second ROK division.53

The initial round of negotiations for the next Korean

troop increases to South Vietnam began with Vice-President

Hubert Humphrey's visit to South Korea in February 1966. On

arriving in Seoul, Humphrey met with South Korean government

officials who by this time considered financial gains a most

important determinant on whether or not more Korean soldiers

would be sent to South Vietnam.5 4  To the Korean negotiators,

despite the lucrative financial considerations received from

the United States for their "Tiger" Division, the Korean

troops serving in South Vietnam were "heavily underpaid and

poorly treated,"5 5 and they were intent on redressing this

situation. It fell to Vice-President Humphrey to assure the

Korean officials, on a strictly informal basis, that all ROK

troops in South Vietnam, now or in the future, would receive

proper compensation from the United States government.

Although Humphrey did not make formal commitments to

the Korean government, President Johnson had permitted him to

assure them of the United States' willingness to make broad

53 The original source documents at the LBJ Library for
this period and about these negotiations have not yet been
completely declassified, consequently, with the exception of
a few declassified documents and the Senate Hearings of 1970,
this section of the study has to rely on secondary sources.

54 Han, "South Korea's Participation in the Vietnam
Conflict," 899.

5 5 Ibid.
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concessions in three general areas: in increased American

domestic aid to South Korea, in increased payments to all

Korean troops currently serving in South Vietnam or in the

future, and in increased economic opportunities for Korea's

domestic manufacturing plant vis-a-vis Vietnam procurements.

~That Humphrey could make these assurances in the first place,

even as non-specific and non-binding as they were, gave a

clear indication that Johnson had already determined that

financial costs alone would not interfere with his quest for

more foreign troops for South Vietnam. To Lyndon Johnson,

the United States would pay almost any price to acquire these

troops.

Humphrey's tentative agreements of February 1966 became

official Washington concessions in March 1966. In a 4 March

1965 letter from United States Ambassador to Korea Winthrop

G. Brown to the Korean Foreign Minister Lee Ton-won, the

United States agreed to open the United States Treasury to

the South Korean government.5 5  Lyndon Johnson's need for a

second Korean division in Vietnam resulted in the Koreans

obtaining financial aid for just about every segment of their

5 5 This letter, since titled "The Brown Letter," is
still being kept secret from the American public. Although
the letter was ostensibly revealed during the 1970 Senate
Hearings, even the United States Senate did not receive the
actual letter. What the Senate subcommittee received, and
printed, was a South Korean newspaper article written from a
leaked copy of the letter. Consequently, even though the
available information is damning enough as presented, some
suspicions remain that not everything has yet come to light:
Senate, Republic of Korea Hearings, 1532-34.
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economy when the United States agreed to,

1) provide for the complete equipping of three ready army
divisions and expedite the modernization of seventeen
army divisions and one marine division;

2) provide all equipment and financing for the additional
forces to be deployed by the government of the
Republic of Korea to the Republic of Vietnam;

3) equip and provide for the training and financing for a
complete replacement of forces in Korea to take the
place of the additional forces deployed in South
Vietnam;

4) contribute to filling all the requirements determined
to be necessary for the improvement of Korean anti-
infiltration capability;

5) provide the necessary equipment to expand the Korean
production capabilities for increased ammunition
production in Korea;

6) provide communications facilities for exclusive Korean
use which would meet requirements for communication
between the Korean government and its forces in South
Vietnam;

7) provide the Republic of Korea all of the net
additional costs incurred for the deployment of
additional Korean forces in South Vietnam as well as
for the mobilization and maintenance in Korea of one
reserve army division, one brigade, and their support
units;

8) suspend the MAP transfer program for as long as there
were substantial Korean forces in Vietnam; and also,
procure in Korea, for the use of Korean forces, the
items of supplies so suspended in FY 1966 and FY 1967;

9) procure supplies, services, and equipment in Korea
insofar as practicable and also, direct selected types of
procurement for United States and Republic of Vietnam
forces to South Korea in cases in which South Korea
has the production capability;

10) procure in Korea as much as Korea could provide in
time and at a reasonable price any goods purchased by
AID for use in its projects for rural construction,
pacification, relief, logistics, and so forth, in the
Republic of Vietnam;
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11) provide, to the extent permitted by the Republic of
Vietnam, expanded opportunities for Korean contractors
to participate in the various construction projects
undertaken by the United States government or by
United States contractors in the Republic of Vietnam
and other services, including employment of skilled
Korean civilians in the Republic of Vietnam;

12) expand American technical assistance to the Republic
of Korea in the general field of export promotion;

13) provide, in addition to the $150 million AID loans
already committed, additional AID loans as needed to
support the economic development of the Republic of
Korea; and,

14) provide Korea with $15 million worth of program loans
in 1966 to be used for the support of Korean exports
to Vietnam and other development needs.5 7

If, at the beginning of the Korean troop commitments to South

Vietnam, "economic gains weree not] . . . a major reason for

their having sent troops to Vietnam,"58 by 1966 it seemed

that economic gains had become the only reasons behind the

Korean troop commitments.

The Korean National Assembly authorized the deployment

of a second division of ROK troops, the 9th ROK Infantry

Division, to Vietnam on 30 March 1966. Not until September,

however, did the division begin arriving in South Vietnam.

Except for the 1967 deployment of a marine battalion, which

brought the 9th Division up to full strength, the Koreans

made no further major increases in their troop levels in

Vietnam for the remainder of the war.

5 7 Senate. Republic of Korea Hearings, 1533-4.

58 Park, Korea's Return to Asia, 103.
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The increased levels of South Korean troops in Vietnam,

with the concomitant increase in American financial costs,

did not deter the United States from requesting even more

troops from Korea. On at least three occasions dating from

late 1966 through mid-1967, American and South Vietnamese

officials made informal personal requests to Korean President

Park to consider the possibility of sending more ROK troops

to South Vietnam. However, since the political debates

within South Korea against further troop deployments had by

this time become so intense, Park was forced to politely

refuse these entreaties 9

The change in the Korean foreign policy position toward

sending aid to South Vietnam could not have been more abrupt.

From 1964 through 1966, the Korean government, providing the

United States government proffered a sufficient level of

financial remuneration, had not refused a single American aid

request for the Saigon government. Then, after 1966, they

honored no request for more troops. Although Washington did

not particularly like this new direction in Korean foreign

59 President Johnson discussed an increased Korean troop
commitment to Vietnam with President Park during Johnson's
visit to Korea in November 1966. Vietnam's Premier Nguyen
Kao Ky also broached the subject in his January 1967 visit to
Seoul. Both requests were rejected. Finally, in July and
August 1967, a special presidential mission consisting of
Maxwell D. Taylor and Clark Clifford again appealed to Park
for more troops, also to no avail. New York Times, 30 and 31
May, 1969; Report, Maxwell and Taylor to President Johnson,
8/5/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 44A. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.
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policy, they understood that America's insistence on the

commitment of two divisions of Korea's best troops had helped

precipitate the South Korean government's new position.

Korean government leaders had long feared that the

commitment of Korea's best troops to South Vietnam would

significantly reduce South Korea's own defense posture in

relation to North Korea. Even during negotiations for

deployment of the Dove Unit they were "deeply worried about

possible reactions from North Korea."6 0 This worry seemed

validated when the North Koreans increased their armed

provocations across the line of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ)

from 88 incidents in 1965 to 784 in 1967.61 The deployment

of two ROK divisions to South Vietnam, coupled with an

increase in North Korean probes along the DMZ, thus helped

fuel President Park's political problems in 1967.

The American State Department recognized President

Park's political difficulties, both at home and with his

belligerent neighbor to the north. Nevertheless, Washington,

in granting the seriousness of Park's problems, still did not

allow the difficulties to do more than delay further American

requests for more Korean troops for South Vietnam: "Recent

developments indicate ROK domestic political situation may

soon be restored to something appraoching [sic] normalcy.

60Park, Korea's Return to Asia, 104.

61 Ibid.
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This raises question of when and how we approach Pak [sic] on

additional troop dispatch for Viet-Nam."6 2

As Park's domestic problems eased, State Department

efforts to negotiate for more ROK troops also increased. A

6 December 1967 meeting between the new American Ambassador

to Korea, William J. Porter, Korean President Park, as well

as three of Park's cabinet ministers essentially established

the base parameters which would frame all future American-

Korean negotiations on requests for Korean troops.6 3

This 6 December meeting brought forth three important

considerations. First, discussions concerning South Korea's

security problems, always a major consideration in any

Korean-American negotiations, became the major, almost

determining, factor in the negotiations. Second, although

Park continued to support American requests for more ROK

troops for South Vietnam, he admitted that, in the current

political climate, little could be done without the active

participation of the Korean National Assembly. Finally,

admitting that sending large numbers of Korean troops to

South Vietnam might not be possible at the time, the meeting

participants discussed how South Korean civilians might be

62Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 11/25/67,
"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969," Item No. 87. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.

6 3Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 12/6/67,
"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969," Item No. 74a. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.
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hired for service in South Vietnam in lieu of ROK troops.6 4

After the 6 December 1967 meeting, one or more of these three

considerations became the only points of discussion in all

future communications between the United States and Korea.

Despite Ambassador Porter's optimism about the success

of his meeting with Park and his ministers--"ROKG has agreed

to make available one QTE light division UNQTE to augment

forces in South Viet-Nam"6 5 --and notwithstanding the intense

pressures from the Johnson Administration for a firm Korean

troop commitment,66 South Korea would not send additional

troops to South Vietnam. A North Korean assassination

64,"Ifrear and logistical elements now supporting ROK
troops in Viet-Nam could be replaced by civilians, enough
combat troops would be gained to form a QTE reinforced
regimental combat team. UNQTE." Ibid, p. 2. "Seoul is also
seeking US approval for a Korean logistical service corps
made up of Korean veterans to furnish logistical support."
NOFORM, Status Report, no author, 12/20/67, "Vietnam 5D,
3/67-1/69," Item No. 35f. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91,
p. 2. LBJ Library. Using civilians to replace ROK military
personnel, however, never developed to fruition as Korea's
demanded compensation for their civilian personnel proved
excessive. "The key issue is the rate of compensation which
appears exorbitant," Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to SecState,
1/19/68, "Vietnam Allies 5D (3), 1967-1969," Item No. 45.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library; "A hastily
negotiated and president setting wage scale would have an
adverse impact on US/GVN and US/Third Country relations,"
Message, CINCPAC to SecState, 1/19/68, "Vietnam Allies 5D
(3), 1967-1969," Item No. 44. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91.
LBJ Library.

65 Ibid.

66 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul, 11/30/67, "Vietnam
Allies, 5D (3), 1967-1969," Item No. 85. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 85-91. LBJ Library; Memo, Rostow to President, 1/5/68,
"Vietnam Allies, 5D (3), 1967-1969," Item No. 56. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.
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attempt on President Park and the capture of the United

States spy ship Pueblo in Korean waters in January 1968

doomed any future considerations for more troop deployments

from South Korea. These events severely disturbed many

Korean diplomats,67 who worried over "the possibility that

deployment of both U.S. and South Korean resources to Viet

Nam might have helped to provoke the incidents."6 8 No amount

of reassurances from American representatives in Seoul served

to assuage their concern,6 9 and the Korean National Assembly

considered no American plea for more Korean troops requested

after January 1968. Korea would send no further troops to

South Vietnam. 70

67 Park, Korea's Return to Asia, 104-5.

68 Lyman, "Korea's Involvement in Viet Nam," 571.

69 Both Ambassador Brown and Ambassador Porter had to
repeatedly reassure the Koreans, literally on a year-to-year
basis, that the United States military obligations to South
Korea were not being slighted because of the United States
involvement in Vietnam. U.S. Congress, Senate, Republic of
Korea: Hearings, passim.

70 President Park and his administration did continue,
however, to hold out the possibility of more troops, if the
United States would agree to make large concessions for them:
"Source added that ROKG is ready to discuss sending additional
troops, if US promises following: (1) send 10,000-man ROK
Supply Service Corps to Viet-Nam; (2) activate one new army
division to replace outgoing division: (3) raise allowances
of ROK soldiers in Viet-Nam; (4) supply addtional [sic]
Phantom jet fighters (in addition to those agreed upon); (5)
replace old communications equipment and weapons; (6) supply
arms to Homeland Reserve Force; (7) provide modern
sophisticated weapons for ROK armed forces." Message, White
House Situation Room to Rostow, 4/17/68, "Vietnam Allies 5D
(3), 1967-1969," Item No. 17. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91.
LBJ Library.
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Even if the National Assembly's concern over Korean

security had not become paramount by 1968, the United States

could no longer expect to obtain more Korean troops solely on

the basis of promising more financial aid. In addition to

Park's inability to sway the National Assembly, the vast

amount of economic aid the Koreans were already receiving for

the ROK troops already in Vietnam served as a mitigating

factor against obtaining more troops. In fact, the evidence

indicates that many South Koreans believed the Korean economy

would not appreciably benefit from further aid for more

troops, and an examination of these financial gains supports

such a belief. 7 1

Available sources do not contain the total financial

benefits realized by the South Koreans for their military

commitments to Vietnam, but what the known records do reveal

were accrued financial benefits of startling size. Available

figures, mostly only for the 1965-1970 period, only indicate

the American economic aid expended to cover the costs of the

Korean troops actually deployed in Vietnam, yet these

official figures substantially exceeded $927 million during

these years.72 These figures do not, however, represent all

the subsidiary aid concessions made to the South Korean

71 Han, "South Korea's Participation in the Vietnam
Conflict," 107.

72 U.S. Congress, Senate, Republic of Korea: Hearings,
1 571 .
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general economy. While available estimates for aid not

included in the official record include such items as "$150

million in development loans and perhaps $600 million in

profits from military procurement, contracts for services,

and construction projects," 7 3 such figures, based on 1965-

1970 data, are still probably too low. An analysis of the

known data reveals that the total combined earnings of all

Korean civilians and military personnel in South Vietnam

alone amounted to over $1 billion.7 4

Clearly, the Americans paid the government of the

Republic of Korea well for the use of their military forces

in South Vietnam, a largess which directly benefitted the

individual Korean soldier. After the deployment of the 9th

Korean.Division to South Vietnam, all Korean soldiers in

Vietnam received pay substantially greater than they would

have had they not elected to serve there: "The normal salary

of a ROK army private is $1.60 a month, but if that private

elects to serve in Vietnam, he can earn 23 times that amount,

73Edward Doyle, Samuel Lipsman, and the editors of
Boston Publishing Company, eds., America Takes Over, 1965-
1967, The Vietnam Experience Series (Boston: Boston
Publishing Company, 1982), 132.

741n 1967, the combined earnings of all Korean civilian
and military personnel in Vietnam was $135 million. In 1968
it was $180 million. If the $180 million figure is held
constant over the years 1968-1971, the years of full Korean
troop strength in Vietnam, and estimating percentage
decrease for the years 1972 and 1973, the $1 billion becomes
a very conservative estimate. Base figures are from Park,
Korea's Return to Asia, 113.
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or $37.50 a month. In one day, he earns almost as much as he

would have made in a whole month had he remained in his

homeland."75 In aggregate, ROK soldiers in South Vietnam,

after accounting for all expenses and benefits, may have

received pay "at close to U.S. . . . levels."7 6

The financial rewards accruing to both the Government

of the Republic of Korea and to its troops forms the basis

for the claim that ROK troops served as mercenaries for the

United States. Economic returns clearly constituted the.

principal, if not the sole, reason for the Koreans sending

their troops to South Vietnam. The Koreans could have, by

taking advantage of Washington's original offer to defray all

out-of-pocket expenses, been able to fulfill all diplomatic

and moral obligations they may have felt, and still not have

expended one dollar more than if their troops stayed home.

However, even with this American guarantee, Korea still

refused to send their troops. The Korean government sent

their troops to South Vietnam only after the United States

promised large financial rewards and benefits

75Otis, "Seoul's Hired Guns," 18.

76 Soon Sung Cho, "American Policy Toward Korean
Unification, 1945-1980," in U.S.-Korean Relations: 1882-1982,
Tae-Kwan Kwak, ed., (Seoul, Korea: The Institute for Far
Eastern Studies, 1982), 81. This statement is somewhat
suspect as it has been estimated elsewhere that the cost of
keeping an American soldier in Vietnam for one year was, in
FY 1970, approximately $13,000, while the cost of keeping a
Korean soldier there has been variously estimated as being
between $5,000 and $7,800 a year; Han, "South Korea's
Participation in the Vietnam Conflict," 897.
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Senator J.W. Fulbright noted that never before in its

history had the United States given such economic perquisites

to any ally.77 Even in South Korea, some Korean politicians

among the opponents to Park's administration maintained that

the Korean troops served as American mercenaries:

In 1966 and again in 1967, Yun [Korean opposition leader
Yun Po-Sun] . . . [charged] that the Korean government

. . was fighting essentially a mercenary operation at
the cost of Korean blood. This comment almost led to his
arrest 7 8

While no evidence exists that a member of the Johnson

Administration expressly stated the United States was using

mercenaries in Southeast Asia, a close reading of the

documentation establishes that several high ranking American

officials considered the Korean troops as such. In the first

instance, several official Johnson Administration documents

specifically address the question of how American

administration officials could deny accusations that the

United States had purchased mercenaries to fight in South

Vietnam.79  Secondly, messages sent to and from President

Johnson in 1968 also revealed that White House personnel

77 U.S. Congress, Senate, Republic of Korea: Hearings,
1568.

78 Lyman, "Korea's Involvement in Vietnam," 575-6.

79 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Saigon, 1/28/65, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65," Item No. 215. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 12; Memo, Rostow to President, 12/13/67,
"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 36. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 85-91; Memo, Wright to Rostow, 12/16/67, "Vietnam 5D,
3/67-1/69," Item No. 36a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ
Library.
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perceived that many of the allied troops serving in South

Vietnam had been bought and paid for.8 0

Senator Stephen R. Young of Ohio, in a 1967 address

before the Senate of the United States, presented a

convincing argument for the fact that, despite the repeated

denials of Johnson Administration functionaries, the United

States was using the Korean troops as American mercenaries in

South Vietnam:

In our Revolutionary War, when our patriots were fighting
for liberation from England, early in 1776 Lord North of
Great Britain for King George III paid thousands of
pounds sterling to the Duke of Hesse-Cassel to purchase
10,000 or more Hessian soldiers, who were transported on
English ships to America, where they fought beside the
Redcoats to crush American rebels. Of course, the
British fed and paid these mercenaries. . . . In our
involvement in the war in Viet-Nam, we Americans have
secured and transported on our ships more than 50,000
Korean soldiers. . . . The facts are that in addition to
paying these soldiers, we Americans clothe, feed, arm,
and equip them. It is denied that these soldiers are
mercenaries. Just what the distinction and difference
is between them and the Hessians . . . is beyond me.8 1

Senator Young, using only the small amount of information

then available about the United States-Korean arrangements,

had concluded that America was employing Korean mercenaries

80 1n, Memo, Zwick to President, 2/1/68, "Vietnam: Jan-
Feb 1968," Item No. 18b. NSF-Walt Rostow, Box 6. LBJ Library,
Zwick refers to third country nationals "on our payrolls."
In, Memo, President to Bunker, 2/2/68, "Vietnam: Jan-Feb
1968," Item No. 16. NSF-Walt Rostow, Box 6. LBJ Library.
President Johnson makes a reference to the allied troops
fighting in Vietnam as being "other U.S.-financed personnel
in Viet Nam."

8 1 Congressional Record, 90th Cong., 1st sess., 1967,
Vol. 113, pt. 6: 7514.
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in South Vietnam. Subsequently available information has

served only to further substantiate his conclusions.



CHAPTER 4

THE PHILIPPINES "PHILCAG" CONTINGENT

When the Johnson Administration first implemented its

"More Flags" program in May 1964, the government of the

Republic of the Philippines had not officially begun sending

aid to South Vietnam, although the Philippines had once sent

aid to that beleaguered nation. Both official and private

aid, and aid that would incorporate some of each, began

flowing from the Philippines into South Vietnam soon after

that country's birth in 1954, some of a humanitarian nature

and openly furnished,1 some of a more furtive sort. 2

1Operation Brotherhood, a program in which various
private Philippine organizations financed and sponsored the
service of a number of doctors and nurses in South Vietnam,
operated throughout the 1954-1960 period. This assistance
all but ended in the early 1960s because of a cooling of
relations between the Philippine government and the South
Vietnamese government of Ngo Dinh Diem; Stanley Robert Larsen
and James Lawton Collins, Jr., Allied Participation in
Vietnam (Washington, D.C., Department of the Army, 1975), 52;
and, Memo, Hughes to SecState, 8/28/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XVI, 8/16-31/64," Item No. F143. NSF Country File-VN, Box 7,
p. 5. LBJ Library. See Appendix F for a listing of all
Johnson Administration staffers involved in the "More Flags"
program.

2The Freedom Company of the Philippines, clandestinely
supported by the United States, was a group of former WWII
Filipino guerillas hired to engage in unconventional warfare
in Vietnam after 1954, doing those tasks that neither the
Vietnamese nor their American advisors could do. When the
Americans finally withdrew their support, sometime in the
late 1950s or early 1960s, the Freedom Company was renamed

79
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The long history of Philippine involvement in South

Vietnam indicated to the United States State Department that

because the Philippines had already demonstrated "a direct

interest in this struggle," they would "feel an obligation to

contribute" if approached for the "More Flags" program. The

Philippines thus became one of the first five allied nations

singled out by Secretary of State Dean Rusk as possible

sources of military aid for South Vietnam under the auspices

of the "More Flags" program.3 Several meetings, held in.

1964, in which American, Filipino, and Vietnamese diplomats

discussed the composition of a possible aid package to South

Vietnam, underscored the State Department's belief that the

Philippines were amenable to sending some type of aid to

assist the Saigon government.4

the Eastern Construction Company and continued to operate in
South Vietnam until well into the 1960s; Report of the Saigon
Military Mission of General Lansdale, in Pentagon Papers,
Gravel Edition, Vol. II, (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972), 643-
49; Stanley Karnow, In Our Image: America's Empire in the
Philippines (New York: Random House, 1989), 355; W. Scott
Thompson, Unequal Partners: Philippine and Thai Relations
with the United States 1965-75 (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington
Books, 1975), 77.

3The other four countries were: Thailand, Australia,
New Zealand, and the United Kingdom; Message, Rusk to
AmEmbassies, 5/1/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64,"
Item No. 110. NSF Country File-VN, Box 4, pp. 7-8. LBJ
Library.

