FILE suBJ

ta(

PENTAGON PAPERS

BOOK: ,5

PART: VI.C.

SECTION: a ¥ D - PART FIVE

PART FIVE: Spring & Summer, 1967

RESLSTANCE TO THE GROUND FORCH

1. Systens aralysizc == Vanl ovdoof

o, A Luw Looh at v o2l Lins
Increzsas Re utquud...... ...... .-

L3. The Quect for Canabilitie Th=

L. Borbing in the worth: Its Contribution to the Ground War
Reexamined ..o R AR R

FOO“\TOTES'..QOI'lI.l-lO‘!.l.‘I.lDOIl!.'l.t.'.'l.

U.S. STRATEGY & ASSESSMENT IN VIETNAM WAR 1965-67

_LITCl L\uST_‘:) CRY—b QLLIES..'IOQOII".

o...o‘..cill..l!.'.ll.‘

Search for LimilsS..saaeensse 133

00.-.0-.-0.0.

DATE SUB-CAT

S=EF

105
105

Il'.'ll'.

129

sanesBaswes sy 13T
.....1h2



D. RESISTANCE TO THE GROUND FORCE THCREASFS CRYSTALLIZES

1. Systems Analysis ~-- Vanguard of the Reaction

The search for alternatives to the major force increases proposed
by the JCS was, as we have observed, intensive and widespread but the
most cogent critigue of MACV's strategy developed in the Systems Aralysis
Wlice headed by Assistant Secretary of Defense Alain Enthoven. Here a
concentrated attack was launched on the two most vulnerable aspects of
COMUSMACY's opesrations: the feasibility of the "war of attrition”
strategy pursued in the face of the uncertainty about NVN infiltration,
and "”earck ana estroy tactics to support it." The reaction in Systems

8 March trcop reguast submitted by COVUBSMACY was ohe
neredulity. Everyone who had worked in the problem
Torce deplovments believed that COMUSIACY had received ,
g2 during the Progrem L discussions, that any trcops were going
icult to come by &rnd those that were fortheconming hed to be

f
to be d.
te ly and convincingly justified. _/

Immeu*ate?j upon receliny of the MACY requirements request Alain
Enthoven crdered that a dewailed analysis of the request be made. Tha
initial cuts at the requesb nade by his stafl were simply in the form
of tables comparlns the approved Progrem #4 and the new force levels
required. _/ - These were completed and to the Secretsry of Defense
within a week after the initial MACV reguest reached the Pentagon.

The more deteiled fOlWOW—uD'analySLS prepared in Systems AnalysisJ

1n1t1111y concencrated uDon the "unfortunate lack of analysis" in the

CV/JCS request, one which failed to explzin how the extra forces were.
needed to avoid dssssu. ;/ Despite this orientation toward the anaslytic
lacunae the germ of the basic, vital critique which was to emerge was
there. Tue preface of the draft lamented the lack of analysis and
evidence, scemingly proof in itself that the request should be denied,
but more fundamentally it continued:

Despite considerable progress in the Vietnam confllct
during the past year, an end to the conflict is not in
sight and major unresolved provlems remain, North Vistnam
still believes it can win in the long run, in the name of

nationalism if not communign, It has heen fighting for
over 25 years against the T epanese, French, and Americans
and appears prepared to fight indefinitely. The reaction
of COMUSMACY to this unsatisfa ctory situation is to request
more U,8. forces, rather then to improve the effectiveness-

- of the RVIAF, and U.S, and other Free World 1iorces.
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Henoi is willing to weit. We have hurt them some,
and we can even hurt them some more, but not so badly as -
to destroy their society or their hope for regaining in
the future the material things they sacrifice today.
Their policy will be to wait until aissent in the US
(coupled with world opinion) forces us to retire. Our
only hope is to establish an equally strong and patient
netionalism in South Vietnam.

We, too, must be willing to wait. We cannot estab-
lish a strong Southern nationalism in a few months or a
year. If we leave before that is one_[gid7, we will have lost,
regardless of the military hevoc we heve caused in SEA.

Additional forces, added burdens on the U3 economy,
and calling of the reserves will only serve to increase ‘
DRV's belief that the US will not remain in SVIT for the
long pull. Additional forces mzke it appsar thal we are
trying for the "auick kill." Ianoi knows that we cannot
achieve it and that the Arerican public will be bitter and
divided unless we do. We should be looking for ways to
ease the burden for the years ahead, rather than making .
the war more costly. &/ ' . ’

The diversion of resources from other national goals elso had costs
vhich demanded accounting: :
. If we are to stay, we must have the backing of the
US electorate., As we divert resources from cther
national goals, as US lives are lost, and &s the elec-
torate sees nothing but endless escalation for the future,
an inereasing fraction will become discouraged. IT this |
keeps on in the future as it has in the past, we wild
have to leave SEA before stability is achieved, losing
all that we have invested up te that point, and foregoing
the general stability of the world which was established
as a result of the Korean War. If we are not to lose every-
thing, the trends will have to be changed: the increase
" in unfavorable public opinion will have to be slowed; the
development of SVN society will have to be speeded. 5/

. The memorandum recomiended that only enough forces be provided to
, meet minimua nilitary goals:

Thus we must provide only enough US forces to meet
minimum militory goals. These goals are: (1) to deter
s Chinase Communist invasion; (2) to prevent military
defeat in Soutn Vietnam, and (3) to prevent excessive
terrorism. We have at least sufficient forces presently
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deployed to meet these goals.

Additional forces will add additional cost, further
degrading public opinion and preventing expansion of
critical domestic programs.- They weuld present the
prospecet of unending escalation, splitting the American
public even more openly and seriously. 6/

These goals, of course, differed greatly from those cutlined by the
Joint Chiefs in JCSM 702-66 in Fovember and JCSM 218-67 in April.

The military aims in the Systems Anselysis memo were passive in nature,
and obviously based upon new assumptions about the likelihood of
success, and therefore were directed toward much different terminal
goals than those the JCS proposed.

The recommendations madz by Systems Analysis were based upon two
fundzmental arguments: (1) That the additional forces were unlikely
to increase VC/NVA losses beyond any level intolerable to the enemy;

‘and (2) that the additionzl forces would not help the pacification task
measvrebly. 7/ It argued: ' -

" Additional forces are very unlikely to increase
VC/1VA losses beyond any levelintolerable to the enemy.
Assuming that the enemy has no control over his losses,
“the table below shows projected enemy losses. Only
when the projection is based on rscent peak losses does
the rate of enemy losscs exceed the rate al which MACY
and USIB agree the enemy can go on replacing them indef-
initely, and then only by 139 per week for the MACV
"minimum essential" force, and 431 for the "optimum” force.
Even at a decrease in enemy forces of 431 per week, over
10 years would be needed to eliminate the enemy.

