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Chapter 24 

AIR, NAVAL, AND summum OPERATIONS 

In support  of the ground f o r c e s  in RVN the United S t a t e s  
pu t  i n t o  e f f e c t  d u r i n g  1965 programs based p r jmar i ly  on US a i r  
and naval  power. These programs involved the use of B-52 
bombers and o the r  US p lanes  in RVN, employment of US naval  
c r a f t  t o  halt sea i n f F l t r a t i o n  from NVN, and  the use of US 
planes against NVN i n f i l t r a t i o n  through Laos. Because o f  these 
and o t h e r  programs, It a l s o  became necessary for the United 
S t a t e s  t o  recons ider  the restraints placed, p r imar i ly  f o r  
p o l i t i c a l  reasons,  upon opera t ion  of i ts  fo rces .  A s  a result, 
same modif ica t ion  o f  the rules for engagement for Southeast  
A s i a  took place.  

One of the most noteworthy US programs developed t o  
d e f e a t  the insurgency was the ARC LIGHT program in which B-52s 
of the S t r a t e g i c  A i r  Command (SAC) were employed i n  RVN. On 
11 February, in a n t i c i p a t i o n  of continuing air opera t ions  
follow.ing the r e p r i s a l s  against NVN, t he  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  
had d i r e c t e d  CRiCSAC t o  deploy as soon as p o s s i b l e  30 con- 
ven t iona l ly  modified B-52 a i r c r a f t  t o  Anderson A F B ,  Guam, and 
30 KC-135 je t  tankers  t o  Kadena AFB, Okinawa. The J o i n t  Chief 
of S t a f f  a l s o  had authorized a d d i t i o n a l  tanker a i r c r a f t  t o  
support  tMs movement and ordered CLVCSAC t o  ready the B-52s 
for operat ions immediately upon arriva.L.1 

Just how these SAC planes  would be used remained under 
a c t i v e  d i scuss ion  d u r i n g  the first half  of 1965. 
p lanners  genera l ly  favored their  use in bombing NVN. The 
J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  had proposed t h i s  measure as e a r l y  as 
November 1964 and ,  again in February 1965 in  the first 
ROLLING TKUNDER (RT) program. S t a t e  Department o f f i c i a l s ,  
however, had opposed the employment of B-52s against NVN on 
the basis that the use of  s t r a t e g i c  bombers would r e p r e s e n t  
a much higher l e v e l  o f  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  NVN than  use 
of t a c t i c a l  a i r c r a f t  and m i g h t  cause a more d r a s t i c  r e a c t i o n  

M i l i t a r y  

1. (TS-GP 4)  Msg, JCS 5000 t o  CIXCSAC,  11 Feb 65. 
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Chapter 24 

AIR, NAVAL, AND SUBSIDIARY OPERATIONS 

In support of the ground forces in RVN the United States 
put into effect during 1965 programs based priJDarily on US air 
and naval power. These programs involved the use of a-52 
bombers and other US planes in RVN, employment of US naval 
craft to halt sea infiltration from NVN, and the use of US 
planes against NVN infiltration through Laos. Because of these 
and other programs, it also became necessary for the United 
States to reconsider the restraints placed, priJDarily for 
political reasons, upon operation of its forces. As a result,. 
some modification of the rules for engagement for Southeast 
Asia to~k place. 

-~ [!RC LIGHT Operations 

One of the most noteworthy US programs developed to 
defeat the insurgency was the ARC LIGHT program in which B-52s 
of the Strategic Air Command (SAC) were employed in RVN. On 
11 Pebruary, in anticipation of continuing air operations 
following the reprisals against NVN, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
had directed CINCSAC to deploy as soon as possible 30 con­
ventionally modified B-52 aircraft to Anderson APE, Guam, and 
30 KC-135 jet tankers to Kadena APE, Okinawa. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff also had authorized additional tanker aircraft to 
support this movement and ordered CL~CSAC to ready the B-52s 
for operations ~ediately upon arrival. l 

Just how these SAC planes would be used remained under 
active discussion during the first half of 1965. Military 
planners generally favored their use in bomblng NVN. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff had proposed this measure as early as 
November 1964 and, again in February 1965 in the first 
ROLLING THUNDER (RT) program. State Department officials, 
however, had opposed the employment of B-52s against NVN on 
the basls that the use of strategic bombers would represent 
a much hlgher level of military action against NVN than use 
of tactical aircraft and might cause a more drastlc reaction 

1. (TS:QP 4) Msg, JCS 5000 to CINCSAC, 11 Feb 65. 
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/techniques required offset aiming points; some of the Presi- 
dent's advisors were not convinced that B-52s could bomb as 
accurately as claimed; and all recognized the serious conse- 
quences that might result from the loss of a B-52 to enemy 
fire over N". The B-52s were therefore eliminated f rom the 
,ROLLING THUNDER program.2 

Because o f  the adverse impact on the overall readiness 
posture of  his forces o f  keeping 30 B-52s on Guam and 30 
KC-135 tankers on Okinawa in a conventional alert posture, 
CINCSAC informed the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 29 March that 
he proposed to remove one-third of both types of these planes. 
In view o f  recent events in Southeast Asia and of the other 
actions then in progress to increase the conventional capa- 
bilities in PACOM, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered CINCSAC 
to take no action to redeploy any forces from that area. 

'Meanwhile, other developments were taking place that would 
eventually lead to the commitment of  these heavy, 1 ng-range 
bombers to what amounted to a tactical role in RVN. 3 

The VC had built elaborate headquarters complexes and 
set up troop assembly areas over widely separated jungle areas 
in RVN. These included VC military region headquarters and 
entire enemy battalions spread over large areas, as well as 

underground storage depots connected by trails. Rough terrain 
and thick jungle cover hid them from air observation. Bomb- 

- groups of  buildings, foxholes and trenches, tunnels, and. - 
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/bY Communist China and the Soviet Union. Other factors that 
(militated against using them in RT were: B-52 bombing 
I techniques required offset aiming pOints; some of the Presi­
dent's advisors were not convinced that B-52s could bomb as 
accurately as claimed; and all recognized the serious conse­
quences that might result from the loss of a B-52 to enemy 
fire over NVN. The B-52s were therefore eliminated from the 
ROLLING THUNDER program. 2 

Because of the adverse impact on the overall readiness 
posture of his forces of keeping 30 B-52s on Guam and 30 
KC-135 tankers on Okinawa in a conventional alert posture, 
CINCSAC informed the Joint Ch1efs of Staff on 29 March that 
he proposed to remove one-th1rd of both types of these planes. 
In view of recent events in Southeast Asia and of the other 
actions then in progress to increase the conventional capa­
b1l1t1es in PACOM, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered CINCSAC 
to take no action to redeploy any forces from that area. 

o Meanwhlle, other developments were taking place that would 
~ eventually lead to the commitment of these heavy, lpng-range 
\ bombers to what amounted to a tactical role in RVN.j 

The VC had bullt elaborate headquarters complexes and 
set up troop assembly areas over widely separated jungle areas 
in RVN. These included VC m1l1tary region headquarters and 
ent1re enemy battalions spread over large areas, as well as 
groups of buildings, foxholes and trenches, tunneJ..s,c and.. 
underground storage depots connected by tralls. Rough terrain 

'I and thick jungle cover hid them from a1r observation. Bomb-

l
ing these targets with fighter/bombers was generally unprofit­
able since the targets were widely spread and difficult to 
pinpoint. Even when located on maps or aerial photos, the 
targets were difficult to hit because the solid jungle canopy 

I provided few aiming points for the attack a1rcraft. Never-

\ 

theless, because effective attacks on these targets would 
deal a serious blow to the enemy, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
began considering the use of B-52s against area targets in 
the RVN early in March 1965. They recognized that among the 

2. The technical aspects, including the formidable 
problem of guidance, control and refueling of the B-52s on 
the1r strikes, are well covered in the H1stoib of the Stra­
tegic A1r Command, Study No. 101, 1965; and 7, 1966. 
Hereafter cited as SAC H1sto~ [year). 

3. (TS) Msg, CINCSAC 02 ~ to Jes, 29 Mar 65; (TS-GP 4) 
JCS 009079 to CINCSAC, 14 Apr 65. 
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advantages of using B-52s were greater payload,  a b i l i t y  t o  
bomb accurately f r o m  high a l t i t udes ,  invulnerabi l i ty  t o  AAA 
fire, and all-weather capabi l i ty .4  

In  A p r i l ,  massed t a c t i c a l  a i r c r a f t  S t N C k  aga ins t  a VC 
area t a rge t  a t  subs tan t ia l  cost  but with poor results, thus 
making it c lear  that t a c t i c a l  bombers were unsuited for such 
missions. General Westmoreland urged the use of B-52s in 
similar future missions when he m e t  w i t h  the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman, Jo in t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  a t  Honolulu 
on 19 Apri l .5  

Ten days l a t e r ,  the J o i n t  Chiefs of  Staff informed 
CINCPAC and CINCSAC that in l ight of the current  s i t ua t ion ,  
they considered that the B-52~ could b e  used for area satu- 
r a t ion  a t tacks  against  t a rge t  areas known t o  include VC- 
occupied in s t a l l a t ions  and f a c i l i t i e s  but for which prec ise  
t a rge t  data t o  permit p i n p o i n t  bombing a t tacks  was not ava i l -  
able. They requested CINCSAC t o  develop a capabi l i ty  t o  use 
ARC LIOIIT B-52s in area sa tura t ion  a t tacks  against this type 
of t a rge t .  They fu r the r  requested CINCSAC and CINCPAC t o  
coordinate and provide plans for the use o f  B-52s in RVN.6 

On 6 May CINCSAC and CINCPAC representat ives  m e t  in 
H a w a i i  and agreed on the respons ib i l i t i es  for targeting and 
coordination procedures. SAC would prepare operations plans 
for the  strikes.7 

Qeneral Wesaoreland pointed out t o  CINCPAC on 14 May 
that it was essent ia l  that the United States keep VC head- 
quarters and units under a t tack .  H i s  in te l l igence  people 
were even then developing information on the  headquarters of 
the  325th PAVN divis ion and on two VC Mili tary Region head- 
quarters, which included a large number of troops.  The enemy 
was known t o  f e a r  a i r  attacks. The b e s t  way t o  keep him off 
balance and t o  prevent an unexpected large-scale VC a t t ack  
would be t o  keep constant pressure on VC base areas .  General 
Westmoreland stated that "for a t tacks  on VC base areas, we 
must provide a capabi l i ty  which will permit us t o  d e l i v e r  a 

AC History,  1965, vol I, p .  199. :: (S-GP 3 )  M sg, COMUSMACV 16006 t o  JCS, 1 4  May 

201. 

65, JCS m 9 6 9 9 .  
TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 1047 t o  CINCPAC/CINCSAC, 29 Apr 65. 
TS-NOPORN) SAC H i s t o r y  1965, vol I, p.  
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advantages of using B-52s were greater payload, ability to 
bomb accurately from high altitudes, invulnerability to AAA 
fire, and all-weather capab1lity.4 

In Apr1l, massed tactical aircraft struck against a VC 
area target at substantial cost but with poor results, thus 
making it clear that tactical bombers were unsuited for such 
missions. General Westmoreland urged the use of B-52s in 
similar future missions when he met with the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, at Honolulu 
on 19 Apr1l.5 

Ten days later, the Joint Chiefs ot Staff informed 
CJllCPAC and CJllCSAC that in light of the current Situation, 
they considered that the B-52s could be used tor area satu­
ration attacks against_target areas known to include VC­
occupied installations and fac1lities but for which precise 
target data to permit pinpoint bombing attacks was not ava1l­
able. They requested CJllCSAC to develop a capability to use 
ARC LIGHT B-52s in area saturation attacks against this type 
ot target. They further requested CJllCSAC and CJllCPAC t06 coordinate and provide plans for the use of B-52s in RVN. 

On 6 May CINCSAC and CJllCPAC representatives met in 
Hawaii and agreed on the responsib1lities for targeting and 
coordination procedures. SAC would prepare operations plans 
for the strikes.7 

General Westmoreland pOinted out to CJllCPAC on 14 May 
that it was essential that the United States keep VC head­
quarters and units under attack. HiS intelligence people 
were even then developing information on the headquarters ot 
the 325th PAVN diviSion and on two VC M1litary Region head­
quarters, which included a large number of troops. The enemy 
was known to fear air attacks. The best way to keep him off 
balance and to prevent an unexpected large-scale VC attack 
would be to keep constant pressure on VC base areas. General 
Westmoreland stated that "for attacks on VC base areas, we 
must provide a capab1lity which w1ll permit us to deliver a 

4. (T5) sAc History 196~, vol-I, p. 199. 
5. Ibid. ts:Qp 3)~sg,OMUBMACV 16006 to JCS, 14 May 

JCB IFr;9699. 
6. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCB 1047 to CJllCPAC/CJllCBAC, 29 Apr 65. 
7. (TS-NOFORN) ~AC History 1965, vol I, p. 201. 
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well planned pa t te rn  of  bombs o e r  large areas  and preferably 
within a short period of time. d 

He had  already discussed this problem with SAC repre- 
sen ta t ives  a t  Honolulu and believed that SAC conventional I bombing t a c t i c s  based on pa t te rn  bombing would be i d e a l  for 
this  requirement. "I s t rongly  recommend, therefore,  that as 
a matter of  urgency, we be authorized t o  employ S A C  B-52 a i r -  
c r a f t  against  selected ta rge ts  in RVN." General Westmoreland 

I spec i f ica l ly  recommended strikes against  area ta rge ts  in 
I Kontum Province a n d  War Zone D. 

Ambassador Taylor concurred in the use of  B-52s in ' strikes in RVN a n d  foresaw no problem in ge t t ing  GVN approval. \ He pointed out,  however, that the use of B-52 forces would 
have some international p o l i t i c a l  implications and that the 
Sta te  Department would want t o  look a t  the proposal careful ly .  

! The main problem m i g h t  arise from Japanese objectians against  
I Okitzawa being used as a launching base for s t r ikes .  A d m i r a l  

Sharp strongly backed General Westmoreland's recommendation 
and asked au thor i ty  t o  have SAC conduct the necessary radar 

> photography over the ta rge t  areas t o  assist ia the strike 

i 

I 

i On 17 May the  Joint Chiefs of S ta f f  approved a single 1 reconnaissance so r t l e ,  SHORT SPRINT, over the Kontum area. 
1 But shorclu thereaf te r  the targets in the Kontum area d i s -  

persed, and as a result, the  sortie was cancelled. On 10 June, 
however, COMUSMACV informed CIXCPAC of several  new and signifi- 
cant ta rge ts ,  and asked that prellminary ac t ions  be taken 80 
that ARC LIQIIT forces  could  strike one of these as soon as it 
appeared suf f ic ien t ly  lucra t ive .  The J o i n t  Chiefs of Staf f  
h a d  coincidentally,  that very day, approved in p r inc ip l e ' t he  
use of  B-52s in RVN provided suitable ta rge ts  could be located.  
They asked CINCPAC for full operational d e t a i l s  on these 
latest targets. The most promising t a rge t  appeared t o  be a 
densely wooded area, two by four Wometers in size,  in Ben 
C a t  Special  Zone northwest o f  Saigon. Qeneral Westmoreland 
believed that the area, which could be a launching point  for 
VC a t tacks  on Route 13, contained the headquarters of the 
Salgon-Cholon VC M i l i t a r y  Committee, which directed operations 

3) Msg, COMUSMACV 16006 t o  CINCPAC, 14 May 65, 
JCS $.5&%!p 

9. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC t o  JCS, 1502142 May 65, 
JCS IN 62112. 
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well planned pattern o.f bombs oyer large areas and preferably 
within a short period of t1me." tj 

He had already discussed this problem with SAC repre-

I sentatives at Honolulu and believed that SAC conventional 
, bomb1ng tactics based on pattern bomb1ng would be ideal for 

I 
this requirement. "I strongly recommend, therefore, that as 
a matter of urgency, we be authorized to employ SAC B-52 air­

, craft aga1nst selected targets in RVN. II General Westmoreland 
i specifically recommended strikes aga1nst area targets 1n 
/ Kontum Prov1nce and War Zone D. 
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Ambassador Taylor concurred in the use of B-52s in 
strikes in RVN and foresaw no problem in getting GVN approval. 
He pointed out, however, that the use of B-52 forces would 
have some international political 1mplications and that the 
State Department would want to look at the proposal carefully. 
The ma1n problem might arise from Japanese objections aga1nst 
Ok1r~wa being used as a launch1ng base for strikes. Admiral 
Sharp strongly backed General Westmoreland's recommendation 
and aSked authority to have SAC conduct the necessary radar 
photograp~ over the. target areas to assist in the strike 
plann1ng.9 ,.' , 

On 17 May the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved a single 
reconnaissance sortie, SHORT SPRDrr, over the Kontum area. 
But shortly thereafter the targets in the Kontum area dis­
persed, and as a result, the sortie was cancelled. On 10 June, 
however, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC of several new and signifi­
cant targets, and aSked that preliminary actions be taken so 
that ARC LIGHT forces could strike one of these as soon as it 
appeared sufficiently lucrative. The Joint ChiefS of Staff 
had COinCidentally, that ve~ day, approved in principle 'the 
use of B-52s in RVN provided Suitable targets could be located. 
They asked CINCPAC for full operational details on these 
latest targets. The most promising target appeared to be a 
densely wooded area, two by four kilometers in size, in Ben 
Cat Special Zone northwest of Saigon. General Westmoreland 
believed that the area, which could be a launching point for 
vc attacks on Route 13, contained the headquarters of. the 
Saigon-Cholon VC Military Committee, which directed operations 

--'!l'8-. "'("I!!TI'!I'S-'-GI'!"IP~3"\'") Msg, COMUSMACV 16006 to CINCPAC, 14 May 65, 
IN 59699. 
9. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 150214z May 65, 

IN 62112. 
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Ground teams, penetrating the area w i t h i n  hours after I the bombing a t tack ,  found r e l a t ive ly  few c ra t e r s  and no 
evidence that the r a i d  had caused any VC casua l t ies  o r  
damaged t h e i r  i n s t a l l a t ions .  The Joint Chiefs o f  S t a f f  noted 
that a Spate o f  prestrike message t r a f f i c  and telephone c a l l s  
might very well have t ipped  off the enemy that the operation 
was t o  b e  mounted. Despite this lack  of success the P r e s i -  
dent approved the next strike proposed, ARC LIGHT 11, on 23 
June, and added h i s  hope that the results on this second strik 
would be be t te r  than the f irst .  

On 14 July the J o i n t  Chiefs of Sta f f  issued general  plan- 
ning ins t ruc t ions  f o r  the conduct o f  ARC LIclIfp operations, and 
assigned spec i f ic  respons ib i l i t i es  t o  CINCPAC and t o  CINCSAC. 
And e ight  days la ter  they authorized the c nduct o f  rout ine 

Five ARC LIGHT missions were flown against targets 
developed by CQMLTSMACV i n  July.  
had been flown. 
increased sharply,  ra i s ing  the t o t a l  number of missions flown 
by December t o  130.13 

B-52 reconnaissance flights over the RVN. 18 

By 17 August nine missions 
During the l a s t  f i ve  months o f  1965 this rate 

- -GP 3) SAC His tom,  1962, pp. 204-205. i:: g:d!z 205-208. 
12. W G P  gp’Msgs, JCS 5774 t o  CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 

13. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) SAC History, 1965, VOl 1, P. 224. 
14 Jul 65; (S-GF 3) JCS 6477, 22 Jul 65. 

i 

i 

A,- 

in that p a r t  of  RVN, and that three ba t ta l ions  o f  enemy troops 
were i n  the area. On 15 June he asked that the ARC LIGHT 
forces  s t r i k e  this area “ t o  blunt a monsoon offensive in the 
area north o f  Saigon. “10 

Staf f  ordered the strlke, ARC LIGHT I, executed on the morning, 
of 18 June. On schedule, 30 bombers l e f t  Guam on the mission. ; 
Two of the aircraft  col l ided in mid-air during f l i g h t  t o  the  i 
target and one aborted.  Twenty-seven reached the target and 
dropped a t o t a l  of 1 530 bombs, mainly 750-lbs but with a few 8 

I 

After approval by higher au thor i ty ,  the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  ! 

1,000-lbs mixed in.li I 
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in that part of RVN, and that three battallons of enemy troops J 
were in the area. On 15 June he asked that the ARC LIGHT 
forces strike thls area "to blunt a monsoon offenslve in the 
area north of Salgon. "10 

Atter approval by hlgher authorlty, the Joint Chlefs of I 
Staft ordered the strike, ARC LIGHT I, executed on the IIIl:)rning i 
01' 18 June. On schedUle, 30 bombers left Guam on the miss10n. i 
Two 01' the aircraft colllded in mid-air during fl1ght to the i 
target and one aborted. Twenty-seven reached the target and . 
dropped a total of 11530 bombS, mainly 750~lbs but w1th a few 
1,000-lbS mixed in. l \ 

\ 
Ground teams, penetrating the area w1thin hours after \ 

the bombing attack, found relat1vely few craters and no i 

evldence that the ra1d had caused any VC casualt1es or j 
damaged their installat1ons. The Joint Chiefs of Statt noted ) 
that a spate ot prestrike message traft1c and telephone calls 
might very well have tlpped off the enemy that the operat10n 
was to be mounted. Desp1te thls lack ot success the Pres1-
dent approved the next strike proposed, ARC LIGHT II, on 23 
June, and added h1s hope that the resUlts on thls second strik~ 
woUld be better than the first. I 

On 14 JUly the Joint Chld's of Staff 1ssued general plan- \ A p' 
ning instruct1onstor the conduct ot ARC LIGHT operat1ons, and: ' 
asslgned speclt1c responsib1l1t1es to CINCPAC and to CINCSAC. 
And elght days later they author1zed the cQnduct ot routine 
B-52 reconnalssance f11ghts over the RVN.12 I 

i 
Flve ARC LIGHT miss10ns were flown against targets i 

developed by COMUSMACV in JUly. By 17 August nine mlsslons ; 
had been flown. During the last f1ve months of 1965 thls rate! 
increased sharply, ralsing the total number of mlsslons flown \ 
by December to 130.13 ! 

