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Introduction

On June 13, 1971, the New York Times began the serial publication

of ten articles based upon its own analysis of what has come to be known

popularly as the "Pentagon papers" -- a multi-volume, highly classified

history of the U.S. role in Vietnam from World War II until President

Johnson's announcement in March 1968 that he would not seek re-election.

Subsequently, other newspapers around the country published articles based

on portions of the Pentagon papers.

After several days, the Department of Justice obtained a temporary

injunction against further publication by several newspapers, but the

question was resolved in favor of publication by the U.S. Supreme Court

on June 30, 1971. Publication of the remaining articles in the Times

and other newspapers was resumed. The full text of the articles as

published in the Times has been reprinted by Bantam Books with an

explanatory introduction and supplementary documents. Copies of the

complete Pentagon study have been made available to the House and Senate,

with access granted only to members of these bodies.

The following collection covers approximately 50 articles, varying

greatly in length, and approximately 150 documents, in full or partial

text, as published by eight different newspapers. The New York Times-

Bantam Books version, which is entitled "The Pentagon Papers," has

approximately 600 pages of articles and documents. The basic study of

47 volumes reportedly has 3,000 pages of text and 4,000 pages of documents.
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The sheer volume of the articles and documents available in the press

alone makes it difficult to read them in full.

The following summaries are designed to assist Congressmen, members

of Congressional staffs and their constituents in becoming acquainted

with the principal facts and interpretations by the newspapers of the

Pentagon papers. Except in the case of the New York Times, the summaries

were prepared from articles as they appeared in the different publicat-ions.

The summaries of the Times articles are based on the separate chapters in

the volume published by Bantam Books. Only those newspaper articles that

interpreted or analyzed the substance of the Pentagon study have been

included. Other newspaper articles, dealing with the background of the

study, or with collateral issues such as questions relating to disclosure

of classified information or the court process, have been omitted. The

numerous editorials and comments of columnists have not been included.

When available, the author or authors of the original articles are named.

The summaries were prepared by a number of members of the Foreign

Affairs Division. Consequently, they differ in their proportionate

length, their style and their method of summarizing. It should be noted

that any summary is, to a degree, a distortion of the original, although

the utmost effort has been made to reproduce faithfully the essence and

tone of the original newspaper articles. In condensing the articles,

it was necessary to omit certain factual material, phrasing was modified,

some nuances may have been lost, and interpretations may not be given

their exact color. Therefore, these summaries cannot be used as adequate
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substitutes for the original articles. They are a convenience only and

a help for incidental reading. Those readers concerned with scholarly

or professional research purposes should refer to the original articles.

For each newspaper series, a concluding summary has been prepared

which attempts to collect the principal points and themes, if any,

which have been featured by each publication.

By and large, the newspapers have presented their stories in direct

and indirect quotations of the "analysts" who prepared the Pentagon study,

interwoven with observations and conclusions which, unless identified in

the text as those of the analysts, are assumed to be those of the newspaper

reporters. Many of the articles are supplemented by the full texts or

excerpts of relevant documents which were used in the preparation of the

Pentagon history itself.

An authoritative assessment of the points of view either of the

Pentagon analysts or of the newspaper reporters who explained and commented

upon the Pentagon papers would not be possible without similar access to

the same original text. In summarizing the series, therefore, an effort

has been made only to produce a symmetrical reduction of the articles

with as little distortion as possible of the language and tone employed by

the newspaper reporters. No additional assessment has been attempted.

Approximately 150 documents, in full or partial text, were printed

separately by the New York Times and other newspapers. The New York

Times printed 134 of these. Many other documents were alluded to but not
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printed. At a later date the Foreign Affairs Division plans to issue

a list of the printed documents with short annotations describing their

contents so that those who do not have the opportunity to read the docu-

ments in full can obtain some idea of their contents. A list will also

be prepared of documents in the Pentagon study referred to in the news-

paper articles whose texts have not been separately published.



THE PENTAGON PAPERS

CHAPTER I

"The Truman and Eisenhower Years: 1956-1960"

By Fox Butterfield

The secret Pentagon study discloses that the Eisenhower Administration

considered the 1954 Geneva accords a "disaster" and approved actions to

prevent further Communist expansion in Vietnam. Decisions of the National

Security Council, according to the account, meant that the United States

played a direct role in breaking down the accords, despite the official

line that North Vietnam was alone to blame.

On August 3, 1954, for example, the NSC ordered an urgent program of

economic and military aid to the new Diem government, in effect replacing

French advisers with Americans. The purpose was to prevent a Communist

victory in all-Vietnam elections.

Despite its pledge not to disturb the Geneva provisions, including

prohibitions against foreign troops and bases in Vietnam, the Eisenhower

Administration immediately sent a CIA team to conduct clandestine warfare

against North Vietnam.

Decisions by the Truman and Eisenhower Administrations during the

1940's and 1950's were taken largely without public knowledge or understanding.

When President Kennedy was inaugurated in 1961, the U.S. Government felt

itself already heavily committed to the defense of South Vietnam. Key

CRS-1
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decisions disclosed by the Pentagon study were:

1. The ignoring of letters sent to Truman by Ho Chi Minh in

1945-56.

2. Truman's decision to support Bao Dai regime and the French

after the 1949 fall of mainland China.

3. Eisenhower's hints to the French in 1954 that the U.S. might

intervene to prevent French defeat in Indochina.

4. The 1954 decision to launch aid program to Diem, thus determining

U.S. policy for the rest of the decade.

Most of these decisions ran contrary to advice from the intelligence

community which rated the French, Emperor Bao Dai, and Premier Diem as

weak and unpopular, and the Communists as strong. U.S. persistence,

despite these warnings, was based upon American anti-communist attitudes

and the unquestioned acceptance of the so-called domino theory wherein

Indochina was seen as a key area whose control by the Communists could

expect to be followed by the communization of the rest of Southeast Asia.

A National Security Council Paper approved by President Eisenhower in 1954

predicted that the loss of a single country in Southeast Asia would lead to

the loss of Southeast Asia, then India and Japan and finally endanger

Europe. Under these conditions, most of the internal U.S. government debate

centered more on matters of military feasibility than on questions of basic

national Interests.
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U.S. Policy in "Disarray"

The Pentagon study says that U.S. policy from 1940 to 1950 was

characterized by "ambivalence and indecision" and, at the death of

Roosevelt, was in "disarray."

This ambivalence persisted through the Truman Administration, which

rejected both French appeals for aid in 1945 and Ho Chi Minh's requests

for "tutelage" pending independence, as had been enjoyed by the Philippines.

Later appeals from lo for intervention against French colonialism also went

unanswered, thus amounting to tacit U.S. acceptance of the French position.

Despite U.S. concern over communism and its links to Ito, the State

Department Office of Intelligence and Research concluded in 1948 that

it could find no evidence that Ho took his orders from Moscow. On December 30,

1949, after the fall of the Chiang regime in China, President Truman

approved a National Security Council paper which, the Pentagon study says,

set U.S. policy on the course of blocking "further Communist expansion in

Asia." Recognition of the Horgime by Moscow and Peking in 1950 was followed

by U.S. recognition of Bao Dai and by agreements to support the French

in Indochina. "The U.S. thereafter was directly involved in the developing

tragedy in Vietnam," the study says.

Brink of Intervention

In the spring of 1954, as the French military position in Indochina

deteriorated and the date for the Geneva Conference approached, the Eisenhower
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Administration twice hinted to France that it was .:eady to intervene with

American forces. The Pentagon study contends that the U.S. public, though

given some information, was never informed of the seriousness of the internal

government debate on intervention, nor that intervention was recommended

to the United Kingdom and other allies.

The first episode occurred during March and April 1954, before the fall

of Dienbienphu, and was disclosed by American jounalists. The second, never

fully revealed, took place in May and June while the Conference was in session

and was designed to prevent the French from negotiating a "sellout."

Both of these moves were explicitly based on the domino theory, as

enunciated in National Security Council documents. Eisenhower rejected

the first suggestion to intervene after a meeting with Congressional leaders

convinced him that Congress would not support American action in the absence

of help from U.S. allies. The second episode was prompted by Eisenhower and

Secretary of State Dulles, who considered asking Congress for authority

to intervene as a last act to "save Indochina," provided France would

meet certain conditions including "genuine freedom" for the Indochinese

states and that American advisers take responsibility f6r military training

and planning in Vietnam.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended limitation of U.S. involvement

to a token force of air and naval support, on the grounds that Indochina

contained no "decisive military objectives." But as talks with the French

continued to be unproductive, the French military position deteriorated

further. By June of 1954, Washington considered intervention useless and

informed France that time had run out.
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The Geneva "Disaster"

The Pentagon study says that, with the exception of the United States,

the other major powers were satisfied with the results of the Geneva

Conference, believing that the conflict had been transferred from the

military to the political realm, and that France would retain a presence to

train Diem's army and assure the conduct of the scheduled 1956 elections.

Eisenhower's National Security Council, however, viewed the accords

as a "disaster"presaging the possible communization of Southeast Asia.

Secretary Dulles thought action imperative to stop Communism in Vietnam.

Within policymaking circles there were, however, dissenting voices.

The intelligence community doubted that, even with U.S. help, the French

or the Vietnamese could establish a government -- a condition considered

essential by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) to any successful military

training program. Despite these warnings, Secretary Dulles' recommendations

to give military and economic aid directly to South Vietnam were accepted.

Politically, the U.S. would support Diem, though encouraging him to

democratize his government. Thus, the Pentagon study says, the U.S.

became committed to the defense of South Vietnam. The study says the record

shows no rebuttals to the warnings of intelligence agencies or the JCS --

only that the U.S. decided the potential gains were worth a limited risk.

Even before the Geneva Conference ended, however, the Eisenhower

Administration had already begun covert operations against the Vietminh.

In June 1954, the CIA team headed by Colonel Lansdale was sent to Vietnam
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with orders to launch intelligence, paramilitary operations planning,

and psychological warfare operations against the North.

Lansdale in the Breach

While the Lansdale team conducted its operations, major U.S. policies

to take over the French military training program and support Diem were

being carried out. Eisenhower's personal representative in Vietnam,

General J. Lawton Collins, was disenchanted with Diem and urged his removal.

Dulles opposed any such move, vowing that the United States must "take

the plunge" with Mr. Diem, according to the Pentagon narrative.

Amid growing disorders in Saigon -- sparked by a united front against

Diem by a gangster group known as the Binh Xuyen and two armed sects --

and warnings from the French that Diem was "mad," Collins renewed his plea

that Diem be removed. Dulles finally agreed, but in Saigon Colonel Lansdale,

with a series of skillful maneuvers, succeeded in helping Diem overcome his

opposition and score a marked victory over the armed dissidents. After this

success, the U.S. abandoned plans to drop Diem, who proceeded to consolidate

his gains with a referendum for the people to choose between him and Bao

Dai. After winning what the Pentagon study describes as a "too resounding"

98.2% of the vote, Diem proclaimed himself President.

Elections Balked

In July, 1955, under the provisions of the Geneva agreements, the

two zones- of Vietnam were to begin consultations on the elections to be
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held the next year. Diem, however, refused.these consultations. And in

July 1956, he refused to hold elections for reunification, asserting that

his government had not signed, and therefore was not bound by the Geneva

accords.

Citing State Department files, the Pentagon study contends that Diem

acted on his own. But the study cited other State Department and NSC

files indicating that the Eisenhower Administration wanted the elections

postponed, and had communicated this desire to Diem. At the same time, the

U.S. military mission in Saigon was augmented beyond the limits imposed by

the Geneva accords under a pretext of helping the Vietnamese recover and

redistribute abandoned French equipment. Dulles' ambivalent attitude

toward the Geneva agreement was expressed in a December 1955 telegram:

"While we should certainly take no positive step to speed up present process

of decay of Geneva accords, neither should we make the slightest effort

to infuse life into them."

For a time it appeared that the U.S. gamble had succeeded. The

Vietminh were quiescent and the proficiency of Diem's armed forces markedly

improved. The schedule for the elections passed uneventfully. U.S. aid

efforts focused almost entirely on security.

By 1957, however, dissident activity had increased. By 1960, intelligence

estimates which, according to the study, had always "correctly and consistently"

estimated Diem's opposition and his weaknesses, forecast insurgent strength

growing to the point where the collapse of the Diem regime was only a matter

of time,unless successfully countered.
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However, the study relates, intelligence estimates failed to change the

objectives of U.S. policy, which was repeated in "virtually identical"

language in NSC papers of 1956, 1958, and 1960. U.S. officials in Saigon

issued optimistic public statements at variance with classified reports

reflecting pessimism.

This was the situation faced by President Kennedy when he came to

office in 1961. The U.S. had a speciai--though not absolutely binding --

commitment to support South Vietnam -- a regime which, because of the U.S.

role, was "essentially the creation of the United States."
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The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York Times

CHAPTER II

"Origins of the Insurgency in South Vietnam"

By Fox Butterfield

The secret Pentagon study of the Vietnam war says the U.S. Government's

official view that the war was imposed on South Vietnam by aggression

from Hanoi is "not wholly compelling." Presidents from Kennedy through

Nixon have justified American intervention on the aggression-from-Hanoi

basis despite intelligence estimates in the 1950's which described the

origins of the war as a rebellion in the South against the oppressive and

corrupt regime of Ngo Dinh Diem.

The study also disputes war critics who have contended that North

Vietnam entered the war only after 1965 in response to U.S. intervention.

The study shows that the North Vietnamese Communists operated a subordinate

apparatus in the South from 1954, and that in 1959 Hanoi made a clear decision

to take full control of the growing insurgency. Thereafter, the study says,

"Hanoi's involvement in the developing strife became evident."

The Pentagon history discloses the following developments related

to the origins of the war: American officials in Saigon reported Diem's

"authoritarian" shortcomings and that he had alienated the population by

his policies. After the war with the French ended, the Communists left

a skeletal stay-behind force in the South, but instructed it to engage only

in "political struggle." By 1956, the Diem regime had largely wiped out
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the Communist cadres who, despite their orders, reacted by beginning the

armed insurgency. North Vietnam formally decided to take full control of

the insurgency in May 1959, immediately stepping up the tempo of the war.

Both American intelligence and Viet Cong captives attributed the Viet Cong's

rapid success after 1959 to Diem's mistakes.

To illustrate the points made above, the Pentagon study analyzed the

periods of Diem's rule -- as Premier from 1954 until 1955, and then as

President until his overthrow in 1963.

According to the account, Diem at first appeared to perform miracles.

He put down the Binh Xuyen gangster sect and won diplomatic recognition from

many foreign governments. But from the beginning, Diem's personality and

political concepts tended to decrease his government's effectiveness. A

devout Roman Catholic and member of the traditional Mandarin ruling class,

Diem is described as having the mentality of a "Spanish Inquisitor."

His political machine was an over-centralized family oligarchy.

Diem's programs to increase rural security were so badly mismanaged

that the results were to increase insecurity. The Civic Action program

was staffed by Catholic outsiders from the North. The land-reform program

resulted in land given the peasants by the Viet Minh being returned to

the landlords. Traditionally elected village councils were replaced with

outsider appointees. Anti-communism became a pretext for the imprisonment

of all dissenters. The local militia groups were poorly trained, armed, and

led. Population resettlement programs angered the people, making Viet Cong

recruiting easy.
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The popular apathy and resentment engendered by Diem's policies

accounted in large measure, according to the study, for the growth of

the insurgency.

"Political Struggle."

The Pentagon study divides development of the insurgency into three

periods: (1) from 1954 to 1956 during which Communist stay-behind cadres

devoted themselves only to "political struggle;" (2) from 1956 to 1958,

during which the cadres began the armed insurgency; and (3) the beginning

of full-scale war in 1959, when Hanoi formally decided to take over the

insurgency.

During the first period, the North Vietnamese apparently concentrated

on internal economic development. The stay-behind force in the South --

from 5,000 to10,000 armed men -- was ordered to carry out only propaganda

activity and infiltration of the Diem government. According to the study,

the Communists apparently expected to win-the 1956 elections or that the

Diem regime would collapse of its own weakness.

After Diem's harsh measures had severly damaged the stay-behind

forces in 1956, the remaining cadres opted for armed struggle. American

intelligence reported only "sparse evidence," however, that the North

Vietnamese were directing, or could direct, the increasing violence in the

South.

The study reports that by 1959 the Hanoi regime apparently decided

to intensify its efforts. Captured documents quoted by the study indicated a
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formal North Vietnamese politburo decision on May 15, 1959, to take full

control of the insurgency. Infiltration trails were expanded, and teams

trained to increase the flow of infiltrators into the South. During 1959 and

1960 U.S. intelligence estimated that some 4,500 persons had made the trip

south. Terrorist incidents were stepped up and the Viet Cong began direct

attacks on South Vietnamese Army units. The first two U.S. servicemen killed

in the Vietnam war fell victim in 1959 to a bomb explosion inside the

Bienhoa base compound.

North Vietnamese Premier Pham Van Dong was quoted as vowing to "drive

the Americans into the sea."

The National Liberation Front for South Vietnam was officially founded

on December 20, 1960, according to the study. Within a year its membership

had quadrupled to 300,000. By then, the insurgency had taken root.
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The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York Times

CHAPTER III

'The Kennedy Years: 1961-1963"

By Hedrick Smith

The Pentagon's study of the Vietnam war concludes that President

John F. Kennedy transformed the "limited-risk gamble" of the Eisenhower

Administration into a "broad commitment" to prevent Communist domination

of South Vietnam.

Although Kennedy resisted pressures to involve U.S. ground combat

units in the war, the Pentagon analysts say he took a series of actions

significantly expanding American military and political involvement in

Vietnam, but left President Johnson with as bad a situation as Mr. Kennedy

inherited. The study characterized Kennedy's moves as using "only limited

means to achieve excessive ends." Moreover, these moves deepened the

American involvement piecemeal, while minimizing public recognition that the

American role was growing.

President Kennedy made his first fresh commitments to Vietnam secretly,

ordering 400 Special Forces troops and 100 advisers to Vietnam in the

spring of 1961. The study commented that this small expansion, had it been

made public, would have been the "first formal breach of the Geneva agree-

ment." Kennedy also ordered a new clandestine campaign against North Viet-

nam to be conducted by South Vietnamese agents and some U.S. Special Forces

troops.
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Although the study shows these covert operations as an unbroken

sequence building up to a much more ambitious covert program under

Johnson in 1964, the analysts handling the Kennedy period place greater

stress on the evolution of Kennedy's decision in November 1961, to ex-

pand greatly the American military advisory mission in Vietnam aid and, for

the first time, to put U.S. servicemen in combat-support roles that in-

volved them increasingly in actual fighting.

Questions for Kennedy

The Pentagon study shows President Kennedy facing three main questions

on Vietnam during his term of office: whether to make an irrevocable

commitment to prevent a Communist victory; whether to commit ground combat

units to achieve his ends; whether to give top priority to the military

battle or to the political reforms necessary for winning popular support.

According to the Pentagon analysts, the Kennedy Administration re-

sponded by increasing American troop strength from the internationally-

accepted level of 685 to 16,000 -- thus injecting the U.S. into internal

South Vietnamese politics, transforming the limited-risk Eisenhower gamble

into a broad commitment to Vietnam's defense, and giving priority to the

military rather than the political aspects of the war.

Kennedy and his senior advisers are described in the study as

considering defeat unthinkable and assuming that the mere introduction of

Americans into the situation would provide the South Vietnamese with the

"elan and style needed to win."
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The internal debates in the Administration presented by the study --

and which led to the Kennedy decision not to commit ground troops --

comprised in effect a dress rehearsal for the planning in the Johnson era

which led to outright war in 1965. Military advisers of the President

urged commitment of ground troops but he eventually rejected this approach.

The intelligence community continually warned df growing popular discontent

with an unreformed Diem regime. The debate over ground troops so dominated

the scene, however, that the study comments that Kennedy's subsequent

decision to approve the 16,000-man advisory build-up was taken "without a

careful examination" of what it was expected to produce and how. The

study concludes that the Kennedy strategy was flawed from the outset be-

cause it depended on Diem's adoption of political and other reforms that

would win the support of the people. But in the end, the study relates, the

Kennedy Administration concluded that President Diem could not reform

sufficiently, and in 1963 abandoned him.

A Challenge for the U.S.

When President Kennedy took office, however serious the problem in

Vietnam, the situation in Laos was far more critical. During the spring

of 1961, when Kennedy made his first series of Vietnam decisions, Laos --

not Vietnam -- was the dominant issue and largely determined how Vietnam

should be handled.

Kennedy had reversed the Eisenhower policy of backing right-wing

elements in Laos in favor of political compromise and a military cease-fire.

He therefore felt impelled to show strength in Vietnam to reassure America's

allies in Asia. Moreover, says the study, Kennedy sensed a particular
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challenge in Khrushshev's boast to back "wars of national liberation"

around the world. The.result was an intense.preoccupation within the

Kennedy Administration on counterinsurgency. As a prime manifestation of

a war of national liberation, Vietnam posed a challenge which could not

be ignored.

On April 22, 1961, Walt W. Rostow submitted Kennedy a detailed

memorandum for "gearing up the whole Vietnam operation." This memorandum

provided, among other things, for an upgrading of the Military Assistance

Advisory Group ceiling, setting the question of extra funds for Diem, and

attempting to persuade Diem to improve and broaden the base of his govern-

ment. The Rostow memorandum and a review of the Vietnam situation by

Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric were both overtaken by the

events in Laos. On April 29, the Commander-in-Chief of Pacific forces was

alerted to prepare to move U.S. ground and air forces into northeast Thailand

and to Vietnam as a threat to intervene in Laos. On the same day, Kennedy

approved for Vietnam only a 100-man increase in the size of the American

advisory mission and a few other steps recommended by the Gilpatric report.

Each of these moves was kept quiet. Publicity about exceeding the 685-man

limit of the U.S. military mission in Saigon, would have entailed the "first

formal breach of the Geneva agreements," the study says, so it was kept

secret.

By May 1 the Laos crisis had eased and, in the face of State Depart-

ment pressure, the Gilpatric task force toned down its recommendations for

unilateral American intervention in Vietnam, if necessary, "to save the

country from Communism." Instead, he proposed a new bilateral arrangement
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with Vietnam on the grounds that Communist violations of the Geneva accords

justified this step despite the "inconsistency of such action with the

Geneva accords." It also recommended deployment of 400 Special Forces

soldiers and study of a possible additional commitment of U.S. forces to Viet-

nam.

A Sterner Objective

President Kennedy made his basic decision on Vietnam policy on May

11, 1961 -- two days after Vice President Johnson's departure for Saigon.

This policy, enunciated in National Security Action Memorandum 52, spells

out the American objective of preventing Communist domination of Vietnam

much more bluntly than did the President's mild remarks to newsmen about

assisting "Vietnam to obtain its independence." The memorandum also specified

measures not disclosed to the public, i.e., the deployment of 400 Special

Forces troops, authorization for U.S. Ambassador Nolting to begin talks for

a bilateral arrangement with South Vietnam, and authorization for a covert

warfare campaign against the North.

The Pentagon study details the training and preparation of the South

Vietnamese Army's First Observation Group as the prime instrument for

unconventional warfare against the North, but does not report on the actual

operations of this group during the Kennedy years. In July 1961, however,

the North Vietnamese radio claimed that a American plane carrying saboteurs

had been shot down while encroaching on North Vietnamese air space. Later,

the North Vietnamese radio broadcast descriptions of the build-up of the

First Observation group with details corresponding closely to those contained

in secret reports submitted by General Lansdale, chief of "Special Operations"

for the Pentagon.
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Diem at the Fulcrum

President Kennedy's May decision deferred, but did not settle, the

issue of combat troops for South Vietnam. Throughout the summer and fall

of 1961 Administration debate on this crucial matter was significantly

affected by the attitude of President Diem, according to the Pentagon

account. Vice President Johnson had found Diem initially reluctant; in

midsummer he warmed to the idea somewhat; by fall he was appealing to the

United States to become a co-belligerent.

By June, President Diem had sent detailed military proposals to

President Kennedy, urging a major expansion of the South Vietnamese Army,

accompanied by a considerable build-up of "selected elements of the American

armed forces." According to the narrative, Diem's request closely resembled

Defense Department recommendations of April and those made by the U.S.

Advisory mission in Saigon in midsummer. The study says that the real

interest of U.S. military leaders was in getting U.S. combat units into Viet-

nam, with a training mission as a device for getting Diem's approval.

These recommendations, however, sidestepped the issue by authorizing a

modest, 30,000-man increase of the South Vietnam army and postponing any

build-up of American advisers. During the summer Mr. Rostow produced

proposals described by the study as a "quite exact" prescription for Kennedy's

decisions in the fall. These emphasized the need for a guerrilla deterrence

operation in northeast Thailand, and a need for more forces -- aircraft,

helicopters, communications, etc -- to support a counterguerrilla war in

Vietnam.

Then, in late fall, Diem jolted the Kennedy Administration with a sudden
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secret request for the bilateral defense treaty he had previously spurned --

this in the midst of consideration of other intra-Administration proposals

building up momentum for American intervention in Southeast Asia. These

proposals included recommendations that the U.S. adopt the "defeat of the

Vietcong" as its objective (Undersecretary of State U. Alexis Johnson),

and that the U.S. undertake "early and hard-hitting" intervention in Viet-

nam (William P. Bundy). The intelligence community viewed the situation

more pessimistically, maintaining that there was little evidence that the

VC relied on external supplies, and reporting that 80-90 percent of the

estimated 17,000 VC had been locally recruited.

Kennedy's reaction to this conflicting advice was to send General

Maxwell Taylor to Saigon to consider alternative strategies of bold inter-

vention, establishment of a U.S. "presence," and the stepping up of military

assistance short of American combat forces. Diem continued to send urgent

requests for American troops.

The Pentagon study reported that Administration officials effectively

squelched press speculation about the troop question with carefully managed

news leaks about the Taylor mission.

State of Emergency

The Taylor mission was greeted in Saigon on October 18 with Diem's

formal declaration of a state of emergency. In meetings with General Taylor,

Diem again asked for a bilateral treaty with considerable American military

support short of combat units. They also discussed the idea of a U.S.

military relief task force in the flooded Mekong River Delta, including troops

that would, according to the narrative,assure "Diem of our readiness to join
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him in a military showdown with Vietcong or Vietminh." Taylor emphasized

both the propaganda advantages and flexibility of this approach. Secretary

Rusk and the State Department, however, opposed military commitments

without reciprocal political reforms from Diem.

General Taylor's formal report, submitted on November 3, incorporated

proposals, according to the Pentagon analyst, for a "hard commitment on the

ground" and other measures, all under the overall concept of a new American

role of "limited partnership" in Vietnam. State Department dissenters

focused upon the poor performance and morale of the South Vietnamese Army

and other weaknesses of the Saigon regime. A special national intelligence

estimate forecast that the North Vietnamese could match the American escal-

ation with increased support to the Vietcong, that threats to bomb the North

would be ineffective, and that actual attacks might provoke strong responses

from Moscow and Peiping.

McNamara backed the Taylor recommendations, although, according to the

study, his choice of language left his position somewhat.ambiguous regarding

the wisdom of sending ground troops. Three days later, however, McNamara

joined Rusk in quite different recommendations "obviously more to the

President's liking." Reiterating the domino theory, these called for the

U.S. to commit itself to preventing the fall of South Vietnam to Communism.

They recommended commitment of support forces, but deferral of a commitment

of ground combat troops. Finally, they proposed a demand for reform from

Diem before the U.S. build-up would be put in motion. President Kennedy

accepted all major recommendations, according to the study, except for the

unqualified commitment to the goal of saving South Vietnam from Communism.
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Diem reacted with disappointment to Kennedy's decisions, and, in

December, the U.S. softened its demands for reform and settled for frequent

consultation with the South Vietnamese Government, instead of a strong voice

in decision-making. The Pentagon study contended that the effect of these

actions was to give the military side of the war higher priority than the

political side, and to allow Diem to continue to place his highest priority

on staying in power -- an emphasis that plagued the Kennedy Administration

when South Vietnamese disaffection with Diem boiled over in 1963.

Copters and Casualties

Even before the American troop build-up was announced formally. in

December, two American helicopter companies had arrived in Vietnam. On

February 5, the press reported the first helicopter shot down by the enemy.

President Kennedy, replying to questions posed by newsmen about the exposure

of U.S. personnel to combat, contended that U.S. troops there remained in

a combat support and training role, but this occasionally involved them in

fire fights. Months later, he admitted to increased casualties along with

the build-up.

Pentagon records report nearly ten times as many U.S. casualties in

1962 as in 1961 -- closely paralleling the tenfold build-up of American forces

to 11,000 men by the end of 1962.

A Spurt of Optimism

Despite public uneasiness expressed in news conference questions, the

Pentagon study notes, official American assessments on the war in the spring

and summer of 1962 took on an increasingly favorable tenor.



CRS-22

A special object of praise, according to the account, was the

strategic hamlet program -- described in government documents as one to re-

group the population into fortified hamlets in which the Government was to

take political, social, and economic measures to win popular support. The

Pentagon study comments that the optimism proved misplaced, that the

program contained an inherent flaw. Diem saw it as a means of controlling

his population, friendly and unfriendly alike, while Washington saw it as

a means of winning greater allegiance and thereby squeezing the Vietcong.

Fundamentally, the study says, the program "failed dismally," as had

predecessor programs under the French and the Vietnamese, because of strong

peasant resistance to forcible resettlement.

But faulty statistical reporting and poor intelligence was principally

responsible for the unfounded optimism of U.S. policy in 1962 and 1963,

according to the Pentagon study. This official optimism reached its peak

after a July 1962 Honolulu strategy conference when plans for an American

military phase-out in Vietnam were made, based on an assumption that the

war against the Vietcong would be won by the end of 1965. Secretary

McNamara acknowledged at the conference that it might be difficult to retain

U.S. popular support for American operations in Vietnam indefinitely.

Although the study does not report any direct participation by Kennedy

in the phase-out planning, for about 18 months there was a leisurely but

voluminous exchange of correspondence between McNamara and U.S. military

authorities in Vietnam on the subject. A White House aide, Michael Forrestal,

however, on February 11, 1963, warned Kennedy to expect a long and costly

war. Meanwhile, American troop strength actually increased to 16,732 men

by October 1963. And, during the final months of the Administration, the
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political upheavals against Diem so disrupted the situation that all phase-

out planning was dropped.

Thus, according to the study, President Kennedy left President Johnson

a Vietnamese legacy of crisis, of political instability, and of military

deterioration at least as alarming as the situation he had inherited from

President Eisenhower. Although some people think Kennedy's decision to

concentrate upon the buildup of combat support services rather than commit

combat troops was a sound decision, others, according to the study, may

argue that the most difficult problem of recent years might have been a-

voided had the U.S. made a "hard commitment on the ground in South Viet-

nam in 1961."
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The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York .Times

CHAPTER IV

"The Overthrow of Ngo Dinh Diem: May-November 1963"

By Hedrick Smith

The Pentagon's secret study of the Vietnam war discloses that

President Kennedy knew and approved of plans for the military

coup d'etat that overthrew President Ngo Dinh Diem in 1963 --

a circumstance which, the study says, heightened "our responsi-

bilities and commitments in Vietnam." In August and October

1963, the study says, the U.S. gave its support to army generals

bent on removing the controversial leader whose rise to power

Mr. Kennedy had backed in speeches in the middle nineteen-fifties

and who had been the anchor of American policy in Vietnam for

nine years. The study notes that the coup was a watershed, a

time when Washington could have reconsidered its entire commitment

in Vietnam and decided to disengage. The notion of disengagement

was rejected, however, because of the.assumption that an

independent non-Communist South Vietnam was too important a

strategic interest to abandon.

The effect, according to the account, was that the U.S.,

discovering after the coup that the war was going worse than

previously thought, felt compelled to do more rather than less

to support Saigon and thus "inadvertently deepened its involvement."
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According to the study, the U.S. neither originated nor

intervened in the anti-Diem coup but, with the White House fully

informed, the American mission maintained secret contact with

the plotters through an experienced CIA agent who also provided

the coup planners with vital intelligence about the pro-Diem

forces.

The conclusions of the Pentagon study run counter to certain

official denials of U.S. complicity, asserting that the U.S.

"must accept its full share of responsibility." Two hitherto

unrevealed aspects of the coup are brought out by the Pentagon

analysis: American step-by-step collusion with the conspiracy,

and a major clash between Ambassador Lodge and General Harkins

which reverberated at the highest levels in Washington. Ultimate

the narrative shows, it was a supremely confident Ambassador Lod--

a partisan of the anti-Diem plot, who exerted critical influence

on the U.S. Government.

Political Decay

Until the eruption of Buddhist demonstrations against the

Diem regime in May 1963, much of the American public was obliviou,

to the "political decay" in Vietnam described in the Pentagon '

account: suspicion, pervasive disaffection with the regime, and

corruption and suppressed discontent in the Army.

Although early 1963 was a season of bullish public pro-

nouncements, including President Kennedy's declaration that the
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"spearpoint of aggression has been blunted in Vietnam," intelli-

gence estimates painted a less glowing picture, denying that the

enemy had been seriously hurt.

Moreover, in 1960 and 1962 there had been two military plots

to kill Diem. In reprisal, Diem placed loyal favorites in

sensitive military posts and stripped potential challengers from

command. Intelligence reports described the corrosive effect

of such methods on military morale and outlined the growing gulf

between Diem and the people. Friction between U.S. advisers and

Vietnamese counterparts increased on all levels. Nonetheless,

official U.S. policy remained, as observed by the Pentagon

analyst, "Sink or swim with Ngo Dinli Diem."

The May Buddhist demonstrations and self-immolations hardly

shook the foundations of power, but did expose the American public

to the depth of disaffection with the Government. An intelligence

estimate forecast improved chances of coup or assassination

attempts against Diem unless conditions improved.

Immediately prior to his reassignment from Saigon, U.S.

Ambassador Nolting extracted a promise of conciliatory action

toward Buddhists from President Diem. The next day, Diem issued

conciliatory statements about the Buddhists and, contradicting

earlier criticism by Madame Nhu, asserted that his family was

pleased with the appointment of Henry Cabot Lodge to replace

Nolting.
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Shock for Washinaton

Six days later South Vietnamese Special Forces under the

orders of Ngo Dinh Nhu, Diem's brother and chief political adviser,

repudiated the Diem statements by carrying out midnight raids

against Buddhist pagodas across the country. Two days later,

anti-Diem army generals first sought official American support.

In Washington and Saigon, American officials denounced and

disassociated themselves from the raids. Lodge flew at once to

Saigon, arriving on AuGust 22.

The "first requests for support" came from the acting chief

of the armed forces, Maj. Gen. Tran Van Don, and one of his

deputies. The gist of their requests was that the U.S. should

help the army put out correct reports on the pagoda raids and

permit the army to take action against both Nhu and his wife.

High civilian officials made similar representations to the

Embassy. Lodge's reaction was one of'caution, based on lack of

adequate information about the strength of the plotters. Acting

Secretary of State George W. Ball cabled Lodge expressingcautious

support of the coup, giving Lodge broad leeway on how to proceed,

and promising to back his actions.

By the following Monday there were second thoughts, but by

then a chain of events had been set in motion. Lodge received

approval for his recommendation to avoid Diem and deal directly

with the generals, leaving'Diem's future up to them. He adopted
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the further stragegy of informing the generals that they were on

their own, could expect no direct help, and would not be bailed

out in case of failure. The upshot of subsequent high level

meetings in Washington was an August 27 message to Lodge asking

for more details about the coup and to assess the effect of

delaying it. This opened the breach between Lodge and Harkins

and widened the rifts in Washington.

CIA personnel had already made contacts with the plotters

and learned that the leader was Lt. Gen. Duong Van Minh, military

adviser to the Presidency, and the general with the strongest

following among the officer corps. The study says that Lodge

assessed the coup's prospects favorably and argued that the

chance of success would be diminished by delay. Harkins dissented,

declaring he saw no clear-cut advantage for the plotters and

doubting the coup would be launched until the U.S. gave the word.

The CIA station chief, Richardson, backed Lodge, predicting that

if the Ngo brothers prevailed they would ultimately be defeated

by the Vietcong and their "own people."

General Minh, on his part, had some qualms about the

Americans. He asked his CIA contact for clear evidence that

the U.S. would not betray the conspiracy to Nhu. He suggested

that the U.S. suspend economic aid to the Diem regime as a clear

sign of support. A second general made another check, resulting

in Lodge's authorizing the CIA to participate in tactical planning

of the coup attempt. Subsequently, the American agents provided
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the plotters with sensitive military information about the South

Vietnamese Special Forces supporting Nhu.

With the debate between Lodge and Harkins becoming increasingly

heated, the National Security Council met on August 29 and sub-

sequently "reaffirmed (the) basic course," -- in effect reflecting

the prevailing acceptance of Lodge's view that there was no turning

back. Lodge was authorized at his discretion to announce the

suspension of economic aid to Diem, but was cautioned to manage

the announcement so as to "minimize appearance of collusion" with

the generals.

In the meantime, worried about a bloody standoff in Saigon

and suspicious.of CIA contact with Nhu, General Minh postponed

the coup, leaving Washington in a quandary, according to the

narrative, "without a policy and with most of its bridges burned."

A.subsequent recommendation by Paul M. Kattenburg, head of the

Vietnam Interdepartmental Working Group, to the NSC that the

U.S. disengage was immediately dismissed by Vice President Johnson,

Secretary Rusk, and Secretary McNamara on the grounds that "we

will not pull out of Vietnam and we will not run a coup."