ESTIMATED WEEKLY ENEMY LOSSES FOR DIFFERENT FORCE LEVELS

Program IV MACYV "minimum  MACV "optimal"

" force essential" force force
Peak losses af 3188 340k 3696
Avg. lostes b/ 2121 2255 22460

DIA USIB estimate of enemy capability to sustain losses
indefinitely = 3265,

E/ Based on January-March 1967 enemy losses to all causes’.
.E/ Based on CY 66. - ) :
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However, just as we can control our airecraft losses,
there is clear evidence that the enemy has considerable
control over his ground force losses. He is hurt most often
vhen he chooses to assault U.S5. forces (e.g., Junction City).
On large operations, stealth is impossible. Censequently
over 9C% cof the large firefights that develop in such opera-
tions are initiated by the enemy, and in over 80% of the.
cases there is a clear indication of a planned enemy attack.
The enemy can prcbably hold his losses {21l causes } to about
2000 per week regardless of our force levels or operations.
Additional forces cannot defeat him so long as he has the
will, some popwlar support and we lack timely intelligence.

Additional forces will not help the pacification
task messurebly. This cannot be accomplished with 480,000
_or 560,090 U,S. military forces and probably not at all
without (1) a fer more effective Revolutionary Develop-
‘ment (RD) program suppcrted by Vielnemsse forces and (2) a
more stable and progressive GVN, both of which will require
patience and emphasis on political-econonic objectives
rather then military onzs. It is clear from the USHC exper-
jence in 1 CT2 that U.S., forces can deny VC centrol bubt cannot
secure the population. There were fewer psople in the
"secured" category in I CTZ at the end of CY 66 than at the
beginning. : :

Our experience in Operation FAIRFAX just west and south
of Saigon further supports the conclusion that in spite of
good intentions and good actions, the U.S. military cannot
undertake pacification and expezct to withdraw after a short
pericd, leaving the ares secure. In FATRFAX, stilY being
conducted, 3 U,S, batialions were "temporarily"” deployed
with 3 ARVN battalions to secure the area near Saigon.. The
U.S, battalions are still engaged 2% months longer than
planned and will be for the foreseeable future. Fewer than
1 VC per U.S, battalion-eguivalent per day has been killed,
most of the VC infrastructure has tempcrarily moved out of.
the area but hes not been captured, the U.S5, has made many -
friends (but of unknown longsvity), the ARVN made few
friends and actually look worse than before, after compari-
son with the Anervicans, and the populace in general are
reserving judgment until they know the VC have left per-
menently. Part of the reason for ARV ineffectiveness 1s
lack of supplies and support-items (e.g., barbed wire) which
the U,S. troops had in ample supply. We would be much .
better off to provide the GVN with such supplies rather than
deploy additional U.S, forces. . -
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.- In brief, the additicnal forces are likely neither
to reduce the enemy force nor contribute significantly to
pacification. These geals can only be met by improving
the efficiency of the forces alread; deployed and, particu-
larly, that of ARVN. But additional U.S. forces decrease
the incentive to MACYV and the GVN to make the Vietnamese
shoulder a larger portion of the burden. The RVNAF appear
0o have done well by all statistical measures in IV CTZ,
where they have been provided only logistical and comtbat
support by the U.S., and very badly in the other areas
where the U.S. has taker over the war while denying them
significant support. §/ : :

Finally, it returned to the "old" piastér-issue which had proven
such a potent instrument of control earlier during the Program 4
deliberations:

Additional forces will also damage the SVI economy,

" as we saw when Program 4 was approved. Inflation in
Jenuary-March 1967 was 20%. Even apart from the rice
situation, prices were up 7%, or 28% on an annual basis.
The inflaticn still hits hardest GV civilian and mili-
tary personnel, on whou we must rely to eventually pacify
the country.

MACV, of course, appears to be doing & good job of
holding down piaster spending. Program 4 forces now
appear to cost P41.0 billion in CY €7, after correcting
for an apparent reporting errors and MACV might be able
to hold to about Pilt billion in CY 68 even with increased
forces. Neverthaless, the SVN econcmy is still far from
sound, and more forces compound the problem. 2/

It closed by carefully listing the followling recormendations:

1. That additional forces for SEA not be approved
and the currently approved Program #4 ceiling be firmly
maintained. . . .

2. VMACY be directed to submit a plan by Aug 1,
1967 to enhance the effectiveness of the RVNAF forces.
In the long term the RVNAF must assume a greater role for
maintaining the security of SVN. The longer the task is
delayed, the more difficult it becomes. We have made the
Koreans into en effective fighting force, and we must do
the seme for the RVHNAF. They can do the job far better and .
cheaper than we can, and they will remain after we leave., .=

.
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3. MACV be directed to submit a plan by the same
date, to increase the effectiveness of approved US and
- - FWMAF forces. This should include conrideration of changes
in tactical employment (e.g., greater use of long-range
patrols, fewer battalicns in static defensz, and more
efficient vse of available helicopt.r resources).

L, Consideration be given by MACV, CINCPAC, and
the JCS and OSD of possible steps to reduce the cost of
our efforts in SFA. The conflict is almost certainly
going to be a long one. If we expect the American public
to support such an effort for an extended period of time
we must hold the costs to an acceplable level. ig/

The draft included two tables, one a sumrary of deployments to

Southeast Asia and the other a breakeut of the additional MACV require-
ments reguest. Thesc are shown_in the tables on pages 111 and 112.
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Porsonnel SVI (000)

JS Manesuver Bins
Artillery Bns

Engineer Bns
Fighter-Attack afe (US)
InCountry Naval Vessels

Fiaster Expenditures

SUMMARY DEPLOYIMEITWS TO SUA
FY 1968 b/
Program #h MACV Requirement
1967 1968 Minimum Optirmun
June Dac Junc Essential
Lh1.0 Lkv3.2 h82,6 558.9 676.4
82 90 90 108 130
2 2 2 2 2
G 61— 75 8
°%3 e 3 ke 73
53 54 53 67 79
999 10k2 1.002 1145 118z
381 Lol %30 589 589
20.3 20.3 0.0

(6 months ending) a/

a/ OASD(SA) Estimate

Q/ Level off cost for 6-month period. Includes CINCPAC estimated

contract construction.
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Additionsl MACY Reguirements

Q
UZ,'

Minimun Fesential Optimum
C .

Strength (0C0) I 201.6
Mansuver Bns 21 43 E/

Divisions , (2) (3)

Brigades (1) (5)
Artillery Bas 5 28
Fnginecr Bns 14 26
Ts ' 8 13
£¥3 {Parracks Ships) 3 3
ARL (Repiir Ship) , : 2 : 2 >
R4S (River Assault Sqds) 2 2
IgT 9 10
PER (River Fatrecl Boats) 50 50

2/ Required by 30 June 1968, Includes Practice Nine Forces (7822
parsonnel)} approved on 8 Apr 7. -
b/ Includes “Minimum Essential;" required ASAP, assumed to be 31 December
1968. ' )
E/ JC8 recormend 1 USHC and 1 USAR division if reserves are called,
) adding 12,300 personnel. .

NOTE: Includes organic as well as nen-organic units.
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Enthoven was given the rinal dra°t ju't iscussed on the 28th.

He was not comnletely satisfied wi h,tl basic thrust of the paper --
tc him it did not adeguately emphas! eper politicsl and psycho-
logical issucs bound up in seemingly endl wreep increases with little
or no promise of ultimal ssiglant Secrstary sat down

n

end drafted an outlin 2 fing memovﬂﬂduﬁ Le intended to take to
Mr. McNam . In i . his opposition to farther
lnCTGE°Ca an; +the reasons wiy. e bel =d thet Madding 200,000

;wer1c9n° would not do eaything signiTicant, considering that:

oo () YO/ losses don't go uwp in prop0”tion o
our forces; they baven't in prst id ek

(b) even if they did, additiovﬂ?fQOQ 0d0 U, 3.

