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Chapter 35 

BORDER A R E A  PROELENS AND THE BARRIER 

Throughout 1966, COMUSMACV's m i l i t a r y  ope ra t ions  were 
hindered by the increased VC/NVA use o f  t he  s a n c t u a r i e s  
afforded by the  border  a r e a s  of Cambodia, Laos, and the  DMZ. 
In  these  havens, immune f r o m  US a t t a c k ,  t he  enemy recouped 
and resuppl ied h i s  f o r c e s  and massed f o r  new d r i v e s  i n  South 
Vietnam. North Vietnam had long taken advantage o f  the  
border  a r e a s  f o r  i n f i l t r a t i o n  purposes, and w i t h  the i n t e n s i -  
f i e d  US opera t ions  i n  l a t e  1965 and 1966, Hanoi stepped up 
i t s  i n f i l t r a t i o n .  During 1966, US m i l i t a r y  commanders 
repea ted ly  sought a u t h o r i t y  t o  s t r i k e  the  sanc tuary  a reas ,  but 
in many ins t ances  p o l i t i c a l  cons idera t ions  overruled m i l i t a r y  
requirements.  I n  the l a t t e r  p a r t  o f  the year ,  the United 
S t a t e s  began planning the  cons t ruc t ion  of  a de fens ive  b a r r i e r  
j u s t  south  o f  the DMZ t o  impede enemy i n f i l t r a t i o n  ac ross  the 
DMZ i n t o  South Vietnam. 

Cambodia 

the  F a l l  o f  1965, the  J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  had descr ibed the  
problem t o  higher a u t h o r i t i e s ,  and recommended a s e r i e s  of  
p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n s  t o  e l imina te  t h i s  t h r e a t ,  
inc luding  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  maneuver opera t ions  and immediate pur- 
s u i t  i n t o  Cambodia. The S t a t e  Department opposed any a c t i o n s  
t h a t  would v i o l a t e  Cambodian t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i t y ,  and the  
only a u t h o r i t y  granted COMUSMACV was t o  take  those counter-  
ac t ions  necessary f o r  se l f -defense  in emergency s i t u a t i o n s  
involving VC/PAW a t t a c k s  from Cambodia. Nonemergency 
maneuver opera t ions  or  r e t u r n  o f  f i r e  i n t o  Cambodia required 
p r i o r  Washington approval .1 

a s e r i e s  of  s p o i l i n g  a t t a c k s  i n  western Pleiku Province nea r  
the  Cambodian border,  designed t o  d i s r u p t  VC base a r e a s  and 
n e u t r a l i z e  the  enemy buildup in t he  h igh  p l a t eau .  Because 
the  border  was "vague" in t h i s  a rea ,  and in orde r  t o  ga in  
t a c t i c a l  advantage and cu t  o f f  enemy escape rol;tes, Senera1 

The problem o f  the  Cambodian sanctuary was not new. I n  

In  mid-March 1966, COMUSVACV launched Operation LINCOLN, 

1. See above, Ch. 24. 
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Chapter 35 

BORDER AREA PROBLEMS AND THE BARRIER 

Throughout 1966, COMUSMACV's military operations were 
hindered by the increased VC/NVA use of the sanctuaries 
afforded by the border areas of Cambodia, Laos, and the DMZ. 
In these havens, immune from US attack, the enemy recouped 
and resupplied his forces and massed for new drives in South­
Vietnam. North Vietnam had long taken advantage of the _ 
border areas for infiltration purposes, and with the intensi­
fied US operations in late 1965 and 1966, Hanoi stepped up 
its infiltration. During 1966, US military commanders 
repeatedly sought authority to strike the sanctuary areas, but 
in many-instances political considerations overruled military 
requirements. In the latter part of the year, the United 
States began planning the construction of a defensive barrier 
just south of the DMZ to impede enemy infiltration across the 
DMZ into South Vietnam. 

Cambodia 

The problem of the Cambodian sanctuary was not new. In 
the Fall of 1965, the jOint Chiefs of St.aff had described the 
problem to higher authorities, and recommended a series of 
political and military actions to eliminate this threat, 
including authority for maneuver operations and immediate pur­
suit into Cambodia. The State Department opposed any actions 
that would violate Cambodian territorial integrity, and the 
only authority granted COMUSMACV was to take those counter­
actions necessary for self-defense in emergency Situations 
involving VC/PAVN attacks from Cambodia. Nonemergency 
maneuver operations or return of fire into Cambodia reauired 
prior Washington approval. l . 

In mid-March 1966, COMUS~~CV launched Operation LINCOLN, 
a series of spoiling attacks in western Pleiku Province near 
the Cambodian border, designed to disrupt VC base areas and 
neutralize the enemy buildup in the high plateau. Because 
the border was "vague" in this area, and in order to gain 
tactical advantage and cut off enemy escape routes, General 

1. See above, Ch. 24. 
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Westmoreland requested a u t h o r i t y  f o r  maneuver opera t ions  i n t o  
Cambodia. Ambassador Lodge supported the MACV reques t ,  and 
t o  c a l l  world a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  VC v i o l a t i o n  of  Cambodian 
t e r r i t o r y ,  he suggested t o  Washington t h a t  the growing " d e f i -  
n i t e  evidence" of VC u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  Cambodia be r e l eased  t o  
t h e  world p re s s .2  

Again Washington disapproved any maneuver opera t ions  
i n t o  Cambodia. The S t a t e  and Defense Departments advised 
Saigon t h a t  i t  was not  in the  "over -a l l  US i n t e r e s t "  t o  go 
beyond e x i s t i n g  au tho r i za t ions  f o r  US commanders t o  a t t a c k  
ac ross  the  Cambodian border  i n  se l f -defense ,  and t h a t  the 
suggested r e l e a s e  of information was not  adv i sab le .  In 
expla in ing  t h e  Washington dec i s ion ,  t he  Chairman, J o i n t  Chiefs 
o f  S t a f f ,  t o l d  b o t h  CINCPAC and COMUSMACV t h a t  e x i s t i n g  
a u t h o r i t y  should s u f f i c e  t o  d e a l  w i t h  enemy u n i t s  i n  Cambodia. 
The two commanders were d i r e c t e d  t o  use this a u t h o r i t y  
"bold ly ,"  and t o  advise  the J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  of the  
requirements and circumstances promptly. 3 

In a d d i t i o n  t o  the s p e c i f i c  reques t  f o r  maneuver oper- 
a t i o n s  i n  Cambodia i n  connection wi th  Operation LINCOLN, 
the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  on two occasions i n  the f i r s t  ha l f  
of 1966 sought genera l  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  immediate p u r s u i t  i n t o  
Cambodian t e r r i t o r y ,  but the  Sec re t a ry  of Defense denied these 
r eques t s .  He found  the  " e x i s t i n g  s p e c i a l  i n s t r u c t i o n s ' '  
regarding opera t ions  i n  the  victnTty f the Cambodian-Border 
adequate under cu r ren t  circumstances.  t 

In  another  e f f o r t  a t  e l imina t ing  the  Cambodian sanctuary,  
COMUSMACV had, in e a r l y  February, recommended the development 

TS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV t o  JCS, 28 Mar 66, JCS IN 
TS) Msg, COMUSMACV t o  JCS, 31 Mar 66, JCS I N  89658. 

(TS-GP 4 )  Msg, Saigon 4120 t o  State/Defense, 21  Apr 66, JCS 

3 .  (TS-GP 3)  Msg, JCS 7460 t o  CINCPAC, 31 Mar 66. ( S )  
Msg, JCS 1710-66 t o  CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 31 Mar 66, OCJCS 
F i l e  091 Vietnam Mar 66. (S-GP 3)  Jt State-Def Msg, ( S t a t e  
3212) t o  Saigon, 26 Apr 66, JCS I N  44793. 

4.  (TS-GP 4 )  JCSM-8-66 t o  SecDef, 7 Jan 66 ( d e r i v e d  from 
JCS 2339,471-3); (TS-GP 3) JCSM-295-66 t o  SecDef, 9 May 66 
(dmerived from JCS 2339/171-5); (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS, 
16 May 66, Encl t o  JCS 2339/171-6, 18 May 66; JMF 9150 
(16 Feb 65) .  
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Westmoreland requested authority for maneuver operations into 
Cambodia. Ambassador Lodge supported the MACV request, and 
to call world attention to the VC violation of Cambodian 
territory, he suggested to Washington that the growing "defi­
nite eVidence" of VC utilization of Cambodia be released to 
the world press. 2 

Again Washington disapproved any maneuver operations 
into Cambodia. The State and Defense Departments advised 
Saigon that it was not in the "over-all US interest" to go 
beyond existing authorizations for US commanders to attack 
across the Cambodian border in self-defense, and that the 
suggested release of information was not advisable. In 
explaining the Washington decision, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, told both CINCPAC and COMUSMACV that existing 
authority should suffice to deal with enemy units in Cambodia. 
The two commanders were directed to use this authority 
"boldly," and to advise the Joint Chiefs

3
0f Staff of the 

requirements and circumstances promptly. 

In addition to the specific request for maneuver oper­
ations in Cambodia in connection with Operation LINCOLN, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on two occasions in the first half 
of 1966 sought general authority for immediate pursuit into 
Cambodian territory, but the Secretary of Defense denied these 
requests. He found the "existing special instructions" 
regarding operations in the vic-tn't1:Y Ef the Cambodian--trorder 
adequate under current circumstances. 

In another effort at eliminating the Cambodian sanctuary, 
COMUSMACV had, in early February, recommended the development 

2. iTS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to JCS, 28 Mar 66, JCS IN 
84950.TS) Meg, COMUSMACV to JCS, 31 Mar 66, JCS IN 89658. 
(TS-GP 4) Msg, Saigon 4120 to State/Defense, 21 Apr 66, JCS 
IN 35359. 

3. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 7460 to CINCPAC, 31 Mar 66. (s) 
Msg, JCS 1710-66 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 31 Mar 66, OCJCS 
File 091 Vietnam Mar 66. (S-GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg, (State 
3212) to Saigon, 26 Apr 66, JCS IN 44793. 

4. (TS-GP 4) JCSM-8-66 to SecDef, 7 Jan 66 (derived from 
JCS 2339/171-3); (TS-GP 3) JCSM-295-66 to SecDef, 9 May 66 
(derived from JCS 2339/171-5); (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef toCJCS, 
16 May 66, Encl to JCS 2339/171-6, 18 May 66; JMF 9150 
(16 Feb 65). 
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of  a f o r c e  c a p a b i l i t y  for e i t h e r  cover t  o r  over t  cross-border  
opera t ions  i n t o  Cambodia t o  m i t i g a t e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  on US/GVN f o r c e s .  The J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  
supported t h i s  recommendation, and i n  a memorandum of  9 May 
1966 proposed t o  the Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense the o rgan iza t ion ,  
t r a i n i n g ,  and equipping of  an indigenous f o r c e  c o n s i s t i n g  
i n i t i a l l y  of  30 c l andes t ine  i n t e l l i g e n c e  agents ,  s i x t e e n  
20-man reconnaissance teams, f o u r  150-man r e a c t i o n  companies, 
and one 150-man s e c u r i t y  u n i t .  These f o r c e s  would be  deployed 
a g a i n s t  t a r g e t s  on the RVN s i d e  of  the Cambodian border .  The 
J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  a l s o  requested the necessary funding and 
deployment o f  156 a d d i t i o n a l  US Army Spec ia l  Forces personnel  
t o  RVN t o  support  the  indigenous force.5 

The S t a t e  Department accepted the wisdom of  planning f o r  
p o s s i b l e  opera t ions  i n  Cambodia, but opposed the a c t u a l  
opera t ions  a t  t h a t  time. Deputy Ass i s t an t  Sec re t a ry  Unger 
t o l d  the. Ass i s t an t  Sec re t a ry  of  Defense (ISA) on 7 June 1966 
t h a t  there should be no des igna t ion  o f  f o r c e s  f o r  p o s s i b l e  use  
i n  Cambodia s i n c e  it  would i n e v i t a b l y  become p u b l i c  knowledge, 
"wi th  unfor tuna te  repercusaions";  nor  should there be any 
recruitme t of  e t h n i c  Cambodians (Khmers) i n  RVN f o r  such 
purposes ,  g 

Subsequently, the Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense approved on 13 
June the development and funding of  a f o r c e  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  
p o s s i b l e  f u t u r e  cross-border  ope ra t ions .  He emphasized t h a t  
t h i s  d i d  not c o n s t i t u t e  approval t o  commit the  f o r c e  i n t o  
Cambodia and d i r e c t e d  t h a t  the  S t a t e  Department views, inc lud-  
ing  the p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  the  recru i tment  of e t h n i c  
Cambodians, be taken i n t o  account i n  developing che c a p a b i l i t y .  
Severa l  weeks l a t e r  the Deputy Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense approved 
the deployment o f  t h e  requested Army Spec ia l  Forces augmen- 
t a t i o n  t o  support  the Cambodian cross-border  c a p a b i l i t y .  The 
p r o j e c t  was designated DANIEL BOONE.7 

5. (TS-GP 1) Mag, COMUSMACV t o  CINCPAC and JCS, 1 Feb 

6 .  (TS) Memo, DepAsstSecState f o r  FE A f f a i r s  t o  D i r ,  

66, JCS IN 78527; (TS-GP 1 JCSM-309-66 t o  SecDef, 9 May 66 
(de r ived  from JCS 2343/820 : JMF 9155 (1 Feb 66) .  

Far  East  Region ( I S A ) ,  7 Jun 66, A t t  t o  Encl t o  JCS 
2343/820-1,-15 Jun 66, same f i l e .  

7 .  (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS, 13 Jun 66, Encl t o  
JCS 2343/820-1, 15 Jun 66, same f i l e .  (C-GP 4 )  Memo, 
DepSecDef t o  CJCS, 27 Jun 66, Encl t o  JCS 2343/760-70, JMF 
9155.3 ( 2 h  ,Tan 66)  sec  12. 
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of a force capability for either covert or overt cross-border 
operations into Cambodia to mitigate the possibility of 
surprise attack on US/GVN forces. The JOint Chiefs of Staff 
supported this recommendation, and in a memorandum of 9 May 
1966 proposed to the Secretary of Defense the organization, 
training, and equipping of an indigenous force consisting 
initially of 30 clandestine intelligence agents, sixteen 
20-man reconnaissance teams, four l50-man reaction companies, 
and one l50-man security unit. These forces would be deployed 
against targets on the RVN side of the Cambodian border. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff also requested the necessary funding and 
deployment of 156 additional US Army Special Forces personnel 
to RVN to support the indigenous force.5 

The State Department accepted the wisdom of planning for 
possible operations in Cambodia, but opposed the actual 
operations at that time. Deputy Assistant Secretary Unger 
told the. Assistant Secretary of Defen'se (ISA) on 7 June 1966 
that there should be no designation of forces for possible use 
in Cambodia since it would inevitably become public knowledge, 
"with unfortunate repercussions"; nor should there be any 
recruitmegt of ethnic Cambodians (Khmers) in RVN for such 
purposes. 

Subsequently, the Secretary of Defense approved on 13 
June the development and funding of a force capability for 
possible future cross-border operations. He emphasized that 
this did not constitute approval to commit the force into 
Cambodia and directed that the State Department Views, includ­
ing the prohibition against the recruitment of ethnic 
Cambodians, be taken into account in developing the capability. 
Several weeks later the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved 
the deployment of the requested Army Special Forces augmen­
tation to support the Cambodian cross-border capability. The 
project was designated DANIEL BOONE.7 

5. (TS-GP 1) Meg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC and JCS, 1 Feb 
66, JCS IN 78527; (TS-GP 1) JCSM-309-66 to SecDef, 9 May 66 
(derived from JCS 2343/820); JMF 9155 (1 Feb 66). 

6. (TS) Memo, DepAsstSecState for FE Affairs to Dir, 
Far East Region (ISA), 7 Jun 66, Att to Encl to JCS 
2343/820-1, 15 Jun 66, same file. 

7. (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 13 Jun 66, Encl to 
JCS 2343/820-1, 15 Jun 66, same file. (C-GP 4) Memo, 
DepSecDef to CJCS, 27 Jun 66, Encl to JCS 2343/760-70, JMF 
9155.3 (24 Jan 66) sec 12. 
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A d i f f e r e n t  b u t  concurrent e f f o r t  t o  so lve  the Cambodian 
sanc tuary  problem had been i n s t i t u t e d  by the  J o i n t  Chiefs of 
S t a f f  i n  l a t e  1965. This e f f o r t  involved p o l i t i c a l  p re s su re  
on the  Royal Cambodian Government (RKG, f o r  Royal Khmer Govern- 
ment) t o  prevent  the  VC/NVA fo rces  from using i t s  t e r r i t o r y  
and psychological  pressure  on the NV.4 personnel  in Cambodia. 

p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  t o  perauade the RKG t o  cease i t s  t a c i t  
support  o f  the  VC--support t h a t  was manifested by the RICGIs 
t o l e r a n c e  o f  the VC use o f  Cambodian t e r r i t o r y .  They had a l s o  
suggested the  enlistment o f  t h i r d  country p re s su re  on Prince 
Sihanouk t o  the same end. In January 1966 the  Acting Secre-  
t a r y  of S t a t e ,  a l though he recognized the  importance of  
p o l i t i c a l  and psychological  p re s su re  on the RKG, dec l ined  t o  
i n i t i a t e  any s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  f o r  f e a r  t h a t  ambodia might be  

In  November 1965, the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  had proposed 

pushed i n t o  a c t i v e  be l l i ge rency  aga ins t  RVN. 8 
- \  .I- 

i 
I In Apr i l  1966, COMUSMACV, Ambassador Lodge, and CINCPAC 

a l l  requested permission t o  i n i t i a t e  a psychological  oper- 
h a t i a n s  campaign plan,  i n v o l v i n g  n ight  l e a f l e t  drops a g a i n s t  
i IW personnel  i n  Cambodia. The reques t  was supported by the  \ 
' J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  but higher a u t h o r i t i e s  approved only 8 

the w i n d - d r i f t  of  l e a f l e t s  i n t o  Cambodian t e r r i t o r y  oppos i te  j 
t h e  P l e i w D a r l a c  Provinces.  This was authorized on 26 May ] 
1966, and the  ope ra t ion  was extended on 6 June t o  include t h e \  

i Cambodian a rea  oppos i te  Kontum Province .9 

On 27 August 1966, the  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  aga in  
advised t h e  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense t h a t  there  was a need f o r  ! 
cont inuing  p o l i t i c a l  e f f o r t s  t o  persuade the RKG t o  s t o p  i t s  1 
support  of,  o r  c o l l u s i o n  with,  t h e  NVA/VC f o r c e s ,  and they  
recommended the prepara t ion  o f  an in te ragency  psychological  
opera t ions  p lan .  The purpose of  such a p lan  would be  t o  

8.  (TS-GP 1) JCSM-812-65 t o  SecDef, 12 Nov 65 ( d e r i v e d  
from JCS 2366/7-l);  (TS-GP 3)  L t r ,  Actg SecSta te  t o  SecDef, 
17 Jan 66, Encl t o  JCS 2366/7-3, 20 Jan 66; JMF 9155.1 
(14 Oct 65) .  

TS-GP 1) Msg, C I N C P A C  t o  JCS, 26 Apr 66, JCS IN 
TS)  Jt State-Def-USIA Ma ( S t a t e  3641) t o  Saigon 

and CINCPAC, 26 %lay 661 JCS IN 95 t k7. (TS) J t  S t a t e -  
Def-USIA Msg, ( S t a t e  1469) t o  Saigon, 6 Jun 66, JCS IN 
30739. 6TS;GP i )  JCS 2366/9, 22 Auq 66, JMF 9155.1 
(25 Jun 6 )  
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A different but concurrent effort to solve the Cambodian 
sanctuary problem had been instituted by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in late 1965. This effort involved political pressure 
on the Royal Cambodian Government (RKG, for Royal Khmer Govern­
ment) to prevent the VC/NVA forces from uSing its territory 
and psychological pressure on the NVA personnel in Cambodia. 