The study recounts that the Kennedy Administration passed

through the next several weeks without any real policy but with

three general notions in mind: first,.the compulsion to send

special missions to reassess the situation; second, the attempt

to pressure the Diem regime into moderation; and third, Lodge's

efforts to persuade the Nhus to leave the country while giving

the cold shoulder to President Diem.
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The first mission resulted in diametrically opposed

recommendations froa the two participants, Maj. Gen. Victor H.

Krulak, top Pentagon expert on guerrilla warfare, and Joseph

Mendenhall, former political counsellor at the Saigon Embassy.

The next fact-finding mission on September 23 was undertaken

by Secretary of Defense McNamara and General Maxwell Taylor.

According to the Pentagon analyst, the McNamara-Taylor report

tried to bridge the Lodge-Harkins gap. The military assessment

was generally optimistic. Politically, they found discontent

with Diem a "seething problem" that could boil over at any moment.

Unaware of the revived plotting, McNamara and Taylor discounted

prospects for an early coup, saying that the generals had "little

stomach" for it. They recommended working with, but not sup)porting,

the regime, starting with a series of economic pressures, including

an aid cutoff, without indicating whether they remembered this

was the "go" signal previously requested by the generals.

The narrative notes that the pressure campaign already being

conducted by the Kennedy Administration was bound, whatever its

intent, to encourage the generals to try again. This campaign

included instructions to Lodge to intensify economic pressure

and try to reduce Nhu's influence. Lodge rejected suggestions

that he renew contact with Diem. The record shows that

Washington's high-level messages to Lode in the fall of 1963

were notable for their deference to him, and that the President

understood how firm and explicit he had to be to overrule Lodge --

and significantly, that he did not do so in the final days before

the coup.
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Death Knell for Diem

On October 2, the CIA contact agent Conein learned that

the conspiracy was on the track again. On October 5 he was

informed of definite coup plans by General Minh, and received

Minh's request for American promises not to thwart the proposed

coup. At the same time, Kennedy, accepting the McNamara-Taylor

proposals, authorized the suspension of economic aid to Diem,

who reacted furiously with charges that Washington was sabotaging

the war effort. The study recalled that only a month earlier

such aid cutoffs had been the agreed green light from Washington

for the coup to proceed. They were interpreted that way by

the Vietnamese generals.

The White House after receiving reports of the latest CIA

ifeeting with Minh, instructed Lodge to maintain contact with

possible alternative leadership," notified him it did not wish

to thwart the coup nor withhold aid from a new government, and

cautioned against prejudicing "plausibility of denial" of

complicity in the plot. This position was conveyed to Minh about

October 10. Then, on October 18, in what the Pentagon narrative

notes as an obvious sur to the conspirators, General Harkins

informed Diem that American aid was being cut off to the Special

Forces.

Between October 18 and October 29, as the military situation

worsened, the air in Saigon.became filled with plots and counter-

plots. Despite this intrigue and the growing atmosphere of
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violence, President Diem, at his October 27 meeting with Lodge,

seemed unprepared to yield an inch. By October 29, the

analyst comments, Lodge communicated to Washington his views

that the U.S. was fully committed to the coup.

But in Washington, the study reports, McNamara and the Joint

Chiefs were vacillating over the continuing differences between

Lodge and General Harkins. Harkins complained he was left in

the dark about coup plans; moreover, he differed from Lodge in

interpreting Washington policy directives, accusing Lodge of

being too much in favor of actively promoting a coup. Lodge

continued to press his view that events already in motion could

not be stopped. Moreover, it was not his expectation that the

coup was going to fail. Lodge also objected to Washington's

desire to leave Harkins in charge in Saigon during Lodge's

scheduled trip to the United States, feeling that no military

man should be in charge during such a politically charged time.

Washington's final message to Lodge on October 30 suggested

that unless the prospects for success were high, Lodge should

discourage the coup, but left the final judgment to him,

asserting, moreover, that once a coup was under way "it is in

the interest of the U.S. Government that it should succeed."

The White House urged Lodge not to feel committed to make his

scheduled visit home on October 31, but insisted that if he did,

Harkins was to be left in charge. Lodge thereupon canceled his

trip, and the coup was launched on November 1.



CRS-33

The coup unrolled like clockwork. Barricaded in the palace,

Diem had a final telephone conversation with Lodge, who said that

he lacked sufficient information to state a U.S. Government

attitude on the coup, and offered assistance for Diems- physical

safety.

By 6:20 a.m. the following morning Diem, who had escaped

with Nhu from the palace through a secret tunnel and spent the

night in hiding in the Chinese section of Saigon, accepted by

telephone the generals' offer of safe conduct to the Saigon

airport, and permission to leave the country. According to the

Pentagon study, the two brothers were tracked down and captured

by some armored units and later shot to death inside an armored

car carrying them to the Joint General Staff Headquarters.

Washington delayed immediate recognition of the new regime

because, the study says, Secretary Rusk wanted to reduce the

appearance of American complicity in the affair. The study

states that the Administration, shocked by the murders, had not

intervened on behalf of Diem and Nhu for fear of appearing to

offer them support or reneging on U.S. pledges of noninterference

to the generals. The Americans had also reportedly counted on

the coup committee's offer of safe conduct to the Ngo brothers

which, until the very last moment -- when the armored units were

just about to seize them -- President Diem had repeatedly rejected.
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New Omens of Peril

On November 4 Lodge cabled Washington predicting that the

change of regime would shorten the war because of improved morale

in the South Vietnamese Army. But the Pentagon study recounts

a number of immediate and disturbing omens. Vietcong activity

jumped dramatically after the coup. The fall of the Diem regime

also exposed the inflated South Vietnamese reports of success for

the strategic hamlet program. Lodge wondered, after meeting

General Minh, whether he would be "strong enough to get on top

of things."

It was a prophetic comment, for within three months, one of

the coup group, Maj. Gen. Nguyen Kanh, seized power for himself,

starting a round of intramural struggles that plagued Washington

for the next two years and drew it deeper into the Vietnam war

in an effort to prop up successive regimes.

After President Kennedy's assasination, President Johnson

issued a new Vietnam policy paper to demonstrate there would be

no break from the Kennedy policies. The study reports that in

this first Vietnam policy document, on November 26, Johnson gave

his sanction to the planning for stepped-up "hit-and-run" raids

against North Vietnam -- a program set up by a Honolulu strategy

conference held just before Kennedy's death. Johnson also set

the policy in South Vietnam that was to stand unchallenged within

his Administration for three and a half years: to assist "the

people and Government of that country to win their contest against
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the externally directed and supported Communist conspiracy." He

reaffirmed the goal of concluding the war by the end of 1965.

But a month later, after a trip to Vietnam, Secretary of

Defense McNamara reported that the new regime was "indecisive

and drifting." He commented that the Vietcong had made great

progress since the coup and, unless present trends were reversed

quickly, at best there would result a neutralization of South

Vietnam and "more likely a Communist controlled state." McNamara

attributed earlier optimism to "our undue dependence on distorted

Vietnamese reporting."

McNamarals assessment laid the ground work for decisions in

early 1964 to otep up the covert war against North Vietnam, and

increase American aid to the South.
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The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York Times

CHAPTER V

"The Covart War and Tonkin Gulf
February - August 1964"

By Neil Sheehan

The Covert War

The Pentagon papers disclose that six months before the Tonkin Gulf

incident in August 1964, the United States had been mounting clandestine

military attacks against North Vietnam while planning to obtain a Congressional

resolution that the Administration regarded as the equivalent of a declaration

of war. When the incident occurred, the Johnson Administration did not reveal

these clandestine attacks and pushed the previously prepared resolution

through both houses of Congress on August 7.

Within 72 hours, the Administration, through a Canadian emissary to

Hanoi, warned Premier Pham Van Dong that the resolution meant that North

Vietnam must halt the Communist-led insurgencies in South Vietnam and Laos

or suffer the consequences.

This section of the Pentagon history dealing with developments within

the Johnson Administration during 1964 until the August clashes between

North Vietnamese PT boats and American destroyers discloses that clandestine

operations against the North were extensive by August 1964, and that advance

planning preceded the actual decision to mount a sustained bombing campaign

against the North by a number of months.
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What the Pentagon papers call "an elaborate program of covert military

operations against the State of North Vietnam" began on February 1, 1964,

under the code name Operation Plan 34A. Johnson ordered the program in the

hope, held very faint by the intelligence community, that the clandestine attacks

might eventually force Hanoi to call off the insurgencies in South Vietnam

and Laos.

Throughout 1964, 34A operations included U-2 flights over North Vietnam

to behind-the-lines sabotage, intelligence, and psychological warfare missions,

and commando raids from the sea and the bombardment of North Vietnamese

coastal installations by PT boats. These operations -- the first of a three-

phased clandestine warfare effort -- were directed by Secretary McNamara

through a Joint Chiefs of Staff office. Secretary Rusk 'was also kept informed,

if in less detail. Operation 34A attacks were coordinated with William

Bundy, Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs, Assistant

Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs John T. McNaughton,

and the CIA. Coordination included advance monthly schedules of the raids.

The 34A attacks were under the Saigon direction of the U.S. Military Assistance

Command for Vietnam and differed significantly, according to the analyst,

from the relatively low-level and unsuccessful intelligence and sabotage

operations carried out earlier by the. CIA against North Vietnam.

The second phase of the covert war consisted of air operations in

Laos, conducted jointly by T-28 fighter-bombers of the Laotian Air Force,
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U.S. Navy and Air Force jets, and pilots of the CIA's Air America. The third

element in the covert war were destroyer patrols in the Gulf of Tonkin, code-

named De Soto patrols. These patrols, mainly a psychological show of force,

but with some intelligence-gathering capability, were not, according to the

Pentagon analysts, connected with the 34A attacks nor used as bait against

the North Vietnamese before the Tonkin incident in August. In fact, the study

says, the Administration did not believe the North Vietnamese would dare,

attack these-ships. They did, however, provide the physical elements for the

Tonkin Gulf clash and after the reprisal strikes, the JCS and Assistant

Secretary McNaughton forwarded a "provocation strategy" proposing to repeat

the clash as a pretext for bombing the North.

Of the three elements of the covert war, the analyst rates the 34A

raids as the most important, symbolically intensifying the U.S. commitment

and signifying that "a firebreak had been crossed." The Joint Chiefs in

January 1964 admitted the covert actions would not have a decisive effect

on Hanoi and called for aerial bombing of North Vietnam under Vietnamese

cover, sending U.S. ground forces to Vietnam and using U.S. forces in "direct

actions against North Vietnam."

In February, as the situation deteriorated steadily in Laos and South

Vietnam, President Johnson ordered contingency planning speeded up to shape

pressures to "produce the maximum credible deterrent effect on Hanoi."

Unable to cope with the Vietcong in the South, U.S. attention focused

increasingly on North Vietnam as the "root of the problem." Walt W. Rostow
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was particularly influential in pushing the theoretical framework for

escalation -- that a revolution could be dried up by cutting off external

support and that threats to destroy Hanoi's painstakingly-built industry

would frighten North Vietnamese leaders into halting the Vietcong in the

South. The study shows, however, that President Johnson and his key advisers

never accepted intelligence analyses which held that the primary sources of

Communist strength were in South Vietnam and that bombing the North would have

no lasting effect on the situation in the South.

Focus Turns to Bombing

As the Vietcong rebellion gathered strength, so did interest in

bombing the North as a substitute for successful prosecution of the

counterinsurgency in the South. This circumstance was reflected in McNamara's

reports to President Johnson after trips to Vietnam in December and March.

On each of these trips the Secretary had reported a deteriorating situation

and recommended planning for more forceful moves, including air attacks,

against North Vietnam. On March 17, 1964, President Johnson ordered that

planning on the basis of McNamara's recommendations proceed "energetically."

Because of the problem of justifying the case for overt escalation,

McNamara had recommended measures to improve the Saigon Government's performance

The Administration feared "stacked" negotiations, resulting from the inability

of the Khanh regime to compete politically with the Communists, and that a

a compromise settlement of the war would amount to a Communist victory and
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destruction of the American position in the South. Any plans for compromise

settlement or "neutralization" of South Vietnam were therefore vigorously

rejected by President Johnson and his key advisers.

Ambassador Lodge, on the other hand, opposed military escalation planning

before trying a "carrot and stick" approach, coupling secret offers of

economic aid to Hanoi with covert military pressure. In a message to Lodge

on March 20, Johnson supported Lodge's position that overt military moves

would be premature and that planning should remain on a contingency basis.

Thus President Johnson is depicted in the study as determined to achieve

his goal of an "independent, non-Communist South Vietnam" yet as holding

back on actions to achieve that goal until he believed they were absolutely

necessary. Above all, the narrative indicates a President who was carefully

calculating international and- domestic political conditions before making

any public moves.

By April 19 contingency planning had progressed to the point where it

was reviewed in Saigon by Secretary Rusk, William Bundy, Army Chief of Staff

General Earle Wheeler, and Ambassador Lodge. A direct outcome of this

meeting was Rusk's agreement to try Lodge's carrot and stick approach.

Accordingly, he arranged for J. Blair Seaborn, Canadian representative on the

International Control Commission to convey an offer of U.S. economic aid to

Hanoi in June.

Renewed requests for additional U.S. military forces from General Khanh

were deflected by Ambassador Lodge and Secretary McNamara in May, but on May

17 a new Pathet Lao offensive.threatening the Plaine des Jarres threw escalation
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planning into "crisis management." The Administration immediately intensified

the air war in~Laos and pushed contingency plans for full-scale bombing of

North Vietnam. The resultant plans, authored by McNaughton and Bundy, reveal

how far the Administration had progressed in planning by this point, and are

important because a number of steps in the plan were carried out piecemeal

through June and July and then rapidly under the political climate of the

Tonkin Gulf clash. The plans themselves involved both military preparations

and political activity of a public relations and diplomatic nature. The

analyst comments that the plan proposed terms to Hanoi that were tantamount

to unconditional surrender. The plans provided that no military action

would be undertaken until after passage of a Congressional resolution,

first drafted by Bundy on May 25th.

The situation eased somewhat as the result of a Polish proposal for

a new Laos conference at which Vietnam would not be discussed -- a major

Administration fear -- and President Johnson then ordered a new high-level

strategy conference at Honolulu on June 1, 1964. At the conference, Lodge,

displaying anxiety over the shakiness of the Saigon regime, advocated early

bombing of the North as a morale booster for the South Vietnamese. The

need to obtain a Congressional resolution prior to wider U.S. action in

Southeast Asia was also a major topic of debate. The President's reaction

to the report of the conference was to defer decisive military actions until

more information could be acquired but to authorize "noncommitting" logistical

and prepositioning operations at once. He also "apparently encouraged"
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Bundy's proposal for public relations activity and the study notes that

June and July saw evidence of numerous leaks to the press on U.S. intentions

to support its allies and uphold its treaty commitments. Attention was also

focused on military prepositioning moves, but what the analyst terms the

"broad purpose" of these operations -- steps in the operations plans -- was

not revealed to the public. Nor was the public informed of all the facts

concerning stepped-up air operations in Laos.

Firmness but Restraint

President Johnson was projecting an image of firmness, but moderation,

the study notes. In his public statements he emphasized the U.S. determination

to support its Southeast Asian allies, but "avoided any direct challenge to

Hanoi and Peking or any hint of intent to increase our military commitment."

The President may also have had doubts about some of his advice, for

he asked the CIA to evaluate the domino theory. As in the case of the earlier

CIA analysis contending that the real roots of Vietcong strength lay in

South Vietnam, the study shows that the President and his senior advisers

were not inclined to adjust policy along the lines of the CIA reply, which

seriously questioned the applicability of the domino theory to most of

Southeast Asia.

The Administration was also preoccupied with "wars of national liberation"

and "containing China," but the study reveals a deeper perception by the
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President and his aides that the United States was now the most powerful

nation in the world and that the war was less important for what it meant

to the South Vietnamese people than for what it meant to the world position

of the United States. A memorandum by McNaughton expressed this perception,

declaring that American aims in South Vietnam were 70 percent "to avoid a

humiliating defeat(to our reputation as a guarantor)." While the study shows

doubt and worry in the Administration, it also reveals underlying confidence

among top policymakers that if this mightiest nation resolved to use its vast

power, the other side would buckle.

Accordingly, earlier contingency plans began to be implemented. Canadian

envoy Seaborn went to Hanoi on June 18, carrying the threat that in the

event of escalation the greatest devastation would result for North Vietnam.

In Saigon, General Taylor, who had replaced Lodge as U.S. Ambassador, was

having his difficulties with General Khanh, who was making threats of attack

on the North. Khanh continued to pressure Taylor, who finally recommended

that Washington approve joint planning with the South Vietnamese for bombing the

North. A Weapons Systems Evaluation Group command and control study of the

Tonkin Gulf incident, obtained by the Times along with the Pentagon narratives,

discloses that on July 25, the JCS proposed air strikes against North Vietnam

in unmarked planes flown by non-American crews. On August 2, however, the

first North Vietnamese torpedo attack against the U.S. destroyer Maddox made

the JCS proposal obsolete.

The Pentagon narrative recounts that the Maddox was engaged in a De Soto

patrol on July 30th at the same time the South Vietnamese were staging
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a Plan 34A raid against two North Vietnamese islands in the Gulf of Tonkin.

Apparently mistaken for a South Vietnamese escort craft by North Vietnamese

units on August 2, the Maddox was attacked in international waters. One

North Vietnamese PT boat was sunk and two were damaged. On August 3 President

Johnson ordered the Maddox reinforced by the destroyer C. Turner Joy and

sent both back to the Gulf with instructions to remain in international waters.

The study terms these actions a "normal precaution" and points out

that the deployment was coupled with a "clear [public] statement" of intent

to continue the patrols and to retaliate if attacked. According to the study,

the Administration did not,at this point, believe the North Vietnamese would

dare attack the reinforced patrol.

Although the study does not indicate whether the commander of the Maddox

had knowledge of the 34A raids before the August 2 attack, it points out that

the new MACV commander, General Westmoreland, had informed the Seventh

Fleet commander of the 34A schedule in order that the Maddox and the C.

Turner Joy could steer clear of the 34A force after August 3rd.

The study does not raise the question of whether a second 34A raid

on August 3 or apparent air strikes on North Vietnamese villages on August 1

and 2 by T-28 planes motivated the North Vietnamese to order the second

engagement with the destroyers. But on the night of August 4, Tonkin Gulf

time, both the Maddox and the Turner Joy were attacked by North Vietnamese

torpedo boats in what was to be the fateful clash in the Gulf.



CRS-45

President Johnson moved quickly to carry out what the analyst calls

"recommendations made. . .by his principal advisers earlier that summer

and subsequently placed on the shelf." The President ordered reprisal

strikes on targets selected by the JCS, informed Congressional leaders

he planned to seek a Congressional resolution, and approved, other preparatory

military deployments. The study gives no indication, however, that Mr. Johnson

informed Congressional leaders of the covert 34A raids nor about the "broader

purpose" of the military prepositioning deployments described by McNamara

to newsmen on the following day as "precautionary." At 11:36 p.m. on August 4,

President Johnson went on television to tell the nation of the reprisal strikes,

characterizing his actions as a "limited and fitting" response.

The study notes that the Administration drafted the Congressional

resolution for the two foreign relations committees, but precisely who

.drafted the final version is not mentioned. The wording was less precise than

that of Bundy's original draft of May 25.

Both McNamara and Rusk testified on behalf of the resolution in secret

sessions of the Senate and House foreign relations committees on August 6.

Both denied specific knowledge of or.U.S. participation in the South Vietnamese

raids. In a news conference after his testimony, Secretary McNamara avoided

any reference to these raids, holding.his comments to anti-infiltration

naval activities by the South Vietnamese.

The Tonkin Gulf resolution passed on August 7 by a vote of 88 to 2

in the Senate and 416 to 0 in the House.
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The Pentagon history shows that McNamara had been briefed on the 34A

operations and that the advance monthly schedules of these covert activities

had been approved by William Bundy and Mr. McNaughton. Secretary Rusk was also

kept reasonably informed.

Thus, in the space of three days key elements of contingency planning

had been activated -- prepositioning of major air strike forces, and Congres-

sional authorization for wider action. The analyst notes that during the

next round of planning the question of "Congressional authority for open acts

of war against a sovereign nation was never seriously raised."

There remained, however, confusion in Congress over precisely what the

resolution meant, with serious expressions of opinion that the resolution

"did not give the President carte blanche to involve the nation in a major

Asian war."

Shortly after passage of the resolution, Canadian envoy Seaborn

returned to Hanoi with a list of new U.S. demands. He found Pham Van Dong

unintimidated and confident.

The Tonkin Gulf reprisal also accomplished the task of preparing the

public for escalation, ". . . it constituted an important firebreak and the

Tonkin Gulf resolution set U.S. public support for virtually any action,"

the study remarks.

Discussions within the Administration now moved forward quickly, planning

for full-scale air warfare by January 1965 as a contingency although, the

study notes, Bundy had recommended a holding phase to avoid actions that

"would in any way take the onus off the Communist side for escalation."
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Despite the apparent ease with which the Tonkin Gulf incident marked

the crossing of an important threshold in the war, the study noted that

"there was a real cost"' in that the Administration was psychologically

preparing itself for further escalation. "The number of unused measures

short of direct military action against the North had been depleted. Greater

visible commitment was purchased at the price of reduced flexibility. And

"for all these reasons, when a decision to strike the North was faced again,

it was much easier to take."
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CHAPTER VI

"The Consensus to Bomb North Vietnam

August, 1964 - February, 1965"

By Neil Sheehan

The Johnson Administration reached a "general consensus" at a White

House meeting on September 7, 1964 that air attacks against North Vietnam

would probably have to be launched, a Pentagon study of the Vietnam war

states. It was expected that "these operations would begin early in the

new year."

The study says that the September meeting marked an important change

in the thinking of the principals, in that prior considerations on the use

of force had been contingent on a major reversal -- principally in Laos --

and had been advanced with the apparent assumption that such actions would

not be required. Now, however, these views were advanced "with a sense that

such actions were inevitable."

The consensus was reflected, the analysis says, in a formal national

security action memorandum issued by the President on September 10.. This

was at the height of the Presidential election campaign against Senator

Goldwater, whose advocacy of full-scale air attacks had become a major issue.

That such a consensus had been reached as early as September is a major

disclosure of the Pentagon Study. Final planning for the bombing campaign

began "in earnest," the study says, on November 3 -- the day that Mr. Johnson

was elected President in his own right.
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From the September meeting until the final decision to launch the air

war, the President was reluctant to act almost until the end. But the study

emphasizes that after September there was little basic disagreement among

the principal decisionmakers of the need for operations against the Northy

but only constraints based upon Johnson's image of reason and restraint

during the election campaign, and upon other tactical political, military,

and diplomatic considerations.

"Not to Enlarge the War"

The President was already communicating his sense of restraint to

the voters. On August 29 he made a statement that he was to repeat in

numerous campaign speeches. He said he had been advised to bomb areas he

felt would enlarge the war and commit Americans to fight a war that "ought

to be fought by the boys of Asia." He explained U.S. policy as one of

restraint, one of helping the South Vietnamese help themselves, and "not

to enlarge the war."

Besides growing doubts by Ambassador Taylor and other officials that

the Vietcong could be defeated by a counterinsurgency campaign confined

to South Vietnam, the Pentagon study describes increasing recommendations

for undertaking a bombing campaign. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and Assistant

Secretary of Defense McNaughton submitted proposals for a "provocation

strategy" designed to provoke the North Vietnamese into taking action which

would provide a pretext for American escalation.
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But a majority of those present at the September 7 meeting rejected

the provocation strategy because of fear of Communist retaliation against the

weak Khanh regime. The meeting was attended by the President, Secretaries

Rusk and McNamara, JCS Chairman General Earle Wheeler, Ambassador Taylor,

and CIA Director McCone. In a memorandum recording the consensus, however,

William Bundy noted that provocative actions might be recommended by early

October, depending on the circumstances.

The account noted that after September 7, the South Vietnamese

government was regarded less and less as a government capable of defeating

the.Vietcong insurgency than in terms of its "suitability as a base for wider

action."

On September 10, in National Security Action Memorandum 314, President

Johnson ordered interim measures to "precede larger decisions" which might

be made in the future. These actions, to "strengthen the fabric" of the

South Vietnamese Government, included renewed 34A raids, the De Soto patrols,

limited GVN air and ground operations in Laos, preparation of "tit-for-tat"

U.S. air strikes as in the Tonkin Gulf incident, and a number of economic

and political measures in South Vietnam.

These measures were undertaken under tight American control, but the

stepped-up air operations in Laos were delayed until mid-October because

of Administration uncertainty over the outcome of negotiations taking place

in Paris between the various Laotian factions. The Administration feared

a spill-over of these talks onto the subject of Vietnam, -- an eventuality
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believed certain to unravel the shaky anti-Communist regime in Saigon.

The Administration's concern over Souvanna Phouma's political position

also led to cancellation of South Vietnamese Air Force participation in

Laos operations and the postponement of the American -- code-named Yankee

Team -- air strikes.

Two days before the election, on November 1, the Vietcong severely

damaged the U.S. base at Bienhoa, near Saigon. Fearing counterretaliation

against U.S. dependents at other bases, the President did not accept advice

from the Joint Chiefs and Ambassador Taylor to order reprisal air attacks

on North Vietnam, but he did appoint an interagency.working group under

William Bundy to draw up various options for direct action against North

Vietnam. Representing Defense, State, the White House, JCS, and CIA,the

Bundy group, despite an ostensible mandate to reexamine the entire U.S.

policy in Vietnam,never, according to the Pentagon papers, really opened

up the basic question about U.S. involvement. ". . .an independent, non-

Communist South Vietnam. . .did not seem open to question."

The Options Harden

The September discussions had established a consensus that bombing

of the North would be required "at some proximate future date" and individual

and institutional pressures all tended to harden the options toward this

end as they were finally presented to the President.



CRS-52

The Bundy working group had rejected almost without consideration

any option of U.S. withdrawal because of conflict with policy memoranda.

And, says the analyst, because of "forceful objections" by the JCS member

of the group, various other "fall-back options" were "rejected before they were

fully explored." All options finally presented entailed some sort of bombing

and the U.S. minimum position on negotiations was defined as forcing Hanoi to

halt the insurgency in the South and accept a non-Communist government'there.

Talks of any kind with Hanoi were to be avoided until the effects of bombing

had put the U.S. into a position to obtain this minimum goal in negotiations.

As the study summarizes them, the three options were: (A) U.S. reprisal

air strikes on the North, intensified 34A raids and De Soto patrols, stepped-

up T-28 strikes against infiltration trails in Laos, and seeking reforms in

South Vietnam; (B) Intensive bombing of the North combined with an intransigent

position to frustrate negotiations if these were prematurely precipitated;

(C) Gradually escalating air warfare, with the U.S. able to proceed or stop

at its discretion, with the possibility of deployment of ground troops

to northern South Vietnam as an additional bargaining counter.

During the National Security Council discussions of these options,

(November 24-27, 1964), Undersecretary of State George Ball emerged in the

Pentagon history as the Administration's first dissenter on Vietnam. Ball

indicated doubt that bombing the North would improve the situation in the

South, and "argued against" the domino theory. He favored diplomatic moves

toward a political settlement. Ambassador Taylor recommended a two-phase
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program. Phase I would see intensification of the coastal raids in the North,

air strikes by American jets at infiltration routes, and some reprisal raids.

After 30 days, the U.S. would begin Phase II, the air war, bombing North

Vietnam south of the 19th parallel. This phase was to last two to six

months, during which Hanoi was apparently expected to yield. Taylor's

recommendations were accepted by the Council.

On November 28, President Johnson discouraged speculation by newsmen,

suggesting there would be "no dramatic announcements" coming out of the

current Washington meetings with Ambassador Taylor.

The Pentagon writer noted a "gap" between U.S. expectations of concessions

from Hanoi and the modest bombing campaign expected to bring them about. He

attributed this both to underestimates of Hanoi's commitment to victory and

overestimate of the effectiveness of U.S. pressures, and also to the fact

that "we had run out of alternatives other. than pressures."

Doubts at Two Poles

The two dissenters from the view that "calculated doses of force"

would bring Hanoi around were, at opposite poles, the Joint Chiefs and the

intelligence agencies

The Joint Chiefs held that to affect Hanoi's will, we would have to

demonstrate a willingness to apply unlimited force sufficient, if necessary,

for the complete destruction of the DRV. This course of action was rejected

by the NSC, according to the analyst, because "both its risks and costs

were too high." Like Mr. Ball, the account says, the intelligence community
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doubted the adverse effect of bombing on Hanoi's will. They estimated that

the decentralized agrarian economy in the North would enable it to survive

destruction of its industrial plant without crucially affecting the population

and that Hanoi's leadership would be willing to suffer damage to their

country in a test of wills with the U.S.

The study indicates that, as in the case of earlier intelligence estimates,

there was no effort on the part of the President or his advisers to reshape

their policies along the lines of this intelligence analysis.

"Cautious and Equivocal"

Now that a decision to bomb North Vietnam was drawing near, the study

says, Mr. Johnson became "cautious and equivocal" in approaching it. Two

analysts of this period, in fact, differ in their characterization of his

decision on December 1, 1964 when the bombing plan was presented to him.

One analyst says that the President made a "tentative decision" to

bomb, ordering Phase I into effect and approving Phase II in principle.

The other says that while the President approved the "general outline" of

the bombing plan, he gave his approval to implement "only the first phase

of the concept. " The study notes that the precise decision at the meeting

is not known because no action memorandum was issued afterward. The

decision and accompanying discussions were reconstructed by the analysts from

handwritten notes believed to be those of either McNaughton or McNamara.
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At the meeting Ambassador Taylor had described the political situation

in Saigon, where General Khanh had nominally surrendered authority to a civilian

cabinet headed by Premier Tran Van Huong, but there were continuing intrigues

below the surface. The President instructed Taylor to explore methods to

bring unity to South Vietnam's leaders. Plans were also made to brief

America's allies, but, according to the study, no U.S. Congressmen, about

the bombing plans.

In Saigon, Ambassador Taylor exacted promises of reform in exchange

for the bombing, PhaseI of which-- Operation Barrel Roll -- started on

December 14 with American strikes in Laos. On December 20, however, he had

to read the "riot act" to General Nguyen Van Thieu, Marshall Ky, and other

rebellious officers for plotting against the civilian government. Despite

Taylor's admonitions, the officers did not agree to support the government,

though they denied planning a coup.

By the end of December, despairing of trading a bombing campaign for

a stable Saigon Government that would prosecute the war, the U.S. missions

in Saigon recommended proceeding with the air campaign against the North

"under any conceivable alliance condition short of complete abandonment

of South Vietnam." American public opinion about the chaotic situation in

Saigon, according to the study, prompted President Johnson to hesitate to

proceed further and even to refuse to authorize recommended strikes in

reprisal for an attack on U.S. facilities in Saigon on Christman Eve.
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Earlier, Secretary Rusk had also instructed Taylor to halt, until

the turmoil in Saigonsubsided, the piecemeal release to the press of evidence

of a major increase in infiltration from the North during 1964.

Making a Case in Public

By this time, the Administration felt it had ample evidence of large-

scale infiltration to make a public case for bombing the North. Yet Rusk

feared that premature publicity on infiltration might result in pressures for

action too soon. The Vietnam debate in Congress, while not exhibiting much

antiwar sentiment, did show considerable confusion and dismay, the study says,

about the political upheaval in Saigon. Rusk's public assurances -- on

television on January 3, 1965 -- ruled out "either a U.S. withdrawal or a

major expansion of the war" and conveyed confidence that, with internal unity

and American aid, the South Vietnamese could prevail.

On January 14, however, as a result of the loss of two American jets

over Laos, the press blew the lid off the Yankee Team operation, prompting

objections from Senator Wayne Morse that the air strikes had violated the

Geneva accords on Laos and risked massive war in Asia. In Washington, key

officials had come to agree with Ambassador Taylor that it was desirable

to bomb the North regardless of what state of government existed in the South.

"All evidence pointed to a situation in which a final collapse of the GVN

appeared probable and a victorious consolidation of VC power a distinct

possibility," the narrative says.
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The Hour Approaches

A similar feeling was communicated by William Bundy on January 6 to

Mr. Rusk. Bundy attributed Saigon's shaky morale to a "widespread" feeling

that the U.S., insisting unreasonably on a perfect government in Saigon,

might be "looking for a way out." Bundy predicted that the situation in

Vietnam would likely fall apart faster than expected, and worried that the

result would have repercussions on neighboring countries. Associating his

views in the memorandum with those of the recently returned Ambassador from

Laos,'Mr. Unger, and with Michael Forrestal, head of the interagency

committee on Vietnam, Bundy went on to say that despite the difficulties

accompanying the. alternative of stronger action, "on balance we believe that

such action would have some faint hope of really improving the Vietnamese

situation, and, above all, would put us in a much stronger position to hold

the next line of defense, namely, Thailand." A similar memorandum had been

given Secretary McNamara by Mr. McNaughton three days earlier.

"The impact of these views can be seen -in the policy guidance

emanating from Washington in mid and late January, 1965," the Pentagon's

narrative says. Another McNaughton memorandum to McNamara on January 27

stated (and McNamara's penciled marginal notations indicated agreement)

that the U.S. objective in South Vietnam was "not to 'help friend'" but to

"contain China," and, according to the narrative, both McNaughton and McNamara

"favored initiating strikes against North Vietnam."
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Two days earlier, Rusk had cabled for Ambassador Taylor's comments

on "clearing the decks" in Saigon by evacuating U.S. dependents -- a move

agreed as the signal for "D-Day" ever since the original bombing scenario of

May 23, 1964.

Then, in early February, a VC attack on U.S. advisers' compound at

Pleiku triggered a Presidential decision to give an "appropriate

and fitting" response -- an air strike against Donghoi, a guerrilla training

garrision, 40 miles north of the 17th parallel. A second attack on an

American barracks on February 11 brought an even heavier reprisal raid.

Two days later, on February 13 Mr. Johnson decided to begin Operation

Rolling Thunder, the sustained air war against North Vietnam.

"As is readily apparent," the analyst concludes, "there was no dearth

of reasons for striking North. . .. But in the end, the decision to go

ahead with the strikes seems to have resulted as much from the lack of

alternative proposals as from any compelling logic in their favor."



CRS-59

The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York Times

CHAPTER VII

"The Launching of the Ground War
March - June, 1965"

By Neil Sheehan

President Johnson decided on April 1, 1965, to use American ground

troops for offensive action in South Vietnam because the Administration

had discovered that its long-planned bombing of North Vietnam -- which

had just begun -- was not going to stave off collapse in the South, the

Pentagon's study of the war discloses. He ordered that the decision be

kept secret.

Although the decision was a "pivotal" change, the study declares,

"Mr. Johnson was greatly concerned that the step be given as little prominence

as possible."

The decision was embodied in National Security Action Memorandum 328,

April 6, which approved modest increases' in U.S. military support forces,

deployed additional Marine elements, and changed the mission for Marines

"to permit their more active use."

In the spring of 1965, the study discloses, the Administration pinned

its hopes on air assaults against the North to break the enemy's will.

These began on March 2. It soon became apparent that Hanoi's will stiffened

instead, and after a month with no overtures from the North, "optimism

began to wane," the study says.
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Recognizing that the bombing would not work quickly enough, the

Administration made the crucial decision to put the Marines on the offensive

-- a shift receiving no publicity until it "crept out almost by accident"

in a State Department release on 8 June. The day before, General William C.

Westmoreland, the American commander in Saigon, had asked for nearly 200,000

troops to stave off defeat long enough to make possible a further build-up

of American troops. In mid-July Johnson approved this request in an "atmos-

phere of crisis," and once again, concealed his decision.

New Warnings of Failure

Before the opening of the air war in the spring, warnings were sounded

high in the Administration that it might not succeed. Now there were

warnings that a ground war in the South might prove fruitless. These came

not only from Under Secretary of State Ball, long a dissenter on Vietnam,

but also from CIA Director McCone who opposed committing ground troops unless

the air war were unrestricted. In a memorandum dated June 28, Ball recommended

that the U.S. "cut its losses" and withdraw from South Vietnam.

But the study indicates that the Administration was in no mood to

compromise on Vietnam, and that the President was heeding General Westmoreland's

counsel to embark on a full-scale ground war.

As an indication of the Administration's mood during the period, the

study cites the "marathon public-information campaign" against compromise

conducted by Secretary Rusk in February and March as sustained bombing was

getting under way. The study also cites two of Johnson's major moves involving
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the bombing campaign in the spring of 1965 as designed to quiet critics

and gain public support for the war, by striking a public position of

willingness to compromise. The first of these moves was the billion-

dollar offer for economic development of the Mekong Basin made at Johns

Hopkins University on April 7. The second was the unannounced five-day

bombing pause in May, during which the President urged Hanoi to accept a

"political solution" in the South. In reality, the study notes, both moves

masked real conditions for peace more akin to a "cease and desist" order.

In his public statements on the bombings, the study goes on,

President Johnson broadened the reprisal concept gradually and imperceptibly

into sustained raids, just as he blurred the shift from defense to offensive

action on the ground during the spring and summer of 1965. The decision for

the sustained air campaign called Operation Rolling Thunder was impor-

tantly influenced by recommendations of Presidential Assistant McGeorge Bundy,

that the air attacks be keyed in intensity to the level of Vietcong activity

in the South -- "a policy of sustained reprisal." As such it differed from

most proponents of bombing such as Ambassador Taylor who wanted it to be a

will-breaking device.

Authorization to begin Rolling Thunder on targets south of the 19th

parallel was cabled to Saigon on February 13, 1965. New political ferment in

Saigon involving the machinations of General Khanh against the civilian

government, and Air Vice Marshall Ky against Khanh, however, combined with

abortive Soviet and British diplomatic moves to delay the first actual raid

from the scheduled date of February 20 to March 2.
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As U.S. military officials argued for greater destructiveness from

the air strikes. Canadian envoy Seaborn's report of his latest visit

to Hanoi evidently convinced Ambassador Taylor that the North Vietnamese

believed the raids a relatively meaningless gesture to improve the U.S.

bargaining position.