10. (TS-NdFORN-GP 3) SAC H1story' 19§5, pp. 
11. Ibld., pp. 205-208. 
12. ~GP 3) Msgs, JCS 5774 to CINCPAC and 

14 JUl 65; (S-GP 3) JCS 6477, 22 JUl 65. 
13. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) SAC H1story, 1965, vol 
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Approval Authority 

After the first few weeks of ARC LIGHT operations the 
program had assumed a fairly routine aspect in the eyes of 
Wasnington policymakers. Although the President had been 
involved in the first strike approvals, the Secretary of 
Defense approved subsequent strikes. General Westmoreland 
developed his proposals on the basis of intelligence from 
various sources--which included GVN officials, agents, photo- 
graphy, and other means that indicated the existence of 
enemy forces or installations in a particular area. COMUSMACV 
forwarded his proposed targets to CRiCPAC, who, in turn, 
ewmined the proposed targets, and sent the targets, along 
with his views, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The next step 
called for a decision by the Joint Chiefs of Staff who, if 
they approved, recommended the targets to the Secretary of 
Defense. The Secretary of Defense consulted with the White 
Eouse staff and the Department of State and, based upon the* 
views and his own judgmen , either approved or disapproved 
the strikes in question.1 t 

There were flaws in the procedure from several view- 
points. First, it was time-consuming and cumbersome, and 
if 2 target was of a transitory nature, as in the case of 
troop concentrations, the full value of the strike might not 
be realized. Disconcerting to the Joint Chiefs of Staff uas 
the lack of adequate intelligence information on some of the 
targets proposed by COENSMACV. Air Force officials were not 
convinced that the ARC LIGHT strikes were in a l l  cases justi- 
fied. They were particularly disturbed by the fact that only 
occasionally were ground forces employed to determine results 
or to take advantage of damage done the enemy. Unfortunately, 
COMUSMACV did not have sufficient forces available to exploit 
more than a fraction of the strikes in 1965, nor could the 
ARVN generate adequate forces for this purpose. Nevertheless, 
having established the principle of approving targets largely 
on the recommendation of the field commander, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff found themselves in the position of either breaking 
this precedent, or going along with the recommendation. On 
occasion they did ask f o r  further intelligence support of 
recommendations. There was some concern among the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, that in passing on these targets they were performing 
a function which in a normal situation would have been handled 
within the theater.15 

14. (TS) M emo, SecDef to CJCS, 29 Sap 65, JMF 9155.3 
(16 Aug 65). 

15. (TS) Note to Control Div, "JCS 2343/663," 16 Aug 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
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After the first few weeks of ARC LIGHT operations the 
program had assumed a fairly routine aspect in the eyes of 
Washington policymakers. Although the President had been 
involved in the first strike approvals, the Secretary of 
Defense approved subsequent strikes. General Westmoreland 
developed his proposals on the basis of intelligence from 
various sources--which included GVN officials, agents, photo­
graphy, and other means that indicated the existence of 
enemy forces or installations in a particular area. COMUSMACV 
forwarded his proposed targets to CINCPAC, who, in turn, 
examined the proposed targets, and sent the targets, along 
with his views, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The next step 
called for a deciSion by the Joint Chiefs of Staff who, if 
they approved, recommended the targets to the Secretary of 
Defense. The Secretary of Defense consulted with the White 
House staff and the Department of State and, based upon their 
views and his own·judgment, either approved or disapproved 
the strikes in.question. 14 . 

f. ~. 

There were flaws in the procedure from several view-. 
pOints. First, it was t1me-consuming and cumbersome, and. 
if a target was of a tranSitory nature, as in the case of· 
troop concentrations, the full value of the strike might not 
be realized. Disconcerting to the Joint Chiefs of Staff was 
the lack of adequate intelligence information on some of the 
targets proposed by COMUSMACV. Air Force officials were not 
convinced that the ARC LIGHT strikes were in all cases justi­
fied. They were particularly disturbed by the fact that only 
occasionally were ground forces employed to determine results 
or to take advantage of damage done the enemy. Unfortunately, 
COMUSMACV did not have sufficient forces available to exploit 
more than a fraction of the ·strikes in 1965, nor could the 
ARVN generate adequate forces for th1s purpose. Nevertheless, 
having established the prinCiple of approving targets largely 
on the recommendation of the field commander, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff found themselves in the position of either breaking 
this precedent, or going along with the recommendation. On 
occaSion they did ask for further intelligence support of 
recommendations. There was some concern among the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, that in passing on these targets they were performing 
a function which in a normal situation would have been handled 
within the theater. 15 

14. (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 29 Sep 65, JMF 9155.3 
(16 Aug 65). 

15. (TS) Note to Control Div, "JCS 2343/663," 16 Aug 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
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The Okinawa Problem 

noted mlght arise in connection with ARC LIGm operations 
surfaced in late July, when, because of bad weather, B-52~ 
were moved temporarily to Oklnana and launched a strike f r o m  
there. Because of concern expressed by the Japanese Prime 
Minister that use of Okinawa f o r  B-52 operations against RvN 
might cause on outcry from opponents of his government and 
serve to acerbate US/Japaneae relations, State Department 
officials urged that the United States discuss its position 
with the Government of Japan. Under Secretary of State Ball 
advised Secretary McNamara that an aroused Japanese public 
might pressure its government to demand changes in US rights 
in Okinawa, a matter under continuing review. The Joint Chiefs 
of  Staff had consistently held that unrestricted use of US 
bases in the Ryukyus was essential to the security position of 
the United States in Asia. Nor did they believe that the 
United States should make any concessions on this for political 
reasons at tfiis stage. They urged in a memorandum to the 
Secretary of Defense on 3 August that the unlimited right to 
all necessary use o f  the bases on Okinawa be upheld as a 
matter of national policy and that the United States not agree 
to consult with or notify the Japanese Govement regarding 
their use. No fonnal reply was received although the matter 
was taken under consideration by higher authorities. 16 

Althoug!! the United States continued to use Okinawa for 
its tanker support, it did not normally fly the B-52s from 
there. On one other occasion in 1965, owing to weather 
conditions, the B-52s were moved to Okinawa and launched fron 
there. The Joint Chiefs of Staff continued to believe that 
the United States should have unrestricted use of Okinawa, but 
realized that the Department of State would probably oppose 
any large-scale use of the island by the B-52s. They did not 
press the issue during the remainder of the year.17 

: The political problem that Ambassador Taylor had earlier 

%+,- 

-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 174-65, 28 Jul 65, and 
(S) Ltr Usecatate to SecDef, 31 Jul 65; 

175-6i:*2?%l 65. (s-Gp 3) Msg, Toe0 361 to State, 30 Jul 
65 ,  JCS IN 72962. 
(TS-GP 4) Nemo, 5-3 to JCS, "Use of Okinawa Bases for Strikes 
in Vietnam," Encl to JCS 2343/648-2; (S-GP 1) JCSXdOOdg to 
SecDef, 3 Aug 65, (derived from JCS 2343/648-2), JMF 9155.3 
f 3 7  Y.., CCI 

17. (TS-GP 3) SAC Histom 
\JA J u t .  U2I. 

App B to Encl B, JC- - 1 
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The Okinawa Problem 

The political problem that Ambassador Taylor had earlier 
noted m1ght arise in connection with ARC LIGHT operations 
surfaced in late July, when, because of bad weather, B-52s 
were moved temporar1ly to Okinawa and launched a str1ke from 
there. Because of concern expressed by the Japanese Prime 
Minister that use of Okinawa for B-52 operations against RVN 
might cause on outcry from opponents of his government and 
serve to acerbate US/Japanese relations, State Department 
officials urged that the united States discuss its pOSition ~~ , 
with the Government of Japan. Under Secretary of State Ball ~7t,+,,-
advised Secretary McNamara that an aroused Japanese public 
might pressure its government to demand changes in US rights 
in Okinawa, a matter under continuing review. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff had conSistently held that unrestricted use of US 
bases in the Ryukyus was essential t9 the security position of 
the United States in Asia. Nor did they believe that the 
United States should make any concessions on this for political 
reasons at this stage. They urged in a memorandum to the 
Secretary of Defense on 3 August that the unlimited right to 
all necessary use of the bases on Okinawa be upheld as a 
matter of national policy and that the United States not agree 
to consult with or notifY the Japanese Government regarding 
their use. No formal reply was received although tne

6
matter 

was taken under consideration by higher authorities. l 

Althou~~ the United States continued to use Okinawa for 
its tanker support, it did not normally fly the B-52s fram 
there. On one other occasion in 1965, owing to weather 
conditions, the B-52s were moved to OKinawa-and launched from 
there. The Joint Chiefs of Staff continued to believe that 
the United States should have unrestricted use of Okinawa, but 
realized that the Department of State would probably oppose 
any large-scale use of the island by the B-52s. They did not 
press the issue during the remainder of the year. 17 

16. (T3-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUMs 174-65, 28 Jul 65, and 
175-65, 29 Jul 65. (S-GP 3) Msg, TOkyo 361 to State, 30 Jul 
65, JCS IN 72962. (S) 1tr USeeState to SecDef, 31 Jul 65; 
(TS-GP 4) Memo, J-3 to JCS, "Use of Okinawa Bases for Str1kes 
in Vietnam," Encl to JCS 2343/648-2; (S-GP 1) JCSM-600-65 to 
SeeDef, 3 Aug 65, (derived from JCS 2343/648-2), JMF 9155.3 
(31 Jul 65). 

17. (TS-GP 3) SAC Histo~ 1965, vol I, p. 220. (TS-GP 1) 
App B to Encl B, JC3 2343/90~1, 22 Sep 66, JMP 9155 (12 Aug 66). 
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Free Bomb Zones 

needed i n  ARC LIGHT, General Westmoreland proposed on 16 
August t ha t  f i v e  areas i n  RVN, lolown t o  be VC s t rongholds ,  
f r ee  of f r iendly  forces ,  and not  close t o  RVNIs  borders ,  be 
designated as Free Bomb Zones (FBZs). These areas had been 
developed and approved by th@ JGS, RVNAF and the GVN Ambas- 
sador  Lodge, t o o ,  agreed with COMUSMACVI s proposal .18 

In  essence General Westmoreland proposed tha t  planned 
p r o y a m s  of strikes against  worthwhile ta rge ts  in the FBZs 
be approved in advance for execution when appropriate.  The 
execution of these s t r i k e s  would be handled  d i r ec t ly  between 
COMUSMACV a n d  CINCSAC,  and interested authorities would be 
kept informed. I n  o r d e r  t o  get the program underway, General 
Westmoreland proposed f ive  FBZs, del ineat ing them geographi- 
c a l l y ,  and asked t o  s t r i k e  seven t a rge t  areas within these 
FBZs which were designated phonetically ALFA through ECH0.lg 

Although the J o i n t  Chiefs of S ta f f  believed t&at Qeneral 
Wescmoreland's proposal had merit, they d i d  no t  feel  that 
decisions on ARC LIGIIT should be taken out of t h e i r  hands 
en t i r e ly .  Consequently they asked the Secretary of Defense in 
a memorandum on 2 August t o  vest in them the execution authori-  
t y  for the  seven spec i f ic  ta rge ts  nominated by COMUSMACV for 
s t r ike  during the last week of August. Further, they proposed 
that he delegate t o  them execution authori ty  f o r  fu ture  strikes 
in the FBZB delineated. Requests f o r  B-52 s t r i k e s  outside the  
FBZs would continue t o  be processed as in the past.20 

The seven strikes were approved a n d  executed l a t e  in 
August. But the Secretary of Defense d i d  not  qpprove the 
proposed procedure f o r  m7.s until 29 September. H e  d i r ec t ed  
the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staf f  t o  keep the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense ( I S A )  informed of proposed strikes in the FBZS. "With 
respect t o  proposed strikes against  t a rge ts  outside the  Free 
Bomb Zones,' he added ,  "the ASD/ISA will continue t o  transmit 

In an e f f o r t  t o  increase the f l e x i b i l i t y  he f e l t  was 

-GP , COMUSMACV t o  CINCPAC, 16 Aug 65, 

l g b  6'"-GP 7 JCSM-642-65 t o  SecDef, 21 Aug 65, JMF 

20. Ibld.  

JMF 9:k.$*716 A3) $;y 
9155.3 1 Aug 65 . (TS) MSg, COMUSMACV 28722 t o  CINCPAC, 
16 Aug 5, JCS I N  95307. - 
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In an effort to increase the flex1b111ty he felt was 
needed in ARC LIGHT, General westmoreland proposed on 16 
August that five areas in RVN, known to be VC strongholds, 
free of fr1endly forces, and not close to RVN's borders, be 
des1gnated as Free Bomb Zones (FBZs). These areas had been 
developed and approved by the JGS, RVNAF and the GVN~ Ambas­
sador Lodge, too, agreed w1th COMUSMACV's proposal. lo 

In essence General westmoreland proposed that planned 
programs of strikes against worthwhile targets in the FBZs 
be approved in advance for execut10n when appropriate. The 
execut10n of these str1kes would be handled directly between 
COMUSMACV and CINCSAC, and interested author1t1es would be 
kept informed. In order to get the program underway, General 
Westmoreland proposed f1ve FBZs, delineating them geograph1-
cally, and asked to str1ke seven target areas within these 
FBZs wh1ch were des1gnated phonet1cally ALFA through ECHO.19 

Although the J01nt Chiefs of Staff believed thit General 
Westmoreland's proposal had mer1t, they d1d not feel that 
dec.1s10ns on ARC LIGHT should be taken out of their hands 
ent1rely. Consequently they asked the Secretary of Defense in 
a memorandum on 2 August to vest in them the execut10n author1-
ty for the seven spec1f1c targets nominated by COMUSMACV for 
strike during the last week of August. Further, they proposed 
that he delegate to them execut10n author1ty for future strikes 
in the FBZs delineated. Requests for B-52 strikes outside the 
FBZs would continue to be prooessed as in the past. 20 

The seven strikes were approved and exeouted late in 
August. But the Secretary of Defense did not approve the 
proposed prooedure for FBZs until 29 September. He directed 
the Joint Ch1efs of Staff to keep the ASSistant Secretary of 
Defense (ISA) informed of proposed strikes in the FBZs. "W1th 
respect to p,roposed strikes aga1nst targets outs1de the Free 
Bomb Zones, ' he added, "the ASD/ISA w1l1 oont1nue to transm1t 

18. lTS-GP 3) Ms~, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 16 Aug 65, 
~~ 9155.3 (16 A~ 65). 

19. TS-GP 3 JCSM-642-65 to SeoDef, 21 Aug 65, JMF 
9155.3 (l~ Aug 65. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV 28722 to CINCPAC, 
16 Aug 65, JCS IN 95307. 

20. ~. 
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my decisions a f te r  considering White House Staff and Depart-  
ment of State views on the proposed s t r i k e s . ” e l  

Unt i l  the  middle o f  August a l l  ARC LIGHT strikes had been 
maximum e f f o r t ,  involving 30 B-52 bombers. With the approval 
of the FBZs, a provision f o r  smaller, more frequent str ikes 
went i n to  effect .22 

A sixth FBZ area, approved by RVN o f f i c i a l s  and the US 
Ambassador, was recommended t o  the Secretary of Defense by 
the  J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  on 23 October. This area l a y  in 
Tay Ninh .  province and was long known t o  have contained well- 
established VC base areas. A t  the same time the J o i n t  Chiefs 
of Staf f  asked the Secretary for author i ty  t o  execute ARC 
LIGHT s t r i k e s  within addi t ional  FBZs as  they might be approved 
in the future by the GVN and the Ambassaor. They received no 
immediate reply. 23 

ARC LIGHT in Ground Support Role 

f i r e  power took place l a t e  in the year when B-52s from Guam 
flew close support missions f o r  US troops fighting in the 
highlands along the Cambodian border. In this s e r i e s  of 
battles,  the urgency of the s i t u a t i o n  underscored the need for 
a quicker react ion t o  c a l l s  for B-52 support. In an e f f o r t  t o  
achieve t h i s ,  COMIJSMACV, on 16 November, d u r i n g  operation 
SILVER BAYONET, asked t o  be al lowed t o  deal d i r e c t l y  with the 
SAC Commander on Guam, CG 3d A i r  Divislon,as w e l l  as for 
“blanket approval . . . for the conduct of the bombing e f f o r t ”  
du r ing  SILVER BAYONET. A d m i r a l  Sharp concurred in this 
request. The J o i n t  Chiefs of Staf f  thereupon authorized 
CINCPAC and CINCSAC t o  delegate t o  COMUSMACV and CG 3d A i r  

One of the most successful appl icat ions o f  the ARC LIGHT 

21. (TS-GP ) L t r ,  DepASD(ISA) ( F a r  East and L a t i n  
American Affairs t o  AsstSecState for Far  Eastern Affairs, 
26 Aug 65, A t t  t! JCS 2343/663-2, 31 Aug 65; TS-GP 1) Memo, 
SecDef t o  CJCS. 29 Seo 65, A t t  t o  JCS 2343/6 6 3-2, 1 Oct 65, - .  ~ ~. 
JMF 9155.3 (16-Aug 65). 

22. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) SAC HiStOW, 1965, v o l  I, pp. 225- 
--C 
ZdO. 

23. (TS-GP 4) JCSM-775-65 t o  SecDef, 23 Oct 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
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my decisions after considering White House Staff and Depart­
ment of State views on the proposed str1kes."21 

Until the middle of August all ARC LIGHT strikes had been 
maximum effort, involving 30 B-52 bombers. With the approval 
of the FBZs, a provision for smaller, more frequent strikes 
went into effect. 22 

A sixth FBZ area, approved by RVN officials and the US 
Ambassador, was recommended to the Secretary of Defense by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 23 October. This area lay in 
Tay Ninh province and was long known to have contained well­
established VC base areas. At the same time the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff asked the Secretary for authority to execute ARC 
LIGHT strikes within additional FBZs as they might be approved 
in the fUture by the GVN and the Ambassaor. They received no 
immediate reply.23 

ARC LIGHT in Ground Support Role 

One of the most successful applications of the ARC LIGHT 
fire power took place late in the year when B-52s fram Guam 
flew close support missions for US troops fighting in the 
highlands along the Cambodian border. In this series of 
battles, the urgency of the Situation underscored the need for 
a quicker reaction to calls for B-52 support. In an effort to 
achieve thiS, COMUSMACV, on 16 November, during operation 
SILVER BAYONET, asked to be allowed to deal directly with the 
SAC Commander on Guam, CG 3d Air Division,as well as for 
"blanket approval • • • for the conduct of the bombing effort" 
during SILVER BAYONET. Admiral Sharp concurred in this 
request. The Joint Chiefs of Staff thereupon authorized 
CINCPAC and CINCSAC to delegate to COMUSMACV and CG 3d Air 

21. (TS=GP ;3) Ltr, DepASD( ISA) (Far East and Latin 
American Affairs) to AsstSecState for Far Eastern AffairS, 
26 Aug 65, Att to JCS 2343/663-2,31 Aug 65; (TS-Gl' 1) !~emo, 
SecDef to CJCS, 29 Se~ 65, Att to JCS 2343/663-2, 1 Oct 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). . 

22. (TS-NOFORN-Gl' 3) SAC History, 1965, vol I, pp. 225-
226. 

23. (TS-Gl' 4) JCSM-775-65 to SecDef, 23 Oct 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
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Division respectively the authority to establish direct 
liaison cha els during the current operations in the 
highlands. 2 r 

CINCSAC, however, declined to delegate this authority. 
As a result, on 17 November CINCPAC instructed COMUSMACV to 
continue to submit proposed targets in SILVER BAYONET oper- 
ations to him for approval.25 

approval of a number of ARC LIGET strikes in  support of 
SILVER BAYONET, Admiral Sharp turned same o f  the strikes down 
because they were either on, or too near, the Cambodian 
border.26 

By 19 Novaber, General Westmoreland was convinced his 
troops were faclng an enemy force of  at least division size. 
The enemy gave no sign of breaking contact. It was possible 
that a larger force was being assembled in Cambodia to join 
those already engaged. Since strikes in Cambodia were not 
permitted, CONUSMACV requested authority to dlrect B-52 
strikes “up to, but not across” the Cambodian border in hopes 
of destroying enemy supplies i n  the border region.27 

to request ARC LIGHT strikes within any target boxes lying 
completely in SVN or target boxes lying partially within SVN, 
“stating an axis of attack which will provide asonable 

When, on the same day, General Westmoreland requested 

CINCPAC responded immediately and authorized COMUSMACV 

assurance bomb pattern will fall within SVN. 11 2 k  

Special approval authority to decrease B-52 reaction 
time was sought f o r  the second time in December when the 
enemy attacked US/ARvN forces engaged in Operation BUSHMASTER I1 

Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 40636 to CINCPAC 
16 N0?651~%~~Ii?59258. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command 
History, 1965, p. 429. (TS-GP 3) CINCPAC to JCS, 1611522 
Nov 03, JCS M 53089. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6459 to CINCPAC 
and CINCSAC, 16 Nov 65. 

25. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 1700112 Nov 65, 
3CS IN 54209. 

26. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 1702482 Nov 65, 
JCS IN 54306. 

TS) Msfl COMUSMACV MAC 40994 to CINCPAC, 19 Nov 65. %: [TS-GP Mag, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 1923042 NOV 65, 
JCS IN 56907. 
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Division respectively the authority to establish d1rect 
liaison cha~elS during the current operations 1n the 
highland s .214-

CINCSAC, however, declined to delegate this authority. 
As a result, on 17 November CINCPAC instructed COMUSMACV to 
continue to submit proposed targets in SILVER BAYONET oper­
ations to him for approval. 25 

When, on the same day, General Westmoreland requested 
approval of a number of ARC LIGHT strikes in support of 
SILVER BAYONET, Adm1ral Sharp turned some of the strikes down 
because they were either on, or too near, the Cambodian 
border. 26 

By 19 November, General Westmoreland was convinced his 
troops were faCing an enemy force of at least diviSion size. 
The enemy gave no Sign of breaking contact. It was possible 
that a larger force was being assembled in Cambodia to join 
those already engaged. Since strikes in Cambodia were not 
permitted, COMUSMACV requested authority to d1rect B-52 
strikes "up to, but not across" the Cambodian border in hopes 
of destroying enemy supplies in the border region. 27 

CINCPAC responded immediately and authorized COMUSMACV 
to request ARC LIGHT strikes within any target boxes lying 
completely in SVN or target boxes lying partially within SVN, 
"stating an axis of attack which w1l1 provide ;reasonable 
assurance bomb pattern w1l1 fall within SVN. "2tl 

Special approval authority to decrease B-52- reaction 
time was sought for the second time in December when the 
enemy attacked US/ARVN forces engaged in Operation BUSHMASTER II 

24. (TS-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV MAC 40636 to CINCPAC 
16 Nov 65, JCS IN 59258. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command 
Histo5!,' 1965, p. 429. (TS-GP 3) CINCPAC to Jcs, 1611522 
Nov 6 , JCS IN 53089. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6459 to CINCPAC 
and CINCSAC, 16 Nov 65. 

25. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 170011Z Nov 65, 
JCS IN 54209. 

26. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 170248z Nov 65, 
JCS IN 54306. 

27. (TS) Msg~ COMUSMACV MAC 40994 to CINCPAC, 19 Nov 65. 
28. (TS-GP 4) Mag, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 192304z Nov 65, 

JCS IN 56907. 
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in the Michelin Plantation area-COMUSMACV called for 5-52 
strikes against the enemy. He asked that AXC LIGHT "coordi- 
nation and approval channels be decentralized" as had been done 
during SILVER BAYONET. This was approved on 3 December.29 

Attempts to Decentralize Control 

These operations-proved the value of ARC LIGHT in close 
support but pointed up the need f o r  decentralized control of  
the B-52s. 
1966, f o r  example, 139 had been processed f o r  individual 
approval at the Washington level. The amount of time that had 
elapsed before approval had been received varied f r o m  24 to 72 
hours. 
hours after the initial request, only extraordinary efforts 
had made compliance possible.30 

The'establishment of  the FBZs had been a step in the 
right direction but had not gone far enough in the views of 
the field commanders. 
control in emergency situations had been approved in November 
and December, General Westmoreland and Admiral S 
f o r  a more comprehensive solution to the problem 

reconnnended on 6 November that the Joint Chiefs of Staff issue 
instructions to CINCPAC and CINCSAC setting out basic guide- 
lines; also CINCSAC should be directed to provide a fixed 
number of B-52 sorties per month in support of CINCPAC. CWCPAC 
would then instruct COMUSMACV to request strikes at least 48 
hours in advance of  desired TOT, at the same time sending the 
action to the CG, 3d Air Division or CWCSAC with information 
copies to the Joint Chiefs o f  S t a f f .  Approval would be indi- 
cated automatically if the Joint Chiefs of Staff, CIXCPAC or 
CINCSAC did not object. Twenty-four hours prior to the 
strike the CG, 3d Air Division would issue an order of intent 
to strike. Direct liaison would be authorized between 
COINUSUCV and the CG, 3d Air Division, f o r  minor deviations 

Of 149 targets that had been hit by mid-January 

In the several cases where a desired TOT was 24-30 

Even though the -- ad'hoc measures to relax 

3p pressed 
Both commanders believed the system Inadequate. CINCPAC 

-@ 3) Mag, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 0116452 Dec 65, 
JCS $9j6&%. (TS-GP 3) Mag, JCS 7795 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, - 3 Dec 65. 

JCS IN 39525. 
TS) JCS 2343/663-6, 19 Jan 66, JMF 9155.3 16 A u g  65). 
TS-GP 3) MSg, CINCPAC to JCS, 0601402 Nov k 5, 
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1n the rUchel1n Plantat10n area_ COMUSMACV called for B-52 
strikes against the enemy. He aSked that ARC LIGHT "coordi­
nation and approval channels be decentralized" as had been done 
during SILVER BAYONET. This was approved on 3 December. 29 

Attempts to Decentralize Control 

These operat1ons proved the value of ARC LIGHT 1n close 
support but pOinted up the need for decentralized control of 
the B-52s. Of 149 targets that had been hit by mid-January 
1966, for example, 139 had been processed for indiv1dual 
approval at the Washington level. The amount of t1me that had 
elapsed before approval had been rece1ved var1ed from 24 to 72 
hours. In the several cases where a desired TOT was 24-30 
hours after the initial request, only extraordinary efforts 
had made compliance possible.30 

" 

The' establishment of the PBZs had been a step in the 
r1ght direction but had not gone far enough in the v1ews of 
the field commanders. Even though the ad hoc measures to relax 
control in emergency Situations had been-approved in November 
and December, General Westmoreland and Admiral ShefP pressed 
for a more comprehensive solution to the problem. 3 

Both commanders believed the system inadequate •. CINCPAC 
recommended on 6 November that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 1ssue 
instructions to CINCPAC and CINCSAC sett1ng out baSic guide­
lines; also CINCSAC should be directed to prov1de a fiXed 
number of B-52 sorties per month in support of CINCPAC. CINCPAC 
would then instruct COMUSMACV to request strikes at least 48 
hours in advance of desired TOT, at the same t1me sending the 
action to the CG, 3d Air Div1s1on or CINCSAC w1th information 
cop1es to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Approval would be ind1-
cated automat1cally 1f the Joint Chiefs of Staff, CINCPAC or 
CINCSAC did not object. Twenty-four hours pr10r to the 
strike the CO, 3d Air Div1s1on would 1ssue an order of intent 
to strike. Direct 11a1son would be author1zed between 
COMUSMACV and the CG, 3d Air D1v1s1on, for minor dev1ations 

29. (TS-lll' 3) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, OU645Z Dec 65, 
JCS IN 76588. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 7795 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 
3 Dec 65. 

30. (TS) JCS 2343/663-6,19 Jan 66, JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
31. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 060140Z Nov 65, 

JCS IN 39525. 
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from the plan. Any special requests--waiver of restric ion, 
increase in monthly Sorties, etc.--would be submitted to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval. Although he stated that 
he must retain demurral authority on strike requests, CINCSAC 
generally agreed with CINCPAC.32 

Apparently, the Secretary o f  Defense had been thinking 
along the same lines. Although on 18 December he approved, 
with a minor adjustment, the slxth FBZ that the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff had proposed on 23 October, he did not give the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff carte blanche to create f'urther FBZs 
based on GVN and US Ambassador approval, He wanted less 
emphasis on creation of FBZs and greater emphasis on analyz- 
ing current procedures. He instructed the Joint Chiefs o f  I Staff to conduct a full review of current ARC LIGHT procedures 

1 "with the objective of establishing a firm basis f o r  providing 
1 the highest attainable level of effectiveness, flexibility and 
1 responsiveness in the employment of ARC LIGHT forces gener- 
I ally. 

7: inportant because it was very likely that the situation now 
\), developing in RVN would require a "substantial increase" in 

; the scope of ARC LIGHT in the months ahead. He warned that k I any changes in current procedures must allow quick cancel- 
,lation o r  recall if political reasons required, that non- 
,combatant casualties must be avoided, that neutral borders 
lmust not be violated and that the program must not be allowed 
:to lapse into routine operations. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
directed the oint Staff to begin the survey of ARC LIGHT 

\ 

II 

i 
Secretzry McNamara noted that this was particularly I 

/ inrmediately.3 3 
Other Air Operations in RVN 

At the beginning of 1965, air operations against the VC 
were hampered by restrictions. First, COMUSMACV was not 
authorized to use US jet aircraft flown by US pilots against 
targets in RVN and, secondly, he was required to have a WAF 

c to JCS 2343/663-6, 19 Jan 66, 
33. (TS-GP SecDef to CJCS, "Employment of  ARC 

Att to JCS 2343/6634, 20 Dec 65, 
JMF 9%.% A 

LIGHT Forces," 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
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from the plan. Any special requests--waiver of restriction, 
increase in monthly sorties, etc.--would be submitted to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval. Although he stated that 
he must retain demurral authority on strike requests, CINCSAC 
generally agreed with CINCPAc.32 

Apparently, the Secretary of Defense had been th1nking 
along the same lines. Although on 18 December he approved, 
with a minor adjustment, the sixth F.BZ that the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff had proposed on 23 October, he did not give the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff carte blanche to create further F.BZs 
based on GVN and US Ambassador approval. He wanted less 

, emphasis on creation of F.BZs and greater emphasis on analyz-

\ 
ing current procedures. He instructed the Joint Chiefs of 

, Staff to conduct a full review of current ARC LIGHT procedures 
I "with the objective of establishing a firm basis for providing 
I the highest attainable level ot effectiveness, flexibility and 
I responsiveness in the employment of ARC LIGHT forces gener-
i ally." . 

! Secretary McNamara noted that this was particularly 
.",,~ important because it was very likely that the Situation now 
~; developing in RVN would require a "substantial increase" in 
~ : the scope of ARC LIGHT in the months ahead. He warned that 
\) ! any changes in current procedures must allow quick cancel-

ilation or recall if political reasons required, that non-
: combatant casualties must be avoided, that neutral borders 
lmust not be violated and that the program must not be allowed 
ito lapse into routine operations. The Joint Chiefs of.Stafr 
i directed the ~Oint Staff to begin the survey of ARC LIGHT 
(. :1Jmned 1a tely • 3 

Other Air operations in RVN' 

At the beg1nning of 1965, air operations aga1nst the VC 
were hampered by restrictions. F1rst, COMUSMACV was not 
authorized to use US jet aircraft flown by US pilots against 
targets 1n RVN and, secondly, he was required to have a VNAF 

32. Ibid. (TS) Encl C to JCS 2343/663-6, 19 Jan 66, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 A~ 05). 

33. (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "Employment of ARC 
LIGHT Forces," 18 Dec 65, Att to JCS 2343/663-4, 20 Dec 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (16 Aug 65). 
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operated by US p i l o t s .  General Westmoreland c i ted  these in 
observer o r - p i l o t  i n  a l l  FARM GATE or a i r  commando a i r c r a f t  

mid-January as two of  the major  cons t ra in ts  a f fec t ing  his  
operations .34 

On 27 January the J o i n t  Chiefs of S ta f f  had authorized 
COMUSMACV t o  use US jet a i r c r a f t  in a s t r i k e  ro l e  in RVN i n  
emergency s i tua t ions ,  but subject  t o  cer ta in  conditions. 
Three weeks later the Jo in t  Chiefs of  S ta f f  spec i f ica l ly  
authorized the use of  US Jet  aircraft  t o  re inforce the WAF 
in concentrated and discriminate attacks against the VC in 
eastern Phuoc Tug province, using conventional weapons and 
making sure that the c i v i l i a n  population suffered a s  l i t t l e  
injury as possible.35 

Use of  US J e t s  

Adrhlral Sharp advised the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S ta f f  on 26 
February that the grea tes t  s ingle  ac t ion  the United S ta t e s  
could take t o  improve the secur i ty  s i t ua t ion  in RVN would 
be  t o  make full use o f  i ts a i r  power. He believed that con- 
tinuous use o f  US a i r  power in RVN could harass the VC and 
destroy t h e i r  supplies t o  the point that they would spend 
a l l  t he i r  time and energy trying t o  hide from a i r  attacks.36 

few US j e t  str ikes that had  taken place in RVN had had a 
salutary mora le  e f f ec t  on RVN forces .  He c i ted  the many 
advantages of employing j e t  a i r c r a f t ,  including the speed 
of react ion time, increased number of s t r i k e s  and increased 
ordnance delivery capabi l i t i es ,  improvement in the night 
a i r  strike capabi l i ty ,  and grea te r  accuracy in strikes 
resulting from the inherent s t a b i l i t y  o f  the j e t  plane as a 
gun pla t form.  Disadvantages noted were that such use vio- 
lated the Geneva Accords of  1954 and that it  m i g h t  encourage 
the RVNAF t o  r e l y  too g rea t ly  on US forces.37 

General Westmoreland reported on 27 February that the 

COMUSMACV 155 t o  JCS, 13 Jan 65. 
JCS 5316 t o  CINCPAC, 16 Feb 65. 
JCS 2343/530-6, 3 Mar 65, JZ4P 9155.3 

(21 Jan 65). 
37. E. 
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observer or" pilot in all FARM GATE or air commando aircraft \ 
operated by US pilots. General Westmoreland cited these in 
mid-January as two of the major constraints affect~~g his 
operations.34 

On 27 January the Joint Chiefs of Staff had authorized 
COMUSMACV to use US jet aircra1't in a strike role in RVN in 
emergency Situations, but subject to certain conditions. 
Three weeks later the Joint Chie1's 01' Sta1'f spec11'ically 
authorized the use 01' US Jet aircra1't to rein1'orce the VNAP 
in concentrated and discriminate attacks against the VC in 
eastern Phuoc Tuy province, using conventional weapons and 
making sure that the civilian population sutfered as little 
injury as possible.35 

Use 01' US Jets 

Adm1ralSharp advised the Joint Chie1's 01' Sta1'f on 26 
February that the greatest single action the United States 
could take to improve the security Situation in RVN would 
be to make full use 01' its air power. He believed that con­
tinuous use 01' US air power in RVN could harass the VC and 
destroy their supplies to the point that they would spend 6 
all their time and energy trying to hide from air attacks.3 

General Westmoreland reported on 27 February that the 
few US jet strikes that had taken place in RVN had had a 
salutary morale effect on RVN forces. He cited the many 
advantages of employing jet a1rcra1't, including the speed 
of reaction time, increased number of strikes and increased 
ordnance delivery capabilities, improvement in the night 
air strike capability, and greater accuracy in strikes 
resulting from the inherent stability of the jet plane as a 
gun platform. Disadvantages noted were that such use vio­
lated the Geneva Accords of 1954 and that it might encourage 
the RVNAF to rely too greatly on US forces.37 

• Msg, 
35. TS Msg 
36. TS-GP 4) 

(21 Jan 65). 
37. ~. 

COMUSMACV 155 to JCS, 13 Jan 65. 
JCS 5316 to CINCPAC, 16 Feb 65. 
JCS 2343/530-6, 3 Mar 65, JMF 9155.3 
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The Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff concurred with the views of 
the  f i e l d  commanders on the use of US a i r c r a f t  in RVN and 
So informed the Secretary of Defense on 6 March. 
recommended sending a message t o  CINCPAC authorizing him 
t o  use h i s  a i r c r a f t  t o  re inforce the VNAF and/or t o  s pport 

mey 

RVNAF operations when he judged it prudent t o  do so.3 8 
Secretary McNamara approved th i s  recommendation and 

on 9 March the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff granted authori ty  for 
use of US a i r c r a f t  in RVN as CINCPAC judged prudent, 
s t ipulat ing,  however, that strikes i n  RVN would not o r i g i -  
nate d i r ec t ly  f rom bases in Thailand.39 

Use o f  FARM GATE Aircraf t  

aircraft, AlEs,  were f ly ing  d a i l y  ak.  
strikes i n  the RVN against  the VC. Although flown by US 
p i l o t s ,  these planes carried VNAF insignia .  There was also 
a requirement that W A F  observers be present on all combat 
flights as addi t ional  crew members. General Westmoreland 
pointed out on 27 Febrwry that a i r  operations were being 
complicated, react ion time frequently slowed, and sor t ie  
e f f o r t  l o s t  because of the requirement that these aircraft  
operate only with a combined US/VNAF crew. VNAF observers 
contributed t o  the mission mainly by re l iev ing  the USAF of 
the "stigma" of un i l a t e ra l  offensive ac t ion  against  the VC. 
In  some cases these observers were helpful  in spanning the 
language ba r r i e r  but this  was not always t rue  since some of 
them spoke no English and only a few spoke it f luent ly  
enough t o  be completely reliable in this regard. There 
were,.on the other hand, very def ini te  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in using 
these observers. They were not well discipl ined or motivated 
in many cases. Most of them res i s ted  f ing two s o r t i e s  

F i f t y  FARM 

d a i l y  and several  had  refused t o  do so. i?i 
Emergency requirements for increased numbers of FARM 

GATE s o r t i e s  were continually a r i s ing .  In  the case of close 
a i r  support for forces  being ambushed, these requirements 

-GP 4) JCSM-161-65 t o  SecDef, 6 Mar 65 (derived 

JCSM-160-65 t o  SecDef, 6 Mar 65 (derived 

f rom 3:; $:3/530-6), JMF 9155.3 (21 Jan 65). 

from JCS 2343/530-7), JMF 9155.3 (21 Jan 65). 

39. TS) M s  3CS 6692 t o  CINCPAC, 9 Mar 65. 
40. [TS-GP 
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred with the views of 
the field commanders on the use of US a1rcraft in RVN and 
so informed the Secretary of Defense on 6 March. They 
recommended sending a message to CINCPAC authorizing him 
to use his aircraft to reinforce the VNAF and/or to s~pport 
RVNAF operations when he judged it prudent to do so.3~ 

Secretary McNamara approved this recommendation and 
on 9 March the Joint Chiefs of Staff granted authority for 
use of US a1rcraft in RVN as CINCPAC judged prudent, 
stipulating, however, that strikes in RVN would not origi­
nate d1rectly from bases in Tha1land.39 

I Use of FARM GATE Aircraft 

Fffty1?ltRM GA"Tl: a1rc-raft, AlEs, were flying da1ly a1r 
strikes in the RVN against the VC. Although flown by US 
p1lots, these planes carried VNAF insignia. There was also 
a requ1rement that VNAF observers be present on all combat 
flights as additional crew members. General Westmoreland 
pOinted out on 27 February that a1r operations were being 

. complicated, reaction time frequently slowed, and sortie 
'\ effort lost because of the requ1rement that these aircraft 

operate only with a combined US/VNAF crew. .VNAF observers 
contributed to the mission mainly by relieving the USAF of 
the "stigma" of un1lateral offenSive action against the VC. 
In some cases these observers were helpful in spanning the 
language barrier but this was not always true since some of 
them spoke no English and only a few spoke it fluently 
enough to be completely reliable in this regard. There 
were,. on the other hand, very definite difficulties in using 
these observers. They w.ere not well disciplined or motivated 
in many cases. Most of them reSisted flying two sorties' 

/

'da11Y and several had refused to do so.~o 

Emergency requirements for increased numbers of FARM 
GATE sorties were continually arising. In the case of close 
a1r support for forces being ambushed, these requ1rements 

3~. (TS-GP 4) JCSM-161-65 to SecDef, 6 Mar 65 (derived 
from JCS 2343/530-6), JMF 9155.3 (21 Jan 65). 

39. (TS) Msg JCS 6692 to CINCPAC, 9 Mar 65. 
40. (TS-GP 4) JCSM-160-65 to SecDef, 6 Mar 65 (derived 

from JCS 2343/530-7), JMF 9155.3 (21 Jan 65). 
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arose most frequently in the late afternoon when most of the 
normal sortie effort had already taken place. 
downed aircraft could and did require immediate reaction 
and prolonged air cover, which required sorties at a greater 
rate than planned. Combination of  heavy ground action and 
development o f  lucrative air targets required diversion of 
immediate effort into the areas of action and frequently 
required additional sorties to replace those diverted from 
other tasks an or additional sorties in support of the 

Support of 

ground action. ti 
The Joint Chiefs o f  Staff informed Secretary McNamara on 

6 March that they believed the ground rules for employment of 
FARM GATE aircraft had now been overtaken by events. 

The mission o f  the air commando squadrons clearly had 
changed. Out of  operational necessity these squadrons were 
now devoting 80 percent of their effort to combat rather 
than to training functions. Their mission, like that of othel: 
US air elements in RVN, had become one o f  close support of the 
RVNAP. The OVN sought this support, and since the VC had lone 
been claiming that the entire air war was being conducted by 
the United States, a formal change o f  mission would bring no 
greater propaganda value to the enemy. The Joint Chiefs o f  
Staff recommended that the air conmando squadrons be specific- 
ally charged with combat operations in support of  the RVNAF 
as well as with their training functions. They recommended 

Insignia for both in- and out-of-country operations, and that, 
the air oommando planes be authorized to conduct operations 1 without WAF personnel aboard. The Secretary o Defense 

i 
I 

that the US planes, AlEs, be permanently marked with USAF 9 

approved these recommendations on 9 March 1.965. 6 2 

Establishment o f  STEEL TIGER 

One of  the actions that had been agreed unon in the 
Washington Conference in November-December 1964 had been air 
strlkes against PL/NvN infiltration and operating forces in 
Laos. These strikes, nicknamed BARREL ROLL and designed 

41. m i o .  
42. m. - (C) Memo, OSD to Secy, JCS, "FARM GATE 

Restrictions in the Republic of  Viet-Nam (C)," 12 Mar 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (21 Jan 65). 

