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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and sig-
nificant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The His-
torian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibility for
the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office of
the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of the Gen-
eral Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, compiles, and
edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg first
promulgated official regulations codifying specific standards for the se-
lection and editing of documents for the series on March 26, 1925. These
regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 198 of PL. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy de-
cisions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes
of the series should include all records needed to provide comprehen-
sive documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded. The editor is
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and schol-
arly standards of selection and editing.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is one of a subseries of volumes of the Foreign Rela-
tions series that document the most important issues in the foreign pol-
icy of Presidents Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R. Ford. The subseries
presents a comprehensive documentary record of major foreign policy
decisions and actions of both Presidents. This specific volume docu-
ments U.S. policy toward the war in Vietnam from January 20 to Oc-
tober 7, 1972.

I
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The Easter Offensive, and its ramifications, represents the most
significant event in Indochina for U.S. policy in this period, and doc-
umentary coverage of the event dominates the volume, concentrating
mainly on what happened in North and South Vietnam, policy for-
mulation and decision making in Washington, and the negotiations in
Paris. Only a very small number of documents relate to events and pol-
icy in Laos and Cambodia, and then only as they relate to events and
policy in Vietnam.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Volume VIII

Documents in this volume examine the link between force and
diplomacy in U.S. national security policy toward the Vietham war. In
the period the volume covers, force drove diplomacy. Only by recog-
nizing this can the process by which America’s Vietnam war policy was
formulated and implemented be fully understood. Controlling the
process was a small circle of men, led by President Richard M. Nixon,
and which included the President’s Assistant for National Security Af-
fairs, Henry A. Kissinger; the President’s Deputy Assistant for National
Security Affairs, Major General Alexander M. Haig; and a few National
Security Council officials trusted by Kissinger. The themes and sub-
themes that provided the focus of the research and the principles of se-
lection for this volume are as follows.

When Nixon became President in 1969, a war-weary and increas-
ingly disillusioned U.S. Government began to question its long in-
volvement in the Vietham war and, consequently, its objective of cre-
ating a stable, independent, non-Communist South Vietnam. Upon
taking office, Nixon declared he would continue the U.S. commitment
to secure “peace with honor” but would do so differently than his pre-
decessor, Lyndon B. Johnson. That is, while preparing the South Viet-
namese to take over the fighting and gradually turning the ground war
over to them (a policy Nixon called Vietnamization), he would also
withdraw U.S. troops and continue providing military advice and sup-
port to South Vietham. A negotiated settlement was also a critical ob-
jective of Nixon’s. In his view, to simply leave South Vietnam, as many
critics demanded, would destroy American credibility around the
world. He therefore authorized Kissinger to initiate secret negotiations
with North Vietnam in Paris to find a way out of the war as well as to
safeguard South Vietnam'’s independence.

By early 1972, Nixon’s approach had not succeeded. To be sure,
he had withdrawn most American ground forces from the South and
turned over the fighting to the South Vietnamese. However, military
and diplomatic stalemate persisted. A powerful anti-war movement in
the United States placed additional pressure on him to disengage. As
a result, America’s broad purpose gave way during 1972 to narrow ob-
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jectives: extricating the United States from the war without seeming to
abandon South Vietnam; freeing American prisoners of war captive in
North Vietnam, mostly airmen whose aircraft had been shot down
while conducting missions over the North; and supplying South Viet-
nam the wherewithal to maintain a strong military establishment.

Meanwhile, believing that time was on their side, North Viet-
nam’s leaders refused to negotiate seriously. Indeed, on March 30,
1972, they attempted to bypass negotiations altogether with a full-
scale invasion of the South. Called the Easter Offensive by the United
States, the invasion initially almost overwhelmed the South. By late
spring, however, Nixon’s decision to mine North Vietnam’s harbors
and the massive application of American air power against infra-
structure targets in the North and operational ones in the South, plus
the tenacious defense of South Vietnam by its own armed forces, had
blunted the offensive.

As a result, the North Vietnamese began to signal that they were
ready to negotiate. After increasingly amiable sessions in Paris in July,
August, and September, they seemed on the cusp of making what
Kissinger considered breakthrough concessions. That is, they were pre-
pared to agree to a cease-fire and a settlement that separated military
and political issues. What this meant was that they no longer linked
readiness to negotiate an American withdrawal with a demand that
the Americans support the removal from office of their chief ally,
Nguyen Van Thieu, President of the Republic of Vietnam, and to dis-
mantle Thieu’s government. Additionally, the nature of South Viet-
nam’s political future would be determined by the Vietnamese parties
themselves.

The reason for this change was that the Communists had become
convinced by American air power, especially the B-52 bombing against
Hanoi and the port city of Haiphong, that they could not win if the
United States remained in the war. Thus the Hanoi leadership con-
sciously decided to make concessions along the above lines to persuade
the Americans to depart. At the same time, the North Vietnamese
would not agree to withdraw their troops in the South. They would
serve as the basis for future Communist military activity against South
Vietnam.

President Thieu believed America’s continued presence and com-
mitment were critical to his country’s survival and for these reasons
argued against a settlement. Despite strong signs that Thieu might
act to disrupt such a settlement, Kissinger looked forward to the next
round of negotiations, beginning in Paris on October 8, believing that
the talks would produce an agreement that the United States could
live with and one that he was confident he could sell to the South
Vietnamese.
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Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memoran-
dum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign
Relations series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by
guidance from the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The
documents are reproduced as exactly as possible, including margin-
alia or other notations, which are described in the footnotes. Texts
are transcribed and printed according to accepted conventions for
the publication of historical documents within the limitations of
modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the editor for
each document included in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except that ob-
vious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and
omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions: a
correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words or
phrases underlined in the original are printed in italics. Abbrevia-
tions and contractions are preserved as found in the original text,
and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of the
volume.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and, where
possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been noted by
indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omitted. En-
tire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been ac-
counted for and are listed with headings, source notes, and number of
pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that ap-
pear in the original text are so identified in footnotes. All ellipses are
in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy ad-
visers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in this and other volumes, describe key events, and pro-
vide summaries of and citations to public statements that supplement
and elucidate the printed documents. Information derived from mem-
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oirs and other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to
supplement or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepa-
ration and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act Review

Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials
Preservation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 USC 2111 note), the National
Archives and Records Administration (NARA) has custody of the
Nixon Presidential historical materials. The requirements of the
PRMPA and implementing regulations govern access to the Nixon Pres-
idential historical materials. The PRMPA and implementing public ac-
cess regulations require NARA to review for additional restrictions in
order to ensure the protection of the privacy rights of former Nixon
White House officials, since these officials were not given the oppor-
tunity to separate their personal materials from public papers. Thus,
the PRMPA and implementing public access regulations require NARA
formally to notify the Nixon Estate and former Nixon White House
staff members that the agency is scheduling for public release Nixon
White House historical materials. The Nixon Estate and former White
House staff members have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon his-
torical materials in which they were a participant or are mentioned.
Further, the PRMPA and implementing regulations require NARA to
segregate and return to the creator of files private and personal mate-
rials. All Foreign Relations volumes that include materials from NARA's
Nixon Presidential Materials Project are processed and released in ac-
cordance with the PRMPA.

Nixon White House Tapes

Access to the Nixon White House tape recordings is governed
by the terms of the PRMPA and an access agreement with the Office
of Presidential Libraries of the National Archives and Records Ad-
ministration and the Nixon Estate. In February 1971, President Nixon
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initiated a voice activated taping system in the Oval Office of the
White House and, subsequently, in the President’s Office in the Ex-
ecutive Office Building, Camp David, the Cabinet Room, and White
House and Camp David telephones. The audiotapes include conver-
sations of President Nixon with his Assistant for National Security
Affairs, Henry Kissinger, other White House aides, Secretary of State
Rogers, other Cabinet officers, members of Congress, and key foreign
officials. The clarity of the voices on the tape recordings is often very
poor, but the editor has made every effort to verify the accuracy of
the transcripts produced here. Readers are advised that the tape
recording is the official document; the transcript represents an inter-
pretation of that document. Through the use of digital audio and
other advances in technology, the Office of the Historian has been
able to enhance the tape recordings and over time produce more ac-
curate transcripts. The result is that some transcripts printed here
may differ from transcripts of the same conversations printed in pre-
vious Foreign Relations volumes. The most accurate transcripts pos-
sible, however, cannot substitute for listening to the recordings. Read-
ers are urged to consult the recordings themselves for a full
appreciation of those aspects of the conversations that cannot be cap-
tured in a transcript, such as the speakers’ inflections and emphases
that may convey nuances of meaning, as well as the larger context
of the discussion.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed con-
currence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in the
Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Government,
and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific documents
of those governments. The declassification review of this volume, which
began in 2006 and was completed in 2010, resulted in the decision to ex-
cise a paragraph or more in 3 documents and make minor excisions of
less than a paragraph in 20 documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifi-
cation review process described above, that the record presented in this
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volume provides an accurate and comprehensive account of the U.S.
policy toward Vietnam.
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Sources

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The 1991 Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record
in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation on major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It further requires that agencies, de-
partments, and other entities of the U.S. Government engaged in for-
eign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate with the De-
partment of State Historian by providing full and complete access to
records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and by pro-
viding copies of selected records. Most of the sources consulted in the
preparation of this volume have been declassified and are available for
review at the National Archives and Records Administration.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the cen-
tral files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”)
of the Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of
the Department’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of
international conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence
with foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and mem-
oranda of conversations between the President and Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All the
Department’s indexed central files through July 1973 have been per-
manently transferred to the National Archives and Records Adminis-
tration at College Park, Maryland (Archives II). Many of the Depart-
ment’s decentralized office files covering the 19691976 period, which
the National Archives deems worthy of permanent retention, have also
been transferred or are in the process of being transferred from the De-
partment’s custody to Archives II.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series also have full access to
the papers of President Nixon and other White House foreign policy
records, including tape recordings of conversations with key U.S. and
foreign officials. Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the
Presidential libraries and the Nixon Presidential Materials Project at
Archives II include some of the most significant foreign affairs-related
documentation from the Department of State and other Federal agen-
cies including the National Security Council, the Central Intelligence
Agency, the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Dr.
Henry Kissinger has approved access to his papers at the Library of
Congress. The papers are a key source for the Nixon—Ford subseries of
Foreign Relations.