In November 1965, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had proposed 
political action to persuade the RKG to cease its tacit 
support of the VC--support that was manifested by the RKG's 
tolerance of the VC use of Cambodian territory. They had also 
suggested the enlistment of third country pressure on Prince 
Sihanouk to the same end. In January 1966 the Acting Secre­
tary of State, although he recognized the importance of 
political and psychological pressure on the RKG, declined to 
initiate any specific actions for fear that Cambodia might be 
pushed into active belligerency against RVN.8 

,--' , In' April 1966, COMUSMACV, Ambass'ador Lodge, and CINCPA-C'\ 
all requested permission to initiate a psychologicaloper- I 
ations campaign plan, involving night leaflet drops against 
NVN personnel in Cambodia. The request was supported by the I 
JOint Chiefs of Staff, but higher authorities approved only , 
the wind-drift of leaflets into cambodian territory OPPOSite 
the Pleiku/Darlac Provinces. This was authorized on 20 May I 
1966, and the o-oeration was extended on 6 June to include thel 
Cambodian area opposite Kontum Province.9 \ 

- . I 

On 27 August 1966, the Joint Chiefs of Staff again 
advised the Secretary of Defense that there was a need for 
continuing political efforts to persuade the RKG to stop its 
support of, or collusion with, the NVA/VC forces, and they 
recommended the preparation of an interagency psychological 
operations plan. The purpose of such a plan would be to 

S. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-812-65 to SecDef, 12 Nov 65 (derived 
from JCS 2366/7-1); (TS-GP 3) Ltr, Actg SecState to SecDef, 
17 Jan 66, Encl to JCS 2366/7-3, 20 Jan 66; JMF 9155.1 
(14 Oct 65). 

9. (TS-GP 1) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 26 Apr 66, JCS IN 
44755. (TS) Jt State-Def-USIA Mag, (State 3641) to Saigon 
and CINCPAC, 26 ,May 66, JCS IN 95467. (TS) Jt State­
Def-USIA Msg, (State 1469) to Saigon, 6 Jun 66, JCS IN 
30739. (TS-GP 1) JCS 2366/9, 22 Aug 66, JMF 9155.1 
(25 Jun 66). 
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I 

Free World aims.10 I 

1 promote an understanding on the p a r t  of the FXG o f  US 
o b j e c t i v e s ,  the  Free World de te rmina t ion  t o  achieve "u l t ima te  
v ic tory"  in RVN, and the  advantages t o  Cambodia of suppor t ing  

i 
I Shor t ly  a f t e r  t he i r  reques t  f o r  a psychologica l  ope ra t ions  1 plan  f o r  Cambodia, the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  a t  C I N C P A C ' s  

behest, requested the  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense t o  seek S t a t e  Depapt - '  
ment r econs ide ra t ion  of  the  p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  the mcru i tmen t  ' 
of e t h n i c  Cambodians f o r  poss ib l e  cross-border  ope ra t ions  i n t o  * 

Cambodia. ?he J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  explained the  o p e r a t i o n a l  
advantages of using personnel f a m i l i a r  w i t h  the a rea ,  language, 
and customs o f  the Cambodian people, and they pledged t h a t  a11 
e t h n i c  Cambodians would be c l o s e l y  s c  eened and t h a t  c a r e f u l  
s e c u r i t y  measures would be  observed. lf 

The S t a t e  Department once aga in  objected t o  the JCS 
recommendations on both the psychological  ope ra t ions  p l an  f o r  
Cambodia and the  recrul tment  of e t h n i c  Cambodians f o r  p o s s i b l e  
cross-border  ope ra t ions .  I n  apprec i a t ion  of the many p o l i c y  
and ope ra t iona l  cons ide ra t ions  t h a t  had a r i s e n ,  and promised 
t o  ar ise  again,  the Deputy Sec re t a ry  of Defense requested the 
Under Sec re t a ry  of S t a t e  and the  Di rec to r  of Cen t ra l  I n t e l l i g e n c e  
t o  form a j o i n t  State-Defense-CIA Study Group t o  cons ider  prob- 
lems as soc ia t ed  w i t h  Cambodia. The Defense Department would 
have two r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  one from OSD and one from OJCS. The 
S t a t e  Department agreed, and the State-Defense-CIA Study Group 
on Cambodia was e s t a b l i s h e d  on 21 December 1966. 

1 
The Group 

._ d i d  not  complete i t s  s tudy u n t i l  May 1.967.12 -. 

The J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  were not  s a t i s f i e d  wi th  the 
higher l e v e l  dec i s ions  with regard t o  Cambodia. In  a memo- 
randum of  19 December 1966, they urged the S e c r e t a r y  of 
Defense t o  seek a review of n a t i o n a l  p o l i c y  toward Cambodia 

10. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-547-66 t o  SecDef, 27 Aug 66 (der ived 
from JCS 2366/9), JMF 9155.1 (25 Jun 6 6 ) .  

11. ("2s-GP 1) Aug 66, JCS 
IN 48355. (TS-GP 1 Sep 66 ( d e r i v e d  
from JCS 2343/820-2 

12. (TS) Memo, DepSecDef t o  CJCS, 3 Dec 66, En01 t o  JCS 
2343/820-3, 7 Dec 66; (TS-GP 4 )  Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS, 4 Jan  
67, Encl t o  JCS 2343/820-5, 5 Jan 67; (TS-GP 1) L t r ,  USecState 
t o  DepSecDef, 9 May 67, Encl t o  JCS 2343/820-6, 24 Way 67; 
JMF 3155 (1 Feb 66 ) .  
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promote an understanding on the part of the RKG of US 
objectives, the Free World determination to achieve "ultimate 
victory" in RVN, and the advantages to Cambodia of supporting 
Free World aims. 10 

Shortly after their request for a psychological operations 
plan for Cambodia, the JOint Chiefs of Staff, at CINCPAC's 
behest, requested the Secretary of Defense to seek State Depart­
ment reconsideration of the prohibition against the recruitment 
of ethnic Cambodians for possible cross-border operations into 
Cambodia. The Joint Chiefs of Staff explained the operational 
advantages of using personnel familiar with the area, language, 
and customs of the Cambodian people, and they pledged that all 

! ethnic Cambodians would be closely screened and that careful 
security measures would be observed. l 

The State Department once again 'objected to the JCS 
recommendations on both the psychological operations plan for 
Cambodia and the recruitment of ethnic Cambodians for Possible 
cross-border operations. In appreciation of the many policy 
and operational considerations that had arisen, and promised 
to arise again, the Deputy Secretary of Defense requested the 
Under Secretary of State and the Director of Central Intell~gence 
to form a joint State-Defense-CIA Study Group to consider prob­
lems associated with cambodia. The Defense Department would 
have two representatives, one from OSD and one from OJCS. The 
State Department agreed, and the State-Defense-CIA Study Group 
on Cambodia was established on 21 December 1966. The Group 
did not complete its study until May 1967. 12 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were not satisfied with the 
higher leve'l decisions with regard to Cambodia. In a memo­
randum of 19 December 1966, they urged the Secretary of 
Defense to seek a review of national policy toward Cambodia 

10. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-547-66 to SecDef, 27 Aug 66 (derived 
from JCS 2366/9), JMF 9155.1 (25 Jun 66). 

11. (TS-GP 1) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 13040lZ Aug 66, JCS 
IN 48355. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-6l2-66 to SecDef, 24 Sep 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/820-2), JMF 9155 (1 Feb 66). 

i2. (TS) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 3 Dec 66, Enc1 to JCS 
2343/820-3, 7 Dec 66; (TS-GP 4) ~lemo, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan 
67, Encl to JCS 2343/820-5, 5 Jan 67; (TS-GP 1) Ltr, USecState 
to DepSecDef, 9 r1ay 67, Enc1 to JCS 2343/820-6, 24 May 67; 
JMF 9155 (1 Feb 66). 
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i n  the l i g h t  of  o v e r a l l  US o b j e c t i v e s  i n  Southeast  Asia and 
the  cont inuing use of the  Cambodian sanc tuary  by the VC/NVA. 
They noted the  proposal f o r  a j o i n t  State-Defense-CIA Study 
Group, but pointed out  t h a t  t h i s  approach would t ake  time. 
In  the  i n t e r v a l ,  they recommended an expansion and i n t e n s i f i -  
c a t i o n  of  the o v e r a l l  i n t e l l i g e n c e  c o l l e c t i o n  program Ln 
Cambodia, inc luding  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  ground reconnaissance 
opera t ions  such a s  DANIEL BOONE and U-2 photography on a regu- 
l a r  b a s i s .  They a l s o  requested a u t h o r i t y  f o r  medium- and low-  
l e v e l  day/night hotography, a i rborne  r a d i o  d e t e c t i o n  (AFDF), 
and i n f r a r e d  (1x7 and s ide- looking a i rborne  r a d a r  (SLAR) 
opera t ions  on a cont inuing b a s i s  i n t o  Cambodia t o  a d e p t h  of  
75 nrn (excluded was a 25 nm area around Phnom Penh). Fu r the r ,  
they  sought a u t h o r i t y  f o r  immediate p u r s u i t  of a c t i v e l y  
engaged VC/NVA f o r c e s  t h a t  withdrew i n t o  Cambodia. They 
a l s o  requested a more ex tens ive  coordinated publ ic  a f f a i r s  
and information program and support ing psychologica l  oper- 
a t i o n s  t o  focus a t t e n t i o n  on Cambodian support  o f  t he  VC/NVA 
and t o  dissuade the  RKG from cont inuing  such support .  No 
a c t i o n  was taken  on these proposals  by higher a u t h o r i t i e s ;  

.. apparent ly ,  they  were await ing the  recommendation of  the  S t a t e -  
Defense-CIA Study Group.13 r, 

Laos 
North Vietnam had long used the Laos Panhandle a s  a 

primary i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te  t o  support  the VC. With the 
commitment of  US/Free World combat f o r c e s  t o  the s t r u g g l e  i n  
1965, the  enemy a l s o  began t o  r e l y  on the Laot ian border  
a rea  a s  a sa fe  haven f o r  t h e i r  t roops .  
the J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  asked t h e  Sec re t a ry  of Defense t o  
approve new rules of  engagement f o r  Southeast  Asia, i nc lud ing  
provis ion  f o r  immediate p u r s u i t  of  h o s t i l e  l a n d  f o r c e s  i n t o  
Laos. When by e a r l y  Apri l  there had been no response t o  t h e i r  
reques t ,  the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  on 6 A p r i l  apprised the 
Sec re t a ry  of Defense of t h e  inc reas ing  a t t a c k s  by enemy f o r c e s  
e n t e r i n g  RVN from Laos. As an example, they c i tPd  the  9 March 
a t t a c k  by VC/NVA f o r c e s  on t h e  A Shau Spec ia l  Forces Camp, 
"one o f  many US/friendly i n s t a l l a t i o n s  loca ted  wi th in  c l o s e  
t a c t i c a l  d i s t a n c e  of the Laos border. ' '  Pending a u t h o r i z a t i o n  
f o r  immediate pursuit ,  the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  requested 
a u t h o r i t y  f o r  US/Free World f o r c e s  opera t ing  i n  the  RVN nea r  
the Laos border  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  granted i n  December 1965 f o r  

On 7 January 1966, 

13. (TS-GP 3)  JCSM-779-66 t o  SecDef, 19 Dec 66 ( d e r i v e d  
from JCS 2366/10-1), JiV 9155.3 (28 J u l  6 5 ) .  
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in the light of overall US objectives in Southeast Asia and 
the continuing use of the Cambodian sanctuary by the VC/NVA. 
They noted the proposal for a joint State-Defense-CIA Study 
Group, but pointed out that this approach would take ttme. 
In the interval, they recommended an expansion and intensifi­
cation of the overall intelligence collection program in 
cambodia, including authorization for ground reconnaissance 
operations such as DANIEL BOONE and U-2 photography on a regu­
lar baSis. They also requested authority for medium- and low­
level day/night :rhotography, airborne radio detection (ARDF) , 
and infrared (IR) and side-looking airborne radar (SLAR) 
operations on a continuing basis into Cambodia to a depth of 
75 nm (excluded was a 25 nm area around Phnom Penh). Further, 
they sought authority for immediate pursuit of actively 
engaged VC/NVA forces that withdrew into Cambodia. They 
also requested a more extensive coordinated public affairs 
and information program and supporting psychological oper­
ations to focus attention on Cambodian support of the VC/NVA 
and to dissuade the RKG from continuing such support .. No 
action was taken on these proposals by higher authorities; 

'." apparently, they were awaiting the recommendation of the State-
Defense-CIA Study Group .13 c) 

North Vietnam had long used the Laos ,Panhandle as a 
primary infiltration route to support the VC. With the 
commitment of US/Free World combat forces to the struggle in 
1965, the enemy also began to rely on the Laotian border 
area as a safe haven for their troops. On 7 January 1966, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked the Secretary of Defense to 
approve new rules of engagement for Southeast Asia, including 
provision for immediate pursuit of hostile land forces into 
Laos. When by early April there had been no response to their 
request, the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 6 April apprised the 
Secretary of Defense of the increasing attacks by enemy forces 
entering RVN from Laos. As an example, they cited the 9 March 
attack by VC/NVA forces on the A Shau Special Forces camp, 
"one of many US/friendly installations located within close 
tactical distance of the Laos border." Pending authorization 
for immediate pursuit, the Joint Chiefs of Staff requested 
authority for US/Free World forces operating in the RVN near 
the Laos border Similar to that granted in December 1965 for 

13. (TS-OP 3) JCSM-779-66 to SecDef, 19 Dec 66 (derived 
from JCS 2366/10-1), J~~ 9155.3 (28 Jul 65). 
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emergency opera t ions  near  the  Cambodian/RVN border .  The 
Sec re t a ry  of  Defense approved t h i s  reques t ,  and on 9 June, 
the  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  authorized US f o r c e s  nea r  the  RVN/ 
Laos border ,  i n  emergency s i t u a t i o n s ,  t o  take  the necessary  
counterac t ions  " in  the e x e r c i s e  of  the  r i g h t  of s e l f  -defense" 
a g a i n s t  enemy a t t a c k s  from l o c a t i o n s  i n  Laos. Such counter-  
a c t i o n s  included a r t i l l e r y  and a i r  s t r i kes  and maneuver i n t o  
Laos while a c t u a l l y  engaged acd in con tac t  with enemy f o r c e s .  
An emergency was considered t o  e x i s t  when, in the commander's 
judgment, the  urgency f o r  a c t i o n  in se l f -defense  precluded 
p r i o r  approval .  The new a u t h o r i t y  s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  Laot ian 
v i l l a g e s  would not  be a t tacked  except when f i r e  was being 
received from them o r  when i t  was essential  f o r  the greser- 
va t ion  o f  the US/Free World fo rces .  Any o t h e r  ope ra t ions  i n  
Laos continued t o  r e q u i r e  p r i o r  Washington approval.14 

In May, the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  aga in  asked the Secre-  
t a r y  of  Defense t o  approve new r u l e s  of  engagement f o r  South- 
e a s t  Asia t h a t  would inc lude  the  blanket  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  
immediate p u r s u i t  i n t o  Laos, b u t  the Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense 
r e p l i e d  tha t  e x i s t i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s  seemed adequate.  He added 
t h a t  urgent  cons idera t ion  would b e  given t h i s  ma t t e r  when the 
s i t u a t i o n  warranted i t . 1 5  

In  a f u r t h e r  e f f o r t  t o  reduce enemy use o f  the Laos Pan- 
handle sanctuary,  the United S t a t e s  i n  1966 expanded SEINING 
BRASS opera t ions .  In e a r l y  1966, COMUSMACV requested approval  
t o  develop three b a t t a l i o n s  of  Nung tribesmen f o r  the immediate 
purpose o f  secur ing  SHINNING BRASS forward  launch bases and 
f o r  opera t ions  a g a i n s t  SHINING BRASS t a r g e t s  on the RVN s i d e  
of  the  Laos border .  The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  supported t h i s  
reques t  and recommended t o  t h e  Sec re t a ry  of  Defense the 
approval f o r  recrui tment  and funding of three 540-rnan Nunq 
b a t t a l i o n s  and the deployment of 127 a d d i t i o n a l  US Army Spec ia l  
Forces personnel  t o  RVN t o  advise  the Nung f o r c e .  The Secre-  
t a r y  of  Defense approved the  JCS recommendation on 11 Apri l ,  

14. (TS-GP 4)  JCSM-8-66 t o  SecDef, 7 Jan 66 (der ived 
from JCS 2339/171-3), JMF 9150 (16 Feb 6 5 ) .  (TS-GP 4 JCSM- 
216-66 t o  SecDef, 6 Apr 66 ( d e r i v e d  from JCS 2339/223 i ; 

TS-GP I) Nsg, JCS 4007 t o  CINCPAC,  9 Jun 66; JMF 9155 
27 Mar 6 6 ) .  

\ -  

15. (TS-G? 3) JCSM-295-66 t o  SecDef, 9 May 66 (der ived 
from JCS 2339/171-5); (TS-GP ) Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS, 16 Nay 
66, Encl t3 JCS 2339/171-6, 1 2 May 66; JMF 9150 (16 Feb 5 6 ) .  
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emergency operations near the Cambodian/RVN border. The 
Secretary of Defense approved this request, and on 9 June, 
the JOint Chiefs of Staff authorized US forces near the RVN/ 
Laos border, in emergency situations, to taKe the necessary 
counteractions "in the exercise of the right of self-defense" 
against enemy attacks from locations in Laos. Such counter­
actions included artillery and air strikes and maneuver into 
Laos while actually engaged and in contact Nith enemy forces. 
An emergency Nas considered to exist Nhen, in the commander's 
judgment, the urgency for action in self-defense precluded 
prior approval. The neN authority specified that Laotian 
villages Nould not be attacked except Nhen fire Nas being 
received from them or Nhen it Nas essential for the preser­
vation of the US/Free World forces. Any other operations in 
Laos continued to require prior Washington approval. 14 

In May, the Joint Chiefs of Staff again asked the Secre­
tary of' Defense to approve new rules of engagement for South­
east Asia that Nould include the blanket authority for 
immediate pursuit into Laos, but the Secretary of Defense 
replied that existing authorities seemed adequate. He added 
that urgent consideration Nould be given this matter when the 
Situation warranted it.15 

In a further effort to reduce enemy use of the Laos ~an­
handle sanctuary, the United States in 1966 expanded SHINING 
BRASS operations. In early 1966, COMUSMACV requested approval 
to develop three battalions of Nung tribesmen for the immediate 
purpose of securing SHINING BRASS forward launch bases and 
for operations against SHINING BRASS targets on the RVN side 
of the Laos border. The Joint Ch1efs of Staff supported th1s 
request and recommended to the Secretary of Defense the 
approval for recru1tment and fund1ng of three 540-man Nung 
battalions and the deployment of 127 addit10nal US Army Spec1al 
Forces personnel to RVN to advise the Nung force. The Secre­
tary of Defense approved the JCS recommendation on 11 April, 

14. (TS-GP 4) JCSM-8-66 to SecDef, 7 Jan 66 (derived 
from JCS 2339/171-3), JMF 9150 (16 Feb 65). (TS-GP 4l JCSM-
216-66 to SecDef, 6 Apr 66 (derived from JCS 2339/223 ; 
(TS-GP 1) Mag, JCS 4007 to CINCPAC, 9 J~~ 66; JMF 9155 
(23 Mar 66). 

15. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-295-66 to SecDef, 9 May 66 (derived 
from JCS 2339/171-5); (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, l61'1..ay 
66, Encl to JCS 2339/171-6, 18 r~ay 66; JMF 9150 (16 Feb 66). 
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care illy stipulating that the Nung battalions would be 
employed only in RVN and that use made of them in cross-border 
operations would be a matter for future decision in light of 
political/mil:tary developments. Five days later, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense approved the deployment of the 127 
Special Forces advisors to support the Nung battalions .16 

The commitment of the Nung battalions to actual cross- 
border operations in Laos hinged on the concurrence of the 
US Ambassador i n  Vientiane, and on 18 May 1966, Ambassador 
Sullivan concurred in a COMUSMACV proposal for their use in 
the Laos Panhandle. However, Ambassador Sullivan imposed 
certain operational restrictions with regard to the size, 
depth, and duration of the penetrations into Laos and requested 
advance notice of the intent to launch operations. Subsequent- 
ly, CINCPAC recommended expansion of SHINING BRASS in accord- 
ance with the Sullivan-Westmoreland agreement .17 

 the^ Joint Chiefs of  Staff passed this recommendation on 
to the Secretary of  Defense, who approved it on 16 June 1966. 
Secretary McNamara directed that both he and the Secretary of  
State be informed simultaneously with Ambassador Sullivan of  
the intention to launch missions. This action constituted 
approval of Phase I1 o f  the S INING BRASS concept approved in 
principle in September 1965.1 8 
ARC LIGHT 0 Derations in Laos and NVN 

on 10 December 1965 when B-52s, with the knowledge of  Laotian 
Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma, hit an enemy supply area 

The first B-52 bombings outside of  RVN had taken place 

16 (TS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 8 Jan 66, JCS 
(TS-GP 1) JCSM-191-66 to SecDef, 31 Mar 66 I N  41106. 

(derived from JCS 2343,601-7): (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 
11 Apr 66, Encl to JCS 2343/601-8, 13 Apr 66; (S-GP 1) Memo, 
DepSecDef to CJCS, 16 Aor 66, Encl to JCS 2343/601-9, 18 Apr 
66; JMF 9155 (27 Mar 65)  sec 1. 

17. (TS) Msg, Vientiane 724 to State, 18 May 66, JCS m 
10692. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 28 May 66,  JCS iT 10666. 

18. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-378-66 to SecDef, 7 Jun 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/601-10); (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 16 Jun 
66, Encl to 1st N/H of  JCS 2343/601-10, 20 Jun 66; JMF 9155 
(27 Mar 65) sec 2 
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carefully stipulating that the Nung battalions would be 
employed only in RVN and that use made of them in cross-border 
operations would be a matter for future decision in light of 
political/military developments. Five days later, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense approved the deployment of the 127 
Special Forces advisors to support the Nung battalions. 16 

The commitment of the Nung battalions to actual cross­
border operations in Laos hinged on the concurrence of the 
US Ambassador 1n V1ent1ane, and on 18 May 1966, Ambassador 
Sul11van concurred 1n a COMUSMACV proposal for the1r use in 
the Laos Panhandle. However, Ambassador Sul11van imposed 
certa1n operational restrictions with regard to the size, 
depth, and durat10n of the penetrations 1nto Laos and requested 
advance notice of the 1ntent to launch operat10ns. Subsequent­
ly, CINCPAC recommended expans10n of SHINING BRASS 1n accord­
ance w1th the Sullivan-Westmoreland agreement. 17 

The· J01nt Chiefs of Staff passed th1s recommendation on 
to the Secretary of Defense, who approved 1t on 16 June 1966. 
Secretary McNamara directed that both he and the Secretary of 
State be 1nformed simultaneously with Ambassador Sullivan of 
the 1ntention to launch missions. This action constituted 
approval of Phase II of the SBINING BRASS concept approved in 
princ1ple 1n September 1965. 18 

ARC LIGHT Onerat10ns 1n Laos and NYN 

The f1rst B-52 bombings outside of RVN had taken place 
on 10 December 1965 when B-52s, with the knowledge of Laotian 
Prime M1nister Souvanna Phouma, hit an enemy supply area 

16. (TS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 8 Jan 66, JCS 
IN 41106. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-191-66 to SecDef, 31 Mar 66 
(derived from JCS 2343/601-7); (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 
11 Apr 66, Encl to JCS 2343/601-8, 13 Apr 66; (S-GP 1) Memo, 
DepSecDef to CJCS, 16 Anr 66, Encl to JCS 2343/601-9, 18 Apr 
66; JMF 9155 (27 Mar 65) sec 1. 

17. (TS) Msg, V1entiane 724 to State, 18 May 66, JCS IN 
10692. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 28 May 66, JCS IN 10666. 

18. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-378-66 to SeeDef, 7 Jun 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/601-10); (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 16 Jun 
66, Encl to 1st N/H of JCS 2343/601-10, 20 Jun 66; JMF 9155 
(27 Mar 65) sec 2. 
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i n  Laos caused Souvanna Phouma t o  r e a c t  adverse ly .  P.lthough 
bombings by 23-52s continued i n  the border  a reas  o f  Laos, t o  
i n t e r d i c t  t h e  Ho Chi Minh t r a i l ,  most o f  the s t r ikes  were not  

19. (TS-NOFORN except Canada-RD-GP 1) S C  H i s t o r v ,  1966, 
pp. 248-249. 

20. ( S )  Mag, COMUSMACV 08332 t o  CJCS, 17 Mar 66, JCS IN 
54994. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC t o  CJCS, 0321502 Apr 66, OCJCS 
F i l e  091 Vietnam Apr 66. (S-G? 2 )  Msg, Vient iane 1064 t o  
S t a t e ,  7 Apr 66, JCS DJ 12552. (TS-GP 3 Msg, JCS 8110 t o  
CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 8 Apr 66. (S-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC t o  COM- 
USMACV, 2002212 Apr 66, JCS I N  32747. (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9105 
t o  CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 22 Apr 66. (S-GP 3) PIS COMUSMCV 
14735 t o  JCS 29 Apr 65, JCS rN 49602. [TS-GP 7f1?1sg, C I N C P A C  
to JCS, 3004052 Apr  66, JCS I N  51806. S-GP 3 Msg, JCS 9782 
t o  CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 30 Apr 66. 

/ 
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astride the RVN-!.aotian border. Press reports of the bombing 
in Laos caused Souvanna Phouma to react adversely. Although 
bombings by B-52s continued in the border areas of Laos, to 
interdict the Ho Chi Minh trail, most of the strikes were not 
cleared with the Prime Minister. Each strike in Laos was \ 
made Simultaneously with a "cover" strike in RVN to draw press' 
attention away from the Laotian target. 19 _, 

. In March and April requests from COMUSMACV to use ARC 
LIGHT strikes to block the Mu Gia Pass leading from NVN into 
Laos were concurred in by CINCPAC and Ambassador Sullivan. 
The JOint Chiefs of Staff authorized, on 8 April, ARC LIGHT 
bombing of the NVN side of the Mu Gia Pass. The strike took 
place three days later. COMUSMACV's request for a second 
strike I~as not so readily agreed to by CINCPAC but he was 
eventually persuaded, and a second strike was authorized on 
22 April. Although General Westmoreland asked for continuing 
ARC LIGHT bombing of the Mu Gia Pass;- CINCPAC believed it 
would be a waste of bombs, already in short supply. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff turned down COMUSMACV's request on 30 April. 20 

General Westmoreland began in late April proposing ARC 
LIGHT bombing of specific enemy targets that had been detected 
in Laos. Because these targets were well inside Laos, the US 
Ambassador objected on the ground that the strikes would have 
to be approved -by Souvanna Phouma. The Ambassador was reluc­
tant to seek such approval. He also questioned the military 
necessity of ARC LIGHT bombings in Laos. Nevertheless as the 
enemy buildup in Laos became more and more visible, COMUSMACV 
continued to ask during May and June for ARC LIGHT bombings 
well inside the border of Laos. These requests were not 

19. (TS-NOFORN except Canada-RD-GP 1) SAC History. 1966. 
pp. 248-249. 

20. (S) Msg, COMUSMACV 08332 to CJCS, 17 Mar 66, JCS IN 
64994. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 032l50Z Apr 66, OCJCS 
File 091 Vietnam Apr 66. (S-G? 2) Msg, Vientiane 1064 to 
State, 7 Apr 66, JCS IN 12552. (TS-G? 3) Msg, JCS 8110 to 
CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 8 Apr 66. (S-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COM­
USMACV, 200221Z Apr 66, JCS IN 32747. (S-G? 3) Msg, JCS 9105 
to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 22 Apr 66. (S-GP 3) MSg, COMUSrrtACV 
14735 to JCS 29 Apr 66, JCS IN 49602. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CTNCPAC to JCS, 300405Z Apr 66, JCS IN 51806. (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9782 
to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 30 Apr 66. 
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concurred i n  by the Ambassador and thus  noc .approved. On 16 
J u l y  General Westmoreland, c a l l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  r ap id  
enemy bui ldup i n  Laos, and i n  the a rea  j u s t  n o r t h  of  the DMZ, 
sought once aga in  t o  have the  r e s t r i c t i o n s  l i f t e d  so  tha t  
B-52s could s t r i k e  enemy l o g i s t i c a l  and t r a i n i n g  a r e a s  i n  
Laos. He a l s o  asked a t  t h i s  time f o r  a u t h o r i t y  t o  s t r i ke  
i d e n t i f i e d  enemy t a r g e t s  i n  the DMZ west of  the  populated 
a r e a s  .21 

Udorn on 19 J u l y  t o  d i scuss  l i f t i n g  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  He asked 
t h a t  the Ambassador a t tempt  t o  ob ta in  Souvanna Phouma's 
approval even though there was a r i s k  t h a t  the l a c t e r  would 
t u r n  down the  r eques t .  COMUSMACV a l s o  recognized t h a t  the  
Prime M i n i s t e r ' s  r e f u s a l  would make i t  even more d i f f i c u l t  t o  
cont inue the B-52 strikes being conducted along t h e  f r o n t i e r  
without the Prime M i n i s t e r ' s  knowledge .22 

General Westmoreland v i s i t e d  Ambassador S u l l i v a n  a t  

One 'month l a t e r ,  the  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  informed the 
Sec re t a ry  of  Defense t h a t  " the expected damage t o  be achieved 
by s t r i k i n g  the proposed t a r g e t s  is worth the r i s k  of p o s s i b l e  
d isapproval  o f  f u t u r e  B-52 s t r ike  reques ts  In  Laos." They 
supported COMUSMACV's r e q u e s t ' t h a t  Ambassador S u l l i v a n  be 
authorized t o  consu l t  wi th  Prime Minis te r  Souvanna Phourna t o  
conduct the ARC LIGHT s t r ikes  a g a i n s t  Laot ian t a r g e t s . 2 3  

Ambassador Su l l ivan  t o  seek Prime Min i s t e r  Souvanna Phouma's 
approval  t o  conduct e i g h t  ARC LIGHT s t r ikes  i n  Lao$. The 
Ambassador was i n s t r u c t e d  t o  make it  c l e a r  t o  the Prime 
Min i s t e r  t h a t  the  United S t a t e s ,  while no t  w i l l i n g  t o  deny 
completely communist charges of US a i r  ope ra t ion  i n  Laos, 

On 13 September, a j o i n t  State-Defense cab le  d i r e c t e d  

S t a t e ,  26 Apr 66, JCS M ' . _  ___, 
SecDef, 19 Aug 66; JMF 9155.2 
MACV 6018 t o  CINCPAC,  16 Ju1 6 

!PAC, 23  Apr 66, 
o CINCPAC, 
fane 1120 t o  _.... ~ _ _  

JCSM-523-66 t o  
(TS) Mag, COMUS- 

? 091 Vietnam J u l  66. 
22. (TS) Msg, Vient iane 340 t o  S t a t e ,  19  J u l  66, JCS 

IN 94700. 
23. (TS-GT 3 JCSM-523-66 t o  SecDef, 19 Aug 66, JMF 

9155.2 (15 Ju1 66 
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concurred in by the Ambassador and thus not 'approved. On 16 
July General Westmoreland, calling attention to the rapid 
enemy buildup in Laos, and in the area just north of the DMZ, 
sought once again to have the restrictions lifted so that 
B-52s could strike enemy logistical and training areas in 
Laos. He also asked at this time for authority to strike 
identified enemy targets in the DMZ west of the populated 
areas. 21 

General Westmoreland visited Ambassador Sullivan at 
Udorn on 19 July to discuss lifting restrictions. He asked 
that the Ambassador attempt to obtain Souvanna Phouma's 
approval even though there was a risk that the latter would 
turn down the request. COMUSMACV also recognized that the 
Prime Minister's refusal would make it even more difficult to 
continue the 8-52 strikes being conducted along the frontier 
without the Prime Minister's knowledge. 22 

One' 'month later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the 
Secretary of Defense that "the expected damage to be 'achieved 
by striking the proposed targets is worth the risk of possible 
disapproval of future 8-52 strike requests in Laos." They 
supported COMUSMACV's request'that Ambassador Sullivan be 
authorized to consult with Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma to 
conduct the ARC LIGHT strikes against Laotian targets. 23 

On 13 September, a joint State-Defense cable directed 
Ambassador Sullivan to seek Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma's 
approval to conduct eight ARC LIGHT strikes in Laos. The 
Ambassador was instructed to make it clear to the Prime 
~linister that the United states, while not willing to deny 
completely communist charges of US air operation in Laos, 

21. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 14056 to CINCPAC, 23 Apr 66, 
JCS IN 39120. (S-GP 3) Ms~, COMUSMACV 14052 to CINCPAC, 
23 Apr 66, JCS IN 39071. (TS-GP 2) Mag, Vientiane 1120 to 
State, 26 Apr 66, JCS IN 43616; (TS-GP 3l JCSM-523~66 to 
SecDef, 19 Aug 66; JMF 9155.2 (15 Jul 66. (TS) Meg, COMUS­
MACV 6018 to CINCPAC, 16 Jul 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 66. 

22. (TS) Msg, Vientiane 340 to State, 19 Jul 66, JCS 
IN 94700. 

23. (TS-O? 3) JCSM-523-66 to SecDef, 19 Aug 66, JMF 
9155.2 (15 Jul 66). 
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would meet such a l l e g a t i o n s  with "no comment o r  confirmation."  
In  add i t ion ,  each B-52 s t r i k e  would be  accompanied by a cover  
s t r i k e  in RVN.24 

I 

After meeting wi th  Ambassador S u l l i v a n  on 15 September, 
t h e  Prime Minis te r  approved t h e  e ight  ARC LIGHT s t r i k e s ,  but 
w i th  two condi t ions :  f i r s t ,  he i n s i s t e d  t h a t  the bombings 
be accu ra t e  and there  be  no mistakes;  second, the United 
S t a t e s  would say nothing regard ing  the  s t r i k e s .  No mention 
would even b e  made t o  anyone i n  t h e  RLG. Ambassador S u l l i v a n  
i n t e r p r e t e d  the second s t i p U l a t i o n  a s  a t e s t  t o  see i f  the  
United S t a t e s  could c o n t r o l  s e c u r i t y  leaks,  and he expressed 
h i s  be l ie f  t h a t  permission t o  conduct f u t u r e  ARC LIGHT oper-  
a t i o n s  would depend on the US a b i l i t y  t o  comply w i t h  the 
Prime M i n i s t e r ' s  requirements ,25 

Oaerations In and Near the  DMZ 

In 1965 US a u t h o r i t i e s  had recognized the  t h r e a t  posed 
by enemy v i o l a t i o n  of t h & D M Z  and had considered p o s s i b l e  
coun te rac t ions .  In September 1965, the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  
had sought a u t h o r i t y  f o r  a t t a c k  of t a r g e t s  i n  both  the nor thern  
and southern po r t ions  of the DMZ by " a l l  app ropr i a t e  m i l i t a r y  
means," but the S t a t e  Departm n t  had opposed such a c t i o n  and 

In  March 1966, COMUSMACV reported confirmed evidence of 

the mat te r  had been shelved.2 % 

enemy use of i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te s  i n  the western p o r t i o n  of 
the DNZ and requested a u t h o r i t y  f o r  a i r  s t r i kes  i n  t h i s  a r e a .  
CINCPAC concurred wi th  t h i s  reques t ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  the enemy 

24 (TS-GP 3) Jt  State-Def Msg 45705 t o  Vient iane,  
13 Sep 66, JCS IN 1063. 

25. (TS) Mag, Vient iane 1581 t o  S t a t e ,  16 Sep 66, 
JCS I N  15967. 

26. (S-GP 4 )  Memo, D i r ,  Far  East  Region, OASD(1SA) t o  
D/JS, 1 Sep 65, Encl t o  JCS 2343'676, 2 Sep 65; (S-GP 3 )  
JCSM-702-65 t o  SecDef, 20 Sep 65 ( d e r i v e d  from JCS 2343,676-1); 
(TS-GP 3 )  L t r ,  DepAsstSecState f o r  FE A f f a i r s  t o  ASD(ISA), 
2 Dec 65, Encl t o  JCS 2343/676-3, 7 Jun 66, JNF 9155.3 
(23 Ju l  65 ) .  
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would meet such allegations l'iith "no comment or confirmation." 
In addition, each B-52 strike would be accompanied by a cover 
strike in RVN.24 

After meeting with Ambassador Sullivan on 15 September, 
the Prime Minister approved the eight ARC LIGHT strikes, but 
with two' conditions: first, he insisted that the bombings 
be accurate and there be no mistakes; second, the United 
States would say nothing regarding the strikes. No mention 
would even be made to anyone in the RLG. Ambassador Sullivan 
interpreted the second stipulation as a test to see if the 
United States could control security leaks, and he expressed 
his belief that permission to conduct future ARC LIGHT oper­
ations would depend on the US ability to comply with the 
Prime Minister's requirements. 25 

Operations In and Near the DMZ 

In 1965 us authorities had recognized the threat posed 
by enemy violation of the" DMZ and had considered possible 
counteractions. In September 1965, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
had sought authority for attack of targets in both the northern 
and southern portions of the DMZ by "all appropriate military 
means," but the State Department had opposed such action and 
the matter had,been shelved.20 

In Ma rch 1966, COMUSMACV reported confirmed e'Tidence of 
enemy use of infiltration routes in the western portion of 
the DMZ and requested authority for air strikes in this area. 
CINCPAC concurred with this request, stating that the enemy 

24. (TS-GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg 45705 to Vientiane, 
13 Sep 66, JCS IN 1063. 

25. (TS) Msg, Vientiane 1581 to State, 16 Sep 66, 
JCS IN 15967. 

26. (S-GP 4) Memo, Dir, Far East Region, OASD(ISA) to 
D/JS, 1 Sep 65, Encl to JCS 2343/676, 2 Sep 65; (S-GP 3) 
JCSM-702-65 to SecDef, 20 Sep 65 (derived from JCS 2343/676-1); 
(TS-GP 3) Ltr, DepAsstSecState for FE Affairs to ASD(ISA), 
2 Dec 65, Encl to JCS 2343/676-3, 7 Jun 66, Jl-lF 9155.3 
(23 Jul 65). 
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had now a sanctuary i n  t h e  DMZ t h a t  should be denied. Sub- 
sequent ly ,  the Direc tor ,  J o i n t  S t a f f ,  informed the  Off ice  of  
the  Ass i s t an t  Sec re t a ry  of  Defense (ISA) o f  " the  s t r o n g  
p r o b a b i l i t y "  t h a t  the extreme western po r t ion  o f  the DMZ was 
being used f o r  i n f i l t r a t i o n  i n t o  RVN. The Di rec to r  requested 
a c t i o n  t o  r e so lve  State-Defense d i f f e r e n c e s  over the  conduct 
of a i r  opera t ions  i n  the  DMZ so  t h a t  appropr ia te  i n s t r u c t i o n s  
could be dispatched t o  CINCPAC and Ambassador Lodge.27 

(ISA) discussed t h e  matter with S t a t e  Department o f f i c i a l s ,  
who indica ted  t h a t  t a c t i c a l  a i r  s t r i k e s  a g a i n s t  i n f i l t r a t i o n  
rou te s  i n  the  DMZ might be compatible w i t h  c u r r e n t  US p o l i c y  
provided t h e  following condi t ions  could be e s t a b l i s h e d :  1) 
concre te  evidence o f  NVN use of t he  DMZ f o r  i n f i l t r a t i o n  i n  
o rde r  t o  assure  t h a t  US s t r i k e s  could "reasonably and j u s t i -  
f i a b l y "  be  descr ibed a s  counterac t ions  i n  response t o  NVN 
v i o l a t i o n s  of  t h e  DMZ; 2 )  an adequate record of  GVN p r o t e s t s  
t o  the I C C  regarding NVN v i o l a t i o n s  of  the  DMZ; 3)  p repa ra t ion  
of appropr i a t e  publ ic  a f f a i r s  guidance i n  advance o f  the  
execut ion of  contemplated m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n s .  Consequently, the  
Di rec to r ,  Far  East  Region (ISA) suggested t o  the Direc tor ,  
J o i n t  S t a f f ,  t h a t ,  when "firm m i l i t a r y  i n t e l l i g e n c e "  was a v a i l -  
ab l e ,  s p e c i f i c  s t r i k e  proposals  be  submitted t o  the  Sec re t a  

Representat ives  o f  the  Ass i s t an t  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense 

o f  Defense f o r  S t a t e  Department and White Bouse c learance .  2 F  

Such evidence was quick ly  forthcoming. In  June, i n t e l l i -  
gence sources  reported the movement of  a NVA d i v i s i o n  ac ross  
the DMZ i n t o  Quang T r i  Province.  This  movement was followed 
by the deployment of NVN d iv is ion-s ized  u n i t s  " t o  the  a rea  of 
the  DMZ." COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC and the J o i n t  Chiefs of  
S t a f f  of  t h i s  bui ldup on 13 J u l y  1966 and requested a u t h o r i t y  
f o r  t a c t i c a l  a i r  s t r i k e s  aga ins t  t a r g e t s  i n  the  DMZ " i n  i t s  
e n t i r e t y . "  To counter  t h e  increased enemy t h r e a t ,  COMUSMACV 
planned opera t ions  i n  the  immediate v i c i n i t y  of  the  DMZ. 
Since h i s  t roops might be subjected t o  enemy f i r e  emanating 
from the  DMZ, COMUSMACV intended,  un less  i n s t r u c t e d  t o  the 
cont ra ry ,  t o  au tho r i ze  r e t u r n  f i r e  and maneuver i n t o  the  DMZ 
f o r  the  purpose of se l f -defense .  CINCPAC supported General 

27. (S-GP 3)  DJSM-506-66 t o  OASD(ISA), 21  Apr 66, Encl 
t o  JCS 2343/676-2, 22 Apr 66, JMF 9155.3 (23  J u l  6 5 ) .  