In the meantime, Admiral Sharp in Honolulu and the Joint Chiefs

devised a number of programs to broaden and intensify the air war.

But the President and McNamara approved none of these expanded programs,

preferring to retain continual personal control over attack concepts

and target selection. In mid-March, however, after a fact-finding trip

to Vietnam by Army Chief of Staff General Harold K. Johnson, field commanders

were given greater latitude. Rolling Thunder shifted from an exercise in

air power "dominated by political and psychological considerations" to a

"militarily more significant, sustained bombing program" aimed at destroying

Hanoi's capacity to support a war in the South. But this shift also meant

that early hopes that the bombing by itself could end the war were also

waning.

General Westmoreland's estimate was that no tangible results from

the bombings could be expected before June, and recommended that 70,000

U.S. troops would be needed to reinforce South Vietnamese forces against

growing Vietcong strength. Taylor opposed recommendations of the Joint

Chiefs for sending two American divisions and one South Korean division for

offensive operations in Vietnam. Secretary McNamara gave qualified support



CRS-63 *

to the Joint Chiefs, says the study, ad so at the White House meetings

of the National Security Council on April 1-2, the "principal concern of

Administration policy makers. . .was with the prospect of major deployment

of U.S. and third-country combat forces to SVN."

In a press interview described by the study as "less than candid,"

President Johnson, despite the deliberations described above, told

newsmen that he knew of "no far-reaching strategy that is being suggested

or promulgated." The outcome of the April 1-2 meeting was, however, a

decision to change the mission of the Marines at Danang from defense to

offense, thus accepting the concept of "U.S. troops engaged in offensive

ground operations against Asian insurgents."

Previously, the Marine mission at Danang had been one of static defense

of base security. Change of this mission to offense made this strategy

a "dead letter" when it was less than a month old. No action was taken

at the April 1-2 meetings on Westmoreland's request for 70,000 troops,

although the President approved an increase in "support forces" in Vietnam

by 18,000 to 20,000 men and the deployment of two additional Marine battalions.

The NSC Action Memorandum 328, embodying the decisions of the meeting,

were not precise enough to satisfy Ambassador Taylor. On his way back to

Vietnam he cabled a proposal to use the Marines at Danang in a "mobile

counterinsurgency role" within 50 miles of Danang -- thus setting a general

rule-of-thumb radius for counterinsurgency strikes apparently accepted by

the Administration. With the promulgation of NSAM 328, the analyst comments,
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the "strategy of security effectively becomes a dead letter of the first of

April," and the strategy of enclave begins.

Confusion and Suspicion

There was some confusion, suspicion, and controversy about the President's

approval of the increase in support units to "fill out existing units and

supply needed logistics personnel." The study comments that it is not clear

that the "J.C.S. were continuing to plan for the earliest possible introduction

of two to three divisions into RVN."

The enclave strategy contemplated the involvement of U.S. combat

units at "relatively low risk". in occupying coastal enclaves for which they

took full responsibility, and being ready to aid South Vietnamese forces as

far as 50 miles away. The intent was not to take the war to the enemy, but

to "deny him certain critical areas," the study says. Before this strategy

could be fully tested, it was overtaken by a series of Vietcong victories

in May and June that led to the adoption of the search and destroy strategy --

a strategy designed to deny the enemy freedom of movement anywhere in the

country, deal him the "heaviest possible blow," and "free" South Vietnamese

forces to concentrate on populated areas.

The additional Marine forces were deployed, but there was friction

between Ambassador Taylor and Washington over a maneuver by which the JCS

and General Westmoreland succeeded in obtaining approval for what Taylor

considered the premature deployment of an airborne brigade to Vietnam.
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Taylor remarked that this maneuver "shows a far greater willingness to

get into the ground war than I- had discerned in Washington during my

recent trip."

Pressure Front Militar

A high-level strategy meeting began ini Hooillu on April 20 to"sanctify"

and "structure," -as the analyst put it, "an expanded enclave strategy."

Secretary McNamara, William Bundy, Assistant Defense Secretary McNaughton, -

Ambassador Taylor, Admiral Sharp, General Wheeler, and General Westmoreland

attended.

Despite the -participation of some of these men in the production of

optimistic situation reports, the study says, the consensus of the meeting was

that the current level of VC activity was the lull before the storm.

General Taylor was the foremost exponent of the enclave strategy, and

opposed the constant requests for more troops as "hasty and ill-conceived."

But he was overruled, and the meeting recommended increasing U.S. ground

forces to 82,000 men from the current authorized level of 40,200, and

increasing third-country (Australia and South Korea) forces to 7,200.

On April 30, the Joint Chiefs upped these proposals to the President by

adding a healthy support package to the units mentioned in the Honolulu

recommendations -- a total recommendation of some 48,000 American and

5,250 third-country soldiers.
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The analyst commented that "it is apparent that the enclave strategy

was no stopping place as far as the Chiefs were concerned. They continued to

push for the earliest possible input of three full divisions of troops."

The Enemy Responds

The question of final approval of the Honolulu and JCS force

recommendations became academic as the enemy started attacks that provided

the Pentagon and General Westmoreland with a battlefield rationale for

their campaign to have American troops take over the major share of the

ground war. By mid-July, asserts the study, "the Vietcong were

systematically forcing the GVN to yield what little control it still

exercised in rural areas outside the Mekong Delta."

General Westmoreland reacted by requesting on June 7 a total force of

44 batallions. As this was being debated, there was a credibility flare-

up deriving from President Johnson's injunction of secrecy regarding the

change of missions for the Marines authorized in NSAM 328. State Department

spokesman McCloskey triggered this with a statement that U.S. forces would

be available to help the Vietnamese forces in combat if necessary. This

produced an outcry despite White House explanations of the restrictions

on combat inherent in the enclave strategy.

Westmoreland's request had, in fact, stirred up a "hornet's nest."

His proposed strategy was not accompanied by the traditional restrictions

and safeguards "part of every strategy debated to date." The study

reports that "the specter of U.S. involvement in a major Asian ground
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war was there for all to see." Just as Taylor had resisted such involvement,

the analyst says, Westmoreland had been equally determined to get the

troops into the war and have a feee hand in using them. But the Joint

Chiefs demanded more information. In Westmoreland's reply, the concept

which is the source of the search and destroy strategy was spelled out,

and Westmoreland "made a big pitch for a free hand to maneuver the troops

around inside the country."

When Ambassador Taylor confirmed Westmoreland's appraisal of the

seriousness of the situation, the analyst says that the last obstacles

to Westmoreland's requests had been removed. On June 26, following his

estimate that he could obtain a favorable balance of power by the end of the

year, General Westmoreland was given authority to commit U.S. forces to

battle at his discretion. The analyst comments that "the strategy was

finished, and the debate from then on centered on how much force and to

what end."

Divergent Views at Home

In June and July, the study says, opposition to General Westmoreland

had "its day in court." The Seigon Embassy was opposed to bringing in

large numbers of troops and doubted the results. George Ball remained a

staunch advocate of political settlement and disengagement. William Bundy

and many others found themselves in between.

On July 1, Bundy wrote the President a memorandum urging a middle

course, amounting in effect to deployment of enough forces to prevent defeat
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and permit experimentation, but not enough to take over the war effort.

McNamara appears in the study to be more concerned with good management

than with any particular strategy. While on a trip to Saigon on July 17,

McNamara received a cable informing him that the President had authorized

the deployment of 34 battalions. This ended the debate and the analyst

reports that McNamara left Saigon bearing Westmoreland requests for even

greater numbers of troops. The analyst comments further that "there is

no doubt that the key figure in the early 1965 build-up was the President."

In May the President asked for supplementary appropriations to cover

war costs. On July 28, President Johnson denied to newsmen that there had

been any changes.in policies or objectives, but he reaffirmed the U.S.

commitment to defend South Vietnam and-promised to give General Westmoreland

anything he needed to fulfill it. On July 30, the Joint Chiefs approved

44 battalions for deployment involving 193,887 U.S. troops. By the end of the

year, U.S. forces in South Vietnam numbered 184,314. The analyst reports

that the major participants in these decisions perceived them "as a threshold

-- entrance into an Asian land war," and that the choice was viewed as

winning or losing in Vietnam.

Precisely what President Johnson and Secretary of Defense McNamara expected

their decisions of July to bring within the near term is "not clear," the

study says, "bur there are manifold indications that they were prepared for

a long war."
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CHAPTER VIII

"The Buildup: July, 1965 -- September, 1966"

By Fox Butterfield

The Pentagon's secret study of the Vietnam war indicates that the

rapid expansion of American forces in 1965 and 1966 occurred because

"no one really foresaw what the troop needs in Vietnam would be" and

because the ability of the enemy forces "to build up their effort was

consistently underrated."

As a result of the unanticipated enemy build-up, the Pentagon study

discloses, General William C. Westmoreland's troop requests jumped from

175,000 men in June 1965, to 275,000 that July, to 443,000 in December,

and then to 542,000 the following June. Neither the troop requests nor

President Johnson's rapid approval of all but the last of them was made

public.

At the same time, the study says, the Johnson Administration's

continual expansion of the air war during 1965 and 1966 was based on a

"colossal misjudgment" about the bombing's effect on Hanoi's will and

capabilities. In particular, the study noted that the Administration's

decision to bomb North Vietnam's oil-storage facilities was in the face of

CIA warnings that such action would "not cripple Communist military

operations."
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The Pentagon study of this period also discloses that American

military commanders were confident that the "search-and-destroy" strategy

would bring victory "by the end of 1967," and that high-level civilian

authorities, including Secretary McNamara, began to have serious doubts

about the effectiveness of both the air and ground war as early as the fall

of 1965, but continued to recommend escalation as the only acceptable

policy. Finally, the study discloses that a secret seminar of prominent

American scientists in the summer of 1966 concluded that the bombing was

ineffective, and recommended building an electronic barrier between North

and South Vietnam as an alternative.

Open-Ended Strategy

When President Johnson, in July 1965, accepted Westmoreland's request

for 44 combat battalions and endorsed the search-and-destroy strategy,

he "left the U.S. commitment to Vietnam open-ended," the study declares.

The amount of force required for victory depended entirely on the enemy's

"response to the build-up and his willingness" to fight.

The account says that General Westmoreland intended his original

allotment of 44 battalions as a stopgap to stave off defeat. To find out

how many troops would be needed to win,- Secretary McNamara visited Saigon

on July 16, 1965, where General Westmoreland reported he needed another

100,000 men for the "win phase" of his strategy. Concerned lest the U.S.

get mired down in an unwinnable war, McNamara had asked the Joint Chiefs
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for an assessment of the chances of victory "if we do everything we can."

The JCS reply was that we can win -- in the sense of demonstrating to the

VC that it cannot win -- if such is our will, and that the VC would then

rationally seek "less violent methods of seeking their goals." McNamara

accordingly recommended that Johnson approve Westmoreland's request for

100,000 more men, saying that this action "stands a good chance of achieving

an acceptable outcome within a reasonable time in Vietnam." The Pentagon

account declared: "Never again while he was Secretary of Defense would

McNamara make so optimistic a statement about Vietnam -- except in public."

By November 1965, the study says, the new deployments had stopped

military deterioration in the field. But the enemy had built up strength

faster than the American command had foreseen, and Westmoreland suddenly

asked for 154,000 new troops. In December, McNamara outlined for the

President an approved deployment of 367,000 men for 1966 and 395,000 for

June 1967. Then, on December 16 Westmoreland raised his request to 443,000

men by the end of 1966, and, on January 28, 1966, to 459,000 men.

None of these requests and approvals was made public. On February 26, 1966,

Mr. Johnson told newsmen that he did not have "on my desk at this moment

any unfilled requests from General Westmoreland." There were 235,000

American soldiers in Vietnam at the time.

With the commitment of the U.S. to a ground war, the sustained bombing

of North Vietnam was relegated to a secondary role, a "supplement and not

a substitute for efforts within the SVN." The narrative relates that by
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the summer of 1965, Rolling Thunder's scope and pattern of operation had

also been determined. Because of political sensitivities,- all targets were

carefully selected in Washington, and by the end of the year, some 55,000

sorties -- individual flights by individual planes -- had been carried out.

During the summer of 1965, the original purpose of Rolling Thunder, "to

break the will of North Vietnam," was changed to the interdiction of men

and supplies from North to South -- thus bringing the Government's-internal

rationale in line with publicly-expressed policy, which had always been

an infiltration cutoff.

In fact, intelligence estimates commissioned by McNamara showed by

the end of 1965 the bombing had had little effect on the primarily rural,

subsistence economy of North Vietnam. The logistical requirements of

supporting a guerrilla war did not unduly tax the capacity of North Vietnam's

transportation system despite its vulnerabilities to attack. The intelligence

analysis pointed out that North Vietnamese industry made few contributions

to the war effort, with most of the needed military equipment imported from

the U.S.S.R. and China. Not much heavy equipment was needed, as the guerrilla

forces "fought and moved on foot, supplying themselves locally, in the main,

and simply avoiding combat when supplies were low."

A Pause as Pressure

An important element in Secretary McNamara's program of progress

against North Vietnam, the study says, was a pause in the bombing. According
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to the study, McNamara apparently felt that the pause of May 8-13, 1965,

wastoo brief to permit a reply. Throughout the summer and fall of 1965 he

recommended a 6-8 week pause as a "diplomatic initiative," to be used as

a "ratchet" to decrease tension between each phase of increasing it.

Assistant Defense Secretary McNaughton characterized U.S. conditions

that North Vietnam completely call off the insurgency as a "capitulation

by a Communist Force that is far from beaten." Rusk and the Joint Chiefs

opposed a halt, fearing that this would ease the pressure on Hanoi. Johnson

apparently delayed committing himself until just before the actual pause

began. The pause was to last 37 days, from December 24, 1965 to January 31,

1966.

Doubts Start to Emerge

The ineffectiveness of Rolling Thunder and General Westmoreland's

mounting demand for troops soon began to create doubts among the "Vietnam

principals," the study says. During the bombing pause, both McNaughton and

McNamara wrote lengthy memoranda describing the situation. McNaughton

described it as an "escalating military stalemate" and suggested that the

U.S. settle for something "short of a military victory." McNamara, recommend-

ing increased bombing, conceded that it would "not put a tight ceiling on

the enemy's activities in South Vietnam," which, according to intelligence

estimates, were sustained by a North Vietnamese belief that "time is their

ally and that their own staying power is superior to ours."
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Renewed Buddhist demonstrations in Hue and Danang added to official

doubts and, in White House strategy meetings in April, among the options

raised was George Ball's proposal to disengage. By April 20, there was a

lull in the Vietnamese political crisis, and the Pentagon study says

that it is not clear from the record what decisions emerged from these White

House meetings.

The Fuel-Depot Issue

During the spring of 1966, the Pentagon study says, the question of

bombing North Vietnam's oil-storage tanks became a "major policy dispute,"

requiring "thorough examination and careful analysis."

The Joint Chiefs had advocated bombing the P.O.L. -- petroleum, oil,

and lubricants -- system of the North, along with full-scale strategic

bombing, throughout the fall and winter of 1965-66 despite a "steady stream"

of intelligence memoranda skeptical of the efficacy of any type of bombing

in bringing North Vietnam to terms. The JCS rebuttal was that the bombing

had not worked because of "self-imposed restraints," and that a "sharply

accelerated program," featuring an attack on North Vietnam's P.O.L. system,

was what was needed to damage Hanoi's capability to support the war in the South.

But from the beginning, the study says, the intelligence community

was skeptical that such bombing would have much effect on Hanoi. In November

1965, the CIA reported that the loss of P.O.L. would "embarrass" but not
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cripple" Communist military operations in the South and was unlikely to

alter North Vietnam's attitudes toward negotiations or enlarging the war.

The CIA informed McNamara that even if the U.S. bombed all industrial targets

in Vietnam, the North Vietnamese would not quit and infiltration southward

would continue, according to the study.

In March 1966, Secretary McNamara accepted the Joint Chiefs proposals

to proceed with the P.O.L. program and in May, the program was approved

by President Johnson largely, according to the study, as a result of

optimistic recommendations made by Walter W. Rostow. But the continuing

political chaos in the South, peace initiatives by De Gaulle and U Thant,

and a new mission to Hanoi by a Canadian diplomat to sound out North

Vietnamese attitudes on negotiation brought about a delay. On June 22,

Washington gave the P.O.L. bombing order in language described by the study

as a "remarkable document, attesting in detail to the political sensitivity

of the strikes." The execution order stressed the requirements to avoid

civilian casualties, foreign shipping in Haiphong harbor, and the like.

Because of bad weather, however, the raids did not begin until June 29,

reportedly with great success. By the end of July, the Defense Intelligence

Agency reported that 70 percent of North Vietnam's original oil-storage

capability had been destroyed. But the North Vietnamese had dispersed the

P.O.L. stocks in small drums and retained enough capacity, supplemented by

continuing imports, to meet their ongoing requirements. And, the study adds,
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the flow of men and supplies to the Vietcong continued "undiminished."

"It was clear," the study says, "that the P.O.L. strikes had been a failure.

The attack on North Vietnam's P.O.L. system," the study goes on, "was the

last major escalation of the air war recommended by Secretary McNamara."

Troops, More Troops

Another important factor in Secretary McNamara's "disenchantment"

during the summer of 1966, the Pentagon account declares, was General

Westmoreland's continual requests for more troops. In June, though McNamara

had approved a deployment schedule calling for 319,000 men in Vietnam by

June 1967, press reports speculated that the Joint Chiefs were not satisfied

with this rate of build-up. President Johnson and Secretary McNamara,

therefore, exchanged correspondence which,accompanied by a confirming Joint

Chiefs memorandum on July 7, affirmed that the schedules in effect were

considered satisfactory by the Joint Chiefs.

In the meantime, however, General Westmoreland had added another

111,588 troops to his requests, stressing that his need for 1967 was now

542,588 troops. In response, McNamara required that the Joint Chiefs

provide a detailed justification for all requests. When this was completed

in the fall, the study says, McNamara was no longer ready to approve troop

increases automatically. And in October, for the first time, he would turn

General Westmoreland down.
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The major reason Westmoreland gave for more troops, the account

discloses, is that during the summer of 1966 North Vietnamese infiltration

again appeared to be increasing.

A Secret Seminar

During the summer of 1966, while McNamara was pondering the failure

of the oil-storage strikes and considering General Westmoreland's latest

troop request, a secret seminar of leading scientists under Government

sponsorship was studying the over-all results of Operation Rolling Thunder.

At Secretary McNamara's request, the group of 47 scientists, representing

the "cream of the scholarly community in technical fields" met during June,

July, and August, under the auspices of the Institute for Defense Analyses.

The mission was to evaluate the effects of the bombing and consider the

feasibility of an anti-infiltration barrier across the demilitarized zone.

The scientists concluded that U.S. bombing of North Vietnam had, by

July 1966, "no measurable effect" on Hanoi's will or ability to support the

war. They pointed as reasons to North Vietnam's subsistence agricultural

economy with little industry -- which had contributed little to the war

effort -- and a primitive but flexible transport system. Most weapons and

supplies came from abroad. The group concluded that further bombing would

not prevent further infiltrations, that the effect of bombing on the will

to fight is not measurable, and that "there is no firm basis for determining

if there is any feasible level of force that could achieve these objectives."

As an alternative, they suggested an elaborate electronic barrier be built
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across the demilitarized zone. The whole system would cost about $800

million a year, and would take a year to build. McNamara immediately ordered

an Army engineering expert to Vietnam to investigate conditions for the

barrier.

The Pentagon account says that Secretary McNamara had gone from

"hesitancy" over the war in the winter of 1965, to "perplexity" in the

spring of 1966, to "disenchantment" the following fall. After his return

from a visit to Saigon in October, the study relates, McNamara would detail

his feelings to President Johnson, and for the first time would recommend

against filling a troop request.
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CHAPTER IX

"Secretary McNamarat s Disenchantment: October, 1966 - May, 1967"

By Hedrick Smith

The Pentagon's secret study of the Vietnam war discloses that in

October 1966, Secretary of Defense McNamara sought to persuade President

Johnson to cut back the bombing of North Vietnam to seek a political

settlement -- 17 months before Mr. Johnson made that move on March 31,

1968. It further shows that in May 1967, McNamara advocated that the

Administration be willing to accept a coalition government in Saigon

that included elements of the Vietcong.

The study details how this turnabout by McNamara, originally

confident of success and a leading advocate of the bombing policy, opened

a deep policy rift in the Johnson Administration, with three identifiable

camps: the McNamara group of "disillusioned doves;" the military faction

pressing for wider war; and President Johnson, as well as senior civilian

officials of the White House and State Department, taking a middle

position. At each stage, the primary issues of debate were much the

same: the size of U.S. troop commitments, effectiveness of the bombing

of North Vietnam, and the proposed expansion of both the air war and

the ground war in the South.
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The military leaders reacted to Secretary McNamara's proposals

for a reduction of the air war with what the study calls "the stiffest

kind of condemnation" bombarded him with rebuttals, and declared that

McNamara's strategy would undermine the whole war effort. President

Johnson, the study recounts, preferred the middle ground of piecemeal

escalation -- what the study calls the "slow squeeze" -- to either the

"sharp knock" advocated. by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) or the shift

toward political and military accommodation favored by McNamara.

The real ceiling on the American commitment, the analysts suggest,

was imposed primarily by President Johnson's refusal to be pushed by

the military leaders into asking Congress to mobilize reserve forces.

Mobilization, the analysts assert, became the "political sound barrier"

that President Johnson would not break.

A Pessimistic Report

For Mr. McNamara and his influential aide John T. McNaughton,

Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, the

first challenge to the basic trend of policy came in October 1966. In

September and October, General Westmoreland and the Joint Chiefs had

urged increases in projected American forces in South Vietnam from

445,000 to 570,000 by the end of 1967, together with the "full-blown"

mobilization of the reserves. But in his report to the President on

October 14, following a visit to Saigon, McNamara recommended for the

first time cutting back sharply on military requests for reinforcements.
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He reported that pacification, if anything, had "gone backwards," and

that Rolling Thunder -- the program of bombing the North -- had neither

significantly affected infiltration nor "cracked the morale of Hanoi."

The essence of Mr. McNamara's recommendations was that the United

States should be "girding, openly, for a longer war" rather than

pursuing what the Pentagon study terms General Westmoreland's

"meatgrinder" strategy of trying to kill enemy troops more rapidly than

they could be replaced. McNamara recommended limiting the increase in.

U.S. forces in 1967 to 470,000, building a $1 billion electronic anti-

infiltration barrier across the DMZ, cutting back or halting the bombing

of the North "to increase the credibility" of peace moves, and urging

"drastic reform" of the South Vietnamese Government. Politically, he

suggested consideration of efforts to "try to split the VC off from

Hanoi," and to "develop a realistic plan providing a role for the VC

in negotiations, postwar life, and government of the nation."

Joint Chiefs Demur

The public position of the Johnson Administration opposed

negotiating with the Vietcong or recognizing them. The reaction of the

JCS to McNamara's proposals of October 1.4 was, the study reports,

"predictably rapid -- and violent." A JCS- paper, quoted at length in

the Pentagon study, took issue with McNamara's assessment of the military

situation -- which they considered as "improved substantially" -- and

objected to giving up the "trump card" of bombing to stimulate negotiations.

They recommended widening the air war, building force levels up to

493,969 by the end of 1967 and eventually up to 555,741, and lifting
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political restraints to permit such operations as mining ports, naval

quarantine, cross-border raids into Laos and Cambodia, and certain

"special operations. "

But at an allied powers conference in Manila on October 23-25, the

study reports, General Westmoreland sensed that President Johnson and

Secretary McNamara were not "enchanted" with costly force increases and

politically risky cross-border and air operations, and trimmed his

requests to 480,000 men by the end of 1967 and 500,000 by the end of 1968.

According to the study, the troop decision was finally made by the

President after weeks of detailed studies and arguments, three days

before the November 1966 Congressional elections. The decision,

communicated to the Joint Chiefs by McNamara on November 11, set the

new goal as 469,000 men in the field by June 30, 1968 -- an even slower

build-up than McNamara himself had foreseen in October. The Pentagon

study comments that the significance of this decision was that for the

first time the President essentially said "no" to General Westmoreland.

"From this time on," the study comments, "the judgment of the military

as to how the war should be fought and what was needed would be subject

to question."

On November 17, McNamara went a step further. He presented the

President a paper setting forth correlations between U.S. force levels

and enemy casualties showing that it took an increase of 100,000

"friendly" troops to produce an increase of only 70 enemy casualties

per week. He also reported that the bombing campaign against the North

was having "no significant impact" on the war in the South.
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Bit the President did not accept McNamara's suggestions for a

cutback in the bombing. In fact, he approved sharp increases in B-52

sorties as urged by the JCS. By the turn of the year, public dissent

with the bombing had made the air war the main point of controversy.

In January 1967, a CIA study estimated that up to 29,000 civilians had

been killed in the bombings, and that bombing in 1966 had "accomplished

little more than in 1965." Recapitulating the public furor over the

bombing, the study comments that 1966 "drew to a close on a sour note

for the President."

Pressure for Wider War

As 1967 began, the study asserts, the stage was set for a "running

battle" inside the Johnson Administration between those -- primarilythe

military -- who urged a greatly expanded "strategic" air war against

the North, and those "disillusioned doves" who urged relaxation or

suspension of the bombing to enhance the possibilities for peace.

With the exception of a diplomatic interlude during the Tet, or

Lunar New Year, celebration in February, pressures for widening the war

were unrelenting, according to the Pentagon account. Presidential

Assistant Rostow rated the military situation as improved; Westmoreland

continued to cite increased infiltration as necessitating a faster troop

build-up; Senator Stennis gave his support, including possible mobilization,

to Westmoreland's troop requests.
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During the Tet bombing halt from February 8-12, British Prime

Minister Harold Wilson met with Soviet Premier Kosygin in an abortive

attempt to halt the bombing and start peace talks. That the talks

failed was, according to Wilson, the fault of President Johnson for

changing the agreed conditions, but in any case, the collapse of the

talks was a turning point. President Johnson began approving

additional targets for air attack.

Former Presidential adviser McGeorge Bundy, in a personal letter.

to the President, questioned the wisdom of the strategic bombing of

North Vietnam, especially of the Hanoi electric power plant. Emphasizing

that he did not want to give the Communists "something for nothing" by

halting the bombing altogether, Bundy said he feared the major reason

for attacking power plants was because "we have 'run out' of other

targets."

The 200,000 Request

The main catalyst for the sharp debate in the Administration in

the spring of 1967, however, was not the air war, but General Westmoreland's

request for 200,000 more troops. Such reinforcements, asserted the

General, would enable him to destroy or neutralize enemy main forces --

being built up from sanctuaries in Laos, Cambodia, and north of the DMZ --

and deny the enemy "safe havens" in South Vietnam. One point that

quickly aroused controversy was Westmoreland's argument that the American

build-up would "obviate the requirement for a major expansion" of South

Vietnamese forces. This raised the question of why the U.S. should expand
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its forces when the Government of South Vietnam would neither mobilize

nor effectively deploy its manpower.

By endorsing Westmoreland's troop requests,- the Joint Chiefs once

again, the Pentagon analyst notes, "confronted the Johnson Administration

with a difficult decision on whether to escalate or level off the U.S.

effort." Pressing his case during a visit to Washington, General

Westmoreland envisaged, as did the JCS, a call-up of reserves to bolster

military manpower needs, and hinted of possible ground moves against.

Laos, Cambodia, and even North Vietnam. Commenting on the air war,

General Earle Wheeler argued for action "to deny the North Vietnamese

the use of the ports." The Pentagon study says that Johnson asked

Wheeler and Westmoreland about the consequences if the troop requests

were not met, and was told by General Wheeler that the allied momentum

would die and the war would be prolonged, but the allies would not lose.

The cleavage between the military and civilian views in the Johnson

Administration emerged at once, reflecting the virtually unanimous

opposition of high civilian officials to the military proposals. In the

Pentagon, the systems analysts under Assistant Secretary of Defense

Enthoven produced studies in April and May arguing that, contrary to

Westmoreland's expectation, American troop increases did not produce

correspondingly sharp increases in enemy losses. But the major opposition

to the military strategy came from Secretary McNamara and Assistant

Secretary McNaughton who, in a draft paper dated May 5, proposed that

the President cut back on the bombing to the 20th parallel, primarily to
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cut losses of men and aircraft. Rostow also recommended a cutback and

opposed proposals for mining North Vietnamese harbors on the grounds

that this might lead North Vietnam to become too dependent on Communist

China and increase U.S. tensions with the Soviet Union and China.

The Pentagon study commented that the "significant convergence of

opinion on bombing strategy in the next phase among key Presidential

advisers could not have gone unnoticed" in the meeting on May 8 when

the May 5 memorandum was presented to the President.

The Pentagon study does not reveal precisely what was proposed in

the May 5 memorandum on the ground war, but quotes a May 6 note from

McNaughton to McNamara indicating dissatisfaction that Westmoreland

was being offered 80,000 troops, and expressing uneasiness about the

breadth and intensity of public dissatisfaction with the war.

New Trend of Policy

The climax for what the study calls the "disillusioned doves" came

in Secretary McNamara's May 19 memorandum to the President, which marshaled

the arguments against widening the war and sharpened the case for

curtailing the air war. What the analysts termed the new and radical

thrust of this memorandum were its recommendations that we cut back

the bombing to the 20th Parallel, give Westmoreland only 30,000 more

troops, and accept a compromise outcome of the war. In the words of

the memorandum, "Our commitment is only to see that the people of

South Vietnam are permitted to determined their own future... This
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commitment ceases if the country ceases to help itself." The Pentagon

study emphasized at several points that these recommendations, departing

sharply from established policy, "were radical positions for a senior

U.S. policy official within the Johnson Administration to take."

The McNamara-McNaughton paper also developed the arguments against

the military option of large reinforcements and a wider war, emphasizing

increasing popular discontent with the war among the American public.

The paper warned against the "irresistible pressures" generated by large

reinforcements to expand the war beyond Vietnam and, at some point, to

use tactical nuclear arms and chemical and bacteriological weapons if

the Chinese entered the war or if "U.S. losses were running high."

"Dilemma of President"

Secretary McNanara showed his paper to Mr. Johnson on May 19, the

day it was completed, the study says. The analyst commented that it

was "not surprising" that the President did not promptly endorse McNamara's

recommendations as he had on previous occasions. With McNamara in

direct opposition to the JointChiefs, who themselves were in ardent

opposition to anything but a significant escalation of the war with a

call-up of reserves, a genuine policy dilemma was created for the President.

In any event, says the study, by the President's inaction, McNamara

quickly got the intended message, and ordered a new study of bombing

alternatives.

The Joint Chiefs flooded McNamara with rebuttals, renewing earlier

requests for more than 200,000 troops and an expanded air war, as well
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as possible ground incursions into Laos, Cambodia, and North Vietnam.

In other agencies, the study reports, official viewpoints fell between

the two extremes and the debate floundered toward a compromise on the

issues of tactics, without any shift in war aims. McNamara's attention

remained on the unresolved troop issue and, under President Johnson's

instructions, he flew to Saigon where he and Westmoreland finally agreed

on a 55,000-man increase to a total of 525,000 troops. Johnson

approved the compromise, far closer to McNamara's position than to

Westmoreland's, and announced it in a tax message on August 4. In the

midst of the controversies, in July, McNamara lost his staunchest ally.

Assistant Secretary McNaughton was killed in an airplane collision.

But in his decisions on the air war during July and August, the

President differed markedly from the strategy of de-escalation urged

on him by McNamara. He soon approved almost all of the targets desired

by the Joint Chiefs, including targets within the sensitive zones around

Hanoi and Haiphong.

In their hearings on the air war in August the Senate Preparedness

Subcommittee, according to the Pentagon analysis, "unquestionably set

out to defeat Mr. McNamara.... They viewed restraints on bombing as...

the shackling of a major instrument which could help win victory." The

prohibited zone around Hanoi was restored briefly at the end of August

to permit what the study called a "particularly delicate" set of contacts

with North Vietnam -- presumably a testing of the President's proposals
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in a San Antonio speech to offer a bomb halt in exchange for meaningful

negotiations.

For months the secret diplomatic probing went on fruitlessly,

while the air war widened slowly -- though still short of the JCS

desires. Not until March 1968, a few days after Secretary McNamara

left the Government, did his proposal for a reduction of the bombing

to the 20th Parallel re-emerge and open the way toward negotiations in

Paris in May.
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The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York Times

CHAPTER X

"The Tet Offensive and the Turnaround"

By E.W. Kenworthy

Amid the shock and turmoil of the Tet offensive in February 1968,

the Pentagon study of the Vietnam war discloses, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

(JCS) and General William C. Westmoreland sought to force President Lyndon

B. Johnson a long way-toward national mobilization in an effort to win

victory in Vietnam. This set off a last, bitter policy debate in the

Administration that culminated in the opposite of the military's desires.

For the first time, the study explains, the President squarely faced the

prospect of calling up the reserves and putting the economy on a semiwar

footing -- this at a time of great domestic dissent about the purposes

and the conduct of the war.

Finally, the President relieved General Westmoreland of his command in

late February, and on March 31, 1968 -- two months after the opening of

the Tet offensive -- the President announced his decision to limit the

American operation in Vietnam and, wishing to ease the "partisan division"

of the nation, said he would not seek re-election.

The enemy offensive during Tet, the Luna.r New Year, began January 31

with an attack on the U.S. Embassy in Saigon and spread rapidly to almost
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all the cities and major towns of South Vietnam. Hue, the ancient capital

of central Vietnam, was captured and not retaken until February 24, in the

last days of the offensive.

Despite public statements to the contrary, the Pentagon study says

the offensive took the entire Government by surprise, and makes plain that

President Johnson's disappointment was the more severe because he had

relied upon optimistic reports from General Westmoreland instead of the

"negative analyses" of the CIA and Defense Department.

New Troop Needs

Westmoreland was less optimistic by February 12, when the Tet offensive

was at its height. He reported that the enemy had attacked most of the

major towns in South Vietnam while having to commit only "20 to 25 percent"

of his North Vietnamese forces. The Joint Chiefs immediately recommended

expanding the bombing to reduce "the enemy capability for waging war in

the South" -- a reason that the Pentagon analyst dismissed as a "nonsequitur,"

in view of the "evident ineffectiveness of the bombing in preventing the

offensive." The President did not approve the request..

In any event, notes the analyst, the primary focus of Washington's

reaction was centered on Westmoreland's possible troop requirements. After

extensive correspondence with Saigon, the Joint Chiefs concluded that any

substantial reinforcement plans would dangerously strip the strategic

reserves and recommended against deployments without calling up the reserves --
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a measure that the analyst says the JCS was determined would no longer

be avoided. Despite this recommendation, Secretary McNamara approved

immediate emergency deployment of 10,500 men, thus prompting new JCS

recommendations for a reserve call-up of 46,300 men to replace and sustain

the new deployment.

The Pentagon study says that McNamara's action and the Joint Chiefs'

response were a foretaste of the struggle to come, since Westmoreland was

preparing to raise his sights with the full support of the Joint Chiefs,

On February 14 the President went to Fort Bragg, N.C., to say good-by

to a brigade of the 82nd Airborne Division, being deployed to Vietnam.

The Pentagon narrative described the film clips of the President shaking

hands with the "solemn but determined" paratroopers as revealing a "deeply

troubled leader," and speculated that "the dramatic decisions of the succeeding

month and a half that reversed the direction of American policy in the war

had their genesis in those troubled handshakes."

"A Fork in the Road"

In late February General Wheeler returned from a trip to Saigon and

reported that the Tet offensive, though a "near thing," had been frustrated,

but that General Westmoreland would need more men -- "206,756 spaces for

a new proposed ceiling of 731,756" -- to regain the initiative. To provide

these forces by the end of the year, the President would have had to call

up 280,000 civilian reservists. "A fork in the road had been reached,"
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the Pentagon study comments. To meet Wheeler's request would mean

Americanization of the war, a reserve call-up, and vastly increased expendi-

tures. To deny it or to cut troop requests to where they could be sustained

without a reserve call-up would "just as surely signify that an upper limit

to the U.S. military commitment in SVN had been reached."

The issue was joined at the highest level of the Pentagon, when

the appointee for Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford, convened a special

group of high Administration officials to consider U.S. policy options

ranging from granting Westmoreland's full request to sending him no addi-

tional troops. The dominant voice in the consideration of alternatives

was the civilian hierarchy in the Pentagon, of whom the most influential

were the new Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security

Affairs, Paul Warnke, and his staff. The position of these "dissenters"

was strengthened by CIA estimates which forecast that the Communists would

match U.S. escalations and continue the war. If the U.S. stopped bombing

North Vietnam, the CIA believed Hanoi would probably respond to an offer

to negotiate, although Hanoi would probably not modify their terms or stop

fighting in the South.

General Maxwell Taylor opposed any basic change in policy. He was

against any initiative for negotiations that might involve a halt in the

bombing. Although he did not recommend specific reinforcements for

Westmoreland, Taylor recommended a build-up of the strategic reserves in

the U.S., thereby aligning himself with the Joint Chiefs.
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The Pentagon's Office of Systems Analysis, commenting on the "American

failure" in Vietnam, stated that "we have achieved stalemate at a high

commitment. A new strategy must be sought." Their paper recommended a

shift to an enclave strategy of protecting population areas rather than

having U.S. forces roam the country on search-and-destroy missions.