XIII
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Research for this volume was completed through special access to
restricted documents at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, the Li-
brary of Congress, and other agencies. While all the material printed in
this volume has been declassified, some of it is extracted from still clas-
sified documents. The Nixon Presidential Materials staff is processing
and declassifying many of the documents used in this volume, but they
may not be available in their entirety at the time of publication. In the
future, Nixon’s papers will be transferred to their permanent home at
the Nixon Presidential Library and Museum, Yorba Linda, California.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

In preparing this volume, the editor made extensive use of Presi-
dential papers and other White House records at the Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials Project, which proved to be the single most useful col-
lection bearing on the Nixon administration’s management of the
Vietnam War and its search for a negotiated peace in Southeast Asia.
The collection of most value within the Nixon materials is the National
Security Council (NSC) Files. Two files within the NSC Files provided
the richest source of documentation: the Vietnam Subject Files and the
Country Files for Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. Also of importance in
the NSC Files are the Paris/Talks Meeting Files, which relate to the for-
mal Paris Peace Negotiations both public and private. The records of
the Kissinger-Xuan Thuy and Le Duc Tho secret negotiations are in
the NSC Files, For the President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China Trip/
Vietnam, Sensitive Camp David. A final negotiations file of note is one
in the NSC Files, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, that con-
tains records of private channel talks between Henry Kissinger and So-
viet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. Their private discussions often re-
lated to Vietnam.

Of next importance are a group of files in the NSC Files. The first
are the Backchannel Files. President Nixon and Kissinger communicated
secretly with the Ambassador to Vietnam, Ellsworth Bunker, through
backchannel messages that did not involve the rest of the bureaucracy,
especially the State Department bureaucracy. Also in the NSC Files are
the Kissinger Office Files, the Subject Files, the Agency Files, the Haig
Special and Chronological Files, Presidential/HAK MemCons, the Pres-
ident’s Daily Briefing Files, and the Unfiled Materials.

Of equal importance in the NSC Files of the Nixon Presidential
Materials are the National Security Council Institutional Files (H-Files),
which are part of the NSC Files but are not to be confused with the
NSC Institutional Matters File. The H-Files contain the minutes of NSC
meetings, and such NSC subgroups as the Review Group/Senior
Review Group and Washington Special Actions Group. For each set of
meeting minutes there are corresponding folders that contain the pa-
pers that Kissinger, who chaired all of these groups, used in prepara-
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tion for the meetings. Also of value in the H-Files are the National Se-
curity Study Memorandum and National Security Decision Memoran-
dum files, containing the request for studies, the studies themselves,
and the decision memoranda resulting from the process.

Presidential tape recordings of Nixon’s telephone conversations
and of his meetings with senior advisers—also part of the Presidential
Materials collection—add greatly to our ability to document the Viet-
nam policy process and its implementation. In the transcript of con-
versations we see crucial predecisional discussions between and among
principals to the policy process, and on occasion even capture the mo-
ment of decision itself. Because Vietnam represented so complicated
and difficult a problem, or problems, for the President and his inner
circle, the tape transcripts provide additional richness in the sources.
These frank conversations add much to our understanding of the play-
ers, their actions, and the consequences of action.

The most useful collections in the White House Special Files are
the President’s Personal Files. The Nixon Presidential Diary in the
White House Central Files is an essential tool for researchers.

After the records in the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, the Pa-
pers of Henry Kissinger at the Manuscript Division of the Library of Con-
gress are second in importance. While the Kissinger Papers often repli-
cate documentation found in other collections, especially the NSC File of
the Nixon Presidential Materials, they proved valuable and contain im-
portant documents unique to that collection, especially in the Geopolit-
ical File, the file on Memoranda to the President, and the Presidential
File. The Papers also contain the records of Kissinger’s telephone con-
versations, copies of which have been given by Kissinger to the National
Archives. These telephone transcripts are a key source that are open at
the National Archives and are part of the Nixon Presidential Materials.

The Department of State, the Department of Defense, and to a
lesser extent the Central Intelligence Agency, strong bureaucratic play-
ers in past Foreign Relations Vietnam volumes, play a much reduced
role under President Nixon and Henry Kissinger, who concentrated
policy in their own hands. The files of the Department of State, espe-
cially the Central Files and some Lot Files, are valuable for describing
what was happening in Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, or at the Paris
talks. There are almost no Department of State files that trace policy
decisions, since the Secretary of State and his Department were ex-
cluded from key policy decision making on Vietnam. Still, some of the
Central Files most useful for developments in the field are POL 27 VIET,
POL 27 VIET S, and POL 27 LAOS.

The Central Intelligence Agency’s records are valuable for
intelligence on Vietnam and the war in Southeast Asia, but the most
important intelligence records can be found in the Nixon Presidential
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Materials, NSC Files. Collections under CIA custody of note are the
National Intelligence Council (NIC) Files, the Records of George
Carver, and the DCI Helms and DCI Executive Registry Files. Carver’s
files are especially valuable since he was, from 1966 to 1973, the CIA
Director’s Special Assistant for Vietnam Affairs and involved in all
Agency activities—tactical, operational, and strategic—related to the
war there.

The Department of Defense and Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird were key players in the implementation of Vietnam policy, es-
pecially regarding Vietnamization and the Easter Offensive. Because
Laird had a semi-independent base in Congress, where he was a mem-
ber of the House of Representatives for years before coming to the
Department of Defense, his actions often supported limits on the
President’s Vietnam policy rather than enabling it. While Laird’s key
memoranda are almost always found in the Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, it is sometimes illuminating to trace the evolution
of a Defense position through documents originating within the De-
partment of Defense.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), and its Chairman, Admiral Thomas
H. Moorer, played an important role in executing U.S. military policy
in Vietnam during 1972. Therefore, Moorer’s office records, particularly
message traffic to and from the Commander, Military Assistance Com-
mand, Vietnam, and to and from the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Com-
mand, as well as Vietnam papers generated within the JCS, are partic-
ularly useful to the researcher. Even more valuable for understanding
how he assisted in the implementation of White House policy in the
run-up to, during, and in the wake of the Easter Offensive are his di-
ary entries and attached telephone conversation transcripts. Regarding
the latter, his conversations with senior military officers and senior civil-
ians at the Department of Defense, including Secretary of Defense Laird,
and with senior White House Officials, including President Nixon,
Henry A. Kissinger, and Alexander M. Haig, are always instructive.

H.R. Haldeman’s diary is on occasion extraordinarily useful be-
cause his entries set the scene for White House decision making, pro-
vide insight into the decision-making process and the decisions made,
characterize the President’s state of mind vis-a-vis the process, and de-
scribe the actions and interactions of the major White House players
on Vietnam policy issues.

The following list identifies the particular files and collections used
in the preparation of this volume. In addition to the paper files cited
below, a growing number of documents are available on the Internet.
The Office of the Historian maintains a list of these Internet resources
on its website and encourages readers to consult that site on a regular
basis.
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Unpublished Sources
Department of State
Central Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below.

INR/IL Historical Files
Historical intelligence files maintained by the Office of Intelligence Liaison in
the Bureau of Intelligence and Research and still under Department of State
custody.

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland
Record Group 59, General Records of the Department of State
Central Files

POL 27 VIET S
POL 27-2 VIET S
POL 27-10 VIET
POL 27-14 VIET
POL 27 LAOS

Record Group 218, Records of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs

Records of Thomas H. Moorer

Miscellaneous Material on Vietham

Correspondence to and from the Commander, Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam

Correspondence to and from the Commander in Chief, Pacific

Diary, July 2, 1970-July 1, 1974

Nixon Presidential Materials Project, National Archives and Records
Administration, College Park, Maryland

National Security Council Files
Vietnam Subject Files
Vietnam Country Files
Paris Talks/Meetings
Backchannel
President’s Trips
Dobrynin-Kissinger, 1972
Country Files, Far East
Cambodia
Indochina
Laos
For the President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China Trip/Vietnam
Alexander M. Haig Chronological File
Alexander M. Haig Special File
Jon Howe, Vietnam Chronology Files
Jon Howe, Vietnam Subject Files
Henry A. Kissinger Office Files
Country Files, Far East, Vietnam, Vietnam Negotiations, General
Unfiled Material
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National Security Council, Institutional Files (H-Files)

Meeting Files, National Security Council Meetings, 5/8/72

Meeting Files, Senior Review Group Meetings, Vietnam Assessment, 1/24/72

Meeting Files, Washington Special Actions Group Meetings, Vietnam Minutes of
Meetings, Washington Special Actions Group Minutes (Originals)