41. m i o .  
42. m. (C) Memo, OSD to Secy, JCS, "FARM GATE 

Restrictionsin the Republic of  Viet-Nam (C)," 12 Mar 65, 
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arose most frequently in the late afternoon when most of the 
normal sortie effort had already taken place. Support of 
downed aircraft could and did require immediate reaction 
and prolonged air cover, which required sorties at a greater 
rate than planned. Combination of heavy ground action and 
development of lucrative air targets required d1vers10n of 
immed1ate effort into the areas of act10n and frequently 
required add1t10nal sort1es to replace those diverted from 
other tasks and {or add1t1onal sorties in support of the 
ground action. 4 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed Secretary McNamara on V~\-
6 March that they believed the ground rules for employment of 
FARM GATE aircraft had now been overtaken by events. 

The m1ss10n of the air commando squadrons clearly had I 
changed. Out of operational necess1ty these squadrons were ~ 
now devoting 80 percent of their effort to combat rather t 
than to' training funct10ns. The1r miSSion, like that of other I 
US air elements in RVN, had become one of close support of thel 
RVNAli'. The GVN sought this support, and since the VC had long 
been claiming that the ent1re air war was being conducted by 
the United States, a formal change of mission would bring no 
greater propaganda value to the enemy. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff recommended that the air commando squadrons be spec1f1c 
ally charged with combat operations in support of the RVNAF 
as well as with their training functions. They recommended 
that the US planes, AlEs, be permanently marked with USAF ! 
ins1gnia for both in-. and out-of-country operations, and that: 
the air aommando planes be author1zed to conduct operations I 
w1thout VNAF personnel aboard. The Secretary of Defense i 
approved these recommendations on 9 March 1965. 42 I 

Establishment of STEEL TIGER 

One of the actions that had been agreed uoon in the 
Washington Conference in November-December 1964 had been air 
strikes against PL/NVN inf1ltrat1on and operat1ng forces in 
Laos. These str1kes, nicknamed BARREL ROLL and des1gned 

41. Ibid. 
42. lCIO. (C) Memo,OSD to Secy, JCS, "F.i\RM GATE 

Restr1ctions in the Republ1c of Viet-Nam (C)," 12 Mar 65, 
JMF 9155.3 (21 Jan 65). 
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pr imar i ly  t o  support  t he  R L G ,  had begun on 14 December. 
General Johnson, on h is  r e t u r n  from RVN i n  mid-March, had 
proposed tha t  the  s t r i k e s  be redesigned and r eo r i en ted  so 
as t o  cu t  o f f  the i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te s  used by the  N " / V C  t o  
move men and supp l i e s  through Laos. The Pres ident  had 
approved th i s  recommendation. 

To this  end Laos was divided i n t o  two s e c t o r s  for US 
a i r  ope ra t ions ,  t he  northern one known as BARREL ROLL, and 
t h e  s e c t o r  t o  the  south,  through which ran enemy i n f i l t r a t i o n  
rou te s ,  designated STEEL TIGER. STEEL TIGER was e s t a b l i s h e d  
as a sepa ra t e  a i r  program on 3 A p r i l  1965.43 

MARKET TIME Background 

t h e  communists were smuggling weapons and o t h e r  supp l i e s  from 
NVN t o  t h e  VC by sea. Such measures as the GVN had taken 
a g a i n s t  s e a  i n f i l t r a t i o n  had been l a r g e l y  i n e f f e c t i v e ,  owing 
mainly t o  the  inadequate s t r e n g t h  and a p a t h e t i c  performance 
o f  the VNN. 

ment i n  c o a s t a l  su rve i l l ance  about 16 Sea Force ships and 200 
Coastal  Force junks. A US Navy survey showed, however, that 
fewer than t en  percent  of t he  c r a f t  which could have been a t  
s e a  on a n t i - i n f i l t r a t i o n  d u t i e s  were a c t u a l l y  a t  s e a  a t  any 
one time. Weaknesses i n  command s t r u c t u r e  and gene ra l  adminis- 
t r a t i o n  and personnel  inadequacies abounded i n  the VNN, 
hampering i t s  opera t ions .  The Coastal  Force junks, for 
i n s t ance ,  were con t ro l l ed  by province c h i e f s ,  who d id  not  always 
as s ign  them de l inea ted  zones of su rve i l l ance .  
a t i o n s  o f t en  inf luenced  assignment of p a t r o l  a r e a s .  A s  a r e s u l t  
there was a ma ld i s t r ibu t ion  of t he  junks of t he  Coastal  Forces.44 

US a s s i s t a n c e  and advice t o  t h e  V" was charged t o  the 
Chief,  Naval Advisory Group (CHNAVGP), under COMUSMACV. He 
repor ted  t o  COMUSMACV i n  e a r l y  1965 many weaknesses i n  the 
VNN, inc luding  inadequate communications and poor leadership 
and command procedures.  H i s  reconnaissance p lanes  had 
v e r i f i e d  s p e c i f i c  i n s t ances  i n  which the  VNN was f a i l i n g  t o  
perform the  counter  s e a - i n f i l t r a t i o n  mission. The Coastal  
Forces i n  p a r t i c u l a r  were s ing led  ou t  f o r  c r i t i c i s m .  These 
f o r c e s ,  ope ra t ing  with l imited resources ,  were no t  being 

US o f f i c i a l s  had long suspected, without much proof ,  that  

A t  t he  beginning of 1965, the  VNN had a v a i l a b l e  for employ- 

P o l i t i c a l  consider-  

43. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command His tory ,  1965, pp. 

44. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CoMnSdCV Command Histo;, 1965, 
390, 402. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) JCS 624 t 0 CINCP AC, 2 Mar 65. 

PP. 87-89. 
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primarily to support the RLG, had begun on 14 December. 
General Johnson, on his return from RVN in mid-March, had 
proposed that the strikes be redesigned and reoriented so 
as to cut off the infiltration routes used by the NVN/VC to 
move men and supplies through Laos. The President had 
approved this recommendation. 

To this end Laos was divided into two sectors for US 
air operations, the northern one known as BARREL ROLL, and 
the sector to the south, through which ran enemy infiltration 
routes, designated STEEL TIGER. STEEL TIGER was established 
as a separate air program on 3 April 1965. 43 

MARKET TIME BaCkground 

US officials had long suspected, without much proof, that 
the communists were smuggling weapons and other supplies from 
NVN to the VC by sea. Such measures as the GVN had taken 
against sea infiltration had been largely ineffective, owing 
mainly to the inadequate strength and apathetic performance 
of the VNN. 

At the beginning of 1965, the VNN had available for employ­
ment in coastal surveillance about 16 Sea Force Ships and 200 
Coastal Force junks. A US Navy survey showed, however, that 
fewer than ten percent of the craft which could have been at 
sea on anti-infiltration duties were actually at sea at any 
one time. Weaknesses in command structure and general adminis­
tration and personnel inadequacies abounded in the VNN, 
hampering its operations. The Coastal Force junks, for 
instance, were controlled by province chiefs, who did not always 
assign them delineated zones of surveillance. Political consider­
ations often influenced assignment of patrol areas. As a result 
there was a maldistribution·of the junks of the Coastal'Forces;44 

US assistance and advice to the VNN was charged to the 
Chief, Naval Advisory Group (CHNAVGP), under COMUSMACV. He 
reported to COMUSMACV in early 1965 many weaknesses in the 
VNN, including inadequate communications and poor leadership 
and command procedures. His reconnaissance planes had 
verified specific instances in Which the VNN was failing to 
perform the counter sea-infiltration mission. The Coastal 
Forces in particular were singled out for criticism. These 
forces, operating with limited resources, were not being 

43. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command History~ 1965, pp. 
390, 402. (TS-NOFORN-GP l} JCS 7624 to CINCPAC, 3 Mar 65. 

44. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1965, 
pp. 87 -89. 
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used proper ly  and merely gacherec! l ad  repor ted  i n f o m a t i o n  on 
i n f i l t r a t i o n  r a t h e r  than tak ing  d i r e c t  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  i t  .45 

In  sho r t ,  t h e  V" did  not  possess  the  l eade r sh ip ,  t he  
resources ,  o r  t he  organiza t ion  t o  conduct an e f f e c t i v e  counter-  
i n f i l t r a t i o n  program. If the enemy were indeed i n f i l t r a t i n g  
s u b s t a n t i a l  amounts of supp l i e s  and i f  t h i s  i n f i l t r a t i o n  were 
t o  be curbed, t h e  United S t a t e s  would obviously have t o  take  
a more d i r e c t  hand i n  the opera t ions .  But, u n t i l  dis- 
covery of a major a c t  of sea i n f i l t r a t i o n  by the  enemy, US 
a u t h o r i t i e s  were not  i n c l i n e d  to  press the matter of a g r e a t e r  
US involvement a g a i n s t  sea i n f i l t r a t i o n .  

Bay i n  Phu Yen Province on 16 February 1965, however, alarmed 
US o f f i c i a l s  and l e d  t o  a d r a s t i c  change i n  po l i cy .  The v e s s e l  
c a r r i e d  l a r g e  quantities of modern weapons and m u n i t i o n ,  
inc luding  r e c o i l l e s s  r i f l e s ,  submachine guns, and grenades,  
most of Chinese Communist o r i g i n .  Some of the munitions 
captured had manufacturing dates of October and November 1964 
stamped on them. 
more contraband on shore,  po in t ing  t o  o t h e r  landings of supp l i e s  
i n  the area .  A t  high l e v e l s  i n  the Department of S t a t e  th i s  
capture  was viewed as proof of a r i s e  i n  the  tempo of the war.46 

On 26 February, t he  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  d i scussed  the 
m a t t e r  and the Chairman, J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  asked Admiral 

- Sharp-for h i s  recommendations on s t e p s  that could b e  taken t o  
a r r e s t  s e a  i n f i l t r a t i o n .  CINCPAC immediately recommended tha t  
the US Seventh F l e e t  "sanitize" the  water boundaries of KVN 
from the 17th P a r a l l e l  t o  the Cambodian border ,  i n  coord ina t ion  
with the VNN, and with CIINAVGP a c t i n g  as l i a i s o n  between the  
two f o r c e s .  H e  a l s o  recommended US Navy sur face  p a t r o l s  off  the 
17th P a r a l l e l ,  V u n g  Tau, and i n  the v i c i n i t y  of the RVN/Cambodian 
border  i n  the Gulf of Thailand. In  a d d i t i o n  US ca r r i e r -based  
p lanes  would conduct dawn-to-dusk patrols, going n o r t h  of the 
17th Parallel  as necessary t o  spot  approaching t r a f f i c .  The GVN 
would be asked t o  dec la re  a 40-mlle-wide r e s t r i c t e d  area around 
i t s  c o a s t l i n e ;  susp ic ious  c r a f t  within t h i s  a r e a  would be 
stopped and searched by the  v", or poss ib ly  US p a t r o l s .  

naval  f o r c e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a p a t r o l  of the R" seacoas t ,  but 
confined their  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  d e t e c t i n g  and t r ack ing  
suspic ious  v e s s e l s  and r epor t ing  them t o  the VNN. The V" 

The capture  of an armed, s tee l  hu l l ed  v e s s e l  i n  Vung Ro 

Fur the r  search  of the bay area revea led  much 

On 11 March 1965, without awaiting formal approval ,  US  

43. i b i d . ,  p. 1 3. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) C I N C P A C  Command 

46. (TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSUM 40-65, 18 Feb 65, p.  1. 
His tory ,  1965, P .  435: 

C )  Msg, Saigon 2710 t o  S t a t e ,  23 Feb 65, JCS I N  37579; 
TS-GP 1) COiVNSMACV Command His to r J ,  1965, p .  12. 
TS -NOFOFW -GP 3 - )  CLNCPAC Command His tory ,  1962, p.  436. 
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used properly and merely gabhered and reoorted 1nformat10n on 
1nf1ltrat10n rather than tak1ng d1rect act10n aga1nst 1t.45 

In short, the VNN d1d not possess the leadership, the 
resources, or the organ1zat10n to conduct an effect1ve counter~ 
1nf1ltrat10n program. If the enemy were 1ndeed 1nf1ltrat1ng 
substant1al amounts of supp11es and 1f th1s 1nf1ltrat10n were 
to be curbed, the an1ted States would obviously have to take 
a more direct hand in the operat10ns. But, until d1s-
covery of a major act of sea 1nf1ltrat10n by the enemy, as 
authorit1es were not 1nc11ned to press the matter of a greater 
as 1nvolvement aga1nst sea 1nfiltration. 

The capture of an armed, steel hulled vessel 1n Vung Ro 
Bay in Phu Yen Province on 16 February 1965, however, alarmed 
as offic1als and led to a drast1c change in policy. The vessel 
carr1ed large quant1t1es of modern weapons and ammun1t10n, 
including rec01lless rifles, submach1ne guns, and grenades, 
most of Ch1nese Commun1st or1g1n. Some of the munit10ns 
captured had manufacturing dates of October and November 1964 
stamped on them. Further search of the bay area revealed much 
more contraband on shore, p01nt1ng to other land1ngs of supp11es 
in the area. At h1gh levels 1n the Department of State th1s 46 
capture was viewed as proof of a r1se 1n the tempo of the war. 

On 26 February, the Jo1nt Chiefs of Staff discussed the 
matter and the Cha1rman, J01nt Ch1efs of Staff, asked Adm1ral 
ShaJ:1)-for h1s recommendat1ons on steps that could be taken to 
arrest sea 1nf1ltrat10n. CL~CPAC 1mmed1ately recommended that 
the as Seventh Fleet "san1t1ze" the water boundar1es of RVN 
from the 17th Parallel to the Cambod1an border, 1n coord1nat10n 
w1th the VNN, and w1th CHNAVGP act1ng as 11a1son between the 
two forces. Re also recommended as Navy surface patrols off the 
17th Parallel, Vung Tau, and 1n the vic1nity of the RVN/Cambod1an 
border in the Gulf of Tha1land. In add1t10n as carr1er-based 
planes would conduct dawo-to-dusk patrols, going north of the 
17th Parallel as necessary to spot approach1ng traffic. The Gv'N 
would be asked to declare a 40-mile-w1de restricted area around 
1ts coast11ne; suspic10us craft w1th1n th1s area would be 
stopped and searched by the VNN, or poss1bly as patrols. 

On 11 March 1965, w1thout awa1t1ng formal approval, as 
naval forces estab11shed a patrol of the RVN seacoast, but 
conf1ned the1r act1v1t1es to detect1ng and track1ng 
susp1c1ous vessels and report1ng them to the VNN. The VNN 

45. IbId., p. 113. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command 
R1sto~, lf65, p. 435 • 

. . ~.TS-NOFORN) NMCC OPSaM 40-65, 18 Feb 65, p. 1. 

~
C) Msg, Sa1gon 2710 to State, 23 Feb 65, JCS IN 37579; 
TS-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command H1sto~ 1 6 p. 12. 
TS-NOFORN-GP _ CINCPAC Command H1sto~J, 1965, p. 436. 
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stopped and searched the vessels  t o  determine if they were 
carrying arms o r  other supplies for support of the VC. If 
found t o  be  carrying prohibited items, he v" seized or -1 destroyed these vessels  as approprlate,b7 

i 
A d m i r a l  Sharp, on 15 March, pointed ,out t o  the Joint  

Chiefs of Staff that a new family of weapons being received 
by the VC would require  even greater l o g i s t i c a l  support. 
suspected this would mean increased e f for t s  t o  i n f i l t r a t e  
supplies by sea.  He re i te ra ted  his recommendation that the 
RVN coast be "sanitized" by sett ing up a barrier of US a n d  
V" ships. Random surface pa t ro ls ,  round-the-clock a i r  
p a t r o l s ,  and photo reconnaissance of suspected landing area8 
would be employed. US ships a n d  planes would concentrate on 
loca t ing  ocean shipping headed for RVN or discharging cargo 
along the coast. CINCPAC l i s t e d  the numbers and types of 
ships that would be needed for this  increased effor t .  He 
also recommended amphibious raids against  the VC, as well as 
naval bombardment of VC targets. He reminded the Jo in t  
Chiefs of Staff that the current rules of engagement for 
Southeast Asia d i d  not authorize US forces  t o  board ,  search, 
o r  se ize  suspicious ships on the high seas, but l i m i t e d  them 
t o  survei l lance operations of the  coastal  area. C13JCPAC 
recommended that the GVN be approached t o  see if it were 
wi l l ing  t o  a k for US assis tance so that the US r o l e  might 
be revised.48 On 18 March, in l ine  with the Pres ident ' s  
ac t ion ,  the Joint Chiefs of Staf f  approved CINCPAC'S concept 
for the  san i t iza t ion  of the RVN coast,  but instructed him t o  
adher8 t o  the current rules of engagement for Southeast 
Asia. 9 

and as a part of h i s  important recommendations t o  the Presi- 
dent,  had  also cal led f o r  increased a i r  and  naval reconnais- 
sance and  harassing operations against  the VC-controlled 
coastal  areas associated wi th  i n f i l t r a t i o n .  He proposed that 
elements of the Seventh Fleet set up p a t r o l s  by sea and air .  
He a l s o  proposed a program of cash awards for the capture of 
NVN junks. These recommendations by the Chief of Sta f f ,  Army, 
were approved by the President on 15 Mar~h .5~  

He 

On the same day General Johnson, on his  re turn  from RVN, 

3) CNOM-113-65 t o  JCS, 1 Apr 65, A t t  t o  JCS 
2343/gk, 'T2g155.3 (1 Apr 65). 

48. TS-GP 3 CmCPAC t o  JCS, 1522062 Mar 65, JCS m 64176. 
49. ITS-GP 41 Msg, JCS 7307 t o  CINCPAC, 18 Mar 65. 
50. 

(17 Mar 65). 
TS) Msg, JCS 7484 t o  CINCPAC, 20 Mar 65, JMF 9155.3 
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:?l stopped and searched the vessels to determine if they were 
\ I carrying arms or other suppl.ies for support of the VC. If 
~l found to be carrying prohibited items, lihe VNN seized or 

j destroyed these vessels as appropriate. 7 
• 

Admiral Sharp, on 15 March, pointed ,out to. the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff that a new family of weapons being received 
by the VC would require even greater logistical support. He 
suspected this would mean increased efforts to infiltrate 
supplies by sea. He reiterated his recommendation that the 
RVN coast be "sanitized" by setting up a barrier of US and 
VNN ships. Random surface patrols, round-the-clock air 
patrols, and photo reconnaissance of suspected landing area3' 
would be employed. US ships and planes would concentrate on. 
locating ocean shipping headed for RVN or discharging cargo 
along the .coast. CINCPAC listed the numbers and types of 
ships that would be needed for this increased effort. He 
also recommended amphibious raids against the ve, as well as 
naval bombardment' of VC targets. He reminded the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff that the current rules of engagement for 
Southeast Asia did not authorize US forces to board, search, 
or seize suspiciouS ships on the high seas, but limited them 
to surveillance operations of the coastal area. CINCPAC 
recommended that the GVN be approached to see if it were 
willing to a~k for US aSSistance so that the US role might 
be revised.4~ On 18 March, in line with the PreSident's 
action, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved CINCPAC's concept 
for the sanitization of the RVN coast, but instructed him to 
adhera to the current rules of engagement for Southeast 
ASia. 9 

On the same day General Johnson, on his return .from RVN, 
and as a part of his important recommendations to the Presi­
dent, had also called for iricreased air and naval reconnais­
sance and harassing operations against the VC-controlled 
coastal areas associated with infiltration. He proposed that 
elements of the Seventh Fleet set up patrols by sea and air. 
He also proposed a program of cash awards for the capture of 
NVN junks. These recommendations by the Chief of Staff, Army, 
were approved by the President on 15 March.50 

4'7. (TS=GP 3) CNOM-ll3-65 to JCS, 1 Apr 65, Att to JCS 
2343/560, JMF 9155.3 (1 Apr 65). 