MSg, COMUSMACV t o  CINCPAC, 17 Mar 66, JCS IN 64994. 
Msg, CINCPAC t o  COMUSMACV, 19 Mar 66, JCS IN 69320. 

28. (TS-GP 3)  Memo, D i r ,  Far  East  Region, OASD(1SA) t o  
D/JS, 1 Jun 66, Encl t o  JCS 2343/676-3, 7 Jun 66, JMF 9155.3 
(23 Ju1  6 5 ) .  
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had now a sanctuary in the DMZ that should be denied. Sub­
sequently, the Director, Joint Staff, informed the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) of "the strong 
probability" that the extreme western oortion of the DMZ was 
being used for infiltration into RVN. -The Director requested 
action to resolve State-Defense differences over the conduct 
of air operations in the DMZ so that appropriate instructions 
could be dispatched to CINCPAC and Ambassador Lodge. 27 

Representatives of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(ISA) discussed the matter with State Department officials, 
who indicated that tactical air strikes against infiltration 
routes in the DMZ might be compatible with current US policy 
provided the following conditions could be established: 1) 
concrete evidence of NVN use of the DMZ for infiltration in 
order to assure that US strikes could "reasonably and justi­
fiably" be described as counteractions in response to NVN 
violatiqns of the DMZ; 2) an adequate"record of GVN protests 
to the ICC regarding NVN violations of the DMZ; 3) preparation 
of appropriate public affairs guidance in advance of the 
execution of contemplated military actions. Consequently, the 
Director, Far East Region (ISA) suggested to the Director, 
Joint Staff, that, when "firm military intelligence" was avail­
able, specific strike proposals be submitted to the SecretarY 
of Defense for State Department and White House clearance. 2b-

Such evidence was quickly forthcoming. In June, intelli­
gence sources reported the movement of a NVA division across 
the DMZ into Quang Tri Province. This movement was followed 
by the deployment of NVN division-sized units "to the area of 
the DMZ." COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff of this buildup on 13 July 1966 and requested authority 
for tactical air strikes against targets in the DMZ' "in its 
entirety." To counter the increased enemy threat, COMUSMACV 
planned operations in the immediate vicinity of the DMZ. 
Since his troops might be subjected to enemy fire emanating 
from the DMZ, COMUSMACV intended, unless instructed to the 
contrary, to authorize return fire and maneuver into the DMZ 
for the purpose of self-defense. CINCPAC supported General 

27. (S-oP 3) DJSM-506-66 to OASD(ISA), 21 Apr 66, Encl 
to JCS 2343/676-2,22 Apr 66, JMF 9155.3 (23 Jul 65). 
(S-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 17 Mar 66, JCS IN 64994. 
(S-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 19 Mar 66, JCS IN 69320. 

28. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir, Far East Region, OASD(ISA) to 
D/JS, 1 Jun 66, Encl to JCS 2343/676"3, 7 Jun 66, JMF 9155.3 
(23 Jul 65). 
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Westmoreland's assessment of the s i t u a t i o n  and recommended 
t o  t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  the a u t h o r i z a t i o n  o f  a i r  ope r -  
a t i o n s  and a r t i l l e r y  f i r e  a g a i n s t  i d e n t i f i e d  m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y  
in the DMZ. The US Embassy i n  Saigon had a l r eady  a d v i s e d  
Washington t h a t  GVN p r o t e s t s  t o  the  I C C  of  a l l eged  DMZ 
v i o l a t i o n s  by NVN numbered i n  the  hundreds. Thus t h e  S t a t e  
Department condi t ions  f o r  m i l i t a r y  opera t ions  in the DMZ, w i t h  
the  except ion of the p reoa ra t ion  of pub l i c  a f f a i r s  m i d a n c e ,  
had now been f u l f i l l e d . 2 9  

On 20 J u l y  1966, the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f ,  w i t h  the  
approval o f  the  Sec re t a ry  of  Defense and w i t h  State .  Department 
concurrence,  authorized CINCPAC t o  conduct " a i r  str iKes i n  t h e  
DMZ, and a r t i l l e r y  f i r e  ( land and nava l )  i n t o  t h a t  p o r t i o n  of  
the  DMZ south  o f  the l i n e  of  demarcation," a g a i n s t  c l e a r l y  
def ined m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y .  Ten days l a t e r  the Jo in t  Chiefs 05 
of S t a f f  authorized US/Free World f o r c e s  t o  maneuver i n t o  the 
DMZ south  of  the Demarcation Line when i n  contac t  w i t h  VC/NVA 
fo rces ,  o r  when engagement was imminent, If necessary  f o r  
p re se rva t ion  of  f r i e n d l y  forces .  The J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  
s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  US/Free World f o r c e s  would not  advance n o r t h  o f  
the Demarcation Line, and would withdraw from the DMZ once 
contac t  w i t h  the enemy was broken. The a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  
opera t ions  i n  the  DMZ a l s o  allowed f o r  RVNAF p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  
the southern p a r t  of the DMZ on t h e  same b a s i s  a s  US/Free World 
f o r c e s ,  bu t  t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  i n s t r u c t e d  CINCPAC t h a t  
US m i l i t a r y  personnel should make every e f f o r t  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  
RVNAF opera t ions  i n  o r  nea r  the MZ observed the  l i m i t a t i o n s  
appl ied  t o  US/Free World f o r c e s .  30 

I n  a f u r t h e r  attempt t o  counter  the increased enemy infil- 
t r a t i o n  through the DMZ and the  bui ldup j u s t  n o r t h  of  the DMZ 
COMUSMACV began Operation TALLY HO on 20 July--a program o f  a i r  
s t r i k e s  and reconnaissance i n  an extended b a t t l e  a r e a  n o r t h  
of  the  DMZ, intended t o  d i s r u p t  and block the f l o w  of  men and 
supp l i e s  from NVN t o  the South. 

29. (TGOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMA Command His to rv ,  1966 
p. 25. ( S - G P  3) Ms 
IN 85166. (TS-GP 37'Msg, CMCPAC t o  JCS, 18 J u l  66, JCS IN 
92786. ( S )  Mag, Saigon 5537 t o  S t a t e ,  15 Jun 66, JCS IN 38916. 

30. (TS-GP 3 1 . ~ ~ 7 ,  JCS 7184 t o  CINCPAC, 20 J u l  66, JMF 
9155.3 (13 J u l  66 TS-GP 3 Msgs, JCS 7991 and 7992 t o  
CINCPAC, 30 J u l  66. TS-GP 3 Msg, JCS 8550 t o  CMCPAC,  6 Aug 

COMUSMACV t Y C I N C P A C ,  13 J u l  66, J C A  

66. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) C O i "  4CV Command His torv .  19 66, P. 355. 
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Westmoreland's assessment of the situation and recommended 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff the authorization of air ooer­
ations and artillery fire against identified military activity 
in the DMZ. The US Embassy in Saigon had already advised 
Washington that GVN protests to the ICC of alleged DMZ 
violations by NVN numbered in the hundreds. Thus the State 
Department conditions for military operations in the DMZ, with 
the exception of the preoaration of public affairs guidance, 
had now been fulfilled. 29 

On 20 July 1966, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with the 
approval of the Secretary of Defense and with State Deoartment 
concurrence, authorized CINCPAC to conduct "air striKes in the 
DMZ, and artillery fire (land and naval) into that portion of 
the DMZ south of the line of demarcation," against clearly 
defined military activity. Ten days later the Joint Chiefs 0: 
of Staff authorized US/Free World fOrces to maneuver into the 
DMZ south of the Demarcation Line when in contact with VC/NVA 
forces, or when engagement was imminent. if necessary for 
preservation of friendly forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
specified that US/Free Tliorld forces Nould not advance north of 
the Demarcation Line, and would withdraw from the DMZ once 
contact with the enemy was broken. The authorization for 
operations in the DMZ also allowed for RVNAF participation in 
the southern part of the DMZ on the same basis as US/Free World 
forces, but the Joint Chiefs of Staff instructed CINCPAC that 
US military personnel should make every effort to assure that 
RVNAF operations in or near the DMZ observed the limitations 
applied to US/Free World forces. 30 

In a further attempt to counter the increased enemy infil­
tration through the DMZ and the buildup Just north of the DMZ 
COMUSMACV began Operation TALLY HO on 20 July--a program of air 
strikes and reconnaissance in an extended battle area north 
of the DMZ, intended to disrupt and block the flow of men and 
supplies from NVN to the South. 

29. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History 1966. 
p. 25. (S-GP 3) MsS, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 13 Jul 56, JCS 
IN 85166. (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 18 Jul 66, JCS IN 
92786. (S) Msg, Saigon 5537 to State, 15 Jun 66, JCS IN 38916. 

30. (TS-GP 3) MSr' JCS 7184 to CINCPAC, 20 Jul 66, JMF 
9155.3 (13 Jul 66). TS-OF 3 Msgs, JCS 7991 and 7992 to 
CINCPAC, 30 Jul 66. TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 8550 to CINCFAC, 6 Aug 
66. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COMVSMACV Command History. 1966. p. 355. 
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During the l a t t e r  p a r t  of  J u l y  and e a r l  August, B-52s 
supported 
DMZ. 
s t r i k e s  a g a i n s t  i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te s  loca ted  between 12 and 
14 miles n o r t h  of the  DMZ i n  N V N . 3 1  

On 21  August, before  COMUSMACV received a u t h o r i t y  f o r  
these three s t r ikes ,  General Westmoreland requested approval  
of n ine  a d d i t i o n a l  str ikes a g a i n s t  t a q e t s  l oca t ed  nea r  the  
southern edge of  NVN and wi th in  the  DMZ t o  "d i s rup t  t h e  
enemy's a t tempts  t o  mass and maintain supply a r e a s  f o r  a 
p o s s i b l e  o f f ens ive  a g a i n s t  Quang T r i  Province ."32 

On 2 September, more than a month a f t e r  COMUSMACV's 
reques t  f o r  B-52 s t r ikes  a g a i n s t  i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te s  i n  
southern NVN, the  Department of S t a t e  objected t o  the  proposal  
t o  s t r ike  the f i r s t  three t a r g e t s  because " a t  t h i s  time such 
a c t i o n  would be regarded i n  many c i r c l e s  and the press  a s  
e s c a l a t i o n  and poss ib ly  even a m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a s  a s o f t e n -  
ing up f o r  more d i r e c t  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  on the ground." The 
S t a t e  Department explained t h a t  such opera t ions  would prob- 
ab ly  work aga ins t  cu r ren t  GVN e f fo r t s  t o  persuade the I C C  t o  
i n v e s t i g a t e  NV"s use of the DMZ. However, the  S t a t e  Depart- 
ment would recons ider  the matter  if i n t e l l i g e n c e  e s t a b l i s h e d  
p o s i t i v e  l u c r a t i v e  t a r g e t s  beyond the c a p a b i l i t y  of  t a c t i c a l  
a i r c r a f t  .33 

The Sec re t a ry  of  Defense informed the J o i n t  Chiefs of  
S t a f f  on 7 September t h a t  " i n  cons idera t ion  of the views of  
t he  Sec re t a ry  of S t a t e  . . . I desire  t h a t  no B-52 s t r i k e s  
be conducted aga ins t  t a rge t s  i n  North Vietnam o r  the  DMZ 
n o r t h  o f  the  Demarcation Line." He s a i d ,  however, t h a t  he 
would be w i l l i n g  t o  consider ,  on an urgent  b a s i s ,  any "spe- 
c i f i c  s t r i k e  proposals  which might be warranted by m i l i t a r y  
developments of a h ighly  c r i t i c a l  nature ."  He o f fe red  t o  

roup opera t ions  (HASTINGS/PRAIXIEf in RVN nea r  the  
On 2 % Ju ly ,  COMUSMACV requested approval of three 

31. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV t o  A I G  7041, 28 Jul 66, 
JCS IN 19452; (S-GP 3) Memo, J-3 t o  JCS, "Employment of ARC 
LIGHT Force ( u ) , "  17 Aug 66; JMF 9155.3 (28 Ju l  66). See 
,?L Lll. 

32. (S-GP 3)  Msg, COMUSMACV 29148 t o  A I G  7041, 21  Aug 

33. (UNK) Memo, AsstSecState f o r  FE A f f a i r s ,  t o  RADM 
66, JCS IN 60384, JMF 9155.3 (21 A u g  66). 

Lemos, OSD/ISA, "ARC LIGHT S t r i k e s  i n  North Viet-Nam," 2 
Sep 66, OCJCS F i l e  091 Vietnam Sep 66. 
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During the latter part of July and earlf August, B-52s 
supported group operations (HASTINGS/PRAIRIE) in RVN near the 
DMZ. On 28 July, COMUSMACV requested approval of three 
strikes against infiltration routes located between 12 and 
14 miles north of the DMZ in NVN.31 

On 21 August, before COMUSMACV received authority for 
these three strikes, General Westmoreland requested approval 
of n1ne additional strikes against targets located nea~ the 
southern edge of NVN and within the DMZ to "disrupt the 
enemy's attempts to mass and maintain supply areas for a 
possible offensive against Quang Tri Province."32 

On 2 September, more than a month after COMUSMACV's 
request for B-52 strikes against inf1ltration routes in 
southern NVN, the Department of State objected to the proposal 
to str1ke the f1rst three targets because "at th1s t1me such 
act10n w~uld be regarded 1n many c1rcles and the press as 
escalat10n and poss1bly even a mis1nterpretat1on as a soften-
1ng up for more d1rect m1litary action on the ground.''' The 
State Department expla1ned that such operations would prOb­
ably work aga1nst current GVN efforts to persuade the ICC to 
investigate NVN's use of the DMZ. However, the State Depart­
ment would reconsider the matter 1f intel11gence estab11shed 
posit1ve lucrat1ve targets beyond the capab.llity of tact1cal 
aircraft.33 

The Secretary of Defense 1nformed the Jo1nt Ch1efs of 
Staff on 7 September that "in cons1derat1on of the views of 
the Secretary of State . . . I des1re that no B-52 str1kes 
be conducted aga1nst targets 1n North V1etnam or the DMZ 
north of the Demarcat10n L1ne." He sa1d, however, that he 
would be wil11ng to cons1der, on an urgent baSiS, any "spe­
cif1c str1ke proposals which m1ght be warranted by m1l1tary 
developments of a h1ghly cr1t1cal nature." He offered to 

31. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 28 Jul 
JCS IN 19452; (S-GP 3) Memo, J-3 to JCS, "Employment 
LIGHT Force (U)," 17 Aug 66; JMF 9155.3 (28 Jul 66). 
Ch. 

66, 
of ARC 
See 

32. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 29148 to AIG 7041, 21 Aug 
66, JCS IN 60384, JMF 9155.3 (21 Aug 66). . 

33. (UNK) Memo, AsstSecState for FE Affairs, to RADM 
Lemos, OSD/ISA, "ARC LIGHT Str1kes in North Viet-Nam," 2 
Sep 66, OCJCS F1le 091 V1etnam Sep 66. 
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arrange f o r  Gen r a l  Wneeler t o  d i scuss  t h e  proble  w i t h  the  
President if the Chalrman f e l t  It was necessary .3  irt 

The J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  informed C I N C ? A C  and COMUSMACV 
of t h i s  dec i s ion  on 8 September. General Wheeler asked the 
two commanders t o  send t o  the  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  any urgent  
and c r i t i c a l  requirements f o r  ARC LIGHT missions i n  NVN and 
the nor thern  p a r t  o f  the DMZ a s  soon a s  p o s s i b l e .  He s a i d  he 
would take  the matter be fo re  the Pres ldent  as had been pro- 
posed by the Sec re t a ry  of  Defense i f  circumstances warranted .35 

growing t h r e a t  presented by t h e  NVN croop bui ldup in Quang 
T r i  Province .  In a cab le  t o  CINCPAC, he s t a t ed  t h a t  the 
"enemyls buildup, d i s p o s i t i o n  of  f o r c e s ,  forward stockage 
of  suppl ies ,  AA weapon systems being deployed southward and 
depth  of  p a t r o l  pene t r a t ions  ind ica t e ,  by a l l  accepted 
s tandards  t h a t  the enemy i s  developing an o f f e m i v e  a s  opposed 
t o  a defens ive  pos ture ."  

Intel l igence sources  had v e r i f i e d  t h a t  the NVN was t ruck -  
ing  s u p p l i e s  up t o  the  Demarcation Line and then moving the 
goods sou th  by p o r t e r ,  b i cyc le ,  and animals over  a well-worn 
t r a i l  network. The po in t  a t  which t h e  ma te r i a l  was t r a n s f e r r e d  
was well camouflaged by jungle  canopy. Westmoreland asked 
t h a t  ARC LIGHT s t r i k e s  a g a i n s t  t h i s  t r a n s f e r  Doint be approved 
t o  a l low t h e  c l e a r i n g  of the  canopy so  t h a t  t a c t i c a l  a l r c r a f t  
could then a t t a c k  s p e c i f i c  t a r g e t s  wi th in  the c leared  zone. 
He b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e  target could be  descr ibed a s  a "h ighly  
c r i t i c a l "  one and t h a t  i t  s a t i s f i e d  t h e  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense's 
requirements.36 L a t e  t h a t  evening t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  
approved t h e  ARC LIGHT a t t a c k  a g a i n s t  t h e  t r a n s f e r  a r e a .  The 

On 13 September, General Westmoreland re-emphasized t h e  

I1 3 S )  Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS, "Use of  ARC LIGHT Forces,  
7 Sep k,(OCJCS F i l e  091 Vietnam Sep 66. 

35. (TS-G? 3) Mag, JCS 2105 t3  CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 
8 Sep 66, OCJCS F i l e  091 Vietnam S e p  66. (TS) Nsg, JCS 
5333-66 t o  CINCPAC and  COMUSMACV, 8 Sep 66, OCJCS F i l e  091 
Vietnam Sep 66. 