Policy Papers (1969-1974), National Security Decision Memoranda

National Security Council, Kissinger Telephone Conversation Transcripts
Chronological File

White House Special File, President’s Personal Files, May 8, 1972
White House Tapes

Central Intelligence Agency

Files of the Deputy Director for Intelligence
Jobs 79-T00862A, 80-B01673R, and 80-T0179R

Executive Registry Files
Job 80-R01284A

National Intelligence Council Files
Job 80-R01720R

Library of Congress, Washington, DC

Papers of Henry A. Kissinger

Chronological File
Chronological File, Vietham
Top Secret

Chronological File

Geopolitical File, Vietham

National Security Council, Washington Special Actions Group
National Security Council, Meetings

National Security Council

Subject Files, Vietnam, 17 Jan 72-2 Oct 73

Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland

FRC 330, Records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense
74-0142

Top Secret files from the Immediate Office of the Secretary of Defense, Melvin
Laird, 1969-1972

75-0155

Top Secret subject decimal files from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs

77-0094/95
Secret and Top Secret subject decimal files from the Official Records of the
Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the Special Assistant
to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense, 1972
United States Army Center of Military History, Washington, DC
Creighton W. Abrams Papers
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Abbreviations and Terms

A-1 Skyraider, a propeller-driven attack aircraft that carried out close air support for
U.S. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, and South Vietnamese Air Force

A—4 Skyhawk, a lightweight, single engine jet attack aircraft used by the U.S. Navy and
U.S. Marine Corps

AAA, anti-aircraft artillery

AC-130 Spectre, heavily armed U.S. aircraft that provided close air support, air inter-
diction, and force protection

ACFT, aircraft

Ad referendum, subject to reference

AGC, automatic gain control

AID, Agency for International Development

Amb, Ambassador

APC, armored personnel carrier

ARC LIGHT, code name for U.S. B-52 bombing missions in Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia

ARG, amphibious ready group

ARM, anti-radar missile

ARVN, Army of the Republic of (South) Vietnam

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

Avenue Kléber, shorthand for the public plenary talks held at the International Confer-
ence Center on Avenue Kléber

Azimuth, method used by the military to indicate direction during tactical operations;
based on the 360 degree circle

B-3 Front, North Vietnamese designation for its Central Highlands command

B-5 Front, North Vietnamese designation for its northern South Vietnam command

B-25, a versatile WWII medium bomber (in one configuration a gunship), retired by the
U.S. Air Force in 1960

Bach Mai, an old French airfield immediately south of Hanoi which contained a mili-
tary base and the command and control headquarters of the North Vietnamese Air
Defense Command

BARREL ROLL, U.S. air campaign in Laos to support Royal Lao Government forces in
operations against the Communist Pathet Lao near Long Tieng and the Plain of Jars

BDA, bomb damage assessment

Binh Tram, military way station on the Ho Chi Minh Trail

C-130, see AC-130

CAS, controlled American source

CBS, Columbia Broadcasting System

CBU, cluster bomb unit, small explosive device, also called a bomblet, placed inside a
canister with other CBUs; when canister is dropped from an aircraft it opens before
reaching the ground; the bomblets can be configured to explode on contact with the
ground, when stepped on, or after a certain amount of time has passed, and to carry
a variety of payloads

Chaff, radar confusion reflectors, consisting of thin, narrow, metallic strips of various
lengths and frequency responses, which are used to reflect echoes for confusion pur-
poses and to cause enemy radar guided missiles to lock on to it instead of the real
aircraft

ChiCom, Chinese Communist(s)
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XXII Abbreviations and Terms

CI, counter-insurgency

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CINCPAC, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command

CINCPACFLT, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet

CINCSAC, Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air Command

CJCS, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

CL, classified

CNO, Chief of Naval Operations

CNR, Committee of National Reconciliation

Comint, communications intelligence

COMMANDO HUNT, a series of airpower campaigns in Laos, begun in November 1968,
to interdict the flow of material on the Ho Chi Minh Trail from North to South Vietham

COMUSMACYV, Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietham

CORDS, Civil Operations and Revolutionary (later Rural) Development Support

COSVN, Central Office of South Vietnam, Communist political and military headquar-
ters for the southern half of South Vietnam

CP50, subordinate section of the North Vietnamese Politburo that analyzed issues rele-
vant to the Paris Peace Talks, assisted the Politburo in monitoring and directing the
talks

CPDC, Central Pacification and Development Council

CRS, Congressional Research Service

CVA, aircraft carrier

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DD, destroyer

DDO, Deputy Director for Operations, Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff

DEFCON, defense readiness condition

DepSecDef, Deputy Secretary of Defense

DIA, Defense Intelligence Agency

Dikes, Red River Delta, an intricate, centuries-old system of dikes that controlled irri-
gation in the low-lying areas of the Red River Delta of North Vietnam and protected
those who lived and worked there

Dixie Station, South China Sea location of the U.S. aircraft carrier group that provided
close air support to land operations in the South

DMZ, demilitarized zone; established roughly at Vietnam’s 17th parallel to a width not
more than five kilometers each side of the demilitarized zone line

DMZL, demilitarized zone line, also called demarcation line, which separated South
Vietnam and North Vietnam; located in middle of demilitarized zone

DOD, Department of Defense

DODI/ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs

DOS, Department of State

DPRG, Defense Program Review Group, National Security Council

DRYV, Democratic Republic of Vietnam (North Vietnam)

DTG, date time group

EA, Executive Assistant, Joint Chiefs of Staff

EAP, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department of State
EO, electro optical

EOB, Executive Office Building

Exdis, exclusive distribution

F—4 Phantom, an all-weather jet fighter-bomber used by the U.S. Air Force and the U.S.
Navy in Vietnam

FAC, forward air controller

FANK, Forces Armées Nationales Khmeres (Khmer Republic Armed Forces [Cambodia])



Abbreviations and Terms XXIII

Fan song radar, target acquisition and guidance system for surface to air missiles

FARK, Forces Armées Royales Khmeres (Royal Khmer Armed Forces [Cambodial])

FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information Service

Flash, precedence indicator for an extremely urgent message which requires instant ac-
tion by the addressee regardless of the time of day or night

FRAME GLORY, a naval gunfire support raid on radar installations on the island of Hon
Mat, North Vietnam, near Vinh, conducted by the USS Berkeley on May 8, 1972

FREEDOM PORCH, U.S. Air Force B-52 Stratofortress strikes on the Haiphong petro-
leum products storage area, April 16, 1972

FREEDOM TRAIN, Operation, April 1972 air campaign against North Vietnam carried
out by U.S. Navy and Air Force

FSB, fire support base

GAC, George A. Carver

G(lI, ground control intercept

GKR, Government of Khmer Republic (Cambodia)

GNR, Government of National Reconciliation

GRUNK, Gouvernement Royal d’Union Nationale du Kampuchea (Royal Government of the
National Union of Kampuchea), Communist group nominally headed by Norodom
Sihanok and affliliated with North Vietnam

GVN, Government of Vietnam (South Vietnam)

HAK, Henry A. Kissinger

Highest authority, President of the United States

Hmong, ethnic minority in Laotian hill country

Hue, major city in northern South Vietnam and capital of former Vietnamese empire

ICC, International Control Commission, established under the 1954 Geneva Accords and
incorporated into the 1962 Geneva agreement on Laos

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/DDC, Deputy Director for Coordination, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, De-
partment of State

INR/IL, Office of Information Liaison, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department
of State

INR/REA, Office of Research and Analysis for East Asia and Pacific, Bureau of
Intelligence and Research, Department of State

IRON HAND, U.S. Air Force operations against North Vietnam to suppress or destroy
surface to air missiles

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JDN, John D. Negroponte

JGS, Joint General Staff, Republic of Vietham Armed Forces

JHH, John Herbert Holdridge

JPRC, Joint Personnel Recovery Center, established at Military Assistance Command to
locate and rescue U.S. personnel evading attempts to capture them or already taken
prisoner

ISA, Office of International Security Affairs, Department of Defense

KC-135, jet aircraft specifically designed for aerial refueling

KHR, Khmer Republic (Cambodia)

KIA, killed in action

Kontum, a province in South Vietnam’s Central Highlands opposite Laos

LAM SON (also LAMSON) 719, a February-March 1971 operation in Laos by South
Vietnamese forces to interdict the Ho Chi Minh Trail



XXIV Abbreviations and Terms

LANTFLT, Atlantic Fleet

Lao Dong, Dang Lao Dong Viet Nam (Vietnamese Workers’ Party), Communist Party of
North Vietnam

LDX, long distance xerography

LINEBACKER I, code name for U.S. air interdiction campaign against North Vietnam,
May 10-October 23, 1972

LOC, line of communication

LORAN, long-range navigation system for air and marine travel

LOU, limited official use

LPE Lao Patriotic Front, political arm of the Pathet Lao

LTG, lieutenant general

MACYV, Military Assistance Command, Vietham

MACVSOG, Military Assistance Command, Vietnam, Studies and Observation Group,
organization that planned and carried out covert operations against North Vietnam;
sometimes called MACSOG

MAP, Military Assistance Program

MASE, military assistance service-funded

MAT, Mobile Advisory Team

MEDTC, Military Equipment Delivery Team, Cambodia

Meo, see Hmong

MG, major general

MiG-21, fighter aircraft provided by Soviet Union to North Vietnam

mm, millimeter

MR, Military Region; Government of Vietnam divided the country into four zones for
military and administrative purposes; MR1 contained the five northernmost
provinces of South Vietnam, MR2 included provinces in the central and north cen-
tral sections, MR3 was made up of the south central part of the country and in-
cluded Saigon, and MR4 in the Mekong Delta held the rest of the country; some-
times an MR was also called a Corps Tactical Zone