2
forces wouldan't pub vv/NVA logszs above r ability to
sustain or their willipgness to secept.
centrol their
losses, mast Tights.
Their 1oz z, 1

‘The final point as to whether the ”C/E?A cculd control their ground
force losszes within wide Llimits was based upon & Systems Analysis study
of small unit engagements during 1956. }g/ In the study, SA concluded
that: 13/
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- _5';|STA'\"~'T SECRETARY OF D‘:FENSE
wac WASHINGTON, D, C. 20300

4 VY BT

SYSTEMS ANALYSIS

MENORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Force levels and enemy attrifion(u)

Although MACV has edmitted to you that the VC/NVA forces can refuse to- -
fight when they want to, this fact has played no role in MACV's analysis cf
strategy and force requirements. (For example, in his October 1965 brief-
ing, General DePuy said, "The more often we succeed at {search and destray
operations) the less often will the VC stand and fight.") Because eneny
atlrition plays such a central role in MACV's thinking, and because the
eneny's degree of conkrol over the psce of the action determines how well
he can control his attrition, we have taken a hard look at the facts on
the enery's tactical initiative. From reliable, detailed accounts of 56
platoon-sized ard larger fire-fights in 1956 vwe have classifTied these
fights according to how they developed. The first four catcgories in the
table all represent cases in which the enemy willingly and knowingly stoad
and foughit in a pitched battle; these categories irclude 47 (BL%) of the
56 batties. The first threc categories, enemy ambushes and assaults on our
forces. have 66%.0f the cases; these three plus category L4a, comprising the
cases vhere the enemy has the esdvantaze of surprise, have To% ol tue casss.

The results are independently confirmed from two sources. First, the
ARCOV siudy, which analyzed a different set of battles in late 1955 and
early 1966, found that 4&% of the fights begin as enemy smbushes and that
the enery sterts the fight in 88% of the ceses; moreover, it found that
63% of the infentry targets encéduntered were personael in trenches or
bunxers. Second, we have analyzed the After-Action Regorts submitted to
MACY by the line commanders in the field; alihough generally vague and in-
complete in thelr descriptions of what happened, they broadly confirm the
drift of the zbove nunbers. . ‘

These resulis 1ley that the size of the force we deploy has little
effect on the rate of attriticn of enemy forces. This conclusion should
scarcely surprise you in view of the trend of enemy losses in 1956 and in
view. of the obvious sensitivity of month-to-nionth enemy losses to his
known strategic initiatives. What is surpricing tc me is that MACV has
ignored this type of information in discussing force levels., iI.r ecowmeqd :
that ybu inject tihis factor into the discussion.

ST

g AN \.:\.’)--.

) ‘Sthoven -
Enclosure - ' o trilstant Sesvetary of Defensd,



The teble entitled: "Types cf Ynemy Engagements Described in
“Combat Narratives,” (below) presents the stndy date in tabular form:

"YPR OF ENGAGEIENTS DESCRIBED TN COXBAT HARPATIVES

Nr. of Percent of Percent
Category Description : Prngezenants Total Subtotals

1. Hot ILending Yone. Enemy
attacks U.S8. trcops as they deploy
onto the battlefield. T 12.5

2. Organized encmy attack
against a U.8. static defense :
perimeter. 17 30.54 >

3. VC/NVA ambush or encircle
and surprise a moving U,3. unit,
using what 1s evidently & pracon-

ceived battle plan. 13 23.3
' _ £5.2
k. A moving U.S. unit engages
the enemy in a dug-in or fortified
position:
a8, The main engagement comes
as a virtual surprise to the American .
tactical ccmmander because the enemy '
is well concealed and has bezsn alerted
either by observations of our unit or
by ouwr engaging apparent stragglers
nearby. o : 7 12.5
| - 78.7
b. The U,S. tactical com-
mander has reascrably accurate
knowledge of enemy positions. and.
strength before committing his forces. 3 5.0 .
. : ‘ - 8h.1
5. U.8. unit ambushes a moving
eneny unit. 5 8.9
6. Chance erngagement, both _
sides surprised. L 7.1
TOTAL - 56 100.1
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The United States could not adequately "pacify" eiiher, in
Enthoven's estimation, but it could provide an "umbrella” against
YC/NVA m2in forces.

He assumed our forces were adequate for that
based on:

{2) experience of past year (ve/NvA haven't won
a battle; they've baken heavy losses trying)

gongider our firepower/mobility advantage on top of
that. 14/

(b) 1look at force ratios, corps by corps and

The finished memorandum as it emerged provided a powerful set of
reasons for holding the ground force line: 15/
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praft #3.
RMurray/hap
¥ay 1, 1967

- ..-1\;(\ T, ] TS p TR S T
\ ANTIUN, FOR SECHNTARY OF &

SURJECT: Increase of SEA Forcesd

or & "mininum éssential force” wﬁich wpuld.ﬁdd'
2-1/3 diyisiqns, 8 tactical figater squadfons,.an; €5,200 personpal
to Program I}.' ‘}ii_s " l;t' Ty i‘o;'c.;e T.-z."' uld .,..inl lr-a/j divis nr ., 13
tncticél fighter sqﬁaircns, ard 200,000 personnel, fo¢ “ ;otal of
abot- 670,000 in SV

sis Lo show that th53¢ extra Torces are

) N )

. necded to.avoid defeah, cr even tﬁat they are likaly to achieve oy
speci;i;rgoa;i Put I e concuerned far 1%55 coout thig unforiwnata
1uCA'01 analysis Lb&n T oem oy ‘ﬁﬂ whole strevegy which such 2 masslva
incrcaée in combat forces mush Laply.

. ' - 3 A .,
.Tnou*n thu Yorth Vietnemese are indecd COMMURLSLS, we nave come

48 the force whioh vwelds tne Yorth Vietnamage togeiher, just &3 1%

does so many othcf peoples today
'Haviné scen both the Japonese and tue‘Fretch cone and go, tnz
Horth.Vietnamese are now figating the United Stetes. 'Fo$ their little
coﬁﬂtry o triﬁmph £inally ovef thé zreatest natien the wofld_has ever
¥nowa would surely serve @s ine ultinmzte vindieation of natiecnalism
. . :

as o policy. Enticed oy tud s zoal, and hordened vy Z5 years oOf worcoor-

less continuous fisnting, the orih Vietnimese will, I fezar, continueg




2

to endure gZreat hardship. We have hurd them with our bombing, and ve

caf hurt them more, Bub we can't hurt them so badly as to desiroy

4

4]

their society or, more to the voint, ihelir hog

-

y meth ]y for regaﬁning
the muterlal things tney saerifice taodzay, bubl the whole of South Vietnam.
But how cen they hope 10 bast this greal nation? As MACY huxgel"

said be;o:n the Ceagress, the enemy "pelieves our Achilles heel is our

' . .
TE‘Gqu.' They_believe that public opinion in the United States will

As ©or our own goals, I see only one way of esteblishing stability

sn Vietnea., We must mateh the nabicnalism we see in the MNorth with an
equally strong and patient one in the South. 1Mo netter what military

no stebility, and we will have lost everything we have invested in

+

South Vietnam. Indeed, w2 will Jecpardize much of the general siaebility

-

in the world which wé bought at the price of the Xcrean War,

Taerefore, T see this war as a race betwsen, on the one hard, the

development of a vieble South Vietnom and, on the otner, & gradual loas

“in public support, or even tolerance, for the wor. Haroi is beuting

that we'll lose public suppord in the United States baTore we can build

(o]
1
=
L]
[l
ol
.-;J
2]
ct

ration in South Vietnam. We must do whzt we can to maxe

e

P

doesn't happon. We must work om belh problems togcuzer: slow the loss

in public suppori; &nd specd the developnent of South Vietnem. Our

- horsez must cross nnp finish first.