JCS IN 99085, OCJCS F i l e  091 Vietnam Sep 66. 
36. (TS) Mag, COMUSMACV 41191 To CINCPAC,  13 Sep 56, 
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arrange for General '!heeler to discuss the proble~ with the 
President if the Chairman felt it was necessary.34 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed CINCPAC and COMUSMACV 
of this decision on 8 September. General Wheeler asked the 
two commanders to send to the JOint Chiefs of Staff any urgent 
and critical requirements for ARC LIGHT missions in NVN and 
the northern part of the DMZ as soon as possible. He said he 
would take the matter before the President as had been pro­
posed by the Secretary of Defense if circumstances warranted.35 

On 13 September, General Westmoreland re-emphasized the 
growing threat presented by the NVN troop buildup in Quang 
Tri Province.· In a cable to CINCPAC, he stated that the 
"enemy's buildup, disposition of forces, forward stockage 
of supplies, AA weapon systems being deployed southward and 
depth of patrol penetrations indicate, by all accepted 
standards that the enemy is developing an offensive as opposed 
to a defensive posture." 

Intelligence sources had verified that the NVN was truck­
ing supplies up to the Demarcation Line and then moving the 
goods south by porter, bicycle, and animals over a well-worn 
trail network. The point at which the material was transferred 
was well camouflaged by jungle canopy. Westmoreland asked 
that ARC LIGHT strikes against this transfer point be approved 
to allow the clearing of the canopy so that tactical aircraft 
could then attack specific targets within the cleared zone. 
He believed that the target could be described as a "highly 
critical" one and that it satisfied the Secretary of Defense's 
reQuirements.36 Late that evening the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
approved the ARC LIGHT attack against the transfer area. The 

34. (S) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "Use of ARC LIGHT Forces," 
7 Sep 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. 

35. (TS-GP 3) Msg, JC~ 2105 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 
8 Sep 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. (TS) Msg, JCS 
5333-66 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 8 Sep 66, OCJCS File 091 
Vietnam Sep 66. 

36. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV 41191 To CINCPAC, 13 Sep 66, 
JCS IN 99085, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. 
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s t r ike ,wh ich  s t r add led  t h e  Demarcation L i n e ,  was c a r r i e d  
o u t  on 16 September. 37 

t a r g e t s  he had requested a u t h o r i t y  t o  s t r i k e  on 21  August. 
On 17 September, he asked t o  bomb t h e  remai i n g  eight 
because of t h e i r  "highly c r i t i c a l  nature."38 Three o f  t h e  
rema$ging e i g h t  were approved f o r  execution on t h a t  same 
day. 

and within i t s  boundaries,  throughout 1966. Of t h e  68 
t a r g e t s  recommended by  COMUSMACV i n  t h e  l@t month of  
t h e  year, 6 were i n  t h e  DMZ and 4 i n  NVX. 

enemy t a r g e t s  i n  t h e  area of the  DMZ and t h e  southern 
p a r t  of  NVN brought with i t  t h e  danger t h a t  NVN would 
deploy SAMs within range of  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  unmaneuverable 
B-52s. Evidence t h a t  t h e  SAMs were being pos i t ioned  
c lose  t o  the  DMZ was discovered l a t e  In September 1966, 
when B-52 crews reported t h a t  e f f o r t s  were being made t o  
t r a c k  them and t h a t  t hey  were r e c e i v  ng s igna ls  from t h e  

This s t r i k e  took care of  on ly  one of t h e  n i n e  B-52 

Addit ional  s t r i k e s  were conducted no r th  of t h e  DMZ 

, .  

The d e c i s i o n  t o  launch ARC LIGWT f o r c e s  a g a i n s t  enemy 

radars used by SA-2 missile systems. tl 
On 10 October, a SAM i n s t a l l a t i o n  was observed about $$" s i te  was a t t acked  12-15 miles no r theas t  o f  Dong Hoi. 

by t a c t i c a l  a i r c r a f t  two days l a t e r .  

The p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  SA-2s were being moved toward 
t h e  DMZ heightened on 18 October when two p i l o t s  repor ted  

S-GP 3 )  Msg, JCS 2554 t o  CINCPAC and CMCSAC, 
13 Se:7k,(0CJCS F i l e  091 V i e t n a m  Sep 66. 
Msg, COMTJSMACV t o  CINCPAC,  16 Sep 66, JCS I N  15561, OCJCS 
F i l e  091 Vie tnam Sep 66. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) C I N C P A C  Command 

66, JCS M 17771. 

66. 
l7 S e i O .  
p. 581. 

41.  (TS-NOFORN except Canada-RD-GP 1) SAC History,  1966, p .  256. 
42. 

(TS-GP 3 )  

COMUSMACV 41856 t o  CINCPAC, 17 Sep 

39. (S-GP 3 )  Msg, JCS 2979 t o  CMCPAC and CINCSAC, 

(TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command H i s t o r y ,  1966, 

(S-NOFORN) D I A  E 2 0 3 - 6 6 ,  19 Oct 66, p .  A - 4 .  
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strike,which straddled the Demarcation Line, was carried 
out on 16 September. 37 

This strike took care of only one of the nine B-52 
targets he had requested authority to strike on 21 August. 
On 17 September, he asked to bomb the remaining eight 
because of their "highly critical nature."3b Three of the 
rema1nin~ eight were approved for execution on that same 
day.3:1 .. 

Additional strikes were conducted north 
and within its boundaries, throughout 1966. 
targets recommended by COMUSMACV in the 1~8t 
the year, 6 were in the DMZ and 4 in NVN . . . 

of the DMZ 
Of the 68 
month of 

The decision. to launch ARC LIGHT forces against enemy 
enemy targets in the area of the DMZ and the southern 
part of NVN brought with it the danger that NVN would 
deploy SAMs within range of the relatively unmaneuverable 
B-52s. Evidence that the SAMs were being positioned 
close to the DMZ was discovered late in September 1966, 
when B-52 crews reported that efforts were being made to 
track them and that they were receiving signals from the 
radars used by SA-2 missile systems. 4l 

On 10 October, a SAM installation was observed about 
12-15 miles northeast of Dong HOi. 4~e site was attacked 
by tactical aircraft two days later. 

The possibility that the SA-2s were being moved toward 
the DMZ heightened on 18 October when two pilots reported 

37. (S-GP 3) Mag, JCS 2554 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 
13 Sep 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. (TS-GP 3) 
Mag, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 16 Sep 66, JCS IN 15561, OCJCS 
File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. (TS-NOFORN-GF 1) CINCPAC Command 
Histo~,1966, p. 581. 

• (TS-GF 4) Mag, COMUSMACV 41856 to CINCPAC, 17 Sep 
66, JCS IN 17771. 

39. (S-GF 3) Msg, JCS 2979 to CINCFAC and CINCSAC, 
17 Sep 66. 

40. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command H1story, 1966, 
p. 581. 

41. 
1966, p. 
-42. 

(TS-NOFORN 
256. 

except Canada-RD-GP 1) SAC H1story, 

(S-NOFORN) DIA IE 203-66, 19 Oct 66, p. A-4. 
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observing what they believed t o  be a missi le  i n  f l i g h t  
appro*xhately 16 miles north of  the 17th Para l le l .  
suspected tha t  the in s t a l l a t ion  coul have been located 

It was 
six t o  e ight  miles north of  the DMZ. Ei 3 

The following day, ARC LIGHT forces  were t o  conduct a 
mission, LIGm SIGHT, i n  the v i c in i ty  o f  the suspected s i t e .  
Although CINCPAC assured the J o i n t  Chiefs of  Staff  that  
adequate measures were be ing  taken t o  preclude the p o s s i b i l i t y  
of a B-52 shootdown, the J o i n t  Chiefs of  Staff  disapproved 
execution of LIGI-rT SIGHT. Explaining t h e i r  decision, the 
Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  s ta ted ,  "considering the world-wide 
publ ic i ty  which would r e su l t  from the loss  of a B-52 t o  SAM 
act ion . . . t h i s  s t r i k e  should not be undertaken p r i o r  t o  
2 November 1966." During December, o t h e r  B-52 raids were 
authorized against  t a rge ts  within and north of the DMZ because 
in te l l igence  sources concluded tha t  e i ther  the SAM &usta l la t ion  
had been reported erroneously o r  i t  had been moved. 

I n  ea r ly  September, CINCPAC sought permission t o  conduct I 
I .-- 

, "SHINING BRASS type (ground) reconnaissance" i n  the  area 
north of  the DMZ t o  a d e p t h  of  20 lan. This reconnaissance 
could ident i fy  and d i r ec t  a i r  str ikes against  enemy i n f i l -  

1 t r a t ion  ta rge ts  i n  the area above the DMZ. Washington, how- 
ever, disapproved the request. I n  response t o  a fu r the r  I 

request by CINCPAC, the  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  asked the 
Secretary o f  Defense i n  a memorandum on 20 October 1966 t o  
approve the operation of US-advised reconnaissance teams i n  
t he  southern half of t he  DMZ and of all-indigenous reconnais- : 
sance teams supported by US-manned hel icopters  i n  the northern 
half  of the  DMZ and in to  NVN t o  a d e p t h  of  20 !a. The J o i n t  

1 

-NOFORN) D I A  LB 191-66, 20 Oct 66, p.  A-4. 
(S-CP4zj  Mi:, COMUSMACV 46595 t o  CINCPAC, 20 Oct 66, JCS 
2 3  77260. 

21 Oct 66, JMF 9155.3 (21 oct 66) .  (TS-NOFORN except Canada- 

44. (S-GP 3) MS , JCS 5877 t o  CINCPAC,  19 Oct 66. 
(TS-GP 3 )  Msg, JCS 6 1  f 3 t o  CINCPAC, CINCSAC, and COMUSMACV, 

RD-GP 1) SAC H i ~ t 0 ~ , 1 9 6 6 ,  p .  256. 
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observing what they be11eved to be a missile 1n flight 
approXimately 16 miles north of the 17th Parallel. It was 
suspected that the 1nstallation could have been located 
six to e1ght miles north of the DMZ.43 . 

The following day, ARC LIGHT forces were to conduct a 
mission, LIGHT SIGHT, 1n the vic1n1ty of the suspected site. 
Although CINCPAC assured the J01nt Chiefs of Staff that 
adequate measures were be1ng taken to preclude the possibi11ty 
of a B-52 shootdown, the Joint Ch1efs of Staff disapproved 
execution of LIGHT SIGHT. Expla1ning their decis10n, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff stated, "considering the world-wide 
pub11city Wh1ch would result from the loss of a B-52 to SAM 
action • • • this strike should not be undertaken prior to 
2 November 1966." During December, other B-52 raids were 
authorized aga1nst targets within and north of the DMZ because 
intelligence sources concluded that either the SAM ~ustallation 
had been reported erroneously or it had been moved. 

• In early September, CINCPAC sought permission to conduct 
: "SHINING BRASS type (ground) reconna1ssance" in the area 
.. north of the DMZ to a depth of 20 Ian. Th1s reconna1ssance 
l could 1dentify and direct a1r str1kes aga1nst enemy infll-
i trat10n targets 1n the area above the DMZ. Washington, how­
I ever, d1sapproved the request. In response to a further 
: request byCINCPAC, the Joint Ch1efs of Staff asked the 
! Secretary of Defense 1n a memorandum on 20 October 1966 to 

approve the operation of US-advised reconna1ssance teams in 
the southern half of the DMZ and of all-indigenous reconnais­
sance teams supported by US-manned he11copters 1n the northern 
half of the DMZ and 1nto NVN to a depth of 20 Ian. The J01nt 

43. (S-NOFORN) DIA IE 191-66, 20 Oct 66, p. A-4. 
(s-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 40595 to CINCPAC, 20 Oct 66, JCS 
IN 77260. 

44. (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 5877 to 
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6143 to CINCPAC, 
21 Oct 66, JMF 9155.3 (21 Oct 66). 
RD-GP 1) SAC History,1966, p. 256. 
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Chiefs of S t a f f  recognized the p o l i t i c a l  r isks  of  such 
a c t i o n ,  but considered them outweighed by t h e  c r i t i c a l  need 
f o r  "hard i n t e l l i g e n c e ' '  o f  the  a r e a .  They informed the  
Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense t h a t  ground reconnaissance teams could 
not  only v e r i f y  i n t e l l i g e n c e  obtained by  t e c h n i c a l  means, 
but could take  immediate a c t i o n  t o  d i r e c t  a i r  s t r i k e s  
a g a i n s t  appropr i a t e  t a r g e t s .  The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  added 
t h e t  " r e l a t i v e l y  few" US t roops would a c t u a l l y  be  commited 
t o  these opera t ions  and those  only i n  a suppor t ing  r o l e  " w i t h  
no US personnel  . . . committed i n t o  NVN i n  a ground ro l e . "  
Such reconnaissance missions, the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  s a id ,  , 
would represent  only an ex tens ion  o f  the type of  opera t ions  
c u r r e n t l y  authorized f o r  OPLAN 34A and USAF SAR h e l i ~ o p t e r s . ~ 5  

This reques t  apparent ly  became the sub jec t  o f  l engthy  
debate  a t  t h e  State-Defense l e v e l ,  and a dec i s ion  was not  
reached u n t i l  l a t e  January 1967. The S t a t e  Department 
objected t o  t he  opera t ion  of  reconnaissance teams n o r t h  of 
the  Demarcation Line and, a s  a r e s u l t ;  on 28 January 1967 the 
Deputy Sec re t a ry  of Defense approved only the conduct of  
"ground reconnaissance opera t ions  w i t h  -advised teams i n  

Despi te  t h e  US a i r  S t r i k e s  i n  t he  DMZ, a r t i l l e r y  f i r e  
i n t o  the southern p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  DMZ, and a i r  ope ra t ions  just  
n o r t h  of  the DMZ, the  VC/NVA f o r c e s  continued t o  opera te  i n  
the a r e a .  By November, there  were i n d i c a t i o n s  o f  numerous 
f o r t i f i c a t i o n s  and a n t i a i r c r a f t  p o s i t i o n s  wi th in  the DMZ, and 
i n  one day, 11 November 1966, a n t i a i r c r a f t  f i r e  from the DMZ 
destroyed f o u r  US a i r c r a f t .  I n t e l l i g e n c e  confirmed t h a t  the 
enemy had the p o t e n t i a l  of cons t ruc t ing  a d d i t i o n a l  land 
a r t i l l e r y  emplacements j u s t  n o r t h  of t he  DMZ, which could 
f i r e  on US and ARVN f o r c e s  south of  the DMZ. In  a memorandum 
of  29 November the Jo in t  Chiefs of S t a f f  pointed out t o  the  
SecretaTY of  Defense t h a t  the r e s t r i c t i o n  of a r t i l l e r y  f i r e  
( land  and nava l )  t o  the southern po r t ion  of the DMZ had 
allowed enemy f o r c e s  t o  improve f i e l d  f o r t i f i c a t i o n s ,  p a r t i c u -  
l a r l y  a n t i a i r c r a f t  pos i t i ons ,  and had made i t  "extremely 
hazardous" f o r  forward a i r  con t ro l  a i r c r a f t  t o  ope ra t e  i n  
a r e a s  n o r t h  of the DMZ. The Jo in t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  s t a t e d  t h a t  
t h e  enemy was aware o f  t hese  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and was t ak ing  

the DMZ south  o f  the Demarcation Line. Jig _-- ------_ 

45. (TS-GP 1 JCSM-675-66 t o  SecDef, 20 Oct 66 ( d e r i v e d  

46. (TS-GP 1 Memo, DepSecDef t o  CJCS,  28 Jan 67, Encl 
from JCS 2343/929 , JMF 9155 (10 Oct 66) .  

t o  JCS 2343/292-1, 31 Jan  67, same f i l e .  
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advantage of them, toge the r  w i t h  t he  cover  o f  bad weather, 
t o  develop a d d i t i o n a l  p o s i t i o n s  n o r t h  of the Demarcation 
Line.  
gunfire a g a i n s t  c l e a r l y  def ined m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y  i n  NVN 
t e r r i t o r y  n o r t h  of the Demarcation Line, i n c l  d ing  the  TALLY 
HO a rea  south  and e a s t  of  the Dai Gang Rive r .&  

was prepared t o  support  the JCS proposal ,  sub jec t  t o  the 
concurrence of  the Department of  S t a t e ,  t a t  the  y e a r ' s  

They requested a u t h o r i t y  t o  employ a r t i l l e r y  and naval  

The Off ice  of  the Ass i s t an t  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense (ISA) 

end,  there had been no r e p l y  from S t a t e .  68 
In 1966, another  p o s s i b i l i t y  considered f o r  i n h i b i t i n g  

enemy use of the DMZ, e s p e c i a l l y  i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te s  through 
the zone, was d e f o l i a t i o n .  Defo l i a t ion  had been p rac t i ced  
i n  RVN and Laos since 1961, and approximately 630,000 a c r e s  
had been d e f o l i a t e d .  Defo l i a t ion  opera t ions  had evolved t o  
a r o u t i n e  s t age  and the  d e f o l i a n t s  used were not  harmful t o  
human o r  animal l i f e .  Defo l i a t ion  i n  the DMZ would remove 
the dense vegeta t ion  there, exposing en my a c t i v i t y  and per-  

In August 1966, COMUSMACV suggested t o  Ambassador Lodge 

m l t t i n g  more e f f e c t i v e  countermeasures. $9 

d e f o l i a t i o n  i n  the southern h a l f  of the  DMZ. Lodge recognized 
the m i l i t a r y  advantages of  such an opera t ion ,  but he f ea red  
t h a t ,  i nadve r t en t ly ,  t he  northe,rn p a r t  of  the  DMZ might be 
sprayed, r e s u l t i n g  i n  NVN charges of chemical warfare .  As 
an a l t e r n a t i v e ,  General Westmoreland suggested the  d e f o l i a t i o n  
o f  a l a r g e  a rea  j u s t  sou th  o f  t h e  DMZ, and Ambassador Lodge 
found t h i s  acceptable .50 

Both the S t a t e  Department and Off ice  of  the A s s i s t a n t  
Sec re t a ry  of  Defense (ISA) supported the a l t e r n a t e  d e f o l i a t i o n  
proposal ,  but CINCPAC and the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  favored 
COMUSMACV's o r i g i n a l  sugges t ion .  The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  

47. (TS-GP 3 JCSM-736-66 t o  SecDef, 29 Nov 66 (der ived 

48. (TS-GP 3 Memo, OASD(1SA t o  DepAsstSecState f o r  FE 
from JCS 2343/964 , JMF 9155.3 (1 May 66) .  

Af fa i r s ,  1 Dec 
Memo, DepSecDef t o  CJCS, 4 Feb 67; JMF 9155.3 (1 Kay 6 

Encl t o  JCS 23 1 3/964-1, 29 Dec 66; 

S-GP 4 )  JCS 2343/910, 17 Sep 66, JMF 9155 
S )  Msg, Saigon 3601 t o  S t a t e ,  16 Aug 66, JCS IN 

51790, same f i l e .  
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advantage of them, together with the cover of bad weather, 
to develop additional positions north of the Demarcation 
Line. They requested authority to employ artillery and naval 
gunfire against clearly defined military activity in NVN 
territory north of the Demarcation Line, including the TALLY 
HO area south and east of the Dai Gang River.47 

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) 
was prepared to support t~e JCS proposal, subject to the 
concurrence of the Department of State, b~t at the year's 
end, there had been no reply from State. 4b 

In 1966, another possibility considered for inhibiting 
enemy use of the DMZ, especially infiltration routes through 
the zone, was defoliation. Defoliation had been practiced 
in RVN and Laos since 1961, and approximately 630,000 acres 
had been defoliated. Defoliation operations had evolved to 
a routine stage and the defoliants used were not harmful to 
human or' animal life. Defoliation in the DMZ would remove 
the dense vegetation there, exposing enemy activity and per­
mitting more effective countermeasures. 49 

In August 1966, COMUSMACV suggested to Ambassador Lodge 
defoliation in the southern half of the DMZ. Lodge recognized 
the military advantages of such an operation, but he feared 
that, inadvertently, the northern part of the DMZ might be 
sprayed, resulting in NVN charges of chemical warfare. As 
an alternative, General Westmoreland suggested the defoliation 
of a large area Just south of the DMZ, and Ambassador Lodge 
found this acceptable.50 

Eoth the State Department and Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA) supported the alternate defoliation 
proposal, but CINCPAC and the Joint Chiefs of Staff favored 
COMUSMACV's original suggestion. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

47. (TS-GP 3l JCSM-736-66 to SecDef, 29 Nov 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/964 , JMF 9155.3 (1 May 66). 