MRTTH, Military Region Tri Thien Hue, Communist military command in northern
South Vietnamese provinces of Quang Tri and Thua Thien

mtg, meeting

Muong, see Hmong

NCO, non-commissioned officer

NGEFS, naval gunfire support

NIC, Naval Intelligence Command; National Intelligence Council, Central Intelligence
Agency

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

NLE National Liberation Front

nm, nautical mile

NMCC, National Military Command Center

Nodis, no distribution

Noforn, no dissemination to foreign nationals

NSA, National Security Agency

NSAM, National Security Action Memorandum

NSC, National Security Council

NSDF, National Social Democratic Front

NSDM, National Security Decision Memorandum

NSSM, National Security Study Memorandum

NVA, North Viethnamese Army, also PAVN

NVN, North Vietnam



Abbreviations and Terms XXV

OASD/ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs

ONE, Office of National Estimates

OP, observation post

OPREDP, operational report

OPREP-4, report of a completed operation or phase of an operation, as well as the op-
eration’s or phase’s results or estimated results; purpose is to get information quickly
into the chain of command

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

0SS, Office of Strategic Services, American intelligence gathering and covert operations
organization during World War II

PAC, Pacific Command

PACFLT, Pacific Fleet

Paris Peace Talks, public talks between U.S. and GVN on one side and the DRV and
PRG (NLF) on the other; also known as plenary or Avenue Kléber talks

PAVN, People’s Army of Vietnam, also NVA

PD]J, Plaine Des Jarres (Plain of Jars), strategically important area of Laos

PE, see RF/PF

Phoenix Program, (Phuong Hoang) South Vietnamese program to destroy VC shadow
government (infrastructure) in villages and replace it with a pro-GVN administra-
tion

PMDL, Provisional Military Demarcation Line, term used in the Geneva Agreements to
describe the line between the northern and southern zones, later called the DMZ

PNS, Pacific News Service

POCKET MONEY, Operation, plan to mine major North Vietnamese ports

POL, petroleum, oil, lubricants

POW, prisoner of war

PPOG, Psychological Pressure Operations Group

PR, public relations

PRC, People’s Republic of (Communist) China

PRG, Provisional Revolutionary Government, political wing of the South Vietnamese
Communist movement, replaced the NLF, but terms often used interchangeably

PROUD DEEP ALPHA, Operation, a five-day campaign, December 26-30, 1971, in which
U.S. aircraft flew 1,025 sorties against targets north of the DMZ but south of the 20th
parallel

PSYOPS, psychological operations

RCT, Regimental Combat Team

RDVN, République démocratique du Viét Nam (Democratic Republic of Vietnam), North
Vietnam

Reccy, reconnaissance or reconnoiter

Reftel, reference telegram

RFE, Radio Free Europe

RF/PE, Regional Forces/Popular Forces, South Vietnamese provincial and district secu-
rity (militia) forces, respectively

RG, Record Group

RP, route package, target areas for airstrikes against North Vietnam, numbered 1 through
6, south to north, from the DMZ to a buffer zone near the Chinese border

RLG, Royal Lao Government

RN, Richard Nixon

ROE, rules of engagement

RTG, Royal Thai Government



XXVI Abbreviations and Terms

RVN, Republic of Vietnam (South Vietnam)
RVNAE, Republic of (South) Vietnam Armed Forces

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department of State

S/SG, Secretary of State’s Special Group on Southeast Asia

SA-2, missile

SAGC, Strategic Air Command

SAM, surface-to-air missile

Sappers, North Vietnamese/Viet Cong demolition commandos

SAVA, Special Assistant for Vietnamese Affairs, Central Intelligence Agency

SDO, Special Development Office, Defense Intelligence Agency

SEA, Southeast Asia

SecDef, Secretary of Defense

SecState, Secretary of State

Sensor string, a set of electronic devices, usually 2 to 5 in number, inserted in enemy
territory to monitor from remote location re-supply and reinforcement activity

Septel, separate telegram

SGU, Special Guerrilla Unit

Sidewinder, a short-range, heat-seeking, air-to-air missile used by U.S. Air Force and
U.S. Navy fighter aircraft

SIOP, Single Integrated Operational Plan, the U.S. contingency plan for nuclear war

SNIE, Special National Intelligence Estimate

Sortie, one attack by a single military aircraft

Sparrow, a medium-range, air-to-air missile used by U.S. Navy and U.S. Marine Corps
fighter aircraft

SRG, Senior Review Group

STD, Strategic Technical Directorate, South Vietnam’s covert operations agency

STDAE, Strategic Technical Directorate Advisory Element, also called Advisory Team
158, American military advisors to the STD

STEEL TIGER, U.S. air operations over the northern portion of the Laotian panhandle
designed to interdict the flow of men and materiel down the Ho Chi Minh Trail

STOL, short takeoff and landing

Subj, subject

SVN, South Vietnam

Tacair, tactical air support

Takhli, U.S. Air Force Base in Thailand

TAKSIN contingency planning, arrangements for a joint Thai/U.S. forward deployment
in Laos to pre-empt NVA access to the Mekong River

Talos, a long-range anti-aircraft missile used by the Navy in Vietnam

TCC, Troop Contributing Countries

TDY, temporary duty

Telcon, telephone conversation

TOW, tube launched, optically tracked, wire guided (anti-tank) missile

TS, Top Secret

UH, utility helicopter

UPI, United Press International

USA, United States Army

USAF, United States Air Force

USG, United States Government

USIA, United States Information Agency
USN, United States Navy

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
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U Tapao, Royal Thai Air Force Base from which USAF B-52s carried out missions over
Vietnam

VC, Viet Cong

VE, vertical flight

Viet Minh, Viet Nam Doc Lap Dong Minh (League for the Independence of Vietnam), a
Communist-led coalition, formed in 1941, that fought the Japanese in World War II
and the French in the First Indochina War

VNAF, (South) Vietnamese Air Force

VOA, Voice of America

VSSG, Vietnam Special Studies Group

Walleye, also EO (electro optical) Walleye, television guided bomb
WBLC, water borne logistic craft

WH, White House

WSAG, Washington Special Actions Group

Yankee Station, South China Sea location of U.S. aircraft carrier or carriers from which
the Navy conducted air operations against North Vietham

Z, Zulu time (Greenwich Mean Time)






Persons

Abrams, Creighton W., General, USA, Commander, United States Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam until June 28, 1972; Chief of Staff, USA, from October 12
Askew, Laurin B., Office of the Vietnam Working Group, Bureau of East Asian and Pa-

cific Affairs, Department of State

Batitsky, Pavel, Marshal, chief of Soviet air defense forces

Bennett, Donald V., Lieutenant General, USA, Director, Defense Intelligence Agency

Berger, Samuel D., Deputy U.S. Ambassador to South Vietnam until March 1972

Binh, Nguyen Thi, see Nguyen Thi Binh

Bo, Mai Van, see Mai Van Bo

Brennan, Peter J., labor leader (President of New York City Building and Construction
Trades Council and New York Building and Construction Trades Council) and Nixon
supporter

Brezhnev, Leonid, General Secretary, Communist Party of the Soviet Union

Bunker, Ellsworth, U.S. Ambassador to South Vietnam

Butterfield, Alexander P., Deputy Assistant to the President

Buzhardt, J. Fred, General Counsel, Department of Defense

Carver, George A, Jr., Special Assistant for Vietnamese Affairs to the Director for Cen-
tral Intelligence

Chou En-lai (Zhou Enlai), Premier, People’s Republic of China

Clarey, Bernard A. “Chick,” Admiral, USN, Commander in Chief, United States Pacific
Fleet, Pacific Command

Clay, Lucius D., General, USAF, Commander, Air Force, Pacific Command

Colby, William E., Executive Director-Comptroller, Central Intelligence Agency

Colson, Charles, Special Assistant to the President

Connally, John B., Jr., Secretary of the Treasury until June 12, 1972

Cooper, Damon W., Admiral, USN, Commander, (Carrier) Task Force 77

Christison, William, analyst, Central Intelligence Agency

Dang Van Quang, Lieutenant General, ARVN, Military Assistant to President Thieu

DePuy, William E., Lieutenant General, USA, Assistant Vice Chief of the Army; from
1966 until 1967 commanded the 1st Infantry Division in Vietnam

Dobrynin, Anatoly FE.,, Soviet Ambassador to the United States

Don, Tran Van, see Tran Van Don

Dong, Pham Van, see Pham Van Dong

Doolin, Dennis J., Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asian and Pacific
Affairs

Duong Van Minh (Big Minh), South Vietnamese General and political activist

Dzu, Ngo, see Ngo Dzu

Eliot, Theodore L., Jr., Executive Secretary of the Department of State
Emerson, David F,, Rear Admiral, USN, Deputy Director of Planning, Office of the Chief
of Naval Operations

Ford, Gerald R., Republican Representative from Michigan
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XXX Persons

Freeman, Mason B., Rear Admiral, Acting Director, Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff, from
April 8 until June 11, 1972

Fulbright, J. William, Democratic Senator from Arkansas; Chairman, Foreign Relations
Committee