‘le fzel we simply have no

H
ct+
g
|
4]
'ci

ith re*ard to public suppo
business being in tuis wer, while otners are just sgainst all wars. Ve

can't do mLcH ao ut that, But there arc other lactors 1n”luer"‘n5
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Attached as an Appendix to the basic memorandum was also a
detailed, corps by corps, analysis of COMUSMACV's minimum force
requirerent. Not only did this anelysis question the caleculations
that had furnished the basis of the requirements but it criticized
the unselective and unquantified geoals: dinfiltration to be impeded,
invesion deterred or defeated, TAORs expanded and joined, enemy driven
to the hinterlands, base arecas destrcyed, LOC's secured, RD programs
expanded, and GVH control extended.

The thrust of its conclusions was that emphasis should be placed
not upon more forces, but upon employing the ones we already had in SVN

more -effectively.

Yn detail, it explicaied the Systems Analysis view of how COMUSMACV's
employment of forces by Corps could be improved: 16/
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T COMUSMACY s Minimum Force
Requirement - An Analysis

Qround Forces

MACV indicated on 18 March, and in Appendix B to JCSM 218-67, that
his mininum essential needs are 2- 1/3 divisions for I .CIZ. Hec now proposes
that 1-1/3 Qivisinns go to I CIZ to suﬁplenenL 2 br]gmdcs moved from III
Ciz, (a total of 2 divisions instead of 2-1/3) and 1 .division goes to. III
-CTZ. The III CTZ thus galn, one brigade on balauce, :
The 1-1/3 more d1v1510ns in I C1Z anncars excessive for the mission.

The total threat to I CTZ 3s only 95,000 VC/NVA-personnel, including
irrepulars and political infrastructure., There are -already more than
200,000 friendly forces there, not counting the 2 SLF battalions earmarked
for Y Ci7 support. Any invasion by the NVA divisions now near the DMZ
could eaifly be held with the foreces now deployed and available to MACV,
Calculations indicate that the 2 Army brigades already sent to I CTZ plus '
" one more bripade (already in Program 4 for PRACTICE NIME) should be ade--
quate to hold the DMZ and to extend the Marine tactical area of responsibi-
lity (TA0R) throughout the coastal plains aréa of I CTZ. Uncertainties
-and other calculations may well produ e different results, but informal
USMC staff review indicated our calculations were reasonablie. In any
event, tli:se calcualations ave IEREE@EEA?lS- o

_ The MACV requirement Is based on no known c(lcuIat ons. 1t is based
on unselective and unquantified goals: infiltraticn to be impeded,
invasion deterred or defeated, TAORs expanded and joined, enemy driven

to hlntClJondu, base areas dc%txoypd ~LOCs sccured, RD programs expanded,
and GVN control extended. ' ' '

A The division for II1 CTZ is justified by HACV to replace the 9th
division, always designated for IV CIZ, not IIL CTZ. Nonetheless he could
have argued that at least 2/3rd of the division is required to replace the
2 brigades sent to I CTZ. There is no evidence that the programmed III CTZ
forces, without the 2 brigades but with the additional brigade equivalent
now programmed (1 more Australian bn, an airborrne bn, and an armored
cavalry squadron) is inadequate; or that added forces could accomplish’
more. The force raticp would still be about 345,000 friendly to 74,000
encny (4.7 to 1). In addition there is a mechanized battalion programmed
- for IV CTZ that might well be used rore effectively in ITI CTZ. Moreover,
the way III CTZ forces are employed, in multi-divisional operations of

the Junction City/Mauhattan variety, should bc analyzed with great care

- before additional forces are even considered. Qur’ analysis has ghown that
present forces could be employad more effectively (and at lcss cost) if
greater eﬂphasla'uere given small unlt operations.
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. Furthérmore, it is mot clear that the entire 9th Division should be
"afloat, one brigade at the Dong Tem Rase and one brigade at a base in ILII
Corps (in addition to the secparate mechanized battalien). These¢ forces,
~working with the ARVN, should be adequate. to counter the VC main force
_,uﬁits and provide mecded sccurity for the BD effort. The threat in 1V
C?rps is primarily from small units and guerrillas and should be. encountered
~on that level, not with multi-brigade operations. :

~ . A greater return can probably be realized by giving the ARVM better
support rather than increasing the size of the U.S. forces. The 2 ARV
‘divisions in IV Corps have less thana half the artillery support of U.S.
forces; five 105/155mm tubes and no heavy artillery tubes per ARWN
battalion (in U.S. Army battalion equivalents) compared to ten 105/155mm
_tubes plus two and one half 175mm and 8" tubes per battalion for the U.S.
Arny forces. In additiom, the amount of tactical air and armed helicopter
- support provided the ARWN forces country-wide 1is meazer compared fo that
provided U.S. forces. During the 4th quarter of 1966 each U.S. battalion
“ received about 500 hours per month of UH-1l support versus only 120 hours
- per battalion-cquivalent for ARVI. In IV Corps the ARVN received 280
hours per battalion per monthj in the other corps arevas only 60 hours.
There is no indication MACV has-the same sense of urgency about increasing
ARVN cffectivenecss as it has about increasing, the nunber of U.,S. forces.

R
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This same documant provided an alternative approach ©O calculating
the minimum essential force. It 1s quoted in its entirety below, for

it argues that given new chjectivas (those of preventing military disaster

and providing time for ARVY first to improve and then do its job) the
minipum essential force was 2 hottalions smeller thazn that alresady
rogranmed in Programn Lt 17/ {Asain, assumiﬁg_%hat the present enemy
G . The approach read:

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TO CALCULATIRG THE MINTMUM ESSENTTAL FORCE

7.8, objectives in SVH require U.S. and FUMAF forces
sufficiens to prevent military disester and to provide time
for the ARVY first to improve and then to do its job. This
force is 28 batislions smaller than the Program 4 force for.
the present enemy threab. '

Before U.S, intervention, the VO decimated and demoral-
ized the ARVE reaction and reserve force by successful - -
ambushes and attacks. The 17 US/EH’battaliogs_ﬂeployed by
July 1965 ended the dateriorating trend.  In both I CT7 and
1 OT%, VC ecntrol over the population peaked by July 1955,
and it declined even earlier in IIX and IV CTZ.