48. (TS-GP 3 Memo, OASD(ISA) to DepAsstSecState for FE 
Affairs, 1 Dec 66, Encl to JCS 2343/964-1, 29 Dec 66; (TS-GP 3) 
Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 4 Feb 67; JMF 9155.3 (1 ~1ay 66). 

49. (S-GP 4) JCS 2343/910, 17 Sep 66, JMF 9155 (16 Aug 66). 
50. (S) Msg, Saigon 3601 to State, 16 Aug 66, JCS IN 

51790, same file. 
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informed the Sec re t a ry  of Defense on 22 September t h a t  
cu r ren t  d e f o l i a t i o n  gu ide l ines  were adequate t o  minimize 
adverse p o l i t i c a l  e f f e c t s ,  and they requested t h a t  he 
ob ta in  S t a t e  Department approval f o r  d e f o l i a t i o n  ope ra t ions  
i n  the southern ha l f  of the DMZ. The Chairman suggested 
t o  the Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense t h a t  t h e  proposal  might be 
presented t o  t h e  S t a t e  Department a s  f n  a c t i o n  t h a t  would 
a s s i s t  the  I C C  a s  well a s  COMUSMACV.5 

requested t h e  Sec re t a ry  of S t a t e  on 4 October t o  concur. 
The Sec re t a ry  of Defense assured Sec re t a ry  Rusk such d e f o l i -  
a t i o n  had p o l i t i c a l  a s  well a s  d e f i n i t e  m i l i t a r y  advantages, 
were defens ive  i n  na tu re ,  and would a s s i s t  the  ICC.52 

currence.  While the Sec re t a ry  of  S t a t e  could f o r e s e e  some 
unfavorable  p o l i t i c a l  r e a c t i o n  t o  these opera t ions ,  he 
be l ieved  the r e a c t i o n  could be  managed so  long a s  d e f o l i a t i o n  
of  any area  o f  NVN was avoided. In  implementation o f  t h i s  

authorized the conduct of d e f o l i a t i o n  opera t ions  wi th in  the 
southern p o r t i o n  o f  the  DMZ, sub jec t  t o  p o s i t i v e  c o n t r o l  t o  
prevent  Inadver ten t  spraying n o r t h  of  the  Provis iona l  M i l i -  
t a r y  Demarcation Line. The a c t u a l  d e f o l i a t i o n  d i d  no t  begin 
u n t i l  5 February 1967.53 

Meanwhile, on k October, Ambassador Lodge and General 
Westmoreland had sought Washington cons ide ra t ion  o f  a 
COMUSMACV proposal  f o r  d e f o l i a t i o n  of  the nor thern  p o r t i o n  
of the  DMZ and spec i f i ed  i n f i l t r a t i o n  rou te s  in NVN. Again 
the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  supported COMUSMACV. They informed 
the Sec re t a ry  of  Defense on 10 November t h a t  the  proposed 

The Sec re t a ry  of Defense accepted the JCS proposal  and 

On 18 November, the Sec re t a ry  of S t a t e  gave h i s  con- 

.. agreement, the Departments of S t a t e  and Defense j o i n t l y  

51. (TS-GP 3 JCSM-603-66 t o  SecDef, 22 Sep 66 (der ived 
from JCS 2343/910 ; (S-GP 4 )  CM-1772-66 t o  SecDef, 22 Sep 
66: same f i l e .  