48. ~TS-GP 3) CINCPAC to JC~152206z Mar 65, JCS IN 64176. 
49. TS-GP 4) Msg, JCS 7307 to CINCPAC, 18 Mar 65. 
50. TS) Msg, JCS 7484 to CINCPAC, 20 Mar 65, JMF 9155.3 

(17 Mar 65). 
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On 31 March, Ambassador T a y l o r ,  who was v i s i t i n g  in 
Mashington, cabled h i s  Deputy i n  Saigon, U. Alexis Johnson, 
t e l l i n g  him t o  suggest t o  Premier Quat the p o s s i b i l i t y  of a 
change in the USN ro l e  in sea survei l lance operations. The 
new ro le  would authorize US personnel t o  s t o p ,  board ,  and 
search RVN vessels as agents of the GVN. 
Personnel could be aboa rd  US vessels t o  do the ac tua l  board- 
ing and searching if the  Premier found it  more acceptable.51 

Subsequently, however, the S t a t e  Department decided 
that it required more from the GVN than had been requested 
by Ambassador Taylor .  On 2 A p r i l ,  the State Department 
cabled Ambassador Johnson t h a t  the GVN should be asked to:  
I) Request the US assist in maintaining the in t eg r i ty  of her 
t e r r i t o r i a l  waters. 2) G r a n t  authori ty  for US naval ships 
t o  stop and search any RVN vessel i n  in te rna t iona l  waters 
and t o  seize or, if necessary, destroy those found t o  be 
carrying.arms or other supplies for the support of VC insur- 
gency in RVN. 3) Grant authori ty  for US naval  ships t o  s top 
and search ar,y.RVN, DRV, o r  priirate vesse ls  o f  o ther  nations 
within the te r r i to r ia l  waters of  the RVN and t o  Seize, orl if 
necessarj ,  destroy those found t o  be carrying arms o r  other 
supplies for the support of VC insurgency in RVN. 4) Provide 
RVN personnel t o  be assigned t o  each US Naval ship engaged 
in the Counter I n f i l t r a t i o n  Pa t ro l  for l i a i s o n  and interro-  

RVN military 

5 t& 

- gation purposes .52 __-I - 

Ambassador Johnson repl ied that same evening ind ica t ing  
that the GVN viewed the  proposals favorably. A s  ins t ruc ted ,  
the Ambassador had stressed the need f o r  an official GVN 
request f o r  US ass is tance.  It was agreed that Ambassador 
Johnson would draw up a d r a f t  copy of a GVN request for 
ass i s tance  and a similar d r a f t  of a US Goverrunent r e p l y  t o  
such a request.53 

Meanwhile on 1 Apri l  the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff i n  a 
memorandum t o  the Secretary of Defense had pointed out the 
advantages of acquiring GVN au thor i ty  t o  stop and search a l l  
RVN vessels in in te rna t iona l  waters; t o  stop and search RVN, 

5 3 )  Nsg, State 2141 t o  Saigon, 31 Mar 65, 
52. (S-GP 3 )  Msg, Sta te  2171 t o  Saigon, 2 Apr 65, 

53. (S) MsgJ Saigon 3190 t o  S ta te ,  2 Apr 65, JCS IN 88860. 

JCS IN166h?i(?p 

JCS 3 3  9033.0. 
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On 31 March, Ambassador Taylor, who was visiting in 
Washington, cabled his Deputy in Saigon, U. Alexis Johnson, 
telling him to suggest to Premier Quat the possibility of a 
change in the USN role in sea surveillance operations. The 
new role would authorize US personnel to stop, board, and 
search RVN vessels as agents of the GVN. RVN military 
personnel could be aboard US vessels to do the actual board­
ing and searching it the Premier found it more acceptable.51 

Subsequently, however, the State Department decided 
that it required more from the GVN than had been requested 
by Ambassador Taylor. On 2 April, the State Department 
cabled Ambassador Johnson that the GVN should be asked to: 
1) Request the US assist in maintaining the integrity of her 
territorial waters. 2) Grant authority for US naval ships 
to stop and search any RVN vessel in international waters 
and to seize or, if necessary, destroy those found to be 
carrying. arms or other supplies for the support of VC insur­
gency in RVN; 3) Grant authority for US naval ships to stop 
and search any,RVN, DRV, orpri'Tate vesselS of ' other nations, 
within the territorial waters of the RVN and to seize, or, it 
necessarJ, destroy those found to be carrying arms or other 
supplies for the support of VC insurgency in RVN. 4) Provide 
RVN personnel to be aSSigned to each US Naval ship engaged 
in the Counter Infiltration Patrol for liaison and interro­
gation purposes.52 ~,~;..." 

Ambassador Johnson replied that same evening indicating 
that the GVN viewed the proposals favorably. As instructed, 
the Ambassador had stressed the need tor an official GVN 
request for US assistance. It was agreed that Ambassador 
Johnson would draw up a draft copy of a GVN request for 
aSSistance and a s1m1lar draft of a US Government reply to 
such a request.53 

Meanwhile on 1 April the Joint Chiefs of Staff in a 
memorandum to the Secretary of Defense had painted out the 
advantages of acqUiring GVN authority to stop and search all 
RVN vessels in international waters; to stop and search RVN, 

~1. (S-GP 3) Msg, State 2141 to Saigon, 31 Mar 65, 
JCS IN 86479. 

52. (S-GP 3) Msg, State 2171 to Saigon, 2 Apr 65, 
JCS IN 90310. 

53. (s) Msg, Saigon 3190 to State, 2 Apr 65, JCS IN 88860. 
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DRV, r pr iva te  vessels  o f  other nat ins within the t e r r i -  
f o r i a  waters of the RVN; and t o  se ize  or, if necessary, t o  
destroy vessels  carrying arms o r  other supplies t o  the VC. 
They s a i d  that VNN personnel should  be placed on the US ships 
f o r  l i a i son  and interrogat ion purposes. They recommended 
tha t  Secretary McNWra support such act ions by asking the 
SecreGary of State t o  seek GVN approval of  them, s t ipu la t ing  
that, if it were deemed advisable, the United S ta t e s  would 
agree t o  having v" personnel embarked on I t s  ships t o  
conduct the v i s i t ,  search, and seizure of suspected vessels.54 

T a y l o r  was instructed t o  modify the request t o  the GVN t o  
insure compliance with accepted in te rna t iona l  legal pr inc ip les  
and t o  increase operational f l e x i b i l i t y .  T h i s  would involve 
announcement by the GVN o f  compliance with the Geneva Con- 
ventions on the seas and customary in te rna t iona l  law. The 
GVN would  a l s o  announce that it had  asked the United S ta t e s  
f o r  help in countering sea i n f i l t r a t i o n .  The (rvN would 
fur ther  declare i t s  t e r r i t o r i a l  waters up t o  the three-mile 
limit a "Defensive Sea Area" wherein it would, w i t h  US help, 
s t o p  and search any vessel of  any nation and s ize  suspected 
of  supporting the VC. If necessary it would d e s t r o y  any 
vessel carrying arms or other supplies t o  the VC. Other 
suggestions t o  be made t o  the GVN called for i t  t o  declare 
i t s  intent ions t o  enforce its customs, f i s c a l ,  and immigration 
laws within a 12-mile contiguous zone along i ts  coast ,  s e t t i n g  
f o r t h  the spec i f ic  ac t ions  t o  be taken in t h i s  regard, and t o  
specify other  ac t ions  that would be taken beyond the 12-mile 
zone t o  prevent any infringement of  its laws by vessels  
f l y ing  the f lag of  the RVN or reasonably believed t o  be d i s -  
guised RVN vessels.  
wherever US assis tance was provided in any of  these caaes.55 

The GVN submi t t ed  a formal request for US ass i s tance  on 
23 April .  
GVN that the request h a d  been approved by the ni ted States 

On 8 A p r i l ,  in a j o i n t  State-Defense message, Ambassador 

RVN representation would be present 

Within 24 hours, Ambassador Taylor informed the 

and that the assis tance would be forthcoming.5 8 

JCSM-241-65 t o  SecDef, 1 Apr 65, Facl t o  
65, JMF 9155.3 (1 Apr 65 

DEF 8710 t o  Saigon, k*Apr 65. 
OCNO t o  SecNav, 29 Apr 65, JMF 
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DRV, or private vessels of other nations within the terri­
torial waters of the RVN; and to seize or, if necessary, to 
destroy vessels carrying arms or other supplies to the VC. 
They said that VNN personnel should be placed on the US ships 
for liaison and interrogation purposes. They recommended 
that Secretary McNamara support such actions by asking the 
Secretary of State to seek GVN approval of them, stipulating 
that, if it were deemed advisable, the United States would 
agree to having VNN personnel embarked on its ships to 
conduct the viSit, search, and seizure of suspected vessels.54 

On ·8 April, in a joint State-Defense message, Ambassador 
Taylor was instructed to modify the request to the GVN to 
insure comp11ance w1th accepted international legal princ1ples 
and to increase operat1onal flex1b111ty. Th1s would involve 
announcement by the GVN of compliance with the Geneva Con­
vent10ns on the seas and customary international law. The 
GVN would also announce that 1t had asked the Un1ted States 
for help in countering sea inflltration. The GVN would 
further declare its terr1torial waters up to the three~lle 
lim1t a "Defens1ve Sea Area" wherein it would, with US help, 
stop and search any vessel of any nation and size suspected 
of supporting the VC. If necessary it would destroy any 
vessel carrying arms or other supplies to the VC. Other 
suggestions to be made to the GVN called for it to declare 
1ts intentions to enforce its customs, fiscal, and 1mmigration 
laws within a 12-mlle contiguous zone along its coast, setting 
forth the specific actions to be taken in this regard, and to 
spec1fy other actions that would be taken beyond the 12-mlle 
zone to prevent any infringement of its laws by vessels 
flying the flag of the RVN or reasonably believed to be dis­
guised RVN vessels. RVN representation would be pre.sent 
wherever US assistance was provided in any of these cases.55 

The GVN submitted a formal request for US assistance on 
23 April. Within 24 hours, Ambassador Taylor informed the 
GVN that the request had been approved by the gnited States 
and that the assistance would be forthcoming. 5 

55. (TS-GP 1 Msg, DEF 8710 to Sa1gon, 8 Apr 65. 

54. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-241-65 to SecDef, 1 Apr 65, Encl to 
JCS 2343/560, 1 AIr 65, JMF 9155.3 (1 Apr 65). 

56. (TS-GP 4 Memo, OCNO to SecNav, 29 Apr 65, JMP 
9155.3 (14 Apr 65 . 
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On 27 A p r i l ,  the  GVN announced i t s  i n t e n t  t o  enforce 
Decree N O .  81/NG t o  insure the  s e c u r i t y  and defense o f  the 
t e r r i t o r i a l  waters of  RVN. This decree encompassed a l l  o f  
the provis ions  that the United States h a d  proposed be 
included. 57 

Connnano and Control Arrangements - MARKET TIME 

The US opera t ions  that had begun on a l l m i t e d  s c a l e  in 
March, were now e q a n d e d  i n t o  a f u l l - s c a l e  program of ak- 
and s e a  a c t i v i t i e s  in coord ina t ion  with t h e  GVN, known as 
MARKET T L i .  These opera t ions  were u n d e r  the o v e r a l l  command 
and c o n t r o l  o f  CINCPAC w i t h  the chain o f  command m j n g  
downward through CIVCPACPLT t o  CTF-71, who had the immediate 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a n t i  s e a - i n f i l t r a t i o n  opera t ions  in t h e  
e a r l y  p a r t  of  the year .  However, i n , o r d e r  t o  take advantage 
o f  the l o c a t i o n  of  NAVGP in RVN and of  i ts experience in 
dealing with the VNN as well as t o  give COfWSMACV g r e a t e r  
c o n t r o l  of  MA= TIME, the Secre ta ry  of  Defense decided t o  
t r a n s f e r  o r a t i o n a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  NARKET TIME t o  
COMUSMACV. 53 

General Wheeler informed Admiral Sharp on 30 Apr i l  that 
Sec re t a rg  McNamra wanted steps taken so that COMUSMACV could 
assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  MARKET TIME by 1 August. H e  _--- 
r e a l i z e d  that General Westmoreland d i d  n o t  have the c a p a b i l i t y  
t o  assume c o n t r o l  immediately and that  CTF-71 would r e t a i n  
that  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  d u r i n g  the t r a n s i t i o n  per iod .59 

During t h i s  per iod General Westmoreland should take  
necessary a c t i o n s  to :  improve the  c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  the V" t o  
p a r t i c i p a t e  e f f e c t i v e l y  in MARKET TINE, e s t a b l i s h  a comuni -  
c a t i o n s  net  which would enable communications with appropr i a t e  
shore s t a t i o n s  and s t a t i o n s  a f l o a t ,  e s t a b l i s h  an ope ra t ions  
cen te r ,  and establish an i n t e l l i g e n c e  net .60 

Msg, Saigon 3550 t o  State, 27 Apr 65, 
JCS G(&%g! 

58. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command HiStoI'y, 1965, 
- -"- P. L(3. 

59. (S-GP 4) MSg, JCS 1149 t o  CINCPAC, 30 Apr 65. 
60. - I b i d .  
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On 27 Aprll, the GVN announced its intent to enforce 
Decree NO. 81/NG to insure the security and defense of the 
territorial waters of RVN. This decree encompassed all of 
the provisions that the United States had proposed be 
included.57 

Command and Control Arrangements - MARKET TIME 

The US operations that had begun on a limited scale in 
March, were now expanded into a full-scale program of air 
and sea act.ivities in coordination with the GVN, known as 
MARKET TL~.· These operations were under the overall command 
and control of CINCPAC with the chain of command running 
downward through CINCPACFLT to CTF-71, who had the immediate 
responsibility for anti sea-inflltration operations in the 
early part of the year. However, in ,order to take advantage 
of the location of NAVGP in RVN and ot its experience in 
dealing with the VNN as well as to give COr~SMACV greater 
control of MARKET TIME, the Secretary of Defense decided to 
transfer OQgrational responsibllity for MARKET TIME to 
COMUSMACV.5 . 

General Wheeler informed Admiral Sharp on 30 April that 
Secretary McNamara wanted steps taken so that COMUSMACV could 
assume responsibllity for MARKET TIME by 1 August. He· _ _~ ... .. 
realized that General Westmoreland did not have the capabllity 
to assume control immediately and that CTF-71 would retain 
that responsibility during the tranSition period.59 

During this period General westmoreland should take 
necessary actions to: improve the capabilities of the VNNto 
participate effectively in MARKET TIME, establish a communi­
cations net which would enable communications with appropriate 
shore stations and stations afloat, establish an operations 
center, and es,tablish an intelligence net .60 

57. (TS) Msg, Saigon 3550 to State, 27 Apr 65, 
JCS IN 31995. 

58. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1965, 
p. 173. 

'T ,-. 

59. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 1149 to CINCPAC, 30 Apr 65. 
60. ~. 
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An augmentation o f  the  NAVGP was authorized by t h  
Secretary o f  Defense t o  meet the increased requirements.61 

The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, J o i n t  Chiefs 
of  S t a f f ,  d u r i n g  their J u l y  v i s i t  t o  Saigon, talked wi th  
General Westmoreland about MARKET TIME. Secretary McNamara 
was not convinced that the enemy was bringing in any s igni -  
f i can t  amounts of  supply by sea. He had  not seen any real 
proof other  than the capture of  the s ingle  enemy supply 
vessel in February. Nevertheless, on his re turn,  he indicated 
a desire t o  build up MARKET TIWE forces  and "saturate"  the 
coastal  areas t o  cut o f f  any i n f i l t r a t i o n  that might be going 
on. He t o o k  back t o  Washington a "shopping l ist" given him 
by General Westmoreland, which included, among other things,  
a s izeable  package for buildup of MARKET TSME. 

asked f o r  were 60 modern, motor ized  junks f o r  the Junk Force, 
expedited delivery o f  20 S w i f t  p a t r o l  c r a f t  wi th  US crews, 
expedited procurement o f  34 addi t ional  Swif t  pa t ro l  c r a f t  and 
cer ta in  communications equipment. The 60 motorized junks were 
needed t o  replace a l ike  number of  sail-only junks which were 
o l d  and i n  poor condition. COMUSMACV wanted delivery of  these 
started on 30 November and completed by 31 March 1966. 
Swift pa t ro l  c r a f t ,  which had  been used in OPLAN 34A operations 
were excel lent  for p a t r o l l i n g  and invest igat ing inshore areas. 
Twenty Swifts already on order would be used  t o  seal off 
coas ta l  lanes around the 17th Parallel and  in the Qulf of  
Thailand, but the 34 addi t ional  c r a f t  would be needed on the 
cent ra l  coast. The Swifts would be manned by US personnel 
u n t i l  the  VNN was capable of  taking them over, probably in 
la te  1966. The Swifts could do some survei l lance and inter- 
cept &bs as well as destroyers and a t  considerably less 
cost .  

July 1965. 

Among the MARXEP TIME items that General Westmoreland had 

The 

COMUSMACV assumed control of  MARKET TD¶E forces  on 30 
CHNAVGP, Rear A d m i r a l  N.G. Ward, was given 

- ) kemo, SecDef t o  CJCS, 9 Aug 65, JMF 1040.1 
(2 3 2 6 5 ) :  Gp 

"MACV Shopping L i s t  f o r  Secretary of  Defense," items 74, 756, 
75B, 75C, JMF 9155.3 (20 Jul 65). 

62. (TS) Memo, COMUSMACV t o  SecDef, 20 Jul 65, w/Encl, 
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An augmentation of the NAVGP was authorized by the 
Secretary of Defense to meet the increased requirements.6l 

The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, during ~heir July visit to Saigon, talked with 
General Westmoreland about MARKET TIME. Secretary McNamara 
was not convinced that the enemy was bringing in any signi­
ficant amounts of supply by sea. He had not seen any real 
proof other than the capture of the single enemy supply 
vessel in February. Nevertheless, on his return, he indicated 
a deSire to build up MARKET TIME forces and "saturate" the 
coastal areas to cut off any infiltration that might be going 
on. He took back to Washington a "Shopping list" given him 
by General Westmoreland, which included, among other things, 
a sizeable package for buildup of MARKET TIME. 

Among the MARKET TIME items that General Westmoreland had 
asked for were 60 modern, motorized junks for the Junk Force, 
expedited delivery of 20 Swift patrol craft with US crews, 
expedited procurement of 34 additional Swift patrol craft and 
certain communications equipment. The 60 motorized junks were 
needed to replace a like number of sail-onlY junks which were 
old and in poor condition. COMUSMACV wanted delivery of these 
started on 30 November and completed by 31 March 1966. The 
Swift patrol craft, which had been used in OPLAN 34A operations 
were excellent for patrolling and investigating inshore areas. 
Twenty Swifts already on order would be used to seal off 
coastal lanes around the 17th Parallel and in the Gulf of 
Thailand, but the 34 additional craft would be needed on the 
central coast. The Swifts would be manned by US personnel 
until the VNN was capable of taking them over, probably in 
late 1966. The Swifts could do some surveillance and inter­
cept jobs as well as destroyers and at considerably 'less, 
cost.62 ' 

COMUSMACV assumed control of MARKET TIME forces on 30 
July 1965. CHNAVGP, Rear Admiral N.G. Ward, was given 

61. (S-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 9 Aug 65, JMF 1040.1 
(2 Jun 65). 

62. (TS) Memo, COMUSMACV to SecDef, 20 Jul 65, w/Encl, 
"MACV Shopping List for Secretary of Defense," i terns 74, 75A, 
75B, 75C, JMF 9155.3 (20 Jul 65). 
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command of TF-115, in tegra t ing  se a i r ,  and shore-based 
u n i t s  f o r  K A m T  TIME operations. &I The in i t ia l  Force 
assigned t o  TF-115 included: 

received two divis ions from the United States Coas t  Guard 
Division #12. 
Da Nang. 
the G u l f  o f  ThaLland.84 

COMUSMACV divided the RVN coas ta l  area in to  nine pa t ro l  
zones, extendin from the 17th Parallel  t o  the RVN/Cambodian 

DEXs, o r  MSOs when the 
tomer were not avai lable ,  patrol led each zone. Aircraft 
based a t  Tan Son Nhut were given survei l lance misaions along 
the coast  and the sea area between V u n g  Tau and the Brevie 
l ine.  Ai rcraf t  stationed a t  Sangley Point, Ph i l ipp ines ,  
pa t ro l led  the coastal  region between Vung Tau and the 17th 
Para l le l .  Bar r ie r  operations a t  the 17th Pa ra l l e l  and 
Cambodian/RVN b o r d e r  were assigned t o  the Coast  Guard .65 

seven radar picket  escor t  ships 
; two ocean mine sweepers (MSOs); 17 82-Foot cu t t e r s  
: and SP-W a i r c r a f t .  In addi t ion t o  these, TF-115 

Combat Tact ical  Group (CTG) 115.3 was sent  t o  
CTQ 115.4 w s assigned t o  Phu Quoc I s l a n d  t o  pa t ro l  

b o r d e r  and 30-4 % miles out t o  sea. 

NAVGP operations were a l so  improved. An in te l l igence  
disseminating organization, centered around the Surface 
Operations Center (SOC) i n  Saigon,was established. SOC 
examined a l l  information dealing with MARICET TIME operations 
and directed Operations t o  in te rcept ,  capture, or destroy 
h o s t i l e  vessels. The SOC received its information from f i v e  
Combined Coastal Surveillance Centers located along the SVN 
coast.  In turn,  the CSCs gathered repor t s  from all USN and 
VNN surface and a i r  units, sending the i r  f i n d  ags t o  the SOC 
f o r  a more complete and detai led examinatlon. 80 

By late 1965, MARKET TlME operations were su f f i c i en t ly  
established t o  deny enemy shipping Freedom o f  movement along 
the coast .  The VC were s t i l l  t ransport ing personnel a n d  
equipment by sea but the extent of their  success was s t i l l  

b3. (TS - N O F E &  -GP 1) COMUSWCV Command Histom, 1965, 
p.  100. 

