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1700, & U.8. Army OH-6 helicopter on a vis-
ual’ reconnaissance mission received enemy
ground fire, crashed and was ‘destrdyed 21
miles northeast of Saigon in Bien Hoa Prov-
ince, One U.8, was wounded in the action.

4. Yesterday morning afi approximately
1000, & U.S. Alr Force RF4 while on an un-
armed reconnaissance mission over North
Vietnam, was fired upon by an ememy anti-

alreraft artillery site located in an area five .

mliles northwest of Dong Hoi in North Viet-
nam. U.S. Alr Force F-4 escort alrcraft con-
ducted a protective reactton attacking the
site with bombs. Results of the strike are un-
known. There was no damage to the U.8.
aircraft. (This is the 90th protective reaction
announced this year, Note: Protective re-
action #00 called out yesterday evening was
in error. This was a repeat of protective re-
action #89 which was reported in yesterday’s
commiunique. The reason for this error was
& misreading of the target location coor-
dinates which made it appear as a separate
protective reaction very close to protective
.reaction 089 in time and location.)

6. Yesterday, ships of the U.S. Seventh
Fleet reported flring at enemy targets lo-
cated in the southern half of the DMZ.
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6, Yesterday, US nlrcraft Including US
Alr Porce B-52's, continued air opersatlions
along the Ho Chi Minh Trail in Laos, In addi-
tlon, U.8. alrcraft flew combsat missions In
support of Royal Laotian forces in Lsaos.

CAMBODIA

7. Yesterday, U.8, aircraft, including US'
Alr Force B-52's, continued air operations
against enemy forces and their lines of sup-
ply and commuhications in Cambodia,

TROOP REDEPLOYMENT

8. 8ix U.S. Army detachments: the 236th
Medical Detachment, the 346th Aviation De-
tachment, the 261st Field Artillery Detach-
ment, the 83rd Medical Detachment, the 5th
Quartermaster Detachment, and the 53rd
Quartermaster Detachinent -have commenced
stand down as a part of troop redeployment.
Personnel within these detachments will he
resssigned within the Republic of Vietnam
or returned to the United States using
normal returnee procedures. The approxi-
mate total number of space reductions is 100.

Memorandum to correspondents,

Subject: Weekly status reports—aAltreraft
losses.

CAprd 26, 1972

Macoi—Officlal U.S. alrcraft losses in con-
nectlon with the war in- Southeast Asia
through 7 March 1973.

Fixed wing aircraft:

OCategory I: 1,453 (one loss),

NVN: 937 (no change).

RNV. 434 (no change).

Laos: 82 (one loss).

Category II: 1,953 (2 losses),

Helfeopters:

Category I: 2,176 (no change)

NVN: 10 (no change).

RNV: 2,068 (no change).

Laos: 98 (no change),

Category I1: 2,547 (no change).

Definttions: .

Category I—Combat type aireraft lost to
hostile action while flying missions over
either North Vietnam, the Republic of Viet-
nam, or since 10 March 1970, over Laos.

Category II—Combeat type aircraft lost to
non~-hostile action, support aireraft losses,
and other losses in connection with the war.

Starting dates for reporting alrcraft losses:

North Vietnam—August 5, 1964.

Republie of Vietnam—January 1, 1961.
= Laos—March 10, 1970.

AMERiQAN PRISONERS OF WAR AND MISSING IN ACTION IN SOUTHEAST ASIA (AS OF MAR. 11, 1572) -

3 h : Missing Captored Total . Missing Captured Total
: By service:
—_ e ——— N B S
country: . 15 JR. - 2
Y NorthyVietnam 411 388 799 Marine Corps. . 90 25" 115
South Vietna 456 9% - 552 LU g 2470 577 244 821
Laos.-_. 262 5 7 Total : 1,129 3
. 1 R S . 89 .6
Total... 1,129 189 1,618 : . ! 1,618
STATISTICAL RECAPITULATION BY YEAR LOST . .
1964 1965 1966 1967 1963 1969 1970 1971 1972 Total
I A -4 54 204 228 294 176 85 79 7 1,12
Captured. .. . - 3 74 97 178 25 - 13 12 n 5 . 4389
Total e 7 128 301 405 ° 389 189 97 90 12 1,618
ibECEMBER 8, 1971 - U.S, MILITARY CASUALTIES—SOUTHEAST ASIA Cosualties—Military

No. 102671 C-232) .
COXford 7-5331 (Info.)
OXford 7-3189 (Coples) i
U.S. MILITARY CASUALTIES-—SOUTHEAST ASIA
- The Department of Defense today an-
~ hounced the following casualties In connec-
tion with the conflict in Southeast Asla,
KILLED AS A RESULT OF HOSTILE ACTION
Army: California
" 8P4 Dennis R. STEWART, husband of Mrs,
Mary A. STEWART, 2009 Occidental Drive,
Sacramento, 95826, 4
' Air Force: Maryland ’
" 8gt, Thomas E, FIKE, son of Mr, & Mrs,
Emerson T, FIKE, Friendsville, 21531,
DIED NOT AS A RESULT OF HOSTILE ACTION
Army: Arkansas

SP4 Marvin R. KEETER, son of Mrs. & Ms.

Luther 0. KEETER, Route 6, Fayetteville,
72701,
KENTUCKY
SP4 Willlam T. WARREN, Jr., husband of
Mra. Joyce A, WARREN, 6315 Mount Everest
Drive, Loulsville, 40216.
MISSOURL
£P4 Ronald REMBOLDT, son of Mrs. Mabel

C. REMBOLDT, 1018 Jefferson Street, Union, -

" 63084,
Air Force: Kentucky

CPT Charles P, RUSSELL, son of Mr. &
Mrs. Lee R, RUSSELL, 813 Stanley Street
Hepkinsville, 42240,

FEBRUARY 29, 1972

No. 142-72 (C-287)

- OXford 7-5331 (Info.)

OXiford 7-3189 (Coples) -~

0

The Department of Defense today an=-
ndunced the following casualties in connec-
tion with the conflict in Southeast Asia.

KILLED AS A RESULT OF HOSTILE ACTION
_ Air Force:-Ohio

1ILT Richard N. Christy, II, son of Mr. and
Mrs.- Richard Christy, Route 3, Marietta,
45750, -
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Subject: MACV weekly summary release
number 6972 of 9 Mar 1972

The following 1s a summary of slgnmcant
items released to news correspondents INS
Salgon at 1630H this date

Following are the casusnlty statistics re-
ported during the period 27 February 1972
through 4 Mar 1972 to the Department of De-
fense by the Military Services during the
week ending Saturday. Delayed reports and
status changes for earlier weeks are included
as they are recelved. Totals (shown in paren-
theses) are cumulative figures for Southeast
Asia from 1 January 1961 through 4 Mar 1972

U.s. '

b (45,661) deaths resulting.

38 (302,745) total wounded.

14 (152,918) wounded (hospital care re-
quired).

24 (149,832) wounded (hospltal care not
required.

1,408 current mlissing/captured/interned.

9 (10,095) deaths not as & result of hostile
action, -

Missing not as a result of hostile a.ction

Following are U.S, losses in Laos as a re=
sult of action by hostile forees for the period
27 February 1972 through 4 Mar, 1872. All
figures below are included in the totals on
the preceding page. The ‘“on ground” cate-

- gory refers to casualties to U.S. military per-

sonnel stationed in Laos. “Air operations re-
fers to casualties to U.S. military personnel

“incldent to air operations over Laos. Figures
‘in parentheses are cumulative totals since

10 March 1970.” -
ATR OEERATIONS
0 (100) deaths resuiting from hostile ac-
1. : :

4 (279) total wounded.

0 (113) wounded (hosplital care required).

4 (166) wounded (hospital cdre not re-
quired).
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does not diminish U.8. involvement nor-

make it of less vital concern to us in
Congress or to those whom we repre-
sent. The costs—the cost in people, the
cost in resources drained, the cost in
youth alienated, the cost in a country
divided—should all be well known to
each and every one of us.

The question is whether we are going

.to permit the secrecy and the news man-
agement and the concealment of facts to
continue, or whether we, as Representa-

_tives, are going to demand that the exec-
utive branch fully inform the Congress

_and the American people. ‘

Tn Southeast Asia itself, the examples
of secrecy and news management are
legion. :

" Sortie and tonnage flgures per coun-
- {ry remain classified, concealing the deep
involvement of the United States.in the
‘massive air campaigns over Laos and
Cambodia. .

Statistics for the bombing of Hanol
and North Vietnam have recently been
classified, allowing for further hidden
escalations.

" Reporters are not permitted to accom-
pany spotter and attack planes on thelr

. missions over Laos and Cambodia, as
they were in the past over South Viet-
‘nam, resulting in unreported civilian
casualties and ecological destruction in

- Vietnam. Pilots, air attachés, and other

personnel involved with the bombing of

Laos and Cambodia are functionally in-

sccessible to newsmen, which again
serves to censor independent accounts of
the effects of the air war.

Aerial reconnaissance folders, some of
them-quite old, of areas designated as
civilian sectors remain Iinaccessible to

Congressmen anhd to newsmen., These.

photographs would reveal once. and for
all the extent of bombing of civilian areas
so that we would have an understanding
of what the massive application of air-
power in Vietnam really has meant in
" the devastation of that country, which
we are destroying in order to save.

'The story of the captain, commenting
upon a destroyed village in Vietnam
some years ago, gave a very apt descrip-
tion of what the mission was, “We had
to destroy the village in order to save it.”

Only the sketchiest information Is
available on the costs of the air war and
the relative amounts of the difierent
types of ordnance used. The lack of such
- information obscures the costs and con-
ceals.the antipersonnel character of the
bombing. -

For almost a decade, a brutal war has
been waged by our Government in the
name of the American people. It is high
time the public was told the truth about
our disastrous involvement in this dev-
astating conflict,

The passage of the resolution before
us today. would be a major stride in
tearing the veil of secrecy from the war
in Indochina and exposing it for what it
really is. -

How mnfortunate it is that it is only
now that the so-called Kissinger pa-
bers are being revealed. These papers—
National Security No. 1—tell us, as the
Xashington Post editorialized this morn-

g: ’

That by early 10690 only the very same
people who had made most of the miscalcula-
tions which carried us up to March of 1968
with a big war and no solution still believed
that the war in Vietnam was winnable i
any practicable sense. . :
- The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military

command in Vietnam and the diehards in the-

Salgon Embassy still belleved this. But there
was & conslderable body of opinion that be-
lieved otherwise, that was prepared to sup-
port and reinforce a new, more reallstic and
more promising approach to Vietnam. By
and large, the Secretary of Defense, the State
Department and the CIA belleved:

‘That the North Vietnamese had the will
and the resources to carry on the war in-
definitely ageinst unlimited bombing;

That the South Vietnamese showed little
prospect of ever being able to conduct their
end of the war without extensive American
military support including the use of alr
power and combat troops;

That pecification wasn't working and
showed little hope of working over the long
haul; ’

That B52s were a doubtful asset except
for close in tactical support of combat op-
erations;

That there was something to be said for
promoting accommodations on the local level,
in the districts and villages and provinces,
between the government people and the Viet
Cong;

That neither this country's standing in
the world nor the fate of Southeast Asia
hinged on the outcome of the Vietnamese
struggle.

