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linquishing even the small chance we have with Diem for some 
unknown and untried combination." 

In the second discussion, Mansfield reiterated what he had said 
in the earlier session, but added that the U.S. would have to consid­
er withdrawal "If Diem and Vietnamese cannot with our support 
create reasonably effective setup in Vietnam, or if French are sub 
rosa manipulating deal with Viet Minh at expense Free Viet­
nam .... "35 

On December 19, Dulles talked in Paris to Mendes-France (and 
Ely) and Eden. He told Mendes-France that despite Diem's failings, 
he was still the best hope, and, "we must indeed be desperate" to 
think of bringing back Bao Dal (as the French also had proposed). 
He urged that support for Diem be continued, but that more pres­
sure be exerted on him "to make changes we consider necessary." 
Mendes-France and Ely agreed, but said, among other things, "we 
must now prepare in our minds for alternative." 

Dulles added that if Diem failed, and there was no good alterna­
tive, the U.S. would have to reassess the situation. This, he said, 
would require consulting the Foreign Relations and Foreign Affalrs 
Committees, both of which had "strong feelings."'· 

After the Paris meeting, Radford went to Salgon to brief Collins 
on the talks and on Dulles' reaffirmation of U.S. support for Diem, 
which Dulles himself also addressed in a cable to Collins on Decem­
ber 24 in which he said, "Under present circumstances and unless 
situation Free Viet-Nam clearly appears hopeless and rapidly disin­
tegrating, we have no choice but continue our aid Viet-Nam and 
support of Diem."" 

Collins' pessimistic reports prompted Secretary of Defense 
Wilson to ask the JCS in early January 1955 for recommendations 
concerning the effects of various contingencies, including a cut-off 
of ald to Vietnam, and the "possible loss of South Vietnam to the 
Communists." The JCS replied on January 21, saying, among other 
things, that if South Vietnam fell, it would be necessary to increase 
U.S. forces to support American policy in the Far East. The Chiefs 
added that, because it was still unclear how far the U.S. would go, 
"a fum decision at national level as to implementation of U.S. 
policy in Southeast Asia is mandatory."'· 

On January 20, 1955, as requested in December, Collins submit­
ted a report on his mission to the NSC, which the Council discuased 
and generally approved on January 27." 

In his report, Collins said that the situation had improved some­
what since December, but that the outlook still was "not bright." 

HMa.n8field was a.l&o strongly o~ to having Bao Dai return to Vietnam. See hiB further 
statement on this on December 17. m ibid.. pp. 2393-2394. 

ulbiJ., p. zriS" Mansfield aUto told Robertson " ... Dr. Fiehel \lVould l?~ly be the best 
pEt!1llOn to work out with Diem the problem of delegation and political adjustments." "It W$.$ 
clear that the Senator had gMIll confidence in O!'. FiShel," Robertoon added. Ibld., p, 2352, 

ulbiJ.., pp. 2400-2465. Fonner Ambassador Heath agreed with Dullea.. and thought that Col· 
lins did not have an adequate perspective on the situation, and thus W$.$ advocating precipitoWl 
action. See the extt!rpt of his memo of Decembe-r 17. 1954, to Aariatant SecreLary Robert..aon, in 
PP, Gravel ed., vo\. I, p. 227. 

nFRUS, 1952-1954., vol. xm, p. 2419. No~: The SLate Department historical series presently 
terminates at the end of 1954. thus ending the use of this invaluable BiOurre at this point in the 
Btudy. 

UFot the two memoe eeoe PP. OOD ed .• book 10. pp. 800-863. 
~'For the ten of the Collins. l"1l1port see ibut. pp. 865-882". 
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Nevertheless, he thought Diem was the "best available" leader, 
and that with U.S. and French support he could succeed. Diem's 
major problems, Collins said, continued to be his failure to broaden 
his government and to control the sects. But another serious prob­
lem affecting UB. relations with Vietnam, Collins said, was the 
" ... real intentions and objectives of the French in Indochina. 
There is strong evidence that the French favor a new Vietnamese 
Government which will offer no serious resistance to the Viet 
Minh or to French direction. Without French support, and that 
support is far from assul"ed, the survival of Free Vietnam is prob­
lematical." Collins recommended that " ... our government should 
have this matter out with the French Government once and for 
all" in order to assure French support for Diem. (On this point the 
State Department and the NSC Planning Board disagreed with Col· 
lins, saying that this had already been done, and that the French 
should now implement their agreement to support Diem.)40 Collins 
concluded that the game was worth the candle, and that the U.S. 
had no choice but to continue supporting South Vietnam. A U.S. 
withdrawal, he said, " ... would hasten the rate of Communist ad· 
vances in the Far East as a whole and could result in the Ices of 
Southeast Asia to Communism." 

Collins estimated that the cost of U.S. support for Vietnam 
would be approximately $350-$400 million a year, most of it mili­
tary aid, compared to about twice that amount previously. He 
added that one specific contingency cost would be incurred when 
the Vietnamese Government increased its existing payments to the 
sects after the French terminated their traditional payments (an 
action which took place as scheduled on January 31, 1955). Collins 
estimated that until Diem was able to control the sects and cut off 
these subsidies, this would cost approximately $5 million a year, 
which would requlre increasing U.S. aid by that amount. 

Diem Clash& with tM Sects and Washington Agrees to Seck a New 
Government 

With the end of French subsidies to the sects, Diem, with advice 
and support from his brothers, Nhu and Luyen, and the Ameri­
cans, led by Lansdale, began the process of bringing the sects under 
further control. (By January 1955 at least two Hoa Hao and Cao 
Dai leaders had been persuaded to support Diem. One of these was 
the notorious Cao Dai leader. Trinh Minh The, who was first con­
tacted at his jungle headquarters in the fall of 1954 by Lansdale, at 
Diem's suggestion, and was subsequently persuaded by Lansdale to 
join forces with Diem, allegedly with the help of U.S. funds')" 

IIJIbui, pp. 883--ss.t 
HFor ~'Il fBSC'inating account of the TIte episode, see In t~ Midtlt of WCMI,. ch. lL 

I...a.nedale denied that any funds were invmved.. but a.eoonling to thE hntagon Popus, OOD ed., 
fn. 131 of IV. A. 3 .• ". . the SMM did leCl'etly rt!imbu.rse 1'he's. l.iet:I Minh forees who moved 
into Sa.isl:on and a.cte<l as ~'tI palace guard in ()ct.obe.r," According to BeI"t)8l'() Fall. "1Mm 
bought the Cao--Dai ~neral' Trinh Minh-the tnaStennind of'the meuy Saigon ~ bo!llbl.nga 
of 1~52 eo well deecribed in Graham Greene's '!"M Quid AntII'1C01I (New York: ViIting, 1950)­
far S2 milUQD~ another Cao-Dai 'general,' Nguyen Thanh Phuong, for S~Ui million (plU8 monthly 
ptlynlt'ntH for his trooper, and a Hoa-Hao warlord Tntn Van SctU for sa million more. In el11ike­
lihood. the total BmOUnt of American dolLars spent on bribes duri.Itg March and April 1956, by 
Diem may welI have ~ beyond $12 million." TIu! 1Uu Viet • .Nama, pp. UA-246. E.l.len 
Hammer. Struggle (w lruiocJurta. pp. 360-361, comrnenWi that ''The use of A.J:neriean aid mcmey 

Continued 
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Early in March. 1955. however. for reasons that continue to be 
somewhat obscure. the sects turned against Diem. even including 
those leaders who had agreed to support him. and organized a 
United Front of Nationalist Forces. also called the United Sects 
Nationalist Front. On March 21. the Front issued an ultimatum to 
Diem to form a "government of national union." which purportedly 
would be more broadly-based and representative. but which. in re­
ality. the sects would be able to control. (It should be noted. howev­
er. that a number of respected nationalist leaders joined in this 
demand. including Tran Van Do. the esteemed former Foreign 
Minister and the uncle of Madame Ngo Dinh Nhu.) The U.S. urged 
Diem to resist this action by the sects, and U.S. representatives in 
Vietnam worked feverishiy to appraise the situation and to try to 
dissuade some of those who had joined the Front." 

What was the attitude of Congress at this point toward what was 
happening in Vietnam? Ju<4ing_ by the discussion at a bipartisan 
congressional luncheon held by Eisenhower on March 31. 1955. 
for selected Senate leaders." there was very little interest or con­
cern. at least in comparison to other issues. Dulles told the group 
" ... how precarious the situation is in Vietnam and indicated that if 
Diem survives the present crisis. the chances will be good, but if he 
loses in this crisis the chances will be quite bad." Based on the 
summary of the meeting. however. it appears that there were no 
questions on Vietnam from the Senators present, and that most of 
the discussion concerned China and the Quemoy-Matsu problem." 

Dulles was continuing to work closely with Mansfield. The next 
day (April 1). he asked Mansfield to come to his office to discuss 
the Vietnam situation." 

On March 29. fighting had broken out between Diem's troops and 
Binh Xuyen forces. The French interceded and a truce was called. 
but Collins had decided. reluctantly, that Diem would have to be 
replaced, and on April 7 he cabled this decision to Washington. 
(That day, Ely had told Collins that he had reached the same con­
clusion.) 

Dulles replied that he had conferred with the President, and that 
while they were "disPOSed to back" Collins' final decision, they 
wanted to make sure he understood their position. What had been 
happening in Vietnam; Dulles sirid, resulted from· "a basic and 
dangerous misunderstanding" between the U.s. and France, and 
the replacement of Diem would not solve that problem. Rather 
". . . tha ouster of Diem on the present conditions mean that from now 
on we will be merely paying the bill and the French will be calling the 
tune." 

to buy poHti.ca1 support WI!UI m«ely a ~tition of the American experienC<! with the Chiang 
Kai-ahek regime in China. far which the United State. is still paying a heavy price, It was the 
se.rne method-direct:ed at the same group&-whicb the French had already used with such a 
marked tack of 8\1CCle8! in southern Viet-Nam. Thia t.iJn.e. too. it failed." 

uSee CoUins, Lightning k pp. 400-401. and I..a.nadale. III tJw Midat of WGI'& pp,. 244 fr. One 
of t.be:ee was 'I'M. who then revel"leld his position. ~Y .. after he: was "bought" again. See 
Joeeph Bllttinger. Vit'tnant: A ~ EmbattW vOl. n (New York: PrHger. 1008), pp. 869, 
1l~ 

uRepublicans KnO"Niand, Bridge&., Millikin, Saltonstall. Wiley, H. Alexander Smith. and 
Democrats Lyndon Johnson. Clements. ThollUiS C. Henn.inp {MoJ, Green. George, Carl T. 
Hayden. and RWl8eU. 
~·Eisenhower Library, Whitman File. Legislative Meetings Serie:s, 
uDuUee Telephone Cttlls Serif18 There is no record or their conversati.on. 
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Dulles added that a second factor from the Washington perspec­
tive was ". . . that there will be very strong opposition in the Om­
gress to supporting the situation in Indochina generally and Viet­
nam in particular if Diem is replaced under existing circumstances. 
We do not say that this opposition may not in the last instance be 
overcome, particularly if you personally can make a case before the 
Congressional committees but Mansfield who is looked upon with 
great respect by his colleagues with reference to this matter, is 
adamantly opposed to abandonment of Diem under present condi­
tions."" 6 

By at least April 11, 1955, Washington policymakers had general­
ly concluded that Diem would have to be replaced. In a telephone 
conversation that day with his brother Allen, Director of the CIA, 
Secretary Dulles said, "it looks like the rug is coming out from 
under the fellow in Southeast Asia [Diem]." He added that he was 
ha~ lunch with the President, and "that would be it. Probably it 
[Diem s successor] will be Q or B [Quat or Buu Lee]."" 

Later that day, after IW!enhower apparently agreed that the 
change should be made, Secretary Dulles talked with Walter Rob­
ertson'· He told IWbertson that in view of the impending change, 
"now is the time to get any commitments we want from the 
French." They also talked about consulting Members of Congress. 
Robertson said he would talk to Mansfield and Judd. Dulles said he 
would call Walter George (who bad become the new chairman of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee after the Democrats re­
gained control of the Senate in the 1954 election). 

Dulles then called George, who was in Georgia at the time:" 
The Sec. said things are not going well in Vietnam. G. 

judged that. The Sec. said we may have to make some changes 
which he is extremely reluct.ent to do. He can't talk about it 
on the telephone but wanted G. to know things are boiling 
there. G. asked if Collins is concerned. The Sec. said he and 
Ely feel we have to make changes. We are talking with Mans­
field though the Sec. does not know that he agrees but we may 
have to do it at any rate. The Sec. is not asking for a commit­
ment on the phone but didn't want G. to be surprised. 

On April 17, Collins was recalled to Washington for a discussion 
of the situation. He first met with Eisenhower, who apparently 
agreed tbat Diem would have to be replaced. He then met several 
times with Dulles and the members of the Vietnam Working 
Group, (headed by Young), as well as with a State-CIA-OOD group, 
and after considerable discussion the Working Group proposed a 
compromise under which Phan Huy Quat and Tran Van Do would 
become President and Vice President. Diem would become chair­
man of a consultative council, which would continue until a perma­
nent structure of government was created by a provisional national 
assembly. Dulles first opposed but then accepted this/roposa], and 
it was also supported by Allen Dulles. Mansfield, an Collins him­
self. 

411See PP DOD ed. book 10, pp. 894-906 for C<;lhns' cable Qr April 7 and pp. 907-909 for 
Dulles' cnb!.e of the same date. 

HDulles Telephone Calls Series. 
'IIlbid. 
ulbld. 
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Thus. on April ?:1. a cable was sent to Paris and Saigon outlining 
the new U,S. position,so TIlls cable is of considerable interest not 
only for what it reveals about the way in which the U.S. was seek· 
ing to manipulate and control events in supposedly "independent" 
Vietnam, but also as a "point" against which another famous 
cable, that of August 1963 giving the green light for the coup 
against Diem, was an ironic and tragic "counterpoint." 

The April ?:1 cable explained that the U.S. would officially main­
tain support for Diem ", . , until and unless Vietnamese leaders 
develop alternate proposal which Bao Dai would support," But this 
was only to be the official U.S. posture. as the cable acknowledged: 
"While the Vietnamese in Saigon should appear to be the framers 
of a new govemment. Collins and Ely will probably have to be in 
practice the catalysts. TIlls may result in stories regarding a new 
Collins-Ely 'formula' but we should make every attempt to keep 
the Vietnamese label." Accordingly, if the Vietnamese were unable 
to agree on a candidate, ". . . then Ely and Collins will have to rec­
ommend a name for Bao Dai to designate to form a new govem­
ment under the proper terms and conditions." 

Collins and Ely should also ". . ' urge Diem to serve in a new 
capacity. if he will. and provide full support for the new govem­
ment. If Diem refuses. the program should nevertheless be carried 
out anyway," 

These proposals were agreed to by some officials in the State De­
partment only when it appeared to be the only available compro­
mise, As Kenneth Young said in a memo to Walter Robertson on 
April 30, 1955, "None of us [Vietnam Working Group] believed in 
them but we were faced with Collins' strong recommendations, and 
the fact that he had been to the White House the first day after his 
arrival," 5 1 

On April 26. at the regular weekly meeting with Republican con­
gressional leaders. Eisenhower reported that Diem was losing 
public support and that General Collins was discouraged about the 
situation, (The President did not reveal to the leaders why Collins 
was in Washington, or the fact that a decision to replace Diem was 
neartng completion, He told them that Collins had come back to 
testify before Congress.)' 2 

On the night of April ?:1. Secretary Dulles discussed the cable on 
the new U.S, position with Republicans on the Far East Subcom­
mittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (Knowland, 
Hickenlooper and Smith). They met at his house because, as he 
told Knowland, if they met at the State Department or at the Cap­
itol, "it would be in the press,"·· 

While these events were taking place in Washington, fighting 
erupted again in Saigon (Cholon), where Diem's troops, with con­
tinuing assistance from Lansdale and the CIA, successfully at­
tacked the Binh Xuyen forces, Lansdale took the position that the 
Diem forces were winning. and urged skeptical U,S. Embassy per-

~opp, 000 ed .• book 10, pp. 941-94-,1. 
II/buL p. 9.t,5. For one interesting report on Collins' views, summarizing his "debriefIng" at 

the Department of State em April 25, 1955, see ibid., pp. 937 -940. 
S%EiBenhower Library. Summary of l.eIlislative Leadership Meeting. Supplementary Notes. 

Apr 26. 1955. Whitman File, Legislath'e Meetings Seriee, 
$SDulJes Telephone Call$ Senee 
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sonnel to go out in the streets and see for themselves. 54 He insisted 
on sending his own cable to Washington, and said in his memoirs, 
"It must have been this particular message that Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles mentioned to me months later. His staff had 
brought him my message while he was at a dinner party. After 
reading it, he had excused himself and gone to the White House to 
see the President and inform him. President Eisenhower had then 
made the decision to support Diem, as far as the U.S. could."" 

Although Lansdale is not entirely correct about the timing of the 
decision, it appears that after receiviug word of the renewed fight­
ing, including Lansdale's version of the situation, Secretary Dulles 
ordered a cable to be sent to Saigon and Paris suspending action on 
the earlier cable. In a telephone conversation with his brother 
Allen on the morning of April 28,'· however, he said that the re­
newal of the conflict did not mean that "we should hold up our 
planning. A WD said it takes US off the hook. It is better to make a 
change in the light of a civil war situation." (Judging by this con­
versation, Secretary Dulles was not, at that time at least, as strong 
a supporter of Diem as he might appear to have been.) 

There was also a strong reaction from Congress, as described by 
Young in his April 30 memo to Robertson: "Senator Mansfield 
issued a long statement in support of Diem on April 29. If Diem is 
forced out Mansfield would have us stop all aid to Viet-Nam except 
of a humanitarian nature. Senators Knowland and Humphrey have 
also backed Diem. A large number of members of the House For­
eign Affairs Committee after hearing Collins have informed the de­
partment through Congresswoman Edna F. Kelly (D/N.Y.) that 
they would not favor the State Department withdrawing support 
from Diem. Collins met with the Far East Subcommittee of the 
Senate Foreign Relatiolll! Committee, separately with Senator 
Mansfield, and with about a dozen of the House Committee." 
Young added that while Collins and Sturm (who attended the con­
gressional meetings with Collins) had said that "these legislators 
would give no trouble, Sturm inform~ us after seeing Senator 
Mansfield that there was nothing to it," he (Young) and others in 
the Philippine and Southeast Asia staff felt that " ... there is [sic] 
going to be real difficulties on the Hill if Diem is forced out by 
what appears to be French-Bao Dai action."" 

Faced with these reactiolll!, and with the success of Diem's forces, 
the executive branch reversed iteelf in a cable on May 1 cancelling 
the April 2:7 cable. The uncertainty in Washington was comparable 

S4Iron Mike O'Daniel needed Uttle encouragement. "He rode past the Vietnamese troops in 
hie Mdan. ")'in«" the American flag, snd though he .-aan't BUppoeed to take sid_ he leaned out 
and gave f.hem the thUl'llblwup sign. shouting, 'Give 'em hell, boys!' " Shaplen, TM Lost RlooIu­
twn.. p, 123. See a.hIo 1..cmsdale, /I'l the Midst of Want, p, 288 

"I,. tlw J,lj-ht of Wars, p. 300. 
uDullee Telephone CeJl& Series. 
51 PI', DOD ed., book 10. p. 946, For staV:ments by M.ansfield and Humphrey see eft yol. 101, 

pp. 5288-52:91. There is no mention of these committee mee:ti.ngs in the blstorica1.series of either 
committee, which would 6'Ugge6t that they were either held at the State Department or were 
completely off.ti»-TOCt)ni 

On .M:ay 3, 19&5, the President held #. hip6U't:isan leaisletive- leede:" conference et which Dullee 
~ 8eftrtil f01:"cigD policy problems. including Vietnam, but bis presentation of that issue 
was ~ry brief, and in the di:ecuaeion that foll\7'l1l7ed there were no qUestIons or diecu.asion of it by 
the leadenJ who were pn.nt. {The primary ~ of the meeting was to diecuss the adminia­
tnnion's propoae.d 1955 foreign aid 1egiaJetionJ Ei8enhower u""braFY, &unmary of Bipartisan Leg­
islative t.ew.fershlp Meeting, Ma,. 3. 19&5, Whitman FUe. Legislative Meetings Se-ries. 
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to that in August 1963. "We are," said Young, "in a bewildering, 
fluid situation."'. The intelligence community correctly predicted 
in an StE on May 2, 1955, however, that although the situation was 
fluid, Diem had the upper hand, and that with continued U.S. help 
he would stabilize the situation." 