4 Such meetings were reported in; Message, AmEmbassy
Manila to SecState, 5/5/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64,"
Item No. 107. NSF Country File-VN, Box 4. LBJ Library;
Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to SecState, 5/9/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," No Item No. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 4. LBJ Library.
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The early discussions on Philippine aid to the Saigon

government centered on civic-action personnel in the form of

civilian medical and engineering teams, but Washington did

not regard that kind of aid as exactly the type most needed.

While the State Department also wanted the Philippines to

send medical and engineering personnel, the Americans

believed these personnel should be military, not civilian, as

they would provide a more visable demonstration of Philippine

support for the American role in South Vietnam. In addition

to the medical teams, Washington, believing the Philippines

could furnish guerrilla-warfare training teams similar to the

the United States Army's Special Forces A-Teams, also

requested several of these 13-man teams from the government

in Manila.5  For their part in the negotiations, the South

Vietnamese government, ever dutiful to the State Department's

wishes, submitted a formal aid request to the Philippines on

10 June 1964, some weeks after American-Filipino negotiations

had begun.6

Almost from the first day of the negotiations, however,

there existed one overarching constraint in the Philippine-

United States discussions: the cost to the United States of

5Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, dated 5/1/64, p. 7; and,
Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 5/5/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 107. NSF Country File-VN,
Box. 4, pp. 2-3. LBJ Library.

6 Man Mohini Kaul, The Philippines and Southeast Asia
(New Delhi, India: Radiant Publishers, 1978), 141.
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the Philippine aid to South Vietnam. 7 From the beginning

of the negotiations, the Filipinos made their financial

benefit a determining factor in their discussions of aid to

South Vietnam.

While the complete aid package8 described in its 5 May

1964 message to the Philippines constituted the State

Department's opinion of what the ideal Filipino contribution

to South Vietnam should be, initial negotiations focused on a

considerably smaller level of assistance. Because of an

"urgent Vietnamese need"9 for all types of medical help,

Washington decided to seek a purely medical detachment as the

first Philippine aid to Saigon. To this end, the State

Department instructed its embassy in Manila to press the

Philippine government for such aid but, "in order to enhance

possibility of maximum Philippine contributions . . .[to] be

prepared to add supplemental inducements."10 The message did

7 "Inevitable question which US would have to face in
raising question with GOP [Government of the Philippines] is
whether US would be willing to finance all or any part of
such effort. GOP has capacity to finance the effort. Believe
we should initially indicate that we expect them to do so.
Further insistance on this point would depend upon degree of
importance US attaches to Phil presence in South Vietnam";
Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, dated 5/5/64, p. 2.

8See Appendix D for a listing of the State Department's
original aid package composition.

9Message, Joint State-AID-Defense to AmEmbassies,
5/8/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 105. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 4, p. 1. LBJ Library.

10 Ibid, 1-2.
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not spell out what these "supplemental inducements" might

include, but the message left Little doubt that they involved

American financial concessions.

During the period of initial negotiations, Philippine

President Diosdado Macapagal, in meetings with American

officials in Manila, actively supported the aid request for

South Vietnam and assured Washington that the Philippines

meant to extend meaningful help to the Saigon government."1

Although neither side openly discussed the level of American

financial assistance for the Filipino aid package in these

meetings, both parties understood that Philippine legislative

support for any aid destined for South Vietnam depended

"primarily on [the] extent of U.S. financing."' 2

Available documents no not reveal exactly what economic

considerations the Americans made to obtain the first

Philippines aid package to South Vietnam. With the American-

Philippine negotiations for a much larger Philippine aid

contribution to Saigon soon to start, the particulars for

this first, small, arrangement seem to have been lost.

Available evidence does record, however, that the Philippine

Congress, on 7 July 1964, passed, "with minimal opposition

11Memo, Rusk to President, 6/15/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XII, 6/14-27/64," Item No. 7. NSF Country File-VN, Box 5,
p. 6. LBJ Library.

12 Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 7/2/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 74. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.
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and debate," a one million peso (approximately $250,000 in

American dollars) appropriations bill to finance for one year

the Filippino "medical teams, civic action and psywar groups,

military social welfare and rural community development

workers" in South Vietnam.13 The records do not explain how

the Filipinos expected this small amount of money would cover

the entire costs of the aid package. One likely explanation

rests in the possibility that Washington had assured the

Filipino legislators of sufficient financial assistance to

cover the costs of this first provision of aid to South

Vietnam under the auspices of the "More Flags" program.

Limited as there were, debates in the Philippine

Congress over the South Vietnam aid bill did offer the

government of the Philippines an opportunity to publicly

state its reasons for becoming involved in South Vietnam.

Not surprisingly, they presented predictably self-serving

motives. They portrayed the government, the country, and the

people of the Republic of the Philippines as aiding another

Southeast Asian sister nation because of the Filipinos deep

commitment to democracy and freedom. The Philippine

government also favored as a rationale for their commitment,

the argument that Philippine aid also fulfilled a Filippino

obligation under the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization

13Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 7/9/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 6/64-7/64," Item No. 33. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.
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(SEATO).14  The authorization of aid for Saigon did not pass,

however, without objection in the Philippine Congress. These

objections, mainly raised by House Minority Leader Jose

Laurel, Jr. and Senate Majority Leader Ferdinand Marcos,

nonetheless proved insufficient to prevent passage of the

bill. Philippine Contengent I (PHILCON I) could now debark

for South Vietnam. 15

On 25 July, even before the first elements of PHILCON I

began arriving in Vietnam the South Vietnamese government

submitted a new request to the Philippines government for

more aid, but a recess by the Philippine Congress until

January 1965 delayed its consideration.16  This delay worked

to Washington's advantage however, as it allowed the State

Department time to develop a comprehensive package of desired

14Ibid, 1; also, W.S. Thompson, Unequal Partners, 79.
During the Johnson Administration, the United States tried to
use SEATO treaty obligations as the principle justification
for it's active involvement in Vietnam. In this respect, the
Philippines were simply aping the American line to justify
their own contributions. Using SEATO treaty obligations as
an excuse was never offically dropped by either the United
States or the Philippines even though SEATO, by membership
vote, never formally advocated or condoned any nation's
involvement in Vietnam. In fact, both France and Pakistan,
two of SEATO's eight members, repeatedly condemned any
interference in Vietnam's internal affairs.

15PHILCON I consisted of two military surgical teams
of fourteen people each. It would be periodically augmented
by other medical teams until reaching a maximum number of
about 70 people. See Appendix C for a chronological listing
of the Philippine troop commitments to South Vietnam.

16Memo, Thomas L. Hughes to SecState, 8/28/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XVI, 8/16-31/64," Item No. F143. NSF Country
Files-VN, Box 7, p. 5. LBJ Library.
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Philippine aid to South Vietnam. A discussion of the

components of the proposed aid package, hence become part of

the talks President Johnson had with Macapagal during the

Philippine leader's state visit to Washington in October

1965. State Department officials were also encouraged to

officials to hope that their aid package would be favorably

received when Filipino officials, in Washington to arrange

the details of Macapagal's visit, indicated the Philippine

government's readiness to play a greater military role in

South Vietnam "under certain conditions."1 7

Macapagal's visit to Washington on 5-6 October 1964

resulted in the first official acknowledgement that the two

countries had begun discussions about committing a 2,000-man

Philippine troop detachment to South Vietnam, but evidence

does not reveal which country first suggested the troop

deployment. Although the joint communique issued after the

Johnson-Macapagal meetings suggested a mutual agreement,18

Macapagal later cited pressures from Johnson and members of

his cabinet as the basis for agreeing to the American

request:

President Johnson personally and through top advisors
like the Secratary of State, . . . [Secratary of] Defense

17Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 10/10/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XIX, 10/1-15/64," Item No. 104. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 9. LBJ Library.

18 "President Macapagal of Philippines Visits United
States, Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 51, No. 1323
(2 November 1964), 628-34.
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and the American ambassador . . . undertook steady
persuasions as tactfully as they could to make
[emphasis added] my administration send a 2,000 men
engineer contingent to Viet-Nam. 19

State Department records presented yet a third possibility,

claiming that Macapagal first offered to commit the troops.20

The facts suggest that, in light of both Washington's advance

work on a desired Philippine aid package and Macapagal's

stated predisposition to commit Philippine troops, the troop

offer probably came about through the process of President

Johnson asking for the aid and Macapagal agreeing to send it.

After meetings between military representatives from

both the Philippines and the United States, the Filipinos

agreed that their troop commitment would consist of a "Task

Force of approximately 1800 personnel . . . composed of an

engineer construction battalion, civic action specialists and

medical specialists, a C-47 squadron, an LST, and civilian

district teams."21 The Filipinos referred the task force as

19 President Diosdado Macapagal as quoted in Thompson,
Unequal Partners, 79.

20 Reporting on a conversation held with Macapagal, the
American Ambassador to the Philippines, William Blair, Jr.,
informed Secretary Rusk that he "referred to Washington
conversations in which President Macapagal spoke of sending
public health, medical, engineering personnel and military
special forces . . . which president [Macapagal] had offered
during state visit"; Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState,
10/26/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XX, 10/15-31/64," Item No.
164. NSF Country File-VN, Box 9. LBJ Library.

2 1Memo, Earle G. Wheeler to McNamara, 11/4/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64," Item No. 106b. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 10, p. 1. LBJ Library.
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the Philippine Civic Action Group (PHILCAG). Although the

exact size of the task force fluctuated over time--by adding

or subtracting certain specific units the numbers varied

between 1500 and 2500 men--questions or disputes concerning

the physical contents of the aid package never constituted a

major point of disagreement. As long as Macapagal occupied

the Philippine presidency, American and Filipino negotiators

continued to dispute only one item in the discussions over

Philippine aid to Saigon: at what levels would the United

States financially assist the Philippines for sending their

aid to Vietnam.

The discussions on funding began when General Earle G.

Wheeler, the American Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

recommended that the American negotiators should be the ones

to bring up the subject of funding:

Recommend you let Macapagal raise question of funding.
Standard guidance still applies: in order preserve US
MAP and AID funds, but more particularly to preserve
genuine character of "more flags" donation, we prefer
donor countries support costs of contributions to
greatest extent possible. Nevertheless, if necessary in
order to secure meaningful and substantial third country
aid to Viet Nam, we are prepared to pay entire bill.22

The government of the Philippines, under the American

financing plan, could have sent their PHILCAG detachment to

South Vietnam without its costing them a single dollar in

support, yet, this arrangement still proved unacceptable to

the Filipinos.

2 2 Ibid, p. 3.
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With the Philippine Congress recessed, few negotiations

between the two countries took place throughout the rest of

1965, but the talks they did have failed to encourage the

American negotiators: "Despite protestations of support and

promises, very little real help has been forthcoming."2 3

When American and Filipino negotiators finally met, in early

January 1965, to work out the PHILCAG funding requirements,

the misgivings of the Americans became manifest.

Negotiations began with the Filipinos submitting a

substantial list of concessions they expected from the United

States (See Table 4). For their part, the American

diplomats, using the Wheeler message of 4 November as their

guideline, considered all but one of the Philippine demands

as negotiatable. One item, however, the overseas per diem

allowances paid Philippine troops actually deployed in South

Vietnam, became a major source of disagreement from the

outset of the talks:

Phil negotiators . . . have told US Phil legislation
provides for per diem rates of 15 dollars for field grade
officers, 12 dollars for company grade officers and eight
dollars for enlisted personnel for military service
outside Philippines. These allowances, from our point of
view, are excessive. It would be much preferable to have

.. a flat monthly allowance for service in comet
area. For example, 50 dollars per man per month.

23 Memo, Michael Forrestal to President, 12/11/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 173. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 11, p. 2. LBJ Library.

24 Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 1/8/65,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65," Item No. 143. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 12, p. 2 of sect. 1. LBJ Library.
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Table 4

Filipino Demanded Financial Incentives for
Commitment of the PHILCAG Detachment

1. Complete equipment and logistic support of PHILCAG
while in South Vietnam.

2. Overseas allowances.

3. Costs for a replacement unit in the Philippines.

4. Two swiftcraft (river patrol boats) in addition to two
already promised.

5. Accelerated funding for three already funded engineer
construction battalions.

6. M-14 rifles and M-60 machineguns for a Filipino
battalion combat team to be stationed in the
Philippines.

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign
Relations. The Republic of the Philippines: Hearings Before
the Subcommittee on United States Security Agreements and
Commitments Abroad, Part 1, 91st Cong., 1st sess., 1969: 255.

On this subject, the Philippine negotiators remained adamant.

Despite the fact that Washington expressed a willingness to

pay all Philippine costs for the deployment of their troops,

they refused to deploy the PHILCAG detachment unless and

until the Americans agreed to pay these allowances in full,

despite the Americans' belief that the rates were "completely

out of line." 25

The dispute over the size of the per diem levels almost

brought the negotiations to an abrupt halt. In an attempt to

2 5 Ibid, p. 2 of sect. 2.
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move the talks forward, Ambassador Blair arranged to speak

with President Macapagal. At this meeting, Blair apprised

Macapagal of the dispute and commented that the high per diem

scale demanded by the Philippine negotiators might, if the

figures ever became public knowledge, "cause some political

damage to the Philippines." Blair also noted that the

demanded per diems greatly exceeded even those given American

soldiers and, if the United States agreed to pay them, it

would only "create morale problems among other personnel

serving in Vietnam." During Blair's presentation, President

Macapagal listened politely, but in the end, he only "agreed

to study" the situation.26

The early deadlock in the discussions concerning the

PHILCAG funding also affected another, closely related, State

Department endeavor. It effectively sidetracked American

designs for obtaining a combat unit from the Philippines.

The Americans had intimated, as early as 6 November 1964,

that the Philippines could also afford to send a ground

combat team to South Vietnam along with the engineering group

then under discussion.27 The possibility that Filipino

combat troops might soon join the Koreans already serving in

26Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 1/14/65,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65," Item No. 151. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library.

2727Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 11/6/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64," Item No. 106a. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 10. LBJ Library.
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South Vietnam became the subject of vigorous debate in

Washington throughout the latter months of 1964.28 These

discussions received further impetus with Johnson's

decision to seek additional military aid from several of

America's closest allies.29 Discussions requesting combat

troops from the Philippines, however, almost ceased with the

Filipino posturing over the per diem funding. While State

Department messages from 1965 through 1968 periodically

made reference to the desirability of a Filipino combat unit,

the documentation does not show a single instance in which

formal negotiations for such a unit were ever conducted.30

28 Note, Thomson to Bundy, 11/18/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64," Item No. 108a. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 10. LBJ Library; Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to SecState,
11/18/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64," Item No.
108b. NSF Country File-VN, Box 10. LBJ Library; Memo, Bowman
to Bundy, 11/19/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64,"
Item No. 106. NSF Country File-VN, Box 10. LBJ Library; Memo,
Forrestal to President, dated 12/11/64.

29 "We propose to seek the military and political
cooperation of the governments of Thailand, the Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom"; Instructions
from President to Maxwell Taylor, 12/3/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 160a. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 11, p. 2. "We also propose to ask Philippines, Australia,
and New Zealand to plan for a contribution of combat units to
accompany U.S. combat units when and if it should become
necessary"; Undated and unsigned report, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 154a. NSF Country File-VN, Box
11, p. 3. LBJ Library.

30 Since there was little chance of getting a Philippine
combat unit into South Vietnam, the possibility of recruiting
2,000 or more Filipinos into the United States Army for duty
in Vietnam in 1967 was explored. This idea never got past
the discussion stage. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState,
7/13/67, "Philippine Cables, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67," Item No.
7. NSF Country File-Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library.
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Although the negotiations for PHILCAG stalled over the

per diem issue, the State Department continued planning for a

potential Filipino contribution to the "More Flags" program.

In their considerations, however, State Department officials

fully expected that any American request would elicit

financial demands from the Filipinos "of questionable or

debatable nature."31 A message, sent on 15 January 1965,

from the United States Office of Strategic Development (OSD)

mentioned the per diem dispute in detailing the general

"mechanics and policy involved" in any funding of free world

aid to Vietnam,32 but specific details pertaining to the

Philippine negotiations would not emerge until after February

1965.33

In the 19 February message, the Johnson Administration

authorized American negotiators to commit to American support

of a 2300 man Philippine task force financed up to a total of

3 1Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Manila, 12/13/64,
"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 168. NSF-
Country File-Philippines, Box 278,-p. 3. LBJ Library.

32 Message, OSD to AmEmbassy Saigon, 1/15/65, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65," Item No. 152. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library. A For Your Information (FYI)
instruction in this message seemed to indicate that the
United States would at least consider the possibility of
giving in to the Philippine per diem demands: "FYI if
country to country exceptions are required [on per diem
agreements], as appears may be the case for the Philippines,
these should be on a bilateral footing with the country
concerned."

33 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 2/19/65,
"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 166. NSF
Country File-Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library.
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$9.13 million a year, the majority of the funding to come

from a mixture of MAP and AID accounts. 34 This message also

indicated that the State Department had not arrived at its

concession package with equanimity. Rusk forceful cautioned

the American negotiators, to clearly inform the Filipino

negotiators that American financial concessions, if accepted,

did not constitute "an open-ended commitment" of American aid

to the Philippines. 35

The stalemate over the PHILCAG per diem and allowance

rates finally ended in March 1965 when the Filipino officials

agreed to a schedule suggested by the Americans.3 6  In this

schedule, PHILCAG troops would receive a per diem and

overseas allowance ranging from $1.10 to $7.00 for each day

they spent in South Vietnam, depending on the individual's

rank (See Table 5). Removal of this stumbling block did not

mean, however, the immediate deployment of the PHILCAG

detachment to South Vietnam. Before this could occur,

internal Philippine politics forced Washington to endure

34 The central component of the AID funding would come
through PL480, the United States Agency for International
Development's (AID) "Food for Peace" Program, contributions,
the details for which were outlined in; Message, Ball to
AmEmbassy Saigon, 1/28/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-
31/65," Item No. 158. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12, p. 4. LBJ
Library.

35Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, dated 1/19/65,
p. 3.

36 Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 3/4/65,
"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 104. NSF
Country File-Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library.
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Table 5

Per Diem and Overseas Allowances for PHILCAG

Per diem/ Overseas
per day allowance/day

Brigadier General $6.00 $1.00
Colonel 5.50 1.00
Lieutenant Colonel 5.00 1.00
Major 4.50 1.00
Captain 4.00 1.00
1st Lieutenant 3.50 1.00
2nd Lieutenant 3.00 1.00
Master Sergeant 1.50 1.00
Sergeant 1st Class 1.00 1.00
Sergeant .50 1.00
Corporal .20 1.00
Private First Class/Private .10 1.00

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign
Relations. The Republic of the Philippines: Hearings on
United States Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad,
91st Cong., 1st sess., Part 1, 1969: 275.

months of Filippino political in-fighting.

Despite taking a number of behind-the-scenes actions to

support the Macapagal government,37 by mid-1965, the State

37 Johnson Administration officials, in attempting to
strengthen Macapagal's bid for re-election, made several
concessions seen as beneficial both to Macapagal's popularity
with the general Philippine population and the nation's
economy: "a. Early resolution of outstanding PL480
negotiations . . . on terms favorable to the GOP [Government
of the Philippines] . . . ; b. Resolution of sources of
friction that derive from our military bases . . . ; c. U.S.
agreement to underwrite costs of improving Philippine
defenses in the southern islands. d. Increased military
assistance of a type specifically desired by GOP." Memo,
Cooper to Bundy, 3/29/65, "Philippine Memos, Vol. II, 6/64-
6/66," Item No. 194. NSF Country File-Philippines, Box 278,
p. 2. LBJ Library.
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Department began to "turn lukewarm"38 in its estimation of

Macapagal's ability to get the PHILCAG funding authorization

through the Philippine Congress. Washington acknowledged that

Macapagal, in an election year and with a Philippine Senate

dominated by the rival party, faced some real difficulties in

obtaining the PHILCAG detachment's authorization.3 9  Still,

Macapagal's decision not to push harder for the PHILCAG

annoyed the State Department:

Attempts by Phils to rationalize their inaction on basis
domestic political maneuvering and assurances regarding
reconsideration following elections would not . . .
mitigate damaging effect here. . . . Bill has taken on
international and bilateral importance transcending
domestic politics and Macapagal should be left in no
doubt on that score.4 0

To Macapagal, however, the upcoming elections loomed more

importantly than PHILCAG, and efforts to obtain passage of

the bill through the Philippine Congress had to wait until

after the Fall elections.

Eventually, with Macapagal "conlud[ing] that it [was]

not possible to obtain passage of Vietnam aid bill,"41 the

38 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 79.

39 "Negotiations with the Philippines have been lengthy
due to . . . internal political problems"; World Sitrep, Aid
to Viet-Nam, 5/26/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXIV, 5/65," Item
No. 311a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 17, p. 6. LBJ Library.

40
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 7/2/65,

"Philippine Memos, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67," Item No. 154. NSF-
Country File-Philippines, Box 278, p. 2. LBJ Library.

41 Message, Blair to SecState, 7/6/65, "Philippine
Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 69. NSF Country File-
Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library.
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State Department had little choice but to wait until after

the Philippine elections in November and then attempt to

negotiate a PHILCAG contribution to the "More Flags" program

with whatever Philippine government the election produced.

Washington clearly hoped, however, that President Macapagal

would still head this new government.

The Philippine elections turned out neither as the

or as the United States hoped. Filipino voters elected

Ferdinand Marcos, the majority leader of the Philippine

Senate, as their new president. While Marcos' election may

have initially dismayed the American State Department, since

he had a long history of opposition to any Philippine

military aid to South Vietnam,4 2 his election did not deter

the State Department's pursuit of the PHILCAG detachment.

Officials had hardly completed the tally of the November

ballots when Washington acted. Between December 1965 and

January 1966, in addition to almost constant local pressure

applied from Ambassador Blair,4 3 the United States sent no

fewer than five diplomatic missions to the Philippines to

42 "Our Government should first establish the minimum
requirements for domestic welfare and stability before
embarking on foreign crusades"; Ferdinand Marcos as quoted by
Man Mohini Kaul, The Philippines and Southeast Asia, 143.

43 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 12/3/65,
"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 137. NSF
Country File-Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library; Message,
AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 12/16/65, "Philippine Cables,
Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 26. NSF Country File-
Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library.
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pressure President Marcos into changing his mind.4 4 Their

pressure tactics proved only partially successful. Although

Marcos did reverse his position on sending PHILCAG to South

Vietnam, he remained adamant about not committing a Filipino

combat unit there.

Despite intense domestic public pressures from inside

the Philippines against sending PHILCAG to South Vietnam,

Marcos ultimately decided that sending an engineer battalion

with security support served the best interests of the .