Yet, while the President ignored the
counsel of the National Security Memo-~
randum, the American people and its
representatives in Congress were not told
that it even existed. This callous dis-
regard of the people's right to know can-
not be countenanced.

The basic issue is the imperative need
for the Congress to heed the desires of
the American people in bringing this war
to an immediate end. Another death is
one too many. Another day is one too
much, It is time to give peace a chance.
* Mr. HEBERT, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DeLLUMS). .

(Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the resolution.

-I would like to call attention to the
basic nature of the information being
requested: How mahy men have we in
Vietnam? How many times a government
acting in our name has bombed another
country? How many countries are we
fighting in today?

It is a scandal that we, Congressmen—
so-called legislators—have to go to the
executive branch begging hat in hand for
this sort of information. Must we always
grope about in the -dark, killing and
maiming and wounding like a blunder-
ing giant, without even knowing 1t? Will
this be our excuse when we are con-
fronted with the consequences of our
acts—"“Well, we didn’t really know what
we were doing?”

Mr. Speaker, I look at the adverse re-
port that the committee has kindly pro-
vided us with, and I see these phrases
“in view of the fact,” “since,” ‘because
of,” and I think that these men we are
going to see some reasons for the bizarre

refusal.to provide this basic data. But

no—all we see are mere repetitions of
the same refusal. Does the Department
of Defense think that all they need do is
smile at us blandly and mutter “public
interest,” and we will go quietly away,
saying, “Our master has spoken. We need
n?t fear—surely he will take good catre
of us.”

When the Nixon administration took
. office, we all hoped that they had learned

from the mistakes of the previous ad-
ministration. .

And they have. ) o

The previous administration seemed to
think they had to convince us—and be-
cause they did not have a case, they lied.

They were found out in their lies, and
what happened?—protests, accusation, a
sense of betrayal.

Yes, the present administration has

learned from this mistake: If you can-

not say anything good, and you do not
want to be caught in a lie—why, do not
say anything at all. And then, when
someone asks an inconvenient question,
shake your head in a statesmanlike fash-

lon and say, “If you only knew what I

knew—how sorry you would be you were

- s0 unkind.” :
Mr. Speaker, we have to admit that

sometimes democracy has a few incon-
veniences. One of these inconveniences
is that if you want to carry out insane, i1-
legal and immoral adventures on the
other side of the globe, you will have to
rip your own country apart in order to
be able to do it. This inconvenience can
be removed if we starve democracy of
its life-blood, which is full and accurate
information. But there is no fifth amend-
ment for the Government—democracy
depends on the Government being forced
to glve incriminating evidence against

. itself,

Mr. Speaker, our responsibilities are
clear, it is time to live up to them. I am
convinced that once the American peo-
ple become aware of what is being done
In their name—once they realize the de-
mented and murderous way in which
Yankee ingenuity, which they are justly

proud of, is being used—they will want .

nothing so much as to stop this war as

fast as possible. : C
Therefore, I am putting into the Rec-

orp at this point information gathered

with painstaking care from nonclassified .

sources by various groups on the out-
side. I think we Representatives should

be shamed by these private citizens who

must do our work for us.
And if those who identify the pride of
powerful men with the enduring inter-

ests of this country feel that the careful-

conclusions of these observers is biased
or misleading—why, let them reply, not
with vague innuendoes and melodramat-
i¢ accusations, but with precision, clar-
ity, and rationality. Mr. Speaker, the in-
formation contained in these insertions
is specific—let us have specific informa-~
tion in return, so that we have a basis for
rational discussion, not blind and slavish
trust.

One year ago this week, I served as

chairman for a series of four ad hoc -

hearings concerned with the command
responsibility for American war atroci-
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-war directlon, but these need not concern us
. here.
For the next four years, as the Vietnamese
effectively reslsted French efforts to recon-
quer them, the U.S. was preoccupled with

Europe. But in 1949 Washington decided—

in the Interests of the cold war—to support
. France, though the bthen-Secretary of State,
Dean Acheson, has since admitted Washe=
ington knew that the Vietminh exercised
authority over most of the country. In his
memoirs Acheson tells of French plans to
“Vietnamize” the war—“to so weaken the
enemy bhefore reducing French forces in
Indochina - that iIndigenous forces could
. handle the situation.” The French policy
was thus one of mass extermination of
Vietminh supporters—which meant . most
of the popylation—{o permit imposttion of
the puppet Bao Dai regime upon the rem-
- nants - without need for permanent large-
scale French forces. Washington supported
this, Acheson writes, though it realized that
Bao Dai could never get enough popular
backing to rule without French bayonets.
This realization did not deter the Untied
States from escalating maierial said to
France in her war %o Impose this regime
~upon the Indochinese people—in obvious
contempt of the principles of independence
" and self-determination.

- By February of 1954, mass Indochinese
resistance and populer antiwar pressures in
France forced the Berlin Foreign Ministers’
* Conference to agree fo Soviet proposals for
negotiations to take place at Geneva in May
or June, We know mow that Washington
immediately proceeded to do all in its power
to block the negotiations, and, after they
-had gotten underway at Geneva, to break
them up. On March 6, less than three weeks
after Berlin, the U.S. National Security
- Council determined that Washington had
to iake all possible measures to prevent
Communist gains in any part of Indochina.
Southeast Asia, the NSC sald, supplied the
“Free World” with vital commoditles and
was an essential trading partner for Japan.
. Its “fall” could undermine Japan's alliance
with the U.S, And, according to the Counecil,

Indochina was the key to Southeast Asta.
The NSC’s position defined the. policy
which, with refinements, has shaped Wash-
ington's course in Southeast Asia up to the
present. It also indicated twa meajor concerns
in shaping this course—U.S. control of the
raw materials of Southeast Asla, and preser-
vation of Washington’s dominant political

and economic influence in Japan. Only six-

weeks before the NSCQ’s pollcy statement, a
Presidential Commission on Forelgn Eco-
nomic Policy had delivered a report which
emphasized that U.S, dependence on foreign
sources of raw materials was constantly grow=
Ing, and that these sources-—and private in-
vestments in developing them-—had to be
. protected. The report noted that more than
half of the nation's consumption of zine,
lead, antimony, meangenese, bauxite and
chrome, and practically all its nickel, tin,
netural rubber and jute had to be obtained
abroad. [Since the National Security Counecil,
President Eisenhower, Vice-President Nixon
and Secretary of State Dulles hased their
subsequent pleas for military intervention
in Indochina on this report, and since stu-
dents of U.S, involvement in Vietnam have
overlooked it, it is useful to quote from the
published staff papers out of which the re-
port was composed.] The “transition of the
United States from a position of relative self-
sufliciency to one of increasing dependence
upon forelgn sources of supply constitutes
one of the striking economic changes of our
times,” the report declared. It was thus “es-
séntial that foreign sources of scarce mate-
-rials needed for defense remain in friendly
hands.” A second imperative for U.S. security
was that “countries which occupy a key geo-
graphlcal position in our system of defense
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remain friendly to the United States.” Japan
wagd clted as the “case In point,” and Japa-
nese trade expansion was cited as essential to
her remaining “friendly” te the U.S,

The National Security Counecll policy de~
termination. of March 6, defining the U.S.
position toward Indochina, was thus g direct
outgrowth of this Presidential Commission
report. On April 7, [a month after the NSO
decision end some ten weeks after the Com-
mission report,] President Eisenhower sum-
med up “the strategic importance” of Indo-
china. “First of all,” he sald, “you have the
specific value of a locality in its production
of materlals that the world needs.” Two ma-~
terials supplied by Indochina that were ‘‘very
important,” he observed, were “tin and tung=
sten.” Others included “the rubber planta-
tions and so on.”

A week earlier, in a speech before the Over-
seas National Press Club in New York which
indicated Washington’s determination to pre-
vent any meaningful negotiations at the
forthcoming Geneva Conference, Secretary
Dulles said: .

Southeast Asia.is the so-called “rice bowl™
which helps to feed the densely populated
reglon that extends from India to Japan. It
1s rich In raw materials, such as tin, oil,
rubber and iron ore. It offers industrial Japan
potentially important markets and sources of
raw materials. The ares has great strategic
value. [Southeast Asla is astride the most
direct and least-developed sca and air routes
between the Pacific and South Asia.] It has
major naval and air bases ... Under the
conditions of today, the imposition on South-
east Asia of the political system of Commu-
nist Russia and its Chinese Communist ally,
by whatever means, would be a grave threat
to the whole free community. The United
States feels that the possibility should not be
passively accepted but should be met by
unlited action.

Note the phrase “by whatever means,” The
Eisenhower Administration knew then that
80 percent of Vietnamese supported Ho Chi
Minh, and Dulles was clearly stating that this
made no difference; the U.S. would permit
no scttlement at Geneva and no self-deter-
mination for the Vietnamese.

On April 16, in an address which recelved
world-wide attention, Vice-President Nixon
declared that the situation in Southeast Asia
was most critical to the U.S..and that he
would favor sending in U.S. forces if the
French pulled out of Indochina. Its chief
importance, he declared, lay in the fact that
It was vital to Japanese commerce and its
“loss” would make Japan a satellite of the
Soviet Union. In the light of Nixon’s persist-
ent efforts to prove support of his present
policles by & “silent majority”’ in the u.s.,
and his persistent pleas for adherence to the
rule of the majority, it 1s ironic to note that
he declared for sending U.S, troops to Indo-
china with or without the support of public
opinion which, he Insisted, was “unin-
formed.” Nixon confessed that if the French
stepped out, the Vietminh would control all
of Indochine within & month.