~ 
~~~ 

52. (S-GP 4 )  L t r ,  SecDef t o  SecState ,  4 Oct 66, Encl t o  
JCS 2343’910-1, 10 Oct 66, same f i l e ,  

53. (S-GP 3) L t r ,  SecState  t o  SecDef, 18 Nov 66, A t t  t o  
Encl t o  JCS 2343/910-3, 8 Dec 66; S-GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg, 

I S-GP 4 )  DJSM-196-67 t o  ASD(ISA), 13 Feb 67, Er.cl t o  1st N/H 
of JCS 2343/910-3, 16 Feb 67; same f i l e .  

S t a t e  91707) t o  Salgon and JCS, 2 Q Nov 66, JCS I N  54955; 
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informed the Secretary of Defense on 22 September that 
current defoliation guidelines were adequate to minimize 
adverse political effects, and they requested that he 
obtain State Department approval for defoliation operations 
in the southern half of the DI~Z. The Chairman suggested 
to the Secretary of Defense that the proposal might be 
presented to the State Department aS5in action that would 
assist the ICC as well as COMUSMACV. 

The Secretary of Defense accepted the JCS proposal and 
requested the Secretary of State on 4 October to concur. 
The Secretary of Defense assured Secretary Rusk such defoli­
ation had political as well as definite military advantages, 
were defensive in nature, and would assist the ICc.52 

On 18 November, the Secretary of State gave his con­
currence. While the Secretary of State could foresee some 
unfavorable political reaction to thel!e operations, he 
believed .the reaction could be managed so long as defoliation 
of any area of NVN was aVOided. In implementation of this 
agreement, the Departments of State and Defense jointly 
authorized the conduct of defoliation operations within the 
southern portion of the DMZ, subject to positive control to 
prevent inadvertent spraying north of the: Provisional Mili­
tary Demarcation Line. The actual defoliation did not begin 
until 5 February 1967. 53 

Meanwhile, on 4 October, Ambassador Lodge and General 
westmoreland had sought Washington consideration of a 
COMUSMACV proposal for defoliation of the northern portion 
of the DMZ and specified infiltration routes in NVN. Again 
the JOint Chiefs of Staff supported COMUSMACV. They informed 
the Secretary of Defense on 10 November that the proposed 

51. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-603-66 to SecDef, 22 Sep 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/910 ; (S-GP 4) CM-1772-66 to SecDef, 22 Sep 
66; same file. . 

52. (S-GP 4) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 4 Oct 66, Encl to 
JCS 2343/910-1, 10 Oct 66, same file. 

53. (S-GP 3) Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 18 Nov 66, Att to 
Encl to JCS 2343/910-3, 8 Dec 66; (S-GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg, 
(state 91707) to Saigon and JCS, 28 Nov 66, JCS IN 54955; 
(S-GP 4) DJSM-196-67 to ASD(ISA), 13 Feb 67, Encl to 1st N/H 
of JCS 2343/910-3, 16 Feb 67; same file. 
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d e f o l i a t i o n  would a i d  v i s u a l  and photographic d e t e c t i o n  of 
movement, thereby improving a l l  o t h e r  m i l i t  r y  ope ra t ions  
aimed a t  r e s t r i c t l n g  enemy use of  the DMZ.5  8 

DI l i g h t  of  Sec re t a ry  Rusk's views on l i m i t i n g  d e f o l i -  
a t i o n  t o  the a rea  south  o f  the Demarcation Line, the  Secre-  
t a r y  of  Defense deferred a c t i o n  on any expansion of  d e f o l i -  
a t i o n  i n  the DMZ, pending eva lua t ion  o f  the m i l i t a r y  and 
p o l i t i c a l  consequences of the c u r r e n t l y  authorized 
ope ra t ions .  55 

The A n t i - i n f i l t  r a t i o n  R a r r i e r  

men and ma te r i a l ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  au thor ized  m i l i t a r y  oper-  
a t i o n s ,  was t h e  cons t ruc t ion  o f  a defens ive  b a r r i e r  a long  the 
17th Pa r , a l l e l  i n  RVN and Laos. Washihgton o f f i c i a l s  had 
considered the i d e a  of  a b a r r i e r  i n  the v i c i n i t y  o f  the DMZ 
i n  1965, bu t  discarded i t  a s  m i l i t a r i l y  i n f e a s i b l e ,  and a s  
a " v i s i b l & ,  f i xed ,  long-term" v i o l a t i o n  of the 1962 Seneva 
Accords. 

- 
Another p o s s i b l e  method of  impeding the i n f i l t r a t i o n  o f  

The Sec re t a ry  of  Defense r a i sed  the ques t ion  of a b a r r i e r  
aga in  i n  the Spr ing  of  1966. In l a t e  March, he requested the 
Chairman, J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f ,  t o  assess the requirement t o  , e s t a b l i s h  "an i ron -cu r t a in  c o u n t e r - i n f i l t r a t i o n  b a r r i e r  ac ross  
nor thern  South Vietnam and Laos from the South China Sea t o  
Thailand . I '  The Sec re t a ry  of  Defense requested the Chairman 
t o  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and engineer ing f e a s i b i l i t y  of  

, such a b a r r i e r ,  the time required f o r  cons t ruc t ion ,  and the  
' requirements f o r  cons t ruc t ion  u n i t s  and f o r  men, m a t e r i a l s ,  
1 equipment, and weapons t o  man the b a r r i e r ,  without weighing 1 d o l l a r  c o s t s  o r  the p o l i t i c a l  aspects .57 

I 

54 ( S )  J t  Emb-MACV Msg, (Saigon 7583) t o  S t a t e ,  4 Oct 68, 
(S-GP 3)  JCSM-711-66 t o  SecDef, 10 Nov 66 

55. (S-GP 3) Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS,  5 Dec 66, Encl t o  

56. (TS-GP 1) 5-3 TP-58-65 f o r  CJCS, 8 Nov 65, JMF 

57. (TS-GP 4 )  CM-1286-66 t o  SecDef, 22 Mar 66, Encl t o  

JCS I N  46905. 
( d e r i v e d  from JCS 2343/910-2), JMF 9155 (16 A u g  66). 
JCS 2343/910-3, 8 Dec 66, same f i l e .  

9155 ( 8  NOV 65). 
JCS 2339/222, 24 Mar 66, same f i l e .  
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defoliation would aid visual and photographic detection of 
movement, thereby improving all other military operations 
aimed at restricting enemy use of the DMZ.54 

In light of Secretary Rusk's views on limiting defoli­
ation to the area south of the Demarcation Line, the Secre­
tary of Defense deferred action on any expansion of defoli­
ation in the DMZ, pending evaluation of the military and 
political consequences of the currently authorized 
operations.55 

The Anti-infiltration Barrier 

Another possible method of impeding the infiltration of 
men and material, in addition to authorized military oper­
ations, was the construction of a defensive barrier along the 
17th Par,allel in RVN and Laos. Washington officials had 
considered the idea of a barrier in the vicinity of the DMZ 
in 1965, but discarded it as militarily infeasible, and as 
a "ViSibS6' fixed, long-term" violation of the 1962 Geneva 
Accords. . 

j 

The Secretary of Defense raised the question of a barrier 
again in the Spring of 1966. In late March, he requested the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, to assess the requirement to 

I establish "an iron-curtain counter-infiltration barrier across 

I
I northern South Vietnam and Laos from the South China Sea to 

Thailand." The Secretary of Defense requested the Chairman 
, to determine the effectiveness and engineering feasibility of 

such a barrier, the time required for construction, and the 
requirements for construction units and for men, materials, 

\
' equipment, and weapons to man the barrier, without weighing 

dollar costs or the political aspects. 57 

~ 
54. (S) Jt Emb-MACV Msg, (Saigon 7583) to State,' 4. Oct 68, 

JCS IN 4.6905. (S-GP 3) JCSM-7ll-66 to SecDef, 10 Nov 66 
(derived from JCS 234.3/910-2), JMF 9155 (16 Aug 66). 

55. (s-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 5 Dec 66, Encl to 
JCS 234.3/910-3, 8 Dec 66, same file. 

56. (TS-GP 1) J-3 TP-58-65 for CJCS, 8 Nov 65, JMF 
9155 (8 Nov 65). 

57. (TS-GP 4.) CM-1286-66 to SecDef, 22 Mar 66, Encl to 
JCS 2339/222, 24. Mar 66, same file. 
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The Chairman forwarded t o  the  Sec re t a ry  of Defense on 
18 Apr i l  1966 a c o u n t e r i n f i l t r a t i o n  b a r r i e r  s tudy prepared 
by the  Jo in t  S t a f f .  The s tudy descr ibed a 500-meter c leared  
and mined s t r i p ,  bounded by  two barbed wire entanglements.  
A t  the  r e a r  edge o f  t h i s  s t r i p  would be a cha in- l ink  e l e c t r i -  
f i e d  fence  w i t h  watchtowers or bunkers and l i g h t i n g  f o r  n i g h t  
observa t ion .  The b a r r i e r  would employ a v a r i e t y  of d e t e c t i o n  
devices  and booby t r a p s ,  and would be emplaced along the  no r th  
s i d e  of  Route 9 f o r  a t o t a l  l eng th  o f  225 miles; the study 
a l s o  c a l l e d  f o r  another  b a r r i e r  (about 120 miles) on the south 
s i d e  o f  Route 9 i n  o r d e r  t o  p r o t e c t  the t roops  guarding the  
main b a r r i e r  from r e a r  a t t a c k .  The J o i n t  S t a f f  estimated 
t h a t ,  o v e r a l l ,  the establ ishment  of such a b a r r i e r  would 
r equ i r e :  from two t o  f o u r  years  f o r  completion, inc luding  
assembly and deployment of f o r c e s ;  approximately 206,000 tons  
o f  cons t ruc t ion  m a t e r i a l s ;  271 engineer  b a t t a l i o n  months f o r  
cons t ruc t ion ;  a d a minimum of  three US d i v i s i o n s  f o r  man- 
ning purposes.  5 8 

, .  

The Soint  S t a f f  doubted t h a t  a b a r r i e r  would be e f f e c t i v e  
or worth the c o s t  i n  terms of men and m a t e r i a l s .  The s tudy 
pointed out  t h a t  a b a r r i e r  could only s t o p  l a r g e - s c a l e  i n -  
f i l t r a t i o n ,  no t  small  groups.  The J o i n t  S t a f f  a l s o  b e l i e v e d  
t h a t ,  with the e r e c t i o n  of  a b a r r i e r ,  the  enemy would i n c r e a s e  
h i s  i n f i l t r a t i o n  by sea and through Cambodia. COMlTSMACV, 
COMUSMACTHAI, CINCPAC, and C I N C P A C ' s  camponent commanders a l l  
opposed the fixed b a r r i e r  concept, and the J o i n t  S t a f f  study 
concluded t h a t  t h e  l a r g e  f o r c e s  required t o  cons t ruc t  and 
maintain a b a r r i e r  would cause a dangerous d ive r s ion  of 
f o r c e s  from cu r ren t  missions.  According t o  the s tudy a d d i -  
t i o n a l  fo rces ,  if made ava i l ab le ,  could be employed t o  be t t e r  
advantage unde r  concepts prev ious ly  recommended by the  J o i n t  
Chiefs of  S t a f f .  The Jo in t  S t a f f  recommended t h a t  a b a r r i e r  
system not  be  undertaken, and i n  submit t ing the s tudy t o  t h e  

of  Defense, the Chairman supported t h i s  recommen- 
da t  Secrets? ion .  5 

In  the  summer of  1966, the  JASON Divis ion of  the  
I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Defense Analyses s tud ied  s e v e r a l  s u b j e c t s  
r e l a t e d  t o  the war i n  Vietnam, inc luding  the  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  
an a n t i - i n f i l t r a t i o n  b a r r i e r .  The JASON Summer Study, f o r -  @ warded t o  the  Secre ta ry  o f  Defense on 30 August 1966, 

58. (TS-GP 4 )  CM-1353-66 t o  SecDef, 18 Agr 66, Encl t o  
1st N/H o f  JCS 2339/222, 20 Apr 66, same f i l e .  
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The Chairman forwarded to the Secretary of Defense on 
18 April 1966 a counterinfiltration barrier study prepared 
by the Joint Staff. The study described a 500-meter cleared 
and mined strip, bounded by two barbed wire entanglements. 
At the rear edge of this strip would be a chain-link electri­
fied fence with watchtowers or bunkers and lighting for night 
observation. The barrier would employ a variety of detection 
devices and booby traps, and would be emplaced along the north 
side of Route 9 for a total length of 225 miles; the study 
also called for another barrier (about 120 miles) on the south 
side of Route 9 in order to protect the troops guarding the 
main barrier from rear attack. The Joint Staff estimated 
that, overall, the establishment of such a barrier would 
require: from two to four years for completion, including 
assembly and deployment of forces; approximately 206,000 tons 
of construction materials; 271 engineer battalion months for 
construction; aDd a minimum of three US divisions for man-
ning purposes. 5Ci " 

The JOint Staff doubted that a barrier would be 'effective 
or worth the cost in terms of men ~nd materials. The study 
pointed out that a barrier could only stop large-scale in­
filtration, not small groups. The Joint Staff also believed 
that, with the erection of a barrier, the enemy would increase 
his infiltration by sea and through Cambodia. COMUSMACV, 
COMUSMACTHAI, CINCPAC, and CINCPAC's component commanders all 
opposed the fixed barrier concept, and the JOint Staff study 
concluded that the large forces required to construct and 
maintain a barrier would cause a dangerous diversion of 
forces from current missions. According to the study addi­
tional forces, if made available, could be employed to better 
advantage under concepts previously recommended by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Staff recommended that a barrier 
system not be undertaken, and in submitting the study to the 
Secreta~ of Defense, the Chairman supported this recommen­
dation.59 

In the summer of 1966, the JASON Division of the 
Institute for Defense Analyses studied several subjects 
related to the war in Vietnam, including the feasibility of 
an anti-infiltration barrier. The JASON Summer Study, for­
warded to the Secretary of Defense on 30 August 1966, 

58. (TS-GP 4) CM-1353-66 to SecDef, 18 Apr 66, Encl to 
1st N/H of JCS 2339/222, 20 Apr 66, same file. 
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contained a concept f o r  an air-supported a n t i - i n f i l t r a t i o n  
b a r r i e r .  The concept provided f o r  a b a r r i e r  w i t h  two "some- 
what d i f f e r e n t  parts"--one a g a i n s t  f o o t  t r a f f i c  and one 
aga ins t  veh ic l e s .  The preferred l o c a t i o n  f o r  the an t ipe r son-  
n e l  p o r t i o n  was the region along the southern  edge of t he  DMZ 
t o  the Laot ian border  and then n o r t h  of  Tchepone t o  the 
v i c i n i t y  of Muong Sen. Th i s  a r ea  was v i r t u a l l y  unpopulated 
and i t s  t e r r a i n  was rugged. The l o c a t i o n  f o r  the a n t i -  
veh icu la r  p a r t  of  the system was an a rea  in Laos, "about 100 
by 40 ki lometers . "  The road network there tended t o  b e  more 
c o n s t r i c t e d  than elsewhere and there was a sma l l e r  a rea  
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  new roads.  The study considered t h i s  concept 
not  very d i f f e r e n t  from previous b a r r i e r  proposa ls .  N e w  
a spec t s  reflected i n  t he  JASON Study included:  " t h e  very 
l a r g e  s c a l e  o f  a rea  den ia l , ' '  e s p e c i a l l y  mine f i e l d s  k i l o -  
meters deep r a t h e r  than the convent ional  100-200 meters; the  
large numbers and p e r s i s t e n t  employment of weapons, sensors ,  
and a i r c r a f t  s o r t i e s  i n  the  b a r r i e r  a r ea ;  and the emphasis on 
r ap id  and c a r e f u l l y  planned incorpor  t l o n  of more e f f e c t i v e  
weapons and sensors  i n t o  the system. 80 

The an t ipe r sonne l  system o f  the b a r r i e r  concept would 
encompass a c o n s t a n t l y  renewed minefield o f  n o n s t e r i l i z i n g  
g rave l  (and poss ib ly  but ton bomblets) d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  p a t t e r n s  
covering interconnected va l l eys  and s lopes  along the  e n t i r e  
b a r r i e r  ( t h e  a c t u a l  mined area  would be equiva len t  of a 
s t r i p  100 by 5 km). There would a l s o  be  a p a t t a r n  of a c o u s t i c  

, d e t e c t o r s  t o  l i s t e n  f o r  attempted p e n t r a t i o n s  a s  i nd ica t ed  by 
I mine explos ions .  The a n t i v e h i c u l a r  system would c o n s i s t  o f  

a c o u s t i c  d e t e c t o r s  d i s t r i b u t e d  every mile o r  s o  a long t r a c k a b l e  
roads i n  t h e  i n t e r d i c t e d  a rea ,  monitored 24 hours a day by 

' p a t r o l  a i r c r a f t .  Vectored s t r i k e  a i r c r a f t  us ing  SADEYZ 
(bomb c l u s t e r s )  would respond t o  signals o f  t r u c k  o r  t r u c k  
convoy movement. P a t r o l  a i r c r a f t  would d i s t r i b u t e  se l f -  / s t e r i l i z i n g  g rave l  o v e r  p a r t s  o f  the road n e t  a t  dusk ( the  

1 s e l f - s t e r i l i z i n g  f e a t u r e  was needed s o  t h a t  road-watching and 
! mine-planting teams could be used i n  this  a r e a )  and recon a i s -  

sance a i r c r a f t  would cover the e n t i r e  a rea  each few days.  21 

The au thors  o f  the  JASON Summer Study b e l i e v e d  t h a t  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  of  such a b a r r i e r  could be i n i t i a t e d  us ing  c u r r e n t l y  

' a v a i l a b l e  o r  "nea r ly  a v a i l a b l e "  components, x i t h  some 

I1 60. (TS-GP I) Memo, IDA t o  SecDef, "JASON Summer Study, 
30 Au 66, O C J C S  F i l e  091 Vietnam Aug 66. 
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contained a concept for an air-supported anti-infiltration 
barrier. The concept provided for a barrier with two "some­
what different parts"--one against foot traffic and one 
against vehicles. The preferred location for the antiperson­
nel portion was the region along the southern edge of the DMZ 
to the Laotian border and then north of Tchepone to the 
vicinity of Muong Sen. This area was virtually unpopulated 
and its terrain was rugged. The location for the anti­
vehicular part of the system was an area in Laos, "about 100 
by 40 kilometers." The road network there tended to be more 
constricted than elsewhere and there was a smaller area 
available for new roads. The study considered this concept 
not very different from previous barrier proposals. New 
aspects reflected in the JASON Study included: "the very 
large scale of area denial," especially mine fields kilo-

, meters deep rather than the conventional 100-200 meters; the 
large numbers and persistent employment of weapons, sensors, 

\ i and airc-raft sorties in the barrier area; and the emphasis on 
I rapid and carefully planned incorpor~tion of more effective 

\ 
I weapons and sensors into the system. bO 
i 

The antipersonnel system of the barrier concept would 
encompass a constantly renewed minefield of nonsterilizing 
gravel (and possibly button bomblets) distributed in patterns 
covering interconnected valleys and slopes along the entire 
barrier (the actual mined area would be equivalent of a 
strip 100 by 5 km). There would also be a pattern of acoustiC 
detectors to listen for attempted pentrations as indicated by 
mine explosions. The antivehicular system would consist of 
acoustic detectors distributed every mile or so along trackable 
roads in the interdicted area, monitored 24 hours a day by 
patrol aircraft. Vectored strike aircraft using SADEYE 
(bomb clusters) would respond to signals of truck or truck 

'I convoy movement. Patrol aircraft would distribute self-
sterilizing gravel over parts of the road net at dusk (the 

: self-sterilizing feature 'lias needed so that road-watching and 
i mine-planting teams could be used in this area) and recongais­
: sance aircraft would cover the entire area each few days. 1 

The authors of the JASON Summer Study believed that con­
struction of such a barrier could be initiated using currently 
available or "nearly available" components, 'llith some 

60. (TS-GP 1) Memo, IDA to SecDef, "JASON Summer Study," 
30 Aug 66, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug 66. 
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necessary modif icat ions,  and could be i n s t a l l e d  wi th in  "a 
yea r  o r  so" from go-ahead a t  an est imated cos t  of  $800 
mi l l i on  p e r  year .  Although recognizing t h a t  countermeasures 
t o  the  b a r r i e r  system would be found, they s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  
would take  some time t o  br ing  these  countermeasures i n t o  
opera t ions .  The study recommended the establ ishment  of  a 
t a s k  fo rce  t o  c a r r y  out d e t a i l e d  design and planning of  a 
b a r r i e r ,  t o  experiment w i t h  and decide on modi f ica t ions  of 
g re sen t  components, and t o  design and a c c e l e r a t e  development 
Of modified and new components t o  be fed i n t o  the b a r r i e r .  
The s tudy a l s o  proposed t h a t ,  a f t e r  a few months, and i f  t h e  
prospec ts  s t i l l  appeared promising, the  t a s k  f o r c e  could be 
merged i n t o  a t a s k  fo rce  cha ed w i t h  helping the  opera t ing  . 
fo rces  implement the  system. 88 

The Sec re t a ry  of  Defense was favorably impressed w i t h  
t h e  b a r r i e r  concept of the  JASON Summer Study, and on 3 
September he forwarded t h e  concept, though not  t he  e n t i r e  
study, t.0 the  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f .  "He bel ieved t h a t  the 
proposal had " s u f f i c i e n t  meri t  t o  warrant a dec i s ion  t h a t  we 
w i l l  accept  the plan o r  some modif icat ion thereof  i n  p r l n c i -  
p l e  and i n s t a l l  i t  a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t  p r a c t i c a b l e  date ."  He 
requested the views of  t he  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f ,  and asked 
t h a t  they be prepared i n  consu l t a t ion  wi th  CINCPAC and 
COMUSMACV. If t he  Jo in t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  concurred i n  h i s  
proposal,  s a id  the  Secretary,  he would form an o rgan iza t ion  
t o  expedi te  l a n s  and supervise  t h e  s e v e r a l  concerned DOD 
components. 6j 

J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  t o  begin a c t i o n  on the  b a r r i e r .  On 
15 September, he e s t ab l i shed  J o i n t  Task Force (JTF) 728 
( u n c l a s s i f i e d  designat ion:  Defense Communications Planning 
Group) " t o  achieve the  ob jec t ive  of  havlng" an i n f i l t r a t i o n  
i n t e r d i c t i o n  system " t o  s t o p  ( o r  a t  t he  minimum s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
reduce) the flow of  men and supp l i e s  from North t o  South 
Vietnam." The Secre ta ry  of Defense d i r ec t ed  t h a t  the system 
be designed, produced and put i n t o  p lace  i n  RVN and Laos by 
15 September 1967. The Secre ta ry  named Lieutenant General 
A l f r e d  D.  S t a rb i rd  a s  Di rec tor  of  JTF 728, au tho r i z ing  General 
S t a rb i rd  t o  r epor t  d i r e c t l y  t o  him and t o  have d i r e c t  contac t  

The Secre ta ry  of Defense d i d  not await the r e p l y  o f  t he  

8:: 1) Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS,  3 Sep 66, Encl t o  
JCS 2343/ 98, 6 Sep 66, JMF 9155/3330 (3  Sep 66) sec  1. 
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necessary modifications, and could be installed within "a 
year or so" from go-ahead at an estimated cost of $800 
million per year. Although recognizing that countermeasures 
to the barrier system would be found, they stated that it 
would take some time to bring these countermeasures into 
operations. The study recommended the establishment of a 
task force to carry out detailed design and planning of a 
barrier, to experiment with and decide on modifications of 
present components, and to design and accelerate development 
of modified and new components to be fed into the barrier. 
The study also proposed that, after a few months, and if the 
prospects still appeared promising, the task force could be 
merged into a task force charged with helping the operating 
forces implement the system. o2 

\ The Secretary of Defense was favorably impressed with 

Ithe barrier concept of the JASON Summer Study, and on 3 
. September he forwarded the concept, though not the entire 
I study, t,q the Joint Chiefs of Staff. "He believed that the 
proposal had "sufficient merit to warrant a decision that we 
will accept the plan or some modification thereof in prinCi­
ple and install it at the earliest practicable date." He 

I requested the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and asked i that they be prepared in consultation with CINCPAC and 
(0 I COMUSMACV. If the JOint Chiefs of Staff concurred in his ;\i proposal, said the Secretary, he would form an organization 
Cl,,\ \ to expedi te

6111ans and supervise the several concerned DOD 
, \ components. j . , 

\ 
. The Secretary of Defense did not await the reply of the 
\Joint Chiefs of Staff to begin action on the barrier. On 

1
15 September, he established Joint Task Force (JTF) 728 
(unclassified designation: Defense Communications Planning 
Group) "to achieve the objective of having" an infiltration 
interdiction system "to stop (or at the minimum substantially 
reduce) the flow of men and supplies from North to South 
Vietnam." The Secretary of Defense directed that the system 
be deSigned, produced and put into place in RVN and Laos by 
15 September 1967. The Secretary named Lieutenant General 
Alfred D. Starbird as Director of JTF 728, authorizing General 
Starbird to report directly to him and to have direct contact 

62. fit. ' 
63. TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 3 Sep 66, Encl to 

JCS 2343/ 98, 6 Sep 66, JMF 9155/3330 (3 Sep 66) sec 1. 

TOP SECRET 

35-24 



TOP SECRET 

wi th  the  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  and the m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e s .  The 
Secre ta ry  of Defens assigned the  p r o j e c t  t he  u n c l a s s i f i e d  
name PRACTICE NINE.84 

The J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  were obviously not  e n t h u s i a s t i c  
about t h e  b a r r i e r  concept.  In  a memorandum t o  the  Sec re t a ry  
of Defense on 17 September, they s t a t e d  t h a t  they would concur 
w i t h  the concept so  long a s  t h e  b a r r i e r  was i n  add i t ion  t o ,  
and not  a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r ,  "any major US o r  Free World m i l i t a r y  
e f f o r t "  i n  Vietnam. They s t a t e d  t h a t  l o g i s t i c a l  support  f o r  
the b a r r i e r  should be large enough t o  preclude the  d ive r s ion  
of c r i t i c a l  munitions and s t r i k e  f o r c e s  from o t h e r  combat 
opera t ions .  The J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  recognized the " h i s t o r i c  
use of  b a r r i e r s  and the p o t e n t i a l  inherent  i n  t h i s  concept," 
but they shared w i t h  CINCPAC a concern over i t s  " p r a c t i c a l i t y .  
Although they considered the 15 September 1967 ope ra t iona l  
d a t e  given General S t a r b i r d  o p t i m i s t i c ,  they admitted t h a t  t h e  
concept 'might have " the  p o t e n t i a l  of  shor ten ing  the war and 
t h a t  proceeding i n  the  manner d i r ec t ed  w i l l  provide a quick 
determinat ion of  v a l i  i t y  and acce lera ted  development of the 

. 

I1 

assoc ia ted  hardware. "85 

JTF 728 proceeded with i t s  t a s k  a t  once. On 29 September, 
General S t a r b i r d  provided the  Sec re t a ry  of Defense w i t h  a 
prel iminary r epor t ,  LnClUding a d r a f t  program w i t h  i n i t i a l  
e s t ima tes  o f  personnel,  equipment, and f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  achiev-  
ing and maintaining b a r r i e r  c a p a b i l i t y .  Severa l  weeks l a t e r ,  
a f t e r  a f u r t h e r  refinement of  requirements, General S t a r b i r d  
requested and the  Secre ta ry  of  Defense approved immediate 
funding au tho r i za t ion  r c e r t a i n  research  and development and 
production a c t i v i t i e s .  a 

64. ( S )  Memo, SecDef t o  LGEN S t a r b i r d ,  D i r ,  JTF 728, 15 
Sep 66, Encl t o  JCS 2343/907, 15 Sep 66, same f i l e , s ame  sec .  

65. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-594-66 t o  SecDef, 17 Sep 66 ( d e r i v e d  
from JCS 2343/898-2), same f i l e ,  same sec .  

66. (TS-GP 3)  JTF 728, "Report t o  the  Sec re t a ry  o f  
Defense on Schedules and Requirements f o r  t he  P ro jec t  of JTF 
728 (cis." 29 Sep 66, same f i l e ,  s ec  2. (TS-GP 3) Werno, Dir, 
JTF 72 , t o  SecDef, 16 Oct 66, Encl t o  JCS 2343/907-6, 17 
Oct 66; (TS) Memo, ASD(A) t o  DDR&E & Q., 19 Oct 66, Encl 
t o  JCS 2343/907-9, 25 Oct 66; same f i l e ,  sec  3. 
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<~l~ith the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military services. The 