Meanwhile, Diem's brother Nhu, with the help of the CIA (Lans­
dale was not directly involved), had organized in late April 1955 a 
countergroup to the United Front of Nationalist Forces. This new 
group, the National Revolutionary Congress of the Vietnamese 
People (also called the National Revolutionary Movement), was 
backed by the labor federation and other elements in the earlier 
coalitions that Nhu had organized in 1953 and again in 1954. 

The Revolutionary Congress met in Saigon on May 4, 1955, and 
announced its support for Diem. Prior to the May 4 meeting, how­
ever, a number of other nationalist leaders, saying they wanted a 
more dynamic plan, broke away from Nhu's group and formed one 
of their own. Led by the Hoa Hao and by General The's faction of 
the Cao Dai. they organized the Revolutionary Committee (formally 
called the General Assembly of Democratic Revolutionary Forces), 
which demanded that Bao Dai be removed and Diem become head 
of a new government. The group also demanded the complete with­
drawal of the French. 

After meeting with Lansdale, however. the leaders of the Revolu­
tionary Committee were persuaded to work more closely with 
Nhu's groUp.60 

These developments were very troubling to the French, who re­
sponded at a tripartite Foreign Ministers' meeting in Paris May 8-
11, 1955, with the suggestion that they withdraw their forces from 
Vietnam. French Prime Minister Edgar Faure (who replaced 
Mendes-France in February 1955) said that Diem was ". . . not 
only incapable but mad (fou). He ruined our chances for a possible 
solution just when it was in the offing. France can no longer take 
risks with him." Faure warned that Diem would "yield to the revo­
lutionary grou~:' which were under the influence of the Viet 
Minh-Ha fact, ' he said, referring especially to Lansdale. "that cer­
tain Americans do not seem sufficiently aware of. ... "61 

Dulles replied that the only choice for the U.S. at that point was 
to support Diem or to withdraw. "US does not agree with French 
opinion of Diem. If he had been a non-entity he would have col­
lapsed but he did not. He showed so much ability that US fails to 
see how he can be got [sic] rid of now. It is assumed that France 
would not wish to do so by force."62 

The meeting failed to produce a joint position, and it was obvious 
that the two powers had finally come to a breaking point over Viet­
nam policy. The U.S. no longer felt. as Dulles had said in the fall of 

UPI'. OOD ~L book 1(), p. 946. 
1UI IbuL, pp. 955-958. At this point (May 3, 1955) then! was an intriguing phone oonvenation 
~n Secretary Dulles and fonner Governor ThoImlS E. Dewey of New York. (Dulles Tele­
phone C,a.Hs Seriesl. during which Dewey said he had received a cable from Diem. and Dulles 
told him to call Young in the State Department. and to "do what he fAl)'$ to a.boUt it," There i.8 
00 further inIol'1'1Ultion as to what t:hiA involved, but it was pmbahly related to the effort then 
~ing tn..!tde to give Diem rene"ilVed support. including domestic support in the U S. 

ll°See Lan8f.bUe's descnption of these events,. In the MU4t of Want pp.301-304. 
f t From State Department cables in pp, DOD ed" book 10. pp. 959-96;1 
ulbuL p 96:' 
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1954. that it did not want to be "saddied" with the entire responsi­
bility for Vietnam. Propelled by Diem's success against the sects, 
and by the momentum toward intervention being generated by the 
responsibilities already assumed, the U.S. leadership decided that 
the time had come to take over completely from the French. As ex­
pi ,ned in a memorandum by General Bonesteel (the Defense 
member of the NSC Planning Board). "M. Faure's proposal to Mr. 
Dulles that the French withdraw their forces from Vietnam may. if 
properly played. permit a real reversal of the trend toward Com­
munism in Southeaet Asia. If the U.S. can and will make a deal 
with Diem. in which he pledges to protect French citizens remain­
ing after French troops leave. in return for our assurances of in­
creased aid and the rapid and effective traiaing of hia army. we 
should be happy to see the French leave." 

Bonesteel added that this would ". . . clearly disengage us from 
the taint of Colonialism derived from our support of the French 
and Boo Dai which has plagued us throughout Asia. It would put 
us clearly in our traditional role of supporting the 'independence 
and legitimate national aspirations' of people." 

U.S. support of Vietnam, he said, " ... might, of course. eventu­
ally involve us in a substantial commitment. However, this is by no 
means certain. and there is a real likelihood traiaing. technical as­
sistance and moderate aid will be aU that is required. We should 
not forget that we are already committed under SEATO to defend 
Viet Nom against overt attack. The new situation would permit. in 
psychological terms. the all-<>ut use of 'Militant Liberty' to help 
build free Viet Nam resolve."" 

In January 1956. the Diem government asked France to with­
draw its remaining 35,000 troops from Vietnam. and on April 26. 
1956, the French military command in Vietnam was dissolved and 
the last French Union forces left the country. Between 1945 and 
the end of righting in 1954. when fighting stopped, about 75,000 sol­
diers of the French Expeditionary Corps died in Vietnam, including 
about 20.700 Frenchmen, many of them officers, 11,600 members of 
the French Foreign Legion. 15.200 Africans recruited from French 
colonies and 26.700 indigenous regulars. An estimated 1 million Vi­
etnamese. most of them civilians. had also perished. 

Diem CoTUlolidates His Power 
Following his initial success against the Binh Xuyen, coupled 

with the success of Nhu and Lansdale in bringing the various na· 
tionalist groups into the general framework of the National Revo­
lutionary Movement, Diem moved to consolidate his power. First, 
with complete support from the U.S., he announced that he would 
not meet with the North Vietnamese to discuss the 1956 elections 
as provided by the Final Declaration of the Geneva Conference, 

"-'Ibid.., p.975 (emphaaie in original) During testimony before the Foreign Relations Commil.w 
tee en May 17, 195...::;, DuUes commented on his meeting with Faure. See SFRC Hut Ser .• veL VII. 
p. 496. 

The term "militant hberty" was coined by John Brorer. then a Defense DeptlU1.ment civilian 
employee, based on Lansdale', work in the Philippines. Acoonling to l..8n8daIe, Brt;;ger "sold the 
idea to Radfo.rd," CRS Interview with Edward I..ansdale. Apr. 29, 1983, 
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and that those elections would not be held.·' His explanation, and 
that of the U.S., was that his government had not been a party to 
the G;meva Declaration in which the election was stipulated (nor 
had the U.S'), and that elections were not possible unless they 
could be genuinely free. 

He then announced (July 7, 1955) that there would be a national 
referendum in October at which voters could choose between Bao 
Dai's monarchy or a republic, which he (Diem) would head. 

Despite U.S. advice that this referendum should not appear to be 
too one-sided, and that something like a 60 percent margin would 
be adequate, as well as more politic, Diem won the October 2.3 ref­
erendum by 98.2 percent of the vote, and designated himself as 
President of the Republic. "There is not the slightest doubt that 
this plebiscite," Bernard Fall commented, "was only a shade more 
fraudulent than most electoral tests under a dictatorship. In nearly 
all electoral areas, there were thousands more 'Yes' votes than 
voters .... Thus, contrary to many official statements on the sub­
ject, the South Vietnamese Government must indeed be considered 
a revolutionary government and not one that is, in a phrase cher­
ished by many Americans, 'legally constituted.' ".' 

The U.S. Government, however, hailed the results of the referen­
dum. In the words of the State Department, "We are glad to see 
the evolution of orderly and effective democratic processes in an 
area of Southeast Asia which has been and continues to be threat­
ened by Communist efforts to impose totalitarian controL"·· 

There was very little reaction from Congress, which was not in 
session at the time, but a few weeks earlier Senator Mansfield, re­
porting on his trip to Indochina in September, declared that during 
the year since his last trip to Vietnam the situation had improved 
considerably, "largely through the dedication and courage of Ngo 
Dinh Diem."·' "In the Diem government," he added. "there now 
exists for the first time a genuine alternative to the authoritarian 
regime of Ho Chi Minh." In order for the Diem alternative to suc­
ceed however, Diem, in Mansfield's opinion. would need to accom­
plish these objectives: 

1. To hold elections for a constituent assembly in south Viet­
nam at the earliest possible time as a first step in developing 
representative and responsible government; 

2. To complete the political unification of south Viet Nam by 
a fmal resolution of the problem of the sects and other dissi­
dents; 

$4The u.s. position on the question of all·Vietnam eleeti0n3 was decided at an NSC meeting 
on June 13, 195&. the ~ of which are still cl.aEified. In preparation for th.is decision. the 
State Department had undet1ak.en vvious studi. on the wbject du.riJlg the ~ or 1955, espe-­
cially bow Communist pins could be mjnimiUid if an election were beld. 

uFall. The TIro ViLt-NtlIM. pp. 257-258. n.e October referendum was followed by the election 
of a Constituent As&embiy in March 1956. which also Wall aaid to have been marked by many 
irregularities. Ct. Butti:ngw, Viflornam:." A DrfJlJOtt EmbattW, vol. n. pp. 942-943. For one anaI)"Sis 
of the corutequences of the decision DQt to hold eleetiorw, 8IeJt Franklin B. Weimrtein. Vj,tt1l4M'8 
Uwld Election.s: 'I'M Failure to Carry Out the 1956 Reunifimliorz Electum.s and the Effect olt 
HOMi's ~nt Outlool. Dttta Paper No. 60 Gt.b.aat.,. N.Y,; Department of Asian Studies,"Comell 
Uni-venrity, 19(6). 

**l.Jerorl1J!M!nto{SliJu&lktin. Nov. 1, 1955. 
&TV.S. Congress. Senate., Commitl« on Fo~ .R.elatiOlU., Vid1l4m. Cambodia. <md Laos, 

Report b;' Senator Mike Manaf'teld. October 6. 1955. 84th Cong., In !III!I!IIl. iWashingtoo. D.C.: U.s. 
Govt. Print- Off.. 1955). For simUe.r views 8ee "Mansfield's article, "Reprieve in Viet Nam," Harp­
er~ 1January 1956l. 
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3. To strengthen and improve the armed forces; 
4. To work for the unification of Viet Nam by peaceful 

means, in accord with the free and accurate expression of the 
wishes of the Vietnamese people; 

5. To deal promptly with the problems of economic recon· 
struction and development, particularly those involving the 
farmers and their families who constitute the great preponder­
ance of the population; 

6. To reduce reliance on foreign aid as rapidly as possible by 
vigorous measures of self·help; and 

7. To encourage free countries and their nationals who 
accept the political changes in Viet Nam and who have a con­
structive contribution to make to cooperate in the work of re­
construction and development. 

Two other congressional study missions in the fall of 1955 also 
voiced support for Diem. Both Senator Theodore Francis Green, 
and a House Foreign Affairs Committee delegation consisting of 
Democrats Zablocki, John Jarman (Okla.), Robert C. Byrd CW. Va.), 
and Republicans Judd, Church and Adair, found, in the words of 
Green, that" ... the government of Ngo Dinh Diem is demonstrat· 
ing really admirable and remarkable courage in facing problems 
which would cause lesser men to throw up their hands in 
despair."!58 

Anotber important development with respect to U.S. support for 
Vietnam and for Diem occurred in the fall of 1955 with the cre­
ation of an organization called the American Friends of Vietnam 
(.AFV), a citizens' lobby supported by leaders in Coogress, business, 
Jabor, the churches, universities, and by former executive branch 
officials. Origins of this group are somewhat unclear, but it is rea­
sonable to assume that the U.s. Government was indirectly if not 
directly involved, as it was in a number of similar citizens' groups 
during the 19508 and 19608. Even more directly involved was the 
International Rescue Committee (IRC), another group which 
worked very closely with the U.s. Government, particularly its 
President, Leo Cherne, as well as Cherne's associate, Joseph But­
tinger, both of whom were founding members of the AFV.·· 

As of 1956, the chairman of the AFV was Gen. John W. "Iron 
Mike" O'Daniel, who had just returned from Vietnam and had re­
tired from active duty. The co-chairman was William J. Donovan, 
former head of the 088, who had just completed a tour of duty as 
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U.S. Ambassador to Thailand. Among its members were such nota­
bles as Justice William O. Douglas, Henry R. Luce (publisher of 
Time and Life), William Randolph Hearst, Jr., and Arthur M. 
Schlesinger, Jr. And so it went. Obviously, this was not an ordi­
nary, run-ilf-the-mill citizens' group. Also listed as members in 1956 
were 32 Members of the U.S. House of Representatives, including 
several members of the Foreign Affalrs Committee, and five Sena­
tors, including John F. Kennedy. A later listing in 1961 still 
showed "Pres. Kennedy" as a member. as well as Mansfield and 
House Majority Leader McCormack.'· 

Although there were a number of Democrats and "liberals" 
among the membership of the AFV. there were also a number of 
Republicans and "conservatives." Their common bond appeared to 
be their support for a strong U.S. role in Vietnam. 

The close connection of the AFV with the Government of Viet­
nam (and of the U.S.) is suggested by the following description of 
the crOSS-<lrganizetional relationships of some of its leaders: 71 

Another member of the executive committee [American 
Friends of Vietnam} was Elliot Newcomb. who was later to 
become treasurer of the organization. Newcomb and Harold 
Oram . . . were partners in a public relations firm, Newcomb­
Oram, which two months before the formation of the American 
Friends of Vietnam had signed a contract with Diem's govern­
ment to handle its public relatiolUl in the United States. New· 
comb subsequently left the firm, but Oram continued to be reg­
istered with the Justice Department as a foreign agent acting 
for the Diem government until June 30, 1961. The Diem gov­
ernment paid the Oram firm a $3,000 monthly fee plus ex­
penses, with a third of it earmarked for a fujI-time campaign 
director. This position was held from 1956 to the end of the 
contract in 1961 by Gilbert Jonas, who had been executive sec­
retary of the American Friends of Vietnam and later became 
its secretarr and assistant treasurer. 

During Diem s 1957 trip to the United States, it was the Oram 
firm, together with the AFV, that handled public relations, and 
many of Diem's speeches during the trip were written by 
Buttinger.72 

An example of the political dynamics and influence of those aas<r 
cisted with the activities of the AFV was the following incident:" 

The telephone operator in the Chancery was used to such 
things, but even she blinked a little when Cardinal Spellman 
picked up the telephone and said: "Get me Joe Kennedy." 
When these two powerful men got on the line together, one 
winter afternoon in 1955, they settled quickly, as men of deci· 
sion do, the steps that had to be taken to swing the wavering 
Eisenhower Administration solidly behind the young regime of 
Premier Ngo Dinh Diem. The report of this extraordinary con-

1ll'fbe 1956 list is contained i.n the pri.rJtedproceedingB of a 1956 tJYll1po1i\ium on AmerlCll S 
StaJM in VU't.lll.tm, published. by the American Friends of Vietnam in 1956, and the 19tH list on 
the letterhead of the AFV in a mailing that year 

1 I Robert SchH!r, HolL' tlu United States Got I~IX)Jvtd iTl Vietnam. A Report to the ~nter for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions (Sante. B.arbara, Calif.. 1965), pp, 32-33. 

1 Z Ibid., p. 39. 
nRobert Scheer and Warn>n Hinck1e "TIw 'Vietnam Lobby: ,. Rnmpart.tt, 4 iJuJy 1965J. p. 19. 
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versation comes from Joseph Buttinger, an official of the Inter­
national Rescue Committee, who was sittin~ in Spellman's 
office. Buttinger had just returned from :saigon, and he 
brought bad news. Diem s administration was in trouble . 

• • • • • • • 
. . . Kennedy arranged for Buttinger to meet with Senator 

Mansfield and some key State Department personnel in Wash­
ington. His son, Senator John F. Kennedy, was in California, 
but Buttinger had a long conversation with the Senator's as­
sistant. Ted Sorenson. Spellman took care of the press. He set 
up meetinge for Buttinger with editors of the New York Times, 
the editorial board. of the Herold-TribuTI£, and key editors of 
both Time and Life. Two days later the Times printed an edito­
rial coDUlining the Buttinger thesis. Buttinger himself took 
pen in hand and wrote an article for the Repornr praising 
Diem as democracy's "alternative" in Southeast Asia. 

The principal speaker at an AFV symposium on Vietnam in 
early June 1956 was Senator John F. Kennedy. He spoke on the 
theme of the meeting, "America's Stake in Vietnam," and it is of 
interest to read some of what he said: 

(I) First, Vietnam represenUl the cornerstone of the Free 
World in Southeast Asia, the keystone to the arch, the finger 
in the dike. Burma. Thailand, India, Japan, the Philippines 
and obviously Laos and Cambodia are among those whose secu­
rity would be threatened if the red tide of Communism over­
flowed into Vietnam. In the past, our policy-makers have some­
times issued contradictory statements on this point-but the 
long history of Chinese invasions of Southeast Asia being 
stopped by Vietnamese warriors should have removed all 
doubt on this subject. 

Moreover, the independence of Free Vietnam is crucial to 
the free world in fields other than the military. Her economy 
is essential to the economy of all of Southeast Asia; and her 
political liberty is an inspiration to those seeking to obtain or 
maIntain their liberty in all parts of Asia-and indeed the 
world_ The fundamental tenets of this nation's foreign policy, 
in short, depend in considerable measure upon a strong and 
free Vietnamese nation. 

(2) Secondly. Vietnam represents a proving ground of democ­
racy in Asia. However we may choose to ignore it or deprecate 
it, the rising prestige and influence of Communist China in 
A.sts are unchallengeable facts. Vietnam represents the alter­
native to Communist dictatorshiy. If this democratic experi­
ment fails, if some one million refugees have fled the totalitari­
anism of the North only to frod neither freedom nor security 
in the South, then weakness, not strength, will characterize 
the meaning of democracy in the minds of still more Astsns. 
The United States is directly responsible for this experiment­
it is playing an important role in the laboratory where it is 
being conducted. We cannot afford to permit that experiment 
to fail. 

(3) Third and in somewhat similar fashion. Vietnam repre­
sents a test of American responsibility and determination in 
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Asia. If we are not the parents of little Vietnam, then surely 
we are the godparents. We presided at its birth, we gave asslat­
anre to its life, we have helped to shape its future. As French 
influence in the political, economic and military spheres has 
declined in Vietnam, American influence has steadily grown. 
This is our offspring-we cannot abandon it, we cannot ignore 
its needs. And if it falls victim to any of the perils that threat­
en its existence-Communism, political anarchy, poverty and 
the rest-then the United States, with some justification, will 
be held responsible; and our prestige in Asia will sink to a new 
low. 

(4) Fourth and finally, America's stake in Vietnam, in her 
strength and in her security, is a very selflJ!h one-for it can be 
measured, in the last analysis, in terms of American lives and 
American dollars. It is now well known that we were at one 
time on the brink of war in Indo-China-a war which could 
well have been more costly, more exhausting and less conclu­
sive than any war we have ever known. The threat of such war 
is not now altogether removed from the horiron. Military 
weakness, political instability or economic failure in the new 
state of Vietnam could change almost overnight the apparent 
security which has increasingly characterized that area under 
the leadership of President Diem. And the key position of Viet­
nam in Southeast Asia, as already discussed, makes inevitable 
the involvement of this nation's security in any new outbreak 
of trouble. 