The Battle at Home

By February 29 the Clifford group had produced an initial draft

memorandum for the President. It doubted the ability of the South Vietnamese

Government and Army to pacify the countryside or bring about national union.

It also doubted that Westmoreland could drive the enemy out of SVN even

with 200,000 more troops, but asserted that attempts to do so would strengthen

critics who maintained that we were destroying South Vietnam in order to save

it and that we did not really want peace talks. The memorandum recommended

the enclave strategy, restricting the Americanmission to providing security

for the populated areas. The purpose was to "buy the time" for the South

Vietnamese Army and government to "develop effective capability."

The intense battle, started by the draft memorandum was to last

for the next three weeks, and resulted in a new draft, dealing only with

the troop issue, recommending more study and a modest increase, approving

a reserve call-up, advising against a new initiative on negotiations, and

calling attention to the split on the air war. "Gone was any discussion of

grand strategy," the study says.
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The analyst notes that both ides of the bombing argument in the

memorandum were "devoted to various kinds of escalation" and that the

President's actual policy of cutting back the bombing, adopted at the end

of March, was never mentioned. The study speculates that Secretary Clifford,

though widely believed to have advocated this idea personally to the

President, may have left it out of the memorandum as a tactical move to

avoid formal criticism by the JCS. The study concludes that, faced with a

fork in the road of Vietnam policy, the Clifford group ignored the

opportunity to change directions, seeming to recommend that we continue,

haltingly, down the same road.

Asked by the President for his views, General Westmoreland welcomed

the modest troop increase, but stuck by his request for the full 206,756-

man reinforcement by the end of 1968.

Mounting Pressure

The documentary record for the final rounds of the internal policy

debate now "becomes sparse," the Pentagon study remarks, because the discussion

was "carried forward on a personal basis by the officials involved, primarily

the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State." But the decision had

to be made by the President. The memorandum had recommended a "little bit

more of the same" to stabilize the situation, plus a level of mobilization

to meet further contingencies. But the study also pointed out that domestic

events strongly indicated that the public would no longer settle for "more

of the same."
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The internal maneuvering revolved around the cutback in the bombing.

Secretary Rusk informally suggested a cutback, although he- did not favor

a diplomatic initiative for negotiation. Secretary Clifford, the Pentagon

study infersendorsed the idea. Opposition came from Air Force Secretary

Harold Brown, who wanted to expand the air war, and from Walt Rostow, who

wanted to keep the pressure on the North Vietnamese for a response on the

San Antonio formula. Nicholas Katzenbach preferred to wait until the

prospects for peace looked better because a bombing halt was a "trump

card" that could only be used once.

Public pressure now began to mount on the President as speculation

grew that he was considering further escalation in Vietnam. Several Senators

demanded that Congress be consulted before any decision was made on troop

increases, and the President was "furious" over a leak published by the New

York Times reporting that Westmoreland had asked for 206,000 troops. In

the New Hampshire primary, antiwar candidate Eugene McCarthy won a slight

plurality over the President.

On March 13, Mr. Johnson approved plans for additional deployments

to Vietnam and modest reserve call-ups. But even these plans were soon

abandoned. On March 16, Senator Robert F. Kennedy announced he would seek

the Presidential nomination. On March 18, 139 members of Congress sponsored

a resolution calling for a Congressional review of Southeast Asia policy.

On March 22, the President recalled General Westmoreland and named him
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Army Chief of Staff -- a signal, the Pentagon analyst says, that Mr.

Johnson had decided against any major escalation of the war. The Pentagon

study inclines to the view that, if the President was still wavering, the

decisive advice on reducing the bombing was given by his Senior Informal

Advisory Group, familiarly known in Washington as the Wise Men -- a group

of men who had served in high Government posts or had been Presidential

advisers during the last years. Meetings of the Wise Men on March 25 and

26, according to the study, left the President "deeply shaken" by the

turnabout of these former hawks, who are believed to have advised him to

reduce the bombing.

The account reports that the night before President Johnson's March

speech the State Department cabled a number of U.S. Ambassadors in Asia,

instructing them to inform heads of state that the President's speech

would announce a bombing cutback, but that the U.S. believed Hanoi would

"denounce the project." The analyst comments that the fact that the President

was willing to go beyond the San Antonio formula at a time when few advisers

felt that such action would produce peace talks is "strong evidence of the

major shift in thinking that took place in Washington about the war and the

bombing after Tet, 1968."

Contrary to the expectations of the policy makers, however, Hanoi.

responded positively to the offer of negotiations.

In an epilogue, the Pentagon analyst attributed the President's decision

to seek a new strategy and a new road to peace to two major considerations:
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"(1) The conviction of his principal civilian advisers,

particularly- Secretary of Defense Clifford, that the

troops requested by General Westmoreland would not make

a military victory any more likely; and

(2) A deeply felt conviction of the need to restore unity to

the American nation."
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The Pentagon Papers as published by The New York Times

Concluding Summary

In commenting on the various disclosures in the New York Times

series, Mr. Sheehan, in the introduction to the Bantam edition, summarized

the major findings as follows:

Nevertheless, the history as a whole demonstrates that the
four Administrations progressively developed a sense of commitment
to a non-Communist Vietnam, a readiness to fight the North to
protect the South, and an ultimate frustration with this effort--
to a much greater extent than their public statements acknowledged
at the time. The historians were led to many broad conclusions
and specific findings, including the following:

That the Truman Administration's decision to give military
aid to France in her colonial war against the Communist-led
Vietminh "directly involved" the United States in Vietnam and
"set" the course of American policy

That the Eisenhower Administration's decision to rescue a
fledgling South Vietnam from a Communist takeover and the
Administration's attempt to undermine the new Communist regime
of North Vietnam gave the Administration a "direct role in the
ultimate breakdown of the Geneva settlement" for Indochina in
1954.

That the Kennedy Administration, though ultimately spared
from major escalation decisions by the death of its leader,
transformed a policy of "limited-risk gamble," which it inherited,
into a "broad commitment" that left President Johnson with a
choice between more war and withdrawal.

That the Johnson Administration, though the President was
reluctant and hesitant to take the final decisions, intensified
the covert warfare against North Vietnam and began planning in
the spring of 1964 to wage overt war, a full year before it
publicly revealed the depth of its involvement and its fear of
defeat.
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That this campaign of growing clandestine military pressure
through 1964 and the expanding program of bombing North Vietnam
in 1*5 were begun despite the judgment of the Government's
intelligence community that the measures would not cause Hanoi
to cease its support of the Vietcong insurgency in the South,
and that the bombing was deemed militarily ineffective within a
few months.

That these four succeeding administrations built up the
American political, military and psychological stakes in
Indochina, often more deeply than they realized at the time,
with large-scale shipments of military equipment to the
French in 1950; with acts of sabotage and terror warfare
against North Vietnam beginning in 1954; with moves that
encouraged and abetted the overthrow of President Ngo Dinh
Diem of South Vietnam in 1963; with plans, pledges and
threats of further action that sprang to life in the Tonkin
Gulf clashes in August, 1964; with the careful preparation
of public opinion for the years of open warfare that were
to follow; and with the calculation in 1965, as the planes
and troops were openly committed to sustained combat, that
neither accommodation inside South Vietnam nor early
negotiations with North Vietnam would achieve the desired
result.

In addition to these broad conclusions reached by the Times about

what the Pentagon Papers disclose, careful examination of the series

of articles reveals a number of other noteworthy conclusions, most of

which were attributed by the Times to the Pentagon analysts:

1. South Vietnam, as it evolved after the Geneva conference of

1954, was "essentially the creation of the United States," and American

strategy throughout the eras described was based on the so-called domino

theory and a pervasive belief in the importance to American security of

an independent, non-Communist South Vietnam.
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2. Unlike the public stand of American officials that the war

in the South was the result of aggression from the North, the successive

Administrations of Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson had intelligence

information showing the war as having begun largely as a rebellion in

the South against the oppressive and corrupt regime of Ngo Dinh Diem.

And, unlike the view of some critics of U.S. policy that North Vietnam

entered the war only after 1965 in response to American intervention,

the same intelligence information shows that the North Vietnamese

operated a subordinate apparatus in the South from 1954, and in 1959

Hanoi made a clear decision to take full control of the growing

insurgency.

3. There was a continuing debate throughout the Truman, Eisenhower,

Kennedy, and Johnson Administrations as to the tactical approach needed

to save South Vietnam from Communism, with the professional military

leaders at first hesitant to intervene but later constantly advocating

hard-hitting military intervention, some civilian officials advocating

both covert and overt measures short of unbridled force,.and the various

Presidents and their key advisers somewhere in the middle.

4. Though neither the instigators nor direct participants in the

anti-Diem coup in 1963, President Kennedy, Ambassador Lodge, and other

key officials were deeply involved in the intrigues leading to the coup

and gave encouragement to the coup leaders.
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5. Secretary of Defense McNamara and Secretary of State Rusk both

gave incomplete and misleading testimony to secret sessions of the

House Foreign Affairs Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee

in hearings pertinent to passage of the Tonkin Gulf resolution. Both

were aware of U.S.-sponsored clandestine attacks on North Vietnamese

islands in the Tonkin Gulf occurring before and during patrol activities

in that area by the U.S. destroyers Maddox and C. Turner Joy. Both

denied to the committees that they knew the details of any U.S.-sponsored

clandestine operations in the area at that time.

6. Preoccupation of many officials, especially in the Johnson

Administration, with the urgency of striking blows against North Vietnam

resulted from the failure of their policies to cope with the successful

insurgency in the South.

7. Former Under Secretary of State George Ball was a consistent

dissenter in the Johnson Administration, challenging the validity of

the domino theory, doubting that bombing the North would materially

affect the war in the South, and advocating a political settlement of

the war.

8. President Johnson's role in resolving disputes within his

Administration about the advisability of engaging in a ground war in

Vietnam led him to be regarded by the Pentagon analysts as the "key

figure" in the massive build-up in 1965.

9. President Johnson's public image of willingness to compromise

and negotiate a settlement of the war contrasted with an underlying

determination to force North Vietnam to "cease and desist."
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10. Secretary McNamara, despite his confident public statements,

became a "disillusioned dove" as early as the fall of 1966 and

unsuccessfully urged the President to cut back on the bombing and seek

a political settlement. This opened a major rift in the Johnson

Administration, pitting the "disillusioned doves" against the military

proponents of an ever widening war.

11. President Johnson's decision to stop the bombing, seek

negotiations, and retire from politics was prompted by his

unwillingness to cross the "political sound barrier" of full mobilization,

by a growing realization that more troops would not make victory more

likely, and by a deeply felt conviction of the need to restore internal

unity in the United States.

Throughout their presentation of material from the Pentagon Papers,

the Times writers frequently reiterated the themes that important

politico-military decisions in the various Administrations were taken

secretly, that Congressional leadership was not consulted -in the

decision making process, and that the public was seldom apprised of the

details of these decisions either before or after the fact. Repeatedly

the Times cited instances wherein key officials would issue innocuous

statements to the press at the very moment important decisions affecting

the entire strategy of the war were either under consideration or had

just been made. The tone of the Times treatment of these themes leaves

the reader with the impression that the Times, and perhaps the Pentagon

analysts, felt that these decisions -- many of which involved ongoing

operations against the enemy -- should have been more publicly debated

and communicated.
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The Washington Post

June 18, 1971

"Documents Reveal U.S. Effort In '54 to Delay Viet Election

By Chalmers M. Roberts

The Eisenhower Administration, fearing that elections throughout

Vietnam would result in unification under Ho Chi Minh, fought in vain at

the 1954 Geneva Conference to preclude them. Secretary of State John

Foster Dulles cabled U.S. diplomats in July 1954 that "...[elections]

should be only held as long after cease-fire agreement as possible and

in conditions free from intimidation to give democratic elements best

chance." In June 1954 American Ambassador to France Douglas Dillon cabled

Dulles that French Premier Mendes-France had said that "since the war had

been going on for eight years and passions were high, it would take a

long time before elections could be held..." Dillon also reported that

Chinese Premier Chou En-lai "made no objection to this statement by Mendes

and did not press for early elections."

In addition to its oppsition to Vietnamese elections as proposed by

the conference, the U.S. opposed partition and judged that coalition govern-

ment would be disastrous. In a March 1954 memo to Secretary of Defense

Charles Wilson concerning the Geneva negotiations, Admiral Arthur Radford,

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), stated that establishment of a

coalition government in one or more of the three states of Indochina "would

open the way for the ultimate seizure of control by the Communists under

conditions which might preclude timely and effective external assistance in

the prevention of such seizure."
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By the time the Geneva Conference opened, the U.S. had weighed the

idea of military intervention. A January 1954 meeting of the President's

Special Committee on Indochina discussed sending various aircraft to the

French as well as 200 military mechanics. Deputy Defense Secretary Roger

Kyes "questioned" whether sending the men "would not so commit the U.S. to

support the French that we must be prepared eventually for complete inter-

vention, including use of U.S. combat forces." State's Undersecretary

Smith disagreed. He felt, however, that the importance of winning in

Indochina was so great that if worst came to worst he personally would

favor intervention with U.S. air and naval forces, though not ground forces.

A January 1954 National Security Council (NSC) paper on U.S. objectives

and options in Southeast Asia, approved by the President, declared that

"Communist domination...of all Southeast Asia would seriously endanger in

the short term, and critically endanger in the longer term, United States

security interests... The loss of the struggle in Indochina, in addition

to its impact in Southeast Asia and in South Asia, would...have the most

serious repercussions on U.S. and free world interests in Europe and

elsewhere... effective counteraction would be immediately necessary to

prevent the loss of any single country..." The immediate aim of American

policy in Vietnam, according to this NSC statement, was to help the French

defeat the Viet Minh forces and develop "indigenous armed forces...which

will eventually be capable of maintaining internal security without assistance

from French units."

The NSC also deemed overt Chinese attack less probable than continued

support of insurgency but noted a "substantial risk" of Chinese intervention,
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if the U.S. took part in the fighting. In the event of Chinese inter-

vention, the NSC concluded, the United Nations should be asked to call

on member nations to "take whatever action may be necessary." Whether

or not the U.N. did act, it was proposed, the United States either under

U.N. auspices or in concert with "other friendly governments" should take

a number of steps including interdicting Chinese communication lines

or, "if appropriate," a joint naval blockade of Communist China.

The NSC paper noted that if such actions were taken, "the United

States should recognize that it may become involved in an all-out war with

Communist China, and possibly with the U.S.S.R. and the rest of the Soviet

bloc, and should therefore proceed to take large-scale mobilization

measures." Military planners also suggested that seven U.S. divisions

could win a military victory if the French withdrew and China did not

intervene.

Although President Eisenhower had approved the planning, he wanted both

Congressional approval and allied participation for any American intervention.

But Dulles had trouble rounding up allies, especially the British, and the

President's conditions for intervention were not met.

Meanwhile, there were voices of opposition to the growing U.S. involve-

ment in Indochina. In late January 1954, Senator John Stennis in a letter

to Secretary Wilson cautioned the Administration that U.S. participation

should "stop short of sending our troops or airmen to this area, either for

participation in the conflict or as instructors. As always, when we send

one group, we shall have to send another to protect the first and we shall

thus be fully involved in a short time."
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There is no evidence in the available documents of a post-Geneva

American effort to block the Vietnam elections. According to the Pentagon

study, "U.S. State Department records indicate that Diem's refusal to be

bound by the Geneva Accords and his opposition to preelection consultations

were at his own initiative." The United States, "which had expected elections

to be held, and up until May 1955 had fully supported them, shifted its

position in the face of Diem's opposition, and of the evidence then accumu-

lated about the oppressive nature of the regime in North Vietnam." The

United States then took the position that the whole question of consultation

and elections should be left up to the Vietnamese and should not be dictated

by external arrangements.
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The Washington Post

June 19, 1971

"Viet Study Says Bombing Lull Pressure Move"

By Murrey Marder

Between 1965 and 1968 U.S. strategists attempted every form of

military pressure to crack the Communist will to pursue the war in

South Vietnam and still avoid open, big-power warfare. At the same time,

many U.S. planners had a more pessimistic assessment of the duration of

the war, the cost, and the price of a settlement than was ever communicated

to the public.- Convinced that the U.S. and North Vietnam would each

hold to its fundamental objectives, Secretary of State Dean Rusk and

others who shared his viewpoint believed in 1968 that no negotiated peace

settlement could come out of the Paris talks.

In 1964, and more so in 1965, South Vietnam's army was in real danger

of defeat by the Communists. In a July 1965 memorandum, Secretary of

Defense McNamara advocated placing the highest priority on military initia-

tives, but at the same time, he said, the United States should open a

dialogue with the Communist powers involved in order to lay the groundwork

for a settlement "when the time is ripe." The Pentagon study states that

Secretary McNamara's recommendations amounted "to little more than saying

that the United States should provide channels for the enemy's...relatively

face-saving surrender when he decided that the game had grown too costly."

Thus, military strategists had almost no expectation that the many pauses

in the bombing of North Vietnam between 1965 and 1968 would produce peace
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talks, but believed they would help placate domestic and world opinion.

It was in this spirit that McNamara, in a memorandum to the President

dated November 30, 1965, projected his ideas for what became the 37-day

bombing pause.

Some U.S. strategists planned to use unproductive bombing pauses as

a justification for escalating the war. They regarded the lulls in

bombing as a "ratchet" to reduce tension and then intensify it, to produce

"one more turn of the screw" in order to "crack the enemy's resistance to

negotiations." But the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) were opposed to measures

which would even momentarily reduce the pressure on North Vietnam. According

to the Pentagon study, they "pressed throughout the autumn and winter of

1965-66 for .permission to expand the bombing virtually into a program of

strategic bombing aimed at all industrial and economic resources as well as

at all interdiction targets," despite intelligence estimates "expressing

skepticism that bombing of any conceivable sort" except anti-population

attacks "could either persuade Hanoi to negotiate on US/GVN terms or

effectively limit Hanoi's ability to infiltrate men and supplies into the

South." A State Department paper which was speaking for Secretary Rusk had

also opposed a bombing pause.

The Pentagon documents show that at the end of the 37-day pause,

the JCS were pressing for more bombing, but Assistant Secretary

of Defense for International Security Affairs John McNaughton was examining

the overall situation and suggesting some major changes in U.S. policy.

In early 1966, McNaughton said that South Vietnam's forces were "tired,

passive, and accommodation prone" and that the U.S. objective in Vietnam

was to avoid humiliation. McNaughton's central point, according to the
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study, was that both the Communist side and the United States "should

consider coming to terms," because, in part, "we are in an escalating

military stalemate." McNaughton was maintaining that the U.S. commitment

could be fulfilled "considerably short of victory." But McNamara did not

commit himself to this "compromise" solution and "the President, of course,

decided against it." However, the study notes that McNamara later became

"disenthralled by the inability of the bombing to alter the escalating

pattern of the war," and seized on a proposal for a barrier extending

across the northern border of South Vietnam to cut infiltration. The

President subsequently approved the barrier concept, despite JCS opposition.

During 1967 civilian protests mounted within the government over

military calls for intensifying the warfare. In response the JCS turned

to a powerful ally, Senator John Stennis, whose Preparedness Subcommittee

agreed with their claims that they were being unjustifiably restricted on

bombing targets in North Vietnam. However, in the wake of the massive

Communist offensive during Tet in 1968, the pressures to put a ceiling on

the American effort became immense. Finally, in President Johnson's

dramatic television announcement of March 31, 1968, the United States re-

laxed its terms for peace talks and simultaneously began an indefinite halt

to some of the bombing. Hanoi, to the surprise of most U.S. experts, agreed

to start preliminary talks.

The study confirms that Secretary of State Rusk, rather than Secretary

of Defense Clark Clifford, had proposed a partial bombing halt to the

President in early March 1968. In February 1970 Mr. Johnson publicly

ridiculed the claim of Clifford supporters that Clifford had led a "struggle

for the mind of the President," and said that when Rusk suggested the partial
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bombing halt on March 5 or 6, 1968, Johnson immediately instructed him

to produce an operating proposal. But the new documents indicate that

Rusk's fundamental commitment to achieving the original goals of the

war was unchanged, while Clifford, convinced the military course was "hope-

less," sought to change the course of the war.
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The Washington Post

June 20, 1971

"L.B.J. Shown as Crafty, But No Liar"

By Bernard D. Nossiter

A comparison of the Johnson Administration's public remarks with the

material that has been published from the Pentagon's private study of the

Vietnam war discloses a public record marked by half-truths, careful

ambiguities, and misleading and deceptive statements rather than flatfooted

untruths. What appears at first glance to be the grossest misstatement

in public frequently turns out, on close examination, to contain a phrase.

or word that saves it from the label "lie."

For example, on April 1, 1965, according to the published documents,

Mr. Johnson secretly made a fateful decision, ordering the 3500 Marines

in Vietnam to shift from a static defense of the base at Danang to offensive

actions. This was the beginning of an offensive combat role for U.S.

ground troops. The first public hint of this change came on June 8 when

a State Department spokesman said that "American forces would be available

for combat support." The next day, the White House put out a statement

asserting: "There has been no change in the mission of U.S. ground combat

units in Vietnam in recent days or weeks. The President has issued no

order of any kind in this regard to General Westmoreland recently or at

any other time." This appears to be the lie direct. But the statement

continued: "The primary mission of these troops is to secure and safeguard
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Important military installations like the airbase at Danang. They have

the associated mission of actively patrolling and 
securing action in and

near the areas thus safeguarded. If help is requested by appropriate

Vietnamese cormnanders, General Westmoreland also has authority within the

assigned mission to employ these troops in support of Vietnamese forces

faced with aggressive attack. . . ." Thus, the last two paragraphs,

although still avoiding the full truth, soften the impact of the first

and patently false paragraph.

During hearings on the origins of the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution

before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in February 1968, General

Earle Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), skirted

per ihxusly close to untruth. Whether he avoided it is an exercise in higher

semant Ics. Chairman Fulbright asked him whether in the period around

July 1964 the military had recommended extending the war to the north by

bombing or other means. General Wheeler replied: "I don't believe so,

Mr. Chairman. . . to the best of my knowledge and belief during that period

there was no thought of extending the war into the North. . . ." In fact,

publ ishied records show that as early as January 22, 1964, the top brass

sent Secretary McNamara a lengthy memo stating their 
considered opinion that

thO United States "must make ready" to "conduct aerial bombing of key North

Vietnam targets, using U.S. resources under Vietnamese cover" and "Commit

U.S. forces as necessary in direct actions against North Vietnam. . .

Wheeler was stretching the truth to say the Chiefs harbored "no thought"

of extending the war North. On the other hand, he could argue that a
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proposal "to make ready" northward actions is less than a recommendation

and that he equates "thought" with an unqualified proposal.

What follows is a further comparison of differences between public

statement and private discussion as disclosed by the Pentagon's secret

study of the war's origins in some key areas during the crucial 20 months

from December 1963 through July 1965.

Progress of the War

* In private, this estimate was made: "The situation is very disturbing.

the situation has in fact been deteriorating in the countryside since July

to a far greater extent than we realized. . ." -- McNamara memo to the

President, December 21, 1963.

But this is what the public was told: "I am leaving [Saigon] optimistic

*as to the progress that can be made during the coming year. . ." -- McNamara

to press, December 20, 1963.

Attitude on Negotiations

In private, these judgments have been reported as follows: We must

continue to oppose any Vietnam conference. . . -- William Bundy memo,

August 11, 1964.

"Should pressure for negotiations become too formidable to resist

and discussion begin before a Communist agreement to comply, it was stressed

that the United States should define its negotiating position 'in a way

which makes Communist acceptance unlikely.' In this manner it would be
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'very likely that the conference would break up rather rapidly,' thus

enabling our military pressure to be resumed." -- Unidentified Pentagon

historian, summarizing options presented to an inner group of the National

Security Council, November 24, 1964.

But in public, this is what was said: "The window to peace is still

open. We are still ready for unconditional discussion. We will impose

no conditions of any kind on any government willing to talk, nor will

we accept any. On this basis, we are ready to begin discussion next

week, tomorrow or tonight. . .To those governments who doubt our willingness

to talk, the answer is simple: Agree to discussion. Come to the meeting

room. We will be there." -- President's statement, April 17, 1965.

American Role in Laos

In private, these things were happening and were discussed: During

1964, American-supplied T-28s were bombing and strafing Pathet Lao and

North Vietnamese troops and targets in Laos near the North Vietnamese

border. Some of these aircraft were manned by pilots from a CIA-controlled

airline.and some by Thai pilots. Their operations were controlled by

Ambassador to Laos Leonard Unger. In addition, Navy jets were flying

reconnaissance missions over Laos. After two were shot down in June, the

Administration provided armed escorts for these flights and, beginning

June 9, they began striking Pathet Lao positions. -At the National Security

Council meeting on December 12, 1964, according to an unidentified Pentagon
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historian, it was "agreed that there would be no public operations statement

about armed reconnaissance in Laos unless a plane was losL. In such an

event, the principals stated, the Government should continue to Insist that

we were merely escorting reconnaissance flights as requested by the Laotian

government."

In public, the President had already been saying what the National

Security Council suggested as a cover for the American bombing and strafing

In Laos.

Carrying War 'To North

Perhaps the trickiest question in this survey Is the extent to which

.ohnson did or did not mislead the people about his intentions to bomb

North Vietnam. The answer depends on a judgment as to preelsely when

Mr. Johnson and his advisors decided to carry ot continuous air strikes

against the North. The unidentified Pentagon historian concludes that a

consensus of key advisors was reached to bomb North Vietnam as early as

September 1964. The Pentagon historian finds documentary support for his

position in a National Security Action Memorandum of that time. Perhaps

a close reading of the texts overlooks their context and ignores a bureau-

cratic af fini ty for fuzzy language. But the literal reading does rals e

some quest ions about the historian's conclusions. If the historian is right

1111d tihe de i slon to bomb was taken, for all practical purposes , in early

September, the President's campaign rhetoric was grossly misleading.
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An example follows: "What I have been trying to do, with the situation

that I found, was to get the boys in Vietnam to do their own fighting

with our advice and with our equipment. That is the course we are following.

So we are not going North and drop bombs at this stage of the game. . ." --

Mr. Johnson in Manchester, N.H., September 28, 1964.

Decision to Commit Ground Combat Forces

In view of the fact that the decision to commit ground combat troops

was not made until the spring of 1965, after the initial bombing assaults

proved futile, Mr. Johnson's campaign rhetoric might fall under the heading

of "bad prophecy" rather than "untruth." On October 2, 1964, in Akron, for

example, he said: "but we are not about to send American boys 9 or 10,000

miles away from home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing for themselves."

By late July 1965, the President was publicly announcing that the number

of troops in Vietnam would be raised to 125,000 and General Westmoreland

had been given authority to embark on his "search and destroy" strategy.

When Mr. Johnson was asked at his July 28 press conference whether the big

troop increases implied any change in the existing policy of relying on

the South Vietnamese to carry out offensive operations and using American

forces only in a defensive role, he replied: "It does not imply any change

in policy whatever. It does not imply any change of objective."
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Washington Post

July 1, 1971

"L.B.J. Saw de Gaulle as Viet Threat"

By Murrey Marder

The Pentagon study of the Vietnam war shows that in the critical

years before the American role in the conflict had greatly escalated, the

United States struggled far more to stay in the war than to get out of it.

By 1964, what the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations both labeled a

global "test" against Communist expansion also became an unexpected test

of another kind, inside the Western alliance. The Johnson Administration

looked upon French President Charles de Gaulle's attempts to reassert French

influence in Indochina -- especially his call for the "neutralization" of

South Vietnam -- as the most pernicious portion of the.Gaullist plan to break

out of American "hegemony" and obtain a larger world role for France.

De Gaulle, as American strategists saw the world, first smashed the U.S.

"grand design" for the Western Alliance in Europe and now was launching a

similar challenge in the Pacific.

At the time, American policymakers saw U.S. options for action narrowed to

choices of greater involvement, or humiliating withdrawal. In later years,

those who wrote the Pentagon assessment contend that instead, the United States

had missed one of its best opportunities to quit the war, when its prestige

stake was relatively low. The Kennedy Administration had crossed the first

0
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major threshold. Its complicity in the overthrow of President Diem on

November 1, 1963, shattered the entire mandarin-style political structure

of South Vietnam. The principal U.S. reason for encouraging the elimination

of Diem and Nhu was the American conviction that the war could not be won

by them. The United States also feared that Nhu would try to sell out

the American interests. A report to President Kennedy dated October 2, 1963,

from Secretary of Defense McNamara and General Maxwell D. Taylor, Chairman of

the Joints Chiefs of Staff, after a survey trip to Vietnam, stated that

"discontent with the Diem/Nhu regime. . .has now become a seething problem."

They recommended "an intensive clandestine effort" to make contacts "to

continuously appraise coup prospects." In between the aborted August 1963

coup and the successful November coup that resulted in the murder of Diem and

his brother Nhu, the Nhus "leaked" their version of their own diplomatic

intrigue in an attempt to forestall the second plot. On September 2, 1963,

a Diem-controlled newspaper, the Times of Vietnam, charged that U.S. Central

Intelligence Agency agents had planned a coup d'etat for August 28 to over-

throw President Diem. On August 23, according to the U.S. version, Vietnamese

generals guardedly sounded out American officials about their attitude

toward a South Vietnamese coup. That coup plan was aborted on August 31.

The U.S. also feared the Diem's regimes intentions regarding negotiations

with North Vietnam. In September 1963 published reports disclosed that

Diem had met secretly with a French diplomat assigned to Hanoi, after Ho

Chi Minh publicly mentioned that a "cease-fire could presumably be arranged."
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In that event, lo reportedly indicated, relations between North and South

Vietnam could be placed on a new basis. Meanwhile, on August 29, President

de Gaulle, in a deliberately ambiguous public statement, said that he wished

that Vietnam would decide its own destiny "in independence from foreign

influence. . ." The French Ambassador in Washington subsequently told

Secretary of State Rusk that de Gaulle was advocating a long range solution

to reunify North and South Vietnam in "independence and neutrality" without

any intention of slapping at the United States.

The elimination of the Diem regime only intensified the pressures on

the United States. Diem's successor, General Duong Van Minh, lost power

in a bloodless coup led by General Nguyen Khanh on January 30, 1964. Klanh,

an American-trained general, said he moved against Minh to forestall a plot

by rival "pro-French" generals to seize power and negotiate for the

"neutralization" of South Vietnam. President Johnson apparently regarded

"neutralization" of Vietnam, which he repeatedly defined as "a Communist

takeover," as the greatest danger to his domestic and international objectives.

lie firmly instructed Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, in a cable in late March

1964, that "your mission is precisely for the purpose of knocking down the

idea of neutralization wherever it rears its ugly head. .

But the entire situation in Vietnam had changed while the Kennedy-

Johnson Administrations were exchanging control of the White House. .t

was a month after President Kennedy's death, before some presidential advisers

began to glimpse the consequences of the November destruction of the South

Vietnamese political structure built by Diem. In a report in December
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McNamara warned that South Vietnam was about to collapse into a "neutralist"

or "Communist-controlled state." Moreover, South Vietnam was crumbling

faster than ever under rival generals who lacked political experience.

In a February 18, 1964 report to Secretary McNamara, the Joint Chiefs

of Staff estimated that new, limited military actions could "exercise a

decisive effect on the campaign against the Vietcong." Among subjects now

requiring study with "urgency," they told McNamara, was, first, "Intensified

operations against North Vietnam to include air bombings of selected targets."

U.S. military advisers in South Vietnam, and inevitably Khanh also, soon

increased their demands for the same solution. The paradox for the United

States was that the weaker Khanh became in coordinating South Vietnamese

political and military action to meet intensified Conmunist assaults, the

stronger became his bargaining power to require the United States to meet

his demands -- or face the rejected alternatives: "neutralization," "outright

Communist takeover," and most importantly, U.S. world "humiliation."

By March 1964, President Johnson's strategy was becoming locked into

no choice that he or his chief advisers regarded as bearable, except escalation.

"It was increasingly apparent," the Pentagon study says, "that we were as

committed to the struggle as our clients were -- possibly even more committed."
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The Washington Post

July 1, 1971

"U.S. Supported Coup Against Diem"

By Don Oberdorfer

The decision to topple President Ngo Dinh Diem of South Vietnam was

one of the most important turning points in the United States struggle in

Indochina -- as the Pentagon study puts it, "one of the times in the history

of our Vietnam involvement when we were making fundamental choices."

By deciding to bring Diem down, the U.S. assumed a great moral responsibility

to his successor and the people of the country over whom they tried to

rule. There is little indication in the Pentagon report that the American

decision makers realized this fateful consequence of their action.

The heightened U.S. responsibility and involvement in Vietnam during

the final days of the Kennedy Administration led to the commitment of

American ground troops during the Presidency of Lyndon B. Johnson -- but

ironically Johnson was among those within the government who raised his voice

against the plan to bring down Diem. According to the Pentagon history,

the then-Vice President told a high level meeting at the State Department

on August 31, 1963, that he had great reservations about a coup because

he had never seen "a genuine alternative" to Diem.

The ultimate prime cause of the coup appears to have been the actions

of the two men who suffered the most from it, Diem and Ngo Dinh Nhu. By
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violent action against the Buddhist opposition in South Vietnam, including

a doublecross-of the U.S. Government after promises to patch up the quarrel,

the Ngos brought on an impasse they could not win. This defiance of U.S.

wishes and repudiation of the earlier agreement -- together with the public

furor in Vietnam and in the United States -- led to determination in many

quarters that something drastic must be done. Subsequently, in Washington,

a fateful cable to newly arrived Ambassador Lodge was drawn up by Assistant

Secretary of State Roger Hilsman and others. According to the Pentagon

papers, the cable directed Lodge to inform key Vietnamese military leaders

that the United States would find it impossible to support the South

Vietnamese Government militarily and economically unless Nhu was removed

from the scene, with the "obvious implication" that Diem would have to go

if he refused to dump his brother. Lodge replied that there was no point in

taking such a demand to Diem since it was virtually certain he would refuse

to dismiss his brother, and this might alert him to the possible coup. Instead

Lodge proposed to go straight to the generals. Beginning late in August

1963, more than two months before the overthrow of Diem, a Central Intelligence

Agency official in Saigon was in direct contact with the plotters in the

Vietnamese military command, and the same officer continued to function as

a conduit between the United States and the coup backers until the end.

Back in Washington, misgivings had begun to develop. According to the

Pentagon study, a meeting with the President refined the policy. American

officials in Saigon were informed that "the U.S. Government will support a
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coup which has a good chance of succeeding but plans no direct involvement

of U.S. armed forces." General Paul Harkins, U.S. Commander in Vietnam,

was authorized to tell the Vietnamese generals that he was prepared to

establish liaison with them, but not to engage in joint coup planning.

Secretary of State Rusk suggested Lodge make a final effort to persuade

Diem to get rid of Nhu. Secretary of Defense McNamara joined Rusk and

Vice President Johnson in expressing reservations about a coup.

On August 31, the plotters suddenly called everything off. They had

failed to win the support of a key military commander in the Saigon region.

And, the Pentagon study suggests, they were still unsure of the United

States. On September 2, they got public encouragement of a sort from a

very high source -- President Kennedy himself. Appearing in a TV interview

by Walter Cronkite, Mr. Kennedy condemned the repression against the

Buddhists and raised doubt that the war could be won unless the Diem

government could win back the popular support it had lost. Asked if this

was possible, Kennedy replied that it could only be done "with changes in

policy and perhaps with personnel." His meaning was clear in Saigon. Nhu

must go.

With no sign of a peaceful change of policy or personnel, Mr. Kennedy

decided on a major review of Vietnam. In early October, the Pentagon

papers show, Lodge was informed that the "President today approved recommenda-

tion that no initiative should now be taken to give any active covert

encouragement to a coup. There should, however, be urgent covert effort. .

to identify and build contact with possible leadership as when it appears. . .
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In another message Lodge was told, "While we do not wish to stimulate

coup, we also do not wish to leave impression that the U.S. would thwart

a change in government or deny economic and military assistance to a

new regime if it appeared capable of increasing effectivness of military

effort, ensuring popular support to win war and improving working relations

with U.S."

In late October there ensued a flurry of last-minute arguments between

General Harkins, who disliked the coup and Lodge, who could see no practical

way to stop it. The argument was ended by the cable to Lodge from McGeorge

Bundy, the President's assistant for national security affairs: "You

should take action to persuade coup leaders to stop or delay any operation

which, in your best judgment, does not clearly give high prospect of success."

Lodge was told to keep U.S. forces out of direct intervention. But once the

soup was underway under responsible leadership, "it is in the interest of

The U.S. Government that it should succeed."

By 1:45 p.m. on November 1, General Tran Van Don, chief Vietnamese

contact with the Americans, called U.S. military headquarters to report the

coup was underway. At 4:30 the generals publicly announced the revolution

and demanded the resignation of Diem and Nhu. At that moment Diem telephoned

Lodge to determine the attitude of the American Government toward the coup

in progress. Lodge was noncommittal. He had heard the gunfire, he said, but

he did not have all the facts. "Also it is 4:30 a.m. in Washington," he

told Diem, "and the U.S. Government cannot possibly have a view." Around
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7 a.m. the following day Diem and Nhu were captured and shot. The coup

leaders said this was not part of the plan. Arthur Schlesinger later

reported seeing President Kennedy shortly after hearing of the deaths of

Diem and Nhu: "He was somber and shaken. . . . No doubt he realized

that Vietnam was his great failure in foreign policy, and that he had never

really given it his full attention." Twenty days later the President was

dead.