\ Secretary of Defens~4assigned the project the unclassified 

name PRACTICE NINE.o 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were obviously not enthusiastic 
about the barrier concept. In a memorandum to the Secretary 
of Defense on 17 September, they stated that they would concur 
with the concept so long as the barrier was in addition to, 
and not a substitute for, "any major US or Free World military 
effort" in Vietnam. They stated that logistical support for 
the barrier should be large enough to preclude the diversion 
of critical munitions and strike forces from other combat 
operations. The JOint Chiefs of Staff recognized the "historic 
use of barriers and the potential inherent in this concept," 
but they shared with CINCPAC a concern over its "practicality." 
Although they considered the 15 September 1967 operational 
date given General Starbird optimistic, they admitted that the 
concept< might have "the potential of shortening the war and 
that proceeding in the manner directed will provide a quick 
determination of validity and accelerated development of the 
associated hardware. "65 

JTF 728 proceeded with its task at once. On 29 September, 
General Starbird provided the Secretary of Defense with a 
preliminary report, including a draft program with initial 
estimates of personnel, equipment, and facilities for achiev­
ing and maintaining barrier capability. Several weeks later, 
after a further refinement of requirements, General Starbird 
requested and the Secretary of Defense approved immediate 
funding authorization for certain research and development and 
productionactivities. 66 

64. (S) Memo, SecDef to LGEN Starbird, Dir, JTF 728, 15 
Sep 66, Encl to JCS 2343/907, 15 Sep 66, same file,same sec. 

65. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-594-66 to SecDef, 17 Sep 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/898-2), same file, same sec. 

66. (TS-GP 3) JTF 728, "Report to the Secretary of 
Defense on Schedules and Requirements for the Project of JTF 
728 (C)," 29 Sep 66, same file, sec 2. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir, 
JTF 728, to SecDef, 16 Oct 66, Encl to JCS 2343/907-6, 17 
Oct 66; (TS) Memo, ASD(A) t~ DDR&E tl.ll., 19 Oct 66, Encl 
to JCS 2343/907-9, 25 Oct 60; same file,sec 3. 
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These a c t i o n s  gave the  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  concern. 
In a mkmorandum of  10 October 1966, they informed the  Secre-  
t a r y  of Defense t h a t  the JTG 728 d r a f t  program would hamper 
cu r ren t  combat programs by committing c r i t i c a l  resources  
"without p r e r e q u i s i t e  determinat ion o f  p r a c t i c a l i t y . ' '  They 
recommended t o  the Secre ta ry  a modif icat ion i n  the JTF 728 
terms of  r e fe rence  t o  r e q u i r e  determinat ion of f e a s i b i l i t y  
p r i o r  t o  commitment o f  resources ,  t o  a l low adjustment in the  
i n i t i a l  ope ra t iona l  da t e ,  and t o  provide t h a t  the  JTF p r o j e c t  
d e f i n i t i o n  p lan  be submitted t o  the Sec re t a ry  of  Defense 
through t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f .  The Sec re t a ry  of  Defense 
agreed w i t h  t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  concerning the f e a s l -  
b i l i t y  of the  b a r r i e r  p r o j e c t  before  commitment of resources  
" t o  the  ex ten t  i t  a p p l i e s  t o  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  components of  the 
i n t e r d i c t i o n  system (munitions, sensors ,  a i r c r a f t  modifica- 
t i o n s ,  e t c . )  .I' Also Mr. McNamara i n s t r u c t e d  General S t a r b i r d  
t o  make h i s  r epor t s ,  Including the p r o j e c t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  a v a i l -  
a b l e  t o  the  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  a t  t h @  same time they  were 
submitte.d, t o  him.67 

Although the J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  were concerned t h a t  
See-etary McNamara's approval of <he JTF 728 reques t  would 
d i v e r t  e s s e n t i a l  weapons and m a t e r i a l s  from c u r r e n t  programs, 
they d e c i d e d  t o  reserve  t h e i r  views f o r  the o v e r a l l  con- 
s i d e r a t i o n  t h a t  w I d  be given JTF 728's p r o j e c t  d e f i n i t i o n  
plan in November. 88 

Meanwhile, during a v i s i t  by the  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense t o  
RVN i n  October, COMUSMACV suggested an a l t e r n a t e  b a r r i e r  p lan .  
The COMUSMACV proposal  included: "a phys i ca l  b a r r i e r ,  i n  the 
t r a d i t i o n a l  sense,  on t h e  e a s t e r n  end o f  t h e  l i n e  where the 
country i s  r e l a t i v e l y  f l a t  and open . . . ; secondly, an 
ex tens ion  t o  the northwest from the Laos-South Vietnam border,  
which would be l a i d  by a i r  and pol iced by a i r " ;  and a " c e n t e r  
s e c t i o n  through t h e  mountains t o  the e a s t  of  the Laos-South 
Vietnam border' '  c o n s i s t i n g  of a ser ies  of  phys i ca l  obs t ruc t ions  
in the mountain pas ses .  A t  the  S e c r e t a r y ' s  reques t ,  General 
Westmoreland r e f ined  h i s  proposal  i n t o  a requirements p lan  

67. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-652-66 t o  SecDef, 10 Oct 66 ( d e r i v e d  
from JCS 2343/907-2), same f i l e ,  sec 2 .  (TS)  Memo, SecDef 
t o  CJCS, 25 Oct 66, Encl  t o  JCS 2343/907-10, 28 Oct 66, same 
f i l e ,  sec  3. 

sec  3.  
68. (TS-GP 3 )  JCS 2343/907-11, 31 Oct 66, same f i l e ,  

TOP SECRET 

35-26 

TOP SECRET 

These actions gave the Joint Chiefs of Staff concern. 
In a memorandum of 10 October 1966, they informed the Secre­
tary of Defense that the JTG 728 draft program would hamper 
current combat programs by committing critical resources 
"without prerequisite determination of practicality." They 
recommended to the Secretary a modification in the JTF 728 
terms of reference to require determination of feasibility 
prior to commitment of resources, to allow adjustment in the 
initial operational date, and to provide that the JTF project 
definition plan be submitted to the Secretary of Defense 
through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Secretary of Defense 
agreed with the Joint Chiefs of Staff concerning the feasi­
bility of the barrier project before commitment of resources 
"to the extent it applies to feasibility of components of the 
interdiction system (munitions, sensors, aircraft modifica­
tions, etc.)." Also Mr. McNamara instructed General Starbird 
to make his reports, including the project definition, avail­
able to the JOint

6
ChiefS of Staff at the same time they were 

submit t e.d. to him. 7 '. 

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff were concerned that 
Sec~etary McNamara's approval of the JTF 728 request would 
divert essential weapons and materials from current programs, 
they decided to reserve their views for the overall con­
sideration that wguld be given JTF 728's project def1n1tion 
plan in November. d 

Meanwh1le, during a visit by the Secretary of Defense to 
RVN in October, COMUSMACV suggested an alternate barrier plan. 
The COMUSMACV proposal 1ncluded: "a physical barrier, in the 
trad1t1onal sense, on the eastern end of the line where the 
country is relatively flat and open ... ; secondly, an 
extension to the northwest from the Laos-South Vietnam border, 
which would be laid by air and po11ced by a1r"; and a "center 
section through the mountains to the east of the Laos-South 
Vietnam border" consisting of a series of physical obstructions 
in the mountain passes. At the Secretary's request, General 
Westmoreland refined his proposal into a requirements plan 

67. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-652-66 to SecDef, 10 Oct 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/907-2), same file, sec 2. (TS) Memo, SecDef 
to CJCS, 25 Oct 66, Encl to JCS 2343/907-10, 28 Oct 66, same 
file, sec 3. 

68. (TS-GP 3) JCS 2343/907-11, 31 Oct 66, same file, 
sec 3. 
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t h a t  he submitted on 25 October. General Westmoreland's p l an  
assumed t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  f o r c e s ,  over and above COMUSMACV's 
ope ra t iona l  f o r c e  requirements,  would b e  provided f o r  the 
b a r r i e r  cons t ruc t ion  and manning. But, because o f  the  s t r e n g t h  
c e i l i n g s  imposed by Program #4, the  J o i n t  Chiefs o f  S t a f f  
informed CINCPAC and COMUSMACV on 18 November 1966 t h a t  addi -  
t i o n a l  f o r c e s  could not  be  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  meet the  r e q u i r e -  
ments o f  the b a r r i e r  p lan .  The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  added 
t h a t  COMUSMACV should p lan  t o  meet a l l  PRACTICE NINE r e q u i r e -  
ments from wi th in  approved in-country s t r e n g t h s .  Subsequently,  
both COMU MCV and CINCPAC expressed disagreement with t h i s  
dec i s ion .  g9 

On 14 November 1966, General S t a r b i r d  submitted h i s  
P ro jec t  Def in i t i on  Report t o  the Sec re t a ry  of  Defense. I n  
h i s  r e p o r t ,  he analrzed f o u r  approaches t o  a b a r r i e r  system: 
the  Prescribed Plan, a modified vers ton  o f  the JASON Summer 
Study concept providing f o r  the i n s t a l l a t i o n  of  a gmund- 
emplaced l i n e a r  b a r r i e r  south  of  the  DMZ "on the 30 km ad jacen t  
t o  the coas t "  and an oir-emplaced an t ipe r sonne l  b a r r i e r  from 
the l i n e a r  b a r r i e r  westward i n t o  Laos and an a n t i v e h i c u l a r  
ba r r i e r  in the Laos area; COMUSMACV*s b a r r i e r  plan;  and two 
a l t e r n a t e  proposals  t ha t  were phased composites of  the Pre- 
scr ibed  and MACV Plans.  The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t e ,  t i t l e d  the 
Phased I n s t a l l a t i o n  Plan ( P I P ) ,  c a l l e d  f o r  the i n s t a l l a t i m  
o f  a ground-emplaced l i n e a r  b a r r i e r  from the RVN c o a s t  t o  the  
Laos border  s i m i l a r  in na tu re  and t iming t o  the MACV proposa l .  
In Laos, t h e  P I P  provided f o r  the i n s t a l l a t i o n  of  the " o r i g i -  
n a l l y  conceived" air-supported a n t i v e h i c u l a r  p r o t i o n  by 1 
November 1967 and the an t ipe r sonne l  po r t ion  by 1 A p r i l  1968. 
The second a l t e r n a t e ,  the  Phased I n s t a l l a t i o n  Plan (Modified) 
was t h e  same a s  the PIP ,  except t h a t  both the  a n t i v e h i c u l a r  
and an t ipe r sonne l  po r t ions  would be  i n s t a l l e d  by 1 November 
1967.70 

69. (TS-GP 3)  CM-1845-66 t o  Secy, JCS, 17 Oct 66, Encl 
t o  JCS 2343/907-7, 19 Oct 66, same f i l e ,  sec  3. (TS-GP 3)  
Mag, COMUSMACV t o  CINCPAC, 21 Oct 66, JCS IN 78800. 
Msg, COMUSMACV t o  CINCPAC, 25 Oct 66, JCS IN 89093. 
Msg, JCS 8228 t o  CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 18 Nov 66. (TS-NOFORN- 
G P  1) COM USMAC V Command His t o m ,  1967 PP. 1073-1075. 

70. (TS-GP 3)  Memo, D i r ,  JTF 728: t o  SecDef, 1 4  Nov 66 
Encl t o  JCS 2343/907-14, 1 5  Nov 66, JMF 9155/3330 ( 3  Sep 66)  
secs  4 and 4A. 
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that he submitted on 25 October. General Westmoreland's plan 
assumed that additional forces, over and above COMUSMACV's 
operational force requirements, would be provided for the 
barrier construction and manning. But, because of the strength 
ceilings imposed by Program #4, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
informed CINCPAC and COMUSMACV on~8 November 1966 that addi­
tional forces could not be made available to meet the require­
ments of the barrier plan. The Joint Chiefs of Staff added 
that COMUSMACV should plan to meet all PRACTICE NINE require­
ments from within approved in-country strengths. Subsequently, 
both COMUS~~CV and CINCPAC expressed disagreement with this 
decis1on. 69 

On 14 November 1966, General Starbird submitted his 
Project Definition Report to the Secretary of Defense. In 
his report, he analy.zed four approaches to a barrier system: 
the Prescribed Plan, a modified version of the JASON Summer 
Study concept providing for the installation of a ground­
emplaced linear barrier south of the DMZ "on the 30 kIn adjacent 
to the coast" and an air-emplaced antipersonnel barrier from 
the linear barrier westward into Laos and an antiveh1cular 
barrier in the Laos area; COMUSMACV's barrier plan; and two 
alternate proposals that were phased composites of the Pre­
scribed and MACV Plans. The first alternate, titled the 
Phased Installation Plan (PIP), called for the installation 
of a ground-emplaced linear barrier from the RVN coast to the 
Laos border similar in nature and timing to the MACV proposal. 
In Laos, the PIP provided for the installation of the "origi­
nally conceived" air-supported anti vehicular prot1on by 1 
November 1967 and the antipersonnel portion by 1 April 1968. 
The second alternate, the Phased Installation Plan (Modified) 
was the same as the PIP, except that both the antivehicular 
and antipersonnel portions would be installed by 1 November 
1967.70 

69. (TS-GP 3) CM-1845-66 to Secy, JCS, 17 Oct 66, Encl 
to JCS 2343/907-7, 19 Oct 66, same file, sec 3. (TS-GP 3) 
Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 21 Oct 66, JCS IN 78800. (TS-GP 31 
Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 25 Oct 66, JCS IN 89093. (TS-GP 4 
Msg, JCS 8228 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 18 Nov 66. (TS-NOFORN­
GP 1) COMUSMACV COmmand History. 196;. pp. 1073-1075. 

70. (TS-GP 3) Memo, D1r, JTF 72 , to SeeDef, 14 Nov 66 
Encl to JCS 2343/907-14, 15 Nov 66, JMF 9155/3330 (3 Sep 66) 
sees 4 and 4A. 
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After reviewing and comparing the requirements of  t h e  
f o u r  proposals  i n  terms o f  personnel,  major equipment, 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  cons t ruc t ion ,  and unprogrammed funding, General 
S t a r b i r d  recommended t h a t  b a r r i e r  prepara t ions  proceed on the  
b a s i s  of the  Phased I n s t a l l a t i o n  Plan. The Secre ta ry  of  
Defense, however, requested JCS views on any inc reases  Fn 
programmed f o r c e s  required t o  execute the Phase I n s t a l l a t i o n  
Plan (Modified) and y o t h e r  comments o r  recommendations 
they wished t o  make. 31;: 

The J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f  took advantage o f  t he  oppor- 
t u n i t y  afforded them t o  express  again t h e i r  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
wi th  the  whole b a r r i e r  concept.  In a memorandum f o r  the 
Secre ta ry  of Defense, dated 1 December 1966, the  J o i n t  Chiefs 
of S t a f f  recommended t h a t  the plan not be approved f o r  
execut ion and, ins tead ,  t h a t  cu r ren t  e f f o r t s  t o  reduce 
I n f i l t r a t i o n  be continued and expanded. The J o i n t  Chiefs of  
S t a f f  believed t h a t  t he  f o r c e s  required t o  form the  b a r r i e r  
could not be r ea l i zed  e i t h e r  from Program #4 f o r c e s  without 
jeopardizing e x i s t i n g  programs o r  from out-of-country sources  
because of  equipment and sus t a in ing  base l i m i t a t i o n s .  They 
considered the  t echn ica l  and ope ra t iona l  f e a s i b i l i t y  of  the  
p lan  open t o  ques t ion  and the  estimated p i a s t e r  cos t  of  the 
plan dangerous t o  the a l ready  c r i t i c a l  i n f l a t i o n  i n  RVN. They 
believed t h a t  the  d i v i s i o n  of e f f o r t  and increased c o s t s  of  
the  b a r r i e r  would not  produce b e n e f i t s  commensurate w i t h  the  
r e s u l t a n t  l o s s  of m i l i t a r y  i n i t i a t i v e  and momentum i n  cu r ren t  
programs .72 

A f t e r  consider ing the  JTF 728 Pro jec t  Def in i t i on  Plan and 
the  subsequent JCS comments, the  Secre ta ry  of  Defense d i r e c t e d  
General S t a rb i rd  t o  prepare a revised b a r r i e r  p lan  t h a t  would 
minimize the impact on o t h e r  Southeast  Asia missions and t h a t  
would r equ i r e  only minimum a d d i t i o n a l  f o r c e s  from the  CONUS. 
General S t a r b i r d  submitted the revised plan,  e n t i t l e d  "Plan 
f o r  Increased A n t i - I n f i l t r a t i o n  Capabi l i ty  f o r  SEA (S)," on 
22 December. It provided f o r  ma te r i a l s  f o r  t h e  l i n e a r  p o r t i o n  
of  t he  b a r r i e r  t o  be procured and in-country by 1 J u l y  1967, 
but without a commitment f o r  deployment. A i r c r a f t  and o t h e r  
resources  unique t o  the air-supported po r t ion  o f  t h e  b a r r i e r  
were t o  be developed and prepared on a schedule t o  permi t  

t o  JCS 23 3 967-16, 17 Nov 66, same f i l e ,  s ec  4.  

from JCS 2343/907-24), same f i l e ,  sec 5 .  

71. (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef t o  CJCS,  15 Nov 66, Encl 

72. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-740-66 t o  SecDef, 1 Dec 66 (derived 
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After reviewing and comparing the requirements of the 
four proposals in terms of personnel, major equipment, 
facilities, construction, and unprogrammed funding, General 
Starbird recommended that barrier preparations proceed on the 
basis of the Phased Installation Plan. The Secretary of 
Defense, however, requested JCS views on any increases in 
programmed forces required to execute the Phase Installation 
Plan (Modified) and ~~y other comments or recommendations 
they wished to make. 7 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff took advantage of the oppor­
tunity afforded them to express again their dissatisfaction 
with the whole barrier concept. In a memorandum for the 
Secretary of Defense, dated 1 December 1966, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff recommended that the plan not be approved for 
execution and, instead, that current efforts to reduce 
infiltration be continued and expanded. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff believed that the forces required to form the barrier 
could no"t" be realized either from Prog"ram #4 forces without 
jeopardizing existing programs or from out-of-country" sources 
because of equipment and sustaining base limitations. They 
considered the technical and operational feaSibility of the 
plan open to question and the estimated piaster cost of the 
plan dangerous to the already critical inflation in RVN. They 
believed that the division of effort and increased costs of 
the barrier would not produce benefits commensurate with the 
resultant loss of military initiative and momentum in current 
programs.72 

After considering the JTF 728 Project Definition Plan and 
the subsequent JCS comments, the Secretary of Defense directed 
General Starbird to prepare a revised barrier plan that would 
minimize the impact on other Southeast Asia missions and that 
would require only minimum additional forces from the CONUS. 
General Starbird submitted the revised plan, entitled "Plan 
for Increased Anti-Infiltration Capability for SEA (S)," on 
22 December. It provided for materials for the linear portion 
of the barrier to be procured and in-country by 1 July 1967, 
but without a commitment for deployment. Aircraft a"nd other 
resources unique to the air-supported portion of the barrier 
were to be developed and prepared on a schedule to permit 

71.~. (TS-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 15 Nov 66, Encl 
to JCS 23431907-16, 17 Nov 66, same file, sec 4". 

72. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-740-66 to SecDef, 1 Dec 66 (derived 
from JCS 2343/907-24), same file, sec 5. 
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opera t iona l  a v a i l a b i l i t y  i n - t h e a t e r  by 1 November 1967--again 
without a dec i s ion  f o r  deployment. The 22 December p lan  a l s o  
provided f o r  the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  t o  t a s k  COMUSMACV and 
CINCPAC f o r  the  p repa ra t ion  of p lans  f o r  t h e  i n t e r d i c t i o n  of 
i n f i l t r a t i o n  through the convent ional  l i n e a r  b a r r i e r  a r e a  by 
10 February 1967 and f o r  i n t e r d i c t i o n  in the  a rea  west of the  
l i n e a r  b a r r i e r ,  inc luding  both a " d e f i l e "  b a r r i e r  a r ea  i n  RVN 
and an air-supported b a r r i e r  a r ea  i n  Laos, by 15 Apr i l  1967. 
The revised p lan  c a l l e d  f o r  Sec re t a ry  of Defense dec l s ion -  
p o i n t s  t o  be  25 February 1967 f o r  the  l i n e a r  b a r r i e r  and 15 
Ju ly  1967 f o r  the air-supported b a r r i e r ,  w i t h  bo th  keyed t o  
an IOC-option d a t e  of  1 November 1967. Requests f o r  "minimum 
e s s e n t i a l  augmentation fo rces"  beyond c u r r e n t l y  p r o g r a m  
f o r c e s  were t o  be submitted t o  the Sec re t a ry  of  Defense. 79 

The J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  were s t i l l  d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  
A t  a meeting on 6 .January 1967, they  re- the b a r r i e r  p lan .  

affirmed. t h e i r  oppostion t o  an anti-infiltration b a r r i e r  u n t i l  
p lans  could be proper ly  eva lua ted .  They s t a t e d  t h a t ,  if the 
S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense had decided t o  cons t ruc t  a ba r r i e r ,  then  
they would proceed a s  d i r e c t e d ,  but s ince  he had no t  made such 
a dec i s ion ,  they wished t h e i r  concern t o  be understood. 
Rather than be  "aggravating" by lengthy  r e p e t i t i o n s  of t h e i r  
pos i t i on ,  t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of  S t a f f ,  i n  a memorandum of  9 Janu- 
a r y  1967, merely c a l l e d  the S e c r e t a r y ' s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e i r  
v i ews  on t h e  b a r r i e r  a s  s t a t e d  on 1 December. They a l s o  
requested c e r t a i n  minor r e v i s i o n s  i n  the 22 December Anti-  
I n f i l t r a t i o n  Capab i l i t y  Plan. Apparently the J o i n t  Chiefs o f  
S t a f f  d i d  not  expect Sec re t a ry  McNamara t o  reverse h i s  support  
f o r  the b a r r i e r  f o r  they had a l r eady  i n s t r u c t e d  COMUSMACV and 
C I N C P A C  t o  prepare the a n t i - i n f i l t r a  i o n  i n t e r d i c t i o n  p l ans  
responsive t o  the 22 December plan.7 E 

The JCS expec ta t ion  proved c o r r e c t .  For on the same day 
t h a t  they forwarded t h e i r  l a t e s t  comments, the  Sec re t a ry  of 

73. (TS-GP 3)  Memo, D i r ,  JTF 728, t o  SecDef, "Plan f o r  
Increased A n t i - I n f i l t r a t i o n  Capab i l i t y  f o r  SEA (S),"  22 Dec 
66, same f i l e ,  sec  7 .  (TS-GP 3) Talking Paper f o r  CJCS,  same 
subj ,  30 Dec 66, same f i l e ,  same s e c .  

74. (TS) Note t o  Control Dlv . ,  "JCS 2343/907-28 - Plan 
f o r  Increased A n t i - I n f i l t r a t i o n  Capab i l i t y  f o r  SEA (S ) , "  
6 Jan 67, same f i l e ,  sec  7 .  (TS-GP 3) JCSM-11-67 t o  SecDef, 
9 Jan 67 ( d e r i v e d  from JCS 2343/907-34), same f i l e ,  sec  8 .  
(S-GP 4 )  Msg, JCS 2986 t o  CINCPAC, 6 Jan 67, same f i l e ,  same 
s e c .  
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operational availability in-theater by 1 November 1967--again 
without a decision for deployment. The 22 December plan also 
provided for the JOint Chiefs of Staff to task COMUSMACV and 
CINCPAC for the preparation of plans for the interdiction of 
infiltration through the conventional linear barrier area by 
10 February 1967 and for interdiction in the area west of the 
linear barrier, including both a "defile" barrier area in RVN 
and an air-supported barrier area in Laos, by 15 April 1967. 
The revised plan called for Secretary of Defense decision­
points to be 25 February 1967 for the linear barrier and 15 
July 1967 for the air-supported barrier, with both keyed to 
an IOC-option date of 1 November 1967. Requests for "minimum 
essential augmentation forces" beyond currently programm~d 
forces were to be submitted to the Secretary of Defense.13 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were still dissatisfied with 
the barrier plan. At a meeting on 6 "January 1967, they re­
affirmed, their oppostion to an anti-infiltration barrier until 
plans could be properly evaluated. They stated that, if the 
Secretary of Defense had decided to construct a barrier, then 
they would proceed as directed, but since he had not made such 
a decision, they wished their concern to be understood. 
Rather than be "aggravating" by lengthy repetitions of their 
position, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a memorandum of 9 Janu­
ary 1967, merely called the Secretary's attention to their 
views on the barrier as stated on 1 December. They also 
requested certain minor revisions in the 22 December Anti­
Infiltration Capability Plan. Apparently the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff did not expect Secretary McNamara to reverse his support 
for the barrier for they had already instructed COMUSMACV and 
CINCPAC to prepare the anti-infiltration interdiction plans 
responsive 'to the 22 December plan. 74 

The JCS expectation proved correct. For on the same day 
that they forwarded their latest comments, the Secretary of 

73. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir, JTF 728, to SecDef, "Plan for 
Increased Anti-Infiltration Capability for SEA (S)," 22 Dec 
66, same file, sec 7. (TS-GP 3) Talking Paper for CJCS, same 
subj, 30 Dec 66, same file, same sec. 

74. (TS) Note to Control Div., "JCS 2343/907-28 - Plan 
for Increased Anti-Infiltration Capability for SEA (S)," 
6 Jan 67, same file, sec 7. (TS-GP 3) JCSM-1l-67 to SecDef, 
9 Jan 67 (derived from JCS 2343/907-34), same file, sec 8. 
(S-GP 4) Msg, JCS 2986 to CINCPAC, 6 Jan 67, same file, same 
sec. 
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Defense d i r e c t  d General S t a rb i rd  t o  prepare an a n t i - i n  
t r a t i o n  capabi  i t y  i n  accordance w i t h  the 22 December p 
He did, however, request  General S t a r b i r d  t o  make the  m 
changes t h a t  the  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  had requested .75 

I 

~ 

11 - 
Pn . 
l o r  

As if t o  underscore t h e  importance tha t  t he  Sec re t a ry  of 
Defense a t tached  t o  the  b a r r i e r  p r o j e c t ,  the  Deputy Sec re t a ry  
of Defense requested and t h e  Pres ident  approved,on 13 January 
1967 the des igna t ion  of  p r o j e c t  PRACTICE NINE "as  being i n  the 
highest  n a t i o n a l  p r i o r i t y  category."  A f t e r  n e a r l y  a yea r  of  ' 

planning and debate ,  the United S t a t e s  was fully committed t o  
u c t i o n  of an a n t i - i n f i l t r a t i o n  b a r r i e r  i n  South 

I .  

75. (S-GP 3) Memo, SecDef t o  D i r ,  DCPG, 9 Jan 67, Encl 

76. AS-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef t o  Pres, 7 Jan 67, Encl t o  
t o  JCS 2343/907-35, 11 Jan 67, same file, same see .  

JCS 17251' 44, 10 Jan 67; (S-GP 4) NSAM No. 358, 13 Jan 67, 
Encl t o  JCS 1725/644-3, 29 Mar 67; JMF 418 (7 Jan 67). 
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Defense directed General Starbird to prepare an anti-infil­
tration capability in accordance with the 22 December plan. 
He did, however, request General Starbird to make the minor 
changes that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had requested.75 

As if to underscore the importance that the Secretary of 
Defense attached to the barrier project, the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense requested and the President approved-on 13 January 
1967 the designation of project PRACTICE NINE "as being in the 
highest national priority category." After nearly a year of 
planning and debate, the United States was fully committed to 
the const~uction of an anti-infiltration barrier in South 
Vietnam .. 7b 

75. (S-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to Dir, DCPG, 9 Jan 67, Encl 
to JCS 2343/907-35, 11 Jan 67, same file, same sec. 

76. (S-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to' Pres, 7 Jan 67, Encl to 
JCS 1725/644, 10 Jan 67; (S-GP 4) NSAM No. 358, 13 Jan 67, 
Encl to JCS 1725/644-3, 29-Mar 67; JMF 418 (7 Jan 67). 
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