The Eisenhower, Nixon and Dulles state-
ments markéd the initiation of an Intensive
effort to get Churchill and congressional
leaders to agree to U.S. milltary intervention
on the side of the French, But the congres-
sloral mood, sensitive to public reaction
after Korea, was agalnst intervention and

the British commonwealth nations—reflect--

Ing Aslan desires generally—wanted an end
to the war. When Washington realized in
May that it could not block a settlement at

Geneva, the National Security Council called’

for modification of the U.S. positlon, Parti-
tlon of Vietnam was demanded, with. the
south “to be retained at all costs.” This
became: the active principle of U.8. policy at
Geneva and after Geneva, and it remains so
today.

I am not here suggesting that Washing-

8'0-0-1\-601 R000300350072-5 -
HOUSE PR

H 3581

ton’s Intervention In Indochina was moti-
vated solely by a desire to control the raw
materials of Southeast Asia, or to prevent
Japan from slipping out of her economic
and, political grip, though these alms wers
most Influentlal In shaping Washington's
direction in 1954. The question is certainly
more complex. There s, for example, re-
peated emphasis on the “domino theory,”
as well as the statement attributed to John
Foster Dulles soon after the date for Viet-
namese unification had passed, eited in the
reprint before you: “We have a clean base -
there [in Vietnam] now, without a taint of
colonialism. Dienbienphu was a hlessing In
disguise,”

I have in mind, too, ex-President Johnson's
description of all U.S. postwar foreign policy,
made in his first post-presidency apologla
for his foreign policy, in which he described
its alm as maintaining & system in which
the U.S, could “move and trade and live in
freedom.” The implications are not difficult
to grasp. American economic and political
power i1s 50 enormous today that it will in-
evitably dominate wherever it penetrates, and
any nation seeking to protect itself against
this penetration become by definitlon a
threat to the free world. Material interests
and considerations of alleged natlonal secu-
rity have been inseparable throughout Amer-
ica’s history and they have operated inex-
tricably in relatlon to Indochina. Nor were
domestic political considerations entirely
absent in determininyg Washington’s course
in 1954. The essential point here Is that it Is
a cynical falsehood to state, as President
Nixon has done, that the U.S. is in Vietnam
solely to repel aggression and permit self-
determination in the south. No living indi-
vidual knows better than he how false that
Is. For our purposes here, the historic facts
concerning the actual motivation for U.S.
policy in 1954 underscore 1ts lllegality within
the framework of the UN Charter. The rea-
sons glven for the U.S, course in 1954—
whether those advanced by the Eisensower

- Administration with respect to raw materlals

control, etc., or those advanced by Johnson
with respeet to U.S. business freedom In other
lands—are plainly contemptuous of UN
Charter guarantees,

During the Geneva Conference in Wash-
Ington dredged up Ngo Dinh Diem from his
exile in the U.S. and persuaded the French
to make him premier of the puppet Bao Dai
regime, It sent General Willlam Donovan,
Chliefl of the Office of Strategic Services, and
C.LA. counterinsurgency expert Edward
Lansdale to Saigon to impose Diem upon the
South. With the British it presented a 7-
point memorandum to French Premier Men-
des-France which Eisenhower later charact-
erized as Washington’s “minimum terms”
for agreeing to a settlement, though he con-
fessed that the U.S as a non-belligerent had
no right to meddle, The terms included : par-
titlon of Vietnam; “securing” the southern -
half for the west, with no political arrange-
ment permitted which would glve the people
there the right to choose Vietminh leader-
ship; and no limitation on the import of
arms and military “advisers” to “protect” the
South.

We know, of course, that the Genevs Con-
ference explicitly rejected each of ine above
terms in its provisions for 1956 elections for a
single all-Vietnam government, and for har-
ring importation of arms and military advis-
ers. But a month before settlement was cven
arrived at, Washington had already preparcd
the groundwork for putiing its own partition
scheme into effect, regardless of Conference
-decisions or the desires of the southern Viet-

_ namese.

To avoid isolation, however, the U.S. was
compelled to bow to allled pressures and .to
bledge at Geneva that 1t would not disturb
the accords, explicitly stating that it did sc
because of its obligations under Article 2,
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L.ao zones encompass an ares the size of New
vork state, or about two-thirds of the coun-
try. They are composed of 3-4,000 tiny vil-
lages, each consisting of a few dozen bamboo
homes, & pagoda, rice storehouses, & few hun=-
dred head of water buffalo, cows, pigs, chick-
ens, and ducks, and inhabited by some of the
poorest, most gentle, rice farmers in South-
east: Asia. i ‘

Each day for the last several years, ‘hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of the world’s
_most sophisticated aircraft have been hover-
ing over these villages: OlE, 02, and 0VI10
spotter planes at 2,000 feet; AlE, A26, T26
prop hombers, AC47, ACH4, ACL19, ACI130
_gunships, flare ships, rescue and gunship
helicopters at 5,000 feet; ¥4, F100, F105, A7,
B57 jet bombers, jet reconnalssance, EC47 and
EC119 electronic sireraft at 10,000; KC135
supertankers at 20,000; B52s at 30,000, EC130
command and control aircraft at 35,000; and

SRT1 reconnaissance alrcraft at 70,000 feet.

Giant computers, selsmic and acoustic
sensors, infra-red devices, and ANAPQ108
radar (designed to see through trees) have
been tracking squat Soviet-built trucks or
farmers trying to grow rice at night; laser-
guided bombs and TV-guided missiles have
been loosed on buffalo, trucks, rice store~
houses, homes, and peasants alike, More than
two milllon tons of ordnance have- been
dropped, $5-$10 billion spent.

“By the admission of American officlals
closely assoclated. with the war there, Laos
has been the most heavily bombed country
in the history of aerial warfare.”—The Wash-
ington Post, May 23, 1071.

Hundreds of case histories of bombing
casualties have been recorded on film and
tape in the refugee camps. Several thousand
refugees, several hundred defectors, and
Western observers who have visited these
zones all report constant bombing of towns
and villages and widespread destruction.

Fach one of the refugees interviewed from
both northern and southern Laos said that
his village was either partially or totally de-
stroyed by Amerlican bombers while he sfiil
resided there, or that beginning in 1969 the
planes came “like the birds,” as one old man
put it, “and the bombs fell like the rain.”

All refugees and defectors say the guerrilla

soldlers avolded the villages, neither biv-

ouacking in them nor storing arms and am-
munition in them. All say that the vast ma-
jority of the casualties from the bombing
were civilian and not military, as the soldlers
were out in the forest and could not be
found.

A significantly high number of casualties
are children and old people. When asked
why, refugees explain that the children like
to “play around” too much and get caught
in the open and, confused with terror, do not
make it to the holes. Old people “often could
not hear well or could not run fast enough,”
one chief of a Plain of Jars sub-district ex-
plained. He also sald that most of the casual-~
ties were due to anti-personnel bombs
dropped in or near the villages, but that
napalm, fragmentation bombs, and 500-
pound bombs were also frequently dropped.
“During 1969 about 45 per cent of the people,
mostly old people and women, never left
their trenches or caves at all. They were too
afraid. The others would go out and do thelr
work if they didn't hear.the planes coming.”

Various press reports suggest that the same
kind of bombing is going on In guerrilla-

controlled zones of Cambodia., Population.

estimates for these zones begin at one mil-
lion. The air war is still relatively new there,
and as a result, refugees who have lived for
long periods of time in guerrilla areas ‘have
not yet come into iriendly regions. But pri-
vate interviews with informed American
sources indicate that the bombing of civilian
targets in Cambodia is as extensive as in
Laos.. . .

i

One of the most heavily bombed areas has
been the Plain of Jars, located in northeast-
ern Laos and controlted by the Pathet Lao

 since 1964. If Khe Sanh and My Lal were the

symbols of American ground intervention
during the 1960s, the Plain 1s the symbol of
the automated war of the 1970s.

n the Plain, once Laos’ mosi prosperous
arpe, there were no Amerlean ground com-
bat troops. As former Ambassador W. H.
Sullivan told the U.S. Senate in April, 1971,
the area was hot related to the security of
American ground forces in South Vietnam
American-supported Asian troops were like-
wise doing little fighting there. - .

George Chapelier, a Belglan U.N. advisor,
has describecd what oceurred: “. . . in 1969
. . . jet planes came daily and destroyed all
stationary structures. Nothing -was left
gtanding. The villagers lived in trenches and
noles or in caves. They only farmed at night.
In the last pbase, bombings were almed at
the systematic destruction of the maiterial
basls of the civillan society.”

In September, 1969, CIA-supported Meo
troops went in and took out the remnants
of what remained. Some 25,000 refugees were
removed.

The Plain of Jars is today a deserted waste-
land.

“gure, some of the villages get bombed,
there’s no other way to fight a war out
here, for God's sake. It’s a war, and the clvil-
Hans have to suffer. We did it at Cherbourg,
didn’t we?"'—L. Hafner, Deputy Director,
USAID/Laos, January 4, 1971,

“All refugees talk about the bombing. They
don't like  {it]. But even if you found an
example in which it was proven conclusively
that houses were bombed, so what?"—J. Wil-
liamson, USAID refugee rellef chief, Vien-
tiane, February 2, 1971.

While American officials concede that vil-
lages are frequently bombed, they tend to at-
tribute this to Alr Force “stuplidity,” *“con-
fusion,” or “overkill.” There is little doubt,
however, that American policymakers also
share the responsibility. Deputy Assistant

Secretary of Defense Dennis J. Doolin has’

testificd to Congress that in Laos “‘all United
States operations, including our air opera-
tions; are controlled by the U.S. ambassador.”

All indications are that the American am-
bassador has approved strikes against clvilian
targets In Bathet Lao zones. As Robert Shap-
len has written in Foreign Affairs, an Amer-
ican goal has been to “destroy the soclal
and economic fabric in Pathet Lao aress,” in
an attempt to weaken the communists’
stronger ground army by depriving it of indi-
genous food supplies, disrupting communica-
tions, killing off potential recruits or porters,
demoralizing the eclvillan population, and
causing a refugee flow to friendly zones.

Informed sources Indicate that this has
largely been due to pressure from the CIA,
which is heavily Involved in targeting Amer-
ican bombing strikes in Laos. The CIA has its
own photo-reconnaissance team, reconnais-
sance aircraft, and ground observers in Pa-
thet Lao zones. Together with Alr Force per-
sonnel, CIA representatives participate in
weekly meetings at Udorn Alr Force Base
in Theiland to draw up target listings.

