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Chapter 39

EFFORTS TOWARD NEGOTIATION - THE TRUCE PERIODS 1966

Although the peace offenslve appeared to have failed
and US bomblng of targets in NVN was resumed on 31 January,
Pregsldent Johnson persisted in his efforts to arrive at a
negotiated solution in the Vietnam War, Neither side
changed its positicn substantially during 1966, although
there were constant restatements of these positions by
officlal spokesmen. The publlic exchanges vecame weapons
in a propaganda battle being fought for world opinion.
Underlying the propaganda aspect, however, was a serious
effort by the United States to convay to the other side
the sincerity of i1ts intentions and to convince the enemy
of the desirabllity of negotiation. At the same time the
Unlted States had to avodd lmplylng any priqr: concesslons
that could, 1if talks developed, limit 1ts negotiating
flexibllity. Therefore, US officials prepared their
Statements with great precisicn to make as clear as possible
the exact position of the Unlted States on such matters
as a bombing halt or withdrawal of forces. At the same

time, in a continuing effort to determilfié thé enemy's R

intentlons, US offilclials welghed every officlal commuinist
statement wlith extreme care, searching for subtleties 1in
meaning and posslble changes 1n emphaslis that might reflect
a relaxation or shift 1n position.

Aslde from public exchanges in speeches, interviews,
commuiniques, and published correspondence, the Unilted
States made secret efforts to establlsh frultful contacts
wilth NVN. Varlous initlatives sponsored by third countries
continued during 1966, Occasionally these produced a slight
positive reactlion from the communlist side, glving rise to
some hope of flnally bringing the problems to the confelrence
table. More often, however, the initlatives elicited
little or no evidence that the enemy lntended to change his
gstand.

Apparently the military successes scored by US, GVN,
and FWMA forces in the last quarter of 1965 caused a change
in the communist strategy. At conferences in December 1563,
Hanol's leaders reportedly developed a new politico-military

+

TOP_SECRET
39-1




TOP SECRET

strategy for conducting the war and for dealing wilth 1ts
international aspects. Mllitarlly, the strategy called

for maintaining a continuous threat by VC/NVA forces in RVN,
avolding combat except under favorable conditlons, and

then fightling only for limited obJectives. The essence of
this strategy would be to support a prolonged war of
attritlon. The obJective would be to outlast the United
States, and to convince the United States that 1t could not
win militarily and must eventually settle on terms favorable
to Hanol. As part of thls strategy, the war would be
conducted without a specific timetable, negotiations would
be avolded unless they could be conducted from a positlon
based on significant mlilitary successes, and an effort

would be made to limlt the risks of an expanded war through-
out Southeast Asla.l

Understandably, then, the President's peace offensive
and the continuing efforts of the United States to achileve
a reascnable politlcal settlement of the war were lneffec=
tive throughout 1966

The President continued hils efforts, however, because
of growing opposition to the war at home and abroad. At
home, US policy remained under atfack by political and
religious leaders, by important segments of the press and.
other news media, and by a large variety of vociferous
quasi-official and private organlzations. WMany of these
cast the United States in the role of an aggressor in
Vietnam, and contended that the United States was not -
serlious 1in trylng-to bring about a peaceful settlement.
The President was particularly sensitive to and increas-
ingly concerned by Congressional opposltion to US policy
toward Vietnam. Among offilclals of neutral and friendly
. governments, the lack of real understanding and apprecla-
tion of the US motives and of the nature of the communilst
aggression was more and more apparent., Proncuncements on
fhe subJect of a settlement in Vietnam by President de
Gaulle of France and Prime Minister Ghandi of Indla were
generally unsympathetic to the US pesition and served to
cloud the 1ssues and strengthen the resolve of the enemy.

1. (IS-GP 1) OJCS SEA CABIN Study Group, "Study of the
Politlcal-Military Implicatlons in Southeast Asia of the
Cessation of Aerial Bombardment and the Initiation of
Negotiations (8)," 22 Nov 67, OCJCS File, Vietnam Negotia-
tions.
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The Role of the United Nations

At the same time that he announced renewal of bombing
on 31 January, the President instructed Ambassador Goldberg
o request an immediate meeting of the United Nations Security
Council and to present for its consideration a draft US
resolution, calling for ilmmediate discussions, without pre-
condlitions, among the "appropriate ilnterested governments."
The purpose of these discussions would be to arrange a con=-
ference aimed at the application of the Geneva Accords of
1954 and 1962 and "the establishment of a durable peace in
Southeast Asia,"?2

On 1 February the UNSC met to consider the UF draft
resolution. The government of NVN anncunced on the same
day that any resolutlons passed by the UNSC would be invalid
Slnce only the Geneva Conference was competent to deal with
US military actilons in Vietnam. The UNSC decided to put the
Vietnamese question on 1ts agenda by a vote of. 9~2, the minimum
majority necessary. It was obvious that there was substantial
opposition to c¢onsideration of the question even though the
majority had been cbtained. The United 3tates, reallzing this
fact, announced on 10 February that it would nct press for
UNSC action, and noné was taken.

Throughout 1966, the personal initlatives of UN Secretary
General U Thant were more significant than attempts to dlscuss
Vietnam 1in either the UNSC or General Assembly. On 9 March,
the day after particularly heavy US bombing raids, Secretary
General U Thant issued a strong appeal for the cessation of
bombing. He sald that he was deeply concerned over the esca-
lation of the fighting in Vietnam. He stated that any move
to bring the partles closer to negotiations must include
cessation of the bombing of NVN, substantial reducticn of all
mllitary actlvities in the RVN, and the participation of the
NLF in any peaceful settlement.

2. (C~GP &) JCS Hist Div, "Analyais of Public Statements
by Officlals of the US Government Concerning Conditlions for
Terminating Hostilities in Southeast Asia," 1 Apr 67 (hereafter
clted as Historical Analysis of Statements).

3., Keesing's, 196%5-1066, p. 21358,
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U Thant said at a press conference on 6 April that if
peace was to be achleved, all partles had to accept the concept
of a unified, independent, and nonaligned country guaranteed
by all the major powers. In hils view the UNSC could not be
involved in the Vletnamese question because, of those directly
involved, only the United States was a member of the. UN.

Hanol was afraid that in the UNSC the 1954 Geneva Agreements
would be diluted; and Communist China belleved, rightly or
wrongly, that there was a usurper holding its seat. It
would therefore appear as an accused before "a Jury one of
the members of which was inimical."

In a speech on 24 May, U Thant again affirmed the three-
point peace program he had put forward on 9 March, repeating
that peace could only be restored by a returm to the Geneva
Agreements. He said that as a preparatory measure 1t would
be necessary to "start scaling down" military operations and
to agree to discussions that included "the actual combatants."4

Conditions for Negot;atidns

The United States continued to express its willingness
to negotlate and continued to attempt to persuade the GVN
to accept negotliations. ©Cn 5 February, President Johnsen,
the Secretary of Defense, and fhe Chalrman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, met in Honolulu with GVN leaders. Ambassador Lodge,
Admiral Sharp, and General Westmoreland were also present.
The RVN delegation was headed by General Thieu and Air Vice
Marshal Ky. Altholugh concerned primarily wilth econcmic
matters and rural construction, the conference did result in
‘a Joint statement to the effect that both governments regretted
"the total absence of a present interest in peace on the part
- of the Govermment of North Vietnam., . . . They agreed
upen continued diplomatic efforts for peace."

In a separate document known as the Declaratlion of
Honolulu the United States pledged to support {ree elections
in RVN and to give full support to soclal reforms.