Although the Diem government had made considerable progress, 
Kennedy said, there was much more to be done. He proposed that 
the U.S. "offer" Vietnam a non-Communist "revolution," which he 
described as follows: H 

... We should not attempt to buy the friendship of the Viet­
namese. Nor can we win their hearts by making them depend­
ent upon our handouts. What we must offer them is a revolu­
tion-a political, economic and social revolution far superior to 
anything the Communists can offer-far more peaceful, far 
more democratic and far more locally controlled. Such a revo­
lution will require much from the United States and much 
from Vietnam. We must supply capital to replace that drained 
by the centuries of colonial exploitation; technicians to train 
those handicapped by deliberate policies of illiteracy; guidance 
to assist a nation taking those first feeble steps toward the 
complexities of a republican form of government. We must 
assist the inspiring growth of Vietnamese democracy and econ­
omy, including the complete integration of those refugees who 
gave up their homes and their belongings to seek freedom. We 

hThe text of Kennedy's speech is in Al1U!'rico:S Stau U'I Vietnam. and is reprinted in Wesley 
R Fishe-l led ... Vi4!'tl1(lm: AMtomy of Q eon!1ii:.t fltssca. H1.: F. E. Peacock. 1008., pp. 142-147. 
Portions of the speech aLso (kPpear in Kennedy, Tire Strategy of ~ pp. 62·-6,5, Allan Nevins, 
the Columbia V niversit)" historian who edited '1'h#. Strategy of ~, W3S unstinting in hiB 
pl"flisle for Diem. In B footnote (p. 62} Nevins said, "The little republic trut., became what Mr. 
Kennedy ca1ls it, (k pro\ing ground of democracy. It has produced in ita Pre&ident, Ngo Oinh 
Diem. one of the true 5t.atesmen of the new Asia. Peace and order have been restored. food is 
abundant. the E!C(Inomic life is troubl«i only by inflation, and «iucation is improving. With cur­
rent economic aid or about $iSS million, Vietnam is Ii country of which the West can feel proud, 
and wlUch it should continue to protect." 
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must provide military assistance to rebuild the new Vietnam­
ese Army, which every day faces the growing peril of Vietminh 
armies across the border. 

• • • • • • • 
This is the revolution we can, we should, we must otTer to 

the people of Vietnam-not as charity, not as a busin_ propo­
sition, not as a political maneuver, nor simply to enlist them 
as soldiers against Communism or as chattels of American for­
eign policy-but a revolution of their own making, for their 
own welfare, and for the security of freedom everywhere. 

Kennedy concluded his speech by urging that the U.S. "never 
give its approval" to the election stipulated by the Geneva Declara­
tion, which, he aaid. would be an ' election obviously stacked and 
subverted in advance, urged upon us by those who have already 
broken their own pledges under the agreement they now seek to 
enforce.' ! 

At a much later date there apparently was some interest in the 
Foreign Relations Committee as to the possible connection of the 
AFV with elements of the U.S. Government (a question that re­
mains unanswered). On March 13. 1967. Chairman Fulbright wrote 
to CIA Director Richard Helms to request information on whether 
U.S. Government funds had been made available. directly or indi­
rectly, to the AFV. 

In his reply to Fulbright on March 22, 1967, Helms declined to 
answer the question: 7S 

This is the type of query to which I would normally respond 
fully to either the CIA Subcommittee of Senate Appropriations 
or Senate Armed Services, whether the answers given were in 
the affirmative or negative. 

TIre US. and the "New Vietnam": Waging the Counterrevolution 
During 1955. the representatives and role of the United States 

began changing as the situation in Vietnam became more stable. In 
May 1955. Collins left, and a Foreign Service officer, G. Frederick 
Reinhardt, was appointed U.S. Ambassador to Vietnam. General 
O'Daniel was then replaced in November by Lt. Gen. Samuel T. 
Williams. 

Although Lansdale continued to operate rather independently of 
the bureaucracy. and got along well with General Williams, he was 
losing his influence. a Despite a personal appeal to the Dulles 
brothers. he was told to refrain from any further involvement in 
Vietnam politics, and he subsequently requested and was given re­
assignment, leaving Vietnam at the end of 1956. (He continued. 
however, to work on Vietnam activities.) 

In 1955, under the new team of Reinhardt and Williams, with 
Leland Barrows (and, beginning in 1958, Arthur Z. Gardiner) in 
charge of the aid program mSOM), and Nicholas Natsios as Chief 

75N'ational Arehlvet\, RG 41;' 
7f1'hto identification of t.OOge who oppoeed Lansdale ia not clear, but it is reaaonable to &MUlDe 

that they consisted of Far Eut peroonnel of the State Depart:mellt and some elemellt.s of the 
CIA. &'lEi Itt tM Midst of Wan. pop. 339 ff. for Laned.ale's explanation. According to him, the U.s. 
Government had decided to $Upplrt the creation of Ii political party. the c.n Lao, dil1'!C'ted by 
Shu, to support Diem. I..anadaIe, thought this would have a very divisive and represive effect on 
the political: system. lIH, indeed, It did. See also Shaplen, T1v [al lUuoluwm .. pp. 129 ff. 
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of the CIA Station, the United States launched a large and ambi­
tious program to keep South Vietnam free from control by the 
Communists. 

The new U.S. program in Vietnam reflected official perceptions 
of the international situation, and was an attribute of the U.S. re­
sponse to that situation. By the mid-1950s the Eisenhower adminis­
tration, supported by prestigious American leaders, was moving 
toward what Eisenhower hoped would be a lessening of tension if 
not a detente between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
While warning against the continued threat of communism, he and 
others who took this position argued that the U.S. should be "ad­
vancing beyond a merely anti-Soviet attitude," in the words of one 
of these leaders, John J. McCloy. In his foreword to a 1956 report 
of a 1953-55 study by a group of prominent Americans,77 sponsored 
by the Council on Foreign Relations, McCloy said, ". . . it seems to 
me that the struggle with Soviet Russia now extends beyond the 
military to the political, economic and social areas .... Moreover, 
the new leaders of the Kremlin appear to understand what Stalin 
failed to see-that their influence in the world increases as they 
decrease their bellicosity (though not their military capabilities). 
Accordingly, it seems, for the time being at least, that they are un­
likely to jeopardize their considerable gains and influence by re­
sorting to open war." McCloy added that he did not believe the 
Russians had abandoned long-term Communist goals, and it was es­
sential, therefore, for the U.S. to remain militariIy strong. But the 
nature of the struggle was changing, and "though our strong deter­
rent power may prevent Soviet aggression, we could lose the strug­
gle for freedom because of failures in the non-military area." 

These perceptions were officially expressed in a National Securi­
ty Council document, NSC 5501, "The Basic National Security 
Policy," January 6, 1955, (an update of the October 1953 "New 
Look" document, NSC 162/2), which concluded that the Russians 
would continue to support the international Communist movement 
and the expansion of Russian power and influence, but that their 
primary goal was to defend the security of Russia and to protect its 
Communist regime. (In the NSC document, "The spread of commu­
nism throughout the world" was ranked last in a list of six objec­
tives of the Russians.) As long as the Russians were "uncertain of 
their ability to neutralize the U.S. nuclear-air retaliatory power," 
this situation, the document also concluded, would continue to pre­
vail. Thus, while maintaining its military advantage, the U.S. 
might be in a position to negotiate with the Russians, (and possibly 
also with the Chinese), and to seek some accommodation with re­
speet to various international problems in which the two superpow­
ers had a stake. 7 • 

In July 1955, in keeping with this position, Eisenhower met with 
Russian leaders at a "summit conference" in Geneva, where he felt 

7THenry L Roberts, RUSSUl and America (New York: Harper and Bros., for the Council on 
Foreign Relations, 1956) The study group included, among others, Dean Rusk, W. Averell Harri· 
man, and John D. Rockefeller III McGeorge Bundy, Wall W. Roetaw, Robert Amory, Jr., Gen. 
Charles H. Bonesteel III. Robert Bowie, and Gen. L. L. Lemnitzer, were aI.so involved. 

1IISee Gaddis, Strnh!gies of Containment, pp. 142-161. NSC 5501 has been declassified and is 
located at the NationaJ Archives. RG 273. 



307 

progress was made toward strengthening peaceful relations and co­
operation. 

At the same time, in keeping with their shift of emphasis, the 
Russians were showing a greater interest in the less-developed 
countries, and in providing them with economic and other forms of 
assistance by which to increase Russian influence. 

These international developments affected the U.S. approach to 
the less-developed countries, including Vietnam, Laos and Cambo­
dia, in the period after 1955. Thus, while preparing against possible 
invasion of South Vietnam, the emphasis in the new U.S. program 
in Vietnam was on nonmiliwry programs to compete with and to 
contain, if not to defeat, the C{)mmunists through the strengthened 
resources of 10000leaders supp<>rted by the United States. 

The new U.S. program was also based on the assumption that 
there was a limit ro the effectiveness of such outside help, as Eisen­
hower consistently maintained, and that the U.S. could not success­
fully substitute its will and p<>wer for those of the indigenous popu­
lation. That assumption, in addition to discouraging the use of U.S. 
forces. also provided a built-in limitation on the number of Ameri­
cans assigned ro Vietnam, and on the roles they played, that 
tended ro control the expansion of the U.s. program during the 
entire latter half of the 1950.. The result was that when John F. 
Kennedy became President in 1961, there was about the same 
number of U.S. personnel in Vietnam as there had been in 1956-
57. 

The success of the Eisenhower administration's approach to the 
situation in countries like Vietnam, however, depended not only on 
whether such a program could succeed in establishing the neces­
sary indigenous strength to prevent Communist subversion, but 
also on the validity of U.S. deterrence strategy-on the ability of 
the U.s. to enSUre the defense of such countries, should the C{)m­
munists threaten to gain control through internal andlor external 
pressure. This was the p<>int at which the "New Look" was p<>ten­
tially weak, as critics of the administration's reliance on nuclear 
deterrence soon began to suggest. 

One of these critics was Henry A. Kissinger, an associate at the 
Center for International Affairs at Harvard University. TO Kissin­
ger questioned the Eisenhower administration's emphasis on nucle­
ar deterrence ("massive retaliation"), arguing. among other things. 
that it might prevent the United States from adequately defending 
the "grey areas" around the periphery of Russia and China. "If we 
accept an all-{)r-nothing military p<>licy," he said, "we may well 
find ourselves paralyzed in the years ahead. when the increasing 
Soviet nuclear capability undermines our willingness ro run the 
risk of a general war for anything less than ro counter a direct 
attack on the United States." 

Indochina was one of the "grey areas" which Kissinger thought 
should and could be defended, and where, as he said, an "a11-{)ut 
American effort may still save at least Laos and Cambodia." "Our 

HlHeng, A. Kissinger, "Military Policy and Defen.Sle 'of the Grey Areas:" Foreign A/f<Hf'8. 33 
'April 19a0!, pp. 416-42$ For a dHJcU98lOn of the i<.kms (Jf other entjcs of the ~ew Look, see Rus­
.s.ell F. Weigle~\ TM Al1W'nCall Way of War: A Hutory of l!l'UtOO States MIlitary Strateg:, and 
Folie:> lNew York: Macmillan, 19731, ell. 17 

3:-43~ 0 - 84 - 21 
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immediate task in Indochina," he wrote in early 1955, "and in 
other important grey areas must be to shore up the indigenous will 
to resist,. . [by] a political program to gain the confidence of 
local populations and to remove the stigma of colonialism from us, 
together with a measUre of economic assistance and similar steps." 

Eisenhower and his associates were not unaware of the problems 
of defending the "grey areas," and of the difficulties inherent in 
the application of the New Look to situations like that in Viet­
nam"O Their response, consistent with Eisenhower's belief in in­
digenous actions, and his opposition to the piecemeal use of U.8. 
forces in response to "brush-fire" wars, as well as the new efforts 
being made to establish more peaceful relationships with the 
U .S.S.R., was to launch a major new covert counterrevolutionary, 
counterinsurgency program aimed at combatting the Communists, 
especially in the grey areas and behind the "Iron Curtain." Viet­
nam was to become not just a "showcase" in Asia of U.S. "nation­
building"; it was also to be the prototype, after the Philippines, for 
U.S. counterrevolutionary, counterinsurgency programs in coun­
tries threatened by internal/external Communist pressure. 

Although there had been some covert U.8. operations in Indo­
china during Truman's administration, which had been continued 
by Eisenhower, the approval of NSC 5412 on March 15, 1954, 
marked the official recognition and sanctioning of a much larger 
program of anti-C.ommunist covert activities in Indochina and 
throughout the world.' 1 

~SC 5412, "National Security Council Directive on Covert Oper­
ations," which continued to be the U.S. Government's basic direc­
tive on covert activities until the Nixon administration's NSC 40 in 
1970, began with this statement of purpose: 

The National Security Council, taking cognizance of the vi­
cious covert activities of the USSR and Communist China and 
the governments, parties and groups dominated by them ... 
to discredit and defeat the aims and activities of the United 
States and other powers of the free world, determined, as set 
forth in NSC directives 10/2 and 10/5 [of the Truman adminis­
tration], that, in the interests of world peace and U.8. national 
security, the overt foreign activities of the U.S. Government 
should be supplemented by covert operations. . . . 

The NSC has determined that such covert operations shall to 
the greatest extent practicable, in the light of U.S- and Soviet 
capabilities and taking into account the riak of war, be de­
signed to 

a. Create and exploit troublesome problems for Interna­
tional Communism, impair relations between the USSR 

i<l"Dulles had hoIW;!d that the doctnne of 'massive retaliation' would discou~ MtwICOW and 
Peking ftom seeking to exploit 'national liberation' movemenlA to their (IWD. ends.. but by 1955 
Eisenhower was admitting what he had probably known all along: that SUtCh a strategy [heN!' 
Gaddis quoteS from IS lettf<r from EiBenhower to Churchill] ·offen., of i_Jr, no defense agairurt 
the 10HgeS that we incur through the enemy's political and military nibbling. So long as he ab­
stains from doing anything that he believes would provoke the free world to an apen deda:rntion 
of major wttr, he neerl DOt fear the "cieter-rent,"'" Gaddis, BtraU!g;es of Containment, p. 17K In 
early 1955, NSC 5501 \800 above) ~it:ed this dilemma. and the poeeible need to develop a 
Ltmlted warfare capability to avoid the choice between permitting nibbling and retaliating 
IlU188lvely. 

$'~SC' 5412 was declUfiilied in 1917, and is located at the National ArchiV@S" RG 273. It will 
be published in a future volume of FRUS 
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and C.ommunist China and between them and their satel­
lites., complicate control within the USSR, C.ommunist 
China and their satellites., and retard the growth of the 
military and economic potential of the Soviet bloc. 

b. Discredit the prestige and ideology of International 
C.ommunism, and reduce the strength of its parties and 
other elements. 

c. C.ounter any threat of a party or individuals directly 
or indirectly responsive to C.ommunist control to achieve 
dominant power in a free world country. 

d. Reduce International C.ommunist control over any 
areas of the world. 

e. Strengthen the orientation toward the United States. 
of the peoples and nations of the free world, accentuate, 
wherever possible, the identity of interest between such 
peoples and nations and the United States. as well as favor­
ing, where appropriate, those groups genuinely advocating 
or believing in the advancement of such mutual interests, 
and increase the capacity and will of such peoples and na­
tions to resist International C.ommunism. 

f. In accordance with established policies and to the 
extent practicable in areas dominated or threatened by In­
ternational C.ommunism, develop underground resistance 
and facilitate covert and guerrilla operations and ensure 
availability of those forces in the event of war, including 
wherever practicable provisions of a base upon which the 
military may expand these forces in time of war within 
active theaters of operations as well as provision for stay­
behind assets and escape and evasion facilities. 

NSC 5412 defIned "covert operations" as " ... all activities con­
ducted pursuant to this directive which are so planned and execut­
ed that any U.S. Government responsibility for them is not evident 
to unauthorized persons and that if uncovered the U.S. Govern­
ment can plausibly disclaim any responsibility for them. SpecifIcal­
ly, such operations shall include any covert activities related to: 
propaganda, political action; economic warfare; preventive direct 
actIOn, including sabotage, anti-sabotage, demolition; escape and 
evasion and evacuation measures; subversion against hostile states 
or groups including assistance to underground resistance move­
ments, guerrillas and refugee liberation groups; support of indiJ!e­
now< and anti-communist elements in threatened countries of the 
free world; deceptive plans and operations; and all activities com­
patible with this directive necessary to accomplish the foregoing. 
Such operations shall not include: armed conflict by recognized 
military forces, espionage and counterespionage, nor cover and de­
ception for military operations." 

To approve and coordinate most covert operations (some were re­
quired to be approved by the President), NSC 5412 established 
what became known as the 5412 C.ommittee, also given the nonspe­
cific title, the "Special Group," to reduce chances of exposure. (In 
1964, after the term "Special Group" became known, the Group 
was called the 303 C.ommittee. In 1970, it was renamed the 40 C.om­
mittee.) The 5412 C.ommittee and its successors consisted of the 
Deputy Under Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
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the President's Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, and 
the Director of the CIA, with the latter serving as the Group's 
"action officer." In 1957, the Chairman of the JCS also became a 
member. 

Under the authority of NSC 5412, the U.S. Government launched 
in 1954-55 a large covert and clandestine CIA program in Vietnam, 
as well as related programs in Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand, in an 
effort to apply the full range of intelligence methods and oper­
ations to the defense of Southeast Asia against the Communists. 
Among the programs in which the CIA played a key role, in addi­
tion to the agency's political role, were paramilitary programs to 
arm, train and utilize various groups, especially the mountain 
tribes, against the Communists, and to augment and train national 
and local police for various security functions associated with the 
effort to control the insurgency and to maintain support for the 
Diem regime. This is the description by one former official of the 
CIA: 82 

No facet of CIA's intelligence or operations functions was ig­
nored in the fight for Indochina. Intelligence agents were dis­
patched by sea, air, and land into Communist-held areas. Oper­
ators worked on the Chinese target, the North Vietnamese 
target, the Pathet Lao target, the Vietcong target. Counterin­
telligence assumed a high priority: to build up a competent 
South Vietnamese security service, to help train the police, to 
infiltrate the North Vietnamese and Vietcong intelligence and 
security units. CIA-alone or in collaboration with South Viet­
namese or other American agencies--<:arried out psychological 
warfare programs and played a serious role in the political 
action operations designed to advance the cause to which 
Washington had committed itself. 

One of the most notable features of the CIA's political activities 
was the direct, personal support given Diem by having an Ameri­
can serve as his personal confidant and adviser, as Lansdale had 
done with Magsaysay in the Philippines. This role was first per­
formed by Fishel, then by Lansdale, then by Lansdale and Fishel, 
then by Fishel and another exceptional American official, Wolf La­
dejinsky, and finally by Ladejinsky·3 

Wolf Ladejinsky, a naturalized citizen who was born and raised 
in Russia, had worked for the U.S. Department of Agriculture for 
many years. His specialty was Asian agriculture, with emphasis on 
the politics of rural areas. After World War II, he played a key role 
in agrarian reform in Japan, and then as a staff member of the 
Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction in China and Taiwan. 
(Representative Walter Judd, who was a strong supporter of the 
commission, came to know him in that capacity, as did Senator 
Hubert Humphrey, and both of them supported Ladejinsky's work,) 
When Lansdale first began working in Vietnam in the summer of 
1954 he asked that Ladejinsky be assigned to work with him, spe-

8lHarry Rositz.ke. TIle CIA's Secrf't OperatIOns (New York: Reader's Digest Press, 19771, p. 180 
BSln 1956, William Colby, then 88SlgIled to Italy. was asked by the CIA to become the U.S. 

political adVl8ef to Diem. "'operating under private cover" He argued that he should stay in 
Italy through the ]958 elections, and the CIA agreed. In 1959 Colby became Deputy Chief of the 
CIA Station in Saigon. and Station Chief in 1960. See William E. Colby, Honorobk Men (~ew 
York" Simon and SchusLer. 19i81, p 14.1. 
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cifically on strengthening Diem's support in rural areas. The as­
signment was not made, however, until early in 1955, at which 
point Lansdale arranged for the appointment and introduced Lade­
jinsky to Diem. In the spring of 1956, Ladejinsky became a person­
al adviser to Diem, remaining in that post until 1961. 