Largely because of 1ts direction of the
Armee Clandestine, an indigenous paramili-
tary force, the CIA, sources say, has consist-
ently placed inhabited villages on the tar-
get list in an attempt to weaken the Pathet
Lao.

It is certainly clear that the American em-
bassy has taken few steps to enforce the
Rules of Engagement (military rules of war-
fare that prohibit attacks on civilians). To
this day, only one junior Forelgn Service of-
ficer has been assigned to check proffered
target listings. Virtually no mechanism has
been established to monitor strikes, and
there are no known instances of disciplinary

’ . -\ / . N ; . )
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action being taken against pilots for homb-
ing civilian targets in Pathet Lao zones, al-
though a few have been punished for strikes
on friendly villages.

“Now the cabinet is in deep discussion of
a serles of proposals by General Henrl Na-

varre, commander in chief in Indochina, that-
the war be increasingly turned over to the -

Vietnamese themselves, permitting France

to reduce the burden on its manpower and’

economy.”—Life, August 3, 1953. .

The bombing of villages results most fun-
damentally from a 25-year-long American
refusal to allow guerrilla forces to come to
power in Indochina, '

Richard Nixon's first public admission on
April 17, 1971, that withdrawal hinges on
keeping a noncommunist government ex-
plains the reliance on bombing.

For Asian ground armies alone will hardly -
accomplish what 550,000 American troops .

could not. The ARVN, whatever its improve-
ment in the last flve years, remains riddled
with corruption, elitism, and poorly moti-
vated conscripts. As thelir raping, looting and
indiscriminate shelling of towns has shown
in Cambodia, they have yet to master the

most elemental rules of ground warfare in

Indochina. Thelr failures In Laos, and thelr -

loss of 54 posts in the “pacified” Mekong Del-
ta during the first four months of 1971, have
surprised few old Indochina hands. ’

The Lon Nol army, although its soldiers’
courage is often admirable, has made little
headway, cven with ARVN help, The guer-
rillas now control from 60 to 70 per cent of
Cambodia. ) )

The Royal Lao Army and CIA-directed
Armee Clandestine in Laos are even weaker.
With the communist capture of the Bolovens
Plateau in May of this year, the Royal Lao
government now controls little more than
the major towns. ” ’

And the Royal Thal army is something
of a standing joke in South Vietnam. As-
signed to guard one corner of Long Binh base,
its major accomplishment to date has been
mastering the complexities of the black
market. ' ’

At this writing, Aslan troops are essentially

playing a supplemental. role: serving as live
balt to lure the enemy out into the open for
the bombers, as in the February, 1971, Lao-
tian invasion; searching for enemy supplies,

as in the A Shau valley; teking out refugees, -

as on the Plain of Jars; and guarding the
major bases and towns. In any case, we risk
Vietnamization because we do not have to
rely on it. We rely on the bombs. )
“Me Ou was 59 when she dled on February
20, 1969. It was a cold day and she decided to
leave the trench about 3 p.m. to get some
clothing for herself and the children. The
jets bombed while she was in the house.
She was burned alive.”—Me Ou's son-in-law,
Plaln of Jars. . ,
Domestic pressures generated by the
ground war have also played a part in the

-shift to air. The Vietnam ground war costs

wmore in money and in lives. The American
people will not continue to pay the price that
has already come to $100 billion spent, 50,000
dead, 300,000 wounded—nor ‘'will the troops,
who are now in grassy-headed revolt.

The air war, however, provides few Buch
problems. Although its cost 1s conslderable,
probably over $10 billion annusally, much

of the money used for upkeep of air bases -

and development of new aerial technology
would be spent even without the air war.

Charles Schultze, Iormer director of the
Bureau of the Budget, estimates that costs
above normal upkeep of bases and producs
tion of aircraft are $2-3 billion for 1672, And
more important, U.S. casualties are mintmal
from the air. American pilots, freed from the
discomforts of the ground war, and rarely
seeing the poople they kill, tend 1o raise
fewer complaints,

-




. I NS W NI L 1L

N P

i3

o,

Rt 7 o

Y

BEORES MRl BaNE AR,

PO e PRSI TE R

[

April REpi6TEd For Reloa O SR HFIRNACTE ARSI TR

technological developments from the air with
ificreased ingenuity and resourcefulness.

Tt 1s Ho Chi Minh himself who is said to
have remarked to & graduating class of sap-
pers, the elite uriits of the North Vietnamese

" grmy, “You are our answers to the B52s.”

The war in Indochins today has become
primarily one of technology versus the hu-
man spirit.

“The biggest problem 1 had was to restraln
,my men’s enthusiasm. T¢ I asked for volun-
teers, all my men would argue to be the first
chosen. ‘Let me do it, they killed my mother!
‘No, let me go, they destroyed my yillage,’

. they would say. Were we afrald of the planes?
Oh, no. It they stayed up high, they couldn’t
hit us. If they came down low, we could shoot
them down. We were very angry. The planes
didn't eome to bomb the soldlers, they. tried
to Kill the villagers. The villagers are just
rice farmers. They didn’t do anything against
those pllots,"—Pathet Lao defector, former
captain.

The human spirit seems to be triumphing.
Interviews with Pathet Lao defectors indi-
cate that far from breaking the enemy’s will,
the bombing strengthened it. «Before, maybe
only 20-30 per cent of the young men would

- yolumteer to join the Pathet Lao army,” ex-
plains one defector. “But by 1969, 90 per
cent and more wanted to join. Nobody really
‘understood what the Pathet Lao meant by
sAmerican imperialism® before the planes
came, But by 1969 the attitude was ‘better
to die fighting than hiding in the holes.””

In an arena where American-supported
ground forces are as lacking in motivation
as they are, such sentiments on the other
side are a key factor, At this writing, commu-
nist guerrillas are the only force in Indo-
china who believe they know what they are
fighting for,

The influx of more than 80,000 refugees
from heavily bombhed areas during 1970
has made the bombing common knowledge
in American-supported zones. Laotians of
all poltical stripes are opposed to the
bombings because it caused hardship to
their fellow Laotlans against whom they
bear no enmity; and because they believe it
widened the war. They blame Souvanna
Phouma’s government in part for permitting
it. Conversely, they admire the Pathet Lao
‘for standing up to it.

The war in Laos has always been for essen-
tially political ends. The communists have

~made it clear they are not planning to take
over the major towns militarily. The bomhb-
ing has undoubtedly alded them in achiev~
ing a political victory. This may later be
true of the other counfries as well, making
one wonder whether technology ean Keep up
with the growing opposition to the U.S. in

© Vietnam, if we will resort to even more
effective bombs to keep down more strength-

ened wills, .

“I e¢an assure you that my words are those
of a devoted pacifist. My very hardest job is

to give out medals of honor. If I lived In
another country that wanted to be sure and
retain its right to self-determination, X
would say: “Thank God that the United
States exists at this moment of history.” We
are not bent on conguest or on threatening
others. But we do have a nuclear umbrella
that can protect others. This is the moral
force behind our position. We could be &
terrible threat to the world if we were to lose
that restraint.”—Richard Nixon, interview
with O. L. Sulzberger, The New York Times,
. March 10, 1970. -

The issues raised by the air war go far

beyond the personal culpability or motives
of American leaders. ¥For if the last few years
nave shown anything, it is that technologi-
cal growth has s dynamic of its own, inde-
pendent of the will of individuals. Ameri-
. can leaders are more products of this process
than ‘its consclous -manipulators, more the
Man in the Grey Flannel Suit—or sometimes

.the Mad Hatter—than Big Brother.

The change in the Laos air war from &

res

timited humber of prop bombers dropping
500-pound bombs outside of populated areas
to hundreds of jet and B62 bombers using
laser and TV-guided-missiles does not ap-
pear to e the result of a series of carefully
planned decistons, It was just part of ongoing
technological development. The war kept up
with the advances; each new improvement
was put into action. .

Dow, Honeywell, and Lockheed did their
part; so did the Air Fores, Marines, and Navy,
the State Department and the CIA, Standard
ofl end Gulf. The momentum Wwas more
powerful than the people within 1t; a belief

in technology covered the horrors, much as -

a belief in religion protected the Inquisition.
And without anybody really understanding
or caring, thousands of Indochinese villages
were destroyed in the process. -
«The roar of the bombs and the noise o

the planes frightened me terriply, Our life
became like one of animals who search to
escape the butchers. Each day, across the
forests and ditches, we sought only to escape
from the bomhs. When looking at the face
of my innocent child, I could not stop cry-
ing for his future. Why do the men in this

world not love each other, not live together

in peace, not build happiness in development
and progress? Human beings, whose parents
cherished them, died from the explosions of
the bombs. Who then thinks about the affec-
tion end love their parents felt for them?
As for the other men, do they know all the
unimaginable atrocitles which can happen
here in this war?’—from essay by 35-year-
old woman refugee from Plain of Jars. .
The questions raised in this, the third
year of the Era of the Blue Machine, really
have less to do with men than Man.
What does it mean, after all, when the
strongest of the specles is systematically kill-

ing and maiming some of t).e weakest? . . ..

the most prosperous regularly destroying the
homes and belongings of some of the poor-
est? . . . the most industrialized constantly.
devastating the land and food supplies of
some of the most rural? . . . and the most
technically advanced using thelr most sophis=
ticated weaponry against a people who pose
the most marginal of challenge to their in-
terests?” X
In & nuclear age such questions are of
more than passing concern. -
[From the Armed Forces Journal, Feb. .15,
. 1971}
BATTLE FOR CONTROL OF Ho CHi MINH TRAIL
(By George Welss and the Journal stafl)
Allled Forces have for the past 212 years
been waging, with increasing success, & here-
tofore secret electronic war along the Ho
Chi Minh trail. .
Current operations in Laos are providin;
a climactic test for the Pentagon’s new
sensor technology and could, as intended,
break the back of the enemy’s resupply effort

and thus lead to a final denouement of the -

war ltself. )

Even more significant, in the opinion of
several highly placed Journal sources, is the
fact that a successful outcome to the Laos/
Cambodia/I Corps campaign would be en-
couraging proof that, contrary to some
opinion, the persistent and patient appli-
catlon of superlor technology can be decislve
in guerrilla war sltuations.