Philippines. While Marcos justified his decision through the

use of essentially the same arguments first advanced by the

Macapagal administration,45 the real reasons behind his

change of position were the financial incentives offered by

the United States. To Marcos, the economic benefits deriving

from the PHILCAG contingent meant that he could substantially

extend and strengthen his leadership base in the Philippines:

From the first he had worked on a plan that would
modernize the military and extend its influence in the
countryside, thus giving the administration a greater
capability for governance. There was no way of raising
the funds required for this plan internally. Support had
to come from the United States . . . and no such support
could possibly be forthcoming to the Philippines unless
she helped the United States by a show of support in
Viet-Nam.4 6

44 These included missions headed by Vice-President
Hubert Humphrey, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Senator Mike
Mansfield, Ambassador W. Averell Harriman, and General Ed
Lansdale. Kaul, The Philippines and Southeast Asia, 144-45.

4 5 Ibid, 146.

46 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 107.
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The Macapagal negotiated American concessions for the

PHILCAG detachment (See Table 4) served as the base terms for

the Marcos government's commitment, but with a couple of

major modifications. 4 7  Marcos flatly rejected the idea that

the United States had to pay the costs of a replacement unit

in the Philippines for the the unit sent to South Vietnam as,

according to Marcos, "there would have been little room left

for honor"48 in such an arrangement. Marcos wanted to avoid

the appearance that Philippine troops only constituted

"cannon fodder" for the Americans.4 9 Marcos substituted

instead, in lieu of the replacement unit provision of the

Macapagal agreements, a request for the United States to

equip seven additional engineering battalions, over and above

the three Washington had already agreed to fund, for service

inside the Philippines. The United States initially agreed

to equip five additional battalions but resisted demands to

fund the other five.

With United States agreement to honor most of the

Macapagal-Marcos list, Marcos brought the PHILCAG bill before

the Philippine Congress. On 3 June 1966, despite heavy

47 "My tentative feeling is that we can get the
contingent to SVN on the original Macapagal terms"; Message,
AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 2/26/66, "Philippine Cables,
Vol. II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 13. NSF Country File-
Philippines, Box 278, p. 2. LBJ Library.

48Thompson, Unequal Partners, 81.

49 Ibid.
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opposition, the Philippine Congress authorized an expenditure

of 35 million pesos to fund PHILCAG for one year. After more

than two years of negotiations, Lyndon Johnson's "More Flags"

program finally had a Philippine agreement to send a military

unit to South Vietnam.50

Initial concessions made by the United States for the

PHILCAG deployment did not end the Filipino raid on the

United States Treasury. The two countries still had to

settle the ten-engineer-battalions question and a number of

other additional issues not directly tied to the Philippine

aid package to South Vietnam. President Johnson and

President Marcos handled these matters at the top level when

Marcos came to Washington in September 1966.

In July 1966, prior to the Marcos state visit to the

United States, negotiations began in the Philippines between

the two countries which focused on two broad categories: long

standing issues such as claims and benefits for Filipino

World War II veterans and the extension of the Laurel-Langley

Trade Agreement,5 1 along with newer issues such as the ten

engineer battalions, Philippine civilian employment in South

Vietnam, general economic and military aid, and Vietnamese

50 The first elements of PHILCAG arrived in South
Vietnam on 14 September 1966 (See Appendix C).

51 This was a trade agreement,,signed in 1955, which
gave the Philippines preferential treatment in trade between
the United States and the Philippines. It was due to expire
in 1974.
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offshore procurements. As the time neared for Marcos' visit

to the United States, negotiators had not yet fully resolved

most of these problems:

Equipment for 3 battalions will be funded by Defense as
'Viet-Nam related.' Two more will be funded from FY'67
MAP. . . . Problem: The other 5. Defense has refused to
fund on grounds of unavailability of '67 MAP funds. AID
is unwilling to complete an essentially military
assistance program. . . . State underlines that this item
is 'the single most important item in the package we are
trying to arrange for Marcos.'. . . On benefits, . . .
estimated cost of the benefits package: about $17 Million
a year. On claims, . . . estimated cost of the two
claims: about $42 Million. . . . Economic Aid. The
Filipinos has [sic] given us a number of very large and
ambiguous requests for military and economic aid. They
have not defined priorities sharply, nor have they
justified projects for workable loan proposals. 5 2

While both the State Department and the Department of Defense

made some suggestions to President Johnson about how best to

resolve these problems, White House memos issued immediately

prior to Marcos' visit stressed President Johnson's desire to

refrain from making any final decisions until he had had a

chance to meet personally with Marcos.53

No American or Filipino official ever explicitly linked

either the pre-Marcos visit negotiations, or the Johnson-

Marcos meetings in Washington, to the PHILCAG financial

5 2Memo, Kintner to Rostow, 9/7/66, "Confidential File,"
Item No. C0235. Confidential File C0206-C0300, Box 11, pp.
2-3. LBJ Library.

53Memo, McNamara to President, 9/9/66, "Philippine
Memos, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67," Item No. 132. NSF Country File-
Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library; and, Memo, Rostow to Ball,
9/11/66, "Philippine Memos, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67," Item No.
135. NSF Country File-Philippines, Box 278. LBJ Library.
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negotiations, yet American negotiators at the time voiced

doubts that either set of discussions would have taken place

had the Philippines not sent PHILCAG to Vietnam.54  Although

the joint communique issued after the Johnson-Marcos meeting

scarcely mentioned the PHILCAG deployment, the economic and

financial particulars detailed in the communique undoubtedly

represented a direct extension of the PHILCAG negotiations.

Such an interpretation makes the communique's long list of

American concessions, a list in which Lyndon Johnson gave

Ferdinand Marcos almost everything the Filipino leader

requested, more understandable.55  In addition to the grants,

concessions, aids, and loans mentioned in the formal joint

communique, President Johnson also presented President Marcos

an additional present to take back to the Philippines with

54 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 81-2. Thompson presents
a detailed look at both the veterans claims and the Laurel-
Langley Trade Agreement and explains how both these issues
were dead issues before PHILCAG resuscitated them.

55 "President Marcos of the Philippines Visits the
United States," Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 55, No.
1424 (10 October 1966): 533. The communique's list of
American economic concessions to the Philippines is so long
as to be incredible. Not only did it all but guarantee
Marcos ten engineer battalions, "President Johnson was
pleased to inform him that the United States would within
this fiscal year provide equipment for five engineer
construction battalions . . . and would consider furnishing
equipment for five more such battalions in the next fiscal
year;" but Johnson's concessions included something for
almost every segment of the Philippine economy. It not only
included such items as aid for malaria eradication and
cadastral survey assistance, it also allowed for an almost
unlimited United States line of credit for "other new
projects" as yet undetermined.
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him: a $45 million grant.5 6  As with the South Koreans, the

Filipinos found President Johnson exceedingly generous in

paying for what he wanted, and Johnson desperately wanted the

Philippine engineers in South Vietnam.

By July 1967, the Philippine government's funding for

'PHILCAG had begun to run out. Marcos managed, however,

because of a high degree of fungibility in the Philippine

national budget which allowed him to transfer funds from one

department's budget to another,57 to maintain PHILCAG in.

South Vietnam, although at a gradually decreasing manpower

level. Unfortunately, the process by which Marcos was able

to do this is still a mystery. Without access to Philippine

records, scholars can never detemine exactly how Marcos

managed to obtain the excess funds to continue his support of

PHILCAG, even at reduced levels. Nevertheless, PHILCAG

manpower in South Vietnam fell from a high of 2,050 men in

1966 and 1967 to approximately 1 , 500 in 1968.

The reduction in PHILCAG's force levels reflects one

of the most confusing anomalies of the Philippine commitment

to the Vietnam War. Over a two year period, the Philippine

government had succeeded in negotiating a lucrative financial

deal for deploying their troops to South Vietnam. This

arrangement not only guaranteed an income bonanza for the

56U.S. Congress. Senate. Republic of the Philippines:
Hearings, 31.

57 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 97.
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individual soldier serving in Vietnam,58 (See Table 6) but

greatly benefitted the entire Filipino economy and society.

Yet, after sending these troops to South Vietnam, the Marcos

government not only allowed the troop levels to gradually

fall, but actively resisted all future entreaties from the

United States to maintain or increase their troop levels in

South Vietnam.59 In a final incongruity, on 14 November 1969

Marcos ordered the complete withdrawal of the PHILCAG

detachment from South- Vietnam. By the end of December 1 969,

all PHILCAG personnel had returned to the Philippines.6 0

Although various authors have advanced several possible

explanations for Marcos' decision to limit, then withdraw,

the PHILCAG detatchment from Vietnam,61 only one such

5 8 Ibid, 103. Because of the pay and benefits, there
would be five volunteers vying for every open position in
PHILCAG.

59 Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 8/17/67,
"Philippine Cables, Vol. IV, 8/67-11/68," Item No. 77. NSF
Country File-Philippines, Box 279. LBJ Library; Memo,
Benjamin H. Read to Rostow, 9/20/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69,"
Item No. 43. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library;
'Memo, Rostow to President, 2/27/68, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69,"
Item No. 31. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library;
Talking Paper, Meeting with G. Mennen Williams, 5/1/68,
"Philippine Cables, Vol. IV, 8/67-11/68," Item No. 157a. NSF
Country File-Philippines, Box 279. LBJ Library; and, Memo,
Rostow to President, 5/18/68, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item
No. 68. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.

60 Larsen and Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam,
73. The PHILCON medical detachments continued to serve in
South Vietnam until 1973.

61 These include: a loss of belief in Vietnam's being
the "key to peace or security in Southeast Asia," as cited in
Loren Baritz, Backfire: A History of how American Culture Led
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Table 6

Total PHILCAG Allowances
(in dollar equivalents)

Phil
Base

Pay

Brig. Gen......275

Col . . .. " . . .... 2 10

Lt. Col........175

Major..".....0.138

Captain........112

1st Lt......... 92

2nd Lt......... 80

M/Sgt.......... 44

Sgt. 1st....... 44

Cp............ 37

PFC/Pvt........ 33

. . r .---
*1

Phil
Q & A

30

25

20

15

13

10

10

9

9

6

6

*1 - Quarters and Allowances.
*2 - Overseas Allowance.

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign
Relations. The Republic of the Philippines: Hearings Before
the Subcommittee on United States Security Agreements and
Commitments Abroad, Part 1, 91st Cong., 1st sess., 1969: 265.

U.S.
Per
Diem

180

165

150

135

120

105

90

45

15

6

3

U.S.
O.A.

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

30

Phil
Total

305

235

195

153

125

102

90

53

53

43

43

U.S.
Total

210

195

180

165

150

135

120

76

45

36

33
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interpretation answers all the inherent questions raised by

his actions. A close examination of the history of the

Filipino-American financial negotiations indicates that the

most likely reason for Marcos' actions rested in his fear of

public disapprobation that would accompany disclosure of the

financial basis for the Philippine commitment:

When the Symington hearings . . . made public the extent
of American financing, a tremendous crisis of confidence,
and a self-perceived loss of face . . . developed in the
Philippines. Consequently, President Marcos withdrew the
rest of PHILCAG more suddenly than had been anticipated.6 2

Though Thompson attributes the "loss of face" to the general

Filipino population, it was, in reality, Ferdinand Marcos who

lost face. From the moment he became president, Marcos had

tried to hide from the Philippine public all specifics of the

Filipino-American funding negotiations over PHILCAG:

Marcos takes the position that he does not RPT not want
the terms of our delivery with him to be revealed . .

Us Into Vietnam and Made Us Fight the Way We Did (New York:
William Morrow and Co., 1985), 183; that the aid already sent
was as a "pay off" to Marcos and, having being paid, he coulddo as he saw fit, as suggested by Stephen R. Shalom, The
United States and the Philippines (Philadelphia: Institute
for the Study of Human Issues, 1981), 109; or that PHILCAG
had simply become "an embarrassment" as claimed by Kaul in
The Philippines and Southeast Asia, 147.

62 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 96. That the Marcos
decision to pull PHILCAG out of Vietnam was directly tied to
the United States Senate Hearings can be inferred if one
looks at the dates involved. The Senate Hearings on United
States commitments to the Philippines were held on 30
September and 1-3 October 1969. On 14 November 1969, Marcos
notified the American Embassy in Manila that PHILCAG was
being withdrawn and, by 15 December 1969, PHILCAG was gone
from Vietnam; Larsen and Collins, Allied Participation in
Vietnam, 73-4.
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As usual, we have the ambivalent Phil attitude of not
wanting to appear to be bought, but at the same time
wanting something that they can show their people.6 3

The United.States State Department, for its own

reasons, willingly conspired with Marcos to establishing a

cloak of secrecy around the PHILCAG funding:

It is highly desirable that the U.S. financial support
not be apparent, to avoid lending credence to possible
accusations that IMAF personnel are U.S. 'mercenaries.'
This will not be a problem with the MAP input, which will
come largely as additions to regular programs, but to
effectively conceal the U.S. payment of other items of
cost the use of unvouchered funds is considered
necessary. It is, therefore, proposed that funds be
provided as a cash grant to be used in two ways--to pay
special overseas allowances and support costs of the
contingents in Vietnam and to provide budget support to
the Government of the Philippines to enable it to assume
the pay and allowances of the replacement troops.6 4

Thus, even before Marcos requested that the United States

keep secret the details of the PHILCAG negotiations, the

State Department had already begun an active program of

preventing the American people from learning that their tax

monies were being used to buy mercenaries.6 5

63 Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, dated 2/26/66,
p. 2.

64 Memo, Bell to President, 2/20/65, "Philippine Memos,
Vol II, 6/64-6/66," Item No. 195e. NSF Country File-
Philippines, Box 278, p. 2. LBJ Library.

65 In fact, the United States desire to hide the amounts
of American financial contributions to the Philippine aid
package to South Vietnam date back to the very beginnings of
the Macapagal negotiations: "In order that the Phils can
state that they are providing the force and funds for the
operation, the use of 'indirect funding' should be
considered"; Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 12/19/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64," Item No. 234. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library. One such "indirect
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For whatever reasons, Marcos withdrew the PHILCAG

detachment from South Vietnam in December 1969, thereby

ending the Philippine's contribution of mercenary troops to

the United States' war effort. Because the Philippine troops

served only a civic action group and did not actively engage

in combat does not change the fact that these troops clearly

represented an American hired force. Not only does the

documented evidence on the funding negotiations for PHILCAG

plainly show that the Philippine government sent the unit to

South Vietnam only after they forced the United States to

make substantial and exorbitant financial rewards to both the

Filipino soldiers and to their government, but the diplomats

of both countries admitted that this funding directly

indicated a mercenary relationship existing between the

United States and the Philippines.6 6 The Republic of the

funding" technique was "the use of PL480 rice to generate
local currency"; Memo, Cooper to President, 12/28/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65," Item No. 127. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 12, p. 1. LBJ Library. Also, the use of
unvouchered funds was specifically requested in; Memo, Allen
Claxton to Cooper, 4/18/65, "Philippine Memos, Vol. II, 6/64-
6/66," Item No. 195b. NSF Country File-Philippines, Box 278.
LBJ Library.

66 American discussions on the mercenary question, how
to avoid it being mentioned in the media or how to dispute
the label, are found in: Message, AmEmbassy Manila to
SecState, dated 7/6/65, p. 2; Message, AmEmbassy Manila to
SecState, dated 7/13/67, p. 1 sect. 2; Memo, Read to Rostow,
12/13/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 43. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 85-91, p. 6. LBJ Library; Memo, Rostow to
President, 12/13/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 36.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91, p. 1. LBJ Library; Memo,
Wright to Rostow, 12/16/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No.
18, p. 1. LBJ Library. In addition to the already cited
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Philippines PHILCAG detachment thus constituted the second of

three units the Americans paid to serve in South Vietnam.

instances of Filipino worries that their troops would be
labeled as mercenaries, Philippine concerns that their
PHILCAG troops would be so classified can be found in U.S.
Congress. Senate. Republic of the Philippines: Hearings,
286-7: "Since the Marcos Administration did not want the
Philippine contingent to be tagged by critics as a mercenary
group . . ."



CHAPTER 5

THE THAI TROOP COMMITMENT

Of the five free world nations which sent combat troops

to South Vietnam under the auspices of the "More Flags"

program, Thailand probably had the most logical reasons for

becoming involved in the military conflict there, if one

accepts the domino theory's premise that all of Southeast

Asia would fall if South Vietnam fell. Thailand was, after

all, the only troop-contributing country physically occupying

the Southeast Asian landmass with South Vietnam. With Thai

borders less than 100 miles from either North or South

Vietnam, separated only by Laos and Cambodia, geographic

proximity played a major role in determining Thailand's

military and political relationships with its neighbors

during the period of the Vietnam War.

Thailand's foreign policy positions during the 1960s,

toward North and South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, did not

represent only Thai national interests. The "patron-client

relationship"i Thailand had developed with the United States

also played a major role in determining Thailand's affairs

with its embattled neighbors during that period. This

1John L.S. Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics
(Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1981), 92.

110



111

relationship, which resulted in Washington rather than

Bangkok making -many Thai foreign policy decisions, began to

evolve in the post-World War II period as Thailand grew

concerned with the growth of communism in Asia. 2 Under these

circumstances, as both France and Great Britain began

withdrawing their military forces from the Far East during

the 1950s, the anti-communist government of Thailand found

itself inexorably pushed into an alliance with "the only

great power with both the strength and the will to assist

them--the United States."3 Consequently, by the time Lyndon

Johnson became president, Thailand had already come to depend

on America as its principal safeguard against a growing

communist threat to its sovereignty.4

Although a small communist insurgency had existed in

Thailand for decades, it did not seriously alarm the Thai

2 Thailand had been an absolute monarchy until 1932. A
coup in that year succeeded in establishing an avidly anti-
communist government, but, except for a short period between
1945-1947, the government has been dominated by the military.

3 David K. Wyatt, Thailand: A Short History (New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1982), 287.

4 The first U.S. Military Aid Agreement was signed with
Thailand in October 1950. This was followed by Thailand
becoming a member, with the United States, of the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) in September 1954. Then, in
1962, the Rusk-Thanat Treaty committed the United States to a
unilateral guarantee of Thai national security; Girling,
Thailand: Society and Politics, 110-3; U.S. Congress. Senate.
Committe on Foreign Relations. The Kingdom of Thailand:
Hearings Before the Subcommittee on United States Security
Agreements and Commitments Abroad, Part 3, 91st Cong., 1st
sess., 1969: 744.
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government until 1962. As the war then raging in South

Vietnam began to spill over into, first, Cambodia and Laos,

then into its own northeastern territories, Thailand turned

to America for protection and assistance. The United States

answered Thailand's call for help by signing the Rusk-Thanat

Treaty of 1962, and then by sending a battalion of United

States Marines to assist in patrolling Thailand's northern

boundaries. These two actions, in addition to providing the

aid Thailand needed, also succeeded in establishing the United

States military in a Southeast Asian nation other than South

Vietnam.

In addition to American troops, the United States also

provided Thailand with over $50 million in military aid

between 1962 and 1963.5 This aid, while ostensibly intended

to improve Thailand's internal military capabilities, also

helped finance a secret Thai military involvement in Laos.6

At this stage in Thai-American relations, particularly in

their joint actions in Laos, Thailand could possibly have

been manipulating the United States for its own ends:

the Thai were pursuing foreign policy goals of their own
that were not necessarily congruent in every detail with
those of the United States. They manipulated their
relationship with the United States to pursue their own

5Ganganath Jha, Foreign Policy of Thailand (New Delhi,
India: Radiant Publishers, 1979), 54.

6Adulyasak Soonthornrojana, "The Rise of United States-
Thai Relations, 1945-1975" (Ph.D. diss., University of Akron,
1986), 200-1.
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goals, which in the first place were to establish or
maintain friendly, non-Communist, anti-Vietnamese
governments in Laos and Cambodia.7

American aid to Thailand also served to achieve some

distinctly American objectives. With the war then being

waged in Southeast Asia creating increased military demands

on the United States, American aid to Thailand permitted the

"creation of a 'war infrastructure' in Thailand--airfields,

logistical,"8 which the United States perceived as being

potentially desirable for the future prosecution of the war

in South Vietnam. Its financial aid to Thailand had allowed

the United States to secure two essential prerequisites if it

became necessary to use Thailand as an American support base

for military activities in South Vietnam: the establishment

of a basic military infrastructure in Thailand capable of

accepting American military missions, and, at the same time,

obligating Thai government officials to American interests.

If in fact, Thailand had manipulated America in 1962 and

1963, American assistance to Thailand assured that, after

1964, Washington would become the manipulator.9

7Wyatt, Thailand: A Short History, 287.

8 Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics, 237-8.

9 American manipulation of Thai governmental decisions
were not only rooted in Thailand's perceived need for a
security alliance with the United States; it also had an
economic base. Between 1950 and 1975, Thailand received over
$650 million in economic development aid from the United
States. Between 1951 through 1971, the United States also
sent $935.9 million in military assistance, spent $760
million in operating costs for the American bases on Thai
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Washington's continuing efforts to enhance America's

military presence in Thailand partially explained why the

State Department had not expected, or requested, a large

commitment from Thailand when the "More Flags" program first

began. Other than requesting that the Thais supply a few

"C-47 pilots to fly with [the] Vietnamese Air Force,"10 a

simple and straightforward demonstration of support which

allowed Thailand to show its flag in South Vietnam, the State

Department did not press the Thai military government for a

substantial aid commitment to South Vietnam. Thailand

satisfied Washington's initial needs, vis-a-vis allied

participation throughout Southeast Asia, by its willingness

to allow the United States to build military bases on Thai

soil and by Thailand's covert commitment of several hundred

"badly-needed personnel . . . to strengten the non-communist

forces in Laos."" After Thailand deployed a small sixteen-

man air force contingent to South Vietnam on 29 September

soil (bases which the United States spent $205 million to
build), while American servicemen added another $850 million
to the Thai economy. Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics,
235-6.

10Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 5/11/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 110. NSF Country File-VN, Box 4,
p. 7. LBJ Library.

