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Several years of attrition warfare, costly in lives not merely
dollars, provide a crude but dépressing measure of America's task in
Vietnam if we doggedly pursue current policies. 1In another twelve
months those costs will have exceeded the 150,000 casualties and the
hundred billion dollars expended in the Korean conflict.

These discouraging prospects invoke increasing discontent among
the American people, an opposition split into diametrically opposed
"hawks" and '"doves.'" A major weakness of that opposition derives from
the vagueness with which adherents of both persuasions express their
demands, the utter lack of a comprehensive program, integrated military-
political-economic strategies, leading to a clearly defined objective.

Dove pleas to '"stop the bombing' ignore the lessons of six "truces,"
three of them in 1967, which did exactly that for spans from one to 36
days.** The enemy seized every possible advantage, yielded nome. Hawk
utterances seldom go past urging isolated acts of violence (bomb Hanoi,

destroy Haiphong harbor) unaccompanied by coordinated plans to conclude

*Any views expressed in this paper are those of the author. They
should not be interpreted as reflecting the views of The RAND Corpo-
ration or the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or
private research sponsors. Papers are reproduced by The RAND Corpo-
ration as a courtesy to members of its staff.
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hostilities. Yet all three schools...the obstinate muddle-through-ers,
the advocates of withdrawal, even the 'warmongers'...claim to seek
""peace in Southeast Asia."

Sober reflection confirms the urgency of a searching reappraisal...
by government and by the electorate...to determine and unite upon United
States policy. This is not the first time Americans have reached such
a crossroads. If we are to survive as a great democracy it will not
be the last.

However incomprehensible to the rest of the world, our predicament
is uniquely American, hatred of war combined with an idealistic de-
votion to liberty. The United States of America, that government repu-
tably of, by, and for the people, despite its long tradition of loving
peace, has fought its wars with all the fervor, and much of the wasteful-
ness, of medieval Crusades. American devotion to freedom held aloft
our battle flags to defend successively: our-own liberty, one of the
"unalienable Rights"; freedom of the seas (1812); freedom for the slaves;
freedom for Cubans (1898); world safety for democracy; 'Four Freedoms,"
in a single war; and freedom for some, but not all, Koreans. We are
now embroiled in a protracted non-war to secure the blessings of freedom
for some Vietnamese.

Our series of struggles in the name of freedom would seem to have
been unavoidable, if, as we have been warned, "eternal vigilance is
the price of liberty." In retrospect they appear highly‘creditable,
perhaps ''glorious" pages in our national history. Yet for each gener-
ation that actually sacrificed lives and treasure in these wars, neither
fervor nor devotion lightened the burden, however much they may have

served to justify the effort, at least in American eyes.



While the noise of battle was clearly audible in American homes
the urgency of the cause was more readily apparent; the freedom at
stake our own. As the fields of strife receded to lands across wide
oceans, the threats less obviously directed at our own hearths, the
freedom most immediately endangered that of others, our zeal on behalf
of liberty became more difficult to sustain.

In 1917 young draftees, Crusader-like, sang, 'We're going over...
and we won't come back 'till it's over over there.' A quarter of a
century later it required the shock of Pearl Harbor to overcome our
repugnance to “sending American boys to fight in foreign wars.'" That
time nobody sang. The only reference to a 'Crusade' appeared later,
in the memoirs. of a famous military commander. World War II was the
last conflict to end in a decisive victory we could exploit in our
peculiar fashion, hastily demobilizing.our military establishment and
vowing it would never happen again. -

War in Korea, America's nmext and, until we became embroiled in
Vietnam, most recent foray in defense of liberty came upon us with a
shock akin to Pearl Harbor. Both conflicts resulted from wholly un-
provoked aggression--in our minds.* Both were complete surprises when
they occurred, though numerous, not entirely equivocal warnings had in

each case been ignored by our government. Despite obvious storm clouds

*Analytic history, never the American public's forte, suggests
aspects such as the o0il and scrap iron embargos that gave Japan cause
to charge us with aggression; others like troop withdrawals and of-
ficial denial of strategic interests in Korea that implied tacit per-
mission for the Kremlin to “adventure."



on the international horizon, our nation was militarily as well as
psychologically unprepared for the attack, in June 1950 as in December
1941.