64. (TS-NoFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command H i s t o r y ,  1965, 
v o l  11, p. 443. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSXACV Command History, 

65. (TS-NoFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command H i s t o r y ,  1965, 

66. (C-GP 4) MACV Directive 5 2 5 4 ,  "Tactics and Tech- 
niques F o r  Employment o f  US Forces in  the Republic o f  Vietnam, 
(U)," 17 Sep 65, JMF 9155.3 (17 Se 65) .  (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) 

1965, Q .  100. 

PP. 433-434. 

CINCPAC Command H i s t o r y ,  1965, P. L O .  
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command of TF-115, integrating se~ air, and shore-based 
units for MARKET TIME operations. o3 The initial force 
assigned to TF-115 included: seven radar picket escort ships 
(DERs); two ocean mine sweepers (MSOS); 17 82-foot cutters 
(WPBs); and SP-2H aircraft. In addition to these, TF-115 
received two divisions from the United States Coast Guard 
DiviSion #12. Combat Tactical Group (CTG) 115.3 was sent to 
Da Nang. CTG 115.4 wes assigned to Phu Quoe Island to patrol 
the Gulf of Thailand. 04 

COMUSMACV divided the RVN coastal area into nine patrol 
zones, extending from the 17th Parallel to the RVN/Cambodian 
border and 30.40 miles out to sea. DERs, or MSOs when the 
former were not available, patrolled each zone. Aircraft 
based at Tan Son Nhut were given surveillance missions along 
the coast and the sea area between Vung Tau and the Brevie 
line. Aircraft stationed at Sangley Point, Philippines, 
patrolled the coastal region between 'VUng Tau and the 17th 
Parallel'. Barrier operations at the 17th Parallel and

65 Cambodian/RVN border were assigned to the Coast Guard. 
" 

NAVGP operations were also improved. An intelligence 
disseminating organization, centered around the Surface 
Operations Center (SOC) in Saigo~was established. SOC 
examined all information dealing with MARKET TIME operations 
and direoted operations to interoept, oapture, or destroy 
hostile vessels. The SOC received its information from five 
Combined Coastal Surveillance Centers located along the SVN 
coast. In turn, the CSCs gathered report.s from all USN and 
VNN surface and air units, sending their findi~gs to the SOC 
for a more complete and detailed examination.CO 

By late 1965, MARKET TIME operations were sufficiently 
established to deny enemy shipping freedom of movement along 
the coast. The VC were st1ll transporting personnel and 
equipment by sea but the extent of their success was still 

63. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1965, 
p. 100. 

64. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command History, 1965, 
vol II, p. 443. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 

J:2§2, o. 100. 
OS. (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) CINCPAC Command History, 1965, 

pp. 433-434. 
66. (C-GP 4) MACV Directive 525-4, "Tactics and Tech­

niques for Employment of US Forces in the Republic of Vietnam, 
(U)," 17 Sep 65, JMF 9155.3 (17 Sep 65). (TS-NOFORN-GP 3) 
CINCPAC Command History, 1965, p. 440. 
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. uhown .  While v" units had improved, their performance was 
still not up to Par. They had performed their missions with 
Breater aggressiveness and added three vessels to the ships 
already involved in MARKET TIME operations; but these 
limited improvements had not met the standards established 
by CHNAVGP. The Coastal Force was still having many of the 
same difficulties it had experienced at the beginning of 1965. 
It suffered from a general lack of routine maintenance, 
untrained personnel, and Inadequate leadership. Because of  
these conditions, C AVQP rated it as "satisfactory" in his 
year-end evaluation% 

COMUSMACV submitted an evaluation of MARICET TIME during 
the Secretary of Defense's visit to RVN in November. He 
considered MARxET TIME operational concepts and efforts to 
be satisfactory considering available resources. Fifty-four 
Swifts were to be delivered in the Spring of 1966 and he felt 
they would satisfy requirements for the present. He was not 
satisfied with the VNN performance. Its aggressiveness and 
accuracy of reporting left much to be desired but he felt 
the situation could only be improved through increased 
advisory efforts. COMUSMACV concluded that no major changes 
were necessary and none was anticipated. He believed 
progress in MARKET TIME operations ould continue so long 
as programmed forces materialized .6 8 

Cross-Border Operations into Laos--SHINING BRASS 

Sea infiltration of South Vietnam was but one means that 
NVN used to aid the VC. The major source of NVN assistance 
to the VC had long been the overland infiltration of men and 
supplies through the Laos panhandle. To interdict this I 

infiltration, the United States had initiated several aerial 
reconnaissance and bombing programs in Laos beginning in 
May 1964. 

Another method of controlling the panhandle infiltration 
was cross-border ground operations into Laos to identify and 

-. - 

- -GP 3) CINCPAC Command History, 1965, 
pp. $4; t;fg.TNOFORN-&P 1) C o m c v  c ommand Hi stoq, m, . 89. 
pp. 174-175. 

68. (TS-NOFORN-QP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1965, 
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unknown. While VNN units had improved, their performance was 
still not up to par. They had performed their missions with 

. greater aggressiveness and added three vessels to the ships 
already involved in MARKET TIME operations; but these 
limited improvements had not met the standards established 
by CHNAVGP. The Coastal Force was still having many of the 
same difficulties it had experienced at the beginning of 1965. 
It suffered from a general lack of routine maintenance, 
untrained personnel, and inadequate leadership. Because of 
these conditions, CHNAVGP rated it as "satisfactory" in his 
year-end evaluation. 67 

COMUSMACV submitted an evaluation of MARKET TIME during 
the Secretary of Defense's visit to RVN in November. He 
considered MARKET TIME operational concepts and efforts to 
be satisfactory considering available resouroes. Fifty-four 
Swifts were to be delivered in the Spring of 1966 and he felt 
they would satisfy requirements for the present·. He was not 
satisfied with the VNN performance. Its aggressiveness and 
accuracy of reporting left much to be deSired but he felt 
the Situation oould only be improved through increased 
advisory efforts. COMUSMACV ooncluded that no major ohanges 
were necessary and none was antiCipated. He believed 
progress in MARKET TIME operations

6
Qould oontinue so long 

as programmed foroes materialized. ~ 

CrOSS-Border Operations into Laos--SHINING BRASS 

Sea infiltration of South Vietnam was but one means that 
NVN used to aid the VC. The major souroe of NVN assistanoe 
to the VC had long been the overland infiltration of men and 
supplies through the Laos panhandle. To intercUot this . 
infiltration, the United States had initiated several aerial 
reconnaissanoe and bombing programs in Laos beginning in 
May 1964. 

Another method of oontrolling the panhandle infiltration 
was oross-border ground operations into Laos to identify and 

6't. (TS -NOFORN -GP 3) 
pp. 443, 446. (TS-NOFORN 
~, p. 89. 

68. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) 
pp. 174-175. 

COMUSMACV Command History, 1965, 
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des t roy  i n f i l t r a t i o n  t a r g e t s .  Such opera t ions  had 
been under considerat ion s ince  the  spr ing  o f  1964, b u t  
the f r a g i l e  condi t ion  of t he  Royal Laotian Government and 
the US po l i cy  of maintaining the facade of Laot ian n e u t r a l i t y  
h a d  prevented Was ington  approval o f  any cross-border  oper- 
a t i o n s  i n t o  Laos. k9 

In  March 1965, COMUSMACV submitted t o  CINCPAC and the 
J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  a concept f o r  cross-border  ope ra t ions  
i n t o  Laos developed by his  Stud ies  and Observation Group 
(MACSOG). The concept was designed t o  gain b e t t e r  i n t e l l i -  
gence on the i n f i l t r a t i o n  r o u t e s  and t o  i n t e r d i c t  them more 
e f f e c t i v e l y .  The concept provided for an  expansion o f  oper- 
a t i o n s  in three phases,  beginning with " shor t - s t ay , "  t a c t i c a l  
i n t e l l i g e n c e  missions,  progressing t o  "longer-stay" i n t e l l i -  
gence/sabotage missions,  and culminat ing in long-durat ion 
missions t o  develop r e s i s t a n c e  cadres ,  u t i l i z i n g  secure  base 
areas in Laos a n d  SVN. These opera t ions  would be c a r r i e d  out  
by RVNAF teams advised and supported by US personnel  as 
f e a s i b l e .  A Southeast  Asia Coordinating Committee (SEACOORD) 
meeting in Saigon in Agril agreed that Phase I (the " shor t -  
s t a y , "  t a c t i c a l  i n t e l l i g e n c e  missions)  could b e  i n i t i a t e d  
sub jec t  t o  certain l i m i t a t i o n s  recomaended by the US Ambas- 
sador  i n  Vient iane.  Ambassador S u l l i v a n  desired that  the 
missions accompanied by US adv i so r s  be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  the 
two southernmost ope ra t iona l  areas, with pene t r a t ions  l imi ted  
t o  20 km and t o  per iods  of  no t  longer  than t e n  days. F i n a l l y ,  
the Ambassador would agree t o  US adv i so r s  accompanying the 
RVNAF teams only  l f  inf i l t ra ted overland rather than by 
a i r .  70 

t o  the Sec re t a ry  of Defense on 18 June 1965, recommending 
its approval,  in p r i n c i p l e ,  f o r  further planning, Graining, 
and d i scuss ion  with the RVNAF. The J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  
a l s o  recommended approval of Phase I f o r  implementation sub- 
j e c t  t o  the time and geographical r e s t r i c t i o n s  on the use of 
US adv i so r s  as proposed by Ambassador Su l l ivan .  They found 
Ambassador S u l l i v a n ' s  l i m i t a t i o n  of the a i r  in t roduc t ion  of 

The Jo in t  Chiefs  of  S t a f f  forwarded COMUSitACV's concept 

7 Jun 65, JMF 9155 (27 Mar 65) .  
t o  C N C P A C ,  27 Mar 65, 

Msg, Vient iane t o  COMUSMACV, 23 May 
(27 M a r  65). 
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destroy infiltration targets. Such operations had 
been under consideration since the spring of 1964, but 
the fragile condition of the Royal Laotian Government and 
the US policy of maintaining the facade of Laotian neutrality 
had prevented Washington approval of any cross-border oper­
ations into Laos. 69 

In March 1965, COMUSMACV submitted to CINCPAC and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff a concept for cross-border operations 
into Laos developed by his Studies and Observation Group 
(MACSOG). The concept was designed to gain better intelli­
gence on the infiltration routes and to interdict them more 
effectively. The concept provided for an expansion of oper­
ations in three phases, beginning with "short-stay," tactical 
intelligence missions, progressing to "longer-stay" intelli­
gence/sabotage missions, and culminating in long-duration 
missions to develop resistance cadres, utilizing secure base 
areas in Laos and SVN. These operations would be carried out 
by RVNAF'teams advised and supported by US personnel as 
feasible. A Southeast Asia Coordinating Committee (SEACOORD) 
meeting in Saigon in April agreed that Phase I (the II short­
stay," tactical intelligence missions) could be initiated 
subject to certain limitations recommended by the US Ambas­
sador in Vientiane. Ambassador Sullivan desired that the 
miSSions accompanied by US advisors be restricted to the 
two southernmost operational areas, with penetrations limited 
to 20 km and to periods of not longer than ten days. Finally, 
the Ambassador would agree to US advisors accompanying the 
RVNAF teams only if infiltrated overland rather than by 
air.70 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded COMUSMACV's concept 
to the Secretary of Defense on 18 June 1965, recommending 
its approval, in principle, for further planning, training, 
and diSCUSSion with the RVNAF. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
also recommended approval of Phase I for implementation sub­
ject to the time and geographical restrictions on the use of 
US advisors as proposed by Ambassador Sullivan. They found 
Ambassador Sullivan's limitation of the air introduction of 

09. ITS-GP 1~ JCS 2343/601,7 Jun 65, JMF 9155 (27 Mar 6,). 
70. TS-GP 1 Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 27 Mar 65, 

JCS IN 90 76; (TS-GP 2) Msg, Vientiane to COMUSMACV, 23 May 
65, JCS IN 27033; JMF 9155 (27 Mar 65) . 
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US advisors unacceptable, and they recommended that unless 
this  l imi ta t ion  was removed, there  be no fur ther  consideration 
of the  program. If the concept was adop ted ,  the  J o i n t  Chiefs 
of S t a f f  requested appropriate funding from DOD contingency 
funds. The J o i n t  Chiefs of Staf f  discounted the p o l i t i c a l  
risks of these cross-border operations, stating that the cur- 
ren t  period of increased overt US involvement i n  SvN a n d  Laos 
had la rge ly  eliminated the need for maintaining "the facade 
of conpliance" w i t h  the  Geneva.Accords.71 

After submission of the concept t o  the Secretary of 
Defense, Ambassador Sullivan v is i ted  Washington. H e  m e t  with 
representat ives  of the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staf f  a n d  the Assistant 
Secretary o f  Defense ( I S A )  on 23 Ju ly  1965 and c l a r i f i ed  his 
pos i t ion  on cross-border operations. He s t i l l  requested that 
the initial introduction of teams with US advisors be by 
ground i n f i l t r a t i o n ,  but he agreed that subsequent resupply, 
reinforcement, or evacuation could be by a i r .  He also 
accepted elimination of the ten-day r e s t r i c t i o n  on length of 
stay, and agreed that a i r  strikes on poss ib l e  targets be 
flown as approved and conducted through the BANG0 a ler t  
system (US a i r c r a f t  on s t r i p  a ler t  in T h a i l a n d )  so long as 
they d i d  not include S t r ike  a i r c r a f t  from SVN. The Jo in t  
Chiefs of Staff found these modified r e s t r i c t ions  acceptable, 
and on 7 August they requested Secretary of Defense approval 
and funding of the concept of Laotian cross-border operations 
subject  t o  Ambassador Sul l ivanlS revised r e s t r i c t ions  .72 

Jo in t  Chiefs of Sta f f ,  informed the Secretary of Defense on 
8 September that he was "increasingly concerned" over the; 
long delay.  General Wheeler stated that the mi l i ta ry  needed 
be t te r  in te l l igence  on the i n f i l t r a t i o n  routes in Laos and 
more e f fec t ive  in te rd ic t ion  of them. He f e l t  that COMUSMACV's 
concept as supported by the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staf f  could make 
"an important contribution" t o  the e f f o r t  in Vietnam. He 
requested the Secretary of Defense t o  support ac t ion  for "a 
clear-cut decision" on the en t i r e  issue,  adding  that, in the 
event of a ne a t ive  from Sta te ,  he was inclined " to  go further 

Action was not immediately forthcoming, and the Chairman, 

up the chain. f 73 

-GP M-475-65 t o  SecDef, 18 Jun-65 2 

(der i% J C i ' 2 & 5 0 1 ) ,  same f i l e .  

( d e r i v e d  from JCS 2343/601-1), same f i l e .  

JCS 2343/ 01-2, 10 Sep 65, same f u e .  

72. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-611-65 t o  SecDef, T Aug 65 
73. p - Q P  1) CM-831-65 t o  SecDef, 8 Sep 65, Encl t o  
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US advisors unacceptable, and they recommended that unless 
this limitation was removed, there be no further consideration 
of the program. If the concept was adopted, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff requested appropriate funding from DOD contingency 
funds. The Joint Chiefs of Staff discounted the political 
riskS of these cross-border operations, stating that the cur­
rent period of increased overt US involvement in SVN and Laos 
had largely eliminated the need for maintaining "the facade 
of compliance" with the Geneva.Accords.71 

After submission of the concept to the Secretary of 
Defense, Ambassador Sullivan visited Washington. He met with 
representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the ASSistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA) on 23 July 1965 and clarified his 
position on cross-border operations. He still requested that 
the initial introduction of teams with US advis,ors be by 
ground infiltratign, but he agreed that subsequent resupply, 
reinforcement, or evacuation could be by air. He also 
accepted elimination of the ten-day restriction on length of 
stay, and agreed that air strikes on possible targets be 
flown as approved and conducted through the BANGO alert 
system (US aircraft on strip alert in Thailand) so long as 
they did not include strike aircraft from SVN. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff found these modified restrictions acceptable, 
and on 7 August they requested Secretary of Defense approval 
and funding of the concept of Laotian cross-border operations 
subject to Ambassador Sullivan'S revised restrictions.72 

Action was not immediately forthcoming, and the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, informed the Secretary of Defense on 
8 September that he was "increasingly concerned" over the 
long delay. General Wheeler stated that the military needed 
better intelligence on the infiltration routes in Laos and 
more effective interdiction of them. He felt that COMUSMACV's 
concept as supported by the Joint Chiefs of Starf could make 
"an important contribution" to the effort in Vietnam. He 
requested the Secretary of Defense to support action for "a 
clear-cut decision" on the entire issue. adding that, in the 
event of a newative from State, he was inclined "to go further 
up the chain. 73 

71. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-475-65t,o SecDer, 
(derived from JCS 2343/601), same file. 

72. (TS-GP 1) JCSM:-611-65 to SecDef, 
(derived from JCS 2343/601-1), same file. 

73. (TS-GP 1) CM-831-65 to SecDef, 8 
JCS 2343/601-2, 10 Sep 65. same file. 
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On 18 September, sFX weeks a f t e r  t he  J o i n t  Chiefs  o f  
S t a f f  request, the Secre ta ry  o f  Defense approved in p r i n c i p l e  
t h e  o v e r a l l  concept f o r  cross-border opera t ions  i n t o  Laos, 
and authorized implementation of  Phase I, sub jec t  t o  t h e  
l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  Ambassador S u l l i v a n  and  t o  the r e s t r i c t i o n  of 
opera t ions  t o  the two southernmost a r e a s  (Dak To and Dak Pmu) 
with pene t r a t ions  l imited t o  20 km. The Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense 
requested that he be informed lr8 hours in advance of the 
i n t e n t i o n  t o  launch opera t ions  and be furnished appropr i a t e  
progress  and f inal  r e p o r t s .  lie a l s o  made p rov i s ion  for the 
necessary funding. The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  passed this  
a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  cross-border opera t ions  i n t o  Laos on t o  
CINCPAC, assigning the opera t ions  the name SHLiING BRASS. 
The J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  t o l d  CINCPAC that, based on favor-  
able ope ra t iona l  experience with Phase I opera t ions  and on his 
future  recommendations, they would seek a u t h o r i t y  for expansion 
of SHINING BRASS cons i s t en t  with the o r i g i n a l  COMlTSMACV , 
concept .74 

,,.. Rules o f  Engagement - Southeast  Asia 

A t  the beginning o f  1965, the genera l  r u l e a  of engage- 
ment in e f f e c t  f o r  US f o r c e s  opera t ing  in Southeast  Asia 
d a t e d  from August and September 1964. 
US fo rces  t o  a t t a c k  and des t roy  any h o s t i l e  v e s s e l  o r  a i r -  
c r a f t  which a t tacked  o r  gave p o s i t i v e  i n d i c a t i o n  of i n t e n t  
t o  a t t a c k  US f o r c e s  in RVN, Thailand, and Laos, theL- t e r r i -  
t o r i a l  seas a n d  internal waters as w e l l  as ad jacen t  i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  waters .  Hot pursui t  was authorized i n t o  WI, 
Cambodia, RVN and Tha i l and ,  a l though no such a u t h o r i t y  e x i s t e d  
w i t h  regard t o  Communist China. The US m i l i t a r y  commander was 
armed w i t h  an omnibus a u t h o r i t y  f o r  emergency which allowed 
him t o  defend against unprovoked armed a t t a c k  wi th  immediate 
aggress ive  a c t i o n ,  us ing  any means a t  h i s  conrmand.75 

Addit ional  r u l e s  were appl ied f o r  Laos and f o r  most 
s p e c i a l  opera t ions  and p r o j e c t s  such as YANICEE TEAM a n d  
des t roye r  opera t ions  i n  t h e  Tonkin G u l f .  

These r u l e s  au thor ized  

-GP Nemo, SecDef t o  C J C S ,  18 Sep 65, Encl t o  
JCS 2$;/k'0?-3, Sep 65; (TS-GP-1 Memo, DepSecDef t o  C J C S  
and SecN, 1 4  Oct 65, Encl t o  JCS 23 3/601, 18 Oct 65; same 
f i l e .  

(16 Feb 65).  
75. (TS) 5-3, TP-4-65, on JCS 2339/171, JMF 9150 

TOP SECRET 

24-27 

TOP SECRET 

On 18 September, six weeks after the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff request, the Secretary of Defense approved in principle 
the overall concept for cross-border operations into Laos, 
and authorized implementation of Phase I, subject to the 
limitations of Ambassador Sullivan and to the restriction of 
operations to the two southernmost areas (Dak To and Dak Prou) 
with penetrations limited to 20 km. The ::lecretary of Defense 
requested that he be informed 48 hours in advance of the 
intention to launch operations and be furnished appropriate 
progress and final reports. He also made provision for the 
necessary funding. The Joint Chiefs of Staff passed this 
authorization for cross-border operations into Laos on to 
CINCPAC, aSSigning the operations the name SHL~ING BRASS. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff told CINCPAC that, based on favor­
able operational experience with Phase I operations and on his 
future recommendations, they would seek authority for expansion 
of SHINING BRASS consistent with the original COMUSMACV / 
concept.74 .. 

Rules of Engagement Southeast Asia .;,. 