CRS-127

The Washington Post

July 1, 1971

"Viet Combat Role Urged on J.F.K. in '62"

By Chalmers M. Roberts

The year 1962 opened for President Kennedy with the grim word that

he had not done enough to save South Vietnam. A Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)

paper prepared for a January 9 meeting with the President, referring to

a November 1961 authorization by the President of "a sharply increased

effort to avoid a further deterioration of the situation in SVN (South

Vietnam," commented that "all of the recent actions we have taken may still

not be sufficient to stiffen the will of the government and the people of

SVN sufficiently to resist Communist pressure and win the war without

the U.S. committing combat forces."

Available Pentagon documents do not show that the President had

yet committed himself to win the war, but that was the clear premise.

However, a National Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) of January 18 shows

that the President was focusing not on sending combat forces but on counter-

insurgency. On January 26 the. State Department, the documents reveal,

proposed that "our training program for ARVN (Army of the Republic of

Vietnam) be based primarily on the concept that the Vietnamese Army will

start winning. . .when it has obtained the confidence of the Vietnamese

peasants. . .villages which show determination to resist the Vietcong should

receive the promptest possible support."
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The JCS were concerned with the larger view. Their frame of mind was

illuminated in a January 13 memorandum to the President entitled "The

Strategic Importance of the Southeast Asia Mainland." They viewed develop-

ments in Vietnam as part of "a planned phase in the communist timetable for

world domination." The fall of South Vietnam, the memo said, "would mean the

eventual communist domination of all of the Southeast Asian mainland." It

visualized eventual threats to India, Australia and New Zealand. "Even a

Sino-Soviet bloc "move into and control" of Africa was listed in their description

of "possible" falling dominos. The JCS argued for forcing Diem to accept

"advice, as well as assistance, in military, political, and economic matters";

then, if "the Vietcong is not brought under control, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

see no alternative to the introduction of US military combat forces along

with those of the free Asian nations that can be persuaded to participate."

The January 13 memorandum cited as among the "salient factors" of "the

greatest importance if the eventual introduction of US forces is required

that "any war in the Southeast Asia mainland will be a peninsular and island-

type of campaign" of the sort in which the US has had "a wealth of experience"

and has excelled both in World War II and Korea, and that "the communists are

limited in the forces they can maintain because of natural logistic and

transportation problems."

In sending this JCS memorandum to the President, McNamara told Mr.

Kennedy that "I am not prepared to endorse the views of the Chiefs until

we have had more experience with our present programs in SVN." Still

thinking in terms of counterinsurgency, the President in a NSAM sent to the
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Agency for International Development in mid-February said: "I desire the

appropriate agencies of this Government to give the utmost attention and

emphasis to programs designed to counter Communist indirect aggression, which

I regard as a grave threat during the 1960s." A NSAM issued in mid-June

said "more Special Forces personnel will be assigned to support CIA covert

paramilitary operations where acute insurgency situations exist. . .the

Department of Defense will increase its capability to fund, support, and

conduct wholly or partly covert paramilitary operations under the criteria

of NSAM 57. . . ."' The latter NSAM, which apparently was approved in July

1961 -- after the CIA had overextended itself in running the disastrous

Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba -- had given CIA primary responsibility for

"wholly covert or disavowable" paramilitary operations "within the normal

capabilities of the agency"; the Defense Department was to assume responsibility

for large covert operations beyond CIA capabilities, but with the CIA in a

supporting role.

There were constant disputes within.the administration over how counter-

insurgency was faring. A December 3 memorandum prepared by Assistant Secretary

of State for Intelligence Roger Hilsman said that leading South Vietnamese

and many U.S. officials in South Vietnam "apparently feel that the tide is

now turning in the struggle against Vietnamese Communist (Vietcong) insurgency

and subversion. This degree of optimism is premature. . .a considerably

greater effort by the GVN, as well as continuing U.S. assistance, is crucial."
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In April 1963 a National Intelligence Estimate expressed the belief that

Communist progress in South Vietnam had been blunted but the Communists

had not been seriously hurt. Despite South Vietnam progress in the war,

it said, "the situation remains fragile."

By mid-1963 the problem had begun to focus on the political side.

Reports of a possible anti-Diem coup were alarming. A September 21

memorandum from the President to McNamara stated that "events in South

Vietnam since May have now raised serious questions both about the present

prospects for success against the Vietcong and still more about the future

effectiveness of this effort unless there can be important political improve-

ments in the country." Vietnam now came to be an issue of whether and how

to use the considerable American presence in man and material as a lever

on Diem.
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"Changing Viet Regimes Baffled U.S.:
Study Details Saigon Problems of Instability After Diem"

By Don Oberdorfer

The Pentagon study of the Vietnam war discloses details of severe

United States difficulties with a succession of ruling regimes in Saigon

from 1964 through 1967, while U.S. forces were growing from 15,000

advisers to nearly 500,000 troops. The political weakness in Saigon was

at the heart of the problem of the war, a fact formally acknowledged

in a series of U.S. internal documents. Yet according to the Pentagon

study the U.S. desire for an effective government in South Vietnam was

frustrated time after time and American officials failed to find a remedy.

The United States, which bore a large share of the responsibility for

the overthrow of President Ngo Dinh Diem, found itself nearly helpless to

build up a stable successor to take his place. There were six major

changes of government in 18 months, culminating in the mid-1965 coup

by General Nguyen Cao Ky and Nguyen Van Thieu. After that, it took a

year and a major internal battle to bring a semblance of stability to Ky.

and Thieu. The study adds that--in contrast to the U.S. role in the

overthrow of Diem--the United States was uninformed about four major

coups or coup attempts between early 1964 and mid-1965.



CRS-132

In the post-Diem period, according to the documents in the Pentagon

history, U.S. officials. justified growing military intervention in North

Vietnam and in South Vietnam as helping to "shore up" the succession of

Saigon regimes. A dichotomy existed between those American officials

who emphasized the fundamental requirement of political and pacification

gains in South Vietnam and those who concentrated on breaking the will of

the Communists by bombing and other military action in North Vietnam.

The South Vietnamese leaders often seemed more interested in striking the

North than in winning the support of the people in the South. Although

the first U.S. retaliatory raid on North Vietnam--on August 5, 1964,

in response to the Gulf of Tonkin incident--temporarily lifted the spirits

of the Saigon generals, Ambassador Maxwell Taylor reported from Saigon

that "we may face mounting pressure from the GVN to win the war by direct

attack on Hanoi which if resisted will cause local politicians to seriously

consider negotiations or local soldiers to consider a military adventure

without U.S. consent."

For its part, Washington was forever full of ideas which it believed

would contribute to the political stability of the regime and the prosecu-

tion of the war effort. For example, throughout the post-Diem period,

according to the Pentagon report, U.S. officials tried periodically to

teach Vietnamese leaders the rudiments of American-style popular .politics--

with little success. Another example was Secretary McNamara's plan for

"national mobilization," first discussed by him with General Khanh in
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March 1964. McNamara's program was to include a national service act;

an increase in the armed forces, paramilitary forces and police; and

creation of an offensive guerrilla force to operate along the borders

and in Vietcong-controlled areas. According to the Pentagon history,

Khanh signed a mobilization decree on April 4, 1964, but he did not sign

implementation decrees. In May, Khanh supposedly broadened the draft

and established a new "Civil Defense Corps"--but these measures were not

implemented either, the Pentagon history relates.

Later, the big test of power of Thieu and Ky--and the crisis which nearly

tore South Vietnafi apart--came in the spring of 1966, when the Saigon

generals decided to get rid of General Nguyen Chanh Thi, the popular commander

in I Corps. With strong support from Thich Tri Quang, the militant Buddhist

leader with headquarters in Hue, many of Thi's military units remained

loyal to their old boss against the Saigon generals. Both regional and

religious passions flared. The Saigon generals eased the crisis by

promising national elections for a Constituent Assembly but then--realizing

the political power of the Buddhists among the people--the military began

to hedge. When new disorders broke out, the Saigon generals sent their

troops to crush the dissident military force and the Buddhists in Danang

and Hue. The State Department cabled Ambassador Lodge: "This may require

rough talk but U.S. cannot accept this insane bickering...do your best in

next few hours. Intolerable that Ky should...move....against Danang without

consultation with us." In the end, according to the Pentagon report, the

United States threatened military action to stop the squabbling and the
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State Department authorized the Embassy to threaten total U.S. withdrawal

from Vietnam if the internal conflict did not stop.

The bitterness engendered by the split in the nationalist ranks has

never been entirely dissipated. After the Tet offensive of 1968, the

Thieu regime tried briefly for national unity under a broad "front" of

nationalists. Despite the proddings of U.S. officials, the effort failed.
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The Washington Post

July 2, 1971

'Reluctant Move by J.F.K. Set Viet Stage
1961 Memo Envisioned Maximum U..S. Troop Level of 205,000"

By Chalmers Roberts

From President Kennedy's inauguration in January 1961 until the end of

the year, the Administration debated the nature of American assistance to

South Vietnam. The Pentagon documents portray President Kennedy as reluctant

to send American combat troops to Vietnam but being pushed by his top

advisers to do so. A commitment to preventing the fall of Vietnam to

Communism by the introduction of U.S. forces was not contained, however,

in the decision made by the President in November when he approved sending

helicopters, light aircraft, and transport planes manned by uniformed

American personnel to Vietnam, while continuing to pressure Diem to improve

the caliber and effectiveness of his government.

Administration debate on Vietnam was conducted against the background

of the growing crisis in Laos and a speech in January 1961 by Soviet Premier

Krushchev commending "wars of national liberation." Washington viewed

Vietnam as a particular instance of one latter type of war. Missions to

Vietnam by Vice President Johnson and General Maxwell Taylor in May and October

respectively were of great importance to the decision to step up the commitment.

The alternatives being considered as of early November 1961 were indicated

in a Special National Intelligence Estimate (SNIE): (a) increasing MAAG
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(Military Assistance Advisory Group) strength; (b) introduction of a U.S.

force of 8,000-10,000 troops, including combat support; and (c) "the intro-

duction into the area of a U.S. combat force of 25,000 to 40,000 to engage

with South Vietnamese forces. . .against the Vietcong."

Soon after taking office Kennedy approved a modest counter-insurgency

program. In April, the President attempted to upgrade Diem's forces by

approving an increase in the MAAG, to enable it to train a 20,00 0-man increase

in South Vietnamese troops. The increase, according to the Pentagon analyst,

was "the first formal breach of the Geneva Agreements" of 1954, which limited

foreign military personnel in Indochina. At the same time, a task force

headed by Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric suggested that the

U.S. also consider "a modest commitment of U.S. ground combat units" to

South Vietnam. On May 10 the Joint Chiefs urged that "U.S. forces should

be deployed immediately" and that Diem "be encouraged to ask" that the

U.S. "fulfill its SEATO obligations." President Kennedy, at a May 11

National Security Council (NSC) meeting, responded by ordering a "full

examination" of the forces desirable if U.S. troops were to be sent, as

well as authorizing Ambassador Frederick Nolting in Saigon "to begin

negotiations looking toward a new bilateral defense arrangement with

Vietnam."

Vice President Johnson went to Vietnam May 9-15 and recommended a

"clear-cut and strong program of action." Diem had told Johnson, the

Pentagon analyst noted, that "he wanted U.S. combat troops only in the
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event of open invasion, and. . . did not show interest in a treaty." On

June 9, Diem wrote the President asking for "a considerable expansion" of

the MAAG, both for purposes of training and as an "expression of the United

States' determination to halt the tide of Communist aggression.

However, President Kennedy apparently did not act on this request, and the

Pentagon analyst said that "no one at this time talked about using American

units to directly fight the Vietcong."

Papers discussing the implications of combat involvement by U.S.

forces were discussed at an NSC meeting on October 11. A Joint Chiefs

of Staff (JCS) paper stated that the likelihood of a "massive DRV and Chicom

intervention cannot be estimated with precision," but that chances might

increase "at later stages when the JCS estimate that 40,000 U.S. forces

will be needed. . . ." However, they estimated that the maximum number of

American forces required in the case of such intervention would be an

additional 128,000. A month later, in another memo, Secretaries Rusk and

McNamara had upped the latter figure to 205,000.

Another memo prepared for the October 11 meeting, by William Bundy --

then acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security

Affairs -- urged immediate American involvement, noting that "An early and

hard-hitting operation has a good chance (70% would be my guess) of arresting

things and giving Diem a chance to do better and clean up. . . ." But he

predicted that any delay would reduce the odds. As a result of the NSC

meeting, the President authorized sending an air force unit for training

purposes and approved a mission headed by Taylor.
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Taylor's mission was to investigate the feasibility of U.S. combat

intervention from both political and military standpoints. He reported

.that Diem wanted a treaty and other forms of support, and he recommended

that 6,000-8,000 American troops -- including "some combat troops for the

protection of logistical operations" -- be sent to Vietnam to aid in relief

from a recent severe flood. Such a move, Taylor reported, would "give a

much-needed shot in the arm to national morale." However, while "any troops

coming to Vietnam may expect to take casualties. . .," he noted that "this

kind of task force will exercise little direct influence on the campaign

against the VC." Outlining the pros and cons of the introduction of a

U.S. military forces in another message to the White House, Taylor concluded

that "this is an essential action." Taylor's emphasis was on a small force

to "demonstrate by deeds -- not merely words -- the American commitment

seriously to help save Vietnam rather than to disengage in the most

convenient manner possible."

The Taylor recommendations were supported by Rusk and McNamara, who

wrote on November 11, "We should be prepared to introduce United States

combat forces if that should become necessary for success." The result

was a shift in the U.S.-GVN relationship from one of "advice to limited

partnership" through a stepped-up aid program, as described earlier.

The first helicopters and their crews arrived in Saigon on December 11;

four days later an exchange of Kennedy-Diem letters was published announcing

in general terms an increased aid program . On December 18 the status of
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the American Military Assistance commander was formally upgraded to make

him equal in rank to the ambassador. An additional step important to the

future American role was the approval on November 30 by President Kennedy of

selective defoliant operations.
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The Washington Post

July 3, 1971

"Grim Alternatives for LBJ"

by Murrey Marder

President Johnson's advisers in 1964 contended that the

United States could end up in a nuclear war if it failed to use

its power in Vietnam, while others warned of triggering nuclear

war if he did intervene massively. The cataclysmic nature of

the choices facing President Johnson, as some of his advisers

posed them, never were so vividly discernible in public as they

are in the disclosures from the secret Pentagon study on the

Vietnam war. The advice added up to a risk of nuclear apocalypse

no matter which course he took.

Mr. Johnson depicted himself as the critical balance between

these opposing strategies, selecting from them a policy of

"restraint" that steered a cautious national course through a

minefield of nuclear risks. It was publicly reported during the

Johnson war years that the strongest weight of advice inside the

government was on the "hawk" side, therefore tilting the balance

at its point of origin. But the "hawkish" lopsidedness of the

mixture of advice presented to the President by his bureaucracy

was by no means known to the public, the Pentagon documents show.

Throughout the period of 1963-1967, the advice which President

Johnson received was constantly weighted on investing more power

and more forces in the.war without placing a ceiling on the input.
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Military establishments around the world, especially inside

the most powerful nations, try to prepare contingency plans for

every conceivable "worst case" emergency that can arise. Rarely,

if ever, does the actual emergency neatly fit the precautionary

plan. The United States, therefore, had contingency plans for

resisting possible massive Chinese intervention in Southeast Asia,

which involved "either non-nuclear or nuclear options."

"Additionally, and equally hypothetically, to counter such a

Chinese assault," the analysis says, "as early as practicable,

counteroffensive operations to regain friendly territory and to

liberate North Vietnam will be initiated."

The President of the United States was grappling with choices

that obliged him to face each risk as a reality, not a mere

hypothesis. Although the example cited above referred only to

a contingency plan, which the President may never have seen, he

was simultaneously confronted with hard recommendations by his

most senior advisers which did require calculations about such

contingencies. For example, in a January 22, 1964, memo to the

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, General Maxwell D. Taylor,

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, protested that "we have

obliged ourselves to labor under self-imposed restrictions with

respect to impeding external aid to the Vietcong...A reversal of

attitude and the adoption of a more aggressive program would

enhance greatly our ability to control the degree to which

escalation will occur. It appears probable that the economic

and agricultural disappointments suffered'by Communist China,
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plus the current rift with the Soviets, could cause the Communists

to think twice about undertaking a large-scale military adventure

in Southeast Asia."

But no analyst could guarantee to President Johnson or any

other occupant of the White House precisely what China would or

would not do at various levels of expanding warfare. For the

President, the choices as they were put to him, were not made

easy; they were variations of momentous risks.
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The Washington Post

July 3, 1971

"Truman's First 'Crucial' Step in Vietnam"

by Chalmers M. Roberts

The early links between Ho Chi Minh and other Communist

leaders were examined in a discussion of American policy in

Indochina before the Korean War contained in the Pentagon papers.

On at least eight occasions in 1945 and 1946, the Pentagon

documents note, Ho sent communications either to the President

or Secretary of State, but there is no record of any replies.

In other communications with American representatives Ho proposed

that Vietnam be accorded the same status as the Philippines or

independence within the French Union. But Hot s Communist back-

ground was the determining factor. The documents quote instructions

for the American Ambassador to France in February 1947 saying that

"Ho Chi Minh has direct Communist connections and it should be

obvious that we are not interested in seeing colonial empire

administrations supplanted by philosophy and political organizations

emanating from and controlled by the Kremlin...."

Although a State Department cable in July 1948 indicated

that there was "no evidence of direct links between Ho and

Moscow...9," in Pay 1949 Secretary of State Dean Acheson said

that "Question whether Ho as much nationalist as Commie is

irrelevant. All Stalinists in colonial areas are nationalists..."
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The Pentagon analyst concluded that Ho could have been seeking

to extend his leadership to all of Southeast Asia, and that

"U.S. support for Ho Chi Minh would have involved perspicacity

and risk ... The path of prudence rather than the path of risk

seemed the wiser choice."

The fear of expanding Communist influence in Southeast Asia

provided the underpinnings for American policy in Vietnam. By

the end of 1949, with China in Mao's hands, Indochina had become

in the American mind a part of worldwide Comunist action. A

1949 National Security Council (NSC) paper declared that "it

is now clear that Southeast Asia is the target of a coordinated

offensive directed by the Kremlin." From this viewpoint came

what was later known as the domino theory. The NSC paper,

continued: "...if Southeast Asia also is swept by Communism

we shall have suffered a major political rout the repercussions

of which will be felt throughout the rest of the world." In

February 1950, NSC memo 64 pointed to the presence of Communist

Chinese troops on the Indochinese borders and urged that the

Defense Department consider how the United States "can best

contribute to the prevention of further Communist encroachment

in that area." In June 1952, during. the Korean War, the "domino

theory" was further expanded in NSC memo 124/2, which declared

that "the loss of any single country would probably lead to

relatively swift submission to or alignment with Communism by

the remaining countries" of Southeast Asia.
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Meanwhile the United States had been prodding Paris to move

toward granting independence to Vietnam. A State Department

analyst noted in a memo to Secretary of State Acheson in late

1946 that "with a government rendered largely ineffective through

internal division, the French have tried to accomplish in Indo-

china what a strong and united Britain had found it unwise to

attempt in Burma. Given the present elements in the situation,

guerrilla warfare may continue indefinitely. By February 1950,

after the Communist takeover in China, Secretary Acheson urged

American recognition of the Bao Dai regime to encourage "national

aspirations under non-communist leadership...and as a demonstration

of displeasure with Communist tactics...." Bao Dai had earlier

been approved by Paris as the Vietnamese emperor in opposition

to Ho.

In April 1950, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended $100

million in military aid for the area and "the immediate

establishment of a small United States military aid group in

Indochina." President Truman on May 1, 1950, took what the

Pentagon analysis calls the first "crucial decision regarding

U.S. military involvement in Indochina" by approving $10 million

in military assistance. An economic aid mission was agreed

upon on May 24.

Military assistance to Indochina was accelerated by Truman

as a result of the beginning of the Korean War. The concept

of a military assistance advisory group was approved, though

not announced at that time. By the time of the Geneva Accords
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of 1954, the Pentagon report said, the United States had delivered

$2.6 billion in military aid to Indochina in addition to budgetary

support to France that ran into billions. However, the United

States adhered to the policy decided upon by the NSC at the end

of 1950, which declared that the United States would give

assistance "by all means practicable short of the actual employ-

ment of United States military forces...." American aid was

predicated on French "assurances" that popular self-government

would be granted. Meanwhile, the Pentagon analysis notes, there

were "voices in the wilderness" which questioned the importance

of Southeast Asia to U.S. security.
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The Washington Post

July 4, 1971

"War Study: An Insight Into Whys of Vietnam"

By Murrey Marder

The importance of the Pentagon Papers lies in their revelation of

official records that help to explain the "why" of the U.S. involvement

in Vietnam, although the account is incomplete and perhaps unbalanced.

The papers provide insight into both how a war is conducted and how the

U.S. Government functions oi the inside in deciding on war or peace.

The documents confirm that the American march into the war in Indochina

was neither the result of carelessness nor of absentmindedness, but of

the purposeful and progressively expanding decisions of four presidential

administrations to hold the line against "Communist expansion." The United

States determined "to protect U.S. security interests in Indochina" as

early as 1950, according to a National Security Council paper (NSC 64),

and the commitment was expanded during succeeding administrations. But

a major divide in the history of U.S. involvement in the war was crossed

by the Kennedy Administration in May 1961-when it ordered the number of

American military advisers in South Vietnam increased over the 685-man

limit set in the Geneva Convention. Citing as justification that the

Communists were violating their part of the accords, the administration

began a campaign of clandestine warfare and the use of U.S. Special Forces.

On November 1, 1963, the U.S. went over the brink of complicity in the
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overthrow of the government of President Ngo Dinh Diem. Thereafter the

United States became deeply enmeshed in efforts to replace him with what

the review calls "a strong man" who could rally the nation to pursue the

war.

President Johnson, according to the Pentagon documents, was caught in the

middle between pressure for escalation and for pauses in American offensives,

but virtually no one at any level of significant influence within the govern-

ment -- with the exception of Under Secretary of State George W. Ball --

advocated "cutting the losses" and leaving. However, the Tet offensive

of January 1968 showed what the review calls the "signal failure" of bombing

to stop the infiltration of men and supplies from the North and forced a

fundamental change in American policy.

The documents reveal that there was no serious concentration within

the government on Vietnam's real importance to U.S. policy. Leslie Gelb,

the man who supervised the Pentagon study, said in a summation excerpted in

the Washington Post on June 20, 1971, that the vital failure of American

policy was that "no systematic or serious examination of Vietnam's importance

to the United States was ever undertaken within the government. .

Consequently, the documents reveal, the internal justification of U.S. aims

and objectives was constantly shifting. Such shifts led to charges by Daniel

Ellsberg that the public was "lied to. . . lest doubts be raised on the

adequacy of the program. . . fears be roused on the costs. . .and the ultimate

risk and commitment." However, former Secretary of State Dean Rusk and former

White House aide Walt Rostow have denied that there was any deception.
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The swiftly changing ratio of real U.S. objectives was reflected

in a working paper entitled "Aims and Options in Southeast Asia" by Assistant

Secretary of Defense John McNaughton. The first draft, prepared in October

1964, showed the primary U.S. aim as being "to help SVN (South Vietnam)

and Laos to develop as independent countries." By March 1965, however,

McNaughton was expressing the highest American aim as "to avoid a humiliating

defeat (to our reputation as a guarantor).' Major escalation of the U.S. share

of the war began in early 1965, the report says, because "Nothing else was,

in fact, working."

The Pentagon documents disclose that the firmness of will on the part

of Communist forces baffled the American policy-makers. Dean Rusk said on

July 2, 1971, that he had "underestimated the persistence and tenacity

of the North Vietnamese." General Maxwell Taylor told a Washington meeting

in 1964 that "we still find no plausible explanation of the continued strength

of the Vietcong. . . ." Secretary of Defense McNamara in 1967 cited the

belief that the bombing was "unifying North Vietnam." He said that North

Vietnam appeared to be prepared to "hold out at least so long as a prospect

of winning the 'war of attrition' in the South exists." On the other hand,

a succession of U.S. Presidents each continued to "hope that the U.S. will

to continue. . .would cause the Communists to relent" -- in the words of

Leslie Gelb -- while doing what he felt was minimally necessary to prevent

a Communist victory. "Part of the tragedy of Vietnam," said Gelb, "was that

the compromises our Presidents were prepared to offer could never lead to an

end to the war."
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The Washington Post

Concluding Sumary

The eleven articles of the Washington Post series, contributed by

five writers who used portions of the Pentagon Papers as their source

material, discuss United States policy on Indochina from World War II

through May 1968 and the process through which it came to be made. Each

article in the series focuses on a particular phase of U.S. Vietnam

policy.

Among the main points which emerged in the Washington Post. articles

are the following:

1. The documents confirm that the American march into the war in

Vietnam was the result neither of carelessness nor of absentmindedness,

but of the purposeful and progressively expanding decisions of four

presidential administrations to hold the .line against "Communist expansion.
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The United States determined to "protect U.S. security interests in

Indochina" as early as 1950, and the commitment was expanded during

succeeding administrations. President Truman on May 1, 1950, took what

the Pentagon analysis called the first "crucial decision regarding U.S.

military involvement in Indochina" by approving $10 million in military

assistance. A major divide in the history of U.S. involvement in the

war was crossed by the Kennedy Administration in May 1961 when it ordered

the number of American military advisers in South Vietnam increased over

the 685-man limit set in the Geneva Convention. On November 1, 1963,

the United States went over the brink of complicity in the overthrow

of the government of President Diem.

2. The Eisenhower Administration, fearing that elections through-

out Vietnam would result in unification under Ho Chi Minh, fought in

vain at the 1954 Geneva Conference to preclude them. There is no evidence

in the available documents, however, of a post-Geneva American effort

to block the Vietnam elections.

3. The Johnson Administration looked upon French President Charles

de Gaulle's attempts to reassert French influence in Indochina--

especially his call for the "neutralization" of South Vietnam in 1964--

as the most pernicious portion of the Gaullist plan to break out of

American "hegemony" and obtain a larger world role for France.

4. The Pentagon study of the Vietnam war shows that in the critical

years before the American role in the conflict had greatly escalated,

the United States struggled far more to stay in the war than to get out
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of it. President Johnson firmly rejected the idea of the "neutralization"

of Vietnam, which he repeatedly defined as "a Communist takeover."

5. Political weakness, as evidenced by a succession of ruling

regimes in Saigon from 1964 through 1967, was at the heart of the

probl em of the war, a fact formally acknowledged in a series of J.S.

internal documents. Yet, according to the Pentagon study, the U..

desire for an effective government in South Vietnam was.repeatedly

frustrated and American. officials failed to find a remedy.

6. The documents reveal that in 1.962 the Joint Chiefs of Staff were

urging President Kennedy to send American combat forces to Vietnam, but

at the same time, they also show that the President wished to limit the

1.8. commitment to counterinsurgency operations.

7. President Johnson, according to the Pentagon report, was caught

in the middl.e between pressure for escalation and for pauses in American

military offensives, but virtuallyno one at any Level of significant

influence within the government--with the exception of Under Secretary

of State George W. Ball--advocated "cutting the losses" and leaving.

8. it was publicly reported during- the Johnson war years that the

strongest weight of advice inside the.government was on the "hawk"

side. lut the "hawkish" lopsidedness of the internal mixture of advice

presented to the President by his bureaucracy. was by no means known to

the piiblic, the Pentagon documents show.
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9. The cataclysmic nature of the choices facing President Johnson

in 1964 were never so vividly discernible in public as they are revealed

in the secret Pentagon study of the Vietnam war.. The advice he received

added up to risk of nuclear apocalypse no matter which course he

accepted.

10. Military strategists had almost no expectation that the many

pauses in the bombing of North Vietnam between 1965 and 1968 would

produce peace talks but believed they would help placate domestic and

world opinion.

11. Some U.S. strategists planned to use the unproductive bombing

pauses as a justification for escalating the war. They regarded the

lulls in bombing as a "ratchet" to reduce tension and then intensify

it, to produce "one more turn of the screw" to "crack the enemy's-

resistance to negotiations."

12. A comparison of the Johnson Administration's public remarks with

the material that has been published from the Pentagon's private study of

the Vietnam war discloses a public record marked by half-truths, careful

ambiguities, and misleading and deceptive statements rather than flat-

footed untruths.

13. The Pentagon study reveals that there was no serious concentration

within the government on Vietnam's real importance to U.S. interests.

Leslie Gelb, the man who supervised the study, said in a summation

excerpted in the Washington Post that the vital failure of American

policy was that "no systematic or serious examination of Vietnam's
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importance to the United States was ever undertaken within the

government..." Consequently, the documents reveal, the internal

justification of U.S. aims and objectives was constantly shifting.

Although each article in the Washington Post series concentrates

on a different aspect of American policy and policymaking with regard

to the Vietnam war, and while the series appears to be for the most

part a highly condensed summary of the Pentagon study, two themes

particularly worth noting emerge in a significant number of articles.

The first recurring theme, which appears in several articles, is

that the "domino theory" was a foundation of U.S. policy in Southeast

Asia, and that Communist takeovers in that region would seriously

endanger vital U.S. interests there as well as globally. The second

recurring theme, which was evident in most of the articles, is that

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other Defense Department

officials persistently pressured successive administrations for

intensified bombing operations against North Vietnam and expanded ground

combat operations in the South.
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The Boston Globe

June 22, 1971

'"IA Played Down U.S. Domino Theory"

By Darius S. Jhabvala

At the June 1964 conference of top Presidential advisers, held in

Honolulu, Admiral Harry D. Felt, commander in chief of the Pacific forc's,

proposed deployment of tactical nuclear weapons if Communist Chinese forces

entered the Vietnam ground war.

Following the conference, the President questioned whether Southeast

Asia would necessarily fall if North Vietnam were to control Laos and South

Vietnam. On June 9, the Board of National Estimates of the Central Intelli-

gence Agency stated that no nation would succumb quickly, and that a "spread

of Communism...would not be inexorable" and would take time in which "the

total situation might change in any number of ways unfavorable to the

Communist cause." At the conference the State Department had rejected the

acceptability of a Southeast Asia overrun by Hanoi and Peking.

The attendant discussions aimed at clarifying "issues with respect to

exerting pressures against North Vietnam." The Joint Chiefs recommended use

of U.S. military actions to destroy the will and capabilities of North Vietnam

and thus compel it to cease aiding the insurgencies in South Vietnam and

Laos. The JCS note stated that "some current thinking" would seek a "lesser

objective," using "limited military action which, hopefully, would cause the

North Vietnamese to decide to terminate their subversive support."

Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge supported attacks on the north, claiming
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"counter-terrorism measures" would produce diminished North Vietnamese

support for the Viet Cong.

Lodge argued against the desirability of a congressional resolution for

wider U.S. action, since it would be on a tit-for-tat basis. Defense Secretary

McNamara, Rusk, and CIA Director John McCone supported such a resolution.

General Maxwell D. Taylor, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, raised the

possibility of Chinese involvement which, he felt, would require "seven

ground divisions." Secretary McNamara said the "possibility of major ground

action" raised the question of "use of nuclear weapons." Admiral Felt re-

sponded emphatically that only the use of tactical nuclear weapons could

stop the Communists on the ground. General Taylor was less convinced of the

existencee or... the degree of the nuclear weapon requirement."

According to the report, "the point was not really followed up."
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The Boston Globe

June 22, 1971

"Clifford Sought Massive Shakeup in Viet Regime"

By Martin F. Nolan

A memorandum in the Pentagon study shows that just after taking

office, former Defense Secretary Clark M. Clifford recommended

"certain key commitments for improvement" from President Thieu and

Vice President Ky of South Vietnam. Clark urged that the improvement

be tied to increased U.S. effort and support for the Army of the

Republic of Vietnam (ARVN).

Clifford also urged President Johnson to delay responding to

General Westmoreland's request for 206,000 more U.S. troops, suggesting

a future decision be contingent on "improved political performance by

the GVN [Government of Vietnam) and increased contribution in effective

military action by the ARVN".

A supporting "tab" document criticized the South Vietnamese

government for mismanagement and corruption; demanded a "fundamental

change in the attitude and dedication of the leadership; and urged that

U.S. expectations of Vietnamese leaders be made "crystal clear". It

also suggested defining a "clear and precise role for Ky", and sounding

out Ambassador Bunker on replacing Prime Minister Khiem.

The Clifford memo provided a long list of recommendations for the

Thieu/Ky government including removal of specified corrupt officials

"and the promise of severe action in the future;" and removal of
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incompetent officials, comnanders, and province chiefs; and more economic

austerity.

In less than a month after Clifford's memo Mr. Johnson in his

speech of March 31, 1968, emphasized that the 'main burden of

preserving their freedom" rested with the South Vietnamese.
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The Boston Globe

June 22, 1971

"Kennedy OK'd Covert Action"

By Robert Healy

General Maxwell Taylor, special adviser to President Kennedy on

Vietnam, recommended in October 1961, an "8,000 man U.S. military task

force," warning simultaneously of the risks of increased tensions and possible

escalation, according to the Pentagon study. At the time, the U.S. had

1,000 soldiers serving as advisers to the South Vietnamese army, and Taylor

had visited Vietnam with Walt Rostow and other officials.

During his term, President Kennedy intensified covert actions against

North Vietnam and increased the number of advisers to 16,000, without

committing a U.S. ground unit as Taylor recommended.

President Kennedy had approved covert action programs as early as

May 11, 1961, as recommended by a Vietnam Task Force, and contained in a

National Security Action Memorandum No. 52. They included:

1. sending agents into North Vietnam

2. aerial resupply of those agents by civilian mercenary air crews.

3. infiltration of special South Vietnamese forces into southeast Laos

to locate and attack Communist bases and communication lines.

4. formulation of "networks of resistance, covert bases and teams

for sabotage and light harrassment" inside North Vietnam.

5. overflights of North Vietnam for dropping leaflets.
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The President directed the initiation of "guerilla ground action"

against Communist aerial resupply missions near Tchepone (Sepone, Laos)

about the time the Taylor cable arrived. He also directed the State

Department to publish its White Paper on North Vietnam's responsibility

for aggression in the south.

The study stated that Taylor's cables seemed to imply that presidential

agreement for support forces had been obtained before Taylor's mission,

and that only the kind of forces had to be determined.

In his first cable, Taylor recommended a task force of logistical

troops to aid in "flood relief" and at the same time to provide a "U.S.

military presence in Vietnam" to reassure President Diem of U.S. " readiness

to join him" in a showdown with the Viet Cong. Giving "a specific humanitarian

task" as the prime reason for the troops would have considerable advantage

in Vietnam and abroad, Taylor stated.

Taylor also recommended the U.S. provide support "with equipment and

with military units and personnel" for those tasks which the Vietnamese army

could not perform in time.

According to Taylor, the troop commitment he recommended offered more

advantages than disadvantages. The latter included the following:

1. The strategic reserve of U.S. forces was too weak to permit any

detachment for an uncertain duration.

2. U.S. prestige would be even more engaged by sending more troops.

3. Any need for reinforcements would be difficult to resist. If

'closing of the frontiers" and cleaning up the insurgents in South

Vietnam is the U.S. aim, then our commitment would be limitless.
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4. More U.S. troops could "increase tensions" and "risk escalation."

Taylor said the U.S. program to save Vietnam would fail without a military

task force.

There was no public hint from the President that he would go along

with Taylor's recommendation. President Kennedy said at a press conference

on February 14, 1962, that Diem had detected Viet Minh support in the North

for the Communist insurgents, and had requested more assistance. He

indicated the U.S. was supplying certain kinds of assistance and "a number of

Americans." He did not mention a U.S. task force.
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June 22, 1971

"Soviets Refused to Carry Peace Feeler to Hanoi"

By Darius S. Jhabvala

In 1965, the Soviet Union, concerned about Communist Chinese

reactions, refused to help the U.S. transmit a message to Hanoi announc-

ing a cessation of air attacks "for a period beginning at noon, Washing-

ton time, Wednesday, May 12, and running into the next week." The

decision to send the message, which pointed out that the U.S. would be

watching for significant reductions in armed actions by the Communist

forces, was made after it was repeatedly suggested that "there could

be no progress towards peace while there were air attacks." After the

North Vietnamese Embassy refused to accept the message, Foy Kohler, U.S.

Ambassador to the Soviet Union, sought Russian aid. Deputy Foreign

Minister Firyubin replied that the U.S. could find its...own ways of

transmitting messages." The details of the effort to involve the

Russians in what then appeared as a peace-making mission were revealed in

a detailed report that is part of the Pentagon study of the Vietnam war.

In that report, Kohler expressed confidence that although Hanoi failed

to respond, it had "received word" of the U.S. message. A summary of

the effort to deliver the message to Hanoi follows:

Washington instructed Kohler to stress to the North Vietnamese and

the Soviet Foreign Ministry that the bombing pause was not a sign of
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American weakness and that "it would be necessary to demonstrate more

clearly than ever, after the pause ended, that the U.S. is determined

not to accept aggression without reply in Vietnam." Moreover, the

pause was for a limited trial period and could be canceled if any action

by the North necessitated immediate reply. Rusk, in his instructions

to Kohler told of Dobrynin's relief that the Russians were not being

asked to act as intermediaries. "Dobrynin said he thought we could get.

some answer but could not predict what..."

Kohler, acting on Rusk's instructions, urgently requested an

appointment at the North Vietnamese Bnbassy. The request was refused.

After receiving further instructions, Kohler transmitted the message

by letter to Hanoits Enbassy. It was returned in a plain envelope.

Kohler then approached the Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister, Firyubin,

who told Kohler that his government felt that the message "was based on

an erroneous conception on which the U.S. has proceeded." Kohler's

report of the meeting indicated that Firyubin viewed the message as

a "threat of renewed and expanded aggression" against the North.