That we did meet the challenge in Korea, so distant from our
shores, its threat seemingly remote to ourselves, is history. It may
someday rank as one of our "finest hours,' perhaps slightly smirched
by our failure to free all Koreans from comﬁunist bondage. (For a
brief moment we essayed that larger objective until war-weariness,
that malady of democracies, impelled us to settle for restoring the
status quo...give or take a few miles along the demilitarized zone.)

Preservation of South Korea's independence cost the United States
more than 50,000 lives,* over 100 billions of dollars...a significant
contribution to lay on the altar of human liberty for even our great
nation. Proportionally, the Koreans' themselves paid a far higher
price. The aggressors' loss in blood and treasure will never be known
with anything approaching exactitude.

Despite uncertainties involved, no complex analysis is required

to establish the unsatisfactory level of cost-effectiveness attained

*Thirty-three thousand, six hundred twenty-nine battle deaths,
20,617 deaths from ''other causes'"...only the second war in our history
in which disease and "other causes'" did not exact a higher toll than
actual combat.

Whether sending material aid to Korea became too onerous a
burden upon the Kremlin or President Eisenhower's thinly veiled threats
to resort to tactical nuclear weapons finally terminated Chicom ob-
structionism at Panmunjon remains an unimportant mystery. The fact...
and the lesson...is clear. The communist bloc (it did exist then)
yields only to pressures it cannot otherwise alleviate, never to
"appeals'" or humanitarian comsiderations. Russia foisted a fraudulent
armistice upon our too-ready acceptance in June 1951 only when the
armies of Chinese 'volunteers' were on the brink of disaster.



in American strategy for that conflict. The entire Korean peninsula
was not worth a tithe of our investment. (We bought Alaska for omnly
seven million, admittedly gold, dollars a century past.) We did not
want, nor have we acquired, any portion of Korean territory.

Worse yet, our involvement in that non-war has never terminated.
American troops still stand guard with their South Korean allies along
the demilitarized zone, sporadic fighting still erupts, casualties are
incurred and inflicted. A ceaseless stream of communist insults and
lies must be encountered in ineffectual '"armistice" negotiatioms,
dragging on after 14 years.

Yet bright rays gleam through an otherwise discouraging murk.
Republic of Korea forces, a two-division corps, matching the strength
of U.S. ground troops in Korea today, are now fighting our (or could
it be the free world's?) battles in South Vietnam. Their combat per-
formance does them credit. At home in the soithern half of their
peninsula, unrest that reached its he{ght with the overthrow of Syngman
Rhee has given way to social and economic progress, quite the nearest
any Asian nation has yet advanced on the road to true democracy. Perhaps
American lives and material resources bought greatly in Korea after all.

The 1953 'cease-fire" in that battle-scarred land was greeted with
vast relief by the American people. That "wrong war, in the wrong
place, at the wrong time'" would never happen to us again. The hasty--
hence unnecessarily expensive--buildup of ground and air strength was
reversed, and we, the people, put our faith in a massive retaliation
policy. The American military establishment, as always a reflection

of the people who create it, endorsed the slogan 'more bang for a buck."
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TWO DECADES OF INVOLVEMENT

Nevertheless, an unsuspecting America, was already becoming em-
broiled in what we now call "'that mess in South Vietnam." A brief
survey against time, discloses how that came about.

The first startling discovery is the fact that the United States
had already been involved in Vietnamese affairs for more than two
decades, to a degree the publi; never realized. United States concern
over Japan's Indochina incursions after the fall of France (1940) con-
tributed to the outbreak of World War II in the Pacific. During 1944,
President Roosevelt, despite the exigencies of that war, dispatched
military aid to Ho Chi Minh's struggle against Japanese invaders. As
long as he lived, President Roosevelt opposed the restoration of French
Colonial control over Indochina.

When World War II ended, this country ma@é diplomatic represen-
tations to DeGaulle's caretaker government that early independence be
granted that region but we stood aside as French forces returned.
Failing to influence DeGaulle or his successors in Paris, Washington
merely watched while France failed to reconcile its differences with
Ho Chi Minh at Fontainebleu (1946), and opened ﬁostilities in Tonkin
soon after. For a time we remained aloof from the resulting conflict.