Garment, Leonard, Special Assistant to the President

Giap, Vo Nguyen, see Vo Nguyen Giap

Godley, G. McMurtrie, U.S. Ambassador to Laos

Gromyko, Andrei A., Soviet Foreign Minister

Guay, Georges R., Colonel, USAF, Air Attaché in the U.S. Embassy in Paris, conduit for
U.S. messages to North Vietnamese in Paris, also handled logistical arrangements
for Kissinger and his party during negotiating trips to Paris

Haig, Alexander M., Jr., Brigadier General, USA, promoted to Major General, March 1,
1972, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Haldeman, H.R., Assistant to the President and White House Chief of Staff

Helms, Richard M., Director of Central Intelligence

Ho Chi Minh, leader of the Viethamese Communist Party and President of the DRV un-
til his death in 1969

Hoang Duc Nha, President Thieu’s press assistant, nephew, and confidant

Hoang Xuan Lam, General, ARVN, Commander (MR-1) until May 3, 1972

Holdridge, John H., member, National Security Council staff

Hollingsworth, James F.,, Major General, USA, Commander, Third Regional Assistance
Command in MR-3

Horgan, John P., Deputy Special Assistant for Viethamese Affairs, Central Intelligence
Agency, and Chairman, Psychological Pressure Operations Group

Howe, Jonathan, Lieutenant Commander, USN, member, National Security Council
staff

Hubbard, Henry, White House correspondent, Newsweek

Johnson, Gerald W., Lieutenant General, USAF, Commander, 8th Air Force
Johnson, U. Alexis, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

Karhos, Frederick E., Major General, USA, Director, Vietnam Task Force, International
Security Affairs, Department of Defense

Kennedy, Richard T., Colonel, USA, member, National Security Council planning staff

Kissinger, Henry A., Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Knowles, Harold F, Brigadier General, USAF, Deputy Director for Operations (J-3), Joint
Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Knowles, Richard T., Lieutenant General, USA, Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff

Kosygin, Alexei N., Chairman, Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union

Kraft, Joseph, columnist, Field Newspapers Syndicate

Kraslow, David, Washington Bureau Chief, Los Angeles Times

Ky, Nguyen Cao, see Nguyen Cao Ky

Laird, Melvin R., Secretary of Defense

Lam, Hoang Xuan, see Hoang Xuan Lam

Lam, Pham Dang, sce Pham Dang Lam

Lam, Tran Van, see Tran Van Lam

Latimer, Thomas, member, National Security Council staff

Le Duc Tho, Member of the Politburo of the Democratic Republic of Vietham and
Special Advisor to, and de facto head of, the DRV Delegation to the Paris Peace Talks
on Vietnam
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Lon Nol, Prime Minister of the Khmer Republic (Cambodia) and Minister of National
Defense
Lord, Winston, member, National Security Council staff

Mack, William P, Vice Admiral, USN, Commander, 7th Fleet

Manor, LeRoy J., Brigadier General, USAF, Deputy Director for Operations/Special As-
sistant for Counterinsurgency and Special Activities, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mansfield, Michael, Democratic Senator from Montana; Senate Majority Leader

McCain, John S., Jr., Admiral, USN, Commander in Chief, Pacific, until September 1,
1972

McCloskey, Robert J., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Press Relations

McGovern, George S., Democratic Senator from South Dakota

McKee, Kinnaird R., Rear Admiral, USN, Director, Executive Panel, Office of the Chief
of Naval Operations

McNickle, Marvin L., Lieutenant General, USAF, Acting Commander, 7th Air Force, Mil-
itary Assistance Command, Vietnam, from April 4, 1972

Meyer, John C., General, USAF, Commander, Strategic Air Command from May 1, 1972

Miller, Robert H., Deputy Executive Secretary of the Department of State

Minh, Duong Van, see Duong Van Minh

Minh, Nguyen Van, see Nguyen Van Minh

Mitchell, John N., Attorney General until March 1, 1972, afterwards head of the com-
mittee to re-elect President Nixon

Moorer, Thomas H., Admiral, USN, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Murphy, Daniel J., Rear Admiral, USN, Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense

Negroponte, John D., member, National Security Council staff

Nelson, William E., Chief, Far East Division, Directorate of Plans, Central Intelligence
Agency

Ngo Dzu, Lieutenant General, ARVN, Commander (MR-2) until May 10, 1972

Ngo Quang Truong, Lieutenant General, ARVN, Commander (MR-4) until May 3, 1972;
Commander (MR-1) thereafter

Nguyen Cao Ky, Major General, VNAE, Vice President, Republic of Vietham

Nguyen Co Thach, North Vietnamese Deputy Foreign Minister

Nguyen Duy Trinh, North Viethamese Foreign Minister

Nguyen Thi Binh, (also known as Madame Binh) Foreign Minister, PRG, and the PRG’s
representative to the Avenue Kléber talks

Nguyen Van Minh, Lieutenant General, ARVN, Commander (MR-3)

Nguyen Van Thieu, President of the Republic of Vietnam (South Vietnam)

Nguyen Van Toan, Lieutenant General, ARVN, Commander (MR-2) from May 10, 1972

Nha, Hoang Duc, see Hoang Duc Nha

Nixon, Richard M., President of the United States

Nutter, G. Warren, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs

Pham Dang Lam, Ambassador, Head of Republic of Vietnam Delegation to Paris Peace
Talks

Pham Van Dong, North Vietnamese Prime Minister

Polgar, Thomas, Special Assistant to the Ambassador in Saigon; Central Intelligence
Agency Chief of Station in Saigon

Porter, William J., Chief, U.S. Delegation to Paris Peace Talks

Pringle, Donald B., Captain, USN, Executive Assistant to the Chief of Naval Operations

Pursley, Robert E., Brigadier General, USAF, Military Assistant to the Secretary of De-
fense; promoted to Major General on February 1 and Lieutenant General on No-
vember 19
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Quang, Dang Van, see Dang Van Quang

Rectanus, Earl F. “Rex,” Rear Admiral, USN, Director, Naval Intelligence Division

Robertson, Horace B., Rear Admiral, USN, Deputy Judge Advocate General, Navy
Department

Rogers, William P., Secretary of State

Rosson, William B., General, USA, Commander, Pacific Command

Rush, Kenneth, Deputy Secretary of Defense from February 23, 1972

Scali, John, Special Consultant to the President (for public affairs)

Scott, Hugh, Republican Senator from Pennsylvania; Senate Minority Leader

Searles, DeWitt R., Major General, USAF, Deputy Commander 7/13th Air Force

Seignious, George M., Lieutenant General, USA, Director, Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, from June 12, 1972

Shakespeare, Frank, Director, U.S. Information Agency

Souvanna Phouma, Prince, Premier of Laos

Stearman, William L., member, Operations Staff, East Asia, National Security Council

Stennis, John C., Democratic Senator from Mississippi; Chairman, Committee on Armed
Services

Stuart, Richard K., Deputy Director for Coordination, Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search, Department of State

Sullivan, William H., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Af-
fairs, and Chairman, Interdepartmental Group on Vietnam

Swank, Emory C., U.S. Ambassador to Cambodia

Symington, W. Stuart, Democratic Senator from Missouri

Thach, Nguyen Co, see Nguyen Co Thach

Thieu, Nguyen Van, see Nguyen Van Thieu

Tho, Le Dug, see Le Duc Tho

Thuy, Xuan, see Xuan Thuy

Toan, Nguyen Van, see Nguyen Van Toan

Tran Van Don, prominent South Vietnamese political and military figure
Tran Van Lam, South Vietnamese Foreign Minister

Trinh, Nguyen Duy, see Nguyen Duy Trinh

Truong, Ngo Quang, see Ngo Quang Truong

Vang Pao, General, Royal Lao Armed Forces, Commander of Military Region Two, head
of the Meo (Hmong) guerrilla forces

Vasey, Lloyd “Joe,” Rear Admiral, USN, Director, Strategic Plans and Policy, U.S. Pacific
Command, until July 20, 1972

Vogt, John W, Lieutenant General, USAF, until April 7, 1972, General from April 8; Di-
rector, Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff until April 7; Commander, 7th Air Force, and
Deputy Commander, Military Assistance Command, Vietnam, from April 10
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Note on U.S. Covert Actions

In compliance with the Foreign Relations of the United States statute
that requires inclusion in the Foreign Relations series of comprehensive
documentation on major foreign policy decisions and actions, the edi-
tors have identified key documents regarding major covert actions and
intelligence activities. The following note will provide readers with some
organizational context on how covert actions and special intelligence op-
erations in support of U.S. foreign policy were planned and approved
within the U.S. Government. It describes, on the basis of declassified
documents, the changing and developing procedures during the Tru-
man, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford Presidencies.

Management of Covert Actions in the Truman Presidency

The Truman administration’s concern over Soviet “psychological
warfare” prompted the new National Security Council to authorize, in
NSC 4-A of December 1947, the launching of peacetime covert action
operations. NSC 4-A made the Director of Central Intelligence re-
sponsible for psychological warfare, establishing at the same time the
principle that covert action was an exclusively Executive Branch func-
tion. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) certainly was a natural
choice but it was assigned this function at least in part because the
Agency controlled unvouchered funds, by which operations could be
funded with minimal risk of exposure in Washington.'

The CIA’s early use of its new covert action mandate dissatisfied
officials at the Departments of State and Defense. The Department of
State, believing this role too important to be left to the CIA alone and
concerned that the military might create a new rival covert action of-
fice in the Pentagon, pressed to reopen the issue of where responsibil-
ity for covert action activities should reside. Consequently, on June 18,
1948, a new NSC directive, NSC 10/2, superseded NSC 4-A.