11Memo, Rusk to President, 7/14/64, "Thailand Memos,
Vol. 1, 11/63-11/64," Item No. 61B. NSF Country File-VN, Box
281-282. LBJ Library. Essentially the same sentiments were
later expressed in; Memo, Rusk to President, 7/23/64,
"Thailand Memos, Vol. 1, 11/63-11/64," Item No. 64A. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 281-282. LBJ Library.
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1964,12 the Americans made only small requests from the Thais

through the end of 1965.13

When President Johnson decided, in December 1964, to

actively pursue free world military aid for South Vietnam,14

National Security Agency officials almost immediately advised

him not to include Thailand in any request made from other

free world nations:

Since their covert contribution (over 300 fighting men)
to our efforts in Laos is of great significance, we have
hesitated to press the Thai very hard for more help in
Viet-Nam. . . we do not anticipate another approach to
Thailand at this time.15

This reluctance to press the Thais for more aid continued

into 1965: "We have not requested additional Thai assistance

12 Stanley Robert Larsen and James Lawton Collins, Jr.,
Allied Participation in Vietnam (Washington, D.C.:
Department of the Army, 1975), 27. See Appendix C for a
chronological listing of Thai troop commitments to Vietnam.

131n the twelve months after the Thai Air Force
detachment arrived, Thailand's aid to South Vietnam would
grew to include a small naval detachment, the sending of
small quantities of materiel, and jet training for South
Vietnamese pilots in Thailand; Jha, Foreign Policy of
Thailand, 102; Wyatt, Thailand: A Short History, 288; Memo,
Hughes to SecState, 8/28/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XVI, 8/16-
31/64," Item No. F143. NSF Country File-VN, Box 7, p. 6. LBJ
Library. See Appendix B for year-by-year totals of Thai
military personnel committed to Vietnam and Appendix F for a
listing of Johnson Administration officials participating in
the "More Flags" program.

14Instructions from President to Taylor, 12/3/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 160a. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library.

15Memo, Forrestal to President, 12/11/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 173. NSF Country
File-VN, p. 4. LBJ Library.
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for Viet-Nam because of heavy Thai commitments to other

operations in Southeast Asia. "16

Although the diplomatic negotiations between the United

States and Thailand during the 1962-1965 period centered on

how the two countries could respectively meet the threat of

communist subversion in Southeast Asia, each country brought

a differing agenda of concerns to the negotiating table. For

the Thai negotiators, Thailand's vulnerability to a Red China

controlled communist insurgency, and the ability of the Thai

military to deal with that threat, dominated all Thai

negotiations with Washington. As for the Americans, the

fragility of Thailand's military-dominated government

constituted a consistent inhibiting factor in all United

States-Thai negotiations.

Despite its geographical proximity to South Vietnam,

Cambodia, and Laos, nations then experiencing strong

communist-backed guerilla activities, Thailand's policy did

not reflect an expected concern about its own internal

security as it related to the communist movement within its

own borders. Although communist-led guerilla raids on

Thailand's northeastern provinces constituted a constant

irritation,17 the Thai government perceived these activities

16World Sitrep on Free World Assistance to Viet-Nam,
3/11/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXI, 3/12-31/65," Item No.
200A. NSF Country File-VN, Box 15, p. 6. LBJ Library.

17 Wyatt, Thailand: A Short History, 289; Jha, Foreign
Policy of Thailand, 102.
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as not presenting a "major internal threat"18 to Thailand's

internal security. Feeling "confident that they [could]

contain any threats from Indochina alone," Thailand viewed

Communist China as its only real threat.19  Thai national

security concerns consequently focused on how that nation

could best protect itself in a possible confrontation with

China. For the Thais, a continued close alliance with the

United States became, therefore, absolutely paramount to the

maintenance of Thailand's national security.

American diplomats, for their part in the Thai-American

negotiations, had to constantly consider the fragile nature of

the military-dominated Thai government.20 After the 1932

coup displaced the Thai monarchy, Thailand suffered through a

long period in which stable governments became the exception,

as it experienced a succession of coups, counter-coups, and

threatened coups. While the government in Bangkok during the

1960s had maintained. itself in power longer than most of its

predecessors, having exercised control since the 1958 Coup of

General Sarit Thanarat, its hold on political power remained

18 Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics, 93.

19 Memo, Ball to Bundy, 6/29/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXXV, 6/16-30/65," Item No. 349. NSF Country File-VN, Box 19,
p. 16. LBJ Library.

20 Thailand's Prime Minister, Thanon Kittikachorn, also
held the posts of Supreme Commander and Minister of Defense.
The Deputy Prime Minister, Praphat Charusathien, was also the
Army Commander-in-Chief and Minister of the Interior. Both
men were ex-generals in the Thai military.
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tentative. American diplomats therefore, had to constantly

take into consideration how their actions, indeed how any of

their activities or programs, would affect the Thai

government's tenuous hold on political power.

The political situation in Thailand served to both

hinder and bolster Washington's negotiations with the Bangkok

government. On the one hand, American diplomats knew that

United States political influence and economic aid would aid

the Thai military leaders who sought only "to maintain and

consolidate their military control of Thailand."21  While

such use of American aid was perfectly acceptable to State

Department policymakers, American diplomats, at the same

time, had to balance support for the Thai upper echelon

military leaders currently in power, with support for the

second echelon of military officers, the traditional source

of Thai leaders wanting to come to power. If United States

aid to Thailand did not also serve to placate this lower

level of the Thai military, American diplomats feared that

they might "very well resume their normal concentration on

how to overthrow the present regime."2 2 These realities in

American-Thai relations resulted in American aid programs for

Thailand focusing on the best way to bolster the various

2 1Wyatt, Thailand: A Short History, 285.

. 22 Message, AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState, 7/21/65,
"Thailand Cables, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65," Item No. 102. NSF
Country File-Thailand, Box 283-284, p. 1. LBJ Library.
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levels of Thailand's military establishment, rather than on

how to best benefit Thai society.2 3

Thai Prime Minister Thanom's comment in July 1965 that

he was ready to "back President [Johnson] to [the] limit on

any personal request the President might make directly to

him,"24 touched off a brief period of excitement in the

United States State Department. Thanom's statement suggested

to State Department officials that the "More Flags" program

might get a commitment of Thai combat ground forces for South

Vietnam. The realities of Thai politics, however, quickly.

tempered Washington's initial excitement. Apprised of

Thanom's statement, Graham A. Martin, the United States

Ambassador to Thailand, cabled Secretary of State Rusk and

advised against formally requesting the troops. Noting that

lower echelon military leaders did not support the commitment

of Thai troops to South Vietnam, Martin suggested that the

United States not make a formal request as, to do so, "might

very well bring down this regime." 25 Martin expressed his

sympathy for Washington's problems with the "More Flags"

23 Even the Thai Senate during this period was dominated
by the military. Its membership consisted of 105 military
officers, 12 police officers, and only 47 civilian leaders;
Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics, 113.

24 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Bangkok, 7/29/65,
"Thailand Cables, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65," Item No. 21. NSF
Country File-Thailand, Box 283-284, p. 1. LBJ Library.

25 Message, AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState, 7/31/65,
"Thailand Cables, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65," Item No. 108. NSF
Country File-Thailand, Box 283-284, p. 1. LBJ Library.
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program: "I fully appreciate Washington's desire from a

political point of view to secure as great a foreign

representation as possible in South Vietnam."26 Nevertheless,

he pointed out that other Thai-American negotiations then in

early stages of discussion should take priority. Ambassador

Martin's argument proved convincing. These negotiations,

involving Thai permission to base American B-52s in Thailand,

constituted a more important issue at that time: "The push

for a great increase in the Thai troop commitment . . . [had

to wait] until after the Americans had gained the right to

base B-52s in Thailand."27

With the Thai and American negotiatiors engaged in

working out the details for allowing B-52s to fly out of

Thai airfields, discussions about increasing Thailand's troop

levels in South Vietnam all but ceased. While Thai military

personnel serving in South Vietnam did gradually increase to

approximately 240 men in 1966, these additions comprised only

incremental increases in the Thai military missions already

in Vietnam or troops that Thailand had already promised.

Only after the B-52 negotiations showed signs of success did

26 Ibid, 2.

W. Scott Thompson, Unequal Partners: Philippine and
Thai Relations With the United States, 1965-1975 (Lexington,
Mass.: Lexington Books, 1975), 83. Thompson's observation is
supported by Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 12/3/65,
"Negotiating and International Actions Concerning Vietnam,
Vol. III, 4/65-12/65," Item No. 40. NSF Country File-VN, Box
213. LBJ Library.



121

government officials from the two countries begin, sometime

late in 1966, to discuss the possibility of introducing Thai

combat troops into South Vietnam.28

Lack of available documentation concerning the first

United States-Thai discussions concerning the Thai commitment

of combat troops to South Vietnam prevents a definitive

explanation of the reasons Thailand chose to repudiate its

long standing position against sending combat troops to South

Vietnam.29  Nevertheless, despite their "not really wish[ing]

to send troops to Vietnam," 30 Prime Minister Thanom announced

on 6 January 1967 that Thailand would dispatch a "ground

force to take an active part in the fighting in South

Vietnam." 3 '

Stories in four Bangkok newspapers on 30 December 1966

may have spurred Thanom's final decision to commit troops to

28 U.S. Congress. Senate. Kingdom of Thailand: Hearings,
624.

29 "The Thai Government has already stated that it will
not send troops to Vietnam"; Memo, Hughes to SecState, dated
8/28/64, p. 6.

30 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 83-4.

31 Message, AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState, 1/6/67,
"Thailand Cables, Vol. V, 10/66-2/67," Item No. 20. NSF
Country File-Thailand, Box 283-284, p. 1. LBJ Library. The
exact date for the official Thai announcement is still not
firmly established. The above telegram states that Thanom's
quote was from his "press conference at 1130 this morning,"
meaning on 6 January. However, a 3 January memo states "The
Thai Government has just announced that it is sending a
reinforced Thai Battalion to fight in Viet-Nam"; Memo, Rostow
to President, 1/3/67, "Thailand Cables, Vol. V, 10/66-2/67,"
Item No. 121. NSF Country File-VN, Box 283-284. LBJ Library.
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Vietnam. These stories, about the possible deployment of a

volunteer Thai combat force to South Vietnam, perhaps

inluenced Thanom by the favorable response they generated

among the Thai general population. In fact, after Thanom

officially announced that Thailand would send an all-

volunteer battalion to South Vietnam, more than 5,000 men in

Bangkok alone volunteered for the mission.32

After discussions between the Thai military leaders and

the Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV), concerning

the exact make-up of the proposed Thai commitment, the Thais

discarded as impractically small the initial 1,000 man unit

they had expected to deploy. Thai leaders decided on a

regimental size combat unit of between 2,000 and 3,000 men as

Thailand's official commitment of troops.3 3  This unit,

designated as the Royal Thai Army Volunteer Regiment (RTAVR)

and also called the Queen's Cobras Regiment, supposedly

manned as an all-volunteer unit which required an extensive

training period before deployment to South Vietnam. At least

this provided the official explanation for the unit's delay

in arriving in South Vietnam.3 4  While the unit's need for

32 Soonthornrojana, "The Rise of United States-Thai
Relations," 201.

33 The specific financial arrangements negotiated
between the United States and Thailand for the commitment of
this regiment is not yet public record. What information is
known has been incorporated in the negotiations for the later
Thai troop commitments.

34The main body of the Queen's Cobras did not arrive
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specialized training did play a role in delaying the Thai

deployment, the delay did not actually rest on its all-

volunteer character. Thai regular army personnel constituted

approximately ninety-seven percent of the Queen's Cobra's

complement.35 Logistical and supply problems served as the

principal reasons why the unit arrived in South Vietnam as

late as it did.

With the Thai decision to begin sending troops to South

Vietnam, Washington removed all restraints on asking Thailand

for additional troops. The Queen's Cobras had yet to begin

arriving in South Vietnam when the Clark Clifford-Maxwell

Taylor mission arrived in Thailand to press for an even

larger Thai military commitment. In an embassy briefing held

before Clifford and Taylor began their discussions with the

Thai officials, Ambassador Martin presented his opinion that

Thailand could make a better contribution to the war effort

until 19-23 September 1967, some nine months after Bangkok's
announcement of its deployment. Larsen and Collins, Allied
Participation in Vietnam, 32.

35 Report, Clark M. Clifford and Maxwell D. Taylor to
President Johnson, 8/5/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No.
44a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library. This report
is not paginated. It consists of a nine page cover letter and
two to four page individual country reports. The cited
information appears on the first page of the Thailand report.
Lyndon Johnson sent Clifford and Taylor, between 22 July and
5 August 1967, on a mission to visit with the leaders of all
the troop-contributing nations. .Ostensibly this mission was
to keep the leaders apprised of United States actions in
South Vietnam, but it's real purpose was to try to get each
leader to raise the level of their individual country's troop
commitments to the Saigon government.
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by continuing their activities in Laos than by sending more

troops to South Vietnam. This advice did not convince

Clifford:

Clifford made it briefly and pithily clear that he wanted
to hear no more such talk. What the President wanted was
more troops in South Vietnam. Because the President had
done everything to support Thailand, the President now
expected Thailand to support him. The need was in South
Vietnam and that was where the President wanted Thai
forces. 36

The official negotiations for a larger Thai troop

contribution to South Vietnam began soon after the Clifford-

Taylor mission left Bangkok, with "the Thai digging in their

heels in order to get everything possible."37  That the Thai

negotiating position would prove demanding did not come as a

surprise to the American negotiators. American diplomats at

the very least suspected that the Thai government knew that

the United States government's real reasons for requesting

Thai troops for South Vietnam centered on American political

needs, a matter on which they were correct. Though Thailand

had already committed over 2,000 troops to South Vietnam, and

would later send 10,000 more, Thai diplomats entered the 1967

negotiations with their American counterparts holding no

illusions that their troops were truly needed by the South

Vietnamese government. Thai diplomats knew that they were

committing Thai troops to fight in an American war because of

36 Norman B. Hannah, The Key to Failure: Laos and the
Vietnam War (New York: Madison Books, 1987), 232.

37 Thompson, Unequal Partners, 85.
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American needs:

The situation worsened when the United States, feeling
lonely in Viet-Nam began to induce other countries . . .
to get into the quagmire that she was, to a certain
extent, responsible for creating. . . . Thailand, at the
U.S. insistence [emphasis added], had to send a full
division of 12,000 men to join the American GI's.38

From the onset of negotiations, the Thai diplomats, all

military men, pushed for as much United States assistance to

the Thai military as possible. Although they undoubtedly

knew about the liberal arrangements Washington had made with

the South Koreans for their troop commitment to the Saigon

government, negotiations in which the South Korean government

received extensive amounts of aid for its civilian sectors,3 9

the civilian sector of the Thai economy never became a point

of discussion in the American-Thai negotiations. The Thai

military elite intended to reap the benefits for any troops

Thailand sent to South Vietnam.

As they had done in the negotiations for the Korean and

Filipino troops, the United States first approached the Thai

negotiations with the idea that Thailand would not have to

pay any extra costs for sending their troops to Vietnam. The

38 Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman before the American
Chamber of Commerce in Thailand, July 15, 1970, mimeo, as
quoted in Thompson, Unequal Partners, 84.

39 During the 1969 Senate hearings, when Ambassador
Martin was queried about whether or not the Thais were aware
of the American-Korean arrangements, he observed: "I would be
very much surprised if, with the normal efficiency of Thai
diplomacy, that they were not generally aware of it." U.S.
Congress. Senate. Kingdom of Thailand: Hearings, 895.



126

Thais, as had the Filipinos and the Koreas, expecting to

receive much more, rejected this approach. After the State

Department made its first offer, Prime Minister Thanom

pronounced the American concessions as being "not yet to our

satisfaction . . . negotiations will have to go on."40

'Eventually, the Thais agreed to a seven point American aid

package in which the United States agreed to:

1) pay all training costs for the 10,000 man unit sent to
South Vietnam;

2) supply all equipment for the 10,000 men, equipment
which the Thai government would keep when the Thai
forces withdrew from South Vietnam;

3) pay all of the costs of overseas allowances over and
above their base pay and allowances;

4) supply all equipment for the rotational troops during
their training period, with Thailand retaining this
equipment;

5) provede a HAWK anti-aircraft battery and the training
of Thai personnel to man it, for deployment inside
Thailand;

6) increase the Mutual Assistance Program (MAP)
contributions for Fiscal Year (FY) 68 from $60 million
to $75 million.

7) increase the planned MAP contributions for FY 69 from
$60 million to $75 million.4 1

In addition to these concessions, the United States agreed to

furnish all the equipment and supplies for the Thai troops

while they served in South Vietnam: food, clothing, housing,

4 0 As quoted in Thompson, Unequal Partners, 86.

4 1 Memo, Rostow to President, 10/6/67, "Vietnam Allies
5D, 1967-1969, Korea-U.K.," Item No. 124. NSF Country File-
VN, Box 85-91, p. 2. LBJ Library.
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transportation in country and between Thailand and South

Vietnam, exchange privilages, munitions, etc.

When one compares the list of American concessions to

the Thais for their troops with the concessions granted the

Koreans and the Filipinos, it would appear that the United

States paid the Thais substantially less for their combat

forces. Such was not the case. In addition to the overt

benefits listed, the Thai military leaders, in negotiating

benefits for the Thai-military, received two major and

continuing sources of American aid. First, the United States

agreed to supply all the military equipment for the Thai'

troops actually in South Vietnam in addition to supplying all

the equipment for the Thai troops training in Thailand for

future duty in South Vietnam. Since the number of Thai

soldiers, at the height of their commitment, actually serving

in South Vietnam amounted to about fourteen percent of the

total Thai armed forces, this guaranteed a continued resupply

of new military equipment for approximately twenty-eight per

cent of the entire Thai armed forces.42 Secondly, the

financial incentives for the Thai soldiers (See Table 7) made

service in Vietnam a rewarding experience for any Thai who

served there. The financial benefits every Thai soldier

received from the United States, in addition to the more than

doubling of their salaries, included:

2U.S.Congress. Senate. Kingdom of Thailand: Hearings.
706. ____. _ _. _ ,
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Table 7

Royal Thai Army Pay and Overseas
Allowances in Vietnam

(in U.S. dollars)

Overseas
Base Pay Allowances
(Paid by (Paid by the Monthly
Thailand) United States) Total

Lieutenant General 370 450 820

.Major General 330 390 720

Special Colonel 240 330 570

Colonel 190 300 490

Lieutenant Colonel 140 240 380

Major 98 180 278

Captain 70 150 220

Lieutenant 50 120 170

Master Sergeant 48 69 117

Sergeant 38 60 98

Corporal 33 50 83

Lance Corporal 30 45 75

Private 26 39 65

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign
Relations, United States Security Agreements and Commitments
Abroad: Kingdom of Thailand. 91st Cong., 1st sess.: 1969, p.
842.
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1) death and disability benefits from $2,500 to $5,500;

2) mustering out bonuses of $400 per volunteer;

3) special monthly educational qualifications pay for the
officer corps $5.00 to $42.50 a month (based on
individual educational background);

4) flight pay of between $23.00-$76.25 a month for
officers and $10.25-$60.25 a month for enlisted men;

5) parachutist pay of $12.50 a month for a private,
$17.00 a month for NCO's, and $37.50 a month for
officers;

6) combat pay amounting to one or two increased salary
steps, depending on conditions;

7) medical and education allowances for dependents; and,

8) various discounts for housing and transportation costs
of dependents.

In addition to these monetary incentives, all Thai soldiers

with satisfactory war records while serving in South Vietnam

could continue to draw their combat pay for the remainder of

their military career and also have all the time they spent

there count double for retirement purposes.4 3 Duty in South

Vietnam became especially appealing to Thailand's career

military and to its upper and second echelon leadership, as

indicated in the command structure established for the 12,000

man Thai regiment serving in South Vietnam, which consisted

of ten generals and eleven full colonels.44

4 3 Ibid, 842-3.

44 Ibid, 844. By comparison, the Marine Corps' Third
Division, with a strength of over 24,000 men, well over
double the strength of the Thai contingent, usually had a
command structure of only three generals and eleven full
colonels.
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As the first elements of the Royal Thai Army

Expeditionary Division, known as the Black Panther Division,

began arriving in South Vietnam in late July 1968, the

Queen's Cobras prepared for redeployment back to Thailand.4 5

The two units never served together in South Vietnam, but,

because of the year long tour of duty for Thai troops serving

in South Vietnam, many of the original members of the Queen's

Cobras eventually returned to South Vietnam to serve in the

Black Panthers.

Deployment of the Black Panthers to South Vietnam

represented Thailand's final contribution of troops to the

"More Flags" program of the United States, but the question

remains: Were these troops really mercenaries? Thailand,

unlike Korea and the Philippines, had borders threatened

directly by the war then raging in South Vietnam. One can

argue, and Thailand's government did so maintain, that Thai

troops fought in South Vietnam to avoid having to fight at

some future date inside Thailand. This argument constitutes,

however, only a simple after-the-fact justification. The

records show that Thailand did not want to send its troops to

South Vietnam and had indeed resisted the action for many

years before finally bowing to American pressure. Even after

agreeing to the troop deployment in principle, the Thai

government continued to withold its troops until they, by its

42.

4 5 Larsen and Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam,
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standards, had received sufficient compensation. Whatever

the arguments and excuses, Thai troops fought in Vietnam only

after the United State paid to do so. They fought because

the American State Department bought their services.



CHAPTER 6

THE AUSTRALIAN/NEW ZEALAND CONTRIBUTIONS

When the "More Flags" program became official United

States policy on 1 May 1964, Australia and New Zealand were

already sending aid to South Vietnam. 1  As a consequence,

President Lyndon Johnson's quest for more free world

representation in South Vietnam's struggle did not initially

focus on either of these two countries. Also, the particular

circumstances surrounding this pre-1964 aid resulted in

Australia and New Zealand, although central players in

America's prosecution of its "More Flags" foreign policy,

avoiding the charge that they had supplied mercenary. troops

for the United States.

The Far Eastern diplomacy of both the United States and

Australia2 during the late 1950s and early 1960s revolved

around the perceived growth of communism among the nations of

the region. Both nations, nevertheless, approached the same

problem from different perspectives. While the United States

'See Table 1, Chapter 2.

2 Because New Zealand's foreign policy actions during
the 1950s and 1960s so closely paralleled Australia's, unless
there is a situation in which one government's actions
differed substantially from the other's, future references to
Australia will also signify a reference to New Zealand. This
is not to infer that New Zealand only followed Australia's
lead; they did not; it is only a shorthand for the author.

132
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sought to contain and combat communism on a broad and, in the

case of the Far East, region-wide scale, Australia approached

developments in the region much more parochially. The

communist threat to the newly independent island-nations of

Indonesia and Malaysia, located immediately northwest and

north of Australia, became the most important consideration

in the diplomacy of the Australian government. Australian

officials therefore viewed America's wideranging anti-

communist activities throughout the Far East in the light of

Australia's own much more narrowly defined interests.