Since then, the enemy increased from 99 to 151 infantry-~
type battalions ai the end of Dacember 1966. As of 31 Decem-
ber 1966 we had 98 infantry-type pettalions, more than enough
to counter the enemy force considering the intelligence avail-
able. OF the 98 battalions 34 were engaged in T&0R patrol;

L6 were engaged in 0perations§that were initiated by hard
intelligence; and the 18 others were predictably unproductive.
The L6 batitalions weres coviously surficient to counter the 151
VC/NVA infantry-type hetialions, witness the to%al lack of
enemy SUCCess. This sugaoests that we need 1 battalion for

each 3 enemy infantry-uype battalions, in addition to those
necded for static defense. The 18 battelicns ineffectively
employed plus the 10 additional infantry-type battalicns in
Program U4 that close after January 1, 1967 are enough to .
counter 84 additicnal enemy bns. Thus we need deploy no '
more forces until the enemy goes above 235 battalions,
which does not seem to be his present intent. (The enemy
peak was 155 infantry-type bns in July 1966, and was 147
a% 31 March 1967). _ :
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U§/FW Fecree Requirement

Required Us/Fw Total
Mobile US/¥W  Force for Reguired
Enemy Force Force TACR Fatrols U.S. Force
151 L6 34 - 80
235 T4 34 108

The 3 to 1 ratio is supported by results in battle.
Our ferces routinely defeat enemy forces outnumbering them
two or three to one. In no instance has a dug-in U,S.
company been overrun, regardless of the size of the
attacking enemy force, and nothing larger than a company
has come close to eannihilation when cavght moving. Seven
beitalions of Marines defeated two NVA divisions in :
HASTINGS, and single battalions of lst Alr Cavalry defeate
regimental-sized forces in pitched battles in the Ia Drang
Valley in the Fall of 1965.

These factors need confirmeticn, in actual practice,
by how~well the forces are doing in the fieid and by progress
in RD. VC/KVA military victories and large areas succumbing
to VC require a reaction regardless of calculated force
requirements. But there is no sign of anything like that in
the foreseeable future. Moreover, a sharp improvement in
our effectiveness should result from improvements in the
flow of intelligence and in the tactical employment of our -
forces. Achieving such improvements should be the main
objective at this time, 18/

So armed, on May Day Enthoven carried the finished memorandum to
MeNamara's office and proceeded to discuss its contents. However,
probably not to his surprise, he found that LcHemera was thinking along
the same lines -- in fact, he had already set John McNaughton to preparing
a Draft Presidential Memorandum setting forth the same basic political
arguments that Systems Analysis was making. The "hard" data in the
Enthoven memorandum was the kind of back-up MciNamara understocd and
appreciated and it buttressed most of the beliefs he already held. He
asked Enthoven for some detailed follow-up related to VC/NVA control of
engagements and casualties. There is no record that the Assistant
Secretary left the signed memorandum with the Secretary of Defense, but
there seemed little reguirement for that. 7The ideas and position in it
had been escalated to the DPM level where such ideas would rcceive the
“highest level attention and consideration. 19/ ' . |
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2. A New Look At the 1imsoll Line™: Alterratives to Increases
Restbudied

Shortly after the first hard signs of resistance began to surface
“in May an SHIE analyzing Soviet. attitudes and intentions toward the
Vietnam wer was published. It was an SNTE which in effect reinforced
the fears which many held about inereasing the intensity of the Viet-
namese conflict. The SNIE concluded that at some point the USSR would
create an atmozphere of heightened tension with the United States if,
in fact, U.8., force increases and inbensified bombing continued. In
the words of the estimate:

-~

This documsnt, coming as it did at such a crucial juncture in the
deliberations over ground force stratesy and deplcyrents in Vietnam, had
s significant impact upon fthe thinking of those charged with making the
decision of "go"-or "no go,” and the document itself was quoted through-
out some of the explicit developiteny of 2lternabives which folleowed 1ts
publication in both Systems Analysis and in IB8A.

As McHaughton werked on a series of drafts preparing the 19 lMay
DEM which was to foliow, a nomber of leads were being pursued through-
out the governzent, all related in some way to relieving the pressures
for more United States troops in Vietrzm. One of these was a directed
effort te obtain more allied troops aspecially from the nations on the
periphery of South Vietrnam or near Soulhzast Asia. On b4 May McNaughton
asked that an analysis of South Vietnamese troop deployments in relation
to population of the participating countries be prepared. This analysis,
based upon populstion of the countries involved, concluded that for an
ineresse of 100,000 U,S, troops the 51locsole” share for various
countrizs would range from i%.5 thousand for Korea to 53.4 thousand
for Tndonesia. For the deteils of this particular study see the following
table: g}/
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Us

Koreal
Austrzalia
Néw Zcatand
Philippines
Thailénd

Indonesia

Rep of China

Malaysia

ATFACHHMENT V.

) (5/4/67)
SVN TROOP DEPLOYMENTS - IN RELATION TO POPULATION
- {Population in Millions; Troops in Thousands)
Current or Approved~ Increase "Allocable'"
Strenqth in SVN Required To -Share Per
Per Million .

Population o, of Ponulation Mect US Ratio 100,000 US Trooms b/
200 Ly0 2/ 2.357, -— - 100.0
291 45.8 1.57 22.6 .5
1.7 6.1 0.52, - 21.h 5.8

2.7 0.5 0.18 5.8 , 13
33.5 2.1 . 0.06 76.6 - 16,7
33.4 0.3 0.01 _78.2 | 16.7
10679 -- -- 251.2 53.4
3.2 .- -- 310 6.6
9.8 == -- - _23.0 _ k9
450.3  524.8 509.7 - 219.9

a/ Exc]udes naval forces 'in South Cnrna Sea and US forces in Thailand.
‘b/ 100,000 troons represents 500 per 1,000,000 of US populatioen. “Allocab]e” o
shares for otr;r nations are Cclculated on this basis.
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Somewhat along the samé line, on 11 May, Walt W. Rostow prepared

a paper devoted to what he termed a “troop community chest operation

for Vietnam." TRostow had seen the ISA ArneX which we just mentioned,

and commented that he felt that a project +that Bill Leonhart had been
working on which related to Vietnamese force deployments to the level

of each contributor's armed forces might be more meaningful and realistic
plus having the very desirables characteriztic of being more negotiable
because it woeuld reguire no country to increase its total armed forces
‘in order 1o send trcops to Vietnam. The table that he attached to the
paper showed that if sach country dispatched the sane percentage of its

tozzl armed forces to Vietnam as

{the United States had done, about . 14%,

that there would nou be an additioral 70,000 troops in that country.
Farthermore, if you asked each country to contribute an inecremant to
match an adgitional United States increase of 100,000, and if those
increments represented the same percentage of each country's total
armed forces, then the result would read something like this: Korea -
18,700; Australia - 2,000; frew Zeeland - L4003 Thailand - L,000; and
tne Thilippines - 1,300; for a totel of 126,400 trcops added. This
approach is interesting because lgter in July President Johnson was to

pegin "are twisting" a number of

nationzl Heads of State, and the force

tovals developed here by Leonnart provided the base line from which %2

negotiated. 22/

The other events of note, toth directed at increasing the effec-
tiveness of American forces already in Vietnsm, occurred during early

May. The first was the issuance
for U.S3, Role in Pacitication,”

of NSAM 262, entitled "Responsibility
in which Mr. R. W. Komer was appointed

the Depuby for Pacification (Revolutionary Development) with the personal
renk of Ambassador to operate under COMJEMACY. This, as we noted earlier,

vas partially the outcome cf Fre

sident Johnson's desire to get the

pacification progran pack on the track. Komer as well as most of the

officials concerned with the dec
was coming since the time of the
President noted:

ision, had known that this development
Guzm Conference. In the HSAHM the

Qur purpose of unifying responsibility for Pacifica-~

tion (RD) under CCMUSMACY 1

istrative eccnomies through consolidation and cross-

s to permit logistic and admin-

w

servicing. I expect sensible steps to ve taken in this
d}rectionr Any inter-agency jurisdictional or other
i5sues which may arise in country will be referred to the

.8, Ambassador....