At the beginning of 1965, the general rules of engage­
ment in effect for US forces operating in Southeast Asia 
dated from August and September 1964. These rules authorized 
US forces to attack and destroy any hostile vessel or air­
craft which attacked or gave pOSitive indication of intent 
to attack US forces in RVN, Thailand, and Laos, their terri­
torial seas and internal waters as well as adjacent inter­
national waters. Hot pursuit was authorized into NV~, 
Cambodia, RVN and Thailand, although no such authority existed 
with regard to Communist China. The US military cOJlllllS.nder was 
armed with an omnibus authority for emergency which allowed 
him to defend against unprovoked armed attack with immediate 
aggressive action, using any means at his command.75 

Additional rules were applied for Laos and for most 
special operations and projects such as YANKEE TEAM and 
destroyer operations in the Tonkin Gulf. 

14. ~TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 18 Sep 65, Encl to 
JCS 2343/01-3, 20 Sep 65; (TS-GP'l) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS 
and SecN, 14 Oct 65, Encl to JCS 2343/601, 18 Oct 65; same 
file. 

75. (TS) J-3, TP-4-65, on JCS 2339/171, JMF 9150 
(16 Feb 65). 
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A s  it became apparent that US m i l i t a r y  involvement in 
southeast A s i a  would grow, possibly leading t o  s i tua t ions  
where US forces  m i g h t  need more leeway t o  operate, the J o i n t  
Chiefs of  S ta f f  took steps t o  revise these rules of  en age- 
ment. 
January, warned that a recent incident i n  the South C h i n s  
Sea, in which unidentified c r a f t  h a d  been detected approach- 
ing the Hue/Da Nang area, heightened the need t o  make these 
ru l e s  c learer  and more precise.  The J o i n t  Chiefs of Staf f  
believed that substantive changes t o  ex is t ing  rules were 
needed t o  p ro tec t  f r iendly forces  in internation@ waters and 
t o  provide for stronger ac  ion by US forces  if attacked by 

On 16 February the J o i n t  Chiefs of  S ta f f  submitted t o  

The f irst  i n i t i a t i v e  came from CINCPAC who, on d 

Communist Chinese planes.7 8 
the Secretary o f  Defense proposed revised rules of  engagement 
f o r  Southeast Asia. 
consolidation of gxist ing ru les ,  w i t h  the ada i t ion  of ce r t a in  
provisions necessary t o  pro tec t  f r iendly forces in i n t e r -  
nat ional  waters and t o  a l l o w  "immediate pursui t"  i n to  Communis t  
China. They h a d  replaced the term "hot  pursui t" ,  used earlier,  
w i t h  the term "immediate pursui t"  t o  standardize terms among 
approved plans f o r  various thea te rs  and because "immediate 
pursui t"  d i f f e r e d  in cer ta in  key aspects from "hot pursui t"  as 
def ined  in in te rna t iona l  l a w .  Innnediate pursu i t  must be 
continuous and uninterrupted and could be extended as far as 
necessary and feasible in the areas described. The operative 
wording, insofar  as pursu i t  i n t o  Chinese t e r r i t o r y  was con- 
cerned, stated that no pursuit was authorized ". . . i n t o  
t e r r i t o r i a l  seas o r  a i r  space of C o m m u n i s t  China except in 
response t o  a t t ack  upon US forces  by forces which can reason- 
a b l y  be established as CHICOM." The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S ta f f  
t o l d  the  Secretary t h a t  they wanted this  new fea ture  in t ro-  
duced because it was essent ia l  t o  prevent the creation of a 
sanctuary for "forces making such an at tack";  it was a l s o  
essent ia l  t o  an e f fec t ive  military presence in Southeast Asia 
as w e l l  as t o  US nat ional  digni ty .  

With regard co the  spec ia l  rules of  engagement for oper- 
a t ions  such as BAfWELL ROLL, there was no in ten t  t o  modify 
e i t h e r  the procedure f o r  s e t t i n g  up spec ia l  rules for such 
missions on a case-by-case basis or t o  modify existing 
spec ia l  miLes .77 

These were ac tua l ly  a c l a r i f i ca t ion  and 

i?: $!&P 3 JCSM-118-65 t o  SecDef, 16 Feb 65 (derived 
f rom JCS 2339/171 , JMF 9150 (16 Feb 65) .  
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As it became apparent that US mllitary involvement in 
southeast Asia would grow, possibly leading to situations 
where US forces might need more leeway to operate, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff took steps to revise these rules of engage­
ment. The first initiative came from CINCPAC who, on 6 
January, warned that a recent incident in the South China 
Sea, in which unidentified craft had been detected approach­
ing the Hue/Da Nang area, heightened the need to make these 
rules clearer and more precise. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
believed that substantive changes to existing rules were 
needed to protect friendly forces in internatio~l waters and 
to provide for stronger action by US forces if attacked by 
Communist Chinese planes.7e 

On 16 February the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense proposed revised rules of engagement 
for Southeast Asia. These were actually a clarification and 
consolidation of ~xisting rules, with the adoition of certain 
provisions necessary to protect friendly forces in inter­
national waters and to allow "immediate pursuit" into Communist 
China. They had replaced the term "hot pursuit", used earlier, 
with the term "immediate pursuit" to standardize terms among 
approved plans for various theaters and because "immediate 
pursuit" ditfered in certain key aspects trom "hot pursuit" as 
defined in international law. Immediate pursuit must be 
continuous and uninterrupted and could be extended as far as 
necessary and feasible in the areas described. The operative 
wording, insotar as pursuit into Chinese territory was con­
cerned, stated that no pursuit was authorized " ••• into 
territorial seas or air space of Communist China except in' 
response to attack upon US forces by forces which can reason­
ably be established as CHICOM." The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
told the Secretary that they wanted this new feature intro­
duced because it was essential to prevent the creation of a 
sanctuary for "forces making such an attack"; it was also 
essential to an effective mllitary presence in Southeast Asia 
as well as to US national dignity. 

With regard to the special rules of engagement for oper­
ations such as BARRELL ROLL, there was no intent to modify 
either the procedure for setting up special rules for such 
miSSions on a case-by-case basis or to modify existing 
special rules.77 

from 

70. Ibid. 
77. TT!=GP 3) JCSM-118-65 to SecDef, 
JCS 2339/171), JMF 9150 (16 Feb 65). 
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I n  i ts  o the r  a spec t s  t he  proposed new s e t  o f  r u l e s  made 
a real e f f o r t  t o  de f ine  more exac t ly  geowaphic  areas and 
such terms as " h o s t i l e "  and " f r i end ly"  in o rde r  t o  remove 
some o f  t he  confusion that, because of omissions and impre- 
c i s i o n ,  marked t h e  cu r ren t  r u l e s .  

Before the Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense ac ted  on this proposal ,  
ROLLING " D E R  had been underway f o r  a month, the first SAbl 
s i t e  had been discovered i n  NVN, and the Pres iden t  had 
approved commitment of US f o r c e s  t o  ground combat in R ~ N .  

In the end the Secre ta ry  refused t o  go along with the 
"immediate pursui t"  (which he equated with "hot"  pursu i t )  
i n t o  Communist China. 
of S t a f f  that he bel ieved h o t  pursuit  should be allowed i f  
S i g n i f i c a n t ,  c l e a r l y  i n t e n t i o n a l  Chinese i n t e r v e n t i o n  took  
p l ace .  "However," he s a i d ,  " s ince  the impl ica t ions  o f  ho t  
p u r s u i t  are l i k e l y  t o  be so  major, I be l i eve  that t h e r e  should 
be no r e v i s i o n  o f  present r u l e s  in th is  connection a t  th i s  
time." He t o l d  them he was ready t o  d i s c u s s  it with the Presi- 
dent la ter  if circumstances d ic ta ted .  

f o r  t e r r i t o r i a l  waters, the Secre ta ry  changed t h i s  l i m i t  t o  
12 miles .  
r ecogn i t ion  of a twelve-mile t e r r i t o r i a l  l i m i t  but, s o l e l y  
f o r  the purpose of these r u l e s ,  I b e l i e v e  i t  is no t  d e s i r a b l e  
t o  b r i n g  these  claims t o  issue with S t a t e  now," the S e c r e t a r y  
s t a t e d .  He believed that the 12-mile r u l e  would r e s t r i c t  only 
the area in which US ships  m i g h t  be ope ra t iona l ly  deployed, 
no t  immediate p u r s u i t .  

a i r c r a f t  as " h o s t i l e "  if found over 3VN o r  Laos, the Sec re t a ry  
pointed out that the United S t a t e s  had t r a d i t i o n a l l y  t r e a t e d  
Cambodian fo rces  l ess  severe ly  than communist b loc  f o r c e s .  
Consequently, the Sec re t a ry  deleted Cambodian a i r c r a f t  from 
the d e f i n i t i o n  of  " h o s t i l e  a i r c r a f t . "  With these  except ions  
he approved the l e a  o f  engagement proposed by the  J o i n t  

On 12  Apr i l  he n o t i f i e d  the J o i n t  Chiefs  

Whereas the e a r l i e r  rules  had stated a three-mile l i m i t  

"I recognize your concern over the apparent  

Althaugh the J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  had designated Cambodian 

Chiefs o f  S t a f f . 7  -2 

-GP emo, SecDef t o  CJCS, 1 2  Apr 65, A t t  t o  
JCS 21:4/$??-1, 14 f p r  65, JMF 9150 (16 Feb 6 5 ) .  
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In its other aspects the proposed new set of rules made 
a real effort to define more exactly geographic areas and 
such terms as "hostile" and "friendly" in order to remove 
some of the confusion that, because of omissions and impre­
cision, marked the current rules. 

Before the Secretary of Defense acted on this proposal, 
ROLLING THUNDER had been underway for a month, the first SAi'1 
site had been discovered in NVN, and the President had 
approved commitment of US forces to ground combat in RVN. 

In the end the Secretary refused to go along with the 
"immediate pursuit" (which he equated with "hot" pursuit) 
into Communist China. On 12 April he notified the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff that he believed hot pursuit should be allowed if 
Significant, clearly intentional Chinese intervention took 
place. "However," he said, "since the 1mplica tions of hot 
pursUit,are likely to be so major, I 'believe that there should 
be no revision of present rules in this connection at this 
time." He told them he was ready to discuss it with the PreSi­
dent later if circumstances dictated. 

Whereas the earlier rules had stated a three-mile limit 
for territorial waters, the Secretary changed this limit to 
12 mileS. "I recognize your concern over the apparent 
recognition of a twelve-mile territorial limit but, solely 
for the purpose of these rules, I believe it is not desirable 
to bring these cla1llls to issue with State now," the Secretary 
stated. He believed that the l2-mile rule would restrict only 
the area in which US ships might be operationally deployed, 
not immediate pursuit. 

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff had deSignated Cambodian 
aircraft as "hostile" if found over RVN or Laos, the Secretary 
pointed out that the united States had traditionally treated 
Cambodian forces less severely than communist bloc forces. 
Consequently, the Secretary deleted Cambodian aircraft from 
the definition of "hostile aircraft." With these exceptions 
he approved the ryles of engagement proposed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff.7~ 

18. (TS-GP 34 Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 12 Apr 65, Att to 
JCS 2339/171-1, 1 Apr 65, JMF 9150 (16 Feb 65). 
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Upon rece ip t  o f  M r .  McNamara's memorandum, J-3 was quick 
t o  point  out t o  the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staf f  that  the claim that 
the 12-mile figure would not r e s t r i c t  h o t  pursui t  was not 
en t i r e ly  correct .  
w i th  respect  t o  terr i tor ia l  waters and immediate pursu i t  was 
not authorized e i t h e r  In to  CHICOM a i r  or t e r r i t o r i a l  waters, i t  
could well impose s igni f icant  r e s t r i c t ions  on US operations 
under current circumstances, par t icu lar ly  in the area of Hainan 
Island. 
recognition of  a claimed 12-mile te r r i to r ia l  sea Z'3-e 
United S ta tes  had not lega l ly  recognized. 
of S t a f f ,  t o  preclude delay, d i d  not reclama the Secre ta ry ' s  
amendments but sen t  the revised rules of engagement t o  CINCPAC 
on 17 Apr i l .  They informed him that they were seeking 
" fur ther  consideration'' of the decision with respect t o  
m e d i a t e  pursuit i n t o  Communist China.79 

The new ru le s  d e f i n e d  "hos t i le  a i r c r a f t "  in the a i r  
space o f  RVN or Thailand or over in te rna t iona l  waters. In  
o r d e r  t o  include NW as an area in which the def in i t ion  of 
"hos t i le  a i r c r a f t "  would apply, the J o i n t  Chiefs of  Staff on 
26 May amended the geographical def in i t ion  t o  cover a l l  of 
Southeast A s i a  excep Cambodia and Laos. Laos was covered by 

Since t e r r i t o r i a l  a i r  space was defined 

The Secretary was ac tua l ly  r e f l ec t ing  a d e  fac to  

The Jo in t  Chiefs 

separate provisions. 80 

The Cambodian Border  Problem 

Increasingly in the ear ly  months of 1965 the VC had made 
use of  Cambodia as a base of operations for forays =to RVN. 
The Jo in t  Chiefs of Staf f  believed that this s a n c t e  should 
be denied the  enemy t o  the extent  possible  and h a d  recommended 
in A p r i l  that the prohtbi t lons on h o t  pursuit by the RVNAF 
of VC i n t o  Cambodia be mod i f i ed  t o  a l l o w  "appropriate 
response" under cer ta in  conditions. Although the Secretary of 
Defense agreed "in principle"  the State Department was opposed 
t o  this relaxat ion of the  ru les  because of the  p o l i t i c a l  
s i t ua t ion  a t  the t h e .  A s  a result, in the second week of 
May the recommendation of  the J o i n t  Chlefs of Staff was 
disapproved. 81 

5-3 TP-20-65 on JCS 2339/171-1, 14 Apr 65; 
JMF g i %  )%-tEb%5). (TS-GP 3j Msg, JCS 9294 t o  CINCPAC, 
17 Apr 65; 17 Apr 65; (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9295 t o  CIXCPAC, 
17 Apr 65. 

MSg, JCS 2838 t o  CINCPAC, 26 May 65. 
Msg, JCS 1941 t o  CINCPAC, 12 May 65. 
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Upon receipt of Mr. McNamara's memorandum, J-3 was quick 
to point out to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the claim that 
the l2-mlle figure would not restrict hot pursuit was not 
entirely correct. Since territorial air space was defined 
with respect to territorial waters and immediate pursuit was 
not authorized either into CHICOM air or territorial waters, it 
could well impose significant restrictions on US operations 
under current Circumstances, particularly in the area of Hainan 
Island. The Secreta~ was actually reflecting a de facto 
recognition of a claimed l2-mlle territorial sea wnich the 
United States had not legally recognized. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, to preclude delay, did not reclama the Secretary's 
amendments but sent the revised rules of engagement to CINCPAC 
on 17 Aprll. They informed him that they were seeking 
"further consideration" of the decision. with respect to 
immediate pursuit into Communist China. 79 

The new rules defined "hostile aircraft" in the air 
space of RVN or Thalland or over international waterS. In 
order to include NVN as an area in which the definition of 
"hostile aircraft" would apply, the Joint Chiefs of Staff' on 
26 May amended the geographical def'inition to cover all of 
Southeast Asia except Cambodia and Laos. Laos was covered by 
separate provisions. 80 

The Cambodian Border Problem 

Increasingly in the early months of' 1965 the VC had made 
use of' Cambodia as a base of operations f'or forays into RVN. 
The Joint Chie1's of Staff' believed that this sanctuary Should 
be denied the enemy to the extent possible and had recommended 
in Aprll that the prohibitiQns on hot pursUit by the RVNAF 
of VC into Cambodia be modified to allow "appropriate 
response" under certain conditions. Although the Secreta~ of 
Defense agreed "in principle" the State Department was opposed 
to this relaxation of the rules because of the political 
Situation at the time. As a result, in the second week of 
May the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff' was 
disapproved. 81 

79. ~TS-dP 3~ J-3 TP-20-65~ on JCS 2339/171-1, 14 Apr 65; 
JMF 9150 16 Feb 5). (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9294 to CINCPAC, 
17 Apr 65; 17 Apr 65; (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9295 to CINCPAC, 
17 Apr 65. 

80. (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 2838 to CINCPAC, 26 May 65. 
81. (S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 1941 to CINCPAC, 12 May 65. 
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I n  the la t te r  p a r t  o f  1965, US m i l i t a r y  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  both 
in Washington and i n  the f i e l d ,  grew inc reas ing ly  d i s s a t i s f i e d  
w i t h  t he  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on a c t i o n s  against the VC opera t ing  in 
Cambodian t e r r i t o r y .  The J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  informed the 
Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense on 1 2  November 1965 that there was 
"s t rong  evidence" i n d i c a t i n g  that the VC were us ing  Cambodia 
as a l o g i s t i c s  and communications base, a sanctuary,  and a 
staging and t ransi t  area f o r  opera t ions  i n  South Vietnam. The 
J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  bel ieved that, despite the p o l i t i c a l  
risk of antagonizing Prlnce Sihanouk, f o r c e f u l  a c t i o n  must be  
taken t o  s t o p  this  abuse, and they proposed a s e r i e s  of m i l l -  
tary actions t o  this end. They recommended expanded and 
i n t e n s i f i e d  o v e r a l l  i n t e l l i g e n c e  c o l l e c t i o n  in Cambodia, low- 
a l t i tude aerial  reconnaissance over Cambodia, increased  sur- 
v e i l l a n c e  of  sea  LOCs between RTTN and Cambodia, and increased  
p a t r o l s  on the Mekong and Bassac waterways. They a l s o  pro-  
posed pa rami l i t a ry  opera t ions  i n t o  Cambodia t o  reduce VC 
i n f i l t r a t i o n  i n t o  SIX, and a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  GVN/US opera t ions  
I n t o  Cambodia in immediate pursuit o f  VC f o r c e s .  In the 
p o l i t i c a l  sphere,  the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  suggested a c t i o n  
t o  persuade the Government of  Cambodia t o  cease support  of  the 
VC and the enl i s tment  o f  t h i r d  country pressure on Sihanouk 
t o  halt this  support .  For future cons idera t ion ,  the J o i n t  
Chiefs of  S t a f f  recommended military opera t ions  t o  prevent  
maritime shipping ca r ry ing  contraband goods i n t o  Cambodia 
and over t  a i r  and/or ground cross-border  opera t ions  i n t o  
Cam odia  a g a i n s t  confirmed LOCs and f a c i l i t i e s  suppor t ing  the vc. 8 2 

On 18 November, as opera t ions  in the Ia Drang v a l l e y ,  
SILTER BAYONET, were drawing toward a c l o s e ,  CINCPAC pointed 
out t o  the Jo in t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  that US ground f o r c e s  were 
heavi ly  engaged with the  NVA nea r  the Cambodian border .  Since 
it was l i k e l y  that  the enemy would break contac t  and f l e e  i n t o  
sanc tuary  i n  Cambodia, CINCPAC requested a u t h o r i t y  t o  conduct 
"immediate pursui t"  of the enemy on t h e  ground a c r o s s  t h e  
border.  In C I N C P A C ' s  view, Cambodia had f o r f e i t e d  her n e u t r a l  
status by providing a haven f o r  t h e  enemy and the United S t a t e s  
was e n t i t l e d  t o  p r o t e c t  i ts own s e c u r i t y  by pursuing and 
des t roying  i t s  enemies there. If a c t u a l  pursuit  was turned 
down by h igher  a u t h o r i t y ,  CIXCPAC asked that, "as a l e s s e r  
pressure," US artillery b e  allowed t o  f i r e  i n t o  Cambodia a t  
maximum range, pursuing the enemy by f i r e  .83 

- JCSM-812-65 t o  SecDef, 1 2  Nov 65  (der ived  
f r o m  % &$267?-: , W 9155.1 (14 Oct 65) .  
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In the latter part of 1965, US military authorities, both 
in Wash~~gton and in the field, grew increasingly dissatisfied 
with the restrictions on actions against the VC operating in 
Cambodian territory. The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the 
Secretary of Defense on 12 November 1965 that there was 
"strong evidence" indicating that the VC were uSing Cambodia 
as a logistics and communications base, a sanctuary, and a 
staging and tranSit area for operations in South Vietnam. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that, despite the political 
risk of antagonizing Prince Sihanouk, forceful action must be 
taken to stop this abuse, and they proposed a series of mili­
tary actions to this end. They recommended expanded and 
intensified overall intelligence collection in Cambodia, 10w­
altitude aerial reconnaissance over Cambodia, increased sur­
veillance of sea LOCs between RVN and Cambodia, and increased 
patrols on the Mekong and Bassac waterways. They also pro­
posed paramilitary operations into Cambodia to reduce VC 
infiltr~~ion into SVN, and authorization for QVN/US operations 
into Cambodia in ~~ediate pursuit of VC forces. In the 
political sphere, the Joint Chiefs of Staff suggested action 
to persuade the Government of Cambodia to cease support of the 
VC and the enlistment of third country pressure on Sihanouk 
to halt this support. For future consideration, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff recommended military operations to prevent 
maritime shipping carrying contraband goods into Cambodia 
and overt air and/or ground cross-border operations into 
Cambodia against confirmed LOCs and facilities supporting the 
VC. 82 

On 18 November, as operations in the Ia Drang valley, 
SILVER BAYONET, were drawing toward a close, CINCPAC pOinted 
out to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that US ground forces were 
heavily engaged with the NVA near the Cambodian border. Since 
it was likely that the enemy would break contact and flee into 
sanctuary in Cambodia, CINCPAC. requested authority to conduct 
"immediate pursuit" of the enemy on the· ground across the 
border. In CINCPAC's view, Cambodia had forfeited her neutral 
status by providing a haven for the enemy and the United States 
was entitled to protect its own security by pursuing and 
destroying its enemies there. If actual pursuit was turned 
down by higher authority, CINCl'AC asked that, "as a lesser 
pressure," US artillery be allowed to fire

8
into Cambodia at 

maximum range, pursuing the enemy by fire. 3 

82. {TS-G? II JCSM-812-65 to SecDef, 12 Nov 65 (derived 
from JCS 2366/7-1 , JMF 9155.1 (14 Oct 65). 
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On 21 November the Joint Chiefs of Staff authorized US 
forces engaged in S I L W  BAYONET to take the necessary 
counteractions to defend themselves against enemy attacks 
directed from Cambodia. These would include returning fire 
and maneuvering as necessary into Cambodia while actually 
engaged and in contact with the VC/NVA. 
artillery and close air support was included in this author- 
ization. The Joint Chiefs of Staff specified that no air or 
artillery strikes would be made against populated areas, nor 
would base areas o f  the NVA/VC be attacked ”other than in 
circumstances justified by self-defense in terms ,, g$ cont inuing 
engagement and direct threat to US/RVNAF forces. 