Australian.diplomacy in the Far East during the 1950s

developed around a two-pronged strategy. First, it depended

on Great Britain and the United States maintaining a cordon

sanitaire between Australia and Communist China, the

perceived major communist threat to the region.3 Secondly,

while Australia, through its various affiliations and

defensive alliances,4 also continued to act in conjunction

with the United Kingdom and the United States in the overall

3 Gregory Pemberton, All the Way: Australia's Road to
Vietnam (Sydney, Australia: Allen & Unwin, 1987), 207. This
is a superb book on Australian government, politics, and
society during the period of the Second Indochina War. It
also has the most detailed accounting available of the "More
Flags". program from the Australian perspective.

4 These included an affiliation with Great Britain in
the British Commonwealth, a treaty with the United States in
the Australia-New Zealand-United States (ANZUS) Mutual
Defense Pact, and an alliance with both Great Britain and
the United States (and other Southeast Asian countries) in
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO).
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defense of the entire region, Australia concentrated on

meeting the potential communist threat as it related to its

island neighbors. To this end it developed a "forward

defense"5 strategy which advocated an Australian meeting of

any communist threat while that threat still remained some

distance from Australian shores. Toward the end of the

1950s, however, as Great Britain began to signal its intent

to reduce its military presence in the Far East, the English-

American segment of the Australian model of Far Eastern

security arrangements had to undergo some major adjustments.6

With British power and influence on the wane, Australia found

itself forced, whether it wanted to or not, into a much

closer alliance dependency on the United States.

The gradual dismantling of the British military

presence in the Far East need not have created an inordinate

vacuum in the security of the region had not Indonesia made,

5 The alternative to the "forward defense" strategy was
for Australia to develop a "Fortress Australia" defense. The
former strategy called for Australian air and naval forces
to keep all possible enemies out of aircraft range of the
Australian mainland, while the latter would constitute a
direct defense of the Australian continent itself--a much
less desireable plan. Ibid, 205-207.

6The British suppression, in conjunction with Australia
and New Zealand, of the Malaysian communist insurgency in the
early 1950s proved to be Great Britain's last major military
action in the Far East. Although Great Britain maintained a
military presence in Malaya after overseeing its former
colony's independence in 1957 (The Federation of Malay became
the Federation of Malaysia in 1963 when Sabah, Sarawak, and
Singapore joined), primarily to protect against Indonesian
encroachments, the period saw the British begin the process
of extricating themselves from that region of the world.
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in 1958, extraterratorial claims on the Dutch colony of West

Irian.7 A tense situation developed on Australia's northern

doorstep when Indonesia, itself having only achieved

independence from the Netherlands in 1949 and led by the

communist-influenced Sukarno, began military preparations to

gain possession of West Irian. The Netherlands, however,

with the support of Australia and Great Britain, challenged

Sukarno's plans. As the 1960s dawned, there existed a very

real possibility that a war might erupt over Indonesia's

actions. To the Australians, this period of strained

relations with Indonesia, first in New Guinea and later in

Malaysia, became know as the "Confrontation."

Even without his claims to West Irian, Sukarno, because

of the communistic policies he introduced in Indonesia,

presented a major challenge to Australian security:

The China threat . . . remained distant . . . [because]
China, with limited seapower, [was] seperated from
Australia by a considerable water-gap. This situation
could be dramatically altered, however, if a Communist-
dominated Indonesia became hostile to Australia or allied
with China.8

Clearly, with Sukarno's belligerency towards West Irian and

7 The island of New Guinea, located north of Australia,
was politically controlled by both the Netherlands and
Australia. The Dutch had acquired the western half of the
island in the 1800s as it's West Irian colony. Australia
had gained administrative control over the eastern half
during the early part of the twentieth century. This section
of the island was administered from Canberra as the Territory
of Papua and New Guinea.

8 Pemberton, All the Way, 207-8.
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with Great Britain's declining power in the region, Indonesia

became Australia's major foreign policy concern.

Australia's precarious situation in Western New Guinea

underwent a change for the better from the Australian point

of view with the election of John F. Kennedy as President of

the United States. When the Kennedy Administration, on 17

November 1961, sought "an indication of Australia's

willingness to assist in the struggle in South Vietnam,"9 the

Australian government, saw an opportunity to bring the United

States into the "Confrontation" as its ally. However, before

Australia could respond to the American request for South

Vietnamese aid, United States Secretary of State Dean Rusk

called for a formal meeting on 8 May 1962 of the Australian,

New Zealand, and United States (ANZUS) Council. The

meeting's agenda centered around the three nation's shared

problems concerning communism in the region. This ANZUS

meeting, the first in several years, came about as a direct

result of Sukarno's rebuff of an American State Department

attempt, in February 1962, to mediate the West Irian

situation.

Australia chose the ANZUS Council meeting to finally

respond to the American request for an aid commitment to

South Vietnam. Australian Prime Minister Robert G. Menzies,

9 Dennis L. Cuddy, "Australian Involvement in the
Vietnam War," Australian Journal of Politics and History,
Vol. 28, No. 3 (1982), 341.
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in a move specifically designed "to ingratiate himself with

the Kennedy Administration,"10 and thus in order that he

might further "strengthen Australian-American security

links,"" offered Secretary Rusk a contingent of thirty

Australian combat advisors for service in South Vietnam. The

offer immediately reaped dividends for Australian foreign

policy when when Secretary Rusk, on the second day of the

ANZUS meeting,

found it convenient to 'clarify' Article V of the ANZUS
treaty . . . [so that it] applied in the event of armed
attack not only upon the metropolitan territory of any
of the parties but also upon any island territories in
the Pacific under the jurisdiction of the three
governments.12

With Rusk's Article V clarification, the United States served

notice to Sukarno that Australia now had the full diplomatic

and military support of the government of the United.States in

its confrontation over Western New Guinea.

The United States also took the opportunity provided by

the ANZUS meeting to make a formal request of New Zealand for

South Vietnamese aid. New Zealand's Prime Minister K.J.

Holyoake personally believed that New Zealand should avoid

involvement in the South Vietnamese conflict, since he

considered the conflict "essentially one involving different

10 Glen St. John Barclay, Friends in High Places:
Australian-American diplomatic relations since 1945 (Oxford,
England: Oxford University Press, 1985), 126.

11Ibid, 127.

12 Cuddy, "Australian Involvement," 341.
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local political elements,"13 but, Holyoake reluctantly agreed

that the ANZUS treaty obligated his country to make at least

a token aid contribution. New Zealand did not dispatch its

small advisory team to South Vietnam, however, but sent it

instead to Thailand as New Zealand's contribution to "assist

in the establishment of the neutral regime in Laos."14

With the end of the ANZUS meeting on 9 May 1962, both

Australia and the United States almost immediately acted to

confirm their newly made commitments. For the Australians,

Prime Minister Menzies announced, on 24 May 1962, Australia's

intention to sendI thirty Australian Army military instructors

to South Vietnam.15  As for the Americans, "Washington began

to put the screws on Jakarta,"16 in order to force Sukarno to

the negotiating table in his dispute over West Irian. With

the United States firmly committed to the Australian position

on West Irian, Sukarno finally agreed to allow the United

Nations to negotiate a settlement of the dispute.'7 Sukarno

13 K.J. Holyoake, as quoted in, Malcolm McKinnon, "Costs
and Continuity: New Zealand's Security and the United
States," Political Science, Vol. 30, No. 1 (July 1978), 33.

14Ibid. The first New Zealand personnel sent to South
Vietnam consisted of a small military medical team deployed
there in 1963.

15The first of these advisors arrived on 31 July 1962.
See Appendix E for a listing of all Australian and New
Zealand troop commitments to Vietnam.

. 16Barclay, Friends in High Places, 127.

17For all his posturing and sabre-rattling, Sukarno and
Indonesia had a valid claim on West Irian. West Irian had
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did not, however, long refrain from making more trouble for

Australia.

Two events occurred in early May 1964 which served to

rigidly define Australian-American relations for the

remainder of the Vietnam War. On 3 May, Sukarno, buoyed by

his success in West Irian, began a campaign to break up the

newly formed Malaysian Federation intending to absorb the

three former British colonies on Borneo into Indonesia.18

Then, on 4 May, Australia received its first aid request from

the United States under the auspices of the newly established

"More Flags" program.'9 As a consequence of these two events,

the bilateral quid pr quo agreements begun by Australia

and the United States during the 1962 ANZUS meeting became

firmly established as normal operating procedures for the two

countries.

Australian Prime Minister Menzies recognized that he

could use the "More Flags" program's request as a means to

been an integral part of the Netherlands colony of the Dutch
West Indies since the 1800s. When the Dutch finally granted
the Dutch West Indies its independence as Indonesia, the
Netherlands retained control of West Irian. Thus, when the
United Nations looked at the facts, it granted Indonesia
control over West Irian in May 1963.

18 The northwestern one-third of the island of Borneo
contained the three former British colonies of Sarawak,
Sabah, and Brunei. During the independence movement of the
1950s, Brunei remained under British protection as a
sultanate, but Sabah and Sarawak joined with Malaysia. The
major portion of Borneo, however, was part of Indonesia.

19Barclay, Friends in High Places, 140; Cuddy,
"Australian Involvement in the Vietnam War," 342.
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blunting the Indonesian threat to Malaysia. To Menzies, a

positive answer to the American request for Australian aid to

South Vietnam became the means by which Australia reinforced

United States support in its confrontation with Indonesia.

Consequently, when the United States made its "More Flags"

request of Australia,20 Menzies spent no "more than five

minutes" in considering the request before acceding to the

appeal.21

Washington officials, even though it was never openly

discussed, recognized that a quid pro quo arrangement existed

with Australia. President Johnson, by February 1964, had

already indicated his willingness to support Australia in its

confrontation with Sukarno in return for Australian support

for America's position in South Vietnam.22  The State

20 There were many suggestions over exactly what the
composition of the aid package would consist of. After much
give-and-take, it was determined that it would consist of
thirty more advisors and three Caribou transport aircraft
with flight and service crews. Message, AmEmbassy Canberra
to SecState, 6/8/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. X, 5/24-30/64,"
Item No. 10. NSF Country File-VN, Box 5. LBJ Library;
Pemberton, All the Way, 200-1.

21 Glen St. John Barclay, A Very Small Insurance Policy:
The Politics of Australian Involvement in Vietnam, 1954-1967
(St. Lucia: University of Queensland Press, 1988), 50.

22 Roger Hilsman, then Assistant Secretary of State for
Far Eastern Affairs, stated that Lyndon Johnson, "around
February 1964 . . . was trading support for their
[Australia's] problems in return for their support for our
problems in Vietnam"; Hilsman, as quoted in Pemberton, All
the Way, 202-3. Also, see Appendix F for a listing of the
Johnson Administration staffers involved in the "More Flags"
program.
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Department thus launched a campaign to pressure Sukarno into

ceasing his aggressive provocations against Malaysia:

There was a real element of reciprocity here. Effective
Australian support for Malaysia would enable the United
States to remain in the wings without having to take
center stage, at a time when Washington was attempting to
concentrate on Vietnam. By the same token, American
pressure on Sukarno would reduce the need for Australian
involvement in Malaysia, leaving Canberra freer to show
the flag in Vietnam. Assistant Secrtary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs William P. Bundy accordingly warned
Sukarno bluntly that the United States might have to cut
off all remaining aid programs to Indonesia if
confrontation was escalated.2 3

Australia's continued military presence in Vietnam thus

constituted a well thought out Australian foreign policy in

which Prime Minister Menzies utilized the barest minimum of

Australian military resources "to buy the best insurance

policy possible for his country."2 4 Australian aid to South

Vietnam therefore, at least as of May 1964, came not so much

as the result of any deeply held Australian concern over

Saigon's problems, but because of an Australian desire to

buttress the American-Australian alliance. To Australia's

leaders, its aid for Soutn Vietnam simply represented an

investment in "future Australian protection."2 5

23 Barclay, Friends in High Places, 1 40-1 .

24 Ibid, 145.

25 Cuddy, "Australian Involvement in the Vietnam War,"
351. This view is also held by Barclay in A Very Small
Insurance Policy, p. 54; "The fact of the matter was that the
Australian government was not primarily concerned with
providing aid to Vietnam. What it was primarily concerned
with was establishing a sense of mutual alliance with the
United States."
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Given their underlying reasons for sending aid to South

Vietnam, there had never been a doubt among Australian

officials that Australia would honor the American "More

Flags" request for additional advisors.2 6 Still, the

promptness of their offer particularly satisfied the State

Department. Contrasted to the generally indifferent initial

worldwide responses to the "More Flags,"2 7 Australia's prompt

compliance to the State Department's request resulted in

sincere praise,28 especially when the Australians went even

further and increased both the size and content of their aid

package.29

New Zealand also received a "More Flags" request in May

1964 for additional aid to Saigon, and it, as had Australia,

26 "That Australia should provide a contribution was
never in doubt." Ian McNeill, The Team: Australian Army
Advisers in Vietnam, 1962-1972 (New York: Hippocrene Books,
1984), 5; "The Australian government had no thought of
refusal," Pemberton, All the Way, 198.

27Memo, Rusk to President, 6/15/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XII, 6/14-27/64," Item No. 7. NSF Country File-VN, Box
5. LBJ Library. This memo is analyzed in Chapter 2, p. 24.

28"Request you express USG's [United States Government]
sincerest appreciation . . . Australian offer is in best
tradition US-Australian and general Free World-Australian
relations and we are most pleased with what they have offered
to do." Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Canberra, 5/30/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. X, 5/24-30/64," Item No. 27. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 5. LBJ Library.

29 The total Australian aid commitment sent to Vietnam
in response to the first "More Flags" program request would
increase to include, in addition to that already listed, an
additional twenty-three advisors (for a total of 73), a
twelve-man engineer civic-action team, and several surgical
teams.



143

almost immediately consented to the request. This additional

aid, however, reflected New Zealand's much smaller size as

compared with Australia. Because it had already sent several

companies of troops to Malaysia as its contribution to the

Confrontation, New Zealand found it much more difficult to

increase its aid to South Vietnam. With Malaysia as its

first military priority, at most New Zealand could send, as

additional aid, only a twenty-five man Army Engineer unit

which arrived in Vietnam on 29 June 1964.30

Australia continued, for the rest of 1964, to "support

U.S. policies and actions there [in Vietnam] . . . not only

to encourage the Americans and earn their gratitude, but to

bind America closer to Australia."3 1 These actions, however,

when coupled with Australia's continuing confrontation in

Malaysia, strained Australia's military establishment. To

continue to meet its military requirements in both Malaysia

and Vietnam necessitated a substantial increase in both the

Australian defense budget and the total size of its military

forces. To achieve the latter goal, Australia, for the first

time in its history, found it necessary to begin conscripting

troops. 32

3 0 McKinnon, "Costs and Continuity," 34-5; Memo, Hughes
to SecState, 8/28/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XVI, 8/16-31/64,"
Item No. F143. NSF Country File-VN, Box 7, p. 4. LBJ Library.

- 31 Pemberton, All the Way, 212.

3 2 Ibid. , 213.
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Australia's steps to increase their military force

levels and capabilities immediately, if temporarily,

interfered with Canberra's capacity to answer Washington's

further requests for even more Australian combat advisors for

South Vietnam, 33 as Washington repeatedly requested the most

highly trained and experienced of the Australian Army NCOs

for this role. These were the same men most needed to train

the influx of new recruits into Australia's army.3 4  The true

significance of Australia's actions lay, however, in their

indication that Australia had basically reoriented its

strategic priorities. The Australians clearly considered

aiding the American effort in South Vietnam to be just as

important to Australian foreign policy objectives as those

events transpiring in Malaysia.35

American military and political actions in South

Vietnam during the latter months of 1964 did not particularly

33 Memo, Forrestal to President, 12/11/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No. 173. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 11. LBJ Library; Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to
SecState, 1/19/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65,1"
Item No. 154. NSF Country File-VN, Box 12. LBJ Library; World
Sitrep, 3/11/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXI, 3/12-31/65,"
Item No. 200A. NSF Country File-VN, Box 15. LBJ Library.

34 "Australia could not spare the advisers because they
would be needed to train the new draftees," Barclay, Friends
in High Places, 147.

35 Australia's Minister of External Affairs, Paul
Hasluck, when he took office in 1964, maintained that Vietnam
and Confrontation were two sides of the same problem: "If we
could get stability and peace in South Vietnam it would be
easier to deal with Indonesian Confrontation and vice versa."
Pemberton, All the Way, 217.
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please Australian's Minister of External Affairs, Paul

Hasluck, who considered the American efforts in South Vietnam

as being too timid, and thus they "threatened his plan for

Australian security in southeast Asia."36 To Hasluck,

Australian security depended on a continued, and even more

substantial, American prosecution of the war in South

Vietnam. Hasluck and Menzies could not however, logically

ask the United States to do more in South Vietnam than what

Australia itself would do. Consequently, when Michael

Forrestal, an aide to Lyndon Johnson's National Security

Advisor McGeorge Bundy, during a visit to Australia in late

January 1965, requested more advisors, Hasluck not only

agreed to send seventeen additional men but offered, if the

United States wanted them, "a combat battalion and a crack

Special Air Service squadron."37

On 8 March 1965, Lyndon Johnson committed the United

States to a ground war in South Vietnam by landing American

Marines at Danang, Republic of Vietnam. The Americans had

finally made the military commitment the Australians sought.

Just at that moment, however, that the United States

committed its Marines, the Australians seemed to draw back

from their offer of combat troops. Although the State

Department declared, during the 1 April 1964 Honolulu

3 6 Ibid, 260.

3 7 Barclay, Friends In High Places, 148.
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Conference on the status of free world aid to South Vietnam,

that the United States would welcome Australian combat troops

in South Vietnam if offered by the Australian government,

this did not constitute a formal request for these troops.

Sensing what that took as a seemingly ambivalent attitude

from the United States on requesting the Australian troops,

Australian officials hedged on their offer. Now, Australian

officials would only state that Australia would deploy its

troops only if "the appropriate requests were received from

the U.S. and South Vietnam." 38

Washington indecision also played a part in Australia's

delay in offering combat troops. On 3 March 1964, just days

before the landing of the Marines at Danang, Secretary Rusk

notified United States Ambassador to South Vietnam Maxwell

Taylor that the "idea of [an] international combat force in

northern SVN is entirely in contingency planning stage."

Even after the Honolulu meeting, the United States still had

not given an unequivocal indication that it desired

Australian troops in South Vietnam: "We prefer to and are

supporting an increase in South Vietnamese forces."3 9

Australia's formal offer of a combat battalion thus did not

come until 12 April 1964.40

38 Pemberton, All the Way, 270.

39 Pemberton, All the Way, 270-1.

4 0 Ibid.
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The first contingents of the 1st Battalion, Royal

Australian Regiment had already arrived in South Vietnam,

on 25 May 1964, before New Zealand officially decided to

commit itself to the ground war there. Prime Minister

Holyoake, on 27 May 1964, formally requested permission from

the New Zealand parliament to send an artillery battery to

South Vietnam. Although parliament quickly agreed to this

request on 28 May, the vote of 39 ayes versus 33 nays

indicated reluctance among New Zealanders concerning a New

Zealand combat role in Southeast Asia.4 '

During the remaining years of Lyndon Johnson's

Administration, both Australia and New Zealand periodically

augmented, replaced, and increased their combat contingents

to South Vietnam. Soldiers from both countries continued to

serve and die in Vietnam. Ultimately, at the height of their

commitments, 8,000 Australians and 550 New Zealanders served

in Vietnam, achieving these troop levels after the original

reason for their commitment, the Confrontation, ceased to be

a contributing factor.42 The Confrontation, however, had

4 1 Message, AmEmbassy Wellington to SecState, 5/27/64,
"New Zealand Cables, Vol. 1, 11/63-11/68," Item No. 124. NSF
Country File-New Zealand, Box 277. LBJ Library; Message,
AmEmbassy Wellington to SecState, 5/28/64, "New Zealand
Cables, Vol. 1, 11/63-11/68," Item No. 123. NSF Country File-
New Zealand, Box 277. LBJ Library. Holyoake, however, did not
want to make the total New Zealand contribution to South
Vietnam any larger than necessary as he proposed to withdraw
the contingent of New Zealand engineers then in Vietnam
before committing the artillery battery.

42 Since the initial commitment of Australian and New
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never constituted an official justification for either New

Zealand's or Australia's involvement in Vietnamese affairs.4 3

Both countries' continued commitment to South Vietnam did

serve, however, to buttress Lyndon Johnson's resolve in

maintaining the American commitment to the Saigon government.

A continued high level of American military presence in the

region constituted, even after the end of the Confrontation,

a major element in the Australian and New Zealand strategic

plans for the area. To both Australia and New Zealand,

according to Australian Prime Minister Harlold Holt, "The

effective presence of the United States as a greater power in

Zealand troops into South Vietnam came about as a direct
result of the two country's confrontation with Sukarno's
Indonesia, when a pro-west coup topple Sukarno's regime in
1966, Indonesian border incidents with Malaysia ceased and
Indonesia ceased threatening its neighbors.

4 3 To the Australian government, Australia had committed
its troops to South Vietnam: "1) To help the Government of
South Vietnam . . . to resist armed aggression from the
Communist North. 2) To free the fifteen million people of
South Vietnam from the threat of oppression and terror and
help establish conditions for democratic government. 3) To
leave no doubt that Australia is resolved to honour its
treaty commitments and alliances. 4) To check the spread of
Communism." Alan S. Watt, The Evolution of Australian
Foreign Policy: 1938-1965 (Cambridge, England: At the
University Press, 1968), 352. A much more detailed listing
of Australian justifications can be found in the thirty page
1967 Australian Government Publication, Vietnam: Efforts For
Peace.. The New Zealand government's reasoning for being
involved was much more straightforward. Because "the Viet
Cong have been able to make significant progress in the
South . . . because of the extent of assistance available
from the North . . . it is imperative that other countries
should give assistance to the Republic of Vietnam to resist
that aggression." "Why New Zealand Aids South Vietnam,"
Vietnam Perspectives, Vol. 1, No. 2 (Nov. 1965), 56.
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the area of Asia and the Pacific,"44 became a manditory

prerequisite for their own security.