The role of these American advisers was central to the U.S. pr<r 
gram in Vietnam. They provided access to, influence over, and in­
telligence about Diem and his government that could not have 
been obtalned in any other way. Because they lived in or near the 
palace, and were considered to be virtually members of Diem's own 
staff, they were able to give him support and guidance, while also 
keeping the U.S. (i;)vernment informed. This enabled the United 
States to respond in a sensitive and forceful way to Diem's needs. 

Ladejinsky was especially valuable in connection with the agrari­
an reform program, a key element of U.S. strategy for defeating 
the Communists in Vietnam, and for developing a more "democrat­
ic" society. 

Ironically, in December 1954 the Agriculture Department, to 
which responsibility for agricultural attaches was being transferred 
from the State Department, announced that Ladejinsky was not 
going to be continued as an agricultural attache because he did not 
meet "security requirements." (Agriculture apparently did not 
know of Ladejinsky's work with the CIA.) This was quickly cleared 
up, however, by the Dulles brothers. and he was then assigned to 
Vietnam per Lansdale's request.· 4 

Overt Aid far "Nation-Building" 
In addition to making a determined covert effort to defend South 

Vietnam, the United States launched in 1955 a large overt pr<r 
gram of economic, military, and governmental (public administra­
tion) assistance to Vietnam, as well as a substantial program, pri­
marily economic, in Laos and to a leaser extent in Cambodia. (lIQth 
Laos and Cambodia were still being assisted by the French.) 

This new U.S. aid program was spurred and aided by the interest 
then being shown by a growing number of American intellectuals 
(partly as a result of overt and covert U.S. (i;)vernment subsidies to 
research institutions and publications) in "helping others help 
themselves," as the popular saying went, thronghout the world. 
From the most prestigious American institutions there began to 
flow in the middle 1950s a series of proposals for U.S. programs to 
assist in the development of the "emerging" or "underdeveloped" 
or "less-developed" countries (later called the "Third World") in 
order to meet the "revolution of rising expectations." (One of these 
authors, who suggested a schema by which economic development 
could and would occur, was Walt W. Rostow, who later played a 
key role in the Vietnam war as a Presidential adviser in the 19608,) 
The general assumption of these proposals was that the U.S. had a 

USee the New York 1imes, Dec. 23, 1954 t!t 8IXJ- In the Dulles Telephone Calla SeTles In 195~ 
56 there are "anow., references to Ladeji.n.sky and to tile importance attached to his new role In 

Vietnam, especially m telephone conversations betw~ the DuUes brothere 
For an excellent analysis and compilation of LadejinskY's views on Asmn agrarian reform, 

and on WIlP of countering the appeal of oonununism m rural an-ml, see LcWs J. Walinsky ted,), 
Agrarian Reform as Un{t,usJm] BusUlI!1JI1-' Thl! S£l«:ted Papers of Wolf lAde)llt.lly (New York: 
Oxford L'mwrslty Press fOT the WOTld Bank. 19'7';'1. 
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responsibility to assist other countries, especially those more "tra­
ditional" and ltless fortunate," to Hdevelop" or to Hmodernize.11 

"Nation building" it was called by some, To the charge that this 
would constitute "intervention," and that such intervention could 
have adverse consequences. the proponenta of such programs an­
swered that there was no choice. If the U ,S, did not provide assist­
ance, and a "democratic alternative," the Communista (Russians, 
Chinese) would, and the end result could be some form of totalitari­
anism, Communist or not, Moreover, to refrain from intervening 
would be to intervene negatively, since in the modern world, where 
all countries are affected by modernizing influences, there is no 
nonintervention. 

Because of the different needs of individual countries, of course, 
there would have to be a variety of forms of assistance, as well as 
different strategies and timetables for development. The striking 
feature of most of these proposals, however, and of virtually all 
U.S, Government foreign ald programs, was the acceptance, indeed 
the advocacy, of what might be called the "Western" model of de­
velopment, Although there were some conceptual differences 
among the advocates of development assistance, most of them 
seemed to assume that economic growth was a necessary and desir­
able as well as inevitable function of "modern" life, and that, al­
lowing for some variation from country to country, the general 
trend throughout the third world would and should be toward in­
dustrial/technological development, A similar Western model 
tended to be applied in the political realm, where it was generally 
assumed that the Western democratic state was the goal toward 
which all countries would and should mOve, In the case of U.s. 
Government planning, it was assumed that such economic and p0-
litical "modernization" would tend to increase the number of 
America's friends in the world and slowly reduce the influence of 
ita enemies, 

Frances FitzGerald (whose father, Desmond FitzGerald, was a 
central figure in the Vietnam activities of the foreign aid program 
and the CIA during this period), commented in her study of U,S, 
policy in Vietnam, Fire in the Lake, On these aspects of the ideolo­
gy of American involvement:.' 

The idea that the mission of the United States was to build 
democracy around the world had become a convention of 
American politics in the 19508, Among certain circles it was 
more or less assumed that democracy, that is, electoral democ­
racy combined with private ownership and civil liberties, was 
what the United States had to offer the Third World. Democra­
cy provided not only the moral basis for American opposition 
to Communism, hut the practical methods for making that op­
position work. Whether American officials actually believed 
that the Asians and the Africans wanted or needed democra­
cy-and many officials definitely did not-they saw lip service 
to it as a necessity to selling American overseas commitmenta 
to the American people, The American officials and scholars 
who backed Diem adhered to this convention precisely, 
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In addition to the general support among intellectuals for an 
active U.S. role in assisting third world countrIes, there was a 
small group specifically devoted to the program in Vietnam. This 
consisted primarily of the academicians in or associated with the 
Michigan State University group (both in Vietnam and at the uni­
versity).·· No American member of the group was fluent in Viet­
namese, however, and there were at the time only a few persons in 
other U.S. universities who were fluent in the language. According 
to Fishel," 

. . . we couldn't have chosen an arena of war more alien to 
our national experience and knowledge if we had tried to do 
so. The number of American scholars expert on Vietnam and 
Indochina could have been numbered on one hand at the time 
of the Geneva Conference. More directly indicative of our na­
tional disinterest may be the fact that in the year 1967 there 
was as yet no university in the United States with a fuIl­
fledged center for the study of Vietnam, and that a !\"oup of 
leading U.S. "Vietnamologists" organized into a Councll for Vi­
etnamese Studies found it impossible to secure financial assist­
ance from any major American philanthropic foundation for 
basic or applied research on Vietnam. 

Most of the Michigan State group became advocates and apolo­
gists for the U.S. role in Vietnam, even though, as with SOme mem­
bers of the American Friends of Vietnam, there was some disillu­
sionment with Diem toward the end of the 1950s, and with the re­
sults of U.S. aid·· Most of the MSU group, led by Fishel and 
Robert Scigliano, also strongly defended the subsequent U.S. in­
volvement in the war during the 1960s.·· 

laIn the area of public admi.uistration :Ulere wag roughly an equal number iD other areas, 
primarily police admmistrationl, there were about 50 of these ifaculty from other universities 
also served. as consultants), tb(> m08t prominent or whom besides Wesley Fishel were Robert 
Sd,gliano. Guy H. Fox, Roy Jumper, John D. Montgomery. Ralph H. Smuckler, Jr., Milton C 
Taylor. Richard W. Lindholm, J~ph J. lasloft'. Adrian Jaffe, Edward W. Weidner, ~rald C, 
Hickey, and Frank C. Child. Others included ~uther A. Allen. Lloyd W. Woodruff, John T. 
Dorsey, Jr .. Jason L. Finkle, Dale L. Rose, Marvm Murphy, James D, Hemi:r;;-, and John n Don­
oghue. For their technical rep0rt8 and ot.ner -'-'Titings !k"!e the biblklgrnphy in Buttinger, V"ief· 
nam.' TIu! Dragon EmbaHkd, and in Scigliano's study. South Vu-tnam." ;.';atum Uruhr SZre!J.8 
(Boston: HQughton Mifflin, 1963), the tn06t notable pUblication to result from this project. "three 
other such studies are worth notmg: John D. Montgo~ry. The Potttu:s of Foreign Aw; Amen· 
can Experience in SouthOO8t Asia lNew York.: Prneger for the Council on Foreign Relations. 
10021; Lindholm" Vwt·Nam: Thr Ftf"flt FWI(! Years; ScigUano and F(n;, T«hlt,ool ASSiStatt<'e in 
VLetnam.' TM MlChigon Stat#! UnttlE'f"fIity Experumcf!. cited earlier. F18hel aoo edited two bookB 
whkh contained contributions by some of the Michigan State Group. Probkma of F/"'f.'Ied.(}m; 
South Vi£lllOm SInN' Jtukpewnce which consisted of papers given at a conrerenc:e in 1959 se?n­
sore(! and publiBhed bv the American F .. iends of Vu:tnam, and Vwtnam: AMlom\' of a Co7l.{lkt, 
which was cited above~ • 

fI1 Vu>inam: AMlomy of a Ccmflicl, p. viii. 
u~. (or example, Adrian Jaffe and Milton C Tavlor, "A Crumbling Bastion: Flattery and 

Lice Won't Save Vietnam," Nt!u' Republic. June 19, 1961: Frank C. t"hHd, "Vietnam-The Elev­
enth Hour," New RE-py.blu:, Dec, 3, 19tH; Milum C. Taylor "South Vi~ruulr, Lavish Aid. Limited 
P~." Paci{re AffaIr'S, 3.1 'Septem~r 1961), pp. 242-256. 

d See. ror example, Fishers article in the JUn€' 14. 1964. Washitrgfo71. /'bqt, "Only Choice in 
Asm: Stay and Fight," and ScigJiano's article ill the December 11, 1966 New York 1iffltj Maga­
une, "We Cannot Accept a C'-Ommunwt Seizure of Vietnam:' both of which we~ ~printed in 
Fishel, VW'tno~' AltOiom.l of" Canflirt. 

This is ~ FitzGerald's perti.nent comment on the Mlchlg"an State pubhc admlni$tration 
group. in relation to [he U$. approach to development: 

"By ]%3 it would ha>Je been difficult to argue that they had art)' influence on rh€' Diem 
regime itself. StilL [heir studies added a new dim€'Il$l.on to the art of interruuKmal public rela­
tions. It did not much matter that a number or the SOCial scientists turned into crhics of the 
Diem regjme on their return to the United SW!;e6. it was eno~h that they should disi;\l8S the 
regime in terms of 'developing adminu,trntive structures' and functional integration of value 

Continued 
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The US. aid program in Vietnam during the latter half of the 
19508 was large and expensive, second only in s.ize and cost to the 
program in Korea in the area outside Europe. Having spent $2 bil· 
lion (the estimate goes as high as $3.6 billion) during 1950-54, the 
U.S. spent another $1.5 to $2 billion in Vietnam in 1955-61 (not in· 
cluding CIA funds or the costs of maintaining the military advisory 
group, which were paid from Defense Department funds). In terms 
of U.S. Government personnel, there were approximately 500 
American nationals assigned to Vietnam in 1955 (including about 
400 military), and by 1961 there were about 1,500 (including about 
700 military). Under the Geneva agreements, the U.S. was not sup­
posed to increase the size of its military mission. This was circum­
vented in the spring of 1956 by a 350-man "Temporary Equipment 
Recovery Mission [TERMJ."90 There were another 400 or so Ameri­
can nationals in Vietnam under U.S. Government contract. 

Also impressive was the extent of U.S. involvement in the affairs 
of Government in Vietnam. Working primarily through the con­
tract with Michigan State, but also through various other groups, 
such as a Brookings Institution team funded by the Ford Founda­
tion, the United States became engaged in studying and in at­
tempting to make improvements in almost every major facet of Vi· 
etnamese Government, from the national government in Saigon to 
provinces, districts, and villages. An American lawyer, aided by a 
Filipino lawyer who had worked with Lansdale, even drafted the 
Vietnamese constitution in the spring of 1956 .• ' 

Budget. finance and the police were the functional areas given 
greatest attention, with a good deal of work also on public person· 
nel policies (the civil service) and on strengthening the office of the 
President. 

Although there has been ve~ little published on the efforts 
which were made to "modernize' Vietnamese governmental insti­
tutions during the latter half of the 19508, one study by a partici· 
pant in the Michigan StIlte program provides some infonnation on 
the subject. particularly on what was attempted in the area of fi· 
nance." According to this source, "The most sensitive and also the 
most important. reforms which the United States has endeavored 
to introduce in Southeast Asia have concerned taxes. the civil serv­
ice. and currencies. Even where there have been little or no domes· 
tic pressures for improvements in these fields, American advisers 
have attempted to persuade the host governments that such re­
forms were both just and prudent." 

U.S. efforts in the fIScal field. this study reports. began in Viet­
nam in the fall of 1955. when. at U.S. urging, the Vietnamese 
agreed to establish joint teams of Vietnamese and Americans to 
review possible changes. Political and bureaucratic resistance 
among the Vietnamese. including Diem's own resistance to outside 

systems' The language alone gay£, the American PrDject In Vietoam an atmQSphef'f' of solidj[:-' 
and fe5PKtaOllrlY, It lmplie-d 'If tnt' authors did not mak~ the direct assertion~ that the' Unired 
States had ~rtain unimpeachable designs for the development of South Vu·tnarr. wbeh with lU\. 
vast resources of technical uperti.!;(> it eQuid nGt fail to achieve." FIN! In tJu Lake. p 115. 

DOFor further details, see Spt'ct.Or, Adeire an.d Support, pp 259--262. 
"~J. A C Grant. "The Vietnam C.onstitution of 1956," Am.rncun Politlcol SCU'M't! Ren~u", 

."i2 IJune 19581, pp. 43'7'-46.3 See aJso Fall, Tf'll! Two Vwt· ...... ams. pp. 259 tl 
~)Montgomery. The POlitICS of FONlgl'/. Ard. p 113 SeE' also S<:1i'liano and Fo:v:. cited abo ... ·!:, 

and Th.(r :\iSl: Adn.50r:\ Group. FHlal Re/Xi/"I 'Saigon" June 19fi;?i. mlmeQ 
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influences, d~layed the work of these teams, but by 1958 there was 
at least one completed report which suggested a number of changes 
in fIscal administration. This was followed by proposed changes in 
the tax system, as the U.s. again sought to apply American values 
to correct what was considered to be a situation in need of 
reform.S3. 

During the 1955-61 period, the principal emphasis of the U.S. in 
Vietnam, however, was "security," both internal security and, par­
ticularly, the defense of Vietnam against external attack. About 70 
percent of all U.s. funds and personnel was allocated to this effort. 
Vietnamese military forces were totally dependent on the U.S. for 
training, equipment, strategy, and pay. In addition to transferring 
to the Vietnamese large stores of U.S materiel left by the French, 
the U.S. spent approximately $200 million a year between 1955 and 
1961 (slightly higher in 1955 and lower by 1961J for "defense sup­
port" las well as an additional amount, averaging about $75 million 
a year. for direct military assistance). "Defense support" paid the 
entire cost of the military part of the Vietnamese budget. which 
amounted to about one-half of the annual budget of Vietnam. 

Although nominally called "defense support," and used to pay 
for military activities, this category of funding was also supposed to 
serve simultaneously a very important political and to a lesser 
extent an economic purpose. With "defense support" dollars the 
U.S. fInanced the importation of commodities, both consumer and 
capital goods, through the "Commodity Import Program," or 
"CIP," thus presumably increasing the overall strength of South 
Vietnam. as well as public resistance to the appeals of communism. 

A variant of the program used in Europe during the Marshall 
plan, the CIP" for Vietnam made dollar funds available to the Vi­
etnamese Government for purchasing these goods from other coun­
tries, primarily the U.S .• which the Vietnamese then resold to im­
porters. The local currency received from those sales went into 
what was known as the "counterpart fund" controlled by the U.S. 
and Vietnamese Governments, from which funds were then dis­
bursed by agreement between the two countries. (This was the 
basis for the term "budget support" in reference to this type of as­
sistance.) 

The CIP was developed as a way of injecting large amounts of 
U.S. aid into a country without destroying the country's economy 
and fInancial system in the process. Otherwise, especially for a 
country like Vietnam, whose total exports averaged only about $50 
million a year during this period, and whose total national reve­
nues would have been consumed just by defense expenditures of 
the magnitude considered essential, the effects of receiving such 
aid would have been impossible to accommodate. (There were also 
secondary CIP benefIts, including minimizing the effect of dollar 
outflow and the diversion of dollars to purchases in Communist 
countries.! 

Unlike development programs in Europe, however. the use of 
commodity import programs in a country like Vietnam, or Laos, 

nMontgornery, pp 113-118. 
iI<tThis should not be confused ... ith the counterinsurgency program, developed at a later stage, 

which was usually n!ferred to as Cl. • 



316 

which was an even more conspicuous case, led to serious problems 
of administration and control which resulted in considerahle criti­
cism from Congress, and this in turn affected Congress' general 
support for the U.s. foreign aid program. These prohlems also af­
fected Congress' attitudes toward the U.S. aid prvgram in Vietnam 
and Laos, and may thus have adversely affected the operation of 
those programs and U.S. relationships with the Vietnamese and 
Laotians. 

Ccn.gress and A id to Vietnam and Laos 

<'.<:mgressional concern about the CIP in Vietnam and Laos began 
to develop in 1957-58 and reached a crescendo in 1959. From that 
point on until the early 1970s there were continuing investigations 
of the ClP and of local currency uses in the two countries, spear­
headed by the Foreign Operations Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Government Operations.·' (As late as 1970, the Gon­
eral Accounting Office, which had also worked on these prohlems 
throughout the period of U.S. involvement, issued a report criticiz­
ing the administration of the CIP in Vietnam.)·· 

In 1959, Representative Porter Hardy, Jr. (DIVa.), chairman of 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, testified before the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee during its consideration of the foreign 
aid bill, and had the following exchange with Representative Ches­
ter E. Merrow m/N.H,):·' 

Mr. Hardy .... The amount of money that we have spent in 
Laos cannot be absorbed in that economy. It made possible a 
diversion of tremendous quantities of dollars and of end-use 
items to other countries. . . . 

Mr. Merrow. But Laos is free. 
Mr. Hardy. Laos is free? 
Mr. Merrow. We still maintain it. 
Mr. Hardy. I wish I could be certain it is going to stay free. 

And I am not a hit sure it is free because of what we have 
done, it might be in spite of it. 

We take credit for Laos being free and although I am per­
fectly willing for us publicly to take credit for it, I am not sure 
we weren't kidding ourselves and whistling in the dark, when 
the coalition of the non-Communist groups in Laos was spurred 
on by their own self-interests. 

Mr. Merrow. But in a defense of a nation sometimes it is 
better to have too much than not enough; isn't this the way 
you win a war? 