On 9 December COMUSEIACV informed CINCPAC that it was 
perfectly clear the enemy was building in Cambodia a base of 
operations against the RVN in the same manner as had been 
done earlier in Laos. He called f o r  firm rules of engagement 
to include authority f o r :  US forces to strike with air and 
artillery against.enemy weapons firing from the Cambodian 
border against US troops to a distance not to exceed 10 km 
into Cambodia; ground troops, when engaged with an enemy on 
or near the border, to maneuver into Cambodia f o r  at least 
2 km; US planes to fly observation and fire direction missions 
within a ten-mile strip of the border; and ground recon- 
naissance elements to operate to a depth of  5 km on the 
Cambodia side. Ambassador Lodg concurred with Qeneral 
Westmoreland ‘s recommendations .b 
situation and promised that, in cases similar to SILVER 
BAYONET, “similar authorization will be extended promptly 
from Washington,” but State and Defense officials did not 
judge it wise to extend advance approval for the type of 
action that General Westmoreland wished to take against the 
enemy in Cambodia. Consequently, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
authorized US forces, in emergency situations only, to take 
necessary counteractions in self-defense against VC/NVA 
attacks from Cambodian territory, but retained approval 
authority in Washington f o r  nonemergency mnuever operations 
and return of fire i n t o  Cambodia. A n  emergency situation 

The use of supporting 

Washington concurred with COMUSMACV1s evaluation of  the 

- Msg, JCS 6900 to CINCPAC, 21 Nov 65. i;: 3 MSg, COMUSMACV 43199 to CINCPAC, 9 Dec 
65, JCS 3N 89195. 
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On 21 November the Joint Chiefs of Staff authorized US 
forces engaged in SILVER BAYONET to take the necessary 
counteractions to defend thamselves against enemy attacks 
directed from Cambodia. These would include return1ng fire 
and maneuvering as necessary into Cambodia wh1le actually 
engaged and in contact with the VC/NVA. The use of supporting 
artillery and close air support was included in this author­
ization. The Joint Chiefs of Staff specified that no air or 
artillery strikes would be made aga1nst populated areas, nor 
would base areas of the NVA/VC be attacked "other than in 
circumstances justified by self-defense in terms Qf continuing 
engagement and direct threat to US/RVNAF forces."tl4 

On 9 December COMUS~~CV 1nformed CINCPAC that it was 
perfectly clear the enemy was building in Cambodia a base of 
operations aga1nst the RVN in the same manner as had been 
done earlier in Laos. He called for firm rules of engagement 
to include authority for: US forces to strike with air and 
art1llery aga1nst'enemy weapons firing from the Cambodian 
border against US troops to a distance not to exceed 10 km 
into Cambodia; ground troops, when engaged with an enemy on 
or near the border, to maneuver into Cambodia for at least 
2 km; US planes to fly observation and fire direction misSions 
within a ten-m1le strip of the border; and ground recon­
naissance elements to operate to a depth of 5 km on the 
Cambodia side. Ambassador Lodge concurred with General 
Westmoreland's recommendations.~5 

Washington concurred with COMUSMACV's evaluation of the 
situation and promised that, in cases sim1lar to SILVER 
BAYONET, "sim1lar authorization w1ll be extended promptly 
from Washington," but State and Defense officials d:1,d not 
judge it wise to extend advance approval for the type of' 
action that General Westmoreland wished to take aga1nst the 
enemy in Cambodia. Consequently, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
authorized US forces, in emergency situations only, to take 
necessary counteractions in self-defense aga1nst VC/NVA 
attacks from Cambodian territory, but retained approval 
authority in Wash1ngton for nonemergency manuever operations 
and return of fire into Cambodia. An emergency Situation 

84. ~TS-GP 4l 
85. TS-GP 3 

JCS IN 89195. 
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was considered t o  ex i s t  when, i n  the judgment o f  the Commander, 
the urgency f o r  timely counterac ons i n  self-defense pre-  

After discussions with the Department of  State on the 
J o i n t  Chiefs of  Staff  recommendations o f  12 November f o r  
military act ions against  the VC in Cambodia, the  Secretary o f  
Defense informed the Jo in t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  on 29 December that 
there had been "subs tan t ia l  agreement" that US policy toward 
Cambodla should  seek t o  deny Cambodian t e r r i t o r y  f o r  the 
support of tna VC, but would continue t o  recognize Cambodian 
sovereignty and tsz-r i tor ia l  in tegr i ty .  Therefore the Secretary 
o f  Defense d i d  not intend t o  seek a policy decision f o r  the 
conduct of  paramil i tary o r  low-level a e r i a l  reconnaissance 
operations in o r  o v e r  Cambodia, o r  f o r  au thor i ty  f o r  immediate 
pursuit beyond tha t  already granted. With regard t o  the 
expansion and in tens i f ica t ion  o f  overal l  in te l l igence  co l lec t ion ,  
the Secretary of Defense had proposed that the Secretary o f  
S t a t e  Join with him in requesting the Director o f  Central  
In te l l igence  t o  develop and plan f o r  a more e f fec t ive  i n t e l -  
l igence e f f o r t  in Cambodia. The Secretary of  Defense d i d  
authorize the Joint Chiefs o f  Staff ,  i n  coordination with the 
Department of State, t o  take the necessary ac t ion  t o  improve 
survei l lance of the sea LOCs between RVN and Cambodia and t o  
strengthen controls on the Mekong and Bassac waterways, but 
without v i o l a t i n g  the Cambodian b o r d e r ,  t e r r i t o r i a l  waters, o r  
l e g i t b a t e  rights of  navigation. The J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  
subsequently drew up and the Secretary of  Defense approved an 
appropriate plan t o  accomplish these act ions.  87 

eluded obtaining p r i o r  approval. 82 

OPLAN 34A 

The covert operations under OPLAN 34A that had  been 
mounted against NVN since 1964 continued during 1965. 
approval f o r  the last  f o u r  increments, Pac!cage One, that  had 
been granted in February was fo l lowed  by other ac t ions  aimed 
a t  expanding these operations. On 2 A p r i l  the Jo in t  Chiefs 

The 

Jt  State-Def Msg t o  Saigon, e t  a l . ,  
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was considered to exist when, in the judgment of the Commander, 
the urgency for timely counteract~ons in self-defense pre­
cluded obtaining prior approval.86 

After discussions with the Department of State on the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendations of 12 November for 
military actions against the VC in cambodia, the Secretary of 
Defense informed the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 29 December that 
there had been "substantial agreement" that US policy toward 
Cambodia should seek to deny Cambodian territory for the 
support of tne VC, but would continue to recognize Cambodian 
sovereignty and ~e~itorial integrity. Therefore the Secretary 
of Defense did not intend to seek a policy decision for the 
conduct of paramilitary or low-level aerial reconnaissance 
operations in or over Cambodia, or for authority for immediate 
pursuit beyond that already granted. With regard to the 
expansion and intensification of overall intelligence collection, 
the Secretary of Defense had proposed' that the Secretary of 
State Join with him in requesting the Director of Central 
Intelligence to develop and plan for a more effective intel­
ligence effort in Cambodia. The Secretary of Defense did 
authorize the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination with the 
Department of State, to take the necessary action to improve 
surveillance of the sea LOCs between RVN and Cambodia and to 
strengthen controls on the Mekong and Bassac waterways, but 
without violating the Cambodian border, territorial waters, or 
legitimate rights of navigation. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
subsequently drew up and the Secretary of Defense approved an 
appropriate plan to accomplish these actions.87 

OPLAN 34A 

The covert operations under OPLAN 34A that had been 
mounted against NVN since 1964 continued during 1965. The 
approval for the last four increments, Package One, that had 
been granted in February was followed by other actions aimed 
at expanding these operations. On 2 April the Joint Chiefs 

86. (TS-GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg to Saigon, et al., 
112319Z Dec 65, JCS IN 92758. (TS-GP 3) Msg, J~ 8106 to 
CINCPAC, 15 Dec 65, JMF 9155.1 (15 Dec 65). 

87. (TS-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 29 Dec 65, Encl to 
JCS 2366/7-2, 10 Jan 66; (TS-GP 3) JCSM-141-66 to SecDef, 
3 Mar 66 (derived from JCS 2366/7-4); (TS-GP 4) Jt State-Def 
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of  S t a f f  recommended t o  t h e  Secre ta ry  o f  Defense that  a r eques t  
by CINCPAC t o  use US submarines and US-manned C-130~ in OPLAN 
34A ope ra t ions  be approved. However, the  p posed a c t i o n s  
were disapproved by the Secre ta ry  of S t a t e .  58 

A s  a follow-on t o  increments 1 through 8, Package One, 
COMUSMACV submi t ted  in Apr i l  proposed a d d i t i o n a l  increments 
9 through 12, a l l  involving maritime a c t i o n s  against NVN. 
These covered a w i d e  range of a c t i o n s  from bombardment by 
PTFs t o  psychological  operat ions,  inc luding  an amphibious raid 
on I l e  du Tigre. 

CINCPAC,  however, recommended that bombardment missions 
by PTFs not  be c a r r i e d  out .  He wanted these  c r a f t  to con- 
c e n t r a t e  on i n t e r d i c t i o n  of sea i n f i l t r a t i o n  and t o  cont inue 
t o  execute l i m i t e d  missions,  less bombardments, nor th  of the 
17th P a r a l l e l .  A s  a result, the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  recom- 
mended t o  t he  Secre ta ry  of Defense increments 9. through 11 
only, c a l l i n g  f o r  reconnaissance and i n f i l t r a t i o n  a c t i o n s ,  an 
amphibious r a i d ,  and c o a s t a l  harassment missions.  These were 
approved on 21 June.89 

L a t e r  in the  year  CINCPAC recommended and the Deputy 
Secre ta ry  of Defense approved an ex naion of these maritime 
opera t ions  up t o  the 20th Parallel. 5% 
- E a r l i e r  on 16 May, CINCPAC had  recommended that the OPLAN 

34A PTFs be used t o  s top ,  search,  and harrass NVN sh ipping  
n o r t h  o f  t h e  17th P a r a l l e l .  T h i s  was in e f f e c t  an exteneion 
of  the program of junk capture  missions on which the PTFs had 
been used. Admiral  Sharp proposed that US Navy adv i so r s  be 
aboard t h e  PTFs a n d  that a i r  fo rces  provide c lose  support  i f  
t h e  PTFs came under  h o s t i l e  a t t a c k  beyond their  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  
r e p e l .  The US adv i so r s  would wear c i v i l i a n  c lo th ing  but 
ca r ry  US i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  Because the o r i g i n a l  guidance f o r  
OPLAN 34A required that the a c t i o n s  be cover t  and p l a u s i b l y  

65, (der ived 
t o  CJCS, 5 Jun 
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of Staff recommended to the Secretary of Defense that a request 
by CINCPAC to use US submarines and US-manned C-130s in OPLAN 
34A operations be approved. However, the p~QPosed actions 
were disapproved by the Secretary of State.~~ 

As a follow-on to increments 1 through 8, package One, 
COMUSMACV submitted in April proposed additional increments 
9 through 12, all involving maritime actions against NVN. 
These covered a wide range of actions from bombardment by 
PTFs to psychological operations, including an amphibious raid 
on Ile du Tigre. 

CINCPAC, however, recommended that bombardment missions 
by PTFs not be carried out. He wanted these craft to con­
centrate on interdiction of sea infiltration and to continue 
to execute limited missions, less bombardments, north of the 
17th Parallel. As a result, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom­
mended to the Secretary of Defense increments 9, through 11 
only, calling for 'reconnaissance and infiltration actions, an 
amphibious raid, and coastal harassment missions. These were 
approved on 21 June. 89 

Later in the year CINCPAC recommended and the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense approved an extansion of these maritime 
operations up to the 20th Parallel.9 

Earlier on 16 May, CINCPAC had recommended that the OPLAN 
34A PTFs be used to stop, search, and harrass NVN shipping 
north of the 17th Parallel. This was in effect an extension 
of the program of junk capture missions on which the PTFs had 
been used. Admiral Sharp proposed that US Navy advisors be 
aboard the PTFs and that air forces provide close support if 
the PTFs came under hostile attack beyond their capability to 
repel. The US advisors wouid wear civilian clothing but 
carry US identification. Because the original guidance for 
OPLAN 34A required that the actions be covert and plausibly 

88. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-23l-65 to SecDef, 2 Apr 65, (derived 
from JCS 2343/555); (TS-GP 1) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 5 Jun 
65; 1st N/H of JCS 2343/555, JMF 9155.3 (20 Mar 65). 

89. (TS-GP 1) JCS 2343/516-1, 2 Jun 65, JMF 9155.3 
(15 Jan 65). (TS-GP 1) Msg, JCS 4303 to CINCPAC, 21 Jun 65. 

90. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-791-65, 1 Nov 65 (derived from 
JCS 2343/702); (TS) Memo, DecSecDef to CJCS, 29 Nov 65. 

TOP SECRET 

24-34 

------------------~. 



TOP SECRET 

deniable  by t h e  US Goverrxnent, the J o i n t  Chiefs  of  S t a f f  
ru l ed  a g a i n s t  p l ac ing  the US Navy adv i so r s  aboard the PTFs. 
I n  o the r  r e s p e c t s  they agreed with C I N C P A C  and in a memo- 
randum t o  t h e  Sec re t a ry  of  Defense on 3 J u l y  recommended 
approval  of t h e  employment o f  t h e  PTF c r a f t  as CINCPAC had 
proposed between t h e  17th and 1 9 t h  Parallels bu t  eXChdina: 
US Navy adv i so r s .  
vance on 28 July.91 

Approval was granted by Deputy SecretaFy 

_. 

Psychological  opera t ions  against NVN under OPLAN 34A \ , had  long included t h e  d isseminat ion  of  propaganda materials 
such as leaf le t s ,  r ad ios ,  and  g i f t  k i t s  by a i r .  These had ’ 
been dropped from C-123 a i rc raf t  which, because of the i r  v u l -  

‘ n e r a b i l i t y  t o  NVN AAA,had been r e s t r i c t e d  t o  spa r se ly  
populated,  l i g h t l y  defended areas o f  NVN.  By r e l y i n g  on 

, w i n d - d r i f t ,  leaflets could  be spread over  a w i d e  area. The I 
technique d i d  no t  a l l o w  “ t a c t i c a l  l e a f l e t s ”  t o  be dropped on 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  s e l e c t e d  t a r g e t s .  Nor could r a d i o s  and g i f t  1 
CINC?AC proposed using t h e  faster and less vulnerable  A 1 G  
a i rc raf t  f o r  these  ope ra t ions ,  thus  achiev ing  greater 
accuracy d i r e c t l y  on s p e c i f i c  p o w l a t i o n  centers .  The J o i n t  

1 

k i t s  be widely disseminated.  Consequently COMUSMACV a n d  i 

, Chiefs  of S t a f f  recommended t o - t h e  Sec re t a ry  of Defense in 
a memorandum on 1 2  October that t h i s  employment be approved. 
On 25 Oc tobe r  the J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  were informed that 
Deputy Sec re t a ry  of  Defense Vance had approved a d d i t i o n a l  
OPLAN 34A miss ions  employing the A l G . g 2  

A i r  opera t ions  c a r r i e d  out u n d e r  OPLAN 34A included 
resupply and reinforcement o f  in-place teams in N V N ,  
i n f i l t r a t i o n  of new teams, and d e l i v e r y  of  psychologica l  
operat ions/decept ion media. Under e x i s t i n g  d i r e c t i v e s  
CINCPAC was requi red  t o  submit his proposed a i r  m i s s i o n s  as 
a package p e r i o d i c a l l y  t o  be approved a t  the Washington l e v e  . 
Once c a r r i e d  out  an ind iv idua l  mission could n o t  be repea ted  

JCS 2343/611, 25 Jun 65 and JCSM-525-65, 
3 Jul9;5, ‘ ~ ~ $ ~ e ~ ’ t h e r e f r o m .  JNF 9155.3 (15 May 6 5 ) .  
(TS) Memo, DepSecDef t o  CJCS, 28 Jul  65, A t t  t o  JCS 2343/611-1, 
JNF 9155.3 (15 May 65) .  
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deniable by the US GoverrJment, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
ruled against placing the US Navy advisors aboard the PTFs. 
In other respects they agreed with CINCPAC and in a memo­
randum to the Secretary of Defense on 3 July recommended 
approval of the employment of the PTF craft as CINCPAC had 
proposed between the 17th and 19th Parallels but excluding 
US Navy advisors. Approval was granted by Deputy Secretary 
Vance on 28 JUly.91 

· Psychological operations against NVN under OPLAN 34A \ 
i had long included the dissemination of propaganda materials i 

I such as leaflets, radios, and gift kits by air. These had \ 
· been dropped from C-123 aircraft which, because of their VUl-i 
:neraoil1ty to NVN AAA,had been restricted to sparsely \ 
·popUlated, lightly defended areas of NVN. By relying on I 
! wind -dritt, leaflets coUld be spread over a wide area. The i 
! technique did not allow "tactical le~flets" to be dropped on 

specifically selected targets. Nor coUld radios and gift 
kits be widely disseminated. Consequently COMUSMACV and 
CINCPAC proposed using the faster and less vulnerable A1G 

· aircraft ror these operations, thus achieving greater 
; accuracy directly on specific popula.tion centers. The Joint 
• Chiefs of Staff recommended to the Secretary of Defense in 

a memorandum on 12 October that this employment be approved. 
On 25 Octooer the Joint ChiefS of Staff were informed that 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Vance had

9
approved additional 

OPLAN 34A misSions employing the A1G. 2 

Air operations carried out under OPLAN 34A included 
resupply and reinforcement of in-pla.ce teams in NVN, 
infiltration of new teams, and delivery of psychological 
operations/deception media. Under existing directives 
CINCPAC was required to submit his proposed air missions as 

· a package periodically to be approved at the Washington level.; 
Once carried out an individual mission could not be repeated 

91. (TS:QP 1) JCS 2343/611, 25 Jun 65 and JCSM-525-65, 
3 JUl 65, derived therefrom. JMF 9155.3 (15 May 65). 
(TS) Memo, DepBecDef to CJCS, 28 Ju1 65, Att to JCB 2343/611-1, 
JMF 9155.3 (15 May 65). 

92. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-746-65 to SecDef, 12 Oct 65 (derived 
from JCS 2343/691); (TS-GP 1) Memo, CDR C.A.H. Trost, Mil Asst 
to DepSecDef, to SACSA, 25 Oct 65, JMG 9155.3 (26 Aug 65). 
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without reapproval i n  Washington. CINCPAC believed that it 
! w o u l d  improve his operations s ign i f icant ly  i f  he could be ’ delegated authority t o  approve i n  the thea te r  OPLAN 34A 

operations “in support o f  mission concepts and objectives 
that have been approved a t  the Washington level .”  The 3 0 b t  I 
Chiefs of  S ta f f  agreed. I n  a memorandum t o  the Secretary of ! 
Defense on 20 December, the Jo in t  Chiefs of S ta f f  recom- 
mended that CINCPAC be granted the authori ty  he sought, al-  
though the approval of new concepts and/or mission objectives 1 
would continue t o  rest with them o r  w i t h  higher authori ty .  
Deputy Secretary Vance granted his  approval of this recom- 
mendation on 15 February 1966.93 

JCSM-893-65 t o  SecDef, 20 Dec 65 (derived 
(TS) Memo, DepSecDef t o  C J C S ,  15 Feb 65, from J”& ; 

JMF 9155.3 (9  Nov 65) .  
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without reapproval in Washington. CINCPAC believed that it \ 
would improve his operations significantly if he could be 
delegated authority to approve in the theater OPLAN 34A 
operations "in support of mission concepts and objectives 
that have been approved at the Wa.shington level." The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff agreed. In a memorandum to the Secreta.ry of 
Defense on 20 December, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom­
menced that CINCPAC be granted the authority he sought, al­
though the approval of new concepts and/or mission objectives 
would continue to rest with them or with higher authority. 
Deputy Secretary Vance granted his approval of this recom­
mendation on 15 February 1966.93 

93. (TS:QP 1) JCSM-893-65 to SecDef, 20 Dec 65 (derived 
from JCS 2343/730); (TS) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 15 Feb 65, 
Att to JCS 2343/730-1; JMF 9155.3 (9 Nov 65). 
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