Since 'communism did then appear to our policy makers as some-
thing approaching a monolith"* and Mao's China was unquestionably
backing Ho Chi Minh's insurgents in Vietnam, we later dispatched in-

creasing amounts of economic and, before long, military aid to the

%
Honorable William P. Bundy, Assistant Secretary of State, College
Park, Maryland, August 1967.
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French. Parallel with this move to 'repel communist military ad-
ventures,' our government continued to urge France to grant real inde-
pendence to Indochina '"both for its own sake and as ;he best means of
preventing communist control."

Our diplomatic overtures were as unavailing as our aid. Non-
communist nationalists in Vietnam were impelled into Ho Chi Minh's
camp by French intransigence. Military defeat at Dien Bien Phu in
the spring of 1954, together with popular aversion for the war in
France, brought a victory to the rebels that, unique in the annals of
Combloc negotiations, was partially lost at the peace table.

However, before the haggling that lead to the Geneva Accord of
1954, and while Dien Bien Phu was still besieged, the first of a then
unforeseen series of "escalation-debates' opened in Washington. French
calls for help became appeals for U.S. military intervention. The
"hawks' of that debate were chiefly those who.-believed that we could
intervene effectively with air and sea power only, a fallacy already
exposed in Korea.

Their most effective opponent, General Ridgeway, Army Chief of
Staff, rushed a team of experts to Vietnam to survey the tremendous
logistic tasks, from ports to airfields, inevitable in committing
large forces to a terrain so inimical to conventional military oper-
ations. To President Eisenhower, the full implications of this report
were readily apparent from his own experience. Intervention was re-
jected but to link General Ridgeway with latter-day "doves' would be

an error. He evaluated the decision bluntly: 'We could have fought



in Indochina, could have won...(at) tremendous cost in men and money.
We could not again afford to accept anything short of decisive military
victory.‘#

The outcome of this debate was an unusually well-kept secret
while the United States remained strictly in the background during
the negotiations at Geneva. Nevertheless our unobtrusive role is
credited with being "“crucial in inducing Russia and Communist China
to urge Hanoi to settle for the temporary division of Vietnam at the
17th parallel'ﬁ*--doubtless through hints of intervention in case
communist price tags proved exhorbitant. In addition to a disincli-
nation to encounter American forces in combat, the communists believed
that the jury-rigged "nations" of Laos and Cambodia, the puppet rule
of "emperor" Bao Dai in Vietnam, would shortly fall of their own weight.
They were not alone in this conviction.

Although the Washington administration had decided this was not
the time to fight, its attitude was aﬁything but supine. The ubiquitous
Secretary Dulles was busy creating the Southeast Asia Treaty Organ-
ization (signed at Manila, September 1954) to provide security for not
only the signatories but also for the newly created "protocol" states
carved out of Indochina. In the fall of that year, President Eisenhower
committed the United States to economic support for the new republic
of South Vietnam that had cast off its absentee '"emperor' and, under
the leadership of Ngo Dinh Diem, was surprisihg friends and foes alike

by its virility.

*
"Soldier: The Memoirs of Matthew B. Ridgeway,' General M. B.
Ridgeway, Harper, New York, 1956, p. 277.

ok .
Honorable William P. Bundy, op. cit., p. 6.



TREATY OBLIGATIONS ASSUMED

In February 1955, the U.S. Senate ratified the Dulles inspired
SEATO treaty by an 82-1 vote, officially acknowledging America's obli-
gations. Under these obligations, U.S. military aid for South Vietnam
began, meticulously within the Geneva Accord's limitations for foreign
military assistance. Today, more than a dozen years later that aid
has never ceased but repeatedlj increased.

Two distinguished soldiers, Lieutenant Generals.O'Daniel and
Williams, successively headed the Advisory Group strengthening Diem's
fledgling military that had already survived the threats of the Cao
Dai and Hoa Hao religious sects and shattered the army of the Binh
Xuyen, Saigon's vice syndicate.

Upon the approach of the July 1956 elections, prescribed in the
Accord, Diem flatly rejected them, supported ?y the United States.
Majority opinion in this country, to the extent the public noticed the
event at all, agreed with young Senator John F. Kennedy's'ésseésment
on the floor of Congress: "an election obviously stacked and subverted
in advance, urged by those who have already broken their own pledges
under the agreement they now seek to enforce."