Mr. Hardy. Well, I don't know how far you can go with that. 
You made millionaires out of certain Laotian officials, certain 
Laotian army officers, and of both foreign and United States 

UFor report6 on these see eo:;pedally H. Rept ~546, US. Aid {)prrotwns IJI Lcws. June 15, 
1959: H. Rept 8$-2257, All lnvesl~twn of the U.s. &:r:mcmiJ: and Military Asai.smruY Pro/.rramJJ 
lI1 Vietnam. October 12, 1966; and H. Rept. 92-718, u.s. E:vtwmK' A85'lA-tanoe for l_-StabrliZQ,. 
tU'1l1. December 8, l£ril 

PIIl:$. General ACC'ounting Offt.ce, .Yeffi {or lru:f'f'O.!Jf!d Control Ovu Lo.::al Cum;ncy Malk 
At'altabk to Republw of Vlt'fnam for Support of 11$ Mtlltary arul Ciut! Bu.t:J;Jet&. July 24, 1970. 

nu.s. CoI'lg1'e88. HoWle. f'Amlmittee on Fttreign Affairs. Mutual Security Act of 1959. Hearingx. 
86th Cong, lat \le'M.IWru;~n, Dc.. U.S. Govt. Print Off., 19591. pp. 1720, 1724. 
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contractors. The extent to which our OV!rrl personnel were in­
volved, I don't know. Perhaps we shall never know. 

• • • • • • • 
The program in Laos was set up . . . in a manner that pro­

moted corruption in Laos ... and that gave the Communists 
issues on which to campaign against the anti-Communist ele­
ments in government. 

In December 1971, only about a year before the Vietnam cease­
fire agreement, the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, which was 
still attempting to secure reforms in the elP programs for Vietnam 
and Laos, summarized some of the problems in the early years of 
the elP for Laos, which were quite similar to the problems with 
the eIP in Vietnam (except for more reliance on cash grants 
during the first few years in Laos);"· 

In its first 3 years (1955--57) of operations, the U.S.-financed 
commodity import programs for Laos had cost $20.7 million 
and had been subjected to larg~e abuses. Laotian officials 
had entered into collusion with importers and suppliers. Over­
charges on U.S-financed commodities being imported into Laos 
resulted in the United States being billed as much as 13 times 
the amounts of the commodity's value. In many instances, 75 
percent of the exports to Laos were delivered in Thailand or 
some other country and never reached Laos. In other in­
stances, used material was substituted for new. Importers were 
making profits of 300 to 400 percent on U.S-financed commod­
ities. Claim after claim was presented to suppliers and the 
RLG [Royal Laotian Government]; few were paid. 

The program was sharply cut from an average of $7 million 
a year to less than $3 million yearly; still the corruption and 
abuses continued and the claim file grew. By the end of 1960, 
the program was so laced with unsolvable fraud and corruption 
that it became necessary to suspend the U.S.-financed commod­
ity import program for Laos. The program, which had cost the 
U.S. taxpayers over $28 million, had essentially failed to ac­
complish its intended purpose. Refund claims against the 
RLG-after negotiations and renegotiations-totaled $1,022,139 
by the time we closed down our commodity import program for 
Laos. 

The subcommittee noted that the succeeding import program 
(USIP) in Laos, based on a counterpart arrangement rather than 
direct cash grants, was not much of an improvement; 

USIP, as reestablished, was-from its beginning-a heavily 
subsidized program. Commodities provided during 1963 were 
imported at the official exchange rate of 80 kip for each U.S. 
dollar while the dollar was bringing as much as 660 kip in the 
Lao currency marketplace. In 1964, the kip was artificially 
"pegged" at 505 kip for each dollar on the "free" Laos CUrren­
cy market as previously discussed in section 111 of this report. 
Nevertheless, Lao importers continued to receive commodities 
financed by USIP at the 240;1 rate. We had once again estab-
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lished a program which by its very nature was conducive to 
abuses and irregularities. 

The RLG established maximum prices at which USIP com­
modities could be sold. It didn't take long, however, for the im­
porters to fmd ways to evade the RLG pricing rules. In a 
period of 30 months, the United States provided $37 million of 
the U.S. taxpayers money to pay for the commodities "needed" 
by the Lao people. What the merchants were unable to sell in 
Laos, they cheerfully smuggled into Thailand and Cambodia. 
There were huge profits to be made. Fraud and corruption 
once again reigned in Laos. . . . 

Despite increasing criticism during the late 1950s of certain as­
pects of U.S. aid for Vietnam and Laos, however, Congress strongly 
and consistently supported such aid during the 1955-61 period, and 
made no significant reductions in the administration's authoriza­
tion and appropriations requests. Moreover, Congress generally ap­
proved the administration's rationale for aid to the countries of 
Indochina, and continued during this period to endorse the contain­
ment policy on which such aid was based. 

An example of such congressional acceptance was the approval 
given to equipping and training of the Vietnamese Anny for large­
scale conventional warfare. Although some members of the Foreign 
Relations Committtee, especially Fulbright, Mansfield, Kennedy 
and Humphrey, as well as some members of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, began in 1958-59 to criticize overemphasis in the for­
eign aid program on military aid at the expense of other fonns of 
assistance,·· there is no evidence that they or any other Members 
of Congress questioned the administration's development and use 
of the Vietnamese Anny for conventional warfare, or the corre­
sponding lack of emphasis on counterguerrilla warfare. 

The same was true with respect to nonmilitary assistance. Al­
though there was criticism of the mismanagement of programs (in­
cluding considerable criticism of the low exchange rate for the 
CIP), and scattered comments about the "absorption" problem (how 
rapidly aid could be effectively used), and the appropriate scale of 
development (what kinds of economic projects to assist), Congress 
generally accepted the administration's nonmilitary aid concepts 
and programs for the countries of Indochina. 

The oniy point during the last half of the 1950s at which funda­
mental questions were raised, although there were only a few on 
Vietnam, was in 1956-57, when it became apparent that the strong 
congressional foreign aid consenSUS which had originated with the 
Marshall plan had slowly begun to weaken in the early 1950s as 
other aid programs and countries were added. In 1955, the adminis­
tration had announced that, with the ending of aid to Europe, the 
emphasis of the aid program would be on Asia. This was welcomed 
by many Members of Congress, but many others were growing 
weary of continued requests for foreign aid, as well as uneasy 
about the lack of a clear focus and purpose for the program. This 
led to the establishment in 1956 of foreign aid study groups in both 
the executive branch and the Senate, the first and only time there 

HFor Senate action on these recommendations gee the CongressIOnal Quarterl.v Almanac for 
1959. pp. 182-187, and SFRC Hrs. SeT., voL XI. 
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had been this kind of congressional review in the entire course of 
the aid program. For a year or two this strategem had the desired 
effect of shoring up support for foreign aid. By 1958-59. however. 
serious questions Were again being raised in the Senate, partly out 
of criticism that the Executive had generally ignored the recom­
mendations of the Senate study group. 

The Senate study was made in 1956--57 by a Special Committee 
to Study the Foreign Aid Program, a group designed for maximum 
power and influence. containing not only all members of the For· 
eign Relations Committee but also the chairmen and ranking mi­
nority members of the Senate Armed Services (Russell and Salton­
stall) and Appropriations Committees (Carl T. Hayden [DI Ariz.] 
and Bridges). 

The Special Committee entered into research cor-tracts with 12 
private organizations for studies of every aspect of the aid program; 
arranged for ten individuals to make surveys of foreign aid in 
every region of the world; and conducted an opinion survey of se­
lected Americans work.ing abroad. The committee then held 12 
days of public hearings with governmental and nongovernmental 
witnesses, and fInally. on May 13. 1957. made its report to the 
Senate. 

One of the countries surveyed was Vietnam (along with the other 
countries of Southeast Asia). and the person chosen by the Special 
Committee to make the survey was Clement Johnston. Chairman 
of the Board of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 100 Johnston found 
that U.S. aid to Vietnam and the other countries of the area had 
generally been successful in containing communism, and conclud­
ed, "The improvement in the security situation has brought a new 
phase. It is now possible to build more slowly and more soundly." 
He recommended, therefore, that U.S. aid to Southeast Asia be re­
duced by at least half in the following 2 years, and that increasing 
emphasis be placed on education and technical assistance. The best 
way to achieve economic progress. he said. was to encourage pri­
vate enterprise. But the lack of understanding of a "free market" 
system made this difficult. "If one-tenth of the people of Asia had 
ever seen a Sears. Roebuck store." Johnston said, "our task of pro­
moting a free way of life as an alternative to communism would be 
immeasurably easier." 

Johnston also recommended reducing the size of the military es­
tablishment in Vietnam. Laos. Cambodia and Thailand. With the 
protection afforded by SEA TO, he said, there was no need for such 
forces to be so large and heavily equipped. I 0 I 

In its very thoughtful and constructive report to the Senate on 
May 13, 1957, the Special Committee reaffirmed the need for for­
eign aid and the importance of aid in containing communism.'o, 

IOOJohnston'!l report. "SUTVt''''' So i, Southeru!t Asia, IVietnam. Thailand. Cambc.dia, Laoo. 
Burma. and Indochina I," was printed m FOrt!1g'I Am' fh:wrum., Compi.Uttion of Studies and Sur~ 
vey&, prt'pttreo;l for the $eni;lte Spo?Cial CommuLee tQ Study the Foreign Aid Program, Document 
~5-52, 85th Cvng., 1st aess. ,Washington. D.c.: U.S. Govt- Print. Off. 1957), p. 142.'1 fT. 

IOIIbuj., pP_ 1434:-1437. See also Johnston's testimony in 'LS. Congress, Senate, The Forelp 
AId Program, Hearings before the Spet"ial C{)mmlt~ to Study the Foreign Aid Program, Mari::h 
2'0,22,25, 'Zi, 29, and April ~, 3, 5, 8,10. 12. 15. 1957, 85th Cong., 1st sesa. 'Washington, D.c.: 
u.S. Govt. Print. Off. i£t571, pp. 1;';9-215. 

1 QIS. Rep{ s.s-300. 
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"The experience of the United States in the 20th century," the 
report said, "provides sufficient evidence of the dangers which con­
front this Nation when totalitarianism is on the march_ We have 
seen the dangers of too little, too late_ The committee believes that 
it is in the national interest of the United States to encourage p0-
litical progress in other nations and to place stumbling blocks in 
the path of an expanding totalitarianism which if unchecked would 
inevitably have serious implications for the United States_" It 
added, however, this caveat: 

At the same time, the committee recognizes that there are 
severe limits on the extent to which foreign aid can be used to 
influence either short-range or long-range political develo!>, 
ments elsewhere. The idea of free institutions may be carried 
like a seed from one country to another, but the institutions 
themselves cannot be transplanted from one country to an­
other. They must grow according to the history, the culture, 
and the environments of each country. Foreign aid may help in 
this process of growth, but it is only one of a multitude of fac­
tors involved. 

lIn its report, the Special Committee to Study the Foreign Aid 
Program also warned prophetically about the dangers of U.S. in­
volvc'llent in countries like Vietnam resulting from aid which is 
used to "influence political developments." Such programs, it said, 
can lead to H ••• costly long-range involvement in the internal af­
fairs of other nations. Such an involvement may not necessarily be 
either in our interest in the light of its costs or in theirs if it inhib­
its their initiative in making essential internal improvements.") 

Neither the Foreign Relations nor the Foreign Affairs Committee 
made any real effort during this period (1955-61) to ascertain 
whether, in fact, U.S. foreign aid and other activities were being 
carried out there in accordance v.ith this sound advice of the Spe­
cial Committee concerning indigenous growth. There were only a 
few questions on this point from time to time, primarily in the For­
eign Relations Committee's annual hearings on aid authorization 
bills. 

From the few questions that were asked, it was clear that, simply 
from the standpoint of available knowledge and skills, the United 
States was ill-prepared for this kind of "nation building" in Viet­
nam. With respect only to language proficiency, a key indicator of 
acquaintance v.ith a foreign culture, U.S. Government personnel, 
like those of U.s. universities and private institutions, were woeful­
ly undertrained for such a role. In 1958, when Senator Fulbright 
expressed concern about the lack of training of U.S. personnel, ci­
vilian and military, for service in Southeast Asia, the State Depart­
ment representative who was present said that the Department 
was "very conscious" of that problem, and that there were a "great 
many" Foreign Service officers who were proficient in the lan­
guages of Southeast Asia. When the data were supplied to the com­
mittee, however, they revealed the opposite_ FSOs proficient in the 
language and serving in the area numbered as follows: 



Cambodian 
Thai 
Laotian 
Vietnamese 
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Moreover, there were only three FSOs in Vietnamese language 
training (only one had been in such training in prior years), one in 
Cambodian language training (none previously), and none studying 
the Laotian language then or previously.' o. 

In Senate hearings in 1959, Senator Mansfield asked about lan­
guage proficiency in the U.S. mission in Vietnam. The reply was 
that out of approximately 1500 U.s. officials, military and civilian 
(about 750 military, 250 State, and 400 foreign aid, plus a few from 
other agencies), thare were, according to Elbridge Durbrow, U.S. 
Ambassador to Vietnam, four FSOs, three military officers, and 
one foreign aid employee who "speak Vietnamese."lo, 

The Colegrove Hearings 
Although the work "f the Senate Special Committee, together 

with major efforts by the executive branch and private organiza­
tions, had the effect of shoring up political support for the foreign 
aid program, there were signs in 1957-58 that the consensus had 
been patched but not repaired. In the House, the chairman of the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee, Porter Hardy, was raising a 
number of difficult and disturbing questions about the administra­
tion of aid, especially in Laos and Vietnam. And in the Senate, 
Wayne Morse cD/Ore.), a powerful advocate, began strongly oppos­
inll the foreign aid program beginning in 1957. He wrote a stinging 
mmority report when the aid bill was reported by the Foreign Re­
lations Committee, following which he gave an equally strong 
speech in the Senate during debate on the bill. 'o, 

Morse criticized the administration for ignoring the recommen­
dations of the Senate's Special Committee. He also objected vigor­
ously to the increasil1g delegation of power to the Executive, and 
warned of the adverse consequences of such delegation. Morse, who 
was very outspoken, was also capable of voicing objections that 
others refrained from voicing or discussed privately. Frequently he 
also anticipated Concerns before they became more widely recog­
nized. Thus, he was the first liberal, internationalist Democrat in 
the Senate to become an opponent of foreign aid, just as he was 
also the first Senator to oppose the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution and 
the subsequent Vietnam war. And there was a very direct connec­
tion between those two series of events. 

By 1958-59, other moderate and liberal internationalist Senate 
Democrats began to be more critical of the aid program, notably 
Fulbright, (who became chairman of the Foreign Relations Com­
mittee in 1959), Mansfield, John Kennedy, and Ernest Groening 

JOIU.s. Congress, Senate, Comanttee on Foreign RelatiOIlB, Mutuol8«unty Act of 1958. Hear­
ings on S. 3318. 85th Coog., 2d /1ieM. IWl1IIhington, D.C.~ U.s. 00 .. '1.. Print. OfT., 1958i, p 128. 

!niHearings of the Senate Foreign Relati(1l1S Committee before the Subcommittee on State De­
partment Organiuttioo and Public Affairs on Situatwn in VietMM, July 30 and 31. 1959, 86t.h 
Cong., 1st Sees, (Washington, D.C' U.S. Govt . .Priot Off" 1959', p. 181. FOT further deta.il.e on 
language skills of U.s- military advisen, 8Jld the problems resulting from the lacit of such skills, 
see SpecWr, Adt·lCe and Support, pp_ 286--288. 

lO'See S. Rept. 85-417. pt. 2, June 12, 1957, and CR. vol, 103, PI' 8963-!9'71 
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WI Alaska). Although they supported foreign aid for the countries 
of Indochina, they a.Iso began questioning the degree of emphasis 
on military aid. In 1957, both Fulbright and Mansfield asked ad­
ministration witnesses to comment on the recommendation of 
Clement Johnston (in his survey for the Special Committee) that 
the armed forces of the countries of Indochina could and should be 
reduced.' •• 

In 1958, Kennedy said he supported military aid for Vietnam, 
but thought there should be increased economic aid. '01 

In September 1958, Fulbright and seven others (Green, John 
Sparkman WI Ala.), Humphrey, Mansfield, Morse, Kennedy and 
Langer) sent a letter to President Eisenhower requesting greater 
empnasis on economic as opposed to military aid. 

As criticism of foreign aid mounted, both the Senate Foreign Re­
lations and the House Foreign Affairs Committees became more 
sensitive to charges of waste and misuse. In the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, this led to the establishment in October 1958 of a per­
manent Subcommittee for Review of the Mutual Security .Pr0-
grams, chaired by the chairman of the full committee. Ita members 
were the three senior Democrats and the three senior Republicans 
on the full committee. (Beginning in 1963, there were four from 
eaeh party.)'·' This new subcommittee, (which was discontinued in 
1975), then initiated overseas field tripe by ita staff to survey and 
report on specific foreign aid operations. These were the first sueh 
staff investigations to be carried out on a regular basis by either of 
the two foreign policy committees.'·9 (About ten years later the 
Foreign Relations Committee began sending two of ita staff to con­
duct field studies directly related to the conduct of the Indochina 
war.) 

In 1959, both foreign policy committees became involved in ex­
tensive studies of waste and misuse of U.S. foreign aid funds in 
Vietnam brought about by a series of articles on the subject which 
appeared in the Scripps-Howard newspapers. These were the so­
called "Colegrove hearings," Albert Colegrove, a Scripps-Howard 
reporter, having been the author of the series. In his first of six 
articles, Colegrove, who had spent about three weeks in Vietnam 
gathering material (but may also have received some material from 
the House Foreign Operations Subcommittee), set the tone for the 
series: 110 

IO",U.S. Congrefll, Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations, Mutual SHurity Act of 1157, Hear· 
ings OD the Mutual Secunty Program for FiBcal Year 1958, 85th Cong .. 1st _. (WaahingtQn. 
o C. U.S. (}Qvt Print. Off, 1957), pp. 219, 643. 

I01Hea.ringIiI of the SensU! Foreign Relations Committee on Mutual $«:urit, Ad of 19S8, cited 
above, p. un. See MOI"8e's commeDts on "Overemph.a..!ris on Military Aid,' in hie Individual 
Vie," OD the hill. S. Rept. 85-1627, pt 2., 1.b.y 26, 1958. 

lO'According to information provided by Helen ~attas of the Foreign Affairs Committoo staff, 
'''Tbe purpoge of the Review Subcommittee was to provide a local POint for the continuous over· 
sight of foreign 8..Id program activities with the obFive of cutting out waste and abuee and of 
determining whether the inU!nt of the law was bemg properly implemented -or whether l~ta· 
tive changes were needed." 

JotOne oC the tim staff reportJ,; of the l!Iubcommittee dealt with V~tnam. U.S Congrest;, 
HOWIe, Staff &porl on fuld SUf"tJery of &l«ted Prw«:ta in Vittl·Nom and KON!fJ. Subrommittee 
Print., May ~4. 1959, 86th Cong., 1st~. (WNh.ingt.Qn. D.C.: U.S. Gove Print. Off., 1959t There 
were many subsequent investigative reportJ,; dealing with Indochina, I"n<lrt or which have not 
been published. 

llll"The Colegrove ankles, which appeared in ScripPi!l"How.fln:i newspapers (at that tiow there 
were 1.8 newspapers located all over tae U.S.I between July 21-26, 1959, were reprinted in the 

Continued. 
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Following a reckless, foolish, made-in, Washington policy of 
noninterference, we've forked over bundles of American cash 
to the fledgling, inexperienced Vietnam Government, and then 
looked piously at the ceiling while the money melted away. 

Thanks to our hand!H>ff attitude, we've done little to guide 
Vietnam toward the day when she can support herself. This 
country has a terrible financial problem. Our solution has been 
to put her on the dole. She may be there 10 years, 25 years-or 
forever. 

Why has all this happened? 
It has happened because the byword of most high American 

officials here is; "Keep your mouth shut, smile, and don't rock 
the boat." 

Scattered in the ranks of the 600 to 700 American civilian 
and military persons working for Uncle Sam in Vietnam are 
many sincere, frustrated, disgusted boat rockers. 