I . Reeaing'la, 1965-1966, pp. 21360 and 21767.
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The U.S. Government and the Government of
Vietnam wlll continue in t{he future, as they have
in the past, to press the quest for a peaceful
settlement in every forum . . . . The peace offen-
give of the U.S. Government and the Government of
South Vietnam will continue until peace is secured.

In a press conference in Honolulu, however, Thieu and
Ky declared that they could not rnegotiate with or recognize
the gLF and showed little enthusiasm for negotiations with
NVN.

Communlist leaders had begun mentioning in rather
insistent terms in late 1965 that the price the Unilted States
would have to pay for Hanol's agreement even to talk about
ways of endin% the fightin% was a complete halt in the bombing
of NVN:; On 24 January 1966 Ho Chi Minh sent letters to the
governments of various nations, including Great Britain,
France, Canada, and-the communist countrles, in which he lald
down Hanol's conditlons for peace. He reiferated the four-
polnt program he had first enunclated in April 1965, emphasiz-
ing especlally that before negotliatlions could bsgln, the
United States must withdraw all 1its troops from RVN, agree
to negotlate wigh the NLF, and uncondltionally end the
bembing of NVN. !

Ending the bombing became the central theme of efforts
to bring about some kind of talks between the United States/
GVN and the enemy side. It was proposed with increasing
frequency, especially by UN Secretary General U Thant. Even
US offlclials came to speak of the bombing a2s a negotilable
matter, under certailn ceonditicons. The Jeint Chiefs of 3Staff
opposed halting the bombing of NVN merely to secure agreement
from the other side that it would negotiate. Throughout 1966
they continued to 1nsist that the United 3States should rely
more on forcing the communists to cease thelr aggression,
rather than trying to persuade them fc talk about 1t.

5. Keesing!s,1965-1966, p. 21359. (S) "Record of

Conclusilons and Decisions for Further Actlon, Honolulu
Meeting, 23 Feb 66," Encl to (TS-GP 1) JCS 2343/783, 28 Feb
66, JMF 3155.3 25 Feb 66,

6. Keesing's, 1965-1966, p. 21356.
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The Chairman told a Senate Commlttee in late January
that 1t would be both a military and political mistake to
agree to end the bomblng as a condition for peace 'talks.
Militarily, 1t would allow the enemy to bring more pressure
than ever to bear on the GVN. Politically, it would relieve
the presgsure on NVN to negotlate. He sald that the United
States held three military "blue chips" with regard to
negotliation. These were the bombing of NVN, the deployment
of US-FWMAF, and the withdrawal, under appropriate circum-
stances, of these forces. "If you permanently stop bombing
North Vietnam," General Wheeler told the Committee, "in
effect you throw one of your blue chips for negotlation
over your shoulder."7

The US positlon on Hanol's four conditions for peace
was dellneated by the Secretary of State before the Senate
Forelgn Relations Committee on 18 February. On the first
point, elimlnation of the US milltary presence in RVN, the
Secretary stated that the Unlted States was Prepared to
withdraw 1ts troops and dismantle its bases "once there 1s
compliance with the /Geneva/ accords by all parties.” The
United States could also agree with Hanol'!s second polnt,
relating to the clauses covering alllances and bases of the
Geneva Agreements, under the same conditlions. The fourth
polnt speclfled by Hanol provided that peaceful reunification
be settled by the Vietnamese people wilithout forelgn inter-
vention. The Secretary of 3State observed that the Unlted
States found this acceptable i1f it were "clearly understood
that conditlons must first be created both in the North and
South that will mdke 1t possilble for £ruly free elections to
be held." It was on Hanol's third point, however, that the
"core of the Communist position" was disclosed. This point
provided that "the Llnternal affalrs of South Viet-Nam must
- be settled by the South Vietnamese poeple themselves 1n
accordance with the program of the National Liberation Front."
This really meant that before the communists would "even
condescend" to negotliate, the GVN must be overthrown; the
NLF, "the creature and agent of Hanol," must become the sole
bargaining representative for the South Vistnamese people;
and the RVN must be put under the control of a coalltlion
government formed by the communists and from which the GVN
would be excluded. Since these conditlons were clearly

7. (U) Transcript of GJCS testimony before Senate
Committee on Armed Services, 31 Jan 66, 0OCJCS Flle 091
Vietnam Feb 66,
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opposed to the princilples behlnd the US commitment t¢ RVN,
the implication was clear 1in the Secretary's festimony that
the Unilted 3tates must rejJect them. gecretary Rusk did not
address the matter of a2 bombing halt.

Development of Public Opilnlon

The Secretary of State had spoken on the last day of
gpeclal hearings on the war in Vietnam by the Senate Forelgn
Relatlions Commlttee. Senator Fulbright, Chalrman of the
Committee, was.already becomlng critical of US policy in
Vietnam. While not yet positive the Administration's course
was wrong, Fulbright recorded grave reservations.- After
these hearings--and possibly because of them--the trend of
Congressional speeches and public opinion polls decidedly
favored moderation and negotiation.  On 19 February, Senator
Robert Kennedy undertook what the New York Times termed a :
"dramatic pollcy break" with the Adminisfration by suggesting
that participation by the NLF in the GVN lay 'at the heart”
of any negotlated settlement. Ten days later, Senator Wayne
Morse 1lntroduced a resolution to annul the Tonkln Gulf
resolution., ‘It was defeated by a vote of 92-5, Durlng the
debate, however, Senator Fulbright strongly pleaded for
"accommodation"” rather than expanded military action, and
proposed an agreement with China for the neutralizatlion of
Southeast Asia as a solution to the conflict.®

The findings of a2 Stanford University peoll, published
in mid-March, indicated considerable public sympathy for
the Kennedy-~-Fulbright suggestions. The sample supported
negotiation wlth the NLF 88 percent to 8 percent, and favored
VC participation in the GVN by 52 percent to 36 percent.
Unilateral withdrawal was disapproved by 8l percent vs 15
percent, as was gradual disengagement by a margin of 56
percent vs 32 percent. Concerning possible escalations,

38 percent supported and 55 percent opposed any bombardment
of North Vietnam's population centers; 45 percent would
approve and 46 percent oppose the commitment of 500,000

3. (U) Jtatement, SecState to Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, 18 Feb 66, quoted in Dept of 3State
Bulletin, LIV (7 Mar 66), p. 354.

3. NY Times, 20 Feb 66, 2 Mar 66.
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troops. The survey's sponsors discerned 1n these results a
pattern quite close to the position expounded by former
Ambassador George Kennan, rejecting unilateral withdrawal
but favoring the adoption of more flexible negotiating
positions.l

The Buddhist rebellion against the GVN brought forth
another burst of calls for reapprailsal. James Reston belleved
the moral aspects of US actions had become paramount: "Our
arms were provided to fight the aggressors and not to start
a ¢ivil war. OQur promise was to help South Vietnam not to
destroy it." Senator Pulbright now judged that "we are -

+ + .« intervening in a civil war and our announced obJjectives
are unattainable." Lecturing at Johns Hopkins, the Senator
declared America was succumblng to '"the arrogance of power"
and detected "signs of that fatal presumption . . . which
brought ‘ruin to Anclent Athens, to Napoleonic France and to
Nazl Germany." Senator Joseph Clark sald the current unrest
offered an opportunity "to get out with decency;" Senator
Richard Russell spurned the domino theory and counselled
withdrawal 1f a majJority of Americans 50 indicated in an
opinion poll.ll