Here, as pleced together from congres-
sional, DoD, and other sources by Pentagon

Editor George Welss and other Journal staf«:

fers, 13 the real story behind the electronio
interdiction program, e
- THE ELECTRONIC WAR

“We wired the Ho Chi Minh trail like a
drugstore pinball machine and we plug it in
every night.” The Air Force officer who said
that was not making an idle boast. Laos has
been “bugged” with the most’ efiicient elec-
{ronle system ever devised. The real secret
about the “secret war” is that this is one we
may be winning.

g - -H 3609
’ Thg 9190?1‘919630?(99121?5@&11 in Decem=

ber 1067. It has grown and been refined.
Whet happens now may affect the future of
every man in uniform in every nation in
the world. -
Warfare has gone electronic.
What 1t all means is just beginning to
filter through. The Senate Armed Services

Committee held hearings in Novemrber., In -~

late Janusry o censored transcript was re-
leased, and for the first time the world got
a look at the most classified war of all time.

The Laotian problem had ground rules im-
posed on it by almost everyone in govern-
ment above the rank of general. For instance,
no American was to fight on the ground in
Laos. But, of course, it was agreed that U
the infiltrationn of men and munitions could
be slowed it should be. Just how that was
to be accomplished was left to the military.

The classic military enswer was to close the
port at Halphong. Theat solution never was
politically feasible. The decision was to fight
above Laos, harass the Ho Chi Minh tradl, re-
duce the Input—and don't get “involved”
blockeding or endangering  Soviet, Chinese,
and other shipping off Haiphong.

The following Journal exclusive gives, for
the first time, the story of how the Ho Chi
Minh treil was bugged and how the bugs
help get the ofdnaence to the targets. .

THE BINH TRAM EXPRESS

The distance from Mugla Pass to the DMZ
is 76 miles as the crow flles. The trail which
covers that 75 miles and on into Cambodia
i5 ' now more than 3,500 miles in length.

The Ho Chi Minh trail started out as a
footpath. Today it is an insane maze of
twisting, tangled roads, a rabbit warren, It
wasn’t r'anned that way. It developed.

As the Alr Force bombed and closed roads,
new ones were hacked from the jungle, As
the trail became longer and more compli-
cated, the NVA began to develop a system
which the U.S. military refers to as The Pony
Express. Cargo coming down the trail Is
passed from truck to truck, This occurs at |
truck parks and storage arcas.

Located along the way are Binh Trdms
(military relay stations) staffed by engineers,
transport workers, and anti-aircraft gunners.
Each statlon crew has the responsibility of
covering a portlon of the trail on each side
of- its station, maintaining land telephone
lines used in moving treffic, and keeping its
portion of the road open.

The infiltration begins at nightfall, and by
dawn the surviving vehicles must be off-
loadtd and their cargos hidden. The trucks
may sttempt to make it back into the sanc-
tuary or meay be directed to a hidden park
where they will remain throughout the -day=-
Hght hours. .

Trucks bringing equipment into Laos are
the largest. They carry eight tons of cargo,
Trucks on the trail usually carry five tons.
The 1allest trucks are used for areas where
speed 1s important and carry about three
tons. )

Speed on the Ho Chi Minh trail 1s a rela-
tive thing. Almost every truck moves in low
gear. The explanation is quite simple: The
operation (or 98% of 1) s carried out in
darkness on bad roads and without lights
Drivers cover only about a 20-mile portion of
the trail each night. They are expected to
know every turn and obstacle along their
route. . .

From the Alr Force point of view, the ef-
ficiency of the trail has been depgraded as
planned. A ton of munitions may now spend

 weeks and sometimes months In transit.

Each stop means the trucks must be un-
loaded and the cargos placed in caves or pits
dug in the ground for protection against
bombers.

IGLOO WHITE

The code name for the electronic opera-:
tlon is Igloo White, It was designed for fight-
ing a war in hostile territory, offering the
enemy absolubte control of their surface ter=
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¢ Security Affairs, described such -character-
types on the basis of age, past negative ex-
perlences with the Salgon authorities, eco-
nomic background, soclo-economic frustra-
tions, education, and peer-group relation-
ships.] With the information provided by
such studies, the suthoriiies have embarked
upon a program te Intern, draft, or kill the
vulnerable charscter types. The problem
presented by the insurgents’ appropriation
of government equipment has been met
Jargely through the iraprovement of ARVN:
combat units, and the suspension of socio-
political programs in Infected areas, To in-
hibit the ihsurgents' access to food, the au-
thorities have engaged in policy of crop-
destruction in NLF-controlled areas, while
in contested areas, a policy of food confisca-
tion and limited distribution is belng em-
ployed. [By the pollcy of limited distribu-
tion, it is hoped that the peasant population
will receive enough to survive, but lack any
surplus that they might willingly make
available to the lnsurgents.]. The problem of
day-by-day support for the insurgent is most
easily handled. It involves the simple expedi-
ent of ralsing the costs of such support for
the population. Two of the best-known ex-
amples of this cost-ralsing are: the Army’'s
destruction of My Lai, and the CIA’'s Proj-
‘ect Phoenix. The former. . was a punitive op-

- eration carried out against the villagers in

an ares in which the NLF had recently been
active, while the latter, though much more
sophisticated in nature, were merely & puni-
tive program designed for the assassination
of low-echelon NLF collaborators, -

The flnal aspect of the U.S.’s current coun-
terinsurgency strategy involves the elimina~
tion of the NLF's exogencous lnputs. Since
the ouster of Sihanouk, the Cambodian port
of Kompong Som has been effectively closed
-to the NLF. As & resulf, all of Its exogeneous
inputs now come from North Vietham, chan~
neled through the XHo Chi Minh trail net-
work in eastern Laos and northern Cambo-
dia. Originally, U.S. strategy for reducing the
level of such inputs to the NLF consisted of
the interdiction of supply trails—that is, the
intensive aerlal bombardment of the areas
through which, the supply trails run. How-
ever, the number of trails involved, their
natural camoufiage, and a terrain that was
unfavorable to nerial warfare reduced the ef-
fectiveness of aerial interdiction to nuisance
value. Faced with this fact, the Nixon gov-
ernment has embarked on a more direct ap-
proach—the U.S.-ARVN invaslon of South-

ern Laos. This Invasion has not only falled,-

it has also sharply narrowed the U.8.'s avail-
able options in Southeast’ Asia. The crushing
defeats handed elite ARVN units like the
39th Rangers, in addition to disasters like
the forced evacuation of Sepone, will certain-
ly have damaged the morale of the ARVN.
‘The invasion has only reiterated the reality
that the ARVN is not a. match for main-force
NVA units. Given this reality, Nixon is faced
with only three alternatives: (1) he may in-
definitely malntain large numbers of U.S.
combat forces in Vietnam as a counter-force
to the NVA, and not expand the war fur-
ther—an option not guaranteed to win votes
in the 1972 elections; (2) he may abandon
his Vietnamization poilicy and withdraw the
remaining U.S. forces, knowing as he does so
that he leaves the Thieu-Ky regime to &
certaln defeat; or (3) he may elect for a U.S.
invasion of North Vietnam—the objective
being the final elimination of both the NVA
and the NLF's exogeneous inputs. In October
of 1970, Nixon made clear how far he was
-prepared to go in the elimination of North
Vietnameso aggression. At that time he made
& statement “which puts the enemy on warn-
ing that if it escalates while we are trying to
dle-escalate, we will move decisively and noh
step by step.” 8
The likelihood 18 that Nizon will order an
invasion of North Vietnam-—perhaps before

N

“ this article is printed. To let the war drag on
would cost hiim his Presidency. To withdraw
immediately would be to make himself the
“first President to preside over an American

defeat.” It would also mean the probable .

loss of Laos and Cambodia from the U.S.
camp; the loss of the Vietnamese off-shore
oll franchises; the loss of access to the Me-
kong River Delta development; and would
leave the U.8.s staunchest Asian ally, Thal-
land, facing hostile governments along 1fs
entire eastern. border—governments that
might be inclined to assist that country’s
own domestic insurgents, The only serlous
objections to such an invaston that are likely
to be raised within the President’s ¢ircle of
advisers concern the possibility of conflict
with China. Against such arguments will be
ranged the positions of two groups: the Pres-
ident’s counterinsurgency experts who will
meintain that the on-site destruction of
North Vietnam is the only way to bring the
war to an end—before 1972; and the strategic
planners, who have for twenty years main-
tained the positlon that the time to deal
with China is now, [Whether or not China
would actually respond to & U.S. invasion of
the North is & malter of speculation. It would
hardly seem to be in her best interest fo
engage the U.S. in a war which would al-
most certainly be nuclear, but the Chinese
have long been sensitive to the presence of
hostile forces on its immediate borders. Ad-
ditionally, the recent visit of Chou-en Lai to
Hanoi may be an indication of significant
Chinese commitment to the continued ex-
istence of North Vietnam.]

The final guestion that remains is this:
assuming that the Wolf-Kissinger-Nixon
counterinsurgency strategy is carried out to
its logical concluston—the invasion of North
Vietnam-—and assuming that it will not lead
to 8 war with China, is it a winning strategy?
Wil 1t terminate the insurgency in South-
east Asia to such a degree that the South
Vietnamese government can be fairly said to

. “control” its own territory? There is of
course, no way of proving the point, one way
or the other. But if one were to accept the
validity of the systems approach analysis of
insurgency movements, then one must agree
(however reluctantly), that if the organiza-
tion can be destroyed at its functional level,
then the movement will be destroyed. For s0
long as an opposition movement is-organized,
the organization is understood by the au-
thorities, and the authorities possess sufli-
clent force, then the opposition movement
continues to exist at the pleasure of the au-
thorities only, The only way in which au-
thorities who are using this approach can be
beaten, is if they either lack sufficlent power,
or are themselves organizationally destroyed.
The United States has the former, while the
Natlonal Liberation Front of Vietnam can-
not do the latter. AN
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Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. SEIBERLING) ., -

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

. Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I
vield to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BADILLO). .

(Mr. BADILLO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) '

Mr, BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Resolution 918 and. call
for its passage as. an essential step to-
ward full assertion of .congressional re-
sponsibility in determining the course
and extent of our involvement in the
Indochina war.

The information sought in this resolu-
tion is information that Congress and
tho American people must have. It is
difficult to comprehend how an adminis-
tration which came to office with a
pledge to square with the American peo-
ple about the war in Vietnam could con-
tinue to shroud its conduct of that war
in secrecy and it is even more difficult
to comprehend why the Congress lels’
the administration get away with it.

There is a crisis of confidence in Gov-
ernment today. It is present in every
corner of our Nation. I doubt that there
is one Member of this House who is not
aware of the skepticlsm and distrust
Americans have for their Government
these days. ~ .