Unfortunately the promise of Diem's early success faded in the
next five years. Between 1957 and 1959, discontent with the French
educated, mandarin class oligarchy solidified among sincere nationalist,
non-communist groups. Simultaneously a deliberate campaign of mixed
terror and propaganda, managed, staffed and supplied from Hanoi, in-

augurated guerrilla warfare.
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Whether U.S. aid could have been manipulated to counter the grow-
ing authoritarianism of Diem's regime, whether truly national forces
could have overthrown that regime without bloody revolution (as in
Korea) will never be known. Instead, hard core communist cadres sent
down from the morth, concealing brutal aggression behind a facade of
liberal reform, confusingly intermingled the two struggles.

In this tense situation, the Kennedy administration took office
"deeply engaged in Southeast Asia and the preservation of South Vietnam
independence.'# Early emphasis on the perils besetting Laos initially
overshadowed the latter's problems in Washington eyes. After President
Kennedy rejected military action in Laos, another Geneva Accord (1962),
this one at U.S. insistence and including Soviet Russia, 'neutralized"
Laos, on paper. While negotiations proceeded some 5000 U.S. troops
(Army and Marines) joined by an Australian-New Zealand-British con-
tingent rushed to Thailand at that nation's request. Chinese communist
intrusions into northern Laos tactfuliy subsided (though without com-
plete withdrawal of the intruders) and, also at Thai request, U.S. and
allied troops were withdrawn some months later (December 1962).

Sardonic critics have jibed that U.S. policy should have neutral-
ized South Vietnam, fought for Laos, a sound geo-political analysis.
Politics ruled otherwise. President Kennedy nevertheless did "reaffirm
the (Eisenhower) policy of 1954-1960,'$* believing U.S. weakness in

Southeast Asia would encourage Soviet pressures in other areas, that

*
Honorable William P. Bundy, op. cit., p. 6.
dk
Ibid.
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Communist China posed a major threat to dominate that regiom by piecemeal
aggression. The 'domino theory' had been enunciated officially in
Washington.

The escalation-debate of this period was confined so tightly to
top level officialdom that columnists' touted rumors were too vague to
excite public concern. Its outcome was complete defeat for advocates
of intervention by U.S. troops and punitive bombing of North Vietnam
although a contemporary, two-volume, official 'blue book' bluntly
charged "North Vietnam's effort to conquer South Vietnam.ﬁ* Instead,
military and economic aid was further increased, more U.S. personnel
were sent as "advisors' while Washington placed reliance upon '"hoping

ek
what was being undertaken would prove sufficient."

HOPE AS A POLICY

Hope proved the reverse of rewarding as SVN morale sank lower and
the military situation deteriorated but its discredited basis remained
the foundation of U.S. policy. More and more American military ad-
visors strove vainly to counteract the trend as the ranks of Military
Advisory Command, Vietnam (MACV) reached 25,000. To the delight of Diem's
enemies, communist and non-communist alike, liberals in this country
raised the tempo of protest against his '"dictatorship.'" Exacerbated
by Buddhist self immolations, covered in minute detail by U.S. press-
television, and the Bourbon-like behavior of Diem's relatives, these

protests influenced Washington. 1In the fall of 1963 the word mysteriously

*
"A Threat to the Peace,' Department of State Publication 7308,
December 1961.

%%
Honorable William P. Bundy, op. cit., p. 6.
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spread that U.S. backing was, in some unspecified way, being withdrawn
from Diem. His overthrow and death in November followed quickly, un-
doubtedly abetted if not caused by the subtle change in U.S. policy.

Whatever hopes, liberal or otherwise, that may have been enter-
tained regarding this sought for event, the result was political con-
fusion (four de facto governments in 18 months) in Saigon, country-
wide gains for the Hanoi-directed guerrillas. Their intensified attack,
stripped of its smoke screen objective...ending Diem's "facist" rule...,
starkly exposed their true purpose, smashing any non-communist govern-
ment in South Vietnam. Opposing this design, the thus far ineffectual
U.S. aid tallied costs totalling over a héndred U.S. servicemenvkilled,
scores of aircraft destroyed, hundreds of millions of dollars spent.

The combination of yet more aid and bootless hope failed to halt
the worsening situation in 1964. Still another U.S. President publicly
reaffirmed all essential elements of his predecessor's policy. Con-
fronted by torpedo boat attacks on ships of the U.S. Seventh Fleet
patrolling in the Tonkin Gulf, President Johnson did order retaliatory
air strikes on NVN naval bases but steadfastly rejected further bomb-
ing. Meanwhile a Congressional Resolution (August 1964) authorized
him to '"take all necessary steps including the use of armed force" in
defending the freedom of any SEATO member or protocol state asking this
country's help. Despite the authority granted, few of the legislators
expressed the view that the time to fight had arrived.