Opinion surveys demonstrated a sharp decline in the
degree of public support accorded to the Administration's
policles. A mid-May Gallup poll reported that approval of
the President's conduct of the war had for the first time
fallen below 350 percent; 47 percent approved, 35 percent
disapproved and 18 percent were wlthout opinion. Concurrently,
the Louls Harrls survey reported that the "good-to-excellent'”
rating given the Preslident's overall performance stood at
55 percent, down twelve points from January.lZ

Proposals and Counterproposals--March-June

In the spring of 1966, mainly as a result of secret
efforts by Canadlan officlals, Washington and Hanol seemed
for a time to be coming closer to an understanding. On
1 March, in a ceremony marking the fifth anniversary of the

10. NY Times, 15 Mar €6,

11, mes, 18 May 66, 5 Apr 66, 22 Apr 66, 29 Apr 66,
4 Jun 66 26 Apr 66. |
12. NY Times, 22 May 66.
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Peace Corps, President Johnson strongly urged renewed
efforts te negotliate, and repeated the offer he had first
made in April 1965 to include NVN in a "massive effort of
reconstruction and development'" in Southeast Asia.l3

A speclal representative of the Canadian Government
visited Hanol in March to obtaln an authorltative clarifi-
catlon of Hanol's condltions for a negotlated settlement.
He reported to the US Department ¢f State that he had found
NUN officials "all equally hard and uncompromising” in
insisting that the Unifted States accede to the four polnts . §g¥
and accept the NLF as the sole representative of the people
of RVN, However, the Canadlan officlal had detected a \
slight softening in Hanol's position when he had talked with
Pham Van Dong, Prime Minilister of NVN. The Prime Minilster
had told the Canadlan that Hanol would be prepared to talk
with the United States 1f the latter declared an uncenditional |
~and permanent halt to the bomblng of NVN. Dong had asked \

that the Government. ¢f Canada convey to the United States P
the offer on the bombing halt. He had not .iinked the four
points .to the bombing halt nor had he discussed the role
of the NLF 1n negotlations. Although he at first had agreed
to furnish the Canadian officizl with an alde-memoire on
talks following a permanent halt in bomblng, he had later
declined tec do so, saying there had been a misunderstanding.l4

i

On 12 April Secretary of State Rusk stated publicly
that the United States "would be ready” to suspend its
bomblng of NVN ags a step toward peace. A few days latar
Senator Mansfield proposzed "a direct confrontation across
a peace table." The meeting would include the United 3tates,
NVN, Communist China, and "essential elements from the RVN."
Presumably, these essentlal elements would include both the
GVN and the NLF, The US Ambassador to the United Nations
noted publicly that President Johnson welcomed Mansfileld's
suggestlion., Cn 22 April, however, Hanol rejected the proposal,
saying that "The hasty approval . . . by the Johnson govern-
ment” was a "new peace trick"” intended to "mislead world
opinion, which condemns aggression, and to divert its atten-
tion from the intensiflicatlion of the bombing of the Democratic

13 Dept of scate Bulletin, LIV (21 Mar 66), pp. 441-43.
14, éS Memo of Conversation, Honning, Bundy et al.,
2C Mar 66, Dept of State, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Mar 66.
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Republic of Vietnam." On 26 April Ho Chi Minh, addressing
the North Vietnamese Natlonal Assembly, repeated his demands
for a bombing halt and withdrawal of US/FWMAF.15 °

The United States did not conslder an uncondiltional
bombing halt. Since there did appear to be some hope for
peace talks, however, in March and April the question of Just
what the Unilted States would accept 1In return for a cessatlon
of the bombing ¢of the North came under intensive examination
and discussion. On 4 May Assistant Secretary of State
William Bundy said the issue had always been '"whether we
would trade a cessatlon of bombing in the North for some
degree of reductlion or elimination of Viet Cong and now
North Vietnamese activlty in the South, or a cessation 8f
infiltration from the North or a combination of both."l

Gerieral Maxwell D. Taylor, now Special Consultant to
the President, advised Presldent Johnson on 27 Aprlil that
because of "all the public discussion of our desire for
negotiations,” the US public would expect that hostilitiles
would cease as soon as talks began. He clted the Korean
negotlations that had dragged on for over two vears, during
which time the United States stayed on the "passive defensive"
to avold casualtles while the enemy attacked at will. He
belleved that the United Statesz and its allles had recelved
more casualtles than they would have had they retained the
military lnltiative.

In Korea, the adversary had had no incentive to come
to a2 prompt setflement. General Tayler believed this pitfall
mist be avolded in Vietnam. The enemy must be forced to
the negotlatlion table convinced of the need for a prompt
settlement, and military pressure must be Kept on him until
it was reached. He pointed to the danger that Hanol might
suddenly agree to negotlate, provided the Unilted States
permanently "stopped its bombing of NVN. The US Government
would be under great pressure at home and abroad to accept
this precondition even though 1t would seriously prejudlce
the success of any negotlatlons.

15. Reesing's 1965-1966, p. 21766.
16, TS) Memo, AsstSecState for PE Affalrs to SecState,
4 May 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam May 66
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General Taylor argued for combilning cessatlion of the
bombing and of GVN/US offensive mllitary operations in the
RVN as a trade for the complete cessatlion of VC-NVA 1incildents
and mllitary operations 1n the South. He would then trade
cessation of infiltration from the North for n¢ further
increases in US forces. Thereafter, negotiations could
move o reclprocal withdrawals of forces. The last problem
would be absorbing the remaining VC inte the RVN under some
sort of amnesty program.l7

In a memorandum to the Secretary of State, Mr. Bundy
stated that, although General Taylor's solutlion would be
simple and easlly verilfiable, it would permlt the enemy to
set up "enclaves"” in RVN and reinforce them so that they
might become major bargaining counters for an explicit NLF
role In the GVN. Mr, Bundy wanted the asking price for a
bombing halt t¢ include a declared cessation of infiltration
into South Vietnam. He agreed wlth General Taylor that the
Unlted States should not cease bomblng merely-in return for
enemy willlngness to talk. Mr. Bundy recogrilzed the pressures.
in this direction and suggested that US officlals refrain
from additiocnal public statements which mighf highlight the
1ssue and bring about the very pressures "we seek to avoid.”
There must be something tangible done by the other side in
response to a US bombing halt ‘and the United States should
not consider another "pause'" under exlsting circumstances.
This was generally éhe line that was followed during the
remainder of 1966,1

..
i

1
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Meanwhile the feelers continued. On 27 May, after a
visit to Hanol, the Vice-Premier of Rumanla Informed the US
Ambassador that NVN mlight accept cessation of bombing as 2
precondition for negotiaflons instead of insisting also on
immediate withdrawal of US forces from the RVN. On 5 June
Ambassader Goldberg summarized US peace negotlaticon proposals.
"There should be a mutual cessation of all types of hostilitles
on all sides of the conflict; an end both to bombing and to
infiltration . . . ." He called for a reconvenlng of the
Geneva Conference to reaffirm the Geneva Accords and to

17. (3) Memo, GEN Taylor to Pres, "Assessment and Use of
Negog%ation Blue Chips," 27 Apr 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam
May .

18. (S) Memo, AsstSecState for FE Affalrs to SecState,

4 May 66, OTJCS File 091 Vietnam May 66.
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"revitalize' them as a basls for-peace in Southeast Asia. A
State Department spokesman, commenting on the Ambassador's
speech, made 1t clear that the United States d%d not envisage
that a ceasefire should precede negotiations.l

In response to an intensification of the ground war in
Vietnam, at a White House news conference on 18 June,
Presldent Johnson underscored US determination to persist
"in our present policy. That policy 1s to bring to bear
the ground, naval, and air strength required to achieve
our obJective. I must observe that this does not mean
that we shall not increase our forces or our operations.”