If we are going to rebuild that confi-
dence, if our constituents are ever to be-
lieve in the things we say and do, then
we must strip away the secrecy and dou-
bletalk which characterizes so much of
what goes on here in the Nation’s Capi-
tal. And there is no better place to start
than with the truth about the air war
over Indochina, for this war is at the very
root of our crisis of confidence.

I commend my ifriend and colleague
from New York (Mrs, Aszuc) for her
energy and initiative in pressing this -
resolution and I urge its passage.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this resolution.

It is not that some of the information
is not available, but what is on trial here
is the credibility of the Congress of the

" United States. The American people,
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war during the Quemoy-Matsu crisis, and the
Vvietham tragedy. However, the fact that
vietnam occurred as a result of the same

essential political premises as occasioned Eo- -

rea should not be allowed to obscure the fact
that the military strategles which have been
developed and implemented in Vietnam make
this conflict very much more important than
Just another “‘cold war" gone hot. ]
There are any number of facts about the
military campaign in Southeast Asia that
sre well known, and often commented
upon--among -them that: the U.S., has
dropped more bombs in Indochina than were
dropped in the entire Pacific Theatre of World
war II; that the U.8. has had over forty
thousand of its young men killed in this war;
that this has been the longest war in Ameri-
can history; etc. The list of facts to attest
to the magnitude of the American effort in
Vietnam is endless. Yet, even as the U.B.
and its. allics march into another “neutral”
nation, we are left with the feeling that if
there was ever a bottomless pit, this Is cer-
tainly it. But viewing the magnitude of the
efforts and the paucity of the visible victories
leaves & series of unanswered questions. With
all of this effort, why hasn’'t the war been
won? Have the strategic planners gone com-
pletely instane? Are the U.S.’s mlilitary com-
manders total incompetents? And in the final
analysis, is this kind of .anti-guerrilla war in
Asis feagible under any strategic conditions?
To deal with these questions 1t would be
necessary to consider the specific strategles
that have been'employed in the Vietnam
war—and these usually haven’t becen ade-
quately considered, at least not by “critics”
of the war. This s largely attributable to the
fact that most of the critics view the entire
war as immoral and unconscienable—that is,
it is a political conflict among the Viet~

namese people, and should be settled as such,”

without the benefit of U.S. war technology.
To the extent that some of the war critics
are now beginning to deal with the strategles
and tactics of the war, the tendency has
been to examine those aspects of the strategy
that would make the U.S. commanders cul-
pable of “war crimes.” They may very well be
culpable, but it 1s stil] important to exam-
ine the general nature of the strategtes used
in Vietnam—important for three reasons.
(A) The strategles have changed twice, a fact
that 1s not generally appreciated; (B) there
are many In the U.S., particularly radiecals,
who argue that the war has come home—that
tactics developed in Southeast Asla are cur-
rently being practiced in the United States;
and (C) a comprehenslon of the strategles
currently being employed inn Indochina serves
ag a very useful model for predicting the fu-
ture of America's forelgn policy, not only
with the members of the client network, but
also with the enemies of the network,
THE NEW FRONTIER AND AMERICAN POLICY IN
THE THIRD WORLD

Among the changes that ‘John Kennedy
brought to U.8, politles In 1961, probably
none was so far reaching as the changes in
the relations of the U.8. and the “Third
‘World.” This revision stemmed from neces-
sity rather than from style. The immediately
preceding years had scen in the Third World,
among other unfavorable developments: the
success of revolutionary movements in Indo-
china (1954), sand Cuba (1959); and at the
time of Kennedy's accesslon, Algerian revolu-
tionaries were bringing their lberation
struggle to a successful coxclusion. It would
be no exaggeration to suggest that in 1960
U.8, pollcymakers viewed the changing situ-
atlons throughout the underdeveloped world
with a dismay that approached horror—not
only becauss these revolutionary vlctories
had added numbers to the “other side,” but
also because the new regimes that emerged
were openly bent on promoting and aiding
similar revolutions throughout the Third

. World, ]
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" In 1961, the view from the White House
was that not only might such revolutions
prove contagious, but that the U.8., was
largely unprepared to prevent or terminate
them. In 1961, Eisenhower’s approach to de-
fending the Empire was seen as both pro-
hibitively expensive and basically imprac-
tical—that is, nelther nuclear threats nor
the use of World War II-type conventional
force seemed a viable counter-force to organ=
lzed and sophisticated guerrilla revolution-
aries. In the aftermath of the CIA's Bay of
and the ‘‘almost™
Pathet Lao victory in Laos in the same year,
Kennedy was determined that the U.S.
should develop and embark upon a strategy
capable of inhibiting the spread and the
success of guerrilla movements. )

The strategy which grew out of this deter-
mination was to be known as “counterinsur-
gency,” and in its most elemental form, Ken-
nedy’s counterinsurgency strategy amounted
to a combination of: milltary; para-military;
social; economic; psychological; and *“clvic
action” operations, to be carried out by the
U.S8. and its clients agalnst insurgency move-
ments. [“Insurgency” i3 used here to refer
to “all types of non-conventional forces and
operations, It includes guerrilla, partisan,
subversive, resistance, terrorist, revolution-
ary and similar personnel, organizations and
. . (It) includes acts ... con-
ducted for the purposes of eliminating or
weakening the authority of the local govern-

A}

ment.” U.S. Army Field Manual, FM-31-15,

Operations Against Irregular Forces, p. 3.]
As Kennedy envisaged counterinsurgency,
and as he integrated the sirategy into his
forelgn policy, the military was not intended
to be, or become, the primary factor. Rather,
the strategy which he envisioned was based
upon the bellef that nationallst revolutions
In the Third World were the direct result of
the crushing socio~economic deprivations
thet existed In those areas. Kennedy wished
for a strategy that would win for the United
States—and its client regimes-—the “hearts
and minds” of the people. Thus the emphasis
was to be placed on “bencvolent” programs
designed to ameliorate the worst of the de~
privations, or more accurately what wash-
Ington perceived as the most pressing prob-
lems and conflicts. The U.S. military's role
was to be restricted to the utilization of
highly trained military specialists who were
to serve is trainers and advisers to the na-
tional militaries in America's client network,
thus saving the U.8. the immense cost of
maintaining a large occupation force in
crisis areas> . )

COUNTERINSURGENCY IN INDOCHINA

Among Kennedy’s advisors there was some
disagreement with this “hearts and minds”
approach to countferinsurgency, notably on
the part of economist Walt W, Rostow. From
such soclo-political
reform measures as Kennedy envisioned were
not feasible in any situation in which there
was an on-golng insurgency movement, On
the one hand, argued Rostow, such a situa-
tion was far too unstable to permit capitalist
“growth” to proceed, and on the other, such
reforms as might be affected would likely be

subverted by an efficlent guerrilla movement.?

In 1859, the Vietnatnese National Libera-
tion Front (WLF') had renewed the liberation

struggle In South Vietnam that had been

suspended in 1954. By the flrst year of Ken-
nedy's Presidency, the regime of Ngo Dinh
Diem faced a perilous future, and it was
clear that without sustained U.S. assistance
his government would fall. Viewing this
Vietnamese crisls, Rostow argued that only
a large-scale commitment of U.S, combat
forces could save the Salgon government,
but Kennedy sided with his “hearts and
minds” strateglsts and entrusted his Viet-

Fogtnotes at end of article,
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nam policy to Roger Hilsman’s State Depart-

ment Bureau of Research and Intelligence.

In response to the immediate NLF-guerrilla
threat, the Kennedy government committed
U.8. military and CIA advisers to train and
assist the Army of the Republic of Vietnam
(ARVN). The rationale for this military coma=
mitment, wrote Hilsman, was that Kennedy
appreciated that If the other efforts of the
U.8. were to succeed then the U.8. would
have to he able to guarantee the physlcal
security of rural and urban residents. If it
could be demonstrated to the indigencous
population that they could be effectively

protected from the NLF, then.the possibility -

would be enhanced that they would make
the “cholce of refusing to cooperate” with

the -enemy, In this manner, Hilsman rea=-

songd, the guerriillas would be denied-their
most valuable resource—the rural popula-
tion.s -t

The long-term, non-military aspect of the
Kennedy program in South Vietnam was to
Institute a “system of government services
and assistance” that would end the tradi-
tional isolation of the rural areas from Sai«
gon—-—the intention being to transfer the de-

pendence of the rural population away from

the guerrillas to the central authorities.
Thus, the de-emphasis of the role of the
military in HKennedy's counterinsurgency
strategy was clearly qualitative rather than
quantitative. That is, their physical presence
was considerable while thelr role was
auxiliary,

While the- practice of counterinsurgency
was continuing in Vietnam, the development
of the model was progressing: in the United
States. Tens of thousands of civillan and
military officlals were being sent through
counterinsurgeney centers at Fort Bragg
(N.C.), Fort Gurlick (Canal.Zone), Quantico
{Va.), and the Industrial War College in
Washingion, prior to being posted abroad.
As a supplement to government research and
analysis centers, the Kennedy government
distributed large counterinsurgency research
grants, both to universities and private re-
search centers in the U.S. Much as the Elsen-
hower administration had made use of the
universities for nuclear research during the
1950’5, Kennedy (vis the Department of De-
fense and the CIA), promoted counterinsur-
gency studies at universities such as Colum-
bia, Berkeley, American University, and
Michigan State, (to name only the foremost).
Private research centers were also to be the
beneficiarles of this new military sclence,
-Scholars at the RAND Corporation, the In-
stitute for Defense Analysis, and the Stan-
ford Research Institute, became the govern-
ment's primary civillan technicians in the
field of counterinsurgency strategy and
tactics, (The largest of these institutions, the
RAND Corporation, 15 & private research cen-
ter initially established to serve the Alr Force.
In recent years it has been expanded from
weapons system-analysis to the world’s
largest counterinsurgency center. Itg trustees

are drawn from private industries, universi-.

ties, and the media. Located In Santa Monica,
California, RAND's stafi includes hiundreds

of social, behavioral, and natural sclentists,’

engineers, etc. ‘“Most of its projects,” 'ac-
cording to Dartmouth’s Lawrente Radway,
“sre hegun under contract with the armed
forces ...” In all military projects, the RAND
stafl has access to the most classified of in-
formation, and the confldence of highest of
the nation’s leaders. For further information:
Lawrence Radway, Forelgn Policy and Na-
tional Defense, (Palo Alto: Scott, Foresman
and Co., 1969).) : =

By 1963, the Kennedy administration had
created a “round-robin” type structure, ems-

%

ploying both behavioral asocial sclentists and

the techniclans of the physical sclences, Com-’ '

menting on thils alllance in his American
Power and the New Mandarina, Noam Chom-
sky described it as one in which “engineers”
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‘construct “their bombs and mlsslles." while
the behavioral soclal. sclentists design and
implement “experiments” to test Third World
peoples and their resources agalnst newly-
devised control mechanlsms., Then, (as to=-
~day), 1t was not uncommon to find a RAND
social scientist or a Berkeley political sclen-
tist working alongside U.S. Army military ad-
-vigory teams in the hamlets and rural vil-
lages of Scutheast Asia. INor was 1t surprising
‘that secretly-funded CIA conduit founda-
tlons should have set up experimental con-

© trol laboratories” throughout South Amer-

ica, utilizing the most liberal of soclal sclen-

" tists to study securlty-related hehavior pat-

terns of the indigena, (l.e. American TUniver-
sity’s Project. Camelot).