I have talked with them, but shall not name them in these 
articles. It would be the kiss of death. 

"You learn quickly," said one. "If you start criticizing the 
status quo, even mildly, you're gently warned your boss may 
consider you a troublemaker, and might so state when he 
writes up your next efficiency report. This could foul up your 
career permanently." 

There is good reason far being content with things as they 
are. 

Wha wants to rock the boat when his cozy bachelor apart­
ment or spacious family villa comes absolutely rent free? 

Wha wants to tilt the applecart when he draws down $400 to 
$800 a year extra to offset the fictitious "high cost of living" in 
Saigon, where he can buy American cigarettes tax free for 10 
cents a pack and groceries for himself for $1 a day? 

Who wants to climb on the soapbox when he's permitted a 2-
hour mid-day siesta, is chauffeured to and from work in a Gov­
ernment car-and gets up to $319 a month in so-called hard­
ship pay for his dauntless willingness to endure the tensions 
and vicissitudes of a city that's properly renowned as the Paris 
of the Orient? 

There was a very strong negative reaction in both Congress and 
the executive branch to the Colegrove articles, which were the first 
such journalistic criticism of the U.S. aid to Vietnam. Beginning in 
late July 1959, subcammittees of both foreign policy committees 
held long public as well as executive session hearings on C"ie­
grove's allegations.'!! The Hardy (Foreign Operations) subcommit-

Foreign Affai\"S Commlt~ hearings on the e.nIdft$, C S Omgress. House. Comm!tt~ an for­
eign Affruts, ~rl'\'llt SituatIOn In thi' Far .E.:rl.st. Hearings before a Subcomrrut~ on the Far East 
and the P<u::fic. July;;:, AuguM it lL:4. :9.'59. ,(lfith Congo ist ~ -Washing".on, DC t:S. 
Go .. "'l Print Off- 19S9·. PP 228-301 

HIFor the Ho~ heanngs, see the ciUtti<m above For the Seruill";ee SttuatlO1t Ifl V.,tMm, 
Clt.ed ahove. See al.so par:: 2 of S\tuatum In VtetIWIl'l, DE>oember j and S, 1':159. BBth ('hng, 1st 
seas, (Washington. DC: U.S. GO\"l. mot. 00,19601. The latter hea.rrngs were held In Saigon by 
Sell8t(lr Albert Gore .D,Tenn I. and Hk!renlooper. members of the $tibcommltt,ee, who wert' 
joined by Senator Gale McGee 'D·Y(1I0.J, representing the Senate Appropnatlons C.{)mmittoo 
Material creleted for security reasons ;n the Senate's Saigon hearings published jn 1%0 hBlS 
aince beton publis~ in the SFRC Hts. Ser, vol Xl, pp 843-854 ~yeral memben! of the 'lnr 
hlocki Fonngn Affairs Subcommntt'e also r,dd heanngs lTl Saigon 'These ~·el"'t! net printed and 
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tee, which was still busily engaged in its investigation of the for· 
eign aid program in Laos, deferred to the foreign policy committees 
on the Colegrove hearings, but cooperated with them, especially in 
providing the Foreign Relations Committee with information and 
leads, It was clear that Hardy did not expect the House Foreign Af· 
fairs Committee to conduct a very critical examination of the alle­
gations, as, indeed, it did not, 

In the beginning, Fulbright and other members as well as the 
staff of the Foreign Relations Committee were uncertain as to what 
kind of action the committee should take, if any, on the Colegrove 
articles, Fulbright did not want to have the committee become in· 
volved in extensive hearings, partly because of the drain on Com· 
mittee staff time, and partly because he wanted to protect the U ,8, 
program in Vietnam and the U ,8, relationship with the Vietnam­
ese Government. Before the decision was made to proceed with the 
hearings, the committee's chief of staff, Carl Marcy, sent Fulbright 
a memorandum stating options for the committee, in which he said 
that the committee could hold the first day or so of hearings and 
then drop the subject, or conduct a full set of hearings, which 
would involve sending a staff man to Vietnam, or that the commit­
tee could decide that it would "concentrate on larger, foreign policy 
matters, leaving to Government Operations and the Comptroller 
Ckneral [GAO] this administrative detail."ll' 

There is no record of Fulbright's reaction, but the decision was 
made to have a full set of hearings, One of the key factors in this 
decision appears to have been Mansfield's feeling, which was 
shared by other members. that the charges needed to be investigat­
ed, and, furthermore, since Hardy was deferring to the Senate. and 
Foreign Affairs was not planning an extensive inquiry, that if the 
charges were not investigated by the Foreign Relations Committee 
there would be strong opposition from the Scripps-Howard organi­
zation, as well as others, to the committee's failure to do so, 

By this time Mansfield had also concluded that there were basic 
flaws in the kind of foreign aid program being conducted by the 
United 8tates in Vietnam, and wanted to use the opportunity, as 
he did, to expose and seek to correct those basic problems. 

After the hearings in Washington in July 1959. and before the 
subcommittee was to hold additional hearings in Vietnam, Ful­
bright tried to get Mansfield to agree to a fairly mild "interim" 
report which would critiCize the foreign aid program but would not 
be too severe an indictment of the program Or of its operation in 
Vietnam, Mansfield did not agree, saying that he thought there 
should be a complete study of the matter, 

Toward the end of 1959, after all hearings had been completed 
and the subcommittee was preparing to issue its report, Mansfield's 

~ve not been made publk-l The onJy report from the Hoose subcommittee was the cureory trip 
report of the group that held heflrings in Vietnam, H. Rept. 86-1385. For the Sena~ report !lee 
U.s. Sena~, Committee on Foreign Relation&, United States Aw Progrom. in ViotlnoM. Report by 
a Subcommittee on State Department Organization and Public Affairs. Committee Print. Febru­
ary 26, 1960. 86th Cong., 2d Seaa. (Washington, D.C.; U.s. Go>.'t. Print. Off, 1960). The tranl!Cripte 
or the executive eeseions or the House subcommittee have not yet been relea&ed to the public. 
Th08e or the Senaw subcommittee have been transferred to tbe National Archives, but remain 
classified. 

llJNationaI Archlv", RG 46, Committee on Foreign Relations... Sen MA~F8, Marcy to JWF, 
July 23, 1959. 
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assistant, Francis Valeo, reflecting Mansfield's own views, also 
edited the draft; report prepared by Marcy and committee staffer 
John Newhouse in such a way as to "substantially harden" its con­
clusions according to Marcy, This action drew from Marcy the re­
joinder to Valeo: "you have felt there were things wrong with the 
program and you knew what they were." lL3 Marcy added that it 
was understandable that Valeo, who was writing for Mansfield's 
approval, should have taken a different position than he (Marcy) 
and Newhouse were taking in their attempt to draft; a report that 
Hickenlooper (the senior Republican on the Far East Subcommit­
tee) would also approve, and that could then be issued as a unani­
mous report by the subcommittee. In the end, however, these dif­
ferences were reconciled, and the necessary compromises were 
made to enable the subcommittee to issue the report unanimously. 

During the Senate and House hearings, administration witnesses, 
encouraged by the fact that the chairmen of the two subcommittees 
were Zablocki in the House and Mansfield in the Senate, both of 
whom had been strong supporters of U.S. policy in Vietnam, vehe­
mently denounced Colegrove and the series of articles, even to the 
~ of saying that the series served the Communist cause. Am-

dar Durbrow, who had flown to Washington for the hearings 
along with General Williams and Arthur Z_ Gardiner, Director of 
the U_S. foreigo aid mission in Vietnam (USOM), told the Zablocki 
subcommittee, "The series of articles have not only given a most 
erroneous picture of Our efforts there, but, what in my estimation 
is worse, they have done an inestimable amount of harm to Ameri­
can prestige in southeast Asia and to the prestige of Viet­
nam .... " He added that Vietnamese officials with whom he had 
talked had told him "that only the Communist imperialists would 
benefit from this series." 114 Chairman Zablocki, who said he had 
read one of the six articles "and didn't intend to read the rest," 
asked, "Shouldn't we let the public know how Scripps-Howard or­
ganization has aided the Communists?" I " 

And so it went in both the House and Senate, particularly the 
House, as foreign aid supporters, Democrats and Republicans, 
turned their ire on Colegrove. So did the American Friends of Viet­
nam, which issued a long rebuttal statement. 118 AFV Chairman 
General O'Daniel (Retired), said that the U.S. aid program in Viet­
nam was an "enormous success," and called Cole~ove's articles a 
"disgraceful example of ... 'yellow journalism." The articles, he 
said, quoting Durbrow, were "grist for the Communist propaganda 
machine."'" (In a letter on August 28, 1959, to O'Daniel, replying 
to one from O'Daniel criticizing the Colegrove articles, Fulbright 
said that he found O'Daniel's reaction similar to his own, and that. 
"I am afraid that these articles have done a great deal of damage­
how much I cannot even guess-to our efforts in Viet-Nam.")! '8 

Members of the Michigan Slate group also strongly attacked the 
Colegrove series, as did a scholar associated with the MSU team, 

I13Same location, Ma.rcy to Valoo, JM. 23, 1960. lempMsis in original) 
J I.HOW!e hearings. p. 34. 
lH;lbuL, p. HI 
IUFor the ten. see Ibid., pp, 328-338 
111lbui., pp. 328-329 
'lI!Nstional Arehhres. RG 46, 
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John D, Montgomery. In a book entitled The Politics of Foreign 
Aid, II. in which he was generally critical of Congress for failing to 
provide adequate support for foreign aid, Montgomery said that the 
Colegrove articles were very disruptive, and that "The Communist 
radio broadcasts took up the articles with understandable glee." He 
even gave his own point-by-point rebuttal of the series.'20 

The report of the Mansfield subcommittee, issued early in 1960, 
was a thoughtful and constructive critique, not just of the allega­
tions in the Colegrove series, but of U.S. aid to Vietnam generally. 
Praising the progress made by the Diem government, the subcom­
mittee, consistent with the position which Mansfield had taken ear­
lier that year, as well as the findings of Clement Johnston, called 
for a "reshaping" of the aid program "to make it more efficient 
and effective and, eventually to bring about a termination of the 
need for it as Vietnam achieves a reaaonable means of economic 
self-sufficiency." 

Interestingly enough, the subcommittee, which found that the 
military aid program was mOre effective than the economic pro­
gram, reported that, based on General Williams' testimony, and 
"barring unforeseen developments," the U.S. military assistance 
mission (MAAGl "can be phased out of Vietnam in the foreseeable 
future." The subcommittee recommended that a similar plan be de­
veloped for encouraging Vietnamese economic self-reliance and for 
phasing out economic aid, The low rate of exchange for the CIP 
was specifically criticized, as was the general practice of budget 
support: "The continued derivation of a large part of the Vietnam­
ese revenues directly or indirectly from grants of aid," the report 
said, "constitutes a form of dependence on outside rather than in­
digenous sources which, in the long run, is in the interests neither 
of the Vietnamese nor this Nation." 

Among its recommendations, the subcommittee urged the State 
Department to study ways of improving language and cultural 
training for all U's. Government personnel assigned to Vietnam. 

Unlike the House subcommittee, the Mansfield subcommittee 
also confirmed a number of Colegrove's criticisms of the aid pro­
gram, and recommended a general tightening in the administra­
tion of nonproject and project assistance. 

In an interview, former Ambassador Durbrow later explained 
that while Zablocki continued to be a strong supporter of the U.S. 
program in Vietnam, Mansfield had begnn to have serious doubts, 
When he came back to Washington to testify in the hearings on 
the Colegrove articles, Durbrow said he talked personally to Mans-

\ aJohn D. Montgonwry. TM Politics of Forfign Aid, cited above. 
lJOMontgomery'$ book was published as a study sponsored by the CounciJ on Fon-ign Rela­

tions, and had been d~ and reVIewed by <l dist~ Cou.nciJ study group of about 30 
pE!Qple which included some of the most stalwart memberS or former memoon> of the Michtga.n 
State University group, as well as former or current Stata Department and t:.S. military per­
sonnel. Am()ng th06e included were Leland Barrows, Joseph Buttinger, Wesley FiBhel, John 
Ohly, Ralph Smuckler, JL, Kenneth Y~, Jr. The list is on p. xi of ibid_ 

.sote should also be taken of the publlCation by Yichigl!ln Staw 1n 1959 of the ,ymposium, 
dWrl above, on Vietnam's prO(J'l"eSS during its first five years, and the two conferences of the 
American Friends of Vietnam, the first on "Aid to Vietnam-An American Sucoess Story," 
paper5 from which were published by the AFV I!Ind the second, on "Social Development and 
Welfare," papers from which were edited br Wesley Yishel and published in 1959 jointly by the 
Bureau of SocIal and Polincal Research of MSl: and the Free Press of Glencoe. m" under the 
litle. Problems of Fr~m: South Vwtnam Sif/£€ JlUkpelUknc-e. also cit:Prl above. 
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field. and ". . . whether it was the Colegrove articles or something 
else. or an accumulation of things, he was as cold as ice. To me per­
sonally he was polite. nothing rude, but he was cold, and he had 
been fairly warm before, particularly about Diem. He talked to me 
personally about Diem's lack of democracy and alleged corruption 
and all of that. As far as I was concerned, he was turned off to 
Diem by that time."lZl 

Despite the substantial effort made (including holding hearings 
in Vietnam-the only time this was done during the entire period 
of U.S. involvement), there is no evidence that the Colegrove hear­
ings and the subsequent recommendations of the Mansfield sub­
committee, as well as related hearings of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, had any significant effect on U.S. activities in Viet­
nam. If anything, they appear to have been a diversion of the ener­
gies of the foreign policy committees, especially those of the For­
eign Relations Committee, at the very time when events in Viet­
nam warranted a general inquiry into U.S. policy and operations, 
rather than specific inquiries into charges of waste. While Congress 
was investigating misuse and malfeasance, the Communists were 
beginning again to instigate revolution. 

Why did Congress pay SO little attention to Vietnam in the latter 
19508? Why did the foreign policy committees virtually ignore the 
situation in all of the countries of Indochina during this time, be­
coming active and concerned only when embarrassing questions 
were raised about the U.S. program by the Colegrove articles? To 
answer these questions fully would require a discussion extending 
beyond the purview of this study. but there are some proximate an· 
swers that may help in understanding Congress' role during this 
period. 

One basic reason for Congress' lack of attention to Vietnam was, 
of course, the relatively minor foreign policy importance of Viet­
nam, Laos, or Cambodia for U.S. policymakers during the latter 
1950s and even into the early 19608. For the Executive and the 
Congress, there were many more importent and urgent foreign 
policy problems. These included the Suez Crisis of 1956, when the 
Egyptians nationalized and restricted the use of the Suez Canal 
after the U.S. cancelled its agreement to help the Egyptians build 
the Aswan dam, and the British, French and Israelis then invaded 
Egypt; the Hungarian revolution, which occurred at about the 
same time, and was put down by Russian forces; the launching by 
the Russians in 1957 of the first earth satellite, which resulted in a 
top-level study (the Gaither committee) recommending steps to in­
crease U.S. strategic forces; the renewed conflict over the offshore 
islands (Quemoy, Matsu) in 1958; new tensions over Berlin in 1959, 
to mention only a few. By comparison, partly because it appeared 
at the time to be under control, the Vietnam problem was a back­
water issue during this period. 

Another indicator of the relatively minor importance of Vietnam 
during this time, and one that had substantial influence in Con­
gress' response, was the fact that in the late 1950s there were only 
two or three resident U.S. media correspondents in Vietnam. No 
major American newspaper was represented locally, although vari-
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ous newspaper correspondents visited from time to time; some, like 
Tillman Durdin of the New York Times, from a resident post else­
where in Asia. 122 

The lack of congressional staff also continued to be a limiting 
factor, Although both of the foreign policy committees had eight or 
ten professional staff members by the late 19505, they were still 
spread very thin, with one professional on each staff handling 
Southeast Asia along with other responsibilities, (Staff with investi­
gative skills were borrowed by the Foreign Affairs Committee from 
the General Accounting Office, a common practice with the House 
Appropriations Committee, to enable Foreign Affairs to make 
audit-type reviews of foreign aid.! 

Lack of staff was not, however, the key factor in Congress' lack 
of attention to Vietnam, Southeast Asia-Vietnam-simply was 
not, partly for reasons indicated above, an important priority for 
either foreign policy committees during this time, despite the fact 
that Mansfield, Knowland and H, Alexander Smith (through 1958) 
in the Senate, and Zablocki, Judd and Vorys in the House, contin­
ued to maintain strong interest in the area, (In a sense, the fact 
that these members, partly by action of the Executive in cultivat· 
ing and encouraging their interest and involvement, were known 
as the committees' "experts" on the subject, combined with the 
rather specialized nature of the subject, made it less likely that 
other members of the committees would put Southeast Asia very 
high on their own agendas or that of either of the full commit­
tees,)1.' 

According to John Newhouse, who handled Vietnam for the For­
eign Relations Committee at the time, 

The committee's interest in Vietnam at that stage was a 
kind of uneven function of individual interests, I would guess 
the committee took more testimony though on Vietnam in my 

IlZSduatton m VU'tnam, p_ 26 
It t6 also ~ry important to reca.il that at chat time the 't' s. press was generaIly quite sympa­

thetic to th .. r: 5 role in Vu~tnam. and that although there wa& romparat ... ·ely little reporti..r!g uf 
eventS, sueh reporting a.5 there Wa.5 tended to be uncritical and favorable. MIl11Y of the joums.l. 
ISts covermg Vu~tna.m durill{{ the 195.5-6{l period were, in fact, wQrkmg quite closely with the 
US. Government. 1.a.rJ.sdale him.sc!f reported that during 1954-55, '"'I'ill and Peg Durdin of the' 
~ Y Times. Hank Lieberman of the !';Y Times, Homer Bigal1 of the ~·tY Herald·Tribune. 
John Meeklin of Lif ..... Ti.me. and John Roderick. of AsaocibooO Press. have bt>-en warm friends of 
S~~f and worked hard to penetrate the fahr-ic of French pro~anda and give tM- U$. Il11 obje<:· 
tiw account (If events in Vietnam" Pp, Gravel ~L vol. I, p. ~1. 

Even in 195'3, when Colegrove's articles appeared, othenJ, such as veteran Nf!u:suwlf reporter 
Ernest K. Lindley 'who later became a speech wrirer ror ~reLary of State Dean Rusk), were 
praiSing the l! S. role and th .. Diem government. Tillman Durdin was oontinuing to send back 
glowing reports:. and on May 19, 1959, when the Communist iMurgtmcy was causiott growing 
corn::ern, the ~Veu< York Times lauded Diem for his work_ "He is moollng the Communists on the 
I(tOUnd of the com-est for the minds and the spirit of hi6 countrymen:' the Times said in an 
edltorial "Thus far he ill winning."' 

mDuring the ~yoor period, 1957-59. with the exception of the delegations from the fONiign 
policy :::ommittees thtit went to Vietnam in the faU of 1959 in connection with hearings on the 
Coltogro\'e articles. the staff lltudy in 1959 for the Subcommittee for Review of the Mutual Secu­
fity Programs 'Foreign !\ffairs O:!mmlttt>e), Il11d an inveetigative mission of the Hardy (Foreign 
Operations: su.bcommittt>e In 1957, the~ w('re only 16oongrel$&ional vistts to Vietnam, and of 
these only 5 were from either foreign policy ctlmmittee, and ail five OCCUrTOO in 1957, There was 
one of ;) da:rs by a junior member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, D. S. Saund :D!CaliLI. 
From fM- f'orelgn RchlhonB Committee, Senator Sparkman and Frank CarlSQI'I IR;K.ans,) spent 
:2 da:-'s each rn Vietnam, and Senator Hkkenlooper and Committee Chief of Staff ('.$r1 Marcy 
spent 3 days each. During these 3: vean;. the longest visit by a Member of Congress was 7 daY!L 
Most Y1$l($ were 2-3 days ,Th~ data were taken from information supplied to the Foreign Re.­
lations Committee In conjunction w.th the Colegrove hearings, locat.e<l in the !'1ational Archives, 
kG 46, Sen S6A-f'11 I 
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day than on any other subject, excepting the foreign aid legis­
lation-miles of testimony, but there was never any coherent 
point of view. 