He pointed to the great losses of the enemy 1in relation to
US/GVN losses and the cost to NVN of air attacks by the
Unlited States. Referring to the recent domestic troubles of
the GVN with the Buddhists, he warned that the Unlted States
would riot let political differences with the GVN or domestic
differences on pollcy affect its resolve, but would do what-
ever was necessary to lnsure RVN's freedom. - The whole state-
ment seemed to be_a warning to the enemy not to count on US
surrender in RVN.20

On 21 June Mr. Willliam Bundy met with Canadian offilcials
%0 assess the results of a US initiative implemented the week
before by the Canadian Government on behalf of the United
States. This time the Canadian emlssary had been glven an
"oral message'- by the US Government to delliver to the govern-
ment of North Vietnam. The statement had rejected any
unllateral cessation of bombing by the United States wlthout
some tangible actlon by the enemy. Tt had been purposely
vague, however, on tie role of the NLF, and had not specified

- what actlion NVN must take with regard to the milltary

15. Keegdne's, 1965-1966, p. 21767. Commenting on
Goldberg's speech, Amb Lodge told Sec8tate that he ques-
tioned the wisdom of a conference of the Geneva powers
"axcept a pro forma cne," and that he belleved the US should
avold discusslon of reunification electlons as contemplated
in the Geneva Agreements without first discussing the matter
wilth the GVN. Amb Lodge also ralsed the general question of
US major pecllcy speeches that mlght be inconsistent with
US commitments and suggested he be consulted before they were
delivered. éS-GP 3) Msg, Saigon 5351 to State, 7 Jun 66,

JCS IN 25598.

20. Statement by Pres Johnson, 18 Jun 66, Dept of State

Bulletin, LV (11)(Jul 66), pp. 42-43.
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activity in the Socuth. In thls respect 1t was more flexible |
than the US public peosition. The Canadlan official found |
absolutely no "give in the Hanol positlon already stated;
the DRV rejected as ilmpossible any suggestion that 1t pay a
price for a halt in US bomblng of NVN. It was generally
admitted that the misslon had ended 1n fallure, although :

NVN officials had expressed the wish that the Canadian X;k
channel be kept open for further communications. 5 '

The Canadlan emissary also reported that the North
Vietnamese were expecting the United States to bomb Hanol
and Heiphong, Canadlan officials generally expressed con-
cern that "any US action that tended to throw the North
Vietnamese into the arms" of the CHICOMs would be disastrous.
Mr. Bundy stated that the Unlted States had no intentlon of
bombing Hanol or Hailphong or of mining Haiphong harbor.2l

Interlude--July-September

Desplte Mr, Bundy's statement to the Canadian officlals,
the Unlted States had already decided on an escalation in
fhe bomblng that could be Iinterpreted as bombing Hanol and
Haiphong. 1In reality, the new bomblng that started on
29 June was confined to POL facilities on the cutskirts of
two cltles. Nevertheless, a great wave of protest followed,
including charges that the bombing had been directly aimed
at NVN's most heavlily populated areas and that heavy clvillan
casualties had been deliberately infllcted. These protests
came from many quarters and created increased pressure on the
United States to declare a bombing halt, One result was that
any serious possibility of talks on negotiatlons was ended
for the time being. ‘

On 26 June the Secretary of State, speaking in Australla,
sald he saw no prospect for an early peace 1in Vietnam. On
30 June, in Omaha and Des Molnes, the Presldent agaln warmed
that attacks on military targets in NVN "will continue to
impose a growlng burden and a high price on those who wage
war agalnst the freedom of Eheir neighbors."” Once agailn,
he called for peace talks.®

21. (3] Dept of State Memo of Conversation, "Visit of Amb
Ronning to Hanol, June 14-17, 1966," 21 Jun 66; (S) Memo for
Record, AsstSecState for FE Affairs, "Dinner Meeting with Paul
Martin and Other Canadian Officials, June 21, 1966," 22 Jun 66;

OCJCS Flle 091 Vietnam Jun 66. _
22. Dept of State Bulletin, LV (25 Jul 66), p. 114,
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UN Secretary General U Thant expressed "deep regret"
over the US bombing of the POL storage in the "heavily popu-
lated areas of Halphong and Hanol." He repeated His view
that the first step in the search for peace should be an
end to the bombing of NVN.

Replying to the Secretary General, Ambassador Goldberg
defended the raids in a letter on 30 June. He stated that
"repeated and increased efforts" by the US and other govern-
ments to bring about negotiations had been answered by NVN
with an "increased tempo" in their military bulldup and
operatlons agalnst RVN, US pllots, said the Ambassador, had
taken great cars to hit only milltary targets, but no such
care was belng taken by the Viet Cong in their terrorism
and assassination of civilians in South Vietnam. He denied
that a halt in the bombing of NVN would end the war, and
declared that a peaceful solution could be found through the
reconvening of the Geneva Conference.23

In Washington, Senator Fulbright ¢riticlzed the bombings
sharply. It was significant, he sald, that none of the NATO
allies of the United States had supported the raids. He
suggested that the raids appeared to mean that "the only
solution we contemplate 1s the surrender of North Vietnam
as the result of a complete military victory." Acting
Secretary of State George Ball replied by stating that if
Hanol had responded in any encouraging way to Canada's
diplomatlc overtures the Unifted States would have altered
1ts pattern of milltary operatlons. He expressed the
opinion that new Pressures, on NVN would "speed the move

to the conference table.'e4 : ’

In the House of Representatives, the escalation of the
bombing prompted 16 Democrats to attack this "profoundly dan-
gerous pollicy of brinkmanship" and to urge that the Admin-
istration return to "a policy of restraint."” In the Senate,
Mansfleld and Robert Kennedy predicted the attacks would
harden the enemy's will and delay peace efforts. Among
Republicans, Senator Javits of New York pronounced himself
"very unhappy" over the bombilngs; Vermont's Aiken darkly
surmised that "some of the people advising the President
want to get China into the war . . . ." Editorially, the

23, Keesing's, 1065-1966, p. 21768,
24, Ibid.
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New York Times declared that the United States had apparently
committed 1tself to a quest for military victory: "But win
what? A destroyed nation and a shattered people?” 1In the
eyes of some, the "credibility gap" had grown to.a yawning
chasm. Recalling recent official explanations of why the
scope of ROLLING THUNDER should not be expanded, James Reston
remarked that the Administration "will probably never reqain
the confldence 1t has lost in its Judgment and veracity.’
Having done everything he said he would not do, the President
"has misled not merely his enemles, but his friends."25

The Soviet Union charged that the bombings showed that
US eXxpressions of a desire for peaceful settlement were
nothing but "empty words." The Soviet Government warned
that 1t would aid NVN with "political and economlc assistance
and means of defense on the scale necessary . . . ." A '
hardening of the Soviet position was more evident in August.
In early August, Belgian sources reported that the Soviet
Mllitary Attache in Belgium had stated, evidently intending
the information to be passed to the United States, that the
Soviet Government had studied President Johnson's statement
of 18 June with great care and interest. The Soviet Union
had decided that the United States position was that no
negotiated settlement was possible in Vietnam. The Soviet
Government lntended, therefore, to greatly increase 1its
support of NVN. This support would lnclude shipment of
more recent models of SAMs into NVN. The Soviet Attache
warned that within two or three weeks ghe United States would
be losing 20 aircraft a day over NVN.2 /

The remainder of the summer produced few public state-
ments or proposgals on peace negotlations. As the summer
progressed, however, the ldea of an Asian conference to
explore the resatoration of peace in Vietnam gathered momentum.
Early in June the Premler of Ceylon had asked the United States
whether he could play a "useful role" in the Vietnamese
3ituation. 1In reply, the State Department had asked the US
Embassies in Saigon, Colombo, and Bangkok for comments on
a proposal that the US suggest to the Ceylonese Premier
that he call a2 meeting of Southeast Asian nations "to explore
the restoration of peace in VN on the basis of the 1954 and
1962 Geneva Accords.”