In spite of the government’s emphasls on

. reform programs, and the encouragement of

civilian groups and agencies In the counter-
‘insurgency field, a possibly inevitable muta-
tlox of the strategy began to cccur—partic-
ularly in the realm of practical application
of the strategy. As counterinsurgency pro-
grams became an increasingly important part
of the operations of the Department of De-
fense, and as spending on these programs
continued to increase within the military
establishment, military leaders began to re-
Ject the notion that theirs should be the
secondary role in the strategy. As General
David Shoup, a former Commandant of the
Marine Corps has noted: Vietnam had be-
- ¢ome an area in which “top ranking Army of-
ficers wanted to project Army ground com-
bat units . . . to test plans and new equip-
ment.” ¢ Thus, the military leaders at the
Pentagon wished to do the things that Ken-
hedy wished to avoid—turn the. Vletnam
war into an American war.
As Kennedy still saw the role of the U.8,
military in less-developed countries, it was

to be limited to an advisory and training .

function. The varlous national armies would
then be at the disposal of the local U.S.
Chief-of-Mission and his military experts. Or,
as Robert McNamara expres:ed i¢:

“The United States cannot be everywhere
simultaneously, The balance of forces and
the variable slternatives which challenge us
in the changing contemporary world can only
be conquered with faithful friends, well-
equipped and ready to carry out the dutles
assigned to them .. . The Military Aid Pro-
gram , . . helps in maintaining miltary
forces which complement aur own armed
forces.®

This U.8. milltary role was advocated to
Kennedy by two counterinsurgency experts:
the State Department’s Rober Hilsman, and

- the British Instltute of Strateglic Studies’ Sir
Robert Thompson.

These two strategists felt, as did Kennedy,
thet insurgencles, were internal matters
which could never be completely defeated by
the mere use of force. In thelr view, If the
U.S, were to rely solely upon force in its
campaign against the NLF, not only would
the “infected population” be alienated from
the Saigon regime but it might very well be
made more sympathetic fo the insurgents.
{This alienation would result from the nega~
tive aspects stemming from the pursuit of a
military solution—the destructlon of rural
resources, c¢rops, civillans, etc.] The perma-
nent defeat of the NLF, Hilsman and Thomp-
son argued, could only be achieved by the ap-
‘plication of political and soclal programs “to
which military measures were subordinated.”
The actual situation In Vietnam, they had
discovered, was one in which the U.S, advisers
were applying a shot-gun approach; that is,
they were directing the avallable military
force indiscriminately agalnst all areas in

- which the NLF was operative. Because of the
over-extended and diffuse nature of this ap-
proach, the entire anti-NLF campaign was
becoming less and less effective, as “the insur-

Footnotes at end of article,

gency movement had infected all areas of the
countryside.” ¢

In light of the power of the NLF, Thomp-~
son advised that if the U.8. were to avoid
an imminent failure, It should withdraw
the ARVN iroops to whatever secure base
preas then remained, and begin the construc=
tlon of what he termed “strategle hamlets”.
A decade before, Thompson had advised the
British Imperial General Staff that if it was
t0 defeat the Malayan insurgents it would
first have to secure a minimal number of
base areas., In Vietnam, Thompson was even
more convinced of the necd for strategic
hamlets. In hig view, if the U.S. did not direct
the Vietnamese campaign in that direction,
all future efforts to defeat the NLF would
boe both expensive and eneffective.

This strategic hamlet policy was based upon
what later became known as the *oil blot
principle”. The principle, as Thompson pre-
sented 1t, was that the U.S. and the Govern-~
ment of Vietnam (GVN), should select those
areas, both urban and rural, with the fewest

number of active lnsurgents and begin for-
tifying the villages and hamiéts in the
selected areas. [ This would necessitate “‘start-
ing small”, for as Thompson noted in his
Defeating Communist Insurgency, most of
South Vietnam's rural provinces were under
the effective control of the NLF.] Within
these hamlets, the U.8. and GVN agents
should concentrate thelr sociopolitical pro-
grams, and “priority in respect to security
measurces should be given to the more highly
developed areas of the country.” The con-
centration of U.S—ARVN counterinsurgency
measures in these select arcas was not seen
by Thompson as a loss factor. To the con-
trary, he maintained, there would be many
oceasions when the U.S. would have to ac-
cept the fact that the guerillas would maitn-
tain “control over remote areas” as a result
of “infiltration across inaccessible borders'.
If the U.S, were prepared to accept this and
initiate thé process of securing its base areas,
Thompson believed that there would then be
an Increased chance of implementing success=~
ful socio-political programs. Once these base

areas were effectively controlled, the U.8.

and GVN could begin the expansion of their
counterinsurgency operations outwards, into

the areas previously controlled by the NLF.

L., B. J. AND COUNTERINSURGENCY

In 1964, the obvious paralysls of the ARVN,
(and the Tact that 1t was being used more 0
further political ambitions of 1ts individual
generals than to fight the NLF), convinced
Lyndon Johnson that the Salgon government
would not survive without a massive increase
in U.8. support and combat functions there.
Such. an extension of the direct military role
of the U.S. was enthuslastically supported
by such advisers as Rostow, national secu-
rity expert McGeorge Bundy, and the De-
fense Departiment’s McNamara., [According
to Hilsman, it was essentially Rostow’s argu-
ment that had persuaded the President on
this course.] ¢ The rationale of this exten-
slon of the war was clearly stated by Gen-
eral William Westmoreland, when he said:
“Everything a natlon does—any nation—
must be behind the protective shield pro-
vided by its military services.”? Thus, the
U.S. combat role in South Vietixam, and the.
bombing of North Vietnam, were both in-
tended as the “protective shield” behind
which the Saigon government could embark
on those stop-gap soclo-political reforms in-
tended to win for it the “hearts and minds”
of its people,

In January of 1964, Hilsman left the gov-
ernment in opposition to the new direction
being taken in counterinsurgency strategy,
and with his departure the management of
the policy was removed from the State De=
partment to the Pentagon and Natlonal Se-
curity Counell. [This managerial change was
to affect not only the Indochina war, but
largely marked the eclipse of the State De-

H 3621

pa.rtment a8 & significant particlpa.nt in for-
eign policy development and execution.]
Military supervision of the U.8.s Third
World policy was consistent with Rostow’s
belief that ip the final analysls, the U.S.
military would provide for those underdevel-
oped countries which were “besteged by
communist insurgency,” the ‘“securlty re-
quired for law and order, nation-building,
and all those other requisite conditions of
the ‘take-off’ stage of (caplfalist) develop-
ment and growth.,” Although the Johnson
Presidency saw the commitment of U.S.
forces in areas other than Southeast Asia, it
was in his continuous and increasing alloca-
tion of combat forces in Vietnam, between
1964 and 1967, that he demonstrated his
faith In the Rostow-Bundy-McNamara
counterinsurgency strategy.

Although the Johnson government greatly
increased the use of U.S. milltary force
throughout the Third World, it nonetheless
continued to try to use this force as a “pro-
tective shield.” Despite the bullets, bombs
and napalm—despite the bloody and expen-

'sive “search and destroy” milssions—the pri-

mary objective remained, as it had been,
under Kennedy, the stabilization of these
client areas by means of selective improve-
ments Iin sociopolitical conditions, [To he
sure, improvements that were to result from
such nations experiencing & capitalist “take-
off'—all fully consistent with the interests of
the Metropolitan powers.]

‘The increased U.S. role in the shooting war
increased the visible costs of Vietnam to the
American people. The subsequent erosion of
popular support for U.S. involvement, cou-
pled with the psychological defeat suffered
by the U.8. at the time of the 1968 Tet offen~
sive, combined to cost Johnson the Presie
dency. His successor was to significantly alter
the nature and tactics of counterinsurgency.
Prior to his election, Richard Nixon had
written an article in Foreign Ajffairs in which
he described what he saw as belng “Asia
After Viet Nam.”® His vision revolved
around the future lessenlng of the highly
visible U.S, presence in the ¥Far East—this
to be accomplished in the long-run by en-
couraging America’s Asian allies, particularly
Japan, to take their places on the front lines
of the Pacific Rimlands as a bulwark against
future insurgent challenges to U.S. client
control. What Nixon saw as belng the short-
range prerequisite to this goal was a success~
ful concluslon of the Vietnam war—success=-
ful to the extent that it ‘allowed the U.S. to
create secure cllent governments in Salgon
and Bangkok. This was, (and remains), the
task of his new counterinsurgency program-—
the so-called *'Vietnamization” policy.

In the years prior to Nixon’s assuming °
office, there had been, on the part of a nums=-
ber of influential soclal scientists at private
and academlic research centers, a growing
rejection of the “hearts and minds” counter-
insurgency strategy of the Kennedy govern-
ment, and of the indiscriminate “big stick’
strategy of the Johnson government. These
scholars were far more sympathetic to the
positions enunciated by the new Presldent's
principal foreign policy adviser, Harvard's
Henry Kissinger, who as early as 1956, had
written: ‘

“The problem of the uncommitted states
cannot be solved . . . merely by an sconomic
grouping of powers, It is related to the whole
U.S. posture. Anti-Americanism ls fashion-
able today in many parts of the globe .