Firynubin then flatly refused to deliver the message, stating that the

North Vietnamese had not requested the service.

Later, Kohler sent Washington a follow up report on the meeting

intended to "promote an understanding of the Russian rebuff." Kohler,

while personally annoyed by the rebuff, explained Soviet caution against

provoking Chinese charges that the Russians were in collusion with the

U.S. The "strenuous nature of the document they were being asked to
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transmit" warranted such caution. Kohler did not feel that the Soviet

response was "evidence of conscious hardening of Soviet attitude."

Kohler later suggested that the U.S. revise the wording of the

message to Hanoi to avoid another rebuff before attempting to deliver

it through the British consul. He was overruled. The second delivery

was returned by the North Vietnamese unopened.
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"Tet Offensive Turned Johnson Toward Vietnamization Policy"

By Crocker Snow, Jr.

The Pentagon's secret study indicates that President Johnson's March

1968 speech announcing he would not seek re-election, represented a

private decision to pursue Vietnamization as the best U.S. policy. The speech

also denied General William C. Westmoreland's request for another 206,000 .U.S.

troops.

The President announced a bombing halt, a build-up of only 24,500

American troops, and asked Britain and the U.S.S.R. to take the lead in seek-

ing a peace settlement. Although public attention focused on the domestic

political aspects, the significance of the speech is explained in the study

through excerpts from a cable to key U.S. ambassadors in Southeast Asia.

The cable previewed the speech in which the principal point is described as

"the importance of GVN (Government of Vietnam) and ARVN (Army of the Republic

of Vietnam) increased effectiveness, with our equipment and other support as

first priority in our own actions." Increased support and equipment would

enable them "progressively to undertake a larger share of the combat oper-

ations..."

The effect of the Tet offensive on U.S. policies is described in the

concluding words of the study: ..."the cost [of military victory] had be-

come too high both in political and economic terms...Only then was it realized

that a clear-cut military victory was probably not possible or necessary" and
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that peace would depend as much on South Vietnamese political development

as on U.S. arms. "This ... made it possible to limit the American military

commitment to South Vietnam to achieve the objectives for which this force

had originally been deployed."

The study's description of Mr. Johnson's revised thinking sounds similar

to President Nixon's in his "silent majority" speech on November 3, 1969, in

which he stated: "The primary mission of our troops is to enable the South

Vietnamese forces to assume the full responsibility for the security of South

Vietnam."

The Pentagon study describes the two month period following the Tet

offensive as "reassessment from A toZ." The period began on January 31, 1968,

with attacks on the U.S. embassy in Saigon - and ended with President Johnson's

speech. The attacks had shocked the U.S. by their length and strength. Durin

the period following the offensive, Presidential advisers disagreed on the re-

sponse to Westmoreland's request for 206,000 more troops over the previously

set 525,000 ceiling.

At McNamara's behest, the Joint Chiefs prepared a policy reassessment.

According to the study, "for perhaps the first time in the history of American

involvement in Vietnam, ... [the Joint Chiefs] recommended against deploying

the additional forces requested..., in the absence of other steps to re-

constitute the strategic reserve."

The Joint Chiefs considered possible "widespread civil disorder in the

United States," and concluded sufficient forces would be available to control

it. This consideration indicates as well as anything in the documents the

growing public dissatisfaction with U.S. policies in Vietnam by early 1968.
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The study indicates that Secretary of State Rusk "even came under

criticism from... Senator Karl E. Mundt," one of.the few Administration

supporters on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, when he appeared before

the Committee on March 12 and 13. The Senator is quoted as saying: "Some-

thing more convincing has to come from the Administration as to what this is

all about..."

Though not specifically mentioned by the documents, the support for

Senator Eugene McCarthy in the New Hampshire primary must have affected

President Johnson's sense of the country's mood.

According to the study, Clark Clifford, sworn in as Defense Secretary

on March 1, was instructed to reassess the U.S. position in South Vietnam.

Before taking office, he set up an advisory group, which included Secretary

McNamara; General Maxwell Taylor ; Paul Nitze, special adviser to McNamara;

Henry Fowler of the Treasury; Nicholas Katzenbach, No. 3 man in the State

Department; Walt W. Rostow, presidential adviser; Richard Helms of the CIA;

William Bundy, Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern affairs; Paul

Warnke of the Defense Department; and Philip Habib of the State Department.

Joint Chiefs chairman, General Earle Wheeler, had, in addition, been sent to

Saigon on February 23, and later reported directly to the President.

A period of intense discussion ensued among these individuals and various

government agencies. They considered memoranda prepared by the International

Security Affairs division of the Defense Department and the CIA on various

military and political projections of the war.

Phil Goulding, an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs, pre-

pared a paper entitled "Possible Public Reactions to Various Alternatives" in
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which he considered five options. The worst, in his view, was "increased

mobilization and deployment moves without other new actions." This, he con-

cluded, would make the doves, the hawks, and the middle-of-the-roaders "un-

happy," and recommended denial of General Westmoreland's request, plus a

change in Vietnam strategy.

The Pentagon study concludes there was "no way of knowing how much con-

sideration....was given to each of these papers" and states that the result of

the reassessment was similar to "all previous requests for reinforcement."

The documents illustrate how Secretary Clifford's approach was different. On

March 4, 1968, he recommended new deployments of 22,000, and called for "a

highly forceful approach to the GVN (Government of Vietnam) to get certain key

commitments for improvement' tied to increased U.S. support. Clifford

further recommended early approval of a call-up of reserves, no new peace

initiative, "a general decision on bombing policy not excluding future change,"

and an in-depth study of "new political and strategic guidance for the con-

duct of U.S. operations..." From this time until the final Presidential

decision, writes the study, the written record becomes sparse.

A further influence on the President at this critical juncture, the

study indicates, was the advice of "a group of his friends and confidants."

This group met for dinner with a group of Presidential advisers, after both

had been briefed separately by Philip Habib, Major General William DePuy (a

special assistant to the Joint Chiefs for counterinsurgency), and George

Carver, a CIA analyst. The group from outside the government included former

Undersecretary of State George Ball; Arthur Dean, a Republican New York lawyer,

formerly a Korean war negotiator under Eisenhower; Dean Acheson; General
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Matthew B. Ridgway, the retired commander of the U.N. troops in Korea;

General Maxwell Taylor; Cyrus Vance, former Deputy Defense Secretary;

McGeorge Bundy, Ford Foundation head, who had been special assistant for

national security affairs to Johnson and President Kennedy;

C. Douglas Dillon, former Treasury Secretary; and General Omar Bradley. The

group from within the government included Secretary of State Rusk; Defense

Secretary Clifford; Ambassador Harriman, Walt W. Rostow, the President's

special assistant for national security affairs; Richard Helms of the CIA;

Paul Nitze, Deputy Defense Secretary; Nicholas Katzenbach, Undersecretary of

State; and William Bundy, Assistant Secretary of State for the Far East.

The non-government group surprised the President with a recommendation

to forget military victory and to "seek a political solution at the negoti-

ating table." The President reportedly met with the same three men to draw

his own conclusions. Reports about this are directly credited by the study

to diplomatic writer Stuart Loory of the Los Angeles Times. The study also

credits Neil Sheehan and Hedrick Smith for a New York Times article published

March 10 for accurate reporting of the intra-governmental debate presented the

President. The President is described by the study as being troubled through-

out March, though firm and resolute in public.

The study's epilogue to this period mentions a Hanoi communique of April

3, 1968, indicating Hanoi's readiness to pursue diplomatic contact with the

U.S. to determine "the unconditional cessation of the U.S. bombing raids and

all other acts of war against the Democratic Republic of Vietnam so that talks

may start," as the President publicly described it. The President then re-.

peated his willingness to send representatives anywhere, anytime to negotiate

an end to the war.
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July 1, 1971

"Laos Incursion Considered in 1961"

By Darius S. Jhabvala and Stephen M. Johnson

The Pentagon papers obtained by The Globe indicate that cross-border

ground operations like those recently undertaken in Cambodia and Laos were

considered by U.S. military planners at least a decade ago.

Examples of plans for cross-border operations to deny the enemy his

sanctuaries in Laos and Cambodia, as revealed by the study, include:

- a State Department plan for intervention in Laos and Vietnam requiring

11,000 troops along the Laotian and Cambodian borders, plus a hot pursuit

option by U.S. forces across these borders.

- a directive by President Kennedy on October 13, 1961, that plans be made

to "initiate guerrilla ground action, including the use of U.S. advisers.

in the area of Tchepone (Laos)," made in response to a plea from President

Diem for help to protect his borders.

- a directive by President Johnson on November 26, 1963, for plans for

U.S. military operations up to 50 kilometers inside Laos, plus political

plans to minimize possible international repercussions.

- a Presidential approval on March 17, 1964, of a McNamara request for

tentative plans for South Vietnamese "border control operations" and

"retaliatory actions against North Vietnam." The President also approved a

recommendation to continue "high-level OS overflights of South Vietnam's

borders," hot pursuit, and South Vietnamese (SVN) "ground operations into

Laos" to control the border.

- a demand on May 31, 1964, by South Vietnamese President General Nguyen
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Khanh to Secretary Rusk for "immediate military action by the ARVN with

American air-support to eliminate Communist forces in Eastern Laos," on

the grounds that the war could not be won without such action.

- a Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) memorandum to the President on January 22,

1964, tying South Vietnamese security to the situation in Laos, criticizing

"self-imposed restrictions" of operations in Laos, and defending reconnaissance

operations over Laos.

- another JCS memo to the President made February 24, 1964, seeking authority

to begin low-level reconnaissance flights over Laos.

- a JCS request on March 2, 1964, to remove restrictions on air and ground

cross-border operations which, it was felt, limited the effectiveness

of military operation. The President was skeptical, the study indicates,

fearing it would trigger a wider Communist action in Laos.

a JCS request in May 1964 to begin "battalion-size border control operations

in Laos."

- a report on a White House meeting between Johnson, and Generals Westmoreland

and Wheeler, on April 27, 1967, when Westmoreland recommended confronting

the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV) in Laos with South Vietnamese

forces, and proposed consideration of a "similar effort in Cambodia." He also

requested approval for an additional 50,000 men to counter increased enemy

infiltrations. In response, the President raised the possibility of enemy

escalation to match the U.S. increase.
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Wheeler then discussed North Vietnamese troop movements in Cambodia,

in Laos, and a possible allied invasion of North Vietnam. He also reviewed

his operational plan (High Port) for using South Vietnamese ground forces

in Laos with U.S. artillery and air support, and suggested Cambodia be

similarly dealt with.

In September 1967, the JCS, in response to a Presidential request to

outline how military pressure on the North could be increased, indicated

that limitations on U.S. military power had reduced its impact. Their

subsequent suggestions for covert operations in Laos were rejected by the

President the study indicates.

Repeated JCS requests for cross-border operations were denied until

May 1970, when U.S. and South Vietnamese forces entered Cambodia in a

action patterned after Operation High Port.
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"LBJ Was Warned Of Domestic Crisis If War Widened"

By Martin F. Nolan

A memo from Paul Warnke, then Assistant Secretary of Defense for

International Security Affairs (ISA), warned President Johnson in March

1968 of "a domestic crisis of unprecedented proportions" if escalation

were continued. The memo followed General Westmoreland's request for

205,000 more troops and was prepared on March 1, the day Clark Clifford be-

came Secretary of Defense. It warned of the difficulty of convincing critics

"that we genuinely want peace talks," increased draft defiance, and urban

discontent over allegedly neglected domestic problems. The memo stated

that large U.S. troop increases would intensify the belief of the South Viet-

namese ruling elite that "the U.S. will continue to fight its war while

it engages in backroom politics and permits widespread corruption." Other

Pentagon officials suggested that complaints would come mostly from

"dissent columns and editorials." One Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) document

maintained that quitting would 'undermine other U.S. commitments, produce

bitter domestic dissension, and evoke "a probable resurgence of active

Chinese-U.S.S.R. territorial aggrandizements." Another JCS memo stated "we

must prove...that the nation still has the resources for the ghetto fight."

(The riots in Newark and Detroit in 19677 were a factor in military

planning, the study states: "...the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded...that

sufficient forces would still be available for civil disorder control," re-

gardless if additional Vietnam deployments Army units were sent into
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Baltimore and Washington during the riots which followed Martin Luther

King's death in April 1968.)

The Pentagon documents given the Globe hardly mention domestic

political considerations until after the Tet offensive and General

Westmoreland's request for more troops.

Phil Goulding, then Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs,

and the Pentagon official most responsible for gauging public opinion,

contradicted Warnke's troubled assessment. Increased bombing and troops

would, he wrote, "help unite the country."

His memo, entitled "Possible Public Reaction to Various Alternatives,"

examined five options from a public reaction standpoint. He emphasized

that no option would unite the country; he sought instead the option which

would most coalesce supporters. Dividing the public into hawks, doves,

and middle-of-the-roaders, Goulding judged "acceptable" the alternative which

was later termed Vietnamization policy by President Nixon. This alternative

would include a denial of Westmoreland's request and an announced program

to withdraw troops at a fixed date.

Increased troop deployment plus expanded bombing of the north would

"bring aboard more hawks and further isolate the doves," turn some fence-

sitters into doves, and produce an unsurpassed campus and liberal re-

action, concluded Goulding. Goulding indicated the "acceptable" alternative

would show change, though not necessarily progress, thereby eliminating

the public's frustration over a seemingly endless war.
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"Many Schemes in 1967 to Involve Allies in Viet Troop Buildup"

By Crocker Snow, Jr.

In May 1967, U.S. officials considered several schemes for having

Southeast Asian allies contribute the bulk of any future troop buildup.

Though a concern throughout the war, it became more apparent in

May 1967 when the first major doubts about future U.S. commitments were

being aired.

One Defense Department contingency plan would have had Asian allies

committing future troops at the same ratio to their population as the U.S.

troop commitment.

A plan credited to Walt W. Rostow, Presidential national security

adviser, would have had allied nations contributing men at the same ratio

to their total armed forces as the U.S.

Under this scheme, described by the study as a "base line" from which

the President was to begin "arm twisting" several heads of state, an additional

126,400 allied troops would be added to a 100,000 man U.S. troop increase.

Though full plans were never formally proposed, pressure on allied

nations was not without effect.

A July 1967 memo by Assistant Secretary of State William Bundy indicates

how urgently "everyone saw the problem" and how much they desired these
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troops. In it he assessed the prospects from different countries, describing

the Philippines as "a doubtful starter" and Thailand as requiring "very

careful handling."

Ten days earlier, Johnson, Rostow and the King of Thailand discussed

additional Thai troops. McNamara advised against training and equipping

a few thousand Thais, but indicated he could guarantee training and equipping

of 10,000.

Six months later, at the high-point of allied troop involvement,

69,300 troops from Australia, New Zealand, South Korea, Thailand, and the

Philippines were engaged in South Vietnam. Indonesia, Taiwan, and Malaysia

had sent no troops.

The study documents well the buildup of allied troops. In April 1964,

President Johnson requested free world nations unite to stop "the spread

of communism" in Southeast Asia. The first third country troops had been

used in July 1962 - thirty Australian Army officers were clandestinely

landed at Saigon's Tan Son Nhut airport.

At several White House meetings in December 1964, concerning more

support from Australia, New Zealand, Canada, and the Philippines, the

President inquired about possible contributions from West Germany, Denmark,

and India. Secretary McNamara emphasized that German political problems

would inhibit a West German pledge.

Increased allied troops arriving in South Vietnam in 1965 and 1966

assumed assorted military duties and functions. The 8000-man Australian
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force and the 55,000-man South Korean force were given frontline operations

in several provinces. The New Zealand forces, which never exceeded 1000,

mainly supported the Australians. The 11,000-man force and the 2000-man

Philippine unit performed mostly civic operations and pacification programs

in the safer Saigon area.

The Pentagon study makes few references to the effectiveness of the

allied troops in their operations.
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"Enclave Idea Ruled Out Before 1966 Popularity"

By John Driscoll

According to the Pentagon papers, the enclave theory, popular in

1966, was discarded the previous summer by General William C. Westmoreland.

General James M. Gavin, now president of Arthur D. Little, brought

it before the public in a Harper's Magazine article. The enclave theory,

basically a defensive measure, calls for isolating and defending small

sections of the country, preferably along the coast, and permits occasional

search-and-destroy or rescue missions into the countryside.

Gavin said yesterday he knew in 1966 that enclaves existed, but

feared a lack of commitment to the idea. That strategy is now being

followed, he indicated, and is the key to a successful withdrawal.

Gavin indicated he was certain in 1966 that the Chinese would enter

the war in response to a U.S. ground offensive. Though he discussed this

with Westmoreland in 1966, "in those days you just didn't question them,"

he said. "He (Westmoreland) was very unhappy with me."

President Johnson actually had the enclave theory implemented at

the April 1965 Honolulu Conference. Meanwhile, Westmoreland was preparing

a plea for an offensive posture. On June 7, 1965, President Johnson received

General Westmoreland's "estimate of the situation", which sparked "acrimonious

debate" in the U.S.
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Westmoreland requested rapid deployment of more troops to aid a

nearly overwhelmed South Vietnamese army. The U.S. entered the land war

shortly thereafter.

Up to that time, states the study, decision-makers had given limited

attention to the enclave theory, advocating some experimentation with

limited troops in Vietnam. Washington recognized in Westmoreland's intent

"to aggressively take the war to the enemy" the spectre of U.S. involvement

in a major Asian ground war.

Ambassador Maxwell Taylor and Assistant Secretary of State William

Bundy, hawkish members of the Administration, fought for the enclave theory,

admitting it was- a no-win policy.

Taylor, states the study, favored'giving the South Vietnamese "maximum

opportunity to save themselves." He expected a major enemy offensive

in the highlands outside the enclaves after the monsoons. There the enemy

should be met by U.S. and third country forces, he concluded, to avoid

creation of a Viet Cong front government. Taylor countered that the Viet

Cong would attempt another Dien Bien Phu if the U.S. went inland.

In a memo to President Johnson submitted July 1, 1965, Bundy defended

the enclave theory, which would allow the U.S. an honorable extrication

from South Vietnam. He expected neither victory nor a loss from this

policy.

Proponents of the theory argued it would deny victory to the enemy,

and would produce a political solution. No one will ever know now.
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"Russia used Pierre Salinger in 1965 negotiations move"

By Darius S. Jhabvala

In May 1965, as related by the Pentagon study, the Soviets initiated

a covert operation to secure an knerican commitment to negotiating

principles on Vietnam following methods that were puzzling to Administration

officials.

While in Moscow on business, former White House press secretary

Pierre Salinger was invited to dinner by Russian correspondent Mikhail

Sagatelyan, who was convinced that Salinger was on "some kind of covert

mission". Sagatelyan solicited his opinion on the following possible

steps for bringing about a conference on the Vietnamese war:

- The U.S. would announce temporary suspension of the bombing;

- The Communists would publicly hail the suspension;

- The Russians would then intervene with the Viet Cong to

curtail their activities;

- A de facto ceasefire would thus .be accomplished, the

eventual outcome being a conference.

Sagatelyan suggested Salinger inform Washington of the plan, but that

any settlement "must be initiated and carried through, at least in

preliminary stages on the basis of unofficial contacts".
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Salinger discussed the proposal on May 18 on his return to

Washington with a high-ranking State Department official. By then,

the Department had already assessed "Soviet disinterest in any role for

themselves" and Salinger's contacts were not pursued.
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"Tough Policy for China in '64"

by Darius S. Jhabvala

At consultations held late in the 1964 Presidential campaign, administra-

tion officials concluded that overt military pressure against the North

Vietnamese and the maintenance of a tough posture toward Communist China

was necessary to U.S. policy. Preparations to apply such pressure against

North Vietnam were worked out in detail in November, but it was generally

conceded they should not begin until after the new year. The chief advocate

of these policies, William H. Sullivan, head of the Interagency Vietnam

Coordinating Committee, recommended placing U.S. Vietnam policy within the

larger context of U.S. policies toward the Western Pacific, "especially

as they involve confrontation with Communist China."

In November, White House aide Michael Forrestal commented on a

draft of U.S. objectives in Southeast Asia, and noted it lacked considera-

tion of the "role of China" and her need for "ideological successes abroad."

Forrestal said that the effect of a withdrawal of U.S. help from the

struggling South Vietnamese would be "more politically pervasive in Asia

than if China did not exist." He urged containment of China while the

U.S. attempted to create "at the very least, Titoist regimes" on her

periphery.
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Sullivan stressed that the political future of Southeast Asia depended

on the struggle between Washington and Peking. Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)

Representative, Vice Admiral L. Mustin -- an advocate of the domino

theory -- shared his views.

A working group headed by McGeorge Bundy reflected these opinions

when it suggested that the impact on Asia of the loss of South

Vietnam was unpredictable. The group concluded it could not be compared

to the loss of Berlin in Europe, but ". . .it could be that bad. . .. "

It could lead to further losses or a confrontation ending in conventional

or nuclear war.

Among the possible courses of action that were then considered was a

defensive plan to destroy China's nuclear production facilities, although

this was discounted in favor of an option expressed by Walt W. Rostow.

He suggested that the U.S.'pay more attention to actions that Hanoi

would consider a signal to negotiate, than to the damage we do in North

Vietnam. Rostow believed that the reinstatement of the 1954 and 1962

accords was possible if the U.S. impressed the Communists with its deter-

mination. Rostow outlined the following scenario: rapid deployment of

relevant forces to the Pacific; a clear communication of U.S. objectives

to Hanoi; a ground and naval assault against the North should the communication

fail (as was likely).
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The Pentagon study concludes that the U.S. effort to defeat North

Vietnamese aggression, even at the risk of military confrontation with

China, was seen within longer term policies for Southesst Asia.
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"An Obvious Picture: 'No Clear Objectives Toward Peace"'

Since the publication in the New York Times of the Pentagon's secret

history of the Vietnam war, the world has learned how and why succeeding

Administrations moved inexorably into the Vietnam quagmire. The study,

difficult even for an expert to read, contains a variety of formats: it

ranges from chronological, analytical and thematic chapters to notes,

cables, and even personal gripes.

However, a clear picture does emerge from the documents: the movement

of the U.S. by stages, some small some large, to become the principal.force

in Southeast Asia, without a clear objective towards peace. The following

highlights from the Pentagon study were selected by the Globe editorial

staff from its own data and from material printed in other newspapers:

Truman Era

--In late 1945, the administration, suspecting Ho Chi Minh of Soviet

sympathies, ignored several messages in which he pleaded against restoration

of French rule in Indochina. War soon broke out between the French and

the Viet Minh.

--In an effort to help a tenacious France break the back of the

Communist Viet Minh, the U.S. gave France $160 million in credits.

--On February 7, 1950, Truman recognized the Paris-controlled regime

of Emperor Bao Dai. Thirty-five American military advisers were sent to

Vietnam in late June.
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Eisenhower Era

--In 1953, the U.S. backed the French Navarre plan to build up

the Vietnamese army.

--When the French were near defeat at Dien Bien Phu, Secretary of

State Dulles suggested "united action" to save Vietnam. Eisenhower described

the proposal as an attempt to scare off Chinese support of the Viet Minh.

Britain, France, and Russia rejected it.

--Under Chinese pressure, the Viet Minh accepted the Geneva Accords:

the temporary partition and neutralization of Vietnam.

--U.S. involvement grew steadily: from February 1955, when U.S.

training of South Vietnamese forces began, to January 1961, when the

number of advisers had jumped from 327 to 1100.

Kennedy Era

--In early 1961 Kennedy approved covert operations in North Vietnam,

including reconnaissance flights over North Vietnam and formation of

resistance and sabotage groups.

--In late 1961, Kennedy turned down General Taylor's recommendation

to send an 8000 man task force to Vietnam for "flood-relief operations,"

but more advisers were sent.

--As opposition to Diem grew, the U.S. tried various measures to

induce reform. Pentagon documents show U.S.'"complicity" in Diem's overthrow,

i.e., the August 1963 National Security Council (NSC) decision to ". .

support a coup which has a good chance of succeeding."

--Although publicly optimistic about the war, the Administration

continued to receive reports of impending military disaster after Diem's
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ouster. Following a visit to Saigon in late 1963, McNamara called the

new government "indecisive and drifting." He recommended sending a larger

and stronger U.S. mission to Vietnam.

--American interest in bombing the North led an interagency Vietnam

group to draw up plans that would give the U.S. an excuse to launch

retailatory raids.

Johnson Era

--McNamara's March 1964, recommendation for new pressures against the

North led Johnson to approve a plan for potential bombing targets.

--The Administration's idea of an acceptable Vietnam settlement was

limited to total Communist withdrawal from the south and close U.S.-South

Vietnamese defense ties. The idea of neutrality was rejected.

--In May 1964, the Administration drafted a joint Congressional

resolution -granting the President "whatever is necessary" with respect

to Vietnam.

--The CIA told Johnson that only Cambodia was likely to fall if the

Communists were victorious in South Vietnam and Laos. Concern was voiced

about saving "American face."

--The July 1964, South Vietnamese raids on Communist held islands in

the Gulf of Tonkin were part of a plan for covert operations. In the North

Vietnamese response which followed, the U.S. destroyer Maddox was attacked.

--Following the attack on a second destroyer, the U.S. immediately

began reprisal air raids on North Vietnam, and Congress passed the Tonkin
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Gulf resolution, a document drafted the previous May. McNamara disclaimed

any knowledge of the South Vietnamese attack on the islands. The Pentagon

study states that an "important threshold. . .was crossed with virtually

no domestic criticism."

-- The Administration decided to conceal air strikes against the Laos

trail unless a plane was lost.

-- Use of nuclear weapons was not ruled out.

--Bundy and Rostow drafted statements designed to gain support for

Administration Vietnam policy and "to convince Hanoi that its bargaining

position is being reduced with the passage of time."

--Despite shaky South Vietnamese morale in early 1965, the State

Department urged stronger action against the North.

--Defense official John McNaughton summarized U.S. purpose in Vietnam

as "70% to avoid a humiliating U.S. defeat., 20% to keep South Vietnam from

Chinese hands, 10% to permit the people. . .to enjoy a better, freer way

of life. Also to emerge from the crisis without unacceptable taint from

the methods used."

--While Johnson in April approved an increase in U.S. troop strength,

Undersecretary George Ball recommended withdrawal.

--The JCS backed General Westmoreland's' July request for more troops

and greater freedom of maneuver. Troop strength stood at 194,000. After

the December 1965 bombing pause, the bombing was intensified. Troop

strength jumped from 358,000 in November 1966, to 525,000 in August 1967.
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--Disillusionment with and heavy dissent against escalation of the

war grew within the government during 1967 and early 1968. The Tet offensive

of January 1968, gave support to those who claimed that more U.S. troops

was not the solution.

--The Tet offensive coincided with Secretary of Defense Clifford's

A-Z reassessment of the war. It led to the President's well known March

1968 decisions.
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The Boston Globe

Concluding Summary

The articles published in The Boston Globe contain a diverse

sampling of facts and issues discussed in the Pentagon study.

Approximately 12 main points are examined by the articles. These are:

1. Influence of the Tet offensive on President Johnson's conversion to

Vietnamization (1968).

The article examines the many advisory opinions and events which shaped

the President's eventual Vietnamization policy.

2. Kennedy's first major steps toward a Vietnam commitment (1961).

The article shows how Kennedy intensified U.S. participation in the Vietnam

conflict through covert military actions, and General Maxwell Taylor's

influence on these decisions through his recommendations for increased

military involvement.

3. Secretary of Defense Clifford's recommendation to drastically alter

aspects of the Thieu/Ky government (1968).

The article emphasized Clifford's influence on President Johnson's

decision to shift the main burden of assuring Viet freedom to the

Vietnamese as presented in his speech of March 196$. It outlines

Clifford's charges of corruption and mismanagement against the South

Vietnamese government.
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4. The Honolulu Conference of 1964.

The article highlights discussions among top Presidential advisers

concerning increased pressures against the North.. Discussions ranged

from use of tactical nuclear weapons (supported by Admiral Felt) to

the validity of the domino theory (played down by the CIA).

5. Foy Kohler's unsuccessful attempts to deliver to Hanoi a message

proposing a bombing pause (1965).

The article describes Kohler's efforts to deliver the message and the

Soviet refusal to facilitate its delivery.

6. Plans for getting more allied troops to participate in Vietnam (1967).

The article discusses various Presidential considerations for increasing

allied troop contributions to the war, and lists some foreign troop

figures for various years.

7. Considerations of cross-border operations (1961-1970).

The article traces proposals by State Department officials, presidents,

and the Joint Chiefs over a ten year period for cross-border operations

into enemy sanctuaries in Laos and Cambodia.

8. Considerations of domestic reaction to widened war (l968).

The article examines Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul Warnke's

warning of a strong, negative public reaction to escalation, and presents

the differing analysis of the Defense Department's Phil Goulding, Assistant

Secretary for Public Affairs.
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9. The history of the enclave theory.

The article outlines various officials' attitudes toward the theory, and

depicts the debate over it in 1965 between opponent General Westmoreland

and supporters William Bundy, Maxwell Taylor, and Lyndon Johnson.

1.0. Attempts by the Soviet Union in 1965 to initiate negotiations.

The article describes the efforts of a Russian journalist to use Pierre

Salinger as a go-between in establishing the foundation for peace

negotiations, and the plan's rejection by the State Department.

11. Assumption in 1964 of a tough policy toward China and North Vietnam.

The article describes the decision of administration officiaLs to assume

a tough posture toward China and to exert overt pressure against the North,

in formul ating a long term Southeast Asian pol icy.

12. Absence of clear peace objectives.

The articLe traces increased U.S. involvement in Vietnam from Truman to

Johnson, showing the absence in each case of concrete peace objectives

until the decisive Tet offensive of 1968.

Although the Boston Globe articles on the Pentagon study are

characterized by diversity, roughly four themes recur throughout the

series in different contexts:

- the circumstances surrounding President Johnson's March 198 speech

- the absence of clear peace objectives

- the role of the domino theory in policy formulation

- the push for escalation by military advisers
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Repeated mention is made of the influence of domestic considerations,

the Tet offensive, and Secretary Clifford's attitudes on President Johnson's

conclusion that the costs of the war had become too great to continue

along the same policy lines. Even the Joint Chiefs, it is pointed out,

eventually recommended against using additional forces.

Up to that point, however, members of the military repeatedly

requested more troops and recommended increased pressures against the

North. These recommendations for escalation ranged from possible use

of tactical nuclear weapons to Westmoreland's 200,000 troop request.

A third implicit theme is the absence of clear peace objectives.

It is evident that U.S. policymakers were repeatedly caught between

trying to maintain a free South Vietnam and the inability to achieve a

decisive military victory.

Finally, the articles illustrate the prominence of the domino theory

in the thinking of U.S. policymakers throughout the war. Discussions

appear to have focused time and again on the problem of North Vietnamese

aggressiveness and means of responding to it. In addition, advisers

seemed to be apprehensive of a possible Chinese intervention in the war.



CRS-194

The Chicago Sun-Times

June 23, 1971

"How JFK Helped Topple Diem"

The intimate involvement of President Kennedy and his top advisers

in the events that culminated in the assassination of South Vietnamese

President Ngo Dinh Diem and his brother-in-law Ngo Dinh Nhu is revealed

in two memos written by Roger Hilsman, Assistant Secretary of State for

the Far East, to Secretary of State Dean Rusk in August and September

1963. The memos and Pentagon documents reveal that although there was

disagreement on action within the Administration--with the State

Department urging Diem's ouster and the Pentagon urging continued

support--the United States became increasingly dissatisfied with Diem and

Nhu between May and November 1963.

The first memo was prepared for an August 31 National Security

Council (NSC) meeting against the background of a government crisis in

Saigon that began with attacks on May 8 and August 21 by Nhu's secret

police forces against Buddhists in Hue and Saigon. Criticism of the

regime increased after several Buddhist priests and nuns protested by

burning themselves to death. The Vietnamese military reported that it

feared that Diem might purge the military and seek accommodation with

North Vietnam. American officials believed that a coup was imminent or

that Diem might take action against the military. These assumptions

proved mistaken at the time, although the coup did occur on November 1.
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Hilsman's memo warned that Diem might begin "neutralization

negotiations" with North Vietnam, possibly seeking French support for

such a move, and urged that the United States point out that

neutralization was impossible while Communists controlled the North.

He recommended that "Diem should be treated as the generals wish,"

and that the U.S. should "encourage the coup group...to gain

victory." Hilsman supported "unconditional surrender" by the Ngo

family and stated that "under no circumstances should the Nhus be

permitted to remain in Southeast Asia," because they might try to

regain power. If North Vietnam tried to intervene, the U.S. should

use all necessary force to make them desist. Once a coup had begun,

a Diem-Communist coalition would clearly be unacceptable to

South Vietnam.

From August through October the American government struggled to

clarify its policy toward Diem and Nhu. Hilsman's second memo,

written on September 16 for another NSC meeting, proposed two alternatives,

the "reconciliation track" and the "pressures and persuasion track."

The former,' acquiescence in the status quo under Nhu, was rejected

by Hilsman because he believed Nhu would either reduce the U.S. presence

and avoid "meaningful concessions," or even deal with North Vietnam

to remove the U.S. and achieve a neutral or "Titoist" South Vietnam.

The second possible course described by Hilsman, "escalatory pressure,"

involved withdrawal of support from the Diem regime. At this point it

was certain that Nhu had been responsible for the anti-Buddhist attacks
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and the documents make clear that there was unanimous agreement among

Kennedy and his advisers that pressure should be applied on Diem to

purge Nhu. The documents indicate that it was also decided at the

meeting to begin cultivating alternative leadership--believed to

mean the generals.

The NSC decided to send Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara

and General Maxwell Taylor to Vietnam on a fact-finding mission. A

White House press release of October 2 said that they had reported

that the major military task could be completed by the end of 1965

and that some American troops could be withdrawn at the end of 1963.

But the press release called the political situation "deeply serious,"

and noted that the United States remained opposed to "any repressive

actions in South Vietnam." The release pointed out that such actions

could "significantly" affect the military effort.
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The Chicago Sun-Times

June 25, 1971

"U.S. '58 Stance: United Vietnam

Documents received by the Sun-Times cover two main themes: President

Eisenhower's commitment of U.S. support for Ngo Dinh Diem, and formulation

of the policy to bomb North Vietnam in 1964 and 1965. The documents show

that in 1958 President Eisenhower committed the United States to the

support of President Diem of South Vietnam with a goal of "weakening the

Communists. . . to bring about the eventual reunification" of an anti-

Communist Vietnam. Eisenhower and Dulles decided to make the commitment

despite earlier warnings.

As early as 1954, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) had said that

even with French support, Diem showed no promise of earning "the active

loyalty and support of the local population," and that Ho Chi Minh by contrast

was the "the symbol of Vietnamese nationalism" for the bulk of the popula-

tion. In 1955, Eisenhower accepted the recommendation of his envoy in

Vietnam that Diem be removed. However the State Department was impressed

by Diem's efficiency in putting down a number of dissident sects and the

order was rescinded.

Eisanhower was warned by the CIA that Diem would balk at holding

the 1956 elections, as agreed in the 1954 Geneva Accords, and he later

acquiesced in Diem's decision to cancel them because the CIA reported

:hat Diem "almost certainly would not be able to defeat the Communists
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in country-wide elections." But the CIA later argued that in effect Diem

had provoked the Communist uprising by reneging on the elections, although

Dulles and Eisenhower had been encouraged by the seemingly mild reaction to

the cancellation. In 1957, the CIA warned that the Diem regime was

"authoritarian" although a "facade of representative government is maintained."

However, the documents show that the CIA's advice was largely disregarded and

that optimism over Diem's possibilities grew until 1958 when the Viet Cong

insurgency began.

Other documents disclosed bombing plans. In 1963, President Johnson

ordered plans prepared for possible increased raids on the North. As early

as 1964, computerized "Sigma games" at the Pentagon warned that bombing

might be a failure. However, by mid-1964, all contingency planning for the

bombing was completed, although the White House gave orders to "mark time"

until after the elections. The Administration debated bombing throughout

1964, and on December 1 the President had decided to begin with reprisal

raids and then to escalate the attacks. In February 1965, the United

States launched its reprisal raids, and President Johnson formally approved

the bombing operation, "Rolling Thunder," which began in March. Before

the operation began, Secretary McNamara had argued that the initial strikes

had been relatively ineffective. A short time later, pressure to increase

bombing in North Vietnam came from General Maxwell Taylor and CIA Director

John McCone. On March 19, the President had rejected proposals for a

larger U.S. ground role, but agreed to expand the air war. But by the
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time of the Honolulu Conference in April 1965, the U.S. command had concluded

that bombing would not win the war. Consequently, U.S. troop strength was

increased by 82,000 men, but the bombing was also continued.

The documents disclose that initially, the aim of the bombing was to

break North Vietnam's will within a month, this was changed to trying to

interdict supplies, although a Presidential adviser had reported in 1963 that

"we are unable to develop any hard evidence of infiltration." At the same

time, a State Department group under William Sullivan had justified the

bombing to "prove to the world U.S. determination to oppose Communist

expansion."

In 1967, a study headed by Under Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze

had concluded that there was no way to stop either the flow of materiel

into North Vietnam and that from North to South, and that North Vietnam had

in notable instances replaced or repaired bomb damage. It also concluded

that the effects of the bombing were largely negative and that claims for

its success in hitting primary targets had been fabricated in Vietnam

and believed in Washington. However, the bombing continued until the

1963 halt.