25, NY Times, 29 Jun 66 and 1 Jul 66. _
26, Reesing's, 1965-1966, p. 21771. (S-NOFORN) USM-183-
66 to CJCS, 10 Aug 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 66.
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Noting the Premier's '"generally friendly disposition
to the Free World cause in Vietnam, and nls concern about
Communist inrocads in Southeast Asia," the State Depart-
ment bellieved that the Premler might be persuaded to
propose a meeting including the Philippines, Malaysia,
3ingapore, and Indonesia, in additon to the Buddhist states
of Ceyleon, Burma, Thalland, Laos, Cambodia, and North and
South Vietnam. This would take the question out of the
context of a Buddhist meeting, which the United 3tates
wished to avoid, and make it a reglional effort.2

Ambassador Lodge in Saigon did not favor the idea.
He concluded, "Unless there 1s prior indication that Hanoil
1s prepared to abandon its aggression in faver of an
acceptable negotiated solution, it might be better to leave
our exploration of possible routes to negotliations in
quieter channels.” In the general pessimism that came in
June about the possiblility og negotiations, the ldea was
drepped for the time being.? :

It was revived early in August by the Foreign Minlster
of Thalland. At the closing session of the Ministerial
Conference of the Assoclation of Southeast Asian States (4ASA),

_composed of Thalland, Malaysia, and the Philipplnes, he
proposed that the Asian nations take the lead in establish-
ing negotiations for a peaceful settlement in Vietnam and
called for an all-Asla conference. There was a generally
disappointing reaction to the Thai initiative; only Japan
expressed enthusiasm for the idea. On 18 August NVN :
denounced the proposed conference as *'shop-worn merchandise™
from President Johnson's "clique." On 24 August President

- Johnson publicly endorsed the propesal, but cautioned that
"we do not want to make 1t appear that we are trying to
direct it or force it."29

2272 to Bangkok), 6 Jun 66, JCS IN 25360.

28, {3-GP 3) Msg, Saigon 5371 to State, 8 Jun 66, JCS
IN 26909,

29, "Background Information Relating to Southeast Asla
and Vietnam," Slom on Foreign Relaticons, Mar 68, 90th Cong,
2nd Sess (1968), pp. 31-32 %Eereafter cited as "Background
Information Relating to SE Asla and Vietnam,"™ S.Com on
Forelgn Relations, Mar 68).

27 . 18-GP 3? Msg, State 3774 to Saigon (562 to Colombo,
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The 1ldea of an Asian conference did not get off the
ground, but US offlclals recognized that the general theory
of an Aslan-spongored settlement had substance and enjoyed
considerable philosophical and emotional support. The
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, recognized that, in the
event a peace conference materiallized, the US Government
would need a position on control mechanisms to insure
observance of the agreement. Therefore, on 1l August 1966
he directed a Joint Staff study of the following lssues:

1. The mission of an Asian Control Commissicn.
2. The membership desired.

3. A comparative analysis of the strengths and
weaknesses of the propeosed commission and the existing
ICC. .

4, Organization, manning, equipment, deployment,
employment of an Asian commission.

5. Special problems posed by Japanese membership,
aegspeclally Japanese constliftutional questions and the
impact on Japan's role in Asian security.

On 10 October the study was sent to the Secretary of
Defense, along with a memorandum from the Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommending an lnterdepartmental study group to
develop principles and guldelines for an effective lnspec-
tion and verification system. The Secretary of Defense
forwarded the JCS views to the Secretary of State on
11 November 1966. Mr. Rusk replied on 30 November,
that the JCS recommendation was "timely and sound.”

saying
He

~30. (3-GP 3) CM-1672-66 to D/JS, 11 Aug 66, Encl to
JCS 2339/230, 15 Aug 66, JMF 915C (3 Aug 66).
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offered to appecint a Chairman for such a group and to
deslgnate several representatives tc serve as members.3l

New Peace Qvertures

Preaident Charles de Gaulle of France vislited Cambodila
from 30 August to 2 September. During his visit he talked
wlth NVN representatives, and on 1 September delivered a
major speech on Vietnam in which he castlgated US polilcy and
called for the United States to pledge withdrawal of US
forces from Vietnam wlthin a fixed perlod of time as a
prelude to genulne international negotliatlicons. In a Joint
communique with Prince Sihanouk, he also called for an end
to the war in Vietnam, the withdrawal of all forelgn troops,
and the cessation of "all intervention."32

The US reply to de Gaulle's statements marked the
beginning of a new "peace offensive." In a speech on
5 September, President Johnson saild that US troops would
"come home" and their bases would be turned over for
- constructive peacetime purposes as soon as the "viclous
aggression" stopped.

To all whom it may-eoncerw: If anyone-wlll show
me the time schedule when aggression and infil-
tration and might-makes-right will be halted,
then I, as President of this country, will lay
on the table the schedule for the wlthdrawal of
all of our:forces from Viet-Nam.

. (15-GP 1) JCSM-648-66 to SecDef, 10 Oct 66 (derived
£rom JCS 2339/230-1); (S-GP 1) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 11 Nov
66; (TS-GP 3) Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 30 Nov 66, Att to
JCS 2339,/230-3; JMF 9150 (3 Aug 66). When subsequently formed,
this group included representatives from the Departments of
State and Defense and ACDA, under the chalirmanship of the
Department of State. In September 1967 the group produced
and circulated a study, "International Supervision of A
Cessation of Hostilitles Agreement in Vietnam." .{(TS-GP 1)
Dept of State Policy Planning Council, "International
Supervision of a Cessatlon of Hostllitles Agreement 1In
Yietnam,g %tt to JCS 2472/161, 29 Sep 67, JMF 911/305
29 Sep 07).

32, Keesing's 1965-1966, p. 21636,
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On the same day Ambassador Geldberg stated:

We will go to Geneva, to Southeast Asia, or any-

where else where an honorable settlement can be
negotliated. Qur sole alim 1is to help secure for the peocple
of South Viet-Nam the right to determine thelr ocwn future
free of extermal interference. When that one aim 1s
accomplished, we are prepared to wlthdraw our troops.33

In a speech at the United Natlons on 22 September,
Ambassador Goldberg also stated that the United States remained
ready toc negotiate without prior conditions.

We are prepared to discuss Hanol's four points, together
wlth any points whilich other parties may wish to ralse.

We are ready to negotlate a settlement based on a strict
observance of the 1954 and 1962 Geneva agreements. . . .
We wlll.support a reconvening of the Geneva Conference

or an Aslan conference, or any other generally acceptable
forum.