NSC 10/2 directed the CIA to conduct “covert” rather than merely
“psychological” operations, defining them as all activities “which are
conducted or sponsored by this Government against hostile foreign
states or groups or in support of friendly foreign states or groups but
which are so planned and executed that any US Government respon-
sibility for them is not evident to unauthorized persons and that if un-
covered the US Government can plausibly disclaim any responsibility
for them.”

INSC 4-A, December 17, 1947, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1945-1950, Emer-
gence of the Intelligence Establishment, Document 257.
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The type of clandestine activities enumerated under the new di-
rective included: “propaganda; economic warfare; preventive direct ac-
tion, including sabotage, anti-sabotage, demolition and evacuation
measures; subversion against hostile states, including assistance to un-
derground resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee liberation
groups, and support of indigenous anti-communist elements in threat-
ened countries of the free world. Such operations shall not include
armed conflict by recognized military forces, espionage, counter-
espionage, and cover and deception for military operations.”?

The Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), newly established in the
CIA on September 1, 1948, in accordance with NSC 10/2, assumed re-
sponsibility for organizing and managing covert actions. The OPC,
which was to take its guidance from the Department of State in peace-
time and from the military in wartime, initially had direct access to the
Department of State and to the military without having to proceed
through the CIA’s administrative hierarchy, provided the Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) was informed of all important projects and
decisions.? In 1950 this arrangement was modified to ensure that pol-
icy guidance came to the OPC through the DCIL

During the Korean conflict the OPC grew quickly. Wartime com-
mitments and other missions soon made covert action the most ex-
pensive and bureaucratically prominent of the CIA’s activities. Con-
cerned about this situation, DCI Walter Bedell Smith in early 1951 asked
the NSC for enhanced policy guidance and a ruling on the proper
“scope and magnitude” of CIA operations. The White House re-
sponded with two initiatives. In April 1951 President Truman created
the Psychological Strategy Board (PSB) under the NSC to coordinate
government-wide psychological warfare strategy. NSC 10/5, issued in
October 1951, reaffirmed the covert action mandate given in NSC 10/2
and expanded the CIA’s authority over guerrilla warfare.* The PSB was
soon abolished by the incoming Eisenhower administration, but the ex-
pansion of the CIA’s covert action writ in NSC 10/5 helped ensure that
covert action would remain a major function of the Agency.

As the Truman administration ended, the CIA was near the peak
of its independence and authority in the field of covert action. Although
the CIA continued to seek and receive advice on specific projects from
the NSC, the PSB, and the departmental representatives originally del-
egated to advise the OPC, no group or officer outside of the DCI and

2NSC 10/2, June 18, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 292.

®Memorandum of conversation by Frank G. Wisner, “Implementation of
NSC-10/2,” August 6, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 298.

4NSC 10/5, “Scope and Pace of Covert Operations,” October 23, 1951, is printed
in Foreign Relations, 19501955, The Intelligence Community, Document 90.
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the President himself had authority to order, approve, manage, or cur-
tail operations.

NSC 5412 Special Group; 5412/2 Special Group; 303 Committee

The Eisenhower administration began narrowing the CIA’s lati-
tude in 1954. In accordance with a series of National Security Council
directives, the responsibility of the Director of Central Intelligence for
the conduct of covert operations was further clarified. President Eisen-
hower approved NSC 5412 on March 15, 1954, reaffirming the Central
Intelligence Agency’s responsibility for conducting covert actions
abroad. A definition of covert actions was set forth; the DCI was made
responsible for coordinating with designated representatives of the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Defense to ensure that covert op-
erations were planned and conducted in a manner consistent with U.S.
foreign and military policies; and the Operations Coordinating Board
was designated the normal channel for coordinating support for covert
operations among State, Defense, and the CIA. Representatives of the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the President were to
be advised in advance of major covert action programs initiated by the
CIA under this policy and were to give policy approval for such pro-
grams and secure coordination of support among the Departments of
State and Defense and the CIA.”

A year later, on March 12, 1955, NSC 5412/1 was issued, identi-
cal to NSC 5412 except for designating the Planning Coordination
Group as the body responsible for coordinating covert operations.
NSC 5412/2 of December 28, 1955, assigned to representatives (of the
rank of assistant secretary) of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of
Defense, and the President responsibility for coordinating covert ac-
tions. By the end of the Eisenhower administration, this group, which
became known as the “NSC 5412/2 Special Group” or simply “Spe-
cial Group,” emerged as the executive body to review and approve
covert action programs initiated by the CIA.® The membership of the
Special Group varied depending upon the situation faced. Meetings
were infrequent until 1959 when weekly meetings began to be
held. Neither the CIA nor the Special Group adopted fixed criteria for

® William M. Leary, editor, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents
(University of Alabama Press, 1984), p. 63; for text of NSC 5412, see Foreign Relations,
1950-1955, The Intelligence Community, Document 171.

© Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, pp. 63, 147-148; Fi-
nal Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect to Intelli-
gence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence (1976), pp.
50-51. For texts of NSC 5412/1 and NSC 5412/2, see Foreign Relations, 1950-1955, The
Intelligence Community, Documents 212 and 250.
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bringing projects before the group; initiative remained with the CIA,
as members representing other agencies frequently were unable to
judge the feasibility of particular projects.”

After the Bay of Pigs failure in April 1961, General Maxwell Tay-
lor reviewed U.S. paramilitary capabilities at President Kennedy’s re-
quest and submitted a report in June that recommended strengthening
high-level direction of covert operations. As a result of the Taylor Re-
port, the Special Group, chaired by the President’s Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy, and including Deputy Un-
der Secretary of State U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Roswell Gilpatric, Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles, and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Lyman Lemnitzer, as-
sumed greater responsibility for planning and reviewing covert oper-
ations. Until 1963 the DCI determined whether a CIA-originated proj-
ect was submitted to the Special Group. In 1963 the Special Group
developed general but informal criteria, including risk, possibility of
success, potential for exposure, political sensitivity, and cost (a thresh-
old of $25,000 was adopted by the CIA), for determining whether covert
action projects were submitted to the Special Group.®

From November 1961 to October 1962 a Special Group (Aug-
mented), whose membership was the same as the Special Group plus
Attorney General Robert Kennedy and General Taylor (as Chairman),
exercised responsibility for Operation Mongoose, a major covert action
program aimed at overthrowing the Castro regime in Cuba. When Pres-
ident Kennedy authorized the program in November, he designated
Brigadier General Edward G. Lansdale, Assistant for Special Operations
to the Secretary of Defense, to act as chief of operations, and Lansdale
coordinated the Mongoose activities among the CIA and the Depart-
ments of State and Defense. The CIA units in Washington and Miami
had primary responsibility for implementing Mongoose operations,
which included military, sabotage, and political propaganda programs.”

President Kennedy also established a Special Group (Counter-
Insurgency) on January 18, 1962, when he signed NSAM No. 124. The
Special Group (CI), set up to coordinate counter-insurgency activities
separate from the mechanism for implementing NSC 5412/2, was to
confine itself to establishing broad policies aimed at preventing and re-
sisting subversive insurgency and other forms of indirect aggression
in friendly countries. In early 1966, in NSAM No. 341, President John-

7 Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, p. 63.

8 1bid., p. 82.

9 See Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, volume X, Cuba, 1961-1962, Documents 270 and
278.
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son assigned responsibility for the direction and coordination of
counter-insurgency activities overseas to the Secretary of State, who es-
tablished a Senior Interdepartmental Group to assist in discharging
these responsibilities.'®

NSAM No. 303, June 2, 1964, from Bundy to the Secretaries of State
and Defense and the DCI, changed the name of “Special Group 5412”
to “303 Committee” but did not alter its composition, functions, or re-
sponsibility. Bundy was the chairman of the 303 Committee."

The Special Group and the 303 Committee approved 163 covert
actions during the Kennedy administration and 142 during the John-
son administration through February 1967. The 1976 Final Report of
the Church Committee, however, estimated that of the several thou-
sand projects undertaken by the CIA since 1961, only 14 percent were
considered on a case-by-case basis by the 303 Committee and its pre-
decessors (and successors). Those not reviewed by the 303 Committee
were low-risk and low-cost operations. The Final Report also cited a
February 1967 CIA memorandum that included a description of the
mode of policy arbitration of decisions on covert actions within the 303
Committee system. The CIA presentations were questioned, amended,
and even on occasion denied, despite protests from the DCI. Depart-
ment of State objections modified or nullified proposed operations, and
the 303 Committee sometimes decided that some agency other than the
CIA should undertake an operation or that CIA actions requested by
Ambassadors on the scene should be rejected.'”

The effectiveness of covert action has always been difficult for any
administration to gauge, given concerns about security and the diffi-
culty of judging the impact of U.S. initiatives on events. In October
1969 the new Nixon administration required annual 303 Committee re-
views for all covert actions that the Committee had approved and au-
tomatic termination of any operation not reviewed after 12 months. On
February 17, 1970, President Nixon signed National Security Decision
Memorandum 40,"* which superseded NSC 5412/2 and changed the
name of the covert action approval group to the 40 Committee, in part
because the 303 Committee had been named in the media. The Attor-
ney General was also added to the membership of the Committee.

10 For text of NSAM No. 124, see ibid., volume VIII, National Security Policy, Doc-
ument 68. NSAM No. 341, March 2, 1966, is printed ibid., 1964-1968, volume XXXIII, Or-
ganization and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations, Document 56.