Other documents revealed that White House adviser Michael Forrestal

had observed in 1963 that "no one really knows" how many of the "Vietcong"

killed were actually civilian casualties, and that General Taylor had been

the primary exponent of the domino theory. The CIA had argued, on the

contrary, that it was unlikely that any other country would go Communist,

as a result of the Vietnam War.
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The Chicago Sun-Times

Concluding Summary

The two articles illustrate the extent to which the U.S. became

involved in the internal politics of South Vietnam, once the decision

was made in 1958 to commit the U.S. to the support of the Diem government

and the goal of a reunified anti-Communist Vietnam. Both before and after

that decision,however, the U.S. followed a vacillating course toward

the Diem regime. President Eisenhower approved a recommendation to

remove Diem in 1955, only to rescind it. Then the U.S. continued to

support Diem even though he canceled elections he had agreed to hold.

The decision to withdraw support from Diem and Nhu was made only after

a consensus had developed at the top levels of the government that the

Diem regime had alienated too many Vietnamese to remain viable, and that

it was in the interest of the United States to encourage alternate leader-

ship. There also appears to have been a belief that Diem and Nhu might

seek an accommodation with North Vietnam, leaving them in control of a

"neutralist" Vietnam in return for the expulsion of the U.S. presence

from the country.

The second article also brings out the fact that the bombing policy

was adopted despite prior warnings that it might fail. It was apparent

by 1965 that bombing would not win the war, and the buildup of ground

forces began. The objective of the bombing was changed to the interdiction
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of supplies. In 1967 a Pentagon study concluded that the effects of the

bombing were largely negative, yet it was continued until the 1968 halt.
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The Christian Science Monitor

June 29, 1971

"New Pentagon Pppers-Why 1962 Viet-Exit Plan Fizzled"

By David K. Willis and Geoffrey Godsell

From July 1962 until March 1964, the U.S. laid plans to pull almost

all American troops out of South Vietnam over a five-year period -- while

being sucked deeper into the war instead. The details of how the pullout

plan failed, revealed by the Pentagon papers, illustrates the weaknesses

in American policymaking which contributed to escalation of U.S. involvement

in 1964-65.

The original plan was to reduce American military personnel from a

high point of 12,000 men in fiscal year (FY) 1964 to only 1,500 in FY 1968.

The Pentagon study implies that the plan was doomed almost from the beginning

by flaws in its conception; by intelligence reporting from the field that

consistently underestimated the strength of Communist forces; and by steady

deterioration of the South Vietnamese political and military situation.

The Pentagon papers suggest that the pullout plan was prompted by mixed

motives. Among these were desires to extricate the U.S. from direct military

involvement and to make clear to President Diem that the war was one the

Vietnamese themselves had to win. The study goes on to fault the plan on

all counts stating that while it may have "frightened" the Saigon government,

it did not induce Diem to overhaul its political apparatus, nor did it spur
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the South Vietnamese armed forces to fight or contain a deep commitment to

the concept of withdrawal. Furthermore, the analysis states,.the plan failed

to give the U.S. any other options that would not appear as a precipitous

withdrawal, and it was inconsistent with the strong public statements by

President Kennedy that the U.S. was not going to withdraw from Vietnam

because of fears of Chinese expansionism in Southeast Asia.

Yet events overtook the entire plan. The Diem regime became more

unpopular. The Buddhist crisis accelerated, and repressive measures by the

Diem government caused it to be irrevocably isolated. The study says that

the U.S. was confronted with a dilemma. It was helpless both to ameliorate

conditions as long as Diem remained in power and to encourage a change of

government -- there appeared to be no feasible replacement. The result

was an ambivalent policy of "watchful waiting." In September 1963 President

Kennedy sent Defense Secretary McNamara and then Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff Maxwell Taylor to Vietnam. In general, their report was

optimistic about the military situation. During their visit, the draft

of a strongly worded letter was sent to Saigon from Washington for the

comments of Secretary McNamara and Ambassador Lodge. According to the study,

the draft laid down an ultimatum: Unless the Saigon government changed its

repressive policies, and gained for itself a broad base of popular political

support, the United States might have to consider disassociating itself from

the Diem government, and further U.S. support of Vietnam might become impossible.
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McNamara and Lodge agreed with Kennedy's view that the letter was too

extreme, and that it should not be used unless absolutely necessary.

The letter was not sent but the main points were conveyed to Diem in other

ways.

After President Johnson came into office the pullout plan had progressed

through its third draft. But, according to the Pentagon study, the plan

was based on the assumption of Secretary McNamara that the war against the

guerrillas would have turned the corner in only three years. This basic

assumption was unrealistic in light of the extended time that it had taken to

subdue guerrillas in the Philippines and Malaysia. Moreover, contrary to what

was to be expected, the plan called for a decrease in military assistance

after FY 1965.

The coup de grace for the pullout plan came in March 1964. After the

coup which toppled General Minh, McNamara agreed that a "limited increase"

of dollars and manpower was in order, and a program was drawn up which

included plans for possible escalation of U.S. military activity. On March

27, 1964, the Pentagon sent formal notice terminating the pullout plan to

the Pacific commander in Hawaii. Soon the entire thrust of U.S. planning

moved to escalation. Concerning this episode, the Pentagon study concluded,

"Phased withdrawal was a good policy that was being reasonably well executed.

In the way of our Vietnam involvement, it was overtaken by events."

The study also strongly criticized weaknesses in U.S. intelligence

reporting. It noted that in 1963 McNamara had received a series of optimistic
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intelligence reports despite the assassination of President Diem and the

Buddhist crisis. After he visited Vietnam, he reported in.a memo to President

Johnson, "Current trends, unless reversed in the next two or three months

will lead to neutralization at best and more likely to a Communist controlled

state." He suggested that "independent" U.S. intelligence sources be improved

substantially, but did not recommend an increase in U.S. resources.

Before the Secretary's report, assessments from Saigon had maintained

that the South Vietnamese forces were improving, and that the Communist

troops were having a hard time. One exception was an estimate by the State

Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research on October 22, 1963. The

estimate showed a steady decline in the military balance over the preceding

three months. It was greeted by a "storm of disagreement," within the

government, the study says, and "in the end was disregarded," only to be

confirmed by Secretary McNamara a few weeks. later.
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The Christian Science Monitor

June 30, 1971

"New Pentagon Papers--II: U.S. Ignored Appeals from Ho"

By David K. Willis and Geoffrey Godsell

In the months following the end of World War II, the United States

ignored eight direct appeals from North Vietnamese leader Ho Chi Minh for

American intervention against the restoration of French colonial rule.

According to the Pentagon papers, Ho also sent several messages through

secret channels earlier, proposing that Vietnam be accorded the same status

as the Philippines -- an undetermined period of tutelage prior to independence.

When he received no response to his messages, Ho acquiesced in a return

of the French to Vietnam for a five-year period because he preferred French

control for a short term to indefinite Chinese control. In September 1946,

Ho visited the American Ambassador in Paris to ask for U.S. assistance in

obtaining independence for Vietnam within the French Union.

U.S. policy after the war evolved to support the French in Indo-China

to cement the alliance within Europe in the face of the growing Russian

threat. By the time the Indo-China war began in earnest in late 1946, U.S.

military equipment had already been used by French forces against the Viet-

namese. The Pentagon analysis concludes. "The simple truth seems to be that

the U.S. knew little of what was transpiring inside Vietnam and certainly

cared less about Vietnam than France."
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While the U.S. did have misgivings about the colonial policies France

was pursuing, its distaste for Ho as a Communist prevented it from looking

at him also as a nationalist -- a Communist who would seek a foreign

policy independent of Moscow. But, this kind of thinking, according to the

Pentagon analyst, would have required "perspicacity unique in U.S. history."

In addition, there was a possibility of Vietnamese expansion in Southeast

Asia under Ho's- influence if Vietnam became independent.

The State Department in December 1946 called Ho an "agent of international

communism." Yet, while a July 1948 State Department appraisal of Ho called

him a Communist it also stated that there was no evidence of a direct link

between Ho and Moscow, but that it assumed it existed. Also, in the autumn

of 1948, the State Department's Office of Intelligence and Research surveyed

Communist influence in Southeast Asia and found evidence of a Kremlin-directed

conspiracy in virtually all countries -- except Vietnam. The study raised the

possibility that Vietnamese Communists were not subservient to the foreign

policies pursued by Moscow.

Concerning the question to what extent Ho's nationalist goals overrode

his communist convictions, the Pentagon papers say that in 1945-46, Ho

might have had some doubts about communism as a political form suitable

for Vietnam. But the study concludes that after 1949 his actions "support

a Leninist construction." By then, the study adds, "U.S. insistence on

Ho's being a doctrinaire Communist may have been a self-fulfilling prophecy."
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The Christian Science Monitor

July 1, 1971

"New Pentagon Papers--III: How Asian Die was Cast--
China Shadow Grew Larger",

By David K. Willis

According to the analysis in the Pentagon papers, the first U.S.

plunge into Indo-China in early 1950 was preceded by five years in which

American policies were marked by "indecision" and "an undertone of indifference.'

In those five years, Washington clearly saw the "vacuity" of French colonial

policies in Indo-China, but refused to intervene because it needed French

support against Soviet expansion in Europe. The fall of mainland China to

Mao Tse-tung in 1949 sharpened American fears about the spread of Communism

in Asia and led Washington to try to apply to Asia the same kind of collective

defense policy already in use against communism in the West. But, when

it became evident that the disparate Asian powers could not arrive at such

an arrangement, the U.S. decided on more direct action - leading to the

Korean War, the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, and progressive involve-

ment in Vietnam.

During the period 1946-1950, the Pentagon study suggests, Washington

refused to intervene directly in order to avoid offending either the French

or the British. Instead, according to the Pentagon study, it saw the region

as one "in which the U.S. might enjoy the luxury of abstention." Compared

with events in Europe, the U.S. considered the fate of Vietnamese nationalism
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relatively insignificant. Meanwhile, France resorted more- and more to

force to "reassert sovereignty" over the growing influence.of Ho Chi Minh.

While the Truman Administration kept hands- off from 1948 to the end

of 1949, astute American diplomats were pointing out in reports to the

State Department that French policies were heading for defeat. One analysis

came from John Carter Vincent, Director of the State Department's Office

of Far Eastern Affairs. In a memo to Undersecretary of State Dean Acheson

in December 1946, he noted, ". . .The French themselves admit that they lack

the military strength to reconquer the country. . . . Given the present

elements in the situation, guerrilla warfare may continue indefinitely."

In September 1948, the U.S. urged the French to take further steps toward

transferring administrative power to the Vietnamese government, adding that

it was prepared to consider financial aid to the French Government but only

if "real progress" was made toward a non-Communist solution in Indochina.

By May 1949 Paris agreed to unify Annam, Tonkin, and Cochin China into a

single Vietnam, under Vietnamese rule, and the U.S. urged that Emperor Bao

Dai be the new ruler. In December 1949 the National Security Council formally

approved aid to Asians opposed to communism. The American die was cast.
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The Christian Science Monitor

July 1, 1971

"Britain Opened Door to French"

By Geoffrey Godsell

At the end of the Japanese occupation of- French Indo-China in World

War II, Ho Chi Minh's Viet Minh had emerged as the sole efficient resistance

apparatus in the country. As such it was the only organization to get help

from the American Office of Strategic Services (OSS). But, when the Japanese

surrendered in August 1945, Vietnam was taken over by the British and Nation-

alist Chinese. At the moment of Japanese surrender, Ho Chi Minh had installed

a government in Hanoi in place of the pro-Japanese puppet Emperor Bao Dai

and was well in control of North and Central Vietnam. He remained in control

of the North until the French arranged to replace Chiang Kai-Shek's forces

in March 1946.

But, in Saigon, where Ho's control was less secure, British Admiral

Mountbatten's Southeast Asia Command was ferrying Free French troops ashore

as early as September 12, 1945. In a short time these troops overthrew

Ho's Committee of the South.

Admiral Mountbatten's free hand in South Vietnam was the result of

what the Pentagon study calls the disarray of American policy toward the

colonial possessions of its allies and toward Indo-China in particular.

During the earlier years of World War II, President Roosevelt had tried to
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get allied agreement to keep the promise implicit in the Atlantic Charter

by placing all colonial possessions under trusteeship after the war as a

prelude to self-government or independence. The British resisted and the

Americans backed away, leaving their policy unclear.

When the ambivalence in American policy was overtaken by events in

the summer and fall of 1945, the best the U.S. government could do was to

leave decisions to allied military commanders on the spot, subject to the.

directive from Washington that no American help be given the French to

reestablish their control over Indo-China by force.

But, the British wanted no precedent in Indo-China which might have

inhibited their right to return to Malaya. So, it was hardly surprising

when Admiral Mountbatten bilaterally agreed with the French for the latter

to replace the British, and signed an agreement giving "full recognition

to French rights in Indo-China."
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The Christian Science Monitor

Concluding Summary

The coverage of the Pentagon Papers which appeared in the Christian

Science Monitor emphasizes the history of American involvement in Vietnam

prior to the escalation of 1964-65, particularly the period immediately

after World War II.

Two major themes run through the series. The first is, to a

certain extent, indecisiveness in the evolution of U.S. policy toward

Southeast Asia. Because of U.S. preoccupation with postwar Europe and

the resulting relative indifference to the Southeast Asian area, the

U.S. was not called upon to clarify its policy. As a result it did not

oppose French attempts to reestablish control over the area in 1945-46.

By the time a decisive anti-colonial U.S. policy emerged, Washington's

relationship with the French, based mainly on the dominance of European

interests in U.S. policymaking, had resulted in linking the U.S. to the

Bao Dai government and setting up the conflict with Ho Chi Minh. A fact

stressed by one of the articles is that it was the British military in

Southeast Asia who agreed to allow the French to be readmitted to Indo-

china after World War II.
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Another theme is the opposition of the U.S. to Ho Chi Minh because

he was judged to be an agent of international communism. Little considera-

tion was given to the possibility that his nationalism would influence

him to seek an independent Vietnam. The lack of a U.S. response to Ho's

appeals for American support of self-government for Vietnam at the end of

World War II is an instance in which the U.S. assessment of Ho as a communist

prevented considering him as a nationalist. Although the U.S. intelligence

community later speculated whether or not Ho was linked to Moscow, after

1949 he was taken to be a doctrinaire Communist.

One article in the series also traces how plans laid by the United

States in the years 1962-1964 to withdraw American forces from Vietnam

failed to be carried out as the United States became more deeply involved

in the war and its plans changed to increase the size of its military forces.
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The Los Angeles Times

June 24, 1971

"U.S. Rejected First Viet-Pullout Advice"

By Stuart H. Loory

Prior to the overthrow of the Diem regime, the period May to November

1963 was one of growing non-Communist opposition to Diem and an equivocal

U.S. stance on the question of support for anti-Diem coups. A key

meeting during this period of the National Security Council is the

subject of sharp criticism in a previously unpublished portion of the

Pentagon papers. The record of the August 1963 meeting is contained

in a memo written by Marine Major General V. C. Krulak, who noted a

suggestion by Paul H. Kattenburg, head of the State Department's Vietnam

working group. Kattenburg recommended that "at this juncture it would

be better for us to make the decision to get out honorably." Secretary

of State Rusk, chairman in Kennedy's absence, Secretary of Defense

McNamara, and Vice-President Johnson all reacted negatively. Rusk stated:

"It would be far better for us to start on the firm basis of two things -

that we will not pull out of Vietnam until the war is won, and that we

will not run a coup." He said there was. evidence that the war was being

won. Johnson stated that "from a practical and. a political viewpoint,

it would be a disaster to pull out; that we should stop playing cops

and robbers and get back to talking straight to the GVN (Saigon Government)
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and that we should once again go about winning the war." The Pentagon

report on the meeting spoke of "rambling inability to focus on the problem,

indeed to reach common agreement on the nature of the problem." "More

importantly," the Pentagon study concludes, "...the meeting is the first

recorded occasion in which someone followed to its logical conclusion

the negative analysis of the situation...i.e., for the first time it was

recognized that the U.S. should be considering methods of honorably

disengaging itself from an irretrievable situation."

The loss of popular support by the Diem government and the growing

power of secret police chief Nhu were little understood by U.S. officials.

Relations between Saigon and Washington were beginning to deteriorate to

the point were those matters, rather than the war, began to preoccupy

both capitals.

On May 8, 1963, at a celebration of Buddha's birthday in Hue,

Government troops fired on a crowd of Buddhists for defying a ban on

religious flags. The following day began a long series of Buddhist

protests against the Government.

In July, a U.S. intelligence estimate foresaw a possible non-

Communist coup against Diem if he made no effort to conciliate the

Buddhists. At the time, the President, George Ball, Averell Harriman,

McGeorge Bundy, Roger Hilsman, and Michael Forrestal discussed the

possibility of a coup. This appears to be the first time a coup was

ccnsidered at the highest level. Meanwhile, optimistic reports of the

political and military situation continued to flow to Washington from

the field. A different view was conveyed by the press.
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The study notes that the U.S. mission to Saigon failed to see the

realities of the political situation and that the explanation of this

fact is "among the most 'ironic and tragic of our entire involvement in

Vietnam." According to the study, Diem realized that the United States

was committed to him as the only effective non-Communist leader in

Vietnam. "No amount of pressure or suasion was likely to be effective

in getting Diem to adopt ideas of policies which he did not find to

his liking since we had communicated our unwillingness to consider the

ultimate sanction-withdraw[al] of support for his regime." The study

concludes that the U.S. could not withdraw support of Diem because

"political instability and expansion of the war effort" would result.

According to the study the ultimate failure of U.S. policy was

evident when Nhu' s forces conducted raids on various pagodas on

August 21, 1963, but the Vietnamese army was blamed. The day after the

raids South Vietnamese generals first inquired about US. policy toward

an anti-Diem coup. When it became clear that Nhu was responsible, a

cable from the Hilsman group to Ambassador Lodge declared: "U.S. govern-

ment cannot tolerate situation in which power lies in Nhu's hands. Diem

must be given chance to rid himself of Nhu...." The cable also stated

that if Diem did not remove Nhu, the U.S. might have to consider

replacing Diem, too. Lodge was advised to begin preparing for the

possibility of such action and examining alternative leadership.

Lodge concurred with the Hileman group, but believed that

"chances of Diem meeting our demands nil." Instead, he proposed that
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the U.S. "go straight to generals with our demands without informing

Diem. Will tell them we prepared have Diem without Nhu, but it is, in

effect, up to them whether to keep him."

Two CIA agents contacted the generals. Some doubt on U.S. support

of the coup was expressed in Washington, and substantial differences arose

between Lodge and General Paul Harkins, American military commander in

Saigon, on the issue. Lodge cabled Washington that the U.S. had no

choice because, in his view, the war could not be won under Diem.

Harkins opposed U.S. support of the coup without first giving Diem an

opportunity to remove Nhu from the government. In the midst of the internal

U.S. debate, the coup died. This left the United States at the end of

August 1963, "without a policy and with most of its bridges burned."

In September, the Kennedy Administration fell into a long period

of soul-searching and fact-finding. President Kennedy sent Krulak and

Joseph Mendenhall, a foreign service officer with long experience in

Vietnam, to South Vietnam to study the situation. Krnlak's report was

optimistic; Mendenhall was very pessimistic. By mid-September, the

Kennedy Administration decided not to fan the flames of the coup.

At this time, President Kennedy sent McNamara and Taylor to Vietnam

on a fact-finding tour. Like Krulak, they returned with an optimistic

view of the progress against the Viet Cong. They noted, however, that

the "serious political tensions in Saigon" could "erode the favorable

military trends." They recommended that Harkins review the situation

with Diem with an eye toward winning the war outside the Delta by the

end of 1964 and in the Delta by 1965, and also proposed initial U.S.

troop withdrawal.
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Kennedy authorized announcement of the withdrawal but ordered that

implementation of the withdrawal not be announced.

On October 2, the generals again sought out American officers to

determine American attitudes toward a coup. Lodge was sympathetic.

Harkins tried to dissuade them. A South Vietnamese general later

complained to a CIA agent that Harkins' discouragement had forced

cancellation of plans to stage the coup on October 26, a Vietnamese

national holiday. Washington's instructions to Lodge were that he

should not actively promote a coup, but that he be prepared for one

and maintain contacts with possible alternative leadership.

On October 30, still nervous over the possible failure of a coup,

McGeorge Bundy cabled Lodge saying: "Once a coup...has begun,...it is

within the interests of the United States that it succeed." Bundy also

told Lodge to "reject all appeals for intervention on both sides."

By not taking steps to thwart the coup, the United States acted in

complicity with the generals. A day after Bundy's cable, preliminary

movements by the plotters to secure their forces against counterattack

were put into effect. On November 1 the coup was consummated. On

November 2, Diem and Nhu were assassinated.

A national strategy session at Honolulu on November 20 drafted a

memorandum stating the purpose of the United States: "to assist the

people and government of [South Vietnam] to win their contest against

the externally directed and supported Communist conspiracy and outlined
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possible U.S. military action. However, American planning was overtaken

by events,

According to the study, "the gravity of the military situation

was only hinted at...in Honolulu. Its full dimension would...force high-

level reappraisal by year's end." The study concludes, however, that

more important was the fact that the Vietnamese situation would deteriorate

to a point which would "fulfill all the dire predictions of political

instability made by men...before Diem's fall."
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The Los Angeles Times

June 25, 1971

"Diem's Poignant Last Call to Lodge Revealed"

By David Kraslow

The transcript of a conversation between the President of South Vietnam,

Ngo Dinh Diem, and the U.S. Ambassador to South Vietnam, Henry Cabot Lodge,

is the centerpiece of the Pentagon study's report of the events that led to

Diem's ouster and death. On November 1, 1963, several hours after the out-

break of a military coup to overthrow the Diem regime, Diem phoned Lodge to

determine the U.S. attitude toward the rebellion. Lodge replied: "I do not

feel well enough informed to be able to tell you. I have heard the shooting,

but am not acquainted with all the facts. Also, it is 4:30 A.M. in Washington

and the U.S. Government cannot possibly have a view." Lodge, however, ex-

pressed his concern for Diem's physical safety, and noted a report that "those

in charge of the current activity" had offered Diem and Nhu safe conduct out

of the country if they resigned. It was Lodge's duty to hide the close U.S.

contact with the coup leaders as well as the U.S. Government's position that

a successful coup was desirable. U.S. authorities were confident that the

coup leaders would grant the Diem brothers. safe conduct out of South Vietnam.

Diem and his brother eventually received such assurance from the joint general

staff headquarters of the South Vietnamese army, and surrendered the fcllowing

day. Both were killed shortly afterwards. The Pentagon papers reported

Washington's reaction to the murders in the following manner: "The news of

the brutal and seemingly pointless murder of Diem and Nhu....was received in

Washington with shock and dismay,...President Kennedy was stunned...particularly
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in view of the heavy U.S. involvement in encouraging the coup leaders..."

The study concludes that "... our complicity in the coup only [heightened]

our responsibilities and our commitment in this struggling, leaderless land..."
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The Los Angeles Times

June 26, 1971

"A Small Step Led To Asian Land War; Pentagon Study Tells
Decision To Deploy Marines"

By Stuart H. Loory

General William C. Westmoreland and Ambassador Maxwell D. Taylor

each recognized the significance of what appeared to be a small step--

the deployment of 3,500 Marines in March 1965, to protect the growing air

base at Da Nang. Westmoreland urged the deployment; Taylor had reservations,

but reluctantly agreed. The Pentagon study points out the decision was made

without much planning and states "whereas the decision to begin bombing

North Vietnam was the product of a year's discussion, debate and a lot of

paper, and whereas the consideration of pacification policies reached

Talmudic proportions over the years, this decision created less than a

ripple."

According to the study, the air war was begun not only to raise the

cost of the war to the enemy, but also to boost the morale of the South

Vietnamese. The study lists General Taylor's reasons for opposing the

deployment of Marines" "Such action would be a step in reversing long stand-

ing policy of avoiding commitment of ground combat forces" in South Viet-

nam... Once it becomes evident that we are willing [to] assume such new

responsibilities," the South Vietnamese "will seek to unload other ground

force taaks upon us." General Taylor argued further that American troops

were-unsuitable for counter-insurgency operations. "White-faced soldier,
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armed and equipped as he is (is) not suitable guerrilla fighter for Asian

forests and jungles. French tried to adapt their forces to this mission

and failed."

Taylor's view, according to the study, represented a change in his

attitude from the previous August, when he had recommended the landing of

Marines at Da Nang. At that time there was "no agonizing over 'white

faces'." The Pentagon analysts could not determine from the record whether

the Marine landing was originally intended to be a one-shot proposition to

protect the base or as a precedent for further American.ground forces. It

notes: "Except for COMUS-MACV (Westmoreland) who did see it as a first step

and welcomed it and Ambassador Taylor who saw it as an unwelcome first step,

official Washington regarded the deployment as a one-shot affair to meet a

specific situation."
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The Los Angeles Times

Concluding Summary

The three articles in this newspaper illustrate once again how deeply

the United States became involved in the internal politics of South Vietnam

as a result of its support of the Diem government. Once that government lost

popular backing it was a liability from the U.S. standpoint. The U.S.

commitment to Diem gave him what amounted to a veto power over U.S. recommenda-

tions for reform, while the power exercised by his brother was viewed as

even more damaging. Thus the. U.S., not without reluctance, decided to

approach the generals who might furnish alternative leadership. As it

turned out, the generals were quite willing to organize a coup. Since

they seemed to provide a more effective instrument for uniting the country

behind the war, and were apparently more amenable to U.S. influence, the

government in Washington gave tacit approval to the coup. It did not

expect the murder of Diem and Nhu however, and was shocked and dismayed

at this turn of events.

These articles also highlight divided counsels within the U.S. govern-

ment over proposed courses of action in Vietnam. It is noteworthy that

while the head of the State Department's Vietnam working group advocated

an honorable withdrawal as early as August 1963, he was overruled by the

Secretaries of State and Defense, the Vice President, and ultimately, one

must assume, by the President himself. The articles also demonstrate
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that there was considerable debate over the policy to pursue relative to

the Diem government, until the decision to support a coup was ultimately

made.

Finally, one article points up the apparent failure of both the

Pentagon and the government in general to realize that the dispatch of a

force of Marines to protect the air base at Danang could be the first step

in a massive buildup of U.S. ground forces in Vietnam. An interesting

sidelight provided by this article is that General Maxwell Taylor, then

U.S. Ambassador to Saigon, opposed this deployment of Marines, and argued

that American troops were not suitable for counter-insurgency operations in

Asia.
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The Philadelphia Inquirer

June 24, 1971

"Bombing Was 'Colossal' Error"

Previously published portions of the Pentagon papers document the

decision in March 1965, to begin bombing North Vietnam. In a study en-

titled "The Air War in North Vietnam," one Pentagon analyst calls the

bombing attempt to pressure the North into quitting a "colossal misjudgment."

However, new documents made available to the Knight Newspapers reveal

McNamara's growing disillusionment with the policy he had recommended.

By mid 1966 a ferocious struggle had developed between McNamara, often

supported by the CIA, and the military who recommended heavier bombing. Thoug

by 1968, the Joint Chiefs of Staff admitted the ineffectiveness of bombing,

they blamed it on political decisions to avoid key targets. Thus shortly

before Johnson's announcement of March 31, 1968, the JCS asked permission

to bomb Hanoi and Haiphong.

In a gloomy report to the President in October 1966, McNamara recommended

levelling off the bombing and thus reversed recommendations made in July 1965

and March 1966 to step up and expand it. McNamara's memo, written after an

inspection visit to Vietnam, suggested building a billion dollar electronic

barrier, to choke off infiltration. He also suggested a reduction or pause

in bombing in an effort to start diplomatic negotiations. The JCS in a memo

to the President registered sharp dissent. The memo asserted that the

bombing and U.S. military presence in South Vietnam were the President's two
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best means to end North Vietnamese aggression. A bombing pause would not

result in the end of that aggression but would only serve as evidence of

a lack of U.S. determination.

The bombing of the North -- operation.Rolling Thunder -- was not

escalated in late 1966, but the struggle over the issue resumed in early

1967. The Pentagon analyst summarized it this way: the Hawks,primarily

the military, were "in ardent opposition to anything other than a significant

escalation of the war," i.e. in favor of an expanded air war; the "disillusioned

doves," led by McNamara urged a deescalation of the bombing; the President

and the State Department weree treading the uncertain middle ground.'

On May 19, 1967, McNamara's memo to Johnson, suggested that Saigon be

urged, as soon as the September elections were over, "to explore a cease-

fire and to reach an accommodation with the- non-Communist South Vietnamese

who are under the Vietcong banner, and if necessary to accept their in-

dividual participation in the national government." The JCS'were strongly

opposed to these proposals, which the President did not accept.

Meanwhile the JCS continued to press for an escalation of the bombing.

In a May 24th memo, General Wheeler stated that any cessation of the air

strikes would only serve to strengthen the enemy. Wheeler called McNamara's

ideas "an aerial Dien Bien Phu." Under pressure from the military and from

Congressional Hawks, Johnson in August ordered a selected intensification

of the air war."
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An independent study by a Pentagon think-tank, the Institute for

Defense Analyseswas given to McNamara in late 1967. It categorically

rejected bombing as a tool of policy in Southeast Asia according to the

Pentagon study. The report declared that the bombing did not reduce

Hanoi's ability to operate in South Vietnam; in fact, due to Chinese and

Soviet aid, North Vietnam was stronger militarily at that time, than before

the air strikes.

Nevertheless, the Pentagon study notes, the Administration began 1968

"in a mood of cautions hope about the course of the war." The Tet offensive

of early 1968 dashed these hopes, showing that the bombing had not prevented

a massive infiltration of men or supplies into the South. The military

reaction to Tet was to recommend a step-up in the air war, including

acceptance of "greater risks of civilian casualties' in order to make bombing

more effective.

An "A to Z" reassessment of the war effort was ordered by Johnson in

late February 1968, shortly after Clifford replaced McNamara as Secretary of

Defense. This reassessment led to the President's decision of March 31, 1968.
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June 24, 1971

"Diem's Fall Ended Hopes for Pullout and Triggered War's Escalation"

The Pentagon papers disclose that in the fall of 1963 the U.S. encouraged

the overthrow of South Vietnam's President Ngo Dinh Diem, and planned a

phased withdrawal of all but 1,500 American troops by 1967. The purpose

of these moves was to stiffen the South Vietnamese determination to stand

on their own feet and thus soften the attitude of the Communists. However,

the Pentagon analyst concludes, the ultimate removal of Diem led to

abandonment of all plans for withdrawal and to an open-ended American

escalation of the war.

As early as November 1961, the Kennedy Administration considered a

limited increase in aid to South Vietnam, but was worried about the growing

unpopularity of Diem and his ability to lead his forces against the

Communists, and the lack of reform in the South Vietnamese Government.

Kennedy asked then Ambassador to India John K. Galbraith to visit

Saigon and give his impression of the situation. Galbraith was the first

to recommend Diem's ouster, when he cabled Kennedy that "there is no

solution that does not involve a change in government." He added that

"given even a moderately effective government....I can't help thinking the

insurgency might very soon be settled." A second cable from Galbraith

noted that "the ineffectuality...of the Diem government...is the strategic
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factor...we should not be alarmed by the army as an alternative." Galbraith's

advice led Kennedy to limit but not revoke the American commitment.

During the spring and summer of 1963, Buddhist revolts led the State

Department to warn Kennedy that Diem's overthrow was possible. There

are conflicting views on the extent of U.S. support for Diem's overthrow.

A memo from Assistant Secretary of State Roger Hilsman to Dean Rusk (in

the possession of the Chicago Sun Times) recommended that the leaders of

the then planned coup be urged to "move promptly" and exile Diem. There

is no evidence in the documents made available to the Knight newspapers

to indicate that Hilsman's advice was heeded. Indeed, according to the

study, at an August 31 meeting with Vice President Johnson, Rusk and

McNamara agreed that "the U.S. would not pull out of Vietnam until the

war was won, and that it would not participate in a coup d'etat against

Diem."

However, Kennedy tried to impress Diem with his desire for a stronger

Saigon Government, through McNamara and Maxwell Taylor, who visited Saigon

at the President's request in early October. According to the Pentagon

analyst, Taylor told Diem his troops were not taking enough actions

against the enemy and both warned Diem of Kennedy's view that "unless

the (South Vietnam Government) changed the repressive policies...and

gained for itself a broad base of popular political support, th U.S.

might have to consider disassociating itself from the Diem government

and further U.S. support of Vietnam might become impossible."
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The Philadelphia Inquirer

June 24, 1971

"Doubts About Ground War Arose Quickly"

High hopes in 1965 for a complete military victory in Vietnam had,

within a year, turned to disillusionment with escalation among civilian

Pentagon leaders and to a widening gap between them and the military brass.

Portions of the Pentagon study released by the New York Times document

President Johnson's April 1, 1965 decision to commit U.S. forces to ground

combat. Additional documents from that study made available to the Knight

Newspapers detail the chronology of the escalation, followed by growing

disenchantment at the highest levels of government.

The optimism that reigned within the government following Johnson's

April 1 decision is evidenced by General Westmoreland's three stage strategy

accepted by McNamara and other top U.S. officials: increase U.S. force

levels to stop the losing trend by end of 1965: increase U.S. troop

strength to permit a ground offensive by mid 1966; substantially defeat the

enemy by the end of 1967.

By late July 1965, McNamara and the President approved requests by the

Joint Chief of Staff (JCS) for 175,000 and 275,000 men by December 1966 and

1967 respectively -- figures based on the desire to maintain a 4 to 1 U.S.

superiority.

McNamara's optimistic July 20, 1965 memo to Johnson predicted that in-

creased U.S. troop commitments would bring about a new stage of conventional

war in which the enemy was more vulnerable. He also noted that the American
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public would support U.S. policy because it was a sensible program likely

to bring success, and that South Vietnam would probably see the war through.

The only note of caution at this point in the chronology, is the President's

refusal to call reservists to active duty.

Within a short time, North Vietnam's ability to match the U.S. troop

increases by stepped up infiltration led to a sharp upward revision in

U.S. commitments. By November 1965, McNamara cautioned Johnson that despite

the increases, by early 1967, the U.S. could be faced with stagnation at a

higher level, and the need for a decision on additional troops.

By November 30, McNamara had told the President that the force level

target would have to be increased to 400,000 by the end of 1966, if the U.S.

was to do more than hold present positions, with a possible increase of 200,000

slated for 1967. A troop level of 600,000 men was never reached. While

McNamara's troop level estimates had doubled, he continued to caution the

President that they did not guarantee success.

Nonetheless, in April 1966, McNamara continued to press for

his goal of 400,000 by the end of the year, despite JCS requests that the

arrival of reinforcements be stretched out. Because the JCS believed a faster

timetable would warrant reserve callup, a move which the President resisted,

in June the year end target was compromised. at 391,000. The JCS pressed for

a reserve callup throughout the 1965-1968 period, and the President continued

to refuse.

As increasing troop levels brought the news of increased enemy casualties,

problems arose. In August 1966, Ambassador Lodge could report that militarily

things had never been better, but he admitted that the goal of rural pacifica-

.tion was stalled and called for increased military attention to this area.
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Westmoreland was preoccupied with another problem: as U.S. pressure increased,

the enemy resorted to the use of sanctuaries in neighboring Cambodia and Laos.

On August 10, Westmoreland reported that infiltration had increased, and the

enemy had resorted to larger military units armed with newer weapons. As

a result, in October, the JCS requested a full blown call-up of 688,500

reservists by the end of 1966.

The Pentagon papers suggest that some officers knew that the million

men they estimated were necessary for meaningful victory were politically un-

acceptable, and pursued a strategy of asking for incremental increases in

troop strength. By the fall of 1966 the military were requesting an all time

high of 575,000 men by late 1967.

In October 1966, McNarama's dissatisfaction with the ground war strategy

was deepening, and he sent the President a gloomy prognosis from Saigon: the

enemy had matched U.S. escalation of the war; the U.S. had lost ground in the

effort to gain the "complicity" of the people; and it was doubtful that the

war could be satisfactorily concluded in the next two years. McNamara pro-

posed a ceiling of 470,000 men -- the first clear "no" to the military's

judgment that 570,000 men were needed. The Pentagon study notes that "from

this time on the judgment of the military as to how the war should be fought

and what was needed would be subject to question." On November 11, Johnson

formally set the troop limit at McNamara's suggested level. The military,

vigorously opposing the decision, pressed throughout 1967 for another major

force increase. Westmoreland even warned that the November 1966 ceiling

could drag the war out for another five years. A skeptical civilian leader-

ship resisted the pressure.
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The Philadelphia Inquirer

June 24, 1971

"How Backstage Struggle Made War Big"

Portions of the Pentagon papers, recently made available to the

Knight newspapers, trace the escalation of the Vietnam war from 1965

until early 1968, and reveal a lengthy struggle between civilian and

military officials for President Johnson's mind. McNamara emerges as a

disillusioned figure, constantly fighting with his military advisors and

attempting to de-escalate a war he had recommended. Richard Nixon is

mentioned only in reference to a 1954 speech suggesting U.S. intervention

in Vietnam.

Highlights of these portions include:

-- The U.S. Government encouraged Diem's overthrow in

1963 but the papers do not disclose any U.S.
implication in his assassination.

-- U.S. optimism about the outcome of the war -- as
evidenced in plans to remove all but 1,500
troops -- quickly changed to gloom after Diem's

overthrow, and McNamara urged major U.S. escalation.

-- From August to November 1965, McNamara's estimates
of the number of troops needed jumped from 275,000
to 600,000.

-- In October 1966, McNamara, disillusioned with the

bombing of North Vietnam, urged that it be replaced
by an expensive electronic barrier to halt
infiltration.

In May 1967, Assistant Secretary of Defense McNaughton
considered the ground war a "trap which has ensnared

us." General Westmoreland, commander of U.S. troops,
warned that without substantial reinforcements the

U.S. would become bogged down in a "meatgrinder" war.
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-- At the same time a frustrated McNamara suggested a
coalition government including non-communist members
-of the NLF.