The United States, in order to remove any obstacles to the
beginning of negotliatlions, was prepared to order a cessation of
all bomblng the moment 1t was assured, privately or otherwlse,
that a bombing halt would be answered promptly "by a corres-
ponding and appropriate deescalation on the other side."” The
United States stood ready to withdraw its forces "as others
wlthdraw theirs" under effective supervision. As to the place
of the Viet Cong in any negotlatlions, Ambassador Goldberg sald
that the President had made clear that this was not an "lnsur-
mountable problem." He concluded by saying that the US posi-
tion was not inflexible. In the next month both he and
Preslident Johnson followed this same line 1n several other
major speeches. On 24 September, however, both NVN agﬂ Com~
munist China categorically rejected the US proposals.

Other efforts to bring about talks included an experimen-
tal cessation of the military activities that had been
authorized in the DMZ since July 1966. On 27 September, in

33. (C-GP 4) Historical Analysis of Statements, p. 23.
34, Dept of State Bulletin, LV (10 Oct 66), pp. 518-21.
"Background Information Relating to SE Asia and Vietnam,"
S. Com on Foreign Relations, Mar 68, p. 32.
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response to an ICC request of 19 August, GVN and US forces
suspended all military activities in the eastern half of the
DMZ. The United States had agreed to the cessation’ as a first
step "in reciprocal actions leading toward effective supervi-
slon and verified cessation of all military activity through-
out the DMZ." The ICC reestablished its own controls.in the
eastern portion of the southern half of the DMZ on 28 Septem=-
" ber, but repeated efforts to enter the northern sector were
rebuffed by NVN. The US position on the suspension was "not
Just to permlt ICC patrols in our areas, but more importantly
to test NVN willingness to cease /Ats/ own activities and in-
filtration." There was no evidence that NVN intended to co-
operate with the ICC, so on 13 Qctober the Un%ged States and
the GVN resumed military activity in the DMZ.

On 6 October the British Foreign Secretary, Mr. George
Brown, also put forward new proposals for peace, He anncunced
that Great Britain, as co-chairman (with the Soviet Union) of
the Geneva Conference, was ready to reconvene the Conference
at any time. He sald that he saw no reason why the NLF could
not be represented at the Confarence, since the Unlted States
had said that the question of the NILF was not "an insurmount-
able problem." He proposed that if the principle of holding a
conference was accepted by both sides, the United States should

stop bombing NVN, and both sides/should cease sending men andw-e &

supplies into RVN., As soon as practicable both sides would
halt aggressive.action in the South. He proposed .a pollitical
settlement based on the Gensva Accords of 1954, involving free
elections, a general amnesty, neutrallization- of RVN and NVN,
simultaneous withdrawal of outside forses from RVN, and a
strengthening of the ICC.

Both the GVN and NVN rejected Brown's proposals. Salgon
‘Objected to separate NLF representation, although a GVN
spokesman sald his government would not object to the NLF
being represented ag part of a NVN delegatlion, Hanol stated
that BErown was mistaken in believing that a new Geneva Confer-
ence was urgent. "What is urgent Ls for the people of the
whole world to demand that the United States should end 1ts
aggression.

C=GP

37 9% State»Def Msg 50755 to Saigon 20 Sep 66,
JCS IN 23550 Ec s State 60469 to Salgon, 6 Oct 66,
JCS IN 50296, (S=G Jt State-Def Msg 60493 to Saigon,
6 Oct 66, JC3 IN 5u (s-GP 4) Msg, JCS 5233 to CINCPAC,
13 Oct 66.
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The Soviliet Union commented that Brown's plan was unaccept-
able hecause "1t puts the aggressor and the victim on an equal
footing." The British Forelgn Secretary met with Soviet

Foreign Minister Gromyko in New York on 8 and 11 October and
subsequently flew t¢ Moscow for further discussions with Mr.
Gromyko and Premier Koaygin in mid-govember, but in the end
nothing came of the UK initiative,3

The Manlla Conference

The suggestion of an Aslan conference to deal wlth the
problem 1n Vietnam, first proposed in the summer, culminated
in October in an Asian "summlt conference'" cosponsored by the
Philippines, South Korea, and Thailand. President Johnson
accepted an invitation to attend on 27 September, and went to
the conference on 24-25 Qctober in Manila. The leaders of
seven nations participated in the talks:South Korea, Thalland,
the Philippines, South Vietnam, Australla, New Zealand, and
the United States--all nations fighting as alliles 1n South
Vietnam. The purpose of the conference, as stated by Presi-
dent Marcos of the Philippines, was to review the military
situation in the RVN, and to '"stress the non-military, econom-
ic, and pelitical situation and programmes being carried for-
ward by the South Vietnamese Government, together with a
geview"gg the prospects for a peaceful settlement of the con-

lict.

i l It will be recalled that 1in a draft memorandum for the

1

1

President, the Secretary of Defense, ten days prior to the
Manila Conference, had expressed certaln views on ROLLING THUN-
DER to which the Joint Chierfs of Staff had objected. In this
same draft memorandum the Secretary apparently intended to
advise the President that a bombing halt could be used as a
"carrot to induce negotiations." The Joint Chlefs of Staff

did not agree that this was so and had informed the Secretary
on 14 Qctober,

Ouf experiences with pauses in bombing and resump-

tion nave not been happy ones. Addltionally, the Joint
Cniefs of Staff belleve that the likelilhood of the war

f 30, Reesing's, 1262-1%66, . 21774,
37. Keesing's, 19605-1 , D. 21719,
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being settled by negotiations.is small; and that,

far from inducing negotilations, another tombing pause
will be regarded by North Vietnamese leaders, and our
Allies, as renewed evidence of lack of US determination
to press the war to a successful conclusion. The
bombing campalgn 1s one of the two trump cards in the
ey hands of the President (the other being the presence of
\\ US troops in SVN). It should not be given up without an
) -} end to the NVN aggresslion in SVN. As to maintaining -
\\ i contacts with NVN and the USSR in order to find ways to
end the war, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agree; however,
they advocate that US personnel involved should reflect
f 2 qQulet determination to prosecute the war until com-
munlist aggresslon agalinst SVN ceases.

i/
, The Joint Chiefs of Staff belleved that the military situa-
tlon 1n South Vietnam had improved considerably over the past
year, owing in no small measure to the success of ROLLING
THUNDER cperatlions. "The demands of communist leaders and
leftist sympathlzers for cegsation of bombing give strong
indications of fhe 1lmpact the bombing 1s having on the North
Vietnamese." They continued: p

The Joint Chlefs of Staff also agree that the
enemy strategy appears to be to walt it out; 1in other
! words, communist leaders- in both North and South Vietnam
expect to wln thils war in Washington, Jjust as they won
the war with France in Parils. In this regard, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff conslder that there 1s reason for such
expectations .o the part of the communist leadership.

. They concluded by saying that they belleved the war was
i at the stage where declsions over the next 60 days might

- determine the outcome. Therefore they would give thelr
“"unequivocal’ views on the search for peace:

The frequent, broadly-based public coffers made
by the President to settle the war by peaceful means
‘on a generous basis, which would take from NVN nothing
1t now has, have been admirable., Certainly, no one--
American or foreign~-except those who are determlned
nct to be convinced, can doubt the sincerlity, the
generoslty, the altrulsm of US actlions and objectlves.
, In the opinion of the Joint Chlefs of Staff the tlme
i has come when further overt actlons and offers on
: our part are not only nonproductive, they are counter-
; productive. A logical case can be made that the Amerlcan
people, our Allies, and our enemles alike are increas-
ingly uncertain as to our resolution to pursue the war

TOP SECRET
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j to 2 successful concluslon. The Joint Chiefs of
i Staff advocate the following:

(1) 4 statement by the President during the
Manila Conference of hils unswerving determination to
carry on the war untll NVN aggression against SVN
. shall cease;
| (2) Continued covert exploration of all avenues
! leading to a peaceful settlement of the war; and
% (3) Continued alertness to detect and react
. appropriately to withdrawal of North Vietnamgge trocps
i from SVN and cessation of support to the VC.