1 For text of NSAM No. 303, see ibid., Document 204.

12 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence, pp.
56-57.

13 For text of NSDM 40, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume II, Organization
and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy, 1969-1972, Document 203.
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NSDM 40 reaffirmed the DCI’s responsibility for the coordination,
control, and conduct of covert operations and directed him to obtain
policy approval from the 40 Committee for all major and “politically
sensitive” covert operations. He was also made responsible for ensur-
ing an annual review by the 40 Committee of all approved covert
operations.

The 40 Committee met regularly early in the Nixon administra-
tion, but over time the number of formal meetings declined and busi-
ness came to be conducted via couriers and telephone votes. The Com-
mittee actually met only for major new proposals. As required, the DCI
submitted annual status reports to the 40 Committee for each approved
operation. According to the 1976 Church Committee Final Report, the
40 Committee considered only about 25 percent of the CIA’s individ-
ual covert action projects, concentrating on major projects that provided
broad policy guidelines for all covert actions. Congress received brief-
ings on only a few proposed projects. Not all major operations, more-
over, were brought before the 40 Committee: President Nixon in 1970
instructed the DCI to promote a coup d’etat against Chilean President
Salvador Allende without Committee coordination or approval.'*

Presidential Findings Since 1974 and the Operations Advisory Group

The Hughes-Ryan amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1974 brought about a major change in the way the U.S. Government
approved covert actions, requiring explicit approval by the President
for each action and expanding Congressional oversight and control of
the CIA. The CIA was authorized to spend appropriated funds on
covert actions only after the President had signed a “finding” and in-
formed Congress that the proposed operation was important to na-
tional security."

Executive Order 11905, issued by President Ford on February 18,
1976, in the wake of major Congressional investigations of CIA activi-
ties by the Church and Pike Committees, replaced the 40 Committee
with the Operations Advisory Group, composed of the President’s As-
sistant for National Security Affairs, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DCI, who re-
tained responsibility for the planning and implementation of covert
operations. The OAG was required to hold formal meetings to develop

1% Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
pp- 54-55, 57.

15 Public Law 93-559.
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recommendations for the President regarding a covert action and to
conduct periodic reviews of previously-approved operations. EO 11905
also banned all U.S. Government employees from involvement in po-
litical assassinations, a prohibition that was retained in succeeding ex-
ecutive orders, and prohibited involvement in domestic intelligence
activities.'

16 Executive Order 11905, “United States Foreign Intelligence Activities,” Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 12, No. 8, February 23, 1976.






Vietnam, January-
October 1972

Before the Easter Offensive,
January 20-March 29, 1972

1. Message From the Commander, Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam (Abrams) to the Commander in Chief,
Pacific (McCain)!

Saigon, January 20, 1972, 0945Z.

76221. Exclusive for Adm McCain. Deliver during waking hours.
References: A. COMUSMACV 0412377 Jan 72. B. COMUSMACV
070812Z Jan 72. C. COMUSMACYV 170425Z Jan 72.

1. (TS) The purpose of this message is to describe in the clearest
possible manner the impending enemy offensive against RVN; the im-
pact of ongoing operations on the Commando Hunt interdiction cam-
paign and the additional authorities that will be needed for the con-
duct of an effective defense in the coming period.

2. (TS) As pointed out in my assessment of the enemy situation
submitted in Ref A and B, along with additional intelligence in para 3

1 Source: National Archives, RG 330-75-0014, OSD Files, International Security Af-
fairs, Vietnam Task Force, Box 3, File of Meetings, Senior Review Group. Top Secret; Im-
mediate; Exclusive; Specat. Repeated to Moorer. Bunker and Berger in Saigon reviewed
the message line by line with Abrams. (Sorley, A Better War, pp. 315-316) During a spe-
cial briefing in Saigon on the cable and the requested authorities, the following exchange
occurred between Abrams and Bunker. Abrams: “As messages go, this is probably the
most unequivocal message we’ve ever sent.” Bunker: “I think it’s time to be unequivo-
cal because there’s so much at stake.” Abrams: “I'm in hopes that this will get all the
way, or the essence of this will get all the way, to him [the president]. I don’t see how
they can afford not to.” Bunker: “I can send in—I can flag it to see that he does.” (Sor-
ley, Vietnam Chronicles, p. 756; “the president” is bracketed in the original.) As it turned
out, Bunker had no need to flag the message. When the message arrived, Moorer sent
it to Laird and recommended that, “because of the importance of General Abrams’ as-
sessment,” the message should be forwarded to the White House. (CM-1468-72, attached
to Moorer Diary, January 20; National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman)

2 COMUSMACV message 1237Z, January 4, and COMUSMACYV message 08127,
January 7, were not found. In COMUSMACYV message 0425Z, January 17, Abrams gave
his reasons why the enemy would initiate major military action in South Vietnam in a
few months. (Ibid., Records of Thomas Moorer, Box 62, COMUSMACYV General Service
Messages, January 15-31, 1972)
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below, the enemy is preparing and positioning his forces for a major
offensive. It is apparent that the high level decisions and planning for
such an effort have already been made by the enemy. Although we can-
not be sure at this time of his precise plan of attack it is apparent that
he is going to attempt to face us with the most difficult situations of
which he is capable.” There is no doubt that this is to be a major cam-
paign. We estimate that the main effort will be against the B3 front in
RVN MR 2 and northern RVN MR 1, but this will be accompanied by
a general increase in enemy activity in other areas of RVN. The enemy
will use MiG’s, SAM’s and AAA to complicate our operations. We ex-
pect his recently intensified MiG activity to continue and to be directed
against our air operations. He is expected to position SAM’s and AAA
just north of the DMZ and has already moved these weapons into the
Laotian panhandle to counter our operations in these areas. These
measures will accompany intensive armor and artillery supported
ground operations against which we must be able to concentrate U.S.
and VNAF air power regardless of the hostile air environment. The en-
emy will undoubtedly continue operations in Laos or Cambodia
against sensitive targets for the purpose of diverting U.S. air power to
areas of secondary strategic importance. Difficult strategic decisions
will be required on our part to prevent the fragmentation of our air ef-
fort. We foresee a hard battle involving sophisticated weaponry and as
much ground combat power as the enemy can generate.

3. (S) Since the dispatch of our intelligence assessments of South-
east Asia in References A and B, the enemy has continued to provide
clear and positive evidence of his intentions during the next six
months.

A. In NVN on 18 December 1971, General Giap, in an official ad-
dress to high level civilian and military authorities, emphasized that
all young men must fight. The theme of Giap’s address stressed “we
must fight with determination to win.” The official party organ Nhan Dan,
has announced that all youths must go into military service to defend the
homeland regardless of past exemptions. Additionally, Hanoi daily news-

% Eight days earlier, on January 12, Le Duc Tho in Hanoi had cabled Pham Hung,
head of COSVN. In the cable he reminded Pham: “Both we and the enemy are prepar-
ing for a ferocious confrontation against one another during the upcoming spring and
summer.” Then he added: “Since we have now made our policy decisions and are now
beginning to make our deployments to carry them out, it is ever more vital that you
maintain a firm tight grasp on the situation [in the South], both the enemy situation and
our own situation.” On how to implement the attack plans, Le emphasized, “You must
not simply devote all your attention to the activities of our main force units; you must
also devote attention to the plan to attack the pacification program and to the plan for
political and military struggle in the cities.” (Cable No. 77, Le Duc Tho to Pham Hung,
January 12, in Collected Party Documents, vol. 33, 1972, p. 2)
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papers have published photographs of soldiers in combat uniforms and
equipment with the caption “Following in the footsteps of their fathers,
units on the way to fight in the South.”

B. The southward movement, or preparation for movement, of
major tactical units continues. The headquarters of the 320th Division
and its three regiments continue their movement toward the VC B-3
front, with the Division headquarters most recently located southeast
of Sarvane. The headquarters and one subordinate regiment of the
308th Division have moved over 100 miles south and intelligence in-
dicates that major organic elements of this division are making prepa-
rations for deployment. The 304th Division and two of its regiments
have relocated significantly south with divisional reconnaisance units
reported to be operating west of Khe Sanh. Additonal intelligence re-
veals that the Division headquarters and regimental elements of the
324B Division are also preparing for deployment. These indicators
show a willingness by Hanoi to commit four of the five reserve divisions held
in NVN, a commitment which has previously occurred only during Tet
1968 and during Lam Son 719 in March and April 1971. The 271st In-
dependent Regiment, heretofore utilized as a coastal defense and bor-
der defense unit in NVN is also moving south. In addition, 122 MM
guns and other artillery are enroute to the B-3 front. Intelligence also
reveals a very high level of infiltration of personnel and units from NVN into
the RVN and Cambodia far in excess of that for a like period last year. Of par-
ticular significance is the large number of organized units moving
through the infiltration system. The enemy has also extended and im-
proved his air defense capability to the south. Two SA-2 missile fir-
ings have occurred from positions in the vicinity of Tchepone, and one
from a site 25 nautical miles further south in the panhandle. There has
been an increase in the sighting of SAM associated equipment (mis-
siles, launchers, radars, and fire control vans) in the vicinity of the en-
try gates and along the LOCs in the Laos panhandle. Additionally, in-
tercept of Fan Song radar signals in the vicinity of Vinh Ling just north
of the eastern edge of the DMZ indicated a SAM capability in extreme
southern NVN. Recently the enemy has increased his conventional anti-
aircraft capability in the Laos panhandle to 52 battalions vice 44 held
there in the latter part of 1971. Sensor string activations during the past
several weeks indicate the enemy is accelerating his logistical campaign in
the Lao panhandle. During December 1971, the weekly average of sen-
sor string activations was approximately 3,100. The weekly average for
the first two weeks in January 1972 jumped to 5,400, and the third week
in January will substantially exceed that average. These most recent
developments, General Giap’s statements, unit moves, increased infil-
tration, build up of SAM and anti-aircraft threat and the continuing in-
crease in truck activity in Laos all indicate the enemy’s intention to
make an all-out effort. We believe the enemy will be prepared to mount
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main force warfare in the B-3 front, northern MR1 and to a lesser ex-
tent in MR5 by late January or early February.