This new organizational arrangement represents an
unprecedented melding of civil and military responsibil-
jties to meet the overriding requirements of Viet Nam.
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Therefore, I count on all concerned -- in Washington and
in Viet Nam -- to pull together in the nationel interest
to make this a2rrangement work. 23/ :

This NSAM, of course, represcnted the fruition of what had been a
long-standing recommendation to consclidate Revolutionary Deveclopment
under the individual who possessed primary responsibility and controlled
the rescurces, COMISMACY. However, in the estimztion of many, especially
those who evaluated its later effectiveness and tried to determine
whether or not any reel good had been accomplished by the reorganization,
it represerted yel cne mere instance of the American penchant for :
organizational tinkering, onz which usually relieved the paople making
the organizational changes from really getting down and rooting out
the basic causes of the problem. EE/ The othsr interesting evaluation
concgrned {he question of whait level of conbat service support staffing
thepe should be in South Vietnam. In April, & number of studies were
made, all designed to try to determine whethier the level of combat.
service support was too high, ebout correct, or zeded some_»évisicn in

“the upward direction. gi/ .

Mr: Vietor ¥. deyman, Director of the SFA Prograus Division in |
the Office of the Assistent Sscretary of Defense (Systens Analysis),”

toured the Vietnam area in early May and visited the First Logistical
command. FHe was concerned generally whethex monning levels were adequate
to the task assigned by COMUSMACY, and, specifically, whether or not
the new peak level of 70,000 men to be reached during Programn 4 was
excessive. 1In his trip report, he observed that the Army Program L
strength of 322,000 included only 66,000 men in maneuver pattalions.
Furthermore, if combat support, avietion companies, adylsors, special
forces, division and brigads staffs, and construction battalions were
added, these increases would bring the "combat" total to only 165,000
men or 51% of the total Army force. He felt that the balance of 157,000
in other units appeared excessive and recommended to Secretary MeNamara
that the JCS be asked to analyze 1i%t.

In particular, United States Army Vietnam, First Logistical Com~
‘mand was scheduled to total, as we noted, approximately 70,000 men at :
the peak of Progran L. This was the equivalerit of nearly 5 Army divisions
or 70 infantry battelions. Furthermore, the First Leg Command did not
include aviation supplies/maintenance units or construction battalions
and the substantial combat service support staffing which was organic
to divisions and separate brigades. To these increments must be added
the 40,000 man equivalent furnished by contractors, local national
employment and support from the off-shore bases. Although comparing
the services could be misleading because of different doctrines and
organizations, a rough comparison revealed that the Army ratio was
gbout one man in First Log Command to support 3.6 men in other USARV
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units compared to a Navy-Marine Supvort ratio in lst Corps Tactical

%one of 1:5.6 men. In view of the different tectical situstions (the

I OT7 one was more intensive combat) Heyman was led to conclude that a
detailed review of Army support chovld e made -- since simply comparing
the ratios suggested that 45,000 men might be adequate for the 1lst Log
Command or that the Command necd not be increased uniil UZARV strength
exceeded 162,000 men. In view of this analysig, Heyman recormended

tnat Program U should be cut to its essentials 10 "improve the tooth

to tail rets" and that until the review which he had reccmrended hed
been completed the Secretary of Defense should defer approval for deploy-
ment of any First Log Comiand units threusgh August 1667, gé/

&
s5€

The Secretary ¢f Defence approved uthils recormendation to defer
further incremental increases 10 | st Log Command and asked the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to prepare & detailsd study justifying added increases
and analyzing in depth the Combet Service Support Staffing levels in
South Vietnam. 27/

3. The Quest for Capabilities: The Search for Limits

Great emphesis in May focused upcn CAr ties, with particular
attanticna being paid to Just what capabilities the servicss had to pro-
vide troops and units (or equivalents) below the point where they wourlid
pe reduced to calling upon reserves Or drawing down units already in
Kurope. On May 5, Systems Analysis rorwarded a brief study to the
Secretary of Dafense which anelyzed the additional MACY reguirements
and conpared then to the estimated capsbility of the services to provide
metching units. The study, vhich concluded ihat the services had only
the capability to provide €6,000 of the 186,000 troops requested under
the MACV "Optimam Plan" and only 19 maneaver battalions of the 42
included in that larger plan is presented in the table cn the following

pages 28/

capabhilitie
na
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Additional

Land Forces

e et it £ b iy

sth (020)

Divisions

Brigades

Manguver Bns

Artillery Bns

Engirnzer Bns

Avistion Cos.

_ 8ignal Ens

Faval Torces

Strength - In-countr

(cco)

Riverine Assault For
APB (Barracks Ship
ARL {Repzir Ship)
2i (Uet Tender)
RAS (River Assault

River Patrol Forces
PER (River Patrol

Landing Ships
IST (Tark Larding

LACY Raguirements
and Estimated Capsbilities

Decarber 31, 19568

Estimated
Czpability

7 only 8.5 8.3
ces
s) 3 -3
2 2
1 1,
Sq} & 2 E/
Eozts) 50 50
hip) 10 0 £/
1 18/
5 5 b
CNns
5 . 5
605 6'5
| 13 13 i/
n 2 1
) 201, 81

042D{SA)
S MHay 04T
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E/ Includes one Armored Cavalry Reglment of 3 squadrons., and 9th MAB frowm Okin.

-

b/ 6 bns of 10ist Abn plus 1 airborne tank bn

£

ersornel not avallable under current rotaztlon policy

[

"o/ Train

4’}
u
e

“urther analysis may show more avail

&,
[
pee)
@
1=
o

E/ Using 70 I.0u-63 from war rescrve,

nov scheduled for transfer to USTS (Korean manning)
i Pleet., o reel increase 1n

and added to STYENTH
zsult.

5 uisers nowr

on of B as
through fpril 1969,

L0 . .
irewent can ve met in various ways: 1) inprezse the muler
trovers rotated to PACFLT, This can e done without
'H Pleet deploymenits but would reguire a further incre
retions tenmgos J a
Training Fiezel
troglled D




-~ This document reflected the Sacratary of Defense's immediate con-
cern with trying to find maneuver battalions and troops within existing
service capabilities and trying to avoid appreaching the persomnel

"eound barrier” and that of having to call up reserves or to partially
mobilize units. A& a check on this analysis, on 8 May Secretary McNamara
distributed the estimste to the servi } their comments. On

12 Hay, Ceneral Johuson of the Army renlied that the Ariny cowld probably
ercead the estimated Ttapability by aboul 6 maneuver battalions. He based
this new estimate upon the assumpiticn that procurement of criticgl items
of equipment could be accelerated by mid-yvear 1907, that scme withdrawal
of egquipmeat from the Reserve Componants and non~-deploying STRAF units
would be authorized and that some new rethods would be develop=d to
sccelerato the Army's ability to sustain forces in short tour arcas. He
did not elaborate upen this final eassumption, ons which was to prove

cne OF the Avey's primary personnel problems, that of either extending

na length of short tours or changing basic policies sbout consecutive
ours to these areas.