-- General Wheeler, head of the JCS, called McNamara's
suggestion to scale down the bombing an "aerial
Dien Bien Phu."

-- In December 1967, an outside panel of scientists
reported that since the bombing had begun, North
Vietnam had become "a stronger military power."

-- Despite President Johnson's public assertions that
the Tet offensive was a Communist disaster, General
Wheeler's subsequent assessment found that Saigon was
on the defensive, the pacification program was in
shambles, and the Communists dominated much of the
countryside.

The papers focus mainly on the arguments between civilians and the

military in the 'Defense Department. President Johnson is seen clearly in

the study only after the Tet offensive called into question U.S. policy

assumptions. The report concludes that President Johnson's decision not

to seek re-election "turned American policy toward a peaceful settlement

of the war."
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The Philadelphia Inquirer

June 24, 1971

"Tet Offensive Created Wide 'Credibility Gap' "

The issue of who won the Tet offensive has been raised by

disclosures from the Pentagon study on the roots of the Vietnam war. Its

assessment is quite different from that of President Johnson as stated in

his February 6, 1970 interview with Walter Cronkite on CBS and from that

presented by General William Westmoreland, U.S. Commander in Vietnam, in

February 1968.

Westmoreland's report on calender year 1967 was optimistic in its

conviction that steady progress was being made in Vietnam and that the

enemy was noticeably losing ground. By the end of 1967, the Westmoreland

report assessed, the enemy had been denied control of large population

centers; his effectiveness was diminished by the necessity of dispersing

forces -- a necessity brought about by the U.S. air war; his morale, health,

and ability to recruit, and infiltrate were all reduced.

Johnson, in his TV interview, stressed that the U.S. military had been

prepared for the Tet offensive. The offensive resulted in a great loss of

enemy life. In Johnson's words it was a serious defeat -- a "disaster,"

a "debacle."

On contrast, the Pentagon study concludes that "the enemy's Tet

offensive, which began with the attack on the U.S. Embassy in Saigon on

January 31, 1968, although it had been predicted, took the U.S. Command and

the U.S. public by surprise, and its strength, % its length, and its intensity

prolonged this shock."
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The study quotes at length from a report submitted to President

Johnson by General Wheeler on February 27, 1968. Wheeler's conclusions

were not encouraging. While Wheeler wrote that the enemy had not achieved

his primary objectives, he had "the will and capability to continue."

Moreover, the enemy is operating with relative freedom in the countryside,

probably recruiting heavily and no doubt infiltrating NVA units and personnel.

His recovery is likely to be rapid, his supplies are adequate and he is

trying to maintain the momentum of his winter-spring offensive.

Wheeler's appraisal of the condition of the South Vietnamese was mixed,

but cautions. While its "fortitude" was both "surprising" and "gratifying,"

ARVN was hard pressed in battles raging around heavy population concentrations.

At several points ARVN had been saved from defeat only "by timely U.S.

force movements." While the South Vietnamese forces were not badly hurt by

the assault, it remained to be seen, if the South Vietnamese could withstand

any sustained enemy pressure. Wheeler concluded that Saigon's "...problems

are more psychological than physical."
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The Philadelphia Inquirer

Conclud ing Sunmary

One theme reiterated throughout this series of articles, which

concentrate on the debate in the U.S. Government over Vietnam var strategy

from 1965 to 1963, is the deep division between Secretary McNamara and the

nation's military leaders over U.S. policy in Vietnam, at least after 1966.

The Secretary's initial optimism over the outcome of the war gave way, by

October of that year, to a rather pessimistic outlook, and from that time

forward he was to urge a troop ceiling, and a leveling off and later scaling

down of the bombing effort. Every one of these recommendations was opposed

by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Faced with this conflicting advice, the

President usually decided in favor of the JCS, although he did so selectively.

For example, he never authorizred the bombing of Hanoi or Haiphong, which the

JCS believed essential to the :cess of the bombing campaign.

The articles also demons, ;e that the Tet offensive early in 1968 was

a watershed for the United States. Prior to that time the U.S. continued

to put in additional ground troops, and continued to seek a military victory

over the Communists. After Tet, and particularly after a thorough reassess-

ment following the appointment of Clark Clifford as Defense Secretary, the

U.S. gave up the idea of total military victory, and decided instead to

seek a settlement with the Communists which would, if possible, preserve a

non-Communist regime in South Vietnam.
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"McNamara: Pacification a Failure"

By Richard Dudman, Thomas Ottenad, and James Deakin

Pentagon documents show Secretary of Defense McNamara calling the

pacification program "a bad disappointment" a year and a half after the

massive U.S. build-up in Vietnam began. In a memorandum to President

Johnson written in October 1966, McNamara stated that "Pacification has,

if anything gone backward," and as compared with the recent past little, if

any, more of the population was under the control of the South Vietnamese

government.

McNamara also stated in the memo, "I see no reasonable way to bring

the war to an end soon." He told Johnson that the first year and a half of

the bombing of North Vietnam had failed to stem infiltration or to crack

Hanoi's morale. The Secretary of Defense estimated enemy battle deaths

at over 60,000 a year, yet he concluded, "there is no sign of an impending

break in enemy morale and it appears that he can more than replace his losses

by infiltration from North Vietnam and recruitment in South Vietnam."

McNamara went on to propose that the bombing be held at its then current

level and that the troop build-up be leveled off at 470,000 men. .McNamara's

bleak judgment was given in private at a time when he and President Johnson

were speaking confidently in public of progress being made in Vietnam.
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The unnamed historian who wrote this section of the Pentagon papers

commented that McNamara's memo was designed to buttress his refusal to the

request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the military in Vietnam for

expanded bombing and major ground force increases. However, McNamara

suggested alternatives. Among these were -the installation of a counter-

infiltration barrier across northern South Vietnam, an increased pacification

program, and several political steps. McNamara was opposed not only to.an

expansion of the bombing, in fact he wrote, "I believe we should consider

terminating bombing in all of North Vietnam, or at least in the northeast-

zones, for an indefinite period in connection with covert moves toward

peace." We would wait and "see what develops, retaining freedom to resume

the bombing if nothing useful was forthcoming."

McNamara supported his negative view of the effectiveness of the bombing

by appending appraisals from American intelligence sources. These included

a joint Central Intelligence Agency-Defense Intelligence Agency report which

said that there was evidence of neither a serious economic disruption in

the North nor a weakening of public morale.

In his memo McNamara told President Johnson that the prognosis was

bad for a satisfactory end of the war within the next two years. "The

solution," he wrote, "lies in girding, openly for a longer war and in

taking action immediately which will in 12 or 18 months give clear evidence. .

that the end of the war is merely a matter of time."
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According to the Pentagon analyst, the reaction of the JCS to McNamara's

memo was "predictably rapid--and violent." The Joint Chiefs agreed that

the war would be long but they thought that he was too restrained in his

view of military progress. Nor did they concur with his recommendation

that there should be no increase in the intensity and extent of the bombing

in the north. They are quoted as saying that to be effective, "the air

campaign should be conducted with only those constraints necessary to avoid

indiscriminate killing of population." The Joint Chiefs contended that

the bombing should not be surrendered without a quid pro quo, such as,

"an end to the North Vietnamese aggression in South Vietnam."

According to the Pentagon analyst, JCS felt that the conflict had

reached a state where decisions taken over the next 60 days could determine

the outcome of the war. They stated that, while the President's generous

public offers to settle the war by peaceful means had been admirable,

"the time has come when further overt actions and offers on our part are

not only nonproductive, but counterproductive." According to the analyst,

they recommended a "sharp knock" against North Vietnamese installations

rather than the current campaign of slowly increasing pressures.

In a memorandum drafted for President -Johnson a month later, in

November 1966, McNamara again spoke in gloomy terms on the pacification

program. He stated, "The situation in this regard is no better--possibly

worse--than it was in 1965, 1963, and 1961." Citing extensive official

statistics on the progress of the pacification program, he noted, "it is
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highly likely that these figures are grossly optimistic." By 1966 the

pessimistic evaluation of the pacification program was not being concealed

by the Administration to the extent it covered up other aspects of the

Vietnam situation. On October 14 President Johnson said at a press conference

that the pacification program "can stand a great deal of improvement."

While McNamara's discussion of the military situation in his November

memorandum was more optimistic than his October assessment, he was not so

optimistic as public statements made by the President during the previous

month. McNamara stated that because of increased infiltration and recruit-

ment rates by the enemy, "it does not appear that we have the favorable

leverage required to achieve attrition by introducing more forces." He

was also highly critical of the combat performance of the South Vietnamese

army and its high desertion rate, noting that the 1966 rate through October

was 21 percent of total South Vietnamese military personnel.

In the memorandum McNamara said that the Administration would have

to choose between two approaches in 1967: (1) another rapid substantial

increase in U.S. combat forces in South Vietnam for large scale search

and destroy operations against large enemy troop concentrations, or .(2)

a more modest increase merely to prevent the Communist units from interfering

with the pacification program. McNamara preferred the second approach for

three reasons: first, because we could not destroy enough enemy forces

to break their morale, second, because additional U,S. personnel would
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generate a runaway inflation in South Vietnam, and third, because he

feared a strong negative domestic reaction to continual escalation.

The contrast between McNamara's private assessments of the war and

his public statements in 1966 is extreme. Probably the greatest disparity

between the two appeared in a press conference on November 5, three days

before the congressional elections of 1966. McNamara told reporters that

the Communists could not win a military victory in South Vietnam in 1967

and as a result, the draft would be cut as well as the production of bombs

and other air ordnance. Furthermore, there would be no sharp increases

in the level of bombing nor in the number of troops deployed. The military

situation, he said, was dramatically brighter than 15 months before.

At this time President Johnson was also speaking confidently in public

of progress in the American build-up in Vietnam. Throughout his 17-day

trip in Asia in October 1966, the same month- McNamara had submitted his

dour appraisal of the progress of the war, the President struck a firm and

confident note about the eventual outcome in Vietnam. In Melbourne,

Australia,he declared, that the allied forces fighting in Vietnam "are

going to stay there until this aggression is checked, before it blooms into

World War III." The same theme prevailed in the final communique of the

Manila conference, in which it was noted that "the government of Vietnam

described the significant military progress being made against agression."

This was less than two weeks after McNamara's memorandum to the President
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had painted such a bleak picture of the 18-month-old American build-up

in South Vietnam and the U.S. bombing of North Vietnam.
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"Wheeler Resisted Curbs, Study Shows"

At the end of 1967 General William Westmoreland, then commander of

American forces in South Vietnam, had written an optimistic assessment of

the war, claiming that the Communists were losing control over large areas

and population. But after the 1968 Tet offensive Westmoreland questioned

the ability of the South Vietnamese forces to cope with additional

sustained enemy.offensive operations. As a result the Joint Chiefs of

Staff (JCS) recommended calling some American reserve units to active

duty. McNamara rejected this proposal but deployed 11,000 more troops.

The JCS repeated its request for reserve forces and also for an extension

of the terms of service for men in the armed forces. Before this second

request could be acted upon, Clark Clifford replaced McNamara as Secretary

of Defense.

After Tet, President Johnson had sent JCS Chief Wheeler to Vietnam to

reevaluate the situation. Wheeler's report [dated February 28] stated

that, although the enemy had suffered heavy losses, he was likely to

recover rapidly. Wheeler observed that the American forces in Vietnam

were inadequate and he supported MACV's request for 206,000 additional

troops. Since this would have resulted in over 730,000 men in Vietnam,

it triggered a thorough Administration review of Vietnam policy.
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On February 29, the day before he was to be sworn in as Secretary

of Defense, Clark Clifford met with a high level group to reassess

American policy in Vietnam. According to Clifford the task given him

by President Johnson was to answer the question, "Should we follow the

present course in Vietnam?" U.S. Ambassador to Vietnam Maxwell Taylor

argued against making any new negotiating efforts or giving any thought

to reducing the bombing of the North. A paper on the pacification program

concluded that the Tet offensive "appears to have killed the program once

and for all." Another paper from the Department of Defense systems

analysis section stated that the U.S. never achieved the momentum necessary

for military victory, and that "our setbacks were due to wishful thinking

compounded by a massive intelligence collection and/or evaluation failure."

The systems analysis paper concluded, "We have achieved stalemate at

a high commitment. A new strategy must be sought." The DOD Public

Affairs section submitted a memo stating that the only alternative which

would have general public acceptance would be to deny Westmoreland's troop

requests and change strategy in Vietnam.

The first draft of the Clifford Group on February 29 stated that

even with the full complement sought "we will not be in a position to

drive the enemy from South Vietnam" and that the likely response by Hanoi

would be a matching increase. This draft also predicted that the move

would encourage the Saigon Government to let the Americans do the fighting

while it engaged in backroom politics and corruption. It concluded that

American strategy should be to turn the South Vietnam army into an effective
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fighting force and assist the government to win the confidence of the people.

It urged that American forces provide security to populated areas rather

than to try to drive the enemy out of the country.

At a March 1 meeting with Clifford, General Wheeler was characterized

as being "appalled" at the recommendation in the draft. Wheeler worked

to get the draft revised, and effected the deletion of much material

about new strategies. Clifford's final memorandum to the President on

March 4 called for sending 22,000 more troops to Vietnam, early approval

of a reserve callup, but reservation of any decision to meet in full

Westmoreland's request. The final memo continued that there was no

reason to believe. that the enemy could be routed by "an additional

200,000 American troops or double or triple that quantity," and concluded

that the Administration study the development of new strategic guidance

to General Westmoreland.

From March 4 until Mr. Johnson's dramatic announcement on March 31

the written record became sparse. The debate over Vietnam policy was

carried forward on a personal basis primarily by the Secretaries of State

and Defense. The President was beset by external political pressures,

including the surprise showing of Senator Eugene McCarthy in the New Hampshire

primary. On March 18, the President assembled a group of his friends

outside the government, including Dean Acheson, McGeorge Bundy, and

Generals Taylor, Ridgway, and Omar Bradley. The group advised Mr. Johnson

that continued escalation would do no good and that instead of seeking a

battlefield solution to the.problem, he should "intensify efforts to seek
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a political solution at the negotiating table," the study states.

Mr. Johnson was said to be "greatly surprised" at the conclusions, and

according to the Pentagon study, he made his decision on March 28 and

announced it three days later. According to the analyst who wrote this

section, the President's decision to change strategy and limit U.S.

involvement in Vietnam was based on two major considerations: the

convictions of his principal military advisors, particularly Clifford,

that more troops would not make a military victory any likelier, and a

deeply felt conviction of the need to restore unity to the nation.
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'Papers Show Rift on Troop Levels"

by James Millstone, James Deakin, and Lawrence Taylor

The Pentagon papers reveal that an acrimonious debate took place

between military and civilian officials in 1967 when General Westmoreland,

then U.S. Commander in South Vietnam, asked for 85,000 to 200,000 more

troops at a time when there were already 480,000 American troops in the

war zone. Westmoreland's request was supported by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

but strongly opposed by civilian officials in the Pentagon. In the end,

Secretary of Defense McNamara gave Westmoreland only 50,000 new troops.

Hardly had the new troop levels been approved when new pressures began to

build for the an increase in the deployment.

The Tet offensive in January 1968 called into question the entire

premise of American involvement in Southeast Asia. As a result of the

offensive, General Earle Wheeler, Chairman of the JCS, conferred with

Westmoreland in Saigon. The outcome was Wheeler's request for 206,000 men--

virtually the same number as the maximum requested the year before. The

Pentagon documents confirm that Wheeler's request rocked the Johnson

Administration to its foundations. The end result of the debate surrounding

the second request was President Johnson's March 31, 1968 speech in which he

announced a halt to the bombing in North Vietnam, an increase in troop levels

of only 24,000 men, and that he would not seek reelection.



CRS-250

The 1967 controversy over troop levels began on March 18 when

Westmoreland submitted a request for an "essential" increase of two and

one-third divisions, and and "optimum" increase of four and two-thirds

divisions. The Pentagon report noted that the JCS strongly supported the

proposed troop levels but they realized that the general analysis provided

in the request would prove to be inadequate for the Secretary of Defense

to assess its validity. When a subsequent analysis by MACV did not fulfill

this requirement, a JCS memorandum was prepared, which stated in detail U.S.

objectives in Vietnam. Among these objectives were:(a) Making it as difficult

and costly as possible for the North Vietnamese army to continue effective

support of the.Viet Cong and to cause North Vietnam to cease direction of

Vietcong insurgency, (b) To defeat the Viet Cong-North Vietnamese army and

force the withdrawal of North Vietnamese army forces.

The Pentagon report makes it clear that the thorniest problem for the

administration in weighing the request was that a substantial increase 
in

troop levels would require a callup of reserve units. The documents made it

clear that the Administration feared an increase in anti-war sentiment to an

intolerable level as the result of a reserve callup.

The first step taken by civilian leaders in the Pentagon to block

Wheeler's troop increase proposal was contained in a study by the systems

analysis office headed by Assistant Secretary of Defense Alain Enthoven.

Enthoven's study noted that "despite considerable progress in the Vietnam

conflict during the past year, an end to the conflict is not in sight and

major unresolved problems remain. North Vietnam still believes it can win

in the long run, in the name of nationalism if not Communism'." The systems

analysis study made clear what the top level of the Administration would not
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publicly acknowledge, that the Vietnam war was an indigenous civil war

in which a nationalistic impulse was at least as strong a factor as

Communism. The report concentrated on the lack of analysis by the JCS to

support its troop increase request and concluded that the additional U.S.

forces were not needed.

In a personal memorandum to Secretary McNamara on May 1, 1971, Enthoven

stated that he was less concerned with the lack of analysis by the JCS than

by the whole strategy which the increase implied, and he concluded,"We are

facing the strongest political current in the world today; nationalism.' This

is the force which welds the North Vietnamese together." Later, a proposed

memorandum to President Johnson by Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-

national Security Affairs, John T. McNaughton, declared that the strategy of

pouring more and more ground combat forces into the war was "a trap which

had ensnared us." He continued, "A feeling is widely and strongly held that

'the Establishment' is out of its mind. The feeling is that we are trying to

impose some U.S. image on distant peoples we cannot understand..."

On May 31, the JCS objected to McNaughton's proposed memo. The Chiefs

resented the implication that the full troop request of 200,000 men generally

reflected their recommendations. They insisted that this was an extrapolation

of a number of proposals which were recommended separately, but had never been

intended as a single course of action. The documents do not make clear why

the JCS denied that they had supported the request for a maximum increase of

200,000 troops, but the study points out that on April 20 the JCS had formally

requested additional forces.

McNaughton's memorandum discussed another possible response to the JCS

request, whereby only 30,000 additional troops would be deployed and bombing

in the North would concentrate on the infiltration routes south of the

twentieth parallel in.an area called the "funnel."
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The JCS objected to McNaughton's proposal on the grounds that the

"funnel" was not the only route which the North Vietnamese -used for

supplying their forces in South Vietnam. In addition, the JCS rejected

McNaughton's view that the move might result in increased negotiation

opportunities, stating that it would have the opposite effect.

McNaughton's view was supported by Walt W. Rostow, then national

security assistant to President Johnson. Rostow had little confidence that

all-out bombing policy would have an important effect on North Vietnam's war

effort. He gave some support to the air strategy then being followed--attacks

on Hanoi and Haiphong, and disagreed with the judgment of the Central

Intelligence Agency that these raids were hardening the will of the North

Vietnamese. He endorsed McNaughton's proposal on bombing strategy because

it would reduce losses of U.S. planes and pilots and would diminish the

risk of retaliatory action by China or Russia. McNaughton's proposal

essentially was what Johnson finally adopted in his March 1968 speech.

The civilians in the Pentagon also received help from the State Depart-

ment in opposing the troop increase. On June 2, 1967, William P. Bundy,

Assistant Secretary in charge of Far Eastern Affairs,~ wrote that many observers

thought that the massive intervention had had a significant adverse effect

since the South Vietnamese tended to think that Uncle Sam would do their job

for them. Further support came from Under Secretary of State Nicholas

Katzenbach who cited several advantages, but found far more disadvantages in

the 200,000 man increase. Among these were the possibility of countermoves

by Hanoi, divisive debate in Congress and the nation of reserves were called
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up, less incentive for South Vietnam to carry its share of the combat burden

and the possibility that U.S. forces in Vietnam .might ultimately reach one

million.
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"U.S. Planned A-Bomb Use If China Entered War"

By Richard Dudman and William K. Wyant

In an installment of the Pentagon papers dealing with relations

between the U.S. and South Vietnamese governments from early 1964 through

June 1965, a cablegram from the American Commander in Chief, Pacific

reveals that Secretary of State Rusk told the then South Vietnamese Premier

Khanh that the U.S. would use nuclear arms if the Chinese entered the

Vietnamese conflict. The May 30, 1964 conference occurred at a time when

Americans considered the Vietnam situation grave and when the U.S. was

considering deeper involvement in the war. In the cablegram Rusk was

reported to have said, "Our population was 190,000,000. Mainland China

had at least 700,000,000. We would not allow ourselves to be bled

white fighting them with conventional weapons." Rusk then told Khanh

that many free world leaders would be opposed to the use of nuclear weapons.

Rusk is said to have stated,"Many Asians seemed to see an element of racial

discrimination in use of nuclear arms; something we would do to Asians

but not to Westerners." General Khanh was. said to have replied that one

must use the force one had and if the Chinese used masses of humanity,

"we would use superior firepower." Rusk's reported comments are significant

because throughout the 1960s in their public utterances American officials

brushed aside any suggestion nuclear weapons might be used in Asia.
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Another cable, from the State Department, reported the Rusk-Khanh

meeting,and indicated that Rusk stated that if the struggle escalated,

only the U.S. would have the forces to cope with it, but that the President

would have difficulty justifying these forces to American public opinion if

South Vietnam's government appeared divided. When Khanh sought a statement

of U.S. intentions, Rusk told him that the forthcoming Honolulu meeting

would produce some firm recommendations to President Johnson, but ultimately

only the President could decide.

In South Vietnam there had been eight major changes of Government

from the time Premier Diem was deposed in 1963 until Air Vice Marshall Ky

became Premier in 1966. Khanh had taken over from General Minh early in

1964, was temporarily deposed by a mob 'in August 1964, but returned in

Jaunuary 1965. With this as a background the Pentagon analysts noted

that "in 1964 the U.S. tried to make GVN (Government of Vietnam) strong,

effective, and stable and it failed." After several changes of government

in Vietnam, the analysis continued, the U.S. could set no higher goal

than the stability of the existing government. Throughout 1964 the United

States "pursued the objective of a strong, effective GVN (Government

of Vietnam) like the Holy Grail." We hoped that through extending advisers

and through bombing we would improve GVN performance. We leaned on the

military and their strong man," who for most of the period was Khanh,

at first hoping that he or Minh would play the role that Magsaysay did

in the Phillipines."



CRS-256

When Secretary of Defense McNamara visited Saigon in 1964, his

pessimistic conclusion was that large groups in the Vietnamese population

were showing signs of apathy and indifference. Furthermore, the Pentagon

papers show that he was concerned with the impact of General DeGaulle's

anti-Americanism. McNamara wrote that regardless whether French Nationals

were actively encouraging a coup in South Vietnam, DeGaulle's position and

the anti-Americanism of the French community in South Vietnam provided

constant fuel to neutralist sentiment and the possibility of a coup.

As early as June 1964, the study- said, the U.S. was also worried about

the possible emergence of a hostile government in South Vietnam, or anarchy

"and the South Vietnamese played effectively on our fears." During this

period the U.S. Government started to think about doing the job itself if

the Vietnamese ally did not perform.

In spite of the instability in Vietnam, 1964 throughout the early months

of 1965 brought increasing American involvement in the war. Personnel

new to Vietnam and Southeast Asia arrived. General Westmoreland replaced

General Harkins as head of the U.S. Military Assistance Command on June 20

and on July 7 General Maxwell Taylor, formerly chairman of the Joint Chiefs

of Staff (JCS) arrived to replace Henry Cabot Lodge as-ambassador. Taylor

had been in Vietnam less than a month when U.S. Navy planes raided North

Vietnamese coastal bases in retaliation for reported attacks on American

destroyers in the Tonkin Gulf. Congress adopted the Gulf of Tonkin resolution,

and one month after that the 1964 Presidential election campaign was underway.

In that campaign, President Johnson ran as an advocate of restraint in the
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use of American military power in Vietnam, while his opponent called for

stronger American action in Indochina.

In mid-August Taylor had sent a message to the. State Department dis-

cussing various military measures and suggesting that the U.S. should

be "developing a posture of maximum readiness for a deliberate escalation of

pressure against North Vietnam." In the message Taylor said that it must

be made clear to the South Vietnamese leaders that the U.S. would engage

in action against North Vietnam only to prevent Hanoi from taking over

the South, but not to unify the North and South.

Also cited in the Pentagon Papers was a draft memorandum dated May 25,

1964 by McGeorge Bundy advocating the use of "carefully graduated military

force against North Vietnam" because without such military action the prospect

for South Vietnam and Laos was not hopeful.

For the remainder of 1964, Taylor, General Westmoreland and other

Americans in Vietnam wrestled with the problem of encouraging stable government

there. Late in November Westmoreland headed off a coup planned by Marshal Ky.

During this period the U.S. made what proved to be its last effort to induce

the South Vietnamese to make internal reforms in return for U.S. military

measures. The Pentagon narrative observes that "Its effect, if any, was

the opposite of that intended." On February 9, 1965 Taylor recommended

that a program of continuous graduated attacks on the North be undertaken.

Authority to do so was granted on February 13. During this period when U.S.

actions against the North were confined to bombing, Taylor is represented

as opposed to the introduction of U.S. combat forces in South Vietnam, except

for base security.
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IBunker Urged Laos Action In '67, Papers Show"

by Thomas Ottenad, James Deakin and James Millstone

Secret Pentagon documents disclose that as early as 1967, U.S.

Ambassador to Vietnam Ellsworth Bunker urged secret military action against

Laos with South Vietnamese ground forces. Chief advocates of an attack

on Cambodia and Laos in 1967 included American military leaders and South

Vietnamese President Ky. They were opposed by some top U.S. officials in

both the State and Defense Departments.

Bunker who had been in Saigon slightly more than two months, made his

proposal during a briefing given to Secretary of Defense McNamara in Saigon

on July 7, 1967. At issue was a request by General Westmoreland, then

Commander of U.S. forces in Vietnam, for additional troops. The Pentagon

study says that Bunker expressed optimism about the progress of the war,

but the crux of the military problem, he felt, was how to choke off North

Vietnamese infiltration into South Vietnam, principally through Laos. The

study quotes him as saying that he did not believe that operations in Laos

would be difficult because the North Vietnamese, signatories of the 1962

Geneva accords, had been in Laos before and since the signing of the agree-

ments, and they were presently using Laos as the main infiltration route

into South Vietnam. Bunker said that guarantees would have to be given to the

Lao government by the South Vietnamese and the United States "that Viet-

namese troops were on Lao territory for defensive purposes only and would
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be withdrawn immediately when peace is secured." He said the operation

"should be carried out with as much...secrecy as.possible." The un-

identified analyst comments that Bunkers views "of course, accorded with

those which the military had been pressing for sometime."

At the briefing General Westmoreland proposed that the U.S. step up the

pace of U.S. activities and exercise new initiatives in Laos. To support

these recommendations, Westmoreland presented an intelligence appraisal of

enemy intentions which forecast larger military operations in South Viet-

nam by North Vietnamese forces, necessitating heavier infiltration from

the North. This infiltration was to make the Laos corridor more important

to the enemy. -The appraisal also described enemy use of Cambodia as a base

area.

The 1967 briefing for McNamara was only one in a long series of

efforts by. American military leaders and some South Vietnamese leaders

seeking large-scale military action against both Laos and Cambodia. Six

months before the McNamara briefirg in Saigon, expansion of operations against

Laos was contemplated in an assessment of alternative strategies prepared

for President Johnson by the Department of Defense Office of International

Security Affairs, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Among the re-

commendations was a proposal to expand the limited and secret use of U.S.

troops in the jungles along the Laotian border.

The pressure to expand the war was renewed by the military in the

spring of 1967 when General Westmoreland, General Wheeler, then Chairman

of the JCS, and others met with President Johnson to discuss strategy and

force requirements for 1967. Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
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Security Affairs, John McNaughton,reported that Westmoreland stressed

the need for additional troops to bring U.S. force levels to 565,000

men. Even with such an addition, he felt that the war could go on for

three more years, but it could be cut to two years by a second increment

to bring the total to 665,000 men. Westmoreland called for strong action

against the enemy in both Laos and Cambodia, recommending the use of South

Vietnamese ground forces in both countries with U.S. artillery and air

support. He also revealed contingency plans for South Vietnamese forces

with U.S. advisers, to move into Cambodia. Wheeler mentioned the possibility

of invading North Vietnam as well.

On May 20, 1967, the JCS issued their "World Wide Posture Paper" in

which they stated that "It may ultimately become necessary to conduct

military operations into Cambodia to deny the Viet Cong-North Vietnamese

army forces [sic] the psychological, military and logistical advantages of

this sanctuary." Speculating on the possibility of intervention by Com-

munist China, the Joint Chiefs said that such action might require the use

of nuclear weapons against lines of communication and supply bases in

Southern China. The Pentagon papers indicate that further efforts by

the military at expanding the war were taken in October and November 1967,

though nothing immediately came of either.

The roots of the pressure that existed in 1967 for broadening the

war dated long before that year. As far back as May 1964 Premier Khanh

had asked then Ambassador Lodge for 10,000 troops from the U.S. Army

Special forces to cover the entire Cambodian-Laotian front The next

month, on June 27, 1964, a joint message from the State and Defense De-

*partments authorized joint planning by the U..S. with the Vietnamese



CRS-261

general staff for cross border operations in Laos. At the end of November,

Maxwell Taylor, who had replaced Lodge as American Ambassador,returned

from Washington with a program which reflected his principal recommendations.

If the South Vietnamese government were to improve its performance, the

plan stated, the U.S. was ready to join in bombing the Laotian corridor,

already being carried out by Vietnamese planes. There was no mention of

ground action against Laos.

In 1965 Vice President Ky was pushing for measures against the

Cambodian sanctuaries, but the U.S. stood firm on the rule of self-defense-

in emergencies only, which allowed shooting across the border but not

maneuvering troops across it.

The pressure from military leaders and others for expanding the war

beyond Vietnam ran into continuing opposition from some civilian officials

in the State and Defense departments. Among these was William P. Bundy,

Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs. In a March 1967

memorandum analyzing General Westmoreland's. request for two and one third

divisions, Bundy expressed his support for part of that number, but expressed

strong opposition to any idea of sending a Vietnamese division into Laos.

Bundy did support proposals for action on a limited scale

against the Ho Chi Minh Trail in Laos. Another of those opposed to the

expansion of the war into Laos was Assistant Secretary of Defense McNaughton.

He stated "In essence, a brigade will beget adivision and a division a corps,

each calling down matching forces from North Vietnam into territory to their

liking..."
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In a memorandum sent to the President on scaling down the war, Clark

Clifford, who succeeded McNamara in March 1968, emphasized keeping Laos

and Cambodia out of the conflict. His memo states, "We could explicitly

state that we were prepared to accept a Southeast Asia that was 'neutral'

in the sense of not adhering to any power block or forming a part of any

alliance directed at others." The memo suggested that Communist threats

to both Laos and Cambodia could be put before the United Nations. During

the Johnson Administration, no overt ground actions were mounted against

either country, though there were extensive air attacks against Laos. In

the Nixon Administration, both countries were invaded by U.S. or South

Vietnamese ground forces.

The Pentagon study is critical of American Ambassadors in Saigon for

overlooking the South Vietnamese government's use of repressive police

measures, political arrests, widespread corruption and its repeated failure

to live up to agreements with the United States. Another problem was the

tendency of the South Vietnamese government to take unauthorized, independent

actions. One of the most startling was the discovery in 1967 that the

South Vietnamese government had brought in Chinese Nationalists to engage

in operations in Laos.

In response to American prodding, the study shows, the South Vietnamese

showed a ready willingness to declare new policies, sign decrees, and engage

in joint studies, However, the report noted, this willingness "scarcely

means that we got what we wanted on such matters...Examples of superficial

compliance are almost too numerous to mention."
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The South Vietnamese were described as quite sensitive on matters

relating to sovereignty or "face." The U.S. was. afraid to inflame this

sensitivity. As a result, both sides avoided many delicate topics.
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The St. Louis Post Dispatch

July 7, 1971

"Bunker Proposed 'Blueprint' for Vietnam Victory"

In one section of the Pentagon papers which deals with the evolution

of the war and the relations between the U.S. and the Saigon Government

from 1963 to 1967, a document entitled "Blueprint for Vietnam" sets out

Ambassador Bunker's plan for expanding the U.S. effort in that country

after the 1967 Vietnamese elections had been satisfactorily completed.

Prepared by Bunker in mid-1967, the memo began,"Progress in the war has

been steady on all fronts...We can defeat the enemy by patient, continued,

and concerted effort." It then proposed that the U.S. keep "maximum

pressure" on the enemy by stepping up military activity in the South

and by bombing the North, but only hitting targets that did not "result

in unacceptable risk of uncontrolled escalation." Bunker also urged that

the pacification program be accelerated.

The papers also show that Henry Cabot Lodge, Bunker's predecessor,

intervened extensively in the affairs of the South Vietnamese Government.

Reporting on a meeting with Premier Ky on March 22, 1966, Lodge indicated

his concern with two major problems: keeping the Saigon Government to

its promises to hold provincial elections, and to draft a new constitution.

When Lodge advised Ky not to cancel the elections as had been reported,

Ky replied that he was not cancelling them but that two provincial councils
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did not want elections.' Lodge recommended that Ky have the two councils

state their position publicly, thereby lifting the onus for cancellation

from Ky. In addition, Lodge proposed that Ky obtain approval by the

Vietnamese generals of a list of names for a commission to draft a

constitution and that Ky announce this step over television and on film.

He told Ky that the question whether elections should be held later on

for a constitutional convention "should be deliberately fuzzed and left

open by implication."

A summary of this period by a Pentagon historian implies strong

criticism of the U.S. Embassy under both ambassadors. Bunker's memo is

termed "blandly naive," and the historian states that the Embassy seemed

to be surprised repeatedly by the maneuverings of the various political

groups. The historian notes that both the Embassy and the CIA lacked

the resources to gather and evaluate large amounts of information required

on political forces and corruption.

He also noted that the Embassy tried to protect the Government of

Vietnam from the press and help it build a favorable image, but that the

Saigon Government followed American advice more in form than in substance.

The historian observed that during.the Buddhist uprising, Ambassador Lodge

pressed Ky to be conciliatory, but remained "unreservedly sympathetic to

Ky" and "viewed the Buddhists as equivalent to card-carrying Communists."

One State Department message stated that "a key objective is to avoid anti-

Americanism becoming a major issue." Finally, the historian indicated that

the U.S. mission was concerned that competition between Generals Thieu and

Ky during the 1967 election would threaten "the indispensable unity of the
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military." However, Ambassador Bunker invited the two generals to an

informal luncheon and let them work out their own solution, a "ploy" which

resulted in Ky's agreeing to run for Vice President.
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The St. Louis Post-Dispatch

Concluding Summary

The articles on the Pentagon papers in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch

concentrate on the period 1964-1968 and deal primarily with the

perceptions and positions of high level American policymakers on the

conduct of the Vietnam war.

Several predominant themes may be identified. One concerns the

divergence between public and private statements made by high

administration officials on the progress of the war, especially

President Johnson, Secretary of State Rusk and Secretary of Defense

McNamara. Several instances are cited of optimistic public statements

by President Johnson when he had recently received reports that there

was little or no progress or that the outlook was bleak, A specific

instance of divergence was Secretary Rusk'.s May 1964 comments to General Khanh

indicating a willingness to use nuclear weapons against the Chinese if

necessary, while throughout the 1960's American officials publicly had

brushed aside suggestions that nuclear weapons might be used in Asia.

Finally, the study indicates great contrast between McNamara's private

and public opinions during one period.

Another theme deals with the large amount of internal conflict which

took place inside the administration over various war policies. The

three questions over which the decision makers disagreed are 1) the

geographical extent of the war, 2) the bombing of the North, and 3) the

number and role of U.S. troops in South Vietnam. On these issues the
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articles in the Post-Dispatch generally ranged McNamara, Enthoven,

McNaughton and Clifford on one side, in favor of restraint, and

Bunker, Lodge, Taylor, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the South

Vietnamese military on the other in favor of wider action. One

article dealt extensively with proposals by American and Vietnamese

leaders from 1964 and 1965 to 1968 favoring and opposing ground combat

operations in Laos and Cambodia.

A third theme is the troubled relations between the U.S. and the

South Vietnamese governments. This theme has two aspects. The first

deals with the continuing severe American criticism of the South

Vietnamese government for its corruption, inefficiency, instability,

and willingness to allow the U.S. to bear the burden of the war. The

second concerns the behavior of the U.S. government generally, and

specifically the American Embassy in Saigon, in response to the South

Vietnamese. On this point, the articles deal with American ignorance

of the actual military and political situation in Vietnam. Faulty

intelligence collection or analysis is given as the main reason for

this ignorance, though over-optimism is also assigned a large part.

Another major part of this aspect is the unwillingness of U.S.

ambassadors to press for real reforms in South Vietnam and their refusal

to deal with matters involving "face" to the South Vietnamese. Yet,

this criticism is combined with indications that the U.S. meddled

extensively in South Vietnamese affairs. The article dealing with

the relations between Lodge and Ky is an example of this latter type

of intervention.