We should of course seek to allay legxtzmate‘ X
grievances, but we would be wrong to take
every criticlsm at face value . . . Popularily
is a hopeless mirage in o situation which is
revolutionary because old values are disin-
tegrating and milllons are groping for a new
orlentation. Por this reason it is impossible
to base policy solely on what people desire;
a revolutionary situation is distinguished by
its dissatisfactions, which join in protest
a,gainst the existing order but which can
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propose no clear substitute. This is the rea-
son why most revolutlons have been "cap=-
tured by a small minority which could give
o sense of direction to popular resentment.
In the uncommitted areas popularity may
therefore be less important than respect,” 1
These soclal sclentists presented an anal-
ysls, dealing with the defeat of insurgency
movements, that differed in several respects
from the Rostow-Bundy-McNamara and the
Hilsman-Thompson strategles. Essentially,
while they accepted the contention that
soclo-economic deprivation creates political
resentments, they argue that whete an in-
surgency system of any maeagnitude existed it
would have to be systematically destroyed
before meaningful soclo-political reforms
should be undertaken. The scholar who has
beon most responsible for the new Nixon
strategy is a systems analyst, Charles Wolf,
Jr., of the RAND Corporation, [Since 1961, the
going method of anhalysls In the Pentagon
has been the quantitative approach. Accord-
ing to Morton Helperin, Contemporary Mili-
tary Strategy, pp. 33-42, the quantitative ap-
proach incorporates two techniques as tools
for investigation. The first one applied by
defense strateglists 1s deflned as systems ana=
lysis. It is applied by an investigator who
wishes to assess the effectiveness of military
wespons and strategles as complete systems.
The second technique is the cost-effective-
ness comparative method—known In years
past as the “biggest bang for the buck.”]

ENTER THE NEW MACHIAVELLIANS

In two important, (and essentlally ig-
nored), works: American Policy and the
Third World, and Rebellion and Authority:
An Analytic Essay on Insurgency Conflicts,
[The latter co-authored by the University of
Chlcago’s Nathan Leites], Wolf explicated the
counterinsurgency strategy now operative in
Southeast Asia. Wolf’s analysis pictures in-
surgency movements as organized systems,
competing with American power for the con=
trol of Third World states. Considering Indo-
china, Woif advocates the application of
high-profile, labor-intensive force by the 17.8.
and Its allies against the insurgency organi-

wation. According to -Wolf’s strategy, ib is -

both uneconomlical and impractical to seek
the allegiance of the indigenous population
in the midst of an on-going rebellion. To in~
troduce socio-political programs at such &
time would, Wolf maintalns, not only fail in
its objectives, but ultimately be counterpro-
ductive. The new Wolf-Kissinger-Nixon strat=
egy revolves around the use of force, and is
based upon the postulate that, groups be-
have “rationally: calculates costs and bene-
fits to the extent that can he related to dif-
Terent courses of action, and makes choices
accordingly.” ¥ As g result, the “influencing
of popular behavior requires neither sympa-
thy nor mysticism, but rather a better under-
standing of what costs and beneflts the Indi-
vidusl or the group in concerned with.” 18 The
programs now being implemented i Viet-
nam to influence the costs and benefits to
the population are based on the “primary
consideration J(of) . . . whether the
proposed measyres are llkely to increase the
cost and difficulties of insurgent operations
and help disrupt the insurgent organization,
rather than whether it wins popular loyalty
and support, or whether it contributes to a
more equitable, productive, or efficient use of
resources,” ¥ This disregard for the soclo=-
political programs of the “hearts and minds”
strategists 1s not mere callousness. To the
- contrary, it is rooted in militaxry-political re~
alities. As Wolf argued, to introduce such
soclo-political programs concurrently with an
on-going insurgency rebellion would only
make avallable “inputs” avallable to the
guerrilla, (le. food, supplies, materials, in=-
formation, technology, etc.), which the in-

Footnotes at end of article.
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surgent wonld convert into yet more Intense
revolutionary activities. Thus, when c¢com-
puting the costs and beneflts that are most
likely to motivate the indigenous populstton.
to favorable political behavior, Wolf’s Machia~
vellian strategy concludes that force and the
threat of force, i1s by far a more effective
counterinsurgency policy than are any at-
tempts to win over the “hearts and minds”
of an apathetic peasantry.

[In Land Tenure and Rebellion: A Statisti-
cal Analysis of Factors Affecting Government
Control in Vietngm, a RAND Memorandum
prepared for the Pentagon’s Advanced Re~
search Projects Agency, Edward J, Mitchell
presents data substantially confirming Wolf's
force v8. “hearts and minds” thesls. Mitchell

concluded that the greater the “inequality of -

land tenure,” the greater the dégree of Salgon
control in rural Vietnam. He based this con-
clusion on two factors, (1) the “docility and
low aspirations of poorer peasants,” and (2)
“the enhanced power of the landlords in such
sreas,”] R

. The specific tactics of Vietnamization have
therefore become g matter of applying the
costs and benefits approach in such s way as
to maximelly influence political behavior.
The application of such tactics in Southeast
Asla has resulted in the initiation of a siid-
ing scale of viclence: “confiscation” of a vil-
lage population’s chickens are a simple tech-
nigue, suggested by Wolf, to make the popu-
lation aware that alding the guerrillas in any
way is not in their immediate best interests.
1f the warning is not heeded, and support for
the Insurgents continues, then the “razing
of houses” or the annihilation of an entire
village is certain to make the point clear—
and 18 & valid part of counterinsurgency.
However, this application of force in Viet-

- nam is not generally carrled out in the same

indiscriminate manner that Thompson had
complained of in 1962. To the contrary, it is
carried out in & highly discriminating man-
ner—aimed all the while at the organization

‘of the insurgency.s

Wolf had advised U.S. military planners to
study insurgency movements in the same
manner as & corporation studies a market
competitor—that is, as having ultimately the
same goals (control), and utilizing ultimately
the same means (a highly organized manipu-
intion of violence.). Today his systems.ap-

proach to Insurgency is mirrored In the-

Pentagon strategy in Indochina. As the Us’s
on-site executor of Vietnam policy, General
Creighton Abrams, has recently contended,
the primary role of the military in Vietnam
must be the destruction of the enemy’s sys-
tem. .(Time, Feb. 15, 1971.) In accordance
with Wolf’s advice, the U.S. is dealing with
the NLF in functional terms-—as an Orga-
nization. requiring “inputs,” “conversion
mechanisms,” and utilizing the converted in-
puts as “outputs.”

Thus the insurgency movement obtains its
inputs from one of two sources: the “en=
dogeneous” (internally, from the local popu-
latlon); and the “exogeneous’ (externally,
from sympathetlc statesdn the international
environment.) These inputs then go through
the conversion process, which (involving
needs such as training, storage manufacture,
coordination, direction, eto.), ls essentially
dependent upon the insurgents’ abllily to
secure and hold a base area, either within
the crisis-state, or adjacent to it. Eventually
these inputs will recmerge, typically as po-
iitical and military activity having to objec-
tives; the renewal of the internal support
mechanism; and the subversion and over=
throw of the local government.

Current U.S. counterinsurgency strategy
is designed to make the functioning of the
insurgency system impossible, It is the reall-
zation of what the insurgency system in
Southeast Asia amounts to, and considera-
tion of what the U.S. will have to do, (and

1s doing), to destroy it, that makes the fus’

ture of the war falrly predictable,

.
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Dealing with the most immediate threat
posed by the Vietnamese tnsurgents—violent
outputs—the U.S. 1s continuing to upgrade
the quality of the ARVN, while maintaining
in the Southeast Asian area elite U.S. strike
units: the Alr Force, flylng from bases in
Thailand, South Vietnam, and aircraft car=
riers in the South China Sea; the Alr
Cavalry, stationed at bases along the Viet«
namese coast; and the Third Marine Divi-
ston, stationed on vessels in the Gulf of
Tonkin. It 1s the hope of the U.S. Military
Asslstance Command in Vietnam that the
ARVN will prove capable of handling threats
from all but main-force North Vietnamese
Army (NVA) units. Backed by massive U.S.
air and firepower, the ARVN sems to have
made progress {n securing the Second, Third,
and Fourth Military Districts. [This 1s not
to suggest that the NLF is no longer active
in these areas—they are, and their 1970 at-
tack on Dalat In the Central Highlands
proves it. However, their level of military -
actlvity in these Districts has been scaled
down significantly. The most successful NLE
military activity now seems to occur in the
northernmost First Military Distrlet—the
area o1ce known as I Corps.] : :

As insurgent military activities in most of
South Vietnam now scem to have heen
brought within tolerable limits, the direc-
tion of the U.S~ARVN efforts has been con=
centrated on the destruction of the remein-
der of the system—that is, the conversion
mechanisms and inputs, Considering the
conversion process, the U.S. strategists have
been determined that the N.L.F. is largely
dependent in this respect on base areas in
which it can prepare to carry out its mititary
activities. These base areas were located in
the more remote rural areas of Vietnam, and
areas of lesser importance were situated
along the eastern border of Cambodia. To
ensure the destruction of these sanctuarles,
the 17.8. has engaged' in a campaign which,
among other things, has involved: the dec-
laration that such remote areas were “Iree
fire zones,” (within which, everything that
moves is presumed to be an armed enemy
and is destroyed); a poliey of defollation,
which has resulted in the deforestation of
an area the size of Massachusetts; and the
U.8.-ARVN -invasion of Cambodia.” The de-
gres of success that this anti-conversion
campalgn has enjoyed is anybody’s guess—
there is simply inadequate inférmation to
provide the basis for Intelligent conclusions.
However, the CIA-assisted ouster of Noro-
dom Sthanouk, and the subsequent invasion
of Cambodia have already proved to be coun-
terproductive. The new alliance in Cambo- |
dia, of pro-Sihanouk neutrallsts, Khmer
Rouge insurgents, and Vietnamese Com-
munists, have made that country the niost
seriously endangered by insurgents in the
entire area. .

In the long-run, the most dramatic and
significant aspect of the new U.S. counter-
insurgency in Indochina is the campaign
designed to limit the insurgents’ inputs. The
strategy 1s concerned with both the endo-
genous and exogenous inputs, prescribing
different treatments for each. The endogene-
ous inputs are considered to be: peasant
volunteers and draftees; military materials
appropriated from the government; food-
stufis donated to, or conflscated by, the in-
gurgents; intelligence and information sup-
plled by the rural population; and, the day-
by-day support and shelter offered by the
peasantry. To limit the avallability of vol-
unteers and draftees, U.8. strategists have
conducted extensive surveys dealing with
the propensity of certain character-types to
cooperate with the NLF. [One of the most
inclusive of these studies, Frank Denton's, |
Volunteers jor the Viet Cong, a RAND Mem=
orandum prepared for the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense/International i