T

| —

The Manila Conference ended with the publication of a
Joint communique on South Vietnam, a "Declaration on Peace
and Progress in Asia and the Pacific," and a "Declaration
on Goals of Freedom." In the Joint communique, the United
States Jolned 1ts six allies in pledging to continue the fight
as long. a3 necessary and with enough power to meet any com-
munist challenge, while at the same time seeking a "Just
peace" through negotiations or reclprocal actions by each side
to reduce the violence. The? declared that allled forces
would be withdrawn from RVN "after close consultation, as the
Other side withdraws 1ts forces to the north, ceases infiltra-
tion, and the level of violence thus subsides. Those forces
will be withdrawn as soon as poss8ible and not lafer than six
months after the above conditlons have been fulfilled.™

The other important points in the communique concerned
actions to be taken by the GVN: 1) to provide a substantial
share of the forces needed for a clear-and-nold action to
regain territory from the Viet Cong and the loyalfy of the
population of such territory; 2) to continue fighting im-
flatlon, to begin planning for a postwar economy, and especi-
ally to prepare for the conversion of military bases to
civilian use; 3) to finish wrlting a new constitution before
Mareh 1967, and to hold village and hamlet elections early in
that year and elections for a "representative" national govern-
ment before September 1967; and 4) to expand social welfare
programs and to provide more electrlcity and water, better
gchools and health facilitles, and more tralning for refugees,
as well as essential agricultural reforms.

The “Declaration on Goals of Freedom" stated the obJec=-
tives of the conferees.

—3Y . (TS-GP 3) JCSM-672-66 to SecDef, 14 Oct 66 (derived
from draft circulated by CJCS), JMF 9155.3 (14 Qct 66).
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We, the seven nations gathered in Manila,
declare our unity, our resolve, and our purpose
in seeking together the goals of freedom in
Viefnam and in the Asian and the Pacific areas.

l. To be free from aggression.

2. To conquer hunger, i1lliteracy, and
disease,.

3. To bulld a region of security, order,
and progress,

4, To seek reconciliation and peace through-
out Asla and the Pacific.

These goals were spelled ocut in more detail in the third
document of the conference, the "De%laration on Peace and
Progress in Asia and the Pacific."

North Vietnam and Communist Chilna immediately denounced
the "so~called proposal for the removal of forces" from
Vietnam as "out-and-cut blackmail and shameless humbug,"
adding that the Manila proposals were aimed at "asking the
Vietnamese people to surrender to the U.S, aggregsore out-
right  "40

In Qctober~and November US officlals frequently repeated
the US condltions for peace In Vietnam, Before going to
Manila the Pr esident had said: .
Again and again and agaln I have sald: we are
ready to stop the bombing of North Viet-Nam;
we are ready to produce a schedule for the
withdrawal of our troops=--whenever the other
side tells us what 1t is prepared to do to
move toward peace 1in Viet-Nam and fo recipro-
cate the actlons and the declslonsg that we
take.

. « . And we do not seek the uncondition-
al surrender of those who oppose us in Viet-Nam,

30. Dept of State Bulletin, LV (14 Nov 66), pp. 730-

735. _
40, Keeging's, 1965~-1966, p. 21722,
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nor to destroy or change any system of govern-
ment, nor to deprive any people of what 1is
rightfully theirs. When a decision 1s made by
the ofther side to seek its goals through peace-
ful means<-not through terror, not through
violence~-we shall be the first to meet at the
conference table,

The point that was made constantly was that the United
3tates was more than willing tc take steps toward peace,
specifiically by ending the bombing of NVN, but only 1if the
enemy showed some willingness to glve something in returm.
The condifion for a cessation of the bombing was nof speci-
fied, but it was generally understood to he a cessaticn or
diminution of Infiltration from the North, or some other
tanglble reduction in the viclence cof the ground war in South
Vietnam., The United States, sald Ambasgsader Goldberg con 25
October, "1s willing to take the first step toward deesca-
lation of the war by ordering a prior end to all bombing of
North Viet-Nam the moment we are assured that there would be
a response toward peace from North Viet-Nam,"

Oa his return from Asia on 4 November, President
Johnson said at a White House news conference: "If they
want us to stop bombing, we ought to see what they are
willling to stop. We will be glad to carefully ccnsider
anyone's proposals that represent two-way streets., We don't
want to talk about Just half of 1it, though."

By mid-November the public statements of US offlclals
on the subject of peace negetlations reflected peszimism
about the wlllingness of the communists fo negotiate, 3Secre-
tary Rusk sald on 18 November in response to a question about
prospects for a Chrlstmas truce in Vietnam:

We have not been able to get indlicatilons
from the other side as to what would happen 1if
the bombing were stopped. We have trled almost
literally every weelk since last January to get
an answer to that question., And so I would not
want £o hold out the expectation that a Rro-
longed pause 1n the bombing might occur. 1

41, (U) JCS Hist Div Study, "Statements on US Cessation
of Bombing," n.d. -
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Thus, by November, the positions of both sides were
clear, The United States would cease its bombing of NVN as
& conditlon for peace negotlatlons if NVN would take some
reciprocal action. Hanol wanted an unconditional end to
the bombing. The positions had remained unchanged for some
time, and there 414 not seem to be much hope for accommo=
dation in the near future,

Public opinion, both at home and abroad, had undoubtedly
Influenced the US Government tc make almost constant efforts
to bring about negotiations in 1966. Support for the Presi-
dent's policy in Vietnam had fallen significantly as the year
progressed., War wearlness ané increasing impatience at home
geemed to be among Mr, Johnson's chlef problems. Although
divided as to means, "hawks" and "doves" were agreed upon the
end--a quick and satisfactory solution to the war. '"Hawks"
were apparently in the ascendancy; most Congressmen newly
elected 1in 1966 declared themselves in favor of the esca-
lations required to "win." However, public opinion polls .
also recorded substantial support for any action~=«elther i
escalation or the reverse--that promised to be decisive. For
example, the Harrls poll indicated that public confildence in:
the Administration's war policles rose to 49 percent in
October, fcllowing the Manlla Conference; by December, this
had declined to 42 percent. The President's problem, then,
was plain; he must either gain an acceptable peace 1n the
near future ﬁr face a further erosion of public confidence
and support.

he Christmas and’ New Year Truce Periods--1966-106

Az the end of the year approached, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, mindful of their experlience at the end of 1965, took
‘such actions as they could to reduce the probatle 11l effects
of the expected curtallment of millitary operations during the
coming Christmas, New Year, and Tet seasons., Although they opposed
hollday curtallments 1n princlple, the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff ex-
pected that higher authority would direct a reductlon in military
actions during these perlods, Therefore, they began in late
November efforts to influence arrangements for the duratilon
and nature of these periods.of truce. General Wheeler, on
18 Novamber, informed the Joint Chiefs of Staff, "Pressures
for a stand-down of military operations 1n Vietnam durlng

42, NY Times, 6 Dec 66 and 7 Dec 66.
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the Chrilstmas and TET holidays are already beginning, and I
am convinced that some sort of cease fire during this period
1ls ilnevitable," He suggested that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
take the initlative by proposing to the Secretaries of Jtate
and Defense arrangements that would %ave the least adverse
impact upon US military activities.u