Not the halls of Congresé but an election campaign brought the
policy debate to a nation-wide audience before the ink on that Reso-

lution was completely dry. The Republican candidate charged Hanoi with



-13-

no more heinous crimes than those published over the signature of
Secretary of State Rusk nearly three years before.* He was scarcely
more explicit** in linking Soviet Russia and Communist China with North
Vietnam's semi-covert‘invasion. It was rather his outspoken views on
employing military forces to halt that aggression that clashed violently
with those expounded by President Johnson in his bid for re-election.
The issue seemed as clear as the election results that settled it, con-
clusive testimony that the American people had decided against armed
intervention in Southeast Asia.

The transient nature of that mandate became apparent only a few
months later, February 1965. President Johnson ordered a meticulously
limited bombing campaign against North Vietnam and received the appro-
bation of a distinct majority of his fellow citizens. A series of sharp
guerrilla attacks upon U.S. installations, causing numerous casualties,
was the stated grounds for the bombing. 1In fact, South Vietnamese
morale had fallen to a new low. Theif armed forces, deeply involved
in staging or preventing Saigon coups, had little capability left to
oppose the communists. Final collapse seemed imminent. A massive
transfusion of strength was obviously needed...and quickly.

As in Korea, 15 years earlier, the ''cheap, easy path of air and
seapower alone’?** was Washington's first resort. That it again proved

patently inadequate was accepted but slowly. During March only 3500

*
State Department Publication 7308, op. cit., p. 12.

*k
"North Vietnam, in guiding and supporting the Viet Cong effort,
has had the full backing of Moscow, Peiping and the rest of the commu-
nist world." 1Ibid.

*kk .
General M. B. Ridgeway, op. cit., p. 8.
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Marines landed, to defend the (then) U.S. Air Force base at Danang.

The Army's first deployment, its 173d Airborne Brigade arrived in May
at which time the Marine contingent doubled. Not until June was General
Westmoreland given Presidential authorization to commit U.S. troops to
combat "if the SVN government requests assistance.' Summer was well
advanced before a slow procession of fully-equipped Army and Marine
divisions, magnificently supported by air, made its appearance. At

sea, the Seventh Fleet more swiftly received strong reinforcements of
all types, attack carriers to light craft for coastal patrol, anti-
submarine groups as a precaution.

Today, two and a half years later, half a million Army, Navy, Air
Force, Marine Corps and Coast Guard persomnel are in Southeast Asia.
Gradual escalation of the bombing campaign in the north has mounted to
an air effort that approaches, in bomb tonnage dropped, that against
Hitler's Germany. More than 15,060 American servicemen have given
their lives for their countri:dﬁiotal‘casualties exceed the 100,000
mark. Resources are being expended at more than $30 billion a year.

As fruit of these exertions, South Vietnam still exists, has held
elections and, since July 1965, has been governed, with the consent of
most of the civilian leaders, by the Thieu-Ky uneasy military alliance.
But reinforced NVA and VC forces still control at least half of the
country, seriously threaten the remainder. The gradual escalation of
combat "in-country" (Pentagonese for the campaign inside South Vietnam)
has been paced by a tortuous increase in "out-country' bombing. Anti-
aircraft defenses opposing this bombing campaign have likewise "esca-
1ated".unti1 they exceed in density (number of guns) and sophistication
(Soviet furnished surface-to-air missile batteries) anything previously

experienced.
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News media regale the American public with strange details:
Strategic Air Command B-52 bombers deliver hundred-ton missions on
"'suspected enemy troop concentrations'; tactical airpower, from Navy
carriers and bases in neutral Thailand, wage the strategic, interdiction/
punitive campaign against North Vietnam at extreme range (often re-
quiring aerial refueling). American casualties, still rising, have
exceeded those of South Vietnam's military. Unpopular draft calls ex-
pand but U.S. reserve and national guard personnel and units are not
subject to call.