{1

oL
(M)
<
[

The wpshot of all of this concern about capablllties was a May 18

nemorandun prepared for Lhe Secretery of Defense by Alein Enthoven,
ssistant Secretery of Defense for Systems Anzlysis. In it, he analyzed
end synthesized the information presented on the additional depioyment
capability of the sexrvices. Crucially i1t noted that the Army had the
- capebility of providing 8L,000 more troops, some 2L, 000 greater than
the original estimate which had been given to Melsmara earlier in the
month. Ii included 21 meneuver batialions instesd of 16. But, again,
this estimate was based upon the assumptions that the deployment of
the 5th Mechanized Division, +hen NATO-committed, and the rest of the
101st Airborne Divisien would be approved for depleyment to S¥A; that
en as yet unidentified improved solution to the rotation base problem
could be found and that there would be more and faster procurement of
equipment, especially helicopters. End strength increases for the
Army at the end of FY 69 were estimated to be 177,000 compared with the
110 to 120,000 which had been previously calculated. Thre incresase by
December 1967 was to be 77,000 and by Juue 1968, 118,000, The latter
figure was about 704, of the strength required by Decenber of 1968. ég/

The significance of the 18 May memorandum seens to be that it
said: within rather narrcw limits the figure of 60 -~ 65,000 is the
Army's capability. to provide troops in the form of maneuver battalions
properly equipped, ready for deploymert within the time frame - all
below the requirenent to mobilize the resgsrves. It also indicated that
the Air Force, although strained and possibly drawing down units in
Furope and other STRAF directed missions cculd meet the deployment
schadules within both the "optimum" and the "minimum essential" -range,
although it would be preferable in the view of Harold Brown to meet
only the minimun essential requirement and to leave the TFS's which
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were already assigned to MATO on that station. The 60,000 figure
which we just mentioned was Lo reasppaar later, nuch later in fact,
when Secretsry Mcifamara travelled to Saigon in late July to "negotiate”
the new Torce levels for Progren 5.

Y. Bombing in the North: TIts Contribution o Lhe Ground Var
Reexanined

Tn early May attention also focused on how the T
in the North could better contribute to suecegsful ml outecmas in
the South. Three important memos appeared during vhe first week in ¥ay,
21l devoted to this problem. On 5 May, in a dralt memorandum for the
President, John MeNaughton proposed that all of +the sorties allocated
Lo the ROLLING THUNDER progrem be concentrated. on the lines of conzaiica-
tion, or what he called the teonnel” tirodgh which men and supplies 1O
the south must flow between 17-20°, while reserving the options and the
intention to strike in the arsz north of this (or in ihe 20-23° srea) as
necessary to keep the enemy's investment in defense and in repalr crews
high throughout the country. In erguing for this course of action, he

‘noted that Gensral Wheeler, wien General Westmoreland was 1n Washinglton
in April, had said that the berbing cempaign wés reaching the point

where all of the worthwhile fixad tarcets, exceph the ports had been
sitruck. Mclaughton did uot belisve that the ports. should be struck nor
¢closed by mining, primarily because of the confrontation which he saw
this might cause with the Soviet Union., Examining the bombing aller-
nesives, he observed that we could continune to conduct attacks

of the 200 parallel, thet is tentinue striking minor Iixed targets while
conducting armed reconnaissancs against movement on roads, railroads

and watervays. This course, though, was costly in Anerican lives and

in his estimation jnvolved sericus dangers of eccalaticn, either with
the Chinese or the Russians. The loss rate in Hanoi/ﬁaipbong Rouie
Packase 6 for example was more then six times the loss rate 1n the
sonthermmost route packages 1 and 2, and actions in the Hanoi/Haiphong

a

Rl ]
area involved serious risks of generating confrontations with the Soviet
Union and China, both because they involved destruction of MIGs on the
grcund and counters with MIGs in the air and because they might be
constrved as U,S, intention to epush the Hanoi regime. The military
gain of the expanded bombing appeared'to be slight; in fact, McNaughton
could locate no evidence at the time to establish some convineing con-
nection between operaticns in the north against targets rorth of the
200 parallel and enemy actions in the South. Furthermore, if the United
States balieved that air attacks in the area would change Hanoi's will,
they might have been worthwhile, he added, and consequently reduce the
loss of American life in the south and the rick of the expansicn of the
war in the North. However, MceNavghton noted there was 1O evidence that
this would be the case, for there was considerable evidence that such
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bombing would strengtheananoi's will. He quoted Consul General Rice
of Hong Kong vien he said that there was Verdy 1ittle chence that by
bomping we could reach the critical level of pain in North Vietnan
and that "below that level pain only 1ncr2ases the will to fight."” §}/
Robert Thoapson ned also been gucted as saying, wien he was here in
late April, that our bombing, particularly in the Red River Rasin area
was "unifying Lorth Vietnem."” The old srgument thatb borbing in the
northern area wasd neceasary to reintain the morale of the South Viet-
namese or American fighting men was discounted. A though General
Westmoreland had fully supported attacks asainst tarzets in the Hanoi/
Haiphong areas and had sald guring hig visit nere in late April that
he was "frankly dismayed st even Lhe thought of stopping the bombing
program," nis basic requirersnts had conbinued to be requests for
attacks on what he called the extended vatile zorne nesar the D7 gg/
Mclaughton's closing paragraphs in this memorandil indicate that
he was not only interested in trying to develop & bether it between
bombing operations in the Norih and ground operations in the Scuth, but
{hat he was also clearing the way ICT getiing Hanol to change its posi-
tion on negotiations lie pobed that to cotinize the chances of &
favorable Hancl reachion to an meprican restriction ol the bembing the
seenario should be: ”

.. .to inform the Soviets quistly (on Moy 15) that
within a few (5) days the policy would be implenented,
stating no time limits and making 1o promise not to
return to the Red River basin to attack targets waich
later acauired militery 3mportancs, and then...to make
an unhuckstered chift es predicted on May 20, Ve would
expact Moscow to pass the lMay 15 information on O Hanei,
pernaps (pbut probably not) urging penoi to seize the
opportunity to de-esczlate the war by talks or otherwise.
Hznoi, not having heen &sked & question by us &nd having
no ultipatum-like time limit, might be in a better posture
to react favorably than has been the case in the past.
Nevertheless, no fayvorable respollse from Hanoi should be
expscted, and +he change in policy iz not based on &y
such expectation. §§/ ' :

This policy, he recomended, should then publicly be handled by
explaining (1) that, as always, we nad caid the war must be won in the
south; (2) that we hsd never believed that the bowbing of the war would
produce a settlement by breaking Hanoi's will or by shutting off the
flow of supplies; (3) that the rnorth must pay the price for its infil-
tration; and (L) that since the major military targets in the north
had been destroyed we were now concentrating on the narrow neck through
which supplies must flow, sincerely pelieving that concentrated effort
there as compared with dispersed effort throughout il would inecrease
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lthe efficiency of cur interdiction effort; and that (5) we retained .
the option to return further north and restrike these targets if mili-
tary considerations so required. 3L/