Newhouse added: "It becomes a question of how much the com­
mittee is willing to absorb. The key variable is the committee itself. 
If the committee wants to buckle down and get to the bottom of 
something, it can do that. In my 5V2 years there I can count on the 
fingers of one hand the instances in which the committee wanted 
to get to the bottom of anything. That wasn't Fulbright's fault. He 
assumed, correctly, that the majority of his colleagues didn't want 
to get to the bottom, either because they didn't have the time, or 
the attention span, or as in the case of a few members, they 
wanted to use their place on the Foreign Relations Committee 
mainly to impress people. Its very hard to get a congressional com­
mittee focused on anything for very long. If it's page one, and 
there's a lot of television, maybe. Otherwise, it's a sometime 
thing." 1 24 

Congressional Oversight of the CIA 
It is also important to note the situation during the latter part of 

the 1960s with respect to congressional oversight of the CIA. Al­
though that agency's role in Indochina was and continued thereaf­
ter to be very active, there was virtually no effort made by Con­
gress during this time to examine what the agency was doing or 
the consequences of its activities, or to exercise any control over 
those activities. According to one congressional study: 125 

During the term of Allen Dulles the Congressional commit­
tee structure and the perception of the Agency as a first line 
defense against Communism remained the determinants in the 
relationship between the CIA and the Congress. Dulles himself 
reinforced the existing procedures through his casual, friendly 
approach to Congress, and he secured the absolute trust of 
senior ranking members. While Dulles was DCI [Director of 
Central Intelligence) Richard Russell continued as Chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, Carl Vinson remained 
as Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, and 
from 1955 to 1964 Clarence Cannon held the chairmanship of 
the House Appropriations Committee. Dulles' appearance 
before a group consisted of a tour d 'horizon on the basis of 
which members would ask questions. Yet the procedure was 
more perfunctory than rigorous. Likewise, members often pre­
ferred not knowing about Agency activities. Leverett Salton­
staIl, the former Massachusetts Senator and a ranking member 
of the Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Committees 
stated candidly: 

Dominated by the Committee chairmen, members would 
ask few questions which dealt with internal Agency mat­
ters or with specific operations. The most sensitive discus-

1I4CRS Interview with John Newhouse, Feb. 16, 1983. 
lU"HiBtory of the Central Intelligence Agency," prepared by Anne Karalekas, a member of 

the staff of the U.s. Senate's Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations With Respect 
to Intelligence Activities, book. IV, [)PtaiW Staff Reports on: FOTYign and Military IntelligeN%, 
of the committee's final report (S. Rept. 94-755, Apr 23, 1976), pp. 51-52. 
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sions were reserved for one-to-one sessions between Dulles 
and individual Committee chairmen. 

In 1955-56, however, an effort, led by Senator Mansfield, was 
made to strengthen legislative oversight of the CIA. In a resolution 
cosponsored by 34 other Senators, Mansfield proposed the establish­
ment of a joint oversight committee for the CIA. Mansfield's action 
was based on the report of a task force directed by retired Gen, 
.Mark Clark. a part of a 1954 Hoover Commission study of the exec· 
utive branch, which had recommended such a joint congressional 
oversight committee, At the same time a classified report on the 
clandestine activities of the CIA, requested by Eisenhower, "pre­
sumably in consultation with Allen Dulles," was prepared by a 
group headed by retired Gen. James Doolittle, Its purpose was to 
reaffirm the need for clandestine activities, and it did so in "chill­
ing prose," 126 including the following passage: 

As long as it remains national policy, another important re­
quirement is an aggressive covert psychological, political, and 
paramilitary organization more effective, more unique, and if 
necessary, more ruthless than that employed by the enemy. No 
One should be permitted to stand in the way of the prompt, ef· 
ficient, and secure accomplishment of this mission. 

It is now clear that we are facing an implacable enemy 
whose avowed objective is world domination by whatever 
means and at whatever cost, There are no rules in such a 
game, Hitherto acceptable norms of human conduct do not 
apply, If the United States is to survive, long-standing Ameri­
Can concepts of "fair play" must be reconsidered, 

We must develop effective espionage and counter-espionage 
services and must learn to subvert, sabotage and destroy our 
enemi"" by more clever, more sophisticated, and more effective 
methods than those used against us, It may become necessary 
that the American people be made acquainted with, under­
stand and support this fundamentally repugnant philoso­
phy,l27 

After over a year of occasional debate, the Senate defeated Mans­
field's proposal, 59-27, with about half of the original co-sponsors 
voting against it, and with all of the powerful leaders of the 
Senate, including Lyndon Johnson, Knowland, Bridges, Russell, 
Hayden, Saltonstall, Symington, Stennis, Hickenlooper, and former 
Vice President Barkley, allied with the executive branch in opposi­
tion to the resolution. It was supported primarily by moderate and 
liberal Democrats and a few Republican conservatives. Among 
those besides Mansfield voting for it were Clements, Fulbright, 
Kennedy, Sam Ervin (D/N,C.l, Humphrey, and Morse. lO" 

As a result of Mansfield's effort, which was the forerunner of the 
establishment of intelligence committees in both the Senate and 
the House following the Vietnam war, formal CIA subcommittees 
were esteblished in the House and Senate Armed Services and AI>" 
propriations Committees, '2. 
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. . . Yet the same small group of individuals continued to be 
responsible for matters related to the Agency. In the Armed 
Services O:>mmittee Russell appointed Senators SaltonstalI and 
Byrd, both of whom had been meeting informally with Russell 
on Agency activities, to a CIA subcommittee. Subsequently, 
Senators Lyndon Johnson and Styles Bridges were appointed 
to the subcommittee. In 1957 the Senate Appropriations O:>m­
mittee formalized a CIA subcommittee for the first time. The 
members of the subcommittee were, agaln, Russell, Bridges 
and Byrd. Essentially, these three men held full responsibility 
for Senate oversight of the CIA. They frequently conducted the 
business of the two subcommittees at the same meeting. De­
spite attempts to regularize the subcommittee meetings, the 
most frequent form of interchange with the CIA remained per­
sonal communications between the subcommittee's chairman, 
Richard Russell, and Allen Dulles. In 1961, following the Bay 
of Pigs, Senator Eugene McCarthy attempted to revive the idea 
of a formally designated CIA oversight committee, but his 
effort failed. 

In the House, under Chairman Carl Vinson, the Armed Serv­
ices o:>mmittee formally established a CIA SUbcommittee, 
chaired by Vinson. The Subcommittee reviewed the CIA's pre>­
grams, budget and legislative needs. Briefings on CIA oper­
ations were more regularized than in the Senate and the 
House Armed Services staff maintained almost daily contact 
with the Agency. The House Appropriations O:>mmittee did not 
establish a formal subcommittee. Instead Cannon continued to 
rely on his special group of five members. As part of the secu­
rity precautions surrounding the functioning of the special 
group, its membership never became public knowledge. 

The Beginning of the End of Diem s "Mime!'?" 
o:>ngressional controversy over the U.S. aid program in Vietnam 

was indicative of the fact that the rapidly developing malaise in 
Vietnam (which began in mid-1957., had become serious by late 
1959, and would soon lead to increased U.s. intervention. Oiem's 
"miracle," which seemed to have been so successful during 1955-
59, was coming to an end. 

Whether there had ever really been a "miracle," or whether it 
had been a mirage all along, has been and continues to be debated. 
Few have questioned, however, that it was the combination of 
Diem's problems of governance and the decision of the Viet Minh 
in 1959 to resume the armed struggle that brought about an in· 
creasingly unstable situation, which in turn caused the regime to 
become mOre repressive. thus reinforcing the insurgency. 

For the first several years after Geneva it appeared as if Diem, 
with U.S. help, might be able to accomplish the seemingly impossi· 
ble task of gaining the necessary political strength to govern effec­
tively. The odds were not in his favor. As the NSC Special Working 
Group on Indochina had said in its report on August 12, 1954, "In 
Free Vietnam there is political chaos. The Government of Prime 
Minister Diem has only one virtue-honesty-and is bereft of any 
practical experience in public administration." A national intelli­
gence estimate issued at about the same time predicted that the 
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chances for establishing a "strong regime in South Vietnam 
are poor. . . ." Yet, Diem had succeeded, despite the odds, and d~ 
spite the problems, in consolidating his power and in organizing a 
government that, for a time at least, appeared to be working effec­
tively. Although the U.S. helped, " ... the main accomplishment," 
William Colby says, "was truly Diem's, the result of his toughness 
in crisis times, his firm use of authority amid anarchy, his monas­
tic devotion to his mission of non-Communist nationalism and even 
his prickly refusal to accept counsels of caution and compromise 
when the situation appeared bleak." "By 1958," Colby adds, "not 
only had he [Diem] put down his opponents, he was well launched 
on an extensive development program for South Vietnam. Roads 
were reopened, schools proliferated in the countryside, a five-year 
DDT'i!praying campaign was started to eliminate malaria, rice pro­
duction began to climb, and light industry grew in the Saigon 
suburbs. I t 1 $ 0 

Despite these signs of success, however, there were growing prob­
lems toward the end of the 1950s. " ... there were in Diem's ap' 
proach," Colby says, "flaws that would prove critical in time," in­
cluding his dependence on U.s. aid, which tended to compromise 
his nationalism; his tendency to rule through a small number of 
people, primarill, members of his family; his repression of dissent 
and opposition. 'Thus, Diem functioned as a Mandarin administra­
tor," Colby concludes, "a benevolent dictator, forcing his people 
into development for their own good, whatever they thought of it, 
authoritarian and undemocratic, using but complaining about the 
French-trained bureaucracy he employed to do so, believing that it 
could gradually be reformed and replaced by the graduates of 
American public-administration training programs." 131 

In May 1957, at the height of his American popularity, Diem 
made a triumphal "return" to the United States, where he was 
met at the airport by President Eisenhower, spoke to a joint ses­
sion of Congress and to the National Press Club, was feted in New 
York by the American Friends of Vietnam, attended a reception at 
the Council on Foreign Relations, had breakfast with Cardinal 
Spellman, and was given a private luncheon by John D. Rockefeller 
III.' 32 Referring to Diem's visit, Senator Mansfield said that 
"President Diem is not only the savior of his own country, but in 
my opinion he is the savior of all Southeast Asia. . . . He is indeed 
a man of the people; a man whom the Vietnamese admire and 

I ~t/ Horwrobk M~1t, pp. 144-145. See aI.ao Scigliano, N'atio .. Urukr St~ pp. lQ7 -109. 
IJ1For a similar critique of political and economic development under Diem see Scigliano, 

pp. 98-100 IUld 115-129, Herring', Am.ertl'a $ Lof!.8e$t War, pp. 5f3.-6.6, and other relevant works cited 
abo:we. 

uZDuring his stay in Wa8hi~n Diem also met with Eisenhower, Dulles and othenl for a 
long discussion of the situation III Vietnam. He told Eisenhower that Vietnam was faced with 
the PQe5ihiHty of a Viet Minh offensive, probe.blv throlJi:h the Mekong River Valley through 
l...aai, and that more Vietnantt'!8Et ground troop" were needed to meet this threat (He mentioned 
increasing the annv from 150,000 to 110,0(0) Because of the nature of the terrain, he said. as 
well 1"1$ the ~robabllity that the Viet Minh would use "commando methods.." he did not think 
that SEATO s airpower detet't"tmt would be pfi'ective-. Moreover, of the SEATO countries. only 
Thailand and the Philippines were in a poeition to help Vietnam in such a situation, hut neither 
oountry could provide the help that might ~ needed. He also diBcuu.nted atomic weapons. saying 
that they would not be effectrve because of the lack of concentrated targets. f'I"he memorandum 
of this di&cus6ion. now declaseified exoept: for one brief reference. ill in the :El.Senhower Library, 
Whitman File. International Meetings Serieal 
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trust; and a man in whom the United States has unbounded confi­
dence and great faith."'" 

To Vietnamese Communists. however. as well as various nOn­
Communist nationalists, he was "My-Diem" (American-Diem). a de­
rogatory label that appealed to an increasing number of Vietnam­
ese in the late 19508. as Diem's policies, in the words of the Penta­
gon Papers. ". . . alienated one after another of the key groups 
within South Vietnam's society until, by late 1960. his regime 
rested on the narrow and disintegrating base of its own bureaucra­
cy and the northern refugees."'" 

As both Communist and non-Communist opposition to his regime 
increased. Diem took stern countermeasures. Having broken the 
ancient tradition of village autonomy in 1956 by making village of­
ficials appointive rather than elective, and by this and other steps 
having made "the administrative system of the Republic of Viet­
nam ... more centralized than it ever was under the emperors or 
the French •... surpassed only by the Communist bureaucracy 
created in North Vietnam,"'" Diem steadily increased his control 
over the government, until. by 1960, he was exercising virtually un­
limited power. 

As a national intelligence estimate on May 26, 1959, conclud­
ed:13• 

A facade of representative government is maintained, but 
the government is in fact essentially authoritarian. The legisla­
tive powers of the National Assembly are strictly circum­
scribed; the judiciary is undeveloped and subordinate to the ex­
ecutive; and the members of the executive branch are little 
more than the personal agents of Diem. No organized opposi· 
tion. loyal or otherwise, is tolerated, and critics of the regime 
are often repressed. This highly centralized regime has provid· 
ed resolute and stable direction to national affairs. but it has 
alienated many of the country's educated elite and has inhibit­
ed the growth of governmental and political institutions which 
could carry on in Diem's absence. 

The most notable example of political repression was the case of 
Dr. Phan Quang Dan (who. it will be recalled, was the favorite can· 
didate for Prime Minister On the part of some elements of the CIA 
at the time of Diem's appointment to that post in 1954.) In 1955, 
Dr. Phan had returned to Vietnam from his studies at Harvard 
Medical School, and became a leader of the non-Communist opposi­
tion to Diem. As a result of his efforts. he was persecuted by the 
Ngo family. He was arrested before the 1966 election for the Na­
tional Assembly, forced to leave his medical post at the University 
of Saigon, and disqualified by court action from taking his newly· 
won seat in the 1959 National Assembly, to which he had been 

l'J.~CR. voL 103, p. 6759. For Otem's add~ to Congress Bee pp. 6699-£700. Just before Diem's 
visit, an micle on Vietnam by the Asian spedalist on the staff of the Council on Forftgn aebl· 
tiona, William Henderson, ,,8.8 published In FOI"PWn Af(a.J.Ft. the ~l of the Council Hender­
son said that Diem ''has ruled virtually 88 .. dict.aLor,· but that 'History may yet a.<ljudge Diem 
as one of the great figures of twentieth century Aaia." See "South Viet NMO Finda I18elf," 
pp, 283-294 of the January 1957~. Seealao WNleyFiahel's9ut.equentj~tion mone-man 
rule. "Vietnam's Democratic One-Man Rule," New Let;ukr. Nov. 2, 1959, pp. 10-13:. 

t'''''PP, Gravel ed., vol. T. p, 253. 
135Scigliano, Sooth VU'tnamt Natwn Vrukr Stre:tlS, pp.33-34.. 
lUPP, DOD ed, book:O, p. 1192. 
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elected by the largest plurality of any candidate in the country. 
After associating himself with the group of dissidents who attempt. 
ed to overthrow Diem in November 1960, Dr. Phan was arrested 
again, and, according to one source, would have been executed 
except for intervention by U.S. and other representatives! 37 

Phan's treatment was typical of the political oppression (by 
Western standards) that prevailed during Diem's regime. and of 
the kind of control that was exercised in the case of the National 
Assembly elections of 1956 and 1959, as well as in the elections of 
1963. In Fall's view, " ... the South Vietnamese legislatures elect· 
ed in both 1956 and 1959, in spite of their superficial multiparty 
character, are as homogeneous as those elected by the Viet-Minh in 
1946 and 1960. _ ."138 

Resumption of the Armed Struggle 
Beginning in the spring of 1959, and intensifying late that year, 

Communist guerrilla warfare became increasingly serious in South 
Vietnam, and in 1960 the formation of the National Liberation 
Front, the "front" organization of Communists in South Vietnam, 
(technically, any person or political group could join, and many 
did), was announced. By the end of 1959, the Communists were said 
to control large areas of the South Vietnamese countryside, per­
haps as much as two-thirds, or, as was said, half by day and all by 
night. 

The reaction of the Diem government, among other things, was 
to launch a population resettlement program in 1959 similar to the 
one which the French had attempted a decade earlier. This consist­
ed of establishing "fortified" or "protected" villages in which to re­
settle peasants known to be supporting the Communists, (thus 
keeping close control over these families while also depriving the 
Communists of their local network of support), and, for their Own 
protection, those who were loyal to the regime. But after very 
strong opposition, the plan was abandoned 2 months later in favor 
of an "Agroville" plan, by which entire villages would be relocated 
to new and more protected sites, Some relocations were carried out 
under this scheme, but peasant opposition to being moved from tra­
ditional homes, together with the success of the Communists in 
penetrating the agroville defense system, resulted in abandonment 
of the project in early 1961, after the plan was only 25 percent com­
plete.! 30 This was followed late in 1961 by the Strategic Hamlet 
plan, which the U.S. strongly supported, but it, toe, soon failed. 

In addition to experimenting with resettlement programs, the 
Government of Vietnam, in conjunction with the U.S. {'",vernment, 
was faced, as the 1960s began, with the problem of responding to 
the problem of internal security created by the increasing level of 
Communist violence, while maintaining adequate conventional 
forces to counter a possible invasion from the north, or the infiltra-

lj,See Scigliano, pp. S3-t<4, According to Wolf Ladejinsky, who was Diem's closest American 
adviser in the latter 1950s, and lived in the Presidential pcaIace at the time, he and Durbrow 
achised Diem to let Phru; take his seat in the legislature in 1959. Memorandum of coovenatjQn, 
Ladejinsky RIld John Newho\llle, N(lv. 3Q, 1959, in Nati{lnru Archives, RG 46. 

I "Fall. TM Two Vu-t· ..... ams. p. 259; see also Buttinger, Vietnam: A Drugon EmbattiW, vol, 11, 
pp 942-9.f4. 

IHSee Scigliano, pp 17~191 
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tion of regular North Vietnamese military unita into the south. For 
5 years, South Vietnam had been developing an American-style 
army. (As Dennis J. Duncanson noted, "Tbe Vietnamese soldier 
learnt to fight always wearing his American boota, his full pack, 
and his steel helmet, even when wallowing in the flooded clay of 
paddy nurseries. Tbat there might one day be a greater need for 
swamp and jungle fighting and the tactics of patrol and ambush 
war not generally foreseen .... ")l40 Counterguerrila warfare was 
given short shrift, despite Secretary of State Dulles' conviction that 
this should be the primary emphasis of U.S. military assistance,"! 
and General O'Daniel, and his successor as MAAG Commander, 
General Williams, made defense against invasion "the cornerstone 
of their advisory effort." '42 

U.S. intelligence estimates minimized the likelihood of an inva­
sion from the north. As the Pentagon Papers concluded: " ... in 
spite of insistence by Diem that invasion by the DRV was a serious 
possibility, U.S. estimates continued to stress that such an invasion 
was unlikely." " ... at this time," the Joint Chiefs saId on Septem­
ber 9, 1955, as the decision to maintain the 150,000 man army was 
being made, the "the major threat to South Vietnam continues to 
be that of subversion. . . ."!43 

Marshall Green. a veteran State Department Far East expert 
and diplomat, commenting on the difficulties of providing effective 
assistance to another country, saId later:!" 