Costs of the '"non-war' can no longer be absorbed and concealed in
a '"peace-time' budget. The Joint Economic Committee (Senator William
Proxmire) of Congress has complained of '"military budgets grossly
inadequate for the needs" of the Southeast Asia conflict and their
disruptive effects upon budgetary and economic planning. Another in-
vestigating sub-committee (Senator Stennis) has exposed deep-seated
disagreements between experienced military leaders and their civilian
bosses in the Defense Department. It has called for '"the hard decision
to do whatever is necessary...to see the job through."

This recommendation is squarely in the American tradition. Hav-
ing been reluctantly involved in conflict, undeviating belief in the
justice of our cause, defense of freedom, compels the United States
to "fight it out on this linme." Historical verity, however, compels
the admission that from Valley Forge to modern times, war weariness
and the counsel of our fears have sometimes tugged at the sleeve of
our patriotic cloak.

Today's proliferation of news media reaching directly to nearly

every American who can see, hear or even read brings the forebodings
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of the faint hearted swiftly to us all. Consequently universal dread
of nuclear warfare's undisputed horrors is never absent from minds
constantly warned of presumed Soviet capabilities and malevolence. No
war, however "limited," that impinges even slightly upon U.S. and SU
interests can be wholly free of that awesome menace. Kremlin bombast
has, on occasion, ostensibly'committed Russia to a nuclear brink regard-
less of the desires of its people. Washington cannot do that even if
it would.

That the American people will risk even nuclear war after suf-
ficient provocation was demonstrated in the Cuba-missile crisis. An
overwhelming majority followed presidential leadership in those tense
days, not a few were ahead of it. The security, perhaps the very ex-
istence of our country was at stake. Any lesser action would have been
an abdication of a Chief Executive's oath of office. Any other popular
response would have been unworthy of his fellow-citizens' manhood.

For a U.S. President to deliberafely risk similar dangers to pro-
tect a small, distant nation from communist enslavement and evoke vast
popular support in so doing constitutes an entirely different responsi-

bility... for Executive and citizen.

POLICY CROSSROADS

Real life problems are seldom thus starkly outlined. American
policy today stands at a crossroads where markers point out two un-
mistakable destinations, two others veiled by vast uncertainties. No
mystery attends the fate of fifteen million Vietnamese if we take the

route of withdrawal. One need only compare life in West Berlin with
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that in Budapest. For any who can view that outcome with equanimity
the spectacle of a United States dishonoring treaty obligation, a-
bandoning the cause of human liberty can be added.

The second path has only recently been recognizable. We cannot
win in“Vietnam the way we are going. Vfrom now on, our annual bill, in
lives and resources seems certain to approximate 100,000 casualties,
and more than thirty billion dollars. Attrition yearly imposed upon
the enemy, Soviet aid approaching a billion, several hundred thousand
casualties, gives little foundation to expect, regardless of how ar-
dently we 'hope," a favorable termination of hostilities in several more
years.

Our superbly intentioned 'revolutionary development' program to
build an improved rural socio-economy in South Vietnam cannot succeed
as long as enemy sanctuaries remain unmolested the length of that
country's unsecured border. Early Americans did not terminate the
deadly menace of Indian raids by mereiy defending their log cabins.
Peace came only when the marauders were beaten in battle, pursued and
their base camps destroyed.

Thus, in addition to (1) withdrawal, and (2) '"more of the same,"
we are left with the uncertainties. The United States can (3) seek
to end the war by negotiation as at Panmunjon, or (4) ''do whatever is
necessary to see the job through." Routes (3) and (4) are enshrouded
in fog.

Repeated top level pronouncements that the objective of U.S.

military operations is to bring the government of North Vietnam to the

conference table, not to destroy it, imply that route (3), negotiationms,

coincides with our national policy. The fog, then, obscures Hanoi
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rather than Washington. The former's recalcitrance may be influenced
by several considerations:

o expectation of winning by default when American "doves"
emasculate our war effort

o reluctance to lose face by accepting a temporary setback
to their design for conquest

o pressures and/or bribes from Moscow and/or Peiping

o the amount of Combloc aid is adequate recompense for
bombing losses

o NVA/VC attrition in South Vietnam appears a cheap price

for tying down half a million U.S. fighting men, drain-
ing U.S. resources.

Doubtless elements of each are included in the demonstrated de-
cision to fight on...retaining the option of negotiation as a last
resort.