Whatever the reasons for their military participation

in South Vietnam, the fact remains that both Australia and

New Zealand, as had the Philippines, Korea, and Thailand,

sent combat troops to fight along side the Americans. Unlike

the troops provided by the Philippines, Korea, and Thailand,

however, those provided by Australia and New Zealand

unquestionably did not represent mercenaries hired by the

Americans. One significant determining difference existed

between the troop commitments made by Australia and New

Zealand and the troop commitments made by the three other

free world nations: both the Australian and New Zealand

governments paid all the financial costs of their troops

while they served in South Vietnam.45  Whereas financial

rewards constituted the essential factor for the Korean,

Philippine, and Thai troop contributions, the Australian

and New Zealand troops served in South Vietnam without

44 Australian Prime Minister Harold Holt, as quoted in
Paul Rodan, "Harold Holt's Foreign Policy, 1966-67,"
Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 25, No. 3
(1979), 313. Holt became Prime Minister after Menzies
retired in January 1966.

45Although the United States furnished most of the
military supplies for both countries' troops in South
Vietnam, both Australia and New Zealand began reimbursing the
United States for these costs in September 1965, just four
months after deploying their troops there. Stanley Robert
Larsen and James Lawton Collins, Jr. Allied Participation in
Vietnam (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, 1975),
14-5.
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receiving any type of financial remunerations from the United

States.46

The stated or unstated reasons for a nation sending its

troops to fight in another country do not constitute a

relevant factor in determining whether or not that nation's

troops should be considered a mercenary force. A mercenary

fights for a country not his own because of the financial

rewards he or his country receives. In this study, the

only relevant consideration for defining a mercenary is

whether or not economic benefits determined a person's

service. Of the five free world nations sending troops to

fight with the United States in South Vietnam, only Australia

and New Zealand did not receive financial rewards from the

United States for their soldier's service. Australian and

New Zealand troops who served in South Vietnam, therefore, do

not thus meet the criteria for acting as mercenaries in

service to America during the Vietnam War.

46 "Senator Fulbright. . . . Surely we do not pay the
New Zealanders and Australians. General Warren. No, sir;
they finance their own." U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee
on Foreign Relations. The Republic of the Philippines:
Hearings Before the Subcommittee on United States Security
Agreements and Commitments Abroad, Part 1 , 91st Cong., 1st
sess., 1969: 276.



CHAPTER 7

"MORE FLAGS" - THE FINAL YEARS

From its inception, Lyndon Johnson had intended that

the "More Flags" program would serve primarily to meet

Johnson Administration political needs. 1 Only secondarily

did the president intend it as a mechanism for assisting

South Vietnam in its fight against communist aggression.

Even when the publicly declared features of the program

evolved, after 8 March 1965, into a dual purpose undertaking;

when it began to seek both non-military aid and combat troops

from other free-world nations; the principal raison d'etre

for the "More Flags" program remained Washington's almost

obsessive need to obtain an international consensus for

America's Vietnam policy.

After a year of intense diplomacy in which Lyndon

Johnson committed almost every resource available to him as

President of the United States, he found "few of America's

traditional allies who were prepared to support him." 2 The

1"Since main purpose of 'More Flags' effort is
political . . . our main concern is with political impact of
this aid shipment." Message,. AmEmbassy Saigon to AmEmbassy
Tehran, 7/18/64, "Vietnam Cables, Vol. XIV, 7/64," Item No.
111. NSF Country File-VN, Box 6. LBJ Library.

2Louis Heren, No Hail, No Farewell (New York: Harper &
Row, Publishers, 1970), 184.
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"More Flags" program simply did not produce 'the level of

international support Johnson so desperately sought.

When America's long-standing allies withheld their

expected support, Washington's initial high expectations for

the "More Flags" program' s success underwent a drastic

transformation. The State Department's orderly and somewhat

restrained solicitation of free world aid, a characterization

of the program's implementation period, began to degenerate

into an almost frenetic search for almost any international

support. The Johnson Administration thereafter pursued any

aid, from any source, even "small symbolic contributions[s]"3

which the Americans could present as giving "the impression

of a broadly based international effort." 4 To Lyndon Johnson

and the members of his administration, the most important

indicator of success for the "More Flags" program became not

the amount of aid the free world actually sent, but the total

number of participating nations Washington could report to

demonstrate support for America's policy in Vietnam.

Washington's rigorous pursuit of even token aid after

1965 served to re-enforce the "More Flags" program's original

3 Memo, Cooper to President, 1/12/65, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65," Item No. 184. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 1.2. LBJ Library. See Appendix F for a listing of the
Johnson Administration personnel directly involved in the
"More Flags" program.

4 Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 12/29/64, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65," Item No. 145. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 12, p. 1. LBJ Library.
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emphasis on quantity rather than quality.5 To the State

Department, sheer numbers of contributing nations constituted

the primary indicator of the program's success. As a

consequence, in American efforts to publicize the program's

progress, the State Department included even those free world

nations which made only vague promises of aid along with the

nations actually sending aid. The State Department declared

in May 1965 that "Thirty-eight Free World nations are

providing or have agreed to provide aid [emphasis added] to

Viet-Nam."6 While some of these nations did, in fact,

eventually send their promised aid to South Vietnam,

Washington considered whether they did or did not of little

consequence. Just by offering aid, the United States counted

them as supporting its Vietnam policy.

Not only did the State Department report promises of

aid as signifying a nation's approval of the American policy

position toward South Vietnam, after 1965, personal opinions

alone often sufficed. Since the "More Flags" program did not

produce an abundance of actual physical aid for the Saigon

government, the State Department instituted a policy, after

June 1965, that equated even personal and private verbal

5 See Chapter 2 for a detailing of the first year of the
program.

6 United States State Department, World Sitrep on Free
World Assistance to Viet-Nam, 5/26/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXXIV, 5/65," Item No. 311a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 17. LBJ
Library.
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demonstrations of support as indicators of tangible support

of the "More Flags" program. Washington, in its desperation,

only required as a demonstration of a country's support for

America' s Vietnamese policy that that nation "be inclined

privately to be sympathetic to our position."7

While Washington officials touted their successful

prosecution of the "More Flags" program to the public, anyone

choosing to look behind the facade could recognize the "sorry

lack of success"8 of the policy. By June 1965, even upper

level State Department officials privately admitted the

program's failure: "We have not persuaded either our friends

or allies,"9 yet Lyndon Johnson refused to abandon either the

program or his quest to obtain an international consensus for

his Vietnam policy.'0

7 United States State Department, Support of Other
Governments for U.S. Position re Viet-Nam, 6/3/65, "Vietnam
Cables, Vol. XXXV, 6/1-21/65," Item No. 213. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 18, p. 2. LBJ Library.

8 Robert J. Donovan, Nemisis: Truman and Johnson in the
Coils of War in Asia (New York: St. Martin's/Marek, 1984),
80.

9 Memo, Ball to SecState, 6/29/65, "Vietnam Memos, Vol.
XXXV, 6/16-30/65," Item No. 349. NSF Country File-VN, Box 19,
p. 19. LBJ Library.

10Chapter 2 details how the United States began paying
all the costs of some other country's aid packages, in order
that their nation's flag could be presented as coming to the
aid of Vietnam. Lyndon Johnson, however, went even further
at times. He also purchased other nations praise for the
American Vietnam policy: "January 7-8. Held talks with Prime
Minister Levi Eshkol of Israel at the L.B.J. Ranch. Eshkol
was given permission to buy American Phantom fighter-bombers
and Skyhawks if he would praise Johnson's war in Vietnam."
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Through January 1969, the State Department periodically

presented an up-to-date listing of free world aid sent to

South Vietnam. This listing underwent some changes over

time; for example, in 1966, the State Department finally

admitted that some nations had sent aid to South Vietnam for

reasons other than in support of America's position there;

yet, these lists invariably presented the "More Flags"

program as successful American foreign policy. A close

comparison of the last list of Free World Assistance to

Vietnam (See Table 8) with the 26 May 1965 list (See Table

3), however, presents the real success of the "More Flags"

program in a more realistic light.

In May 1965, the "More Flags" program listed twenty-

nine countries sending aid to. South Vietnam, in actuality,

only twenty-five if France, Israel, Pakistan, and Switzerland

are excluded.1' This list had grown to thirty-two in 1969.12

Howard B. Furer, ed., Lyndon B. Johnson 1908- : Chronology-
Documents-Bibliographical Aids (Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana
Publications, Inc., 1971), 55.

11 It would later be admitted that these nations were
sending aid for their own reasons and not as a result of the
"More Flags" program.

12The official State Department list stated: "Costa
Rica is contributing an ambulance for use by the Ministry of
Health," but this was promised aid, not an actually rendered
contribution. In fact, this particular contribution, which
was to come from a private organization (The Costa Rican
Sugar Growers Association) had been included in the aid lists
for over a year, yet the ambulance still remained undelivered
to South Vietnam. See, Vietnam Information Notes, Office of
Media Services, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of
State, Number 4, December 1967; Vietnam Review 4A: Free-World
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Free World Assistance to the
Republic of Vietnam as of 1 January 1969

Type of Assistance

Argentina

Australia

Belgium

Brazil

Canada

Republic of
China

Denmark

Wheat, 20,000 doses of cholera vaccine.

Military Aid: Approximately 8000 combat
troops, a guided missile destroyer,
Canberra bombers, Caribou transport
aircraft, combat advisors. Economic and
Technical Aid: three surgical teams,
civil engineers, dairy and crop practice
experts, a radio expert, 6 community
windmills, 1,500,000 textbooks, 3,300
tons of corrugated roofing materials,
15,750 sets of hand tools, in-Australia
training for Vietnamese, 400 radio sets,
16,000 blankets, 2,400 loud-speakers,
14,000 cases of condensed milk.

Medicines for flood relief, an ambulance,
scholarships for Vietnamese.

Medical supplies, 5,000 sacks of coffee.

Ten 200-bed emergency hospital units,
650,000 doses of polio vaccine, $850,000
worth of food aid, a science building for
the University of Hue, 460,000 copies of
a social sciences textbook, nine Canadian
teachers and medical personnel, in-Canada
training for Vietnamese, C$425,000 in
emergency supplies.

An 80-man agricultural team, an 18-man
psychological warfare team, a 34-man
electrical power mission, a 16-man
surgical team, training of Vietnamese
power engineers, in-Taiwan training for
Vietnamese, prefabricated warehouses,
agricultural tools, medical supplies,
seeds and fertilizers, 600,000 school
textbooks, cement, an electrical power
substation, 5,000 tons of rice.

Medical supplies for flood relief.

156
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Medical supplies.

A 3,000-ton hospital ship, 200 technical
and medical personnel, loan credits, high
school and college teachers, in-Germany
training for Vietnamese, machine tools, a
home for juvenile delinquents, 100,000
health textbooks, fertilizers, social
center funding, medical supplies and a
hospital.

Medical supplies.

Guatemala

Honduras

Iran

Italy

Japan

Republic of
Korea

Laos

Liberia

Luxembourg

Malaysia

Morocco

15,000 doses of typhoid serum.

Drugs and clothing for refugees.

1,000 tons of petroleum products, a 20-
man medical team.

A 10-man surgical team from 1964 through
1966, in-Italy science scholarships for
Vietnamese, relief commodities.

$55 million worth of economic assistance
through a WWII reparations agreement,
in-Japan scholarships for Vietnamese,
a neurological surgical ward, medical
supplies, technical experts, a surgical
team, medical teams, 20,000 transister
radios, electrical transmission lines, 25
ambulances.

Military aid consisting of approximately
50,000 troops, 7 civilian medical teams,
$50,000 of relief supplies.

$1 million kip ($4,167) for flood relief
in 1965, a cash donation for refugees in
1966, $5,000 in relief supplies in 1968.

$50,000 for the purchase of medical
supplies and hospital equipment.

Plasma and blood transfusion equipment.

In-Malaysia training for Vietnamese
military and police officers, armored
vehicles, medicines, relief supplies.

10,000 cans of sardines worth $2,000.

Ecuador

Germany

Greece
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Netherlands

New Zealand

Philippines

South Africa

Spain

Thailand

Tunisia

Turkey

United Kingdom

Three tuberculosis centers, renovation of
a hospital, in Netherlands scholarships
for Vietnamese, milk powder, an $186,000
relief projects grant.

Military aid: an artillery battery and an
infantry company (550 men). Economic and
Technical aid: three medical teams, in-
New Zealand scholarships for Vietnamese,
a science faculty building, refugee
relief.

A 1,500-man military engineering unit; a
12-man medical team, clothing, food,
medical supplies.

Medical supplies.

A 12-man medical team, medicines, medical
equipment, blankets.

A 6,000-man military mission, in-Thailand
jet training for Vietnamese pilots,
cement, corrugated iron, and vaccines.

Scholarships for Vietnamese.

Medicines, cement, vaccines.

Seven police advisors, a Professor of
English, technical experts, in-England
training for Vietnamese, a typesetting
machine, an 11-man pediatric team,
medical equipment, various equipment for
schools and facilities in Vietnam.

Relief supplies and medicines.

Venezuela 500 tons of rice for refugee relief, two
civilian doctors.

Nations sending assistance to South Vietnam whose help does
not fall under the Free World Assistance Program include:

France Israel Pakistan
Ireland Norway Switzerland

Source: Free World Assistance to Viet-Nam, Secretary of State
Rusk to All Diplomatic and Consular Posts, 1/7/69, "Vietnam
5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 2. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91.
LBJ Library.

Uruguay
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After over two and a half years of sustained and intense

diplomatic activity, Washington had in reality recruited only

eight additional countries for the program, and the aid from

these countries represented essentially token support.'3

Undeniably the non-military aid sent to South Vietnam by

these thirty-two nations constituted greatly appreciated and

needed support, however, given the circumstances of their

contributions, the actions of these thirty-two nations do not

represent fulfillment of the "More Flags" program's primary

objective: the establishment of an international consensus

for American foreign policy in South Vietnam.

After the United States committed its own combat troops

to South Vietnam in March 1965, the American quest through

its "More Flags" program to obtain the services of other

nation's troops to fight alongside America's military forces,

became an almost obsessive mission for Lyndon Johnson and his

Administration. Johnson's 1965 revision of the "More Flags"

program's original goal did not, however, stop with Korea,

Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, and the Philippines

agreeing to send their troops to South Vietnam. Washington

solicited troops from nations all over the world except from

Assistance To South Vietnam, Armed Forces Information
Service, Department of Defense, April 1968; Memo, Read to
Rostow, 6/3/68, "Vietnam Memos 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 10a.
NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ Library.

13 Argentina, Liberia, Luxembourg, Morocco, South
Africa, Tunisia, Uruguay, and Venezuela.
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Nationalist China.14  Eventually Washington begrudgingly

accepted the fact that most free world nations, even if they

publicly supported the American position in South Vietnam,

had valid reasons for not committing their troops to fight

there.15  The State Department, consequently, applied little

pressure on these countries to send troops to Vietnam. Some

of America's closest allies, though, in particular Great

Britain, Canada and West Germany,16 severely disappointed

both State Department officials and President Johnson when

they repeatedly rejected all entreaties for dispatching even

token military forces to South Vietnam.

In their quest for foreign combat troops to fight with

and in place of Americans, Johnson Administration officials

14 The single exception to this was Nationalist China.
Since at least early 1964, Chiang Kai-shek had offered to
send troops to South Vietnam. The United States, however,
refused them for two main reasons: first, the Vietnamese
people's long history of distrust and antipathy toward the
Chinese, and second, Washington's fear that an introduction
of Nationalist Chinese troops in the war would precipitate an
introduction of Communist Chinese forces on North Vietnam's
behalf. Memo, Hughes to SecState, 8/28/64, "Vietnam Memos,
Vol. XVI, 8/16-31/64," Item No. F143. NSF Country File-VN,
Box 7, p. 2. LBJ Library; Memo, Forrestal to President,
12/11/64, "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64," Item No.
173. NSF Country File-VN, Box 11, p. 4. LBJ Library; World
Sitrep on Free World Assistance to Viet-Nam, 3/11/65,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXI, 3/12-31/65," Item No. 200a. NSF
Country File-VN, Box 15, p. 2. LBJ Library.

15 These nations included Singapore, Malaysia, Iran, and
most of the Latin American and African nations.

16 Great Britain's decision not to send British troops
is effectively detailed in, Harold Wilson, Harold Wilson, A
Personal Record: The Labour Government 1964-1970 (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1971); Craig V. Wilson, "Rhetoric,
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left no potential source unexplored. When, by late 1966, the

failure by the United States to convince any other country to

commit their armed forces to South Vietnam became evident,

Washington began pursuing two unconventional means to obtain

the desired troops. One such attempt came when the State

Department learned, in late October 1966, that Great Britain,

because of economic considerations, planned to disband its

Ghurka units, 17 Washington officials initiated discussions on

the possibility of hiring them for use in South Vietnam.. The

issue became moot, however, when the British government

decided not to phase out these units before 1969.18 This

Reality, and Dissent: The Foreign Policy of the British
Labour Governments 1964-1970" (Ph.D. diss., Washington State
University, 1982); and John Baylis, Anglo-American Defense
Relations 1939-1984: The Special Relationship, 2nd ed. (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1986). The use of German troops,
while considered, never got beyond the discussion stage as
"any request for German troops in Vietnam should be weighed
against the fact that the French Foreign Legion comprised a
vast majority of German troops and had a very bad effect on
the Vietnamese"; Memo, Cooper to Bundy, 12/21/65, "Vietnam
Memos, Vol. XLIII, 12/15-31/65," Item No. 221. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 24-25. LBJ Library. There is not a lot of
material available on Canadian-United States relations during
this period. Nevertheless, a good general overview of the
"tense" atmosphere which developed between the two long time
friends can be found in J.L. Granatstein, "Cooperation and
Conflict: The Course of Canadian-American Relations since
1945." In Canada and the United States: Enduring Friendship,
Persistent Stress, eds. Charles F. Doran and John H. Sigler.
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1985).

17 The Ghurkas, recruited from the Kingdom of Nepal, had
served in the British Army since 1815. They were excellent
soldiers and had a distinguished record.

18 Stanley Robert Larsen and James Lawton Collins, Jr.,
Allied Participation in Vietnam (Washington, D.C.: Department
of the Army, 1975), 22-3.



162

unconventional attempt by the State Department to obtain an

American mercenary force resembled the previously discussed

discussions by administration officials to recruit Filipino

civilians for military duty in South Vietnam.19  To Lyndon

Johnson and the members of his administration, once they made

the decision to employ the services of foreign troops, they

pursued any potential source of such troops.

In its guise as a project for obtaining humanitarian

aid for South Vietnam, Lyndon Johnson's "More Flags" program

enjoyed some moderate success. Even when one deducts the aid

paid for by the United States, free world countries sent an

appreciable amount they might not have offered had the "More

Flags" program not existed. On the other hand, as a

stratagem for eliciting an international consensus for

America's Vietnam policy, the "More Flags" program clearly

failed, since "Democratic governments elsewhere in the world

simply did not regard Vietnam as a test case for the defence

of democracy,"20 and thus chose not to become involved

officially in the American cause. The component of the "More

Flags" program designed to hire mercenary troops for service

in South Vietnam succeeded very well, however, since the

United States did purchase the military services of over

1'9 See Chapter 4, Footnote #29.

20 Glen St. John Barclay, A Very Small Insurance Policy:
The Politics of Australian Involvement in Vietnam, 1954-1967
(London: University of Queensland Press, 1988), 55-6.
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60,000 Korean, Philippine, and Thai soldiers. While a

sufficient quantity of available documentary evidence now

exists to demonstrate that these nation's soldiers did

constitute a mercenary force in South Vietnam, this study

does not address the ethical questions of their use in that

capacity. The philosophical and ethical questions of whether

America' s use of mercenaries in Southeast Asia did or did not

constitute honorable statecraft remains a subject for debate.



CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSIONS

mer ce nary adj. 1. Motivated solely by a desire
for monetary or material gain. 2. Hired service in
a foreign army. --n., pl. -ies. 1. A person who
serves or works merely for monetary gain; hireling.
2. A professional soldier who is hired by a foreign
country.1

A person working or serving only or chiefly for pay;
a hired soldier in foreign service.2

Five Free World nations, in addition to the United

States, sent elements of their military forces to fight in

South Vietnam during the Second Indochina War. When applying

a dictionary definition of mercenary to these contributions,

the fighting men of Korea, the Philippines, and Thailand

clearly constituted mercenary forces. The troops of these

three nations fought in South Vietnam only after their

governments received substantial financial remunerations from

the United States for their services.

That the mercenary label characterizes the troops of

Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines does not, however,

complete the analysis of the significance of their mercenary

1 The American Heritage Dictionary, 2d College Ed.
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1985), 186.

2Funk & Wagnells New International Dictionary of the
English Language, Comprehensive Edition (Newark, N.J.:
Publishers International Press, 1984), 796.

164
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status. Left unexamined by a simple exploration of whether

or not the soldiers of these countries acted as mercenaries,

is an evaluation of the ethics and morality of their use. Is

the use of mercenaries a proper and time-honored function of

international statecraft, or does their use constitute an

unacceptable, or at least debatable, implementation of

national policy?

Quite possibly the history of the use of mercenaries

extends almost as far back as the history of combat. The

written and oral chronicles of almost every civilization

repeatedly cite situations wherein professional soldiers have

been hired to assist in the fighting of their wars. As a

consequence, in conflicts among nations, the use of mercenary

troops is an accepted reality in national and international

diplomacy. Despite this historical appearance of legitimacy,

however, questions and doubts over the probity of mercenary

use remain.

Any debate about or over the use of mercenaries will

eventually encounter the Gordian Knot inherent to all

discussions of morality or ethics--a determination of what is

"right" or "wrong." Since philosophers throughout history

have failed in their attempts to make these distinctions, one

risks folly to attempt such a determination in a treatise

such as this. Still, an evaluation of America's use of

mercenaries in Southeast Asia necessitates some attempt at

examining the basic philosophical questions behind their use.
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Without entering into the ethical arguments of whether

a particular practice is either all "right" or all "wrong," or

whether decisions result from a priori or a posteriori

reasoning,3 the discussion on the ethical use of mercenary

forces in this analysis proceeds from a more basic premise.

Although many nations have hired mercenaries throughout

history, and their use has thus gained historical acceptance,

many people, especially in the twentieth century, still

question their use as a proper exercise in national or

international statecraft. As late as the 1980s, the word

mercenary itself generally evoked negative reactions, leading

many people to ask: why use them.

In almost any discussion about the ethics inherent in

the use of mercenary troops, a purely philosophical

consideration of the question rarely takes center stage. The

societal and cultural concepts of mercenary become the basis

from which todetermine "right" or "wrong." It thus becomes

necessary to examine how society, the public-at-large, has

gradually come to view the morality of using mercenaries.