2 ed by Walt Rostow, con the same
subject, essentially repeated what Nellaughton had szid. To Rostow the
were first revolving arcund choices
se, in turn, broke out to either: (a) closing

r this strategy he meant that we could mine
The major harbors and perhaps bomb port Tacilities and even consider a
blockade; in addition, attacks would be made systematicelly against the
rail lines between Hanci and mainland China. He exhibited little confi-
dence that this would have a very importent effect upon the North Viet-
namese war effort especially in light of the tremendous costs which he
anticivated, especially the political costs vis-a-vis the Soviet Union
and the Chiness Communists. He concluded for this expanded course of
achicn that tension betwean the United States and the Soviet Union and

Cornunist Chipa would surely increase but that if we were very deter-
Lined we could impose additionzl burdens on Hanoi and its allies, that
ve might cut their capacity below requirements, -but that the outcome
was uncertain; (b) aittacking what was inside the funnel. This was :
essenvially what the Alr Ior end Favy nad been trying in the Hanoi/,
Haiphong area for soma wesks. Rostow disagreed with the contenbion that
the sitacks on the Horoi-Eaiphong area had no bearing on the war in the
south, & significant differsnce from what MeNaughton believed. In Rostow's
estimetion the Horth Vietrnemese nad diverted massive amounts of resources,
energies and attention throughcut the civil and military establishment of
North Vietnam. This gross dislocation, in turn, imposed general economic,
political and psychological difficulties on the north during a period
elready complicated by a bad harvest and some food shortages. He did
not accept the CIA assessment that the boubings in the North in fact
hardencd the will of the pecple, and in his judgment, up to that point
our bombing had been a painful additionsl cost that they had been willing
to bear to pursue their efforts in the south. Although he acknowledged
that there were uncertainties sbout the eventuzl political costs of
expanded or continued bombing in the Hanoi-Haiphong area, he played down
what was becoming an increasingly attractive line of argument -- that the
continuation of attacks at sbout the level that we had been conducting
in Hanoi-Haiphong area would lead to increased Soviet pressure on Berlin
or even some kind of general war with the Soviet Union. In fact, in
Rostow's words, "mat the Soviets have been %rying to signal is - keep
away from our ships, we may counter escalate to scme degree; bui we do
not want a nuclear confrontation over Vietnam."” §§/

invelving the North and th

N

The next alternative (c) that Rostow discussed was the one which
McNaughton hed recommended -~ that of concentrating our bombing efforts
in Route Packages 1 and 2. The «dvantages of these he saw would plainly
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eyt our loss rate in pilots and planes, that we might somewhat improve
our harassment of infiltration into gouth Vietnam, and that we would
dsminish the risk of counter-escalatory action by the Soviet Union and
Communist China, as compared with the first two courses he had'listed,
He did not recommend that we pursue Course A since the returns "did not
on present evidence seen high enough O justify the risk of Soviet-
Chinese countermeasures and heightened world tensions.” §§/' In this,
he felt that he was supported by the conclusions of the majority of the
inbelligence commnity. With respect to the second option which he had
outlined, he felt: : ' '

...T believe we have achieved greater results in
inereasing the pressurs oOn Hanoi and raising the cost of
their continuing to conduct the aggression in the Bouth
Qﬁan gsome of my most respected colleagues would agree.

T do not helieve we should lightly abtonden what we have
acconplishad; and specifically, I believe we should mourt
the most economical and careful attack on the Hanol power
station our air tacticians can devise. Moreover, I

pelieve we should keep Open the opbicn of coming vack

to the Ugnci-Haiphong 2Teg, depending upon what we learn
of their repzir operations; and what Moscow's and Peiping's
reactions are; and especially when we understand betier
vwhat effects we have and have not achieved thus far.

I believe the Soviet Union may well have taken cer-
tzin counter-steps addressed to the more effective pro-
tection of the Hanoi-Haiphong area znd may have decided ~-

or could shortly decide -- to introduce 1inio North Viet lam
some’ surface-to-surface missiles. 37/ '

Rostow favored the third option ((c) - pbombing below the 20°) because,
in his words, he felt that we were 'wasting & good meny pilots in the
Hanoi-Haiphong area without commensurate results and that the major objec-
tives of maintaining the B option, or the restrikes back into the Hanoi-
Haiphong could Dbe achieved et & lower cost.” 38/ '

He, tco, addressed the problem of presenting this to the American
public, roting ihat "we shall have to devise & way of presenting our
total policy in Vietnam in a manner which is consistent with diminished
attacks in the Hanoi-Haiphong area; which is honest; and which is acceptable
to our own people. surfacing the concept of the barrier may be critical to
that turnaround as will be other measures to righten infiltration and

. dmprove RVNAF pacification‘and that provision of sdditional allied forces
to permit Wesly to get on with our 1imited but real role in pacification,
notably with the defense of I Corps in the North and the hounding of
provincial main force units.” §2/ S
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: These three memos reiflect the pasic trend of thought raference
the bombing cempalgns in the north as they gevelopad in early May.
IaLer in May, as we shall see, the Joint (hiefs ¢f Staflf cane in with.
their proposals to "chowlder out" Toreign siipping and mining in the
harbors in the north end for more lntensive inverdiction both north of
and velow the 20th parallel sgainst Horth Vietnan. This basic dispute
led to the preparation of & drafi Frasidential memorandum ab the end
of May devoted to an gnalysis of the horbing and which provided policy
recommendations on it for Lhe President, EQ/
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1967; and Memo Tor the SecDaf, Subject: IESV/CLECPAC FY 1988,

Ihid.

Draft Presidential Memorandum, Jchn McFaughion, Subject: Pro-
posed Bombing Program Against Eortk Vietnam dated 5 May 1G57.
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Memorandum for Vance, et. al,, from W. W. Rostow, Subject: U.S.
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Ibid. As the third leg of this intensive inter-agency review

of our bombing strategy, Wn. Pundy of Jtate praepared an analysis
very similar to that presented by Rostow, He too believed that
our options were essentially those of conecentrating on the supply
routes in Route Packages 1 and 2, restrikes north of the 20%h
parallel, possible selective additional strikes on sensitive
targets in the North, and finally, a najor expansion to extremely
sensitive targets north of the 20th psrallel., His examination of
the options conciuded that the final option, that is, of not
hitting additional sensitive targats, increasing our reaction in
our effort in Route Packages 1 and 2 were both preferable to the
political consequences of an expansicn ¢f the bombing north of
the 20th parallel. In this, he was generally in agreemant with
McNaughton. He believed thatk basically cverall progress in the
south was the key element in changing Henoi's aititude and that
any bosbing program beloyw the rajor expansion eophion or any
cessation of bombing without certain recivrocity would be totally
hNegative in its effeet on Hanoi. He rolegated the bembing program
itself to basically a supplementary rols in affecting Hanoi's
attitude. See memorandum from W. P." Bundy, Subject: Bombing
Strategy Options for the Rest of 1967, dated 8 May 1967 (McHaughton

rapers).
See JCHI 286-57, Subject: Operations Against North Vietnom,

a J
dated 20 May 1967: and JCOSM 312-67, Subject: Airp Operations
Against North Vietnam deted 2 Jupe 1967. -
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