Washington's reliance upon a conference table to preserve NVN
freedom may be embracing ostensible success to the detriment of an
enduring peace. The betrayals, the broken agreements emanating from
our negotiations with communist regimes comprise a bitter record from
Yalta to Laos' neutralization., Hanoi's promise, solemnly guaranteed
by the Kremlin, possibly even Peiping, to withdraw all troops and
agents from South Vietnam, could gain us only temporary respite.

The inevitable "bring the boys home' pattern would quickly denude
Southeast Asia of U.S. forces. 'Victory," trumpetted by the press,
would not be scrutinized too closely in the wave of relief engulfing
the American people. Within two or three years (the example of Geneva,
1954, guerrilla intrusions, 1957, comes to mind) Ho Chi Minh's suc-
cessor could resume the propaganda-subversion-terror campaign all over
again. How would Washington deal with that development? How much
popular support cled then be mustered for a hard line response in

freedom's defense?
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The fourth alternative, except for those who cling to experience-
tarnished hope in "gradualism' to attrit enemy resolve, follows the
path of the "hawks." It demands more of our national leaders, of the
American people, than mere determination "to see the job through.
Conflict, now more than ever, the pursuit of political objectives by
other means, requires an integrated military-political-economic strategy,
scheduled to achieve significant results within a specified span. Above
all it must seize and retain the initiative to minimize an alert foe's
counter-measures. Violence pursuant to a faulty or incomplete strategy
can win, if at all, only at excessive cost. Even then its victory
risks losing the hard won peace.

United States military strength, stymied in Southeast Asia by
puny North Vietnam is no parallel to British defeats at the hands of
the Boers (1899) or Russian reverses in Finland forty years later.
Flaws in British and Russian military establishments, embarrassingly
exposed, were corrected; the unequal éonflicts quickly won. Our arms,
at peak efficiency in 1965, undefeated in land, sea, or air battle,
are still mired in an attrition war with no discernable end. We have
refused to exercise our unquestioned power to win.

One aspect of that power, our nuclear arsenal, remains the great
unmentionable in this bizarre contest. Humanitarian considerations
are invariably evoked to.silence the slightest reference to its use.
Cold logic might argue that a few low-yield nuclears, expertly delivered,
could have destroyed targets, such as airfields and POL depots, with
less loss of civilian life and property than repeated attacks by con-

ventional bombs.
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Such logic ignores reality, Washington's intense fear of trigger-
ing nuclear war, shared by thoughtful people everywhere. The depth and
extent of emotions involved frustrate analysis of that fear's validity.
In addition, key targets, once concentrated and relatively undefended,
are now widely dispersed, heavily protected by gun and missile batteries.
The costs, in delivering a weapon on target, in lives linked with that
target's destruction, have gone up.

This point was emphasized, outside the nuclear argument, by recently
released military testimony before the Stennis sub-committee. A JCS
strategic plan to destroy 94 NVN targets in 16 days, rejected in early
1965, had been designed to smash Hanoi's resistance before Combloc aid
could be effective.

The record for seapower is similar. A surprise blockade of the
NVN coast might once have been decisive, certainly so if combined with
air strikes. Counter-measures, the land routes from China, have been
vastly augmented since then. The dreaded "confrontation'" with Soviet
shipping now involves larger numbers of more valuable vessels.

On land, tacit acceptance of enemy sanctuary in "neutralized"

Laos, in Cambodia and along the DMZ has, with the years, become harder
to deny. Hostile possession has not only enhanced their military po-

sition, the morality of our case has been weakened by long toleration.

THEY SHALL NOT BURY VIETNAM

' The record of U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia, highlighted by
Congressional inquiry, discloses our errors of omission and commission.

It is less useful as a guide to future policy and strategy. The



cacophony of strident, complaining voices are the reverse of helpful.
Instead the everdue reappraisal should duly heed the obligations of
our American heritage, not the counsel of our fears. Procrastination
will not make our problems go away.

Rather it would seem that Mahan's stricture applies: 'Whatever
the tactical difficulties involved, the strategic necessities compel
a diligent study of how to meet them."

American traditions and present obligations clarify the strategic
hecessities in Southeast Asia for any eye not clouded by communist
deception. Surely U.S. leaders, civilian and military, have the wisdom,
the courage to chart a course; our people the fortitude to bear the
burdens in meeting communism's brutal threat: '"Today Vietnam, tomorro&

the world."
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