As we were training the South Vietnamese, and thereby 
making them more and more dependent upon Western arms 
and West Point ways of doing things, we were making the 
same mistake the French did in trying to teach them the ways 
of French military institutions. Secondly, we Were making 
them too dependent upon modern weaponry rather than upon 
that elemental toughness that enables them to slug it out in 
the forest with all the leeches, heat and rain. So in some ways 
this whole development process. baaed on outaide assistance, 
can be dangerously corrupting. We could be enlightening with 

HODuneanson, Go~mnrent aM &volutum III VU!1/Wln, p. 291. See also Spector, Adl'1Ct ami 
Support, pp. 262 fL and Robert K. G. Thompson's comments in Rlchard}f Pfeffer, NQ More 
VietlllJlns?<New York.: fiarper and Row, 1968), p. 166. Thomp80n ~ys, "I have always regarded. 
and still do, the creation of a large conventional army mside South Vietnam as the bssic cause 
of the failure to defeat commqnist irururgency there," 

141For a good uplanation of the U R military role in Vietnam 19S5-£1, see PP, DOD ed, book 
2. IV. A. 4. Thl& important section of the Pentugon Papers is not included in the Gravel ed1tion. 

It should be noted that the. decision to maintain tl !!trong ronventlOnaI army was based n{lt 
only on the pt"eferern:es or U,s. miliLAry leadel"$, but aoo on the desire of Diem for a large stand­
Ing army to guard against an invasion from the north Some of hiS senior military leaden! dis­
~. hQWewr, belu~,,'mg that the m~r problem was internal SUbV4!rslQO. 

lHSpect(»'. Adt,~ (t.nd SUPJ>OH., p :..,2 Apparently thE' Korean experience, as well as the gen~ 
era! throat of Chinest> conquest of Southeast Asia, influ~!lced this deciSIOn to prepare qainBt an 
w\'asiQO See in the "hdst of "ran: for Lansdale's de(enS(! of Generals Q'Daniel and Williams' 
pOIHtion 011 the nero for a large army, despite t..aru.dale'f> own feeling that l:Iubversion was the 
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As- Sp!?C!O~ also pomts out, {p, 378" in building a conventional army to resist attacks from the 
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"""ithm the US armed forces." See also Spector's discussion. ell, 1$. of the shift m thinking in 
1%00 toward the develop:nent of counterinsurgency capabilities. 
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our education programs and things like that, but we could also 
be corrupting in the sense that they were becoming too de­
pendent upon ways of doing things that they, themselves, could 
not support, and which weren't really part of their nature and 
culture, and particularly were no match for those who were 
willing to fight it out for months in the jungles with only a 
tube of rice hung around their necks. That is what won the 
war in the long run in Vietnam. So, we fmd this process in 
American foreign policy of trying to do the right thing for the 
right reason. but, paradoxically, it flares back on us. 

The decision to maintain a large army meant that the problem of 
internal security had to be dealt with outside the regular military 
establishment by the Civil Guard, consisting of about 50,000 men 
stationed in small units throughout the country, and, a Self De­
fense Corps of about 40,000 members located in the villages. This 
led to the assignment of responsibility for internal security to the 
civilian side of the U.s. Government with the result. according to 
one study. that "The U.S. responsibility for improving the security 
of RVN was bureaucratically and artificially divided in Saigon and 
Washington .... As a consequence, the police (trained by a Michi­
gan State contract team), the Civil Guard and the Self Defense 
Corps were all poorly trained. equipped and led. MAAG was re­
sponsible for external security and initially dealt only with 
RVNAF [Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces]. U.S. bureaucratic 
biases and organizational loyalties early on helped foster an unre­
alistic and unwise division of the conflict into separate compo­
nents."14S 

The Michigan State University group wanted the Guard to be 
equipped and trained as a civilian rural police force. Diem. howev­
er. wanted the Guard to serve a political function. both as a coun­
terweight to the army, and as a way of exercising political control 
throughout the countryside, and he rejected the MSU proposal."s 
The resulting impasse between the Diem government and the U.S. 
Government, which supported the MSU proposal (although the 
MAAG wanted the Guard to be operated as a branch of the mili­
tary to make it more effective against the Communists, thus also 
relieving the regular army from internal security duty). led to a 
temporary suspension of U.S. aid for the Guard during 1957-59. 
The matter was fmally resolved in 1959, when the U.S., in the face 
of increasing pressure from the Communist guerrillas. agreed to 
provide heavier weapons to the Guard as requested by Diem, and 
as recommended by Lansdale and the MAAG, and responsibility 
for the Guard was transferred from MSU to USOM and then to the 
MAAG."7 

l""'BDM C¢tpOration, The SlrotegJ.c LeliJlofl.$ l~ In VieJnom [McLean, Va": Hl&)" \'»1 6, 
book :, p. 1-20. For mform.acu:;n on thls study, ge(' the Notes on SoUf\".eIS below. 

I +tSee Duncanson. Gm:oe1'1t1nenl and /UvoluJicn ilt Vietnam, p. 280. 
u'See Specwr. Adt,U't and S~,. pp. 2~27~ for further details. on the pro6ition of t~e 

!dAAG. See also PP. 000 ed .• boOk _, IV. A. 4, pp. 22··23. Thwarted ill Its general plan to tTiun 
and equip the Guard a:; a rural police roroo. the :\fSU team conducted a number or spedfic 
police training programs, as well as p~idint!:. through USOM funds. poliet!! ~!lipment and teCh­
nolog). These are discUMed in the MSU Final Report, pp. 47 ft. Duri~ 1959 Diem wanted to 
form special "commando" units in the regular army, but the MAAG d.isa.greed, saying thllt 1t 
w.ould advensely affect the ron\'enti{lnal fOl.'Ceft, Some changes were made in 1960, however. For 
further details SlH' S~tOL ,4.dl'icr and Support. p. 349. 
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HA squad of Civil Guard policemen armed with whistles, night­
sticks, and .38-cal. revolvers," as Lansdale said, "could hardly be 
expected to arrest a squad of guerrillas armed with submachine 
guns, rifles, grenades, and mortars .... ",.8 And Scigliano noted 
that H ... a roadoound, mechanized, defense-minded army, supple­
mented by an iIl·trained and under-armed bedraggled Civil Guard 
and Self-Defense Corps-added to the enemy's advantage." 149 

Beginning in late 1959, the Civil Guard underwent a 2-year re­
training and reequipment program, but by then the insurgency was 
well-advanced. In 1960 alone it was estimated that the Communists 
killed 1,4()() local officials and civilians.l5O 

In the spring of 1960, there was increasing pressure in the U.S. 
Army and elsewhere for giving greater priority to counterinsur­
gency, and in June U.S. Army Special Forces personnel were sent 
to Vietnam for the express purpose of counterguerrilla training. In 
September, General Williams was replaced by Lt. Ge,1. Lionel C. 
McGarr, who gave mOre emphasis to counterguerrilla warfare. lSl 

In a memorandum on September 13, 1960, Lansdale, (by then a 
brigadier generall, who had continued to be heavily involved in Vi­
etnamese matters from his post in the Office of Special Operations 
!a part of the Office of the Secretary of Defense), and who had been 
active during the discussions of counterinsurgency in the spring, 
recommended that the U.S. military mission in Vietnam be reor· 
iented toward a strong emphasis on counterguerrilla warfare, and 
that members of the MAAG should be directed tD provide Vietnam­
ese units with "on·the-spot advice and assistance in the conduct of 
tactical operations against the Viet Cong." Moreover, he said, "If a 
large scale operation against the Viet Cong is undertaken by the 
Vietnamese the dispatch of Seventh Fleet vessels and Air Force pa­
trols might be useful in deterring sea reinforcements to the Viet 
Cong."U2 

As the Communist insurgency gained strength, the U.S. GDvern­
ment continued to maintain that the situation in South Vietnam 
was stable, and that Diem's government was fully in control. These 
assurances were given not only publicly, but to Members of Con­
gress in closed sessions of congressional committees. In March 
1958, for example, during an executive session of the Foreign Rela­
tions Committee, Adm. Felix B. Stump, Commander of U.s. Forces 
in the Pacific (CINCPAC), told the committee that the improve­
ment in South Vietnam " ... has been beyond what would have 
been our wildest and most optimistic dreams 3 years ago .... " He 
added that Communist guerrillas were creating some problems, but 

IU1..a.n8da1e, In the !flulst fJ{ Wal"S. p 353 ~ Scigli.;tno-Fox evaluation of the MSU pn;Jgt'Bm, 
cited ~. p. 67. reached thi& conclusion: "Pechape MSUG'il most serious miscalcuJatloo of Vi· 
etnamese realiti8lil WBS displa.yed in its proposals (or the civil guard and the withholding of 
Americao aid that followed upon Vietnamege failure to a.xept them" The Uni~rsity group's 
police advieol1l reg9J'rled t~ civil guard && a civil police apncy, and themore want.ed it to oper­
ate act>:Jrdin,giy, free of military direction. eqUIPped onlY with light weapo1l8. and not living in 
military encampments but among the villagers its members would serve. This conceptil)n of the 
civil guard did not a/X()rd ei.ther with Vietnamese ideat! or with thoe tmDed di.ssi.~ce already 
existing in Vletna.tnE8e rountl"V<lide nen back in 1955 and 1956." 

IHSciglian.o, South Vietnam. p 164.. 
l~IlCS. Department of State, A Thrrollo the Pmct': North Vietnam '8 Effort fa. ConqUl!r South 

Vutnam \WashingtOn, D.C.: U.S. Govt, Print. Off., 1961). p. 13. 
I!; IFor thege developments see Specror, Advice and Support, pp. 349 ff. 
IUPF, OOD ed .• book 10, pp. 13{Yf-1309. For additional d~ on Lansdale's views at the 

ti.tne, see Specwr. Advice and Support, pp, 356-3,,1. 
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stressed that this "police work" should be handled by the Civil 
Guard, " ... so that the Army can group itself against the menace 
of Communist aggression from the North .... " 153 

In January 1959, in another executive session of the Foreign Re­
lations Committee, Secretary of State Dulles was asked ahout the 
situation in South Vietnam, and he replied that it was satisfactory, 
but that there continued to be a threat of invasion from the north. 
Neither he nor any member of the committee mentioned the prob­
lem of internal security. I 5. In April 1959 the committee heard tes­
timony on the Southeast Asia portion of the mutual security bill, 
and Senator George Aiken (R/Vu asked the new U.S. commander 
in the Pacific, Adm. Harry D. Felt, ahout the "threat to ... Viet­
nam," meaning the external threat. Felt responded that the Soviet 
bloc might decide to "probe" again in the area, but that the most 
likely target would be Laos. Again, there was no discussion of the 
problem ofinternal subversion.' 55 

Also in April 1959, Maj. Gen. Samuel L. Myers, who had just re­
turned from 2'12 years as Deputy Chief of the MAAG in Saigon, 
told a meeting of the American Friends of Vietnam that the "inter­
nal security of the nation ... is nearly realized." 15. 

As late as July 30, 1959, when the insurgency had become so se­
rious that the Diem government was having difficulty carrying out 
its rural program, Ambassador Durbrow told the Mansfield sub­
committee that "the Government is becoming more and more effec­
tive in curbing these terrorist acts."'" 

These assurances by the executive branch appear to have been 
accepted even by knowledgeable Members of Congress. Chester 
Bowles, for example (a liberal, internationalist Democrat, and then 
a Member of Congress), who was the keynote speaker at a 1959 
conference sponsored by the American Friends of Vietnam, told the 
group, "Today Vietnam shows us what dedicated men can accom­
plish when they set their hearts and energies to the task of build­
ing an independent society."15' And in the January 1960 report of 
the Mansfield subcommittee, as noted ahove. it was stated that on 
the basis of such assurances, the U.S. military assistance group in 
Vietnam could be phased out in the foreseeable future. As Fall 
pointed out, "This was published at a time when local officials in 
Viet-Nam were being killed at a rate of more than ten a day."15. 

On May 5, 1960, after a newspaper story stating that the MAAG 
was being doubled in size, hoth Mansfield and Fulbright wrote to 
General Williams expressing surprise, in view of Williams' testimo­
ny (on which the subcommittee had relied for that part of its 
report), that the MAAG could soon be reduced, and asking for an 
explanation. Williams replied that the news story was incorrect. 
The size of the MAAG was not being doubled, he said. Rather, the 
350 members of the Temporary Equipment Recovery Mission 
(TERM) were being offiCially added to the MAAG. This. he said, 

,USFRC RIA &r .. voL X. p. 15(l 
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" ,ends subterfuge as actually TERM has had undereover mis­
sion as logistical advisors since activation:' Williams reiterated his 
opinion that the MAAG should "work itself out of a job," beginning 
with a 15 percent decrease in 1961 and 20 percent each year there­
after, "depending of course on readings taken at subsequent 
dates," 160 

Leadership in Vietnam and Laos Reconsidered 
By 1960, the situation in both Vietnam and Laos was becoming 

so critical that the United States began making a number of moves 
toward developing stronger leadership in both countries, (U,S, offi­
cials were also concerned that Cambodia might become "neutral," 
which under the current circumstances they tended to equate with 
Hpro--communist.'· ) 

", , . key members of the 'Vietnam lobby' were also becoming 
disillusioned with Diem, Joseph Buttinger had gone to work with 
Vietnam exiles in the United States preparing for Diem's over­
throw. As early as February 1960, Leo Cherne had gone to Viet­
nam at the behest of many leaders of the American Friends of 
Vietnam to ask Diem to change his ways." 161 

In Vietnam, political dissidence continued to increase, and the 
sense of outrage of non-Communist groups, including elements of 
the Hoa Hao and the Cao Dai, became so strong that in April 1960 
many of these opposition leaders joined in organizing a new politi­
cal group and in issuing a Manifesto. (They made their announce­
ment at the Caravelle Hotel, and were thereafter known as the 
Caravelle Group,) The 18 leaders who had signed the document, 
and who called their new organization the Bloc for Liberty and 
Progress, consisted of some of the most illustrious men of the Re­
public. Eleven of them were former Cabinet Ministers, including 
Dr. Phan Huy Quat (who. it will be recalled. had been selected by 
the U,S. in April 1955 to replace Diem), and Tran Van Do (former 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Vietnamese chairman at the 
Geneva Conference, who had been been selected by the U.S. in 1955 
as Vice President if Diem were to be replaced). Dr. Phan Quang 
Dan, then in prison, did not join the Group. 

The "Manifesto of the Eighteen" was a frank and compelling 
statement of the problems facing Vietnam, and an urgent appeal to 
Diem to take corrective action. It read, in part, as follows: ••• 

In spite of the fact that the bastard regime created and pro­
tected by colonialism has been overthrown and that many of 
the feudal organizations of factions and parties which oppress 
the population were destroyed, the people do not know a better 
life or more freedom under the republican regime which you 
have created. A constitution has been established in form only; 
a National Assembly extsts whose deliberations always fall 
into line with the government; antidemocratic elections-all 
those are methods and "comedies" copied from the dictatorial 

UoSee p~ DOD ed., book 10. pp. 1276-1280, and for Fulbright's letter of May 5, 1960 to both 
General Williama and Se<:ret:.an' of State Chnstian Herter. see ~atlQna1 Archives. HG 4i3, Sen. 
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Communist regimes, which obviously cannot serve as terms of 
comparison with North Viet-Nam. 

Continuous arrests fill the jails and prisons to the rafters, as 
at this precise moment; public opinion and the press are re­
duced to silence. The sarne applies to the popular will as trans­
lated in certain open elections, in which it is insulted and 
trampled (as was the case, for example, during the recent elec­
tions for the Second Legislature). All these have provoked the 
discouragement and resentment of the people. 

Political parties and religious sects have been eliminated. 
"Groups" or "movements" have replaced them. But this substi­
tution has only brought about new oppressions against the pop­
ulation without protecting it for that matter against Commu­
nist enterprises . 

• • • • • • • 
The size of the territory has shrunk, but the number of civil 

servants has increased, and still the work doesn't get done. 
This is because the government, like the Communists, lets the 
political parties control the population, separate the elite from 
the lower echelons, and sow distrust between those individuals 
who are "affiliated with the movement" and those who are 
"outside the group." Effective power, no longer in the hands of 
those who are usually responsible, is concentrated in fact in 
the hands of an irresponsible member of the "family," from 
whom emanates all orders; this slows down the administrative 
machinery, paralyzes all initiative, discourages good wilL At 
the same time, not a month goes by without the press being 
full of stories about graft impossible to hide; this becomes an 
endless parade of illegal transactions involving millions of pias­
tres. 

The administrative machinery, already slowed down, is 
about to become completely paralyzed. 

The 18 signers called on Diem to take action to correct these 
problems, saying, "until now, we have kept silent and preferred to 
let the Executive act as it wished. But now time is of the es­
sence .... " And they warned that if he did not, " ... truth shall 
burst forth in irresistable waves of hatred on the part of a people 
subjected for a long time to terrible suffering and a people who 
shall rise to break the bonds which hold it down. It shall sweep 
away the ignominy and all the injustices which surround and op­
press it." 

In order to prevent this from happening, the group urged, among 
other things, that there should be a stronger, more independent 
National Assembly, an easing of censorship of the press, and more 
liberal treatment of political opposition. 

According to Buttinger, no Vietnamese newspaper published the 
manifesto. He explains why: "If a paper criticized the government 
too freely or dared to make uncomplimentary remarks about any 
member of the Ngo family, hoodlums hired by one of Nhu's secret 
services staged an outburst of popular indignation, which invari­

-ably ended with the wrecking of the paper's offices and plant. The 
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owner lost not only permission to publish, but also much of his 
property. He was usually fmed and jailed as well." 1 •• 

Buttinger pointed out that the actions of the Caravelle Group 
also were not reported in the American press.'" (There is also no 
indication that Congress was aware of these events, although 
Mansfield and a few others doubtless were informed about what 
was happening.) 

Meanwhile the Communists continued to increase their hold over 
the countryside, and by March 1960 Ambassador Durbrow cabled 
Washington a long report on the subject in which he said that 
interual security had become Vietnam's "No. 1 problem," '65 
". . . the government," he said, "has tended to treat the population 
with suspicion or to coerce it and has been rewarded with an attitude of 
apathy or resentment." 

In August, a special national intelligence estimate concluded: 166 

Developments within South Vietnam over the past six 
months indicate a trend adverse to the stability and effective­
ness of President Diem's government. Criticism of Diem's lead­
ership within urban groups and government circles has been 
mounting. More immediately important, the Communist Viet 
Cong, with support and guidance from Hanoi, has markediy in­
creased subversive operations, terrorist activities, and guerrilla 
warfare. 

Although Diem's personal position and that of his govern­
ment are prohably not now in danger, the marked deteriora­
tion since January of this year is disturbing. These adverse 
trends are not irreversible, but if they remain unchecked, they 
will almost certainly in time cause the collapse of Diem's 
regime. 

On September 16, 1960, Ambassador Durbrow recommended to 
the State Department that the U.S. tell Diem "what we believe is 
required to preserve his government." He said that such "drastic 
action" was necessary because the Diem government was in "quite 
serious danger." If Diem failed to carry out the necessary changes, 
" ... it may become necessary for US Government to begin consid­
eration alternative courses of action and leaders in order achieve 
our objective."'·? The State Department approved, and on October 
14 Durbrow met with Diem and read him the memorandum which 
U.S. officials in Washington and Saigon had agreed should be used 
for this purpose. It expressed concern about the loss of popular sUI>­
port for the government, and urged Diem to take steps to counter­
act this trend, including decentralizing decisionmaking to permit 
Cabinet members to assume more responsibility; appointing a Min­
ister of National Defense (at the time, Diem held that post also) as 
one step in improving the morale and effectiveness of the armed 
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