From this, one can begin to understand how, in the particular

instance of the United States' use of mercenaries in South

3 Although there is a large number of books addressing
these, and related, arguments, maybe the best single source
would be, Immanuel Kant, Grounding for Metaphysics of Morals,
translated and analysed by H.J. Paton (New York: Harper &
Row, Publishers, 1964). An in depth investigation of these
concepts, however, as interesting as they are, would take the
reader too far afield and thus be counterproductive in a
disussion of the issue at hand.
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Vietnam, some people have viewed their employment as a

conventional policy consideration, while others viewed it as

a somewhat less than honorable exercise in diplomacy.

Historically, the use of mercenaries by the richest

nation involved in a conflict constitutes a base principle in

the utilization of mercenaries during wartime. Since by

definition, mercenaries fight for pay, traditionally those

nations or peoples most able to meet the requisite financial

expenses have employed their services. It thus follows that

the richest societies throughout history have been the ones

most often utilizing mercenary services. While mercenary use

probably dates to prehistoric times, an analysis of the use

of mercenaries dating from the post-Middle Ages to the mid-

twentieth century provides the best examples of this aspect

of their use.

The period of European colonization between 1500 and

1900 saw a nation's wealth, power, and prestige directly

dictated by the size of its colonial holdings; hence, the

colonial powers of the world became the rich nations of the

world and, in turn, became the nations most apt to use the

services of mercenary troops. It is doubtful however, that

prior to 1800, little serious debate concerning the ethical

questions surrounding the use of mercenaries ever occurred.

Serious consideration of these questions only emerged during

the nineteenth century when the colonial powers, principally

European, began to use mercenary troops to either gain a new
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colony or to maintain its hold on one already possessed.

During that time period the use of these troops by Europe's

richest countries4 resulted in mercenaries becoming indelibly

identified, especially to colonial populations, as an

instrument of colonial oppression.

The use of mercenaries during much of the twentieth

century only served to reinforce the image that mercenaries

constituted a tool of the "haves" in their quest to dictate

to the "have nots" of. the world. The fact that mercenary use

had a long and accepted history in international statecraft

now seemed to account for very little. In Indochina, Biafra,

Algeria, Rhodesia, Malaysia, Kenya, Angola, and in other

countries and regions throughout the world, the use of

mercenary soldiers and units served only to strengthen the

negative images of their employment. By mid-point of the

twentieth century, therefore, any nation deciding to use a

mercenary force in a conflict with a weaker opponent almost

guaranteed its censure from many quarters. Aware of this

fact, a nation choosing to employ mercenary troops faced the

necessity of concealing their hiring either by keeping that

4 In the nineteenth century, both Great Britain and
France, as the richest countries in Europe at the time, would
greatly simplify their use of mercenary troops. Instead of
hiring mercenaries only as needed--witness Great Britain's
use of Hessians in the American Revolutionary War--both
countries made mercenary troops a permanent part of their
armed forces. In 1815, the British formed a Gurkha Brigade
to help protect their world-wide colonial interests. For
their part, the French began recruiting for their Foreign
Legion in 1831.
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fact a secret or, if that proved impossible, by presenting

such troops as something other than a mercenary force.

When the United States began hiring foreign troops to

fight in South Vietnam, Lyndon Johnson and the members of his

Administration knew they could not keep the use of these

troops a secret. Consequently, as they fully understood the

furor which would inevitably result when the public became

aware that the United States had employed mercenaries,

American officials made a conscious effort to have those

troops carry a more acceptable label.5 Throughout the period

of America's use.of mercenary troops in Southeast Asia,

Washington maintained that the countries which sent troops to

fight in South Vietnam did so of their own volition and for

their own purposes. The publicly stated rationale for the

commitment of these troops was that these countries chose to

make "the commitment of the lives and energies of their men

for reasons of their own national interests and security,

nothing more, nothing less." 6

Even while asserting that various nations had committed

their troops for valid reasons, Washington officials realized

that they could expect a certain amount of criticism when

5 The American people's historical belief that their
country was based on, and dedicated to, the principles of
democratic society could have been a major consideration in
Johnson's decision to hide America's mercenary use.

6 Memo, Read to Rostow, 12/13/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-
1/69," Item No. 38. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91, p. 5. LBJ
Library.
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these soldiers began serving in South Vietnam. Nevertheless,

American officials believed that they could keep criticism of

their policy to a minimum as long as the particulars of

America' s agreements with South Korea, Thailand, and the

Philippines remained secret. To the White House, public

knowledge of the financial agreements the United States had

made with these three countries would only serve to damage

the political facade they had erected of a unified

international military effort being made in South Vietnam.

Walt W. Rostow, Lyndon Johnson's National Security Advisor

at the time, succinctly addressed this point in a 13 December

1967 memo to the president: "The mischievous can obviously

use this information to push the line that we are using

'mercenaries' in Vietnam." To President Johnson and his

people, citing national defense concerns provided the best

means to minimize criticisms:

The Department has received requests from the press to
release the texts of agreements entered into by the USG
for assistance to the countries which have contributed
forces in South Vietnam and to provide the items and
dollar amounts of this assistance.

The Department has concluded that release at this time of
certain of the information of the kind requested would be
prejudicial to the defense interests of the United States
and that the non-disclosure of this information is
sanctioned bv Section 552 (b), Title 5 of the United
States Code.

7 Memo, Rostow to President, 12/13/67, "Vietnam 5D,
3/67-1/69," Item No. 36. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ
Library.

8 lbid, 2.
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Not all members of the Johnson White House wholly

agreed with the decision to withhold information from the

American people concerning the use of mercenaries by their

country. These concerned officials apprised the president of

the dangers inherent in simply citing the law:

If we simply cite Section 552 (B) . . . the press will

suspect that we are hiding something awful and write the

'mercenary' stories accordingly . . . [with the result
being] every time we try to get some mileage out of third

country contributions in Vietnam the story will be soured
by references to the mercenary issue.9

President Johnson chose to ignore this advice and continued

to cite national security concerns to prevent the American

people from learning about his use of mercenary troops.10

Scholars, journalists, and politicians had known that

the United States had hired mercenary troops for use in South

Vietnam even as they served there."1 Because of the shroud

of secrecy clamped down on the details of their hiring,

however, the American people received only a bare minimum of

information about this action of their government. As a

result, the Johnson Administration denied the American people

were an opportunity to determine whether or not the hiring of

mercenaries constituted an acceptable policy action of their

9 Memo, Wright to Rostow, 12/16/67, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-
1/69," Item No. 36a. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ
Library.

10 Memo, Rostow to President, 1/5/68, "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-
1/69," Item No. 34. NSF Country File-VN, Box 85-91. LBJ
Library.

11See Footnotes #3 and #4 in Chapter 1.
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government. Although it was undoubtedly true that there were

"lots of Americans who don't give a damn how much it costs to

support a foreign soldier so long as it enables an American

boy to stay home,"12 the Johnson Administration never gave

the American public an opportunity to consider the issue.

Perhaps no single answer exists to the broadbased

question of whether mercenary use is or is not ethical or

moral. As in the past, future uses of mercenary troops will

continue to be evaluated according to the specific situation

of their use. As for America's use of mercenaries in

Southeast Asia, Lyndon Johnson's actions guaranteed a

negative reaction to his decision to hire foreign troops to

fight in South Vietnam. Given all his efforts to hide the

hiring of mercenaries and to present their use as only a

component of his "More Flags" program of free world aid to

South Vietnam, Lyndon Johnson indicated his belief in the

inherent improbity of the use of mercenary troops. Had

Johnson and other administration officials considered the use

of mercenary troops acceptable statecraft then they need not

have attempted to hide this fact. By his own actions then,

Lyndon Johnson clearly indicated that even he questioned the

morality and ethics in the use of mercenaries in service to

America.

12 Memo, Wright to Rostow, dated 12/16/67.
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U.S. MILITARY LOSSES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

*1 *2
Dates Battle Deaths Wounded

1959-1964 269 800
1965 1,426 3,300
1966 5,036 16,500
1967 9,461 32,400
1968 14,616 46,800
1969 9,413 32,900
1970 .4,228 15,200
1971 1,373 4,800
1972 359 600
1973-1984 1,138 < 50

*3
Totals 47,319 153,300

Missing

Missing, unaccounted for - 662
Captured, unaccounted for - 33

*1 - This does not include the 10,449 who died of accidents
and disease.

*2 - These are the figures for the wounded that required
hospital care.

*3 - Total hostile and nonhostile deaths do not include the
categories of Missing, unaccounted for or Captured,
unaccounted for.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of
the United States: 1986, 16th ed. (Washington, D.C.: GPO,
1985), 342; and Shelby L. Stanton, Vietnam Order of Battle
(New York: Exeter Books, 1987), 346.
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APPENDIX B

STRENGTHS OF ALLIED MILITARY FORCES

IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Korea IThailand

200

20,620

44,566

47,829

50,003

48,869

48,537

45,700

36,790

16

244

2,205

6,005

11,568

11 ,586

6,000

40

Australia

200

1,557

4,525

6,818

7,661

7,672

6,763

2,000

130

Philippines

17

72

2,061

2,020

1,576

189

77

50

50

New Zealand

30

119

155

534

51 6

552

441

100

50

* - Figures are for troops as of December 31 for each year.

Sources: Shelby L. Stanton, Vietnam Order of Battle (New
York: Exeter Books, 1987), Appendix A; U.S. Congress. Senate.
Committee on Foreign Relations. Republic of Korea: Hearings
on United States Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad,
Part 6, 91st Cong., 2d Sess., 1970: 1544; Stanley R. Larsen
and James L. Collins, Allied Participation in Vietnam
(Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, 1975), 23.
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APPENDIX C

CHRONOLOGY OF REPUBLIC OF KOREA, PHILIPPINE,
AND THAILAND TROOP COMMITMENTS

TO SOUTH VIETNAM

1964
16 August

13 September

29 September

1965
25 February

29 September
14 October

19 October
29 October

1966
16 April

5 September

7 September

14 September

27 September

9 October

1967
19 September

1968
15 August

Arrive - PHILCON I-The Philippine medical and
civic action teams.

Arrive - ROK Mobile Army Surgical Hospital
and taekwondo instructors.

Arrive - Royal Thai Air Force contingent.

Arrive - ROK Military Assistance Group,
Vietnam (The "Dove Unit").

Arrive - Headquarters, ROK Capital Division.
Arrive - Cavalry Regiment, ROK Capital

Division.
Arrive 2nd ROK Marine Brigade.
Arrive - 1st Infantry Regiment, ROK Capital

Division.

Arrive - 26th Infantry Regiment, ROK Capital
Division.

Arrive - Headquarters, ROK 9th Infantry
Division.

Arrive - 28th Infantry Regiment, ROK 9th
Infantry Division.

Arrive - 1st Philippine Civic Action Group
(PHILCAG).

Arrive - 29th Infantry Regiment, ROK 9th
Infantry Division.

Arrive - 30th Infantry Regiment, ROK 9th
Infantry Division.

Arrive - Royal Thai Army Regiment.

Depart - Royal Thai Army Regiment.

1969
9 January

13 December

Arrive -

Depart -

2nd Royal Thai Army Brigade, Royal Thai
Army Expeditionary Division.

1st Philippine Civic Action Group,
Vietnam (PHILCAG).
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1970
15 January

1971
25 February

5 July

-August-

5 August

-December-

Depart - Rear elements of the PHILCAG.

Arrive - 1st Royal Thai Army Brigade, Royal Thai
Army Expeditionary Division.

Arrive - 3rd Royal Thai Army Brigade, Royal Thai
Army Expeditionary Division.

Depart - 3rd Royal Thai Army Brigade, Royal Thai
Army Volunteer Force.*

Depart - 1st Royal Thai Army Brigade, Royal Thai
Army Expeditionary Division.

Depart - 1st Marine Battalion, 2nd ROK Marine
Brigade.

2nd Marine Battalion, 2nd ROK Marine
Brigade.

1972
-January-

15 January

25 January

-February-

4 February

1973
10 March

16 March

Depart -

Depart -

Depart -

Depart -

Depart -

Depart -

Depart -

3rd Marine Battalion, 2nd ROK Marine
Brigade.

3rd Battalion, 2nd Royal Thai Army
Brigade, Royal Thai Army Volunteer
Force.*

2nd Battalion, 2nd Royal Thai Army
Brigade, Royal Thai Army Volunteer
Force.*

5th Marine Battalion, 2nd ROK Marine
Brigade.

1st Battalion, 2nd Royal Thai Army
Brigade, Royal Thai Army Volunteer
Force.*

All elements of the ROK Capital
Division.

All elements of the ROK 9th Infantry
Division.

* - These were elements of the Royal Thai Army Expeditionary
Division which assumed this name in August 1970.

Sources: Shelby L. Stanton, Vietnam Order of Battle (New
York: Exeter Books, 1987), 270-273; Stanley Robert Larsen and
James Lawton Collins, Jr., Allied Participation in Vietnam
(Washington, D.C.: Dept. of the Army, 1975), passim.



APPENDIX D

COMPOSITION OF INITIAL AMERICAN "MORE FLAGS"

AID REQUEST FROM THE PHILIPPINES

The following Philippine military units were considered by
the American Ambassador to the Philippines as being available
for commitment to Vietnam.

1. Five medical and engineering teams patterned after United
States Special Forces Teams. Each team would consist of:
a. 1 officer-team leader.
b. 2 operations and intelligence Non-Commissioned

Officer's (NCO's).
c. 2 medical specialists.
d. 2 demolition specialists.
e. 2 communication specialists.
f. 4 weapons specialists.

2. Two Philippine Pioneer Platoons, each consisting of:
a. 1 officer with engineer construction experience.
b. 20-25 enlisted men capable of minor engineer

construction requiring no heavy equipment.

3. An unspecified number of field dispensary units.

Source: Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 5/5/64,
"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64," Item No. 107. NSF Country
File-VN, Box 4, pp. 2-3. LBJ Library.
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APPENDIX E

CHRONOLOGY OF AUSTRALIAN AND NEW ZEALAND TROOP

COMMITMENTS IN SOUTH VIETNAM

1 962
31 July

1964
7 July

1965
25 May

21 July

14 September

1966
31 March

1 April

Arrive - First contingents of Australian
advisors forming the Australian
Army Training Team (AATTV).

Arrive - A platoon of engineers and a medical
team of the Royal New Zealand
Army.

Arrive - 1st Battalion, Royal Australian{
Regiment.

709th Australian Signal Troop.
Australian Logistics Support Company.

Arrive - 161st Artillery Battery, Royal New
Zealand Artillery.

Arrive - 1st Australian Armored Personnel
Carrier Troop.

105th Field Artillery Battery, 4th
Australian Field Regiment.

3rd Field Troop, 1st Australian
Field Squadron.

527th Australian Signal Troop.

Depart -

Arrive -

1st Australian Armored Personnel
Carrier Troop.

105th Field Artillery Battery, 4th
Australian Field Regiment.

3rd Field Troop, 1st Australian
Field Squadron.

Australian Logistics Support Company.
5th Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
6th Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
1st Australian Armored Personnel

Carrier Squadron.
1st Australian Field Artillery

Regiment.
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1966
1 April

14 June

1967
15 January

16 January

2 March

2 March

Arrive -

Depart

1st Australian Field Squadron.
3rd Australian Special Air Service

Squadron.
21st Engineer Support Troop, 1st ATF.
103rd Signal Squadron, 1st ATF.
506th Australian Signal Troop.
520th Australian Signal Troop.
552nd Australian Signal Troop.
581st Australian Signal Troop.
Headquarters, 145th Australian

Signal Squadron.
1st Australian Logistics Support

Group.
55th Australian Engineer Workshop

and Park Squadron.
17th Australian Construction

Squadron.
1st Royal Australian Army Service.
1st*Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - 1st Australian Armored Personnel
Carrier Squadron.

Arrive - A Squadron, 3rd Australian Cavalry
Regiment.

Arrive - 2nd Battalion, Royal Australian

Arrive -

Regiment.
7th Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
4th Australian Field Artillery

Regiment.
1st Australian Special Air Service

Squadron.
1st Australian Civil Affairs Unit,

AFV.
104th Signal Squadron, 1st ATF.
Headquarters, 110th Signal Squadron,

AFV.
503rd Australian Signal Troop.
532nd Australian Signal Troop.
547th Australian Signal Troop.
557th Australian Signal Troop.
561st Australian Signal Troop.
704th Australian Signal Troop.
5th Royal Australian Army Service.
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*11 May

1 June
5 July

13 November
20 November

12 December

*17 December

1 968
8

19
January
January

29 January

Arrive - "V" Rifle Company, Royal New Zealand
Infantry.

Arrive - 176th AD Company.
Depart - 5th Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
6th Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
1st Australian Field Artillery

Regiment.
3rd Australian Special Air Service

Squadron.
103rd Signal Squadron, 1st ATF.
506th Australian Signal Troop.
520th Australian Signal Troop.
527th Australian Signal Troop.
552nd Australian Signal Troop.
581st Australian Signal Troop.
Headquarters, 145th Australian

Signal Squadron.
1st Royal Australian Army Service.

Arrive - 1st Australian Field Hospital.
Depart - 503rd Australian Signal Troop.

532nd Australian Signal Troop.
557th Australian Signal Troop.
561st Australian Signal Troop.
704th Australian Signal Troop.
709th Australian Signal Troop.

Arrive - 3rd Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Arrive - "W" Rifle Company, Royal New Zealand
Infantry.

Arrive - 26th Royal Australian Army Service.
Arrive - Second tour of duty, 1st Battalion,

Royal Australian Regiment.
Arrive - 4th Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
C Squadron, 1st Australian Armored

Regiment.
12th Australian Field Artillery

Regiment.
2nd Australian Special Air Service

Squadron.

* - The "V" and "W" Rifle Companies were provided on a rotational
basis from the New Zealand Battalion of the 28th Commonwealth
Brigade serving in Malaysia.
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February

April

May

June

November

December

January

February

February

February

February

February

March

March

May

May

May

May

November

December

December

December

Depart

Depart

Depart

Depart

Arrive

Depart

APPENDIX E
CONTINUED

- 1st Australian
Squadron.

- 7th Battalion,
Regiment.

- 4th Australian
Regiment.

- 2nd Battalion,
Regiment.

- 9th Battalion,
Regiment.

- 3rd Battalion,
Regiment.

Special Air Service

Royal Australian

Field Artillery

Royal Australian

Royal Australian

Royal Australian

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 5th Battalion,
Royal Australian Regiment.

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 3rd Australian
Special Air Service Squadron.

Depart - C Squadron, 1st Australian Armored
Regiment.

Arrive - B Squadron, 1st Australian Armored
Regiment.

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 1st Australian
Field Artillery Regiment.

Depart - 1st Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - 2nd Australian Special Air Service
Squadron.

Depart - 12th Australian Field Artillery
Regiment.

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 6th Battalion,
Royal Australian Regiment.

Depart - A Squadron, 3rd Australian Cavalry
Regiment.

Arrive - B Squadron, 3rd Australian Cavalry
Regiment.

Depart - 4th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Arrive - 8th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - 9th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - B Squadron, 1st Australian Armored
Regiment.

Arrive - A Squadron, 1st Australian Armored
Regiment.

12

26

28

18

5

5

1969
28

3

10

11

25

28

4

11

7

12

13

30

18

5

22

23
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1970
3 February

10 February

20 February

24 February

5 March

28 April

10 May

28 May

-November-

12 November

16 December

17 December

January

January

January

February

February

-March-

10 March

18 March

1 May

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 1st Australian
Special Air Service Squadron.

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 7th Battalion,
Royal Australian Regiment.

Depart - 3rd Australian Special Air Service
Squadron.

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 4th Australian
Field Artillery Regiment.

Depart - 5th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Arrive - Second tour of duty, 2nd Battalion,
Royal Australian Regiment.

Depart - 1st Australian Field Artillery
Regiment.

Depart - 6th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - "W" Rifle Company, Royal New Zealand
Infantry.

Depart - 8th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - A Squadron, 1st Australian Armored
Regiment.

Arrive - C Squadron, 1st Australian Armored
Regiment.

Depart

Arrive

Arrive

Arrive

Arrive

Depart

Depart

Depart

Depart

Arrive

- B Squadron, 3rd Australian Cavalry
Regiment.

- Second tour of duty, A Squadron, 3rd
Australian Cavalry Regiment.

- Second tour of duty, 12th Australian
Field Artillery Regiment.

- Second tour of duty, 3rd Battalion,
Royal Australian Regiment.

- Second tour of duty, 2nd Australian
Special Air Service Squadron.

- 1st Australian Special Air Service
Squadron.

- 161st Artillery Battery, Royal New
Zealand Artillery.

- 7th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

- 4th Australian Field Artillery
Regiment.

- Second tour of duty, 4th Battalion,
Royal Australian Regiment.

1971
6

7

27

12

18
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1971
5 May

4 June

30 June
30 September

15 October

16 October

19 October

18 November

25 November

-December-

9 December
14 December
15 December
20 December

23

1972
12

12

December

February

March

18 December

APPENDIX E
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Arrive - 104th Australian Field Artillery
Battery.

Depart - 2nd Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

Depart - 26th Royal Australian Army Service.
Depart - C Squadron, 1st Australian Armored

Regiment.
Depart - 2nd Australain Special Air Service

Squadron.
Depart - 1st Australian Logistics Support

Group.
Depart - 3rd Battalion, Royal Australian

Regiment.
Depart - 1st Australian Field Squadron.

176th AD Company.
Depart - 1st Australian Civil Affairs Unit,

AFV.
Depart - "V" Rifle Company, Royal New Zealand

Infantry.
Depart - 21st Engineer Support Troop, 1st ATF.
Depart - 1st Australian Field Hospital.
Depart - 104th Signal Squadron, 1st ATF.
Depart - 104th Australian Field Artillery

Battery.
12th Australian Field Artillery

Regiment.
Depart - 547th Australian Signal Troop.

Depart - 17th Australian Construction
Squadron.

Depart - 4th Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment.

A Squadron, 3rd Australian Cavalry
Regiment.

110th Signal Squadron, AFV.
55th Australian Engineer Workshop

and Park Squadron.
5th Royal Australian Army Service.

Depart - Australian Army Training Team.

Sources: Shelby L. Stanton, Vietnam Order of Battle (New
York: Exeter Books, 1987), 267-269; Harry G. Summers, Jr.,
Vietnam War Almanac (New York: Facts on File Publications,
1985), 264.
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JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION STAFFERS PARTICIPATING
IN THE "MORE FLAGS" PROGRAM

Ball, George W.

Bell, David E.

- Bowman, R.C.

Bundy, McGeorge'

Bundy, William

Claxton, Allen E.

Clifford, Clark

Cooper, Chester

Forrestal, Michael

Hughes, Thomas L.

Kintner, Robert E.

Read,-Benjamin H.