During the next few days the Joint Chiefs of Staff dis=-
cussed fhe provision that should be included in any truce
arrangements to avoild a repetition of the military disadvan-
tages that US/FWMAF/RVNAF forces had experienced during the
1965/1966 truce periods. These provisions included restrict-
ing the length of any stand-down to 48 hours duration, con-
tinuation during the gstand-down of all air activities in Lacs,
and a stipulation that CINCPAC could strike any wusually
large or lucrative or threatening military targets in NVN
which might develop as a result of the stand-down. In order
to enhance the friendly military position both before and
after any stand-~down, the Joint Chiefs of Staff also wanted
a sharp increase in the intensity, and 1f possible, the scope
of ROLLING THUNDER both prior to and 1lmmediately after the
truce perlods, All of these provisions were included in their
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. A position paper
intended to be sent to the President by the Secretaries of
State and Defense on the matter of a possgible Christmas
gstand-down was prepared by the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(ISA). This paper included all of the JCS recommendations
except those which would autheorize CINCPAC to strike certain
targets in NVN and which would provide for ﬁ sharp Increase in
ROLLING THUNDER before and after the truce, 44

General Wheeler told Assistant Secretapry MceNaughton that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not consider thelr preoposal for
increased intensity of ROLLING THUNDER to be of major impor-
tance but that they were convinced that CINCPAC should be
allowed to strilke targets in NVN which wers especially lucra-
tive or threatened his forces. An example of such a target
would be a SAM missile unit moving south toward the DMZ, The

I3, (TS-GP 3) Draft CM-1928-66 to SecDef (Rev), Att to (TS-

GP 3) CM-1940-66 to CNO gt al., 21 Nov 66, 0CJCS File 091 '
Vletnam Nov — - , ) :
4i . (TS-GP 3) CM-1940-6€ to CNO et al., 21 Nov €6, OCJICS
Vile 091 Vietnam Nov 66. (S) Ltr, CJCS to ASD(ISA), 22 Nov
66, same file.
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Chairman asked that Mr. McNaughton modify the proposed letter
to the President to that extent .at least.45

As 1t had in the previous year, the NILF on 25 November
forced the US . hand by announcing that its forces would
obsarve a 48-hour truce from 0700 24 December to 0700 26
December for Christmas and from 0700 31 December to 0700 2
January for the New Year, The Secretary of State immediately
instructed Ambassador Lodge to talk with Prime Minister Ky
and officlals of the other nations involved and reach an
agreed posltion on truce arrangements. It was obvious from
the content of hils insatructlions that US authorities had
accepted the JCS views., Ambassador Lodge was informed that
current plans called for not stopping air activities in Laos,
and that "we are considering emergency waiver authority to
gstrike any targets iln NVN whlch pose immediate and direct
threat to our forces." If the GVN could be induced to agree,
the truce periods should be no leonger than 48 hours. Mr.
Rusk assured Ambassador Lodge that he did not foresee any
extensions of the bomblng pause, such as had taken place in
the previous holiday perilods, in the absence of "the same
clear Indications of timely and appropriate reciprocal actlion
by Hanel on whlch we have 1insisted publlicely and privately
throughout the last ten months." Nor would there be any
extension of truce in RVN. Secretary Rusk stated that the
United States intended to take the same general positlon wilth
respect to the Tet holiday. The-Secretary of State suggested
that the GVN lncorporate all three helldays 1in 1lts announce-~
ment, which would gecome the offlclal annocuncement of the
Allied position.%0 | .

: Ambassador. Lodge notified the Department of State on 29
November that the GVN had agreed to the US views on the
holiday perilods and would announce on 30 November that 1t,
and the associated natilons would take no offensive military
actions at Christmas, from OTO0 24 December 1966 to Q700 26
December 1966; at New Years from O70C 31 December 1966 to
0700 2 January 1967; and at the Lunar New Year %Tet) from
0600 8 February 1967 to 0600 12 February 1967 .4

45, Sg Ltr, CJCS to ASD(ISA), 22 Nov 66, same file.
46, (S) Jt State-Def Msg 91750 to Saigon, 26 Nov 66,
JCS IN 54500,

47, (S) Msg, 3aigon 12006 to State, 29 Nov 66, JCS

IN 57T43.
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On 4 December the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff gave CINCPAC
his Instructlons for the Christmas stand-down, using as a
basis the policy set forth in the State-Defense message
of 26 November, Military operations in RVN and NVN would be
curtalled during the period gpecified in the GVN announce=-
ment, but units would not break contact in RVN and would
respond if "enemy initiatives" placed them in danger, No
offensive air operations would be mounted in RVN except as
necessary to protect friendly forces, in which cage .the
use of naval and ARC LIGHT forces might be authorized.
MARKET TIME and GAME WARDEN would continue., All armed recon-
nalssance, alr strikes, and NGF would be suspended in NVN
during this period, although CINCPAC was authorlized to order
strikes against NVN targets that posed an immediate and
direct major threat to US forces, specifically SAMs moving
gouthward toward the DMZ. Operations in Laos would continue
23 normal. Whenever US commanders believed thelr forces to
be in danger they could resume any or all military actions.
CINCPAC was alse informed that iﬁgtructions for New Years
and Tet would follow separately.

It thus appeared that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by
taking an early initiative in the matter, had managed to
have written into the 1nstructions for the holiday perilods
of 1966~1967 safeguards that had not been present 1in those
of 1565-1966,

During the Christmas stand-~down, the enemy vioclated
the truce in RVN on 10l separate occasions, killing 3 US
goldiers and wounding 27 others. The RvNAF-suffeEed 27
k1lled and 27 wounded. The enemy lost 26 killed.49

NVN made maximum use of thils relaxation of pressures
to resupply 1its forces., Sightings of waterborne loglstic
craft, including large, steel-hulled carge carriers In the
SEA DRAGCN area,during the 48-hour period equalled _those
for the Pirst two months of SEA DRAGON operations.> Gener=
al Westmoreland, noting the enemy's major effort to move

G¥, (Ts-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9510 to CINCPAC, 4 Dec 86.
49, (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1966,
pp. 487-488. '

50. Ibid.
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supplles and men southward, called for authority to thwart
any such effort during the New Year truce period. He -
sald that _ ¢

unless directed otherwise, we intend to react
{using VNAF aircraft 1f practicable) to such
overt re-supply actilvities which fulfill the
following criteria: A) The activity is

taking place in a known, well-established enemy
base area., B) Supplies are being unloaded in
sufficlent gquantities to indicate major re-
supply operations. C) The re-supply 1s taking
place in enemy base areas in close proximity to
friendly units and/or installations, and hence,
constitute a future threat to friendly forces.

He was strongly backed by cINcpac.3t

The execute message for the New Year ceasefire had al-
ready been dispatched along the =same lines azs earlier
ingtructions for Christmas. Neverthelesgs, affer recelving
the agreement of the State and Defense Departments, the
Joint Chiefz of Staff authorized COMUSMACV to take actions
agalnst enemy resupply activifies as he had proposed, but
specified that these activities pust consfitute a "dirﬁct "
not a "future" threat to friendly forces.

51. Ihid. (TS) Ltr ASD(ISA) to Chmn, Dept of State
Poliey Planning Council, 30 Dec (TS~GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC
to JCS, 290647Z.Dec 66, Jc3 18976 0CJCS File 091
Vietnam Dec 66,

6 2. Ibid. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 2481 to CINCPAC, 30 Dec
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