Rostow, Walt W.

Sullivan, William

- Undersecretary of State, Dean Rusk's
#2 man at the State Department.

- Administrator, Agency for International
Development, the State Department.

- Aide to National Security Advisor
McGeorge Bundy.

- Lyndon Johnson's first National
Security Adviser.

- Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs.

- Budget Examiner, Bureau of the Budget.

- Lyndon Johnson's Secretary of Defense
after Robert McNamara.

- White House aide to Lyndon Johnson.

- Aide to National Security Advisor
McGeorge Bundy and Chairman of the
Vietnam Coordinating Committee.

- Director of Intelligence and Research
at the State Department.

- Lyndon Johnson's Chief of Protocol.

- Executive Secretary, Department of
State.

- Lyndon Johnson's National Security
Advisor after McGeorge Bundy.

- Special Assistant to Secretary of State
Dean Rusk.
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Thomson, James C.

Wheeler, Earle G.

Wright, Marshall

Zwick, Charles J.,

APPENDIX F

Continued

- Aide to National Security Advisor
McGeorge Bundy.

General, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

- Aide to National Security Advisor Walt
W. Rostow.

- Director, Bureau of the Budget.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library Holdings

NSF Country File-VN

Box 3. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. VI, 3/64." Item No. 79.

Memo, Forrestal to President, 3/21/64.

Box 4. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 110.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 5/1/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 107.
Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 5/5/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 105.
Message, Joint State-AID-Defense to AmEmbassies,
5/8/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 104.
Message, AmEmbassy Bonn to SecState, 5/9/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." No Item No.
Message, Lodge to Rusk, 5/9/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 101.
Message, AmEmbassy London to SecState, 5/11/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 100.
Message, AmEmbassy Bonn to SecState, 5/11/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. VIII, 5/64." Item No. 77.
Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Seoul, 5/12/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. IX, 5/13-23/64." Item No. 6.
Message, AmEmbassy Bonn to SecState, 5/19/64.

Box 5. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. X, 5/24-30/64." Item No. 30.
Message, AmEmbassy Karachi to SecState, 5/23/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. X, 5/24-30/64." Item No. 28.
Message, AmEmbassy Bonn to SecState, 5/29/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XI, 6/1-13/64." Item No. 11 .
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Bonn, 6/8/64.

186



187

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XII, 6/14-27/64." Item No. 7.
Memo, Rusk to President, 6/15/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XII, 6/14-27/64." Item No. 5.
Memo, Sullivan to Bundy, 6/24/64.

Box 6. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64." Item No. 78.
Message, President to AmEmbassies, 7/2/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64." Item No. 74.
Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 7/2/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/24-7/64." Item No. 41.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul, 7/3/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/24-7/64." Item No. 33.
Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 7/9/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64." Item No. 31.
Message, Ball to AmEmbassies, 7/10/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64." Item No. 32.
Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Saigon, 7/10/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64." Item No. 29.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Saigon, 7/13/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIII, 6/64-7/64." Item No. 13c.
Message, Taylor to SecState, 7/14/64.

"Vietnam Cables, Vol. XIV, 7/64." Item No. 117.
Message, Taylor to SecState, 7/17/64.

"Vietnam Cables, Vol. XIV, 7/64." Item No. 111.
Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to AmEmbassy Tehran,
7/18/64.

"Vietnam Cables, Vol. XIV, 7/64." Item No. 26.
Message, Taylor to SecState, 7/28/64.

Box 7. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XV, 8/64." Item No. 140.
Message, SecState to AmEmbassies, 8/14/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XVI, 8/16-31/64." Item No.
F143. Memo, Hughes to Secretary Rusk, 8/28/64.

Box 9. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XIX, 10/1-15/64." Item No. 104.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 10/10/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XX, 10/15-31/64." Item No. 164.
Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 10/26/64.



188

Box 10. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64." Item No.
106b. Memo, Wheeler to McNamara, 11/4/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64." Item No.
106a. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 11/6/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64." Item No.
108a. Note, Thomson to Bundy, 11/18/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64." Item No.
108b. Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to SecState,
11/18/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXII, 11/16-30/64." Item No.
106. Memo, Bowman to Bundy, 11/19/64.

Box 11. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64." Item No.
154a. Unsigned and undated report.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64." Item No.
160a. Letter, President to Taylor, 12/3/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64." Item No.
176. Memo, Thomson to Bundy, 12/11/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIII, 12/1-18/64." Item No.
173. Memo, Forrestal to President, 12/11/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
170. Message from National Military Command Center,
12/15/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
234. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState,
12/19/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
233. Message, DOD to AmEmbassy Seoul, 12/19/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
209. Memo, Cooper to President, 12/22/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
223. Message, CINCPAC to JCS, 12/23/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
214. Message, AmEmbassy Karachi to SecState,
12/23/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
195. Message, NSC to Bundy, 12/24/64.



189

"Vietnam Memos, Vol.. XXIV, 12/19-25/64." Item No.
208. Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 12/29/64.

Box 12. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65." Item No.
147. DOD to CINCPAC, 12/27/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65." Item No.
127. Memo, Cooper to President, 12/28/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/63." Item No.
145. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 12/29/64.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65." Item No.
120. Memo, Cooper to President, 1/5/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXV, 12/26/64-1/9/65." Item No.
143. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 1/8/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65." Item No.
184. Memo, Cooper to President, 1/12/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65." Item No.
151. Message, AmEmbissy Manila to SecState, 1/14/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65." Item No.
152. Message, OSD to AmEmbassies, 1/15/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65." Item No.
153. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 1/16/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65." Item No.
158. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Saigon, 1/28/65.

"Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXVI, 1/10-31/65." Item No.
157. Memo, Cooper to President, 1/28/65.

Box 14. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXX, 3/1-8/65." Item No. 163.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 3/5/65.

Box 15. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXI, 3/12-31/65." Item No.
200a. World Sitrep on Free World Assistance to
Viet-Nam, 3/11/65.

Box 17. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXIV, 5/65." Item No. 311a.
Memo, World Sitrep, 5/26/65.

Box 18. "Vietnam Cables, Vol. XXXV, 6/1-21/65." Item No.
213. United States State Department, Support of
Other Governments for U.S. Position re Viet-Nam,
6/3/65.



190

Box 19. "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XXXV, 6/16-30/65." Item No.
349. Memo, Ball to Presidential Staff, 6/29/65.

Box 24- "Vietnam Memos, Vol. XLIII, 12/15-31/65." Item No.
25. 221. Memo, Cooper to Bundy, 12/21/65.

Box 85- "Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 44a. Report,
91. Maxwell and Taylor to President, 8/5/67.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 43. Memo, Read to
Rostow, 9/20/67.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D, Korea-U.K., 1967-1969."
Item No. 124. Memo, Rostow to President, 10/6/67.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
87. Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 11/25/67.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
85. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul, 11/30/67.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
74a. Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 12/6/67.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 36. Memo, Rostow
to President, 12/13/67.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 38. Memo, Read to
Rostow, 12/13/67.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 36a. Memo, Wright
to Rostow, 12/16/67.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 35f. Status
Report, (no author), 12/20/67.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
56. Memo, Rostow to President, 1/5/68.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
54. Memo, Rostow to President, 1/5/68.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
45. Message, AmEmbassy Saigon to SecState, 1/19/68.

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
44. Message, CINCPAC to SecState, 1/19/68.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 31. Memo, Rostow
to President, 2/27/68.



191

"Vietnam Allies, Vol. 5D (3), 1967-1969." Item No.
17. Message, White House Situation Room to Rostow,
4/1 7/68.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69," Item No. 68. Memo, Rostow
to President, 5/18/68.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 10a. Memo, Read to

Rostow, 6/3/68.

"Vietnam 5D, 3/67-1/69." Item No. 2. Message, Rusk
to all Diplomatic and Consular Posts, 1/7/69.

Box 213. "Negotiating and International Actions Concerning
Vietnam, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65." Item No. 40.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassies, 12/3/65.

NSF Country File-Republic of Korea

Box 254- "Korea Memos, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 155.
256. Memo, Cooper to Bundy, 1/14/65.

"Korea Memos, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 30.
Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 5/1/65.

"Korea Memos, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 30a.
Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 5/1/65.

"Park Visit Briefing Book, 5/17-19/65." Item No. 2.
Memo, Thomson to President, 5/17/65.

"Korea Memos, Park Visit, 5/65." Item No. 12. Memo,
Rusk to President, 5/17/65.

"Korea Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 20.
Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 6/7/65.

"Korea Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 18.
Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 7/3/65.

"Korea Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 17.
Message, AmEmbassy Seoul to SecState, 7/10/65.

"Korea Cables, Vol. II, 7/64-8/65." Item No. 71.
Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Seoul, 8/5/65.

"Korea Memos, Vol. III, 11/65-12/66." Item No. 107.
Memo of Conversation, Bundy with Korean Ambassador,
12/7/65.



192

NSF Country File-Republic of the Philippines

Box 278. "Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
168. Message, Ball to AmEmbassy Manila, 12/13/64.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
166. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 2/19/65.

"Philippine Memos, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.

195e. Memo, Ball to President, 2/20/65.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.

104. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 3/4/65.

"Philippine Memos, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
194. Memo, Cooper to Bundy, 3/29/65.

"Philippine Memos, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
195b. Memo, Claxton to Cooper, 4/18/65.

"Philippine Memos, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67." Item No.
54. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 7/2/65.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
69. Message, Blair to SecState, 7/6/65.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
137. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Manila, 12/3/65.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
26. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 12/16/65.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. II, 6/64-6/66." Item No.
13. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 2/26/66.

"Philippine Memos, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67." Item No.
132. Memo, McNamara to President, 9/9/66.

"Philippine Memos, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67." Item No.
135. Memo, Rostow to Ball, 9/11/66.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. III, 7/66-7/67." Item No.
7. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 7/13/67.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. IV, 8/67-11/68." Item No.
77. Message, AmEmbassy Manila to SecState, 8/17/67.

"Philippine Cables, Vol. IV, 8/67-11/68." Item No.
157a. Talking Paper, Meeting with G. Mennen
Williams, 5/1/68.



193

NSF Country File-Kingdom of Thailand

Box 281- "Thailand Memos, Vol. 1, 11/63-11/64." Item No. 61b.
282. Memo, Rusk to President, 7/14/64.

"Thailand Memos, Vol. 1, 11/63-11/64." Item No. 64a.
Memo, Rusk to President, 7/23/64.

Box 283- "Thailand Cables, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65." Item No.
284. 102. Message, AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState,

7/21 /65.

"Thailand Cables, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65." Item No.
21. Message, Rusk to AmEmbassy Bangkok, 7/29/65.

"Thailand Cables, Vol. III, 4/65-12/65." Item No.
108. Message, AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState,
7/31/65.

"Thailand Cables, Vol. V., 10/66-2/67." Item No.
121. Memo, Rostow to President, 1/3/67.

"Thailand Cables, Vol. V., 10/66-2/67." Item No. 20.
Message, AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState, 1/6/67.

Miscellaneous Files

NSF-Walt Rostow. Box 6. "Vietnam: Jan-Feb 1968." Item No.
18b. Memo, Zwick to President, 2/1/68.

NSF-Walt Rostow. Box 6. "Vietnam: Jan-Feb 1968." Item No. 16.

Memo, President to Bunker, 2/2/68.

NSF-Confidential File. Box 11. "Confidential File C0206-
C0300." Item No. C0235. Memo, Kintner to Rostow,
9/7/66.

Other Primary Sources

American Heritage Dictionary, 2d col. ed. Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1985.

Congressional Record. 90th Cong., 1st sess., 1967. Vol. 113,
pt. 5, 5870.

Congressional Record. 90th Cong., 1st sess., 1967. Vol. 113,
pt. 6, 7514.



194

Department of State Bulletin.

Vol. 50, No. 1294 (13 April 1964). Robert S. McNamara,
"United States Policy in Vietnam," 562-70.

Vol. 51, No. 1 323 (2 November 1964). "President

Macapagal of Philippines Visits United States," 628-34.

Vol. 55, No. 1424 (10 October 1966). "President Marcos
of the Philippines Visits the United States," 526-34.

Funk & Wagnells New International Dictionary of the English
Language, Comprehensive Edition. Newark, NJ: Publishers
International Press, 1984.

Pentagon Papers. Gravel Edition, Vol. III. Boston: Beacon
Press, 1972.

Times (New York). 1969. 30, 31 May.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations.
The Republic of the Philippines: Hearings Before the
Subcommittee on United States Security Agreements and
Commitments Abroad. Part 1. 91st Cong., 1st sess., 1969.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations.
The Kingdom of Thailand: Hearings Before the
Subcommittee on United States Security Agreements and
Commitments Abroad. Part 3. 91st Cong., 1st sess., 1969.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations.
Republic of Korea: Hearings of the Subcommittee on
United States Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad.
Part 6. 91st Cong., 2d sess., 1970.

United States Government Manual 1991-92. National Archives
and Records Administration, 1991.

U.S. President. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United
States. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Federal
Register, National Archives and Records Service,
November 22, 1963 to June 30, 1964. Lyndon B. Johnson,
1965.

Vietnam Information Notes. Washington, DC: Office of Media
Services, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of State,
December 1967.

Vietnam Review 4A: Free World Assistance to South Vietnam.
Washington, DC: Armed Forces Information Service,
Department of Defense, April 1968.



195

Secondary Sources

Barber, James D. The Presidential Character. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1972.

Barclay, Glen St. John. Friends in High Places: Australian-
American diplomatic relations since 1945. Melbourne,
Australia: Oxford University Press, 1985.

_ A Very Small Insurance Policy: The Politics of
Australian Involvement in Vietnam, 1954-1967. London:
University of Queensland Press, 1988.

Baritz, Loren. Backfire: A History of how American Culture
Led Us Into Vietnam and Made Us Fight the Way We Did.
New York: William Morrow and Co., 1985.

Baylis, John. Anglo-American Defense Relations 1939-1984: The
Special Relationship, 2d ed. New York: St. Martin's
Press, 1986.

Bell, Jack. The Johnson Treatment. New York: Harper & Row,
1965.

Bornet, Vaughn Davis. The Presidency of Lyndon B. Johnson.
Lawrence, KN: University of Kansas Press, 1983.

Bowman, John S. ed. The Vietnam War: An Almanac. New York:
Bison Books of World Almanac Publications, 1985.

Brodie, Bernard. War and Politics. New York: Macmillan and
Co., 1973.

Cho, Soon Sung. "American Policy Toward Korean Unification,
1945-1980." In U.S. Korean Relations: 1882-1982, ed.
Tae-Kwan Kwak. Seoul, Korea: The Institute for Far
Eastern Studies, 1982.

Clifford, Clark M. "Viet Nam Reappraisal." Foreign Affairs
47 (July 1969), 601-22.

Conkin, Paul K. Big Daddy from the Pedernales: Lyndon Baines
Johnson. Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1986.

Cooper, Chester L. The Lost Crusade: America in Viet-Nam. New
York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1970.

Cuddy, Dennis L. "The American Role in Australian Involvement
in the Vietnam War." Australian Journal of Politics and
History 28 (1982), 340-53.



196

Dallek, Robert. Lone Star Rising: Lyndon Johnson and his

Times 1908-1960. New York: Oxford University Press,
1991.

Davies, Michael..LBJ: A Foreign Observer's Viewpoint. New

York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1966.

Destler, I.M., Leslie H. Gelb and Anthony Lake. Our Own Worse

Enemy: The Unmaking of American Foreign Policy. Updated

and rev. ed. New York: Simon & Schuster, Inc., 1984.

Divine, Robert A., "The Johnson Revival: A Bibliographical
Appraisal." In, The Johnson Years, Volumn Two: Vietnam,
the Environment, and Science, ed. Robert A. Divine.
Lawrence, KN: University Press, 1987.

Donovan, Robert J. Nemesis: Truman and Johnson in the Coils
of War in Asia. New York: St. Martin's/Marek, 1984.

Doyle, Edward, Samuel Lipsman, and the editors of Boston
Publishing Company, eds. America Takes Over: 1965-67.
The Vietnam Experience Series. Boston: Boston Publishing
Company, 1982.

Evans, Roland and Robert Novak. Lyndon B. Johnson: The
Exercise in Power. New York: New American Library, 1966.

Furer, Howard B., ed. Lyndon B. Johnson 1908- : Chronology-
Documents-Bibliographical Aids. Dobbs Ferry, NY: Oceana
Publications, Inc., 1971.

Girling, John L.S. America and the Third World: Revolution
and Intervention. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980.

. Thailand: Society and Politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1981.

Goodwin, Richard N. Remembering America: A Voice From the
Sixties. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1988.

Granatstein, J.L. "Cooperation and Conflict: The Course of
Canadian-American Relations since 1945." In Canada and
the United States: Enduring Friendship, Persistent
Stress, eds. Charles F. Doran and John H. Sigler, 45-68.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1985.

Hahn, Bae-Ho. "Major Issues in the American-Korean Alliance."
In Korea and the United States, eds. Youngnok Koo and
Dae-Sook Suh, 91-110. Honolulu: University of Hawaii
Press, 1984.



1 97

Han, Sungjoo. "South Korea's Participation in the Vietnam
Conflict: An Analysis of the U.S.-Korean Alliance."
Orbis 21 (Winter 1978), 893-912.

Hannah, Norman B. The Key to Failure: Laos and the Vietnam

War. New York: Madison Books, 1987.

Heath, Jim F. Decade of Disillusionment. Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1975.

Heren, Louis. No Hail, No Farewell. New York: Harper & Row,
Publishers, 1970.

Herring, George C. America's Longest War: The United States
and Vietnam, 1950-1975. 2d ed. New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1986.

Hosmer, Stephen T. Constraints on U.S. Strategy in Third
World Conflicts. New York: Crane Russak & Company, 1987.

Jha, Ganganath. Foreign Policy of Thailand. New Delhi, India:
Radiant Publishers, 1979.

Kant, Immanuel. Grounding for Metaphysics of Morals.
Translated and analysed by H.J. Paton. New York: Harper
& Row, Publishers, 1964.

Karnow, Stanley. In Our Image: America's Empire in the
Philippines. New York: Random House, 1989.

Kattenburg, Paul M. "Viet Nam and U.S. Diplomacy, 1940-1970."
Orbis 15 (Fall 1971), 818-41.

Kaul, Man Mohini. The Philippines and Southeast Asia. New
Delhi, India: Radiant Publishers, 1978.

Kearns, Doris. "Lyndon Johnson's Political Personality."
Political Science Quarterly 91 (Fall 1976): 385-410.

Kwak, Tae-Hwan. "U.S.-Korea Security Relations." In U.S.-
Korean Relations, 1882-1982, ed. Tae-Kwan Kwak, 223-43.
Seoul, Korea: Institute for Far Eastern Studies, 1982.

LaFeber, Walter. "Consensus and Cooperation: A View of United
States Foreign Policy, 1945-1980." In United States
Foreign Policy at the Crossroads, ed. George Schwab,
3-26. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1982.

Larsen, Stanley Robert and James Lawton Collins, Jr. Allied
Participation in Vietnam. Washington, DC: Department of
the Army, 1975.



1 98

Lyman, Princeton N. "Korea's Involvement in Viet Nam." Orbis
12 (Summer 1968), 563-81.

McCarron, William E. "On Machiavelli and Vietnam." In
Military Ethics: Reflections on Principles--the
profession of arms, military leadership, ethical
practices, war and morality, educating the citizen
soldier, eds. Malham Wakin, Kenneth Wenker, and James
Kempf, 193-202. Washington, DC: National Defense
University Press, 1987.

McKinnon, Malcolm. "Costs and Continuity: New Zealand's
Security and the United States." Political Science 30
(July 1978), 29-44.

McNeill, Ian. The Team: Australian Army Advisers in Vietnam
1962-1972. New York: Hippocrene Books, 1984.

Morgenthau, Hans J. "Vietnam and the National Interest." In
Viet Nam: History, Documents, and Opinions on a Major
World Crisis, ed. Marvin E. Gettleman, 365-76.
Greenwich, CT: Fawcett Publications, Inc., 1965.

Otis, James. "Seoul's Hired Guns." Ramparts 11 (September
1972): 18-20, 56-57.

Park, Joon Young. Korea's Return to Asia: South Korean
Foreign Policy, 1965-1975. Seoul, Korea: Jin Heong
Press, 1985.

Porter, Gary. "Globalism--The Ideology of Total World
Involvement." In The Vietnam Reader, eds. Marcus G.
Raskin and Bernard B. Fall, 322-327. New York: Vintage
Books, 1965.

Roberts, Chalmers M. "The Day We Didn't Go To War." The
Reporter 1 4 (September 1954), 31-5.

Rodan, Paul. "Harold Holt's Foreign Policy 1966-1967."
Australian Journal of Politics and History 25 (1979),
310-8.

Shalom, Stephen R. The United States and the Philippines.
Philadelphia: Institute for the Study of Human Issues,
1 981.

Soonthornrojana, Adulyasak. "The Rise of United States-Thai
Relations, 1945-1975." Ph.D. diss., University of Akron,
1 986 .



1 99

Steinberg, Alfred. Sam Johnson's Boy: A Close-up of the

President From Texas. New York: The Macmillan Company,
1968.

Thompson, Kenneth W. "The Johnson Presidency and Foreign
Policy: The Unresolved Conflict between National
Interest and Collective Security." In Lyndon Baines
Johnson and the Uses of Power, eds. Bernard J. Firestone
and Robert C. Vogt, 289-96. New York: Greenwood Press,
1988.

Thompson, W. Scott. Unequal Partners: Philippine and Thai
Relations with the United States 1965-75. Lexington, MA:
Lexington Books, 1975.

Turley, William S. The Second Indochina War: A Short
Political and Military History, 1954-1975. New York: New
American Library, 1986.

Turner, Kathleen J. Lyndon Johnson's Dual War: Vietnam and
the Press. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985.

Valenti, Jack. A Very Human President. New York: W.W. Norton
& Co., Inc., 1975.

Watt, Alan Stewart. The Evolution of Australian Foreign
Policy 1938-1965. Cambridge, England: At the University
Press, 1968.

White, Ralph K. Nobody Wanted War. Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1968.

"Why New Zealand Aids South Vietnam." Vietnam Perspectives 1
(November 1965), 55-6.

Wilson, Craig V. "Rhetoric, Reality, and Dissent: The Foreign
Policy of the British Labor Governments 1964-1970."
Ph.D. diss., Washington State University, 1982.

Wilson, Harold. Harold Wilson, A Personal Record: The Labour
Government 1964-1970. Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
1971.

Wyatt, David K. Thailand: A Short History. New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 1982.