4. (TS) The enemy build up has been hurt by the Commando Hunt
VII interdiction campaign, but the campaign has been degraded by the
diversion of air effort to other missions.

A. Last year our strike sorties in the interdiction campaign in Steel
Tiger increased from 6625 in November to 9510 in January. During the
same period this year strike sorties have declined in the area from 4967
in Nov 71 to an estimated 4710 sorties in Jan 72. The weight of effort in
the interdiction campaign has been affected by the execution of Proud Deep
Alpha in Dec 71, the increased strike sorties flown in the Barrel Roll,
and the increased air defense sorties required for MiG cap and escort.
Although the Barrel Roll area was also active during the 1970/1971 in-
terdiction campaign, the percentage of the total strike and air defense
effort devoted to the Barrel Roll area this year has been significantly
greater than for the same months last year. For example, in Nov 70,
Dec 70, and Jan 71 the percentage of effort devoted to strike and air
defense in the Barrel Roll was 11 percent, 9 percent, and 10 percent re-
spectively, as compared with percentages of 17 percent, 17 percent and
32 percent this year.

B. The Arc Light support for the interdiction campaign also reflects
the increased emphasis on support for the Barrel Roll. During Nov and
Dec 1970, less than one percent of the 1000 monthly sorties went into
the Barrel Roll. This compares to 1 and 13 percent respectively during
Nov and Dec 71. There were only 96 Arc Light sorties flown in the Bar-
rel Roll during all of 1970, this compares to 114 sorties flown there dur-
ing Dec 71 alone. During the first 15 days of Jan 1972, 29 percent of all
Arc Light strikes went to support the Barrel Roll area. If this rate were
continued, nearly 300 of the 1000 available sorties monthly would be flown
outside the critical interdiction area. This further reduces the overall in-
terdiction campaign at a time when the total Tacair strike sorties avail-
able is significantly less than during the previous campaign.

5. (TS) As noted above the forthcoming battle will probably in-
clude MiG and SAM activity in close proximity to the North Vietnam
border in the vicinity of the DMZ. Effective protection of our forces
will require new operating authorities which must be in hand from the
outset of the battle. I therefore request that the following standby au-
thorities be approved now for use as needed throughout the battle.
These authorities will be invoked as appropriate when the battle for
northern RVN begins.

A. Authority: Fighter aircraft may strike enemy MIG aircraft on the
ground at Dong Hoi, Vinh and Quan Lang.

Rationale: MiGs based at these fields pose an unacceptable risk to
U.S. and Allied aircraft operating in the DMZ area. MiGs operating
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from Dong Hoi, the southernmost of the three fields, are only four min-
utes from northern RVN, even with extensive air defense/MIG cap
augmentation, it cannot be assumed that detection and acquisition of
NVN aircraft can be achieved in time to prevent MiG attacks against
friendly forces. The enemy has demonstrated the ability to use terrain
masking and radio silence procedures to deploy undetected into air-
fields south of 19 degrees north and to launch from these airfields for
attack on friendly forces in Laos. In some cases, after-the-fact collateral
information has provided the only basis for determination of MIG ac-
tivity. Tacair strikes near the border, Arc Light, gunships, ABCCC,
tankers, and relay aircraft are particularly vulnerable to NVN fighter/
interceptor attack. Once MiG’s are positioned at Dong Hoi, Vinh or
Quan Lang they must be considered to have entered the battle and
must be attacked.

B. Authority: Fighter aircraft, including Iron Hand may strike active
GClI radars in NVN below 20 degrees north.

Rationale: For several years NVN has had the resources and abil-
ity to integrate the GCI/fighter combination with AAA and SAMs,
and thereby establish a highly effective air defense system. During a
MiG engagement, GCI radars perform the same function for the MiG
as do guidance radars for SAMs. Each time the MiGs have been ac-
tive, the NVN radar/GCI system begins to radiate just as is the case
in preparation for firing surface-to-air missiles. With operative GCI
radar the MiG pilots are provided with positive radar control and
warning which places them in a vastly superior potion to complete their
mission. It is apparent that the aggressive MiG activity is closely as-
sociated with the activation of his GCI radars and that the enemy is
training intensively toward the end of disrupting operations in Laos
and destroying a B-52 or other U.S. aircraft. In addition to the use of
GClI radars to control and vector attacking fighters, the enemy is using
GClI radars as an integral part of the SA-2 missile fire control system. The
SA-2 missiles are aimed and launched using early warning or GCI
radar derived azimuth and range information. At a pre-determined
time, the Fansong radar is turned on for very short periods to provide
terminal guidance information. This tactic effectively negates the pro-
tection afforded by our radar homing and warning equipment since
there is little time to evade the missile. Whether paired with missiles
or MiGs, the EW/GClI radars are being utilized like any other fire con-
trol radar; therefore, the authority to strike EW/GCI radars control-
ling fighter and missile attacks on U.S. and Allied aircraft is necessary
to effectively counter the NVN air offense capability in southern Laos
and northern RVN.

C. Authority: Fighter aircraft, including Iron Hand, may strike any oc-

cupied SAM site and associated equipment in NVN that is located within 19
nautical miles (SAM range) of the PMDL and within 19 nautical miles of the
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North Vietnam-Laotian border as far north as 19 nautical miles above
Mugia Pass.

Rationale: Immediate protective reaction strikes against
SAM/AAA and associated equipment as presently authorized leave to
the enemy the initiative to contest this critical air space. The principal
result to be achieved by the implementation of this proposal is to main-
tain control of that minimum essential air space required for the con-
duct of Arc Light and tacair operations in the critical infiltration passes
and the anticipated battle zone in northern RVN. We must not allow
enemy interference with our use of air power which may be the deci-
sive element in the battle.

D. Authority: Fighter aircraft may strike enemy logistic support facil-
ities below 18 degrees north.

Rationale: The enemy logistics facilities below 18 degrees north
will provide direct support to the offensive against RVN. These facili-
ties will be essential to the enemy to sustain his offensive and are con-
sidered an integral part of the campaign. Elimination of these facilities
will have a direct bearing upon the duration of the battle.

E. Authority: Sensors may be implanted throughout the DMZ. This
authority will be executed to the extent required to provide the intelligence
deemed necessary for safety of forces.

Rationale: Current authorities permit implanting sensors within
the DMZ, south of the PMDL. Expansion of this authority to include
the entire DMZ will greatly enhance the ability to monitor resupply
and infiltration activity, and permit U.S. and Allied forces south of the
DMZ to conduct timely counteractions.

F. Authority: Fixed and rotary wing aircraft may be employed for lo-
gistic support, trooplift and medevac in support of RVNAF limited cross-
border operations in Laos or the KHR when requirements exceed VNAF ca-
pabilities. Rotary wing gunships may be employed when necessary to provide
security of these operations.

Rationale: The RVNAF are being encouraged to conduct raids
against known or suspected enemy base areas along and near the RVN/
Laos and KHR borders. Without the assurance of U.S. backup support, the
RVNAF are reluctant to engage in such operations, thereby permitting the
enemy to establish and maintain supply and base areas from which
to launch offensive operations. This authority will allow us to assist
RVNAF during such operations, to insure timely support in emergency
situations, and to exploit lucrative targets when discovered.

6. (TS) The seriousness of the developing situation and the need
for prior preparation demand the most urgent consideration. The stakes
in this battle will be great. If it is skillfully fought by RVN, supported
by all available U.S. air, the outcome will be a major defeat for the en-
emy, leaving him in a weakened condition and gaining decisive time
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for the consolidation of the Vietnamization effort. When the time
comes, it is imperative that the available U.S. air power be focused specifi-
cally against the threat to RVN realizing it will mean reduced support for
Laos and Cambodia. As it is we are running out of time in which to ap-
ply the full weight of air power against the build up. The additional
authorities requested in para 5 above are urgently needed, the rate of
enemy build-up and our uncertainty as to the exact timing of his of-
fensive pose a most dangerous situation in which the field commander
must be accorded maximum flexibility and authority to deal with what
will probably be a very rapidly developing enemy threat of major pro-
portions. I view the probable main battle zone as that area north and south
of the DMZ in which we can expect to find the main enemy maneuver and
combat support forces capable of directly influencing the course of the battle
within SVN. I must have the necessary authority to deal with those
forces from the outset.

There will not be time for reassessment of the need for additional
authorities as in the past. For this reason, I am requesting the removal
of those current constraints in our operating authorities which would
deny necessary application of force and freedom of action within the
battle zone. In the final analysis, when this is all over, specific targets hit
in the southern part of North Vietnam will not be a major issue. The issue
will be whether Vietnamization has been a success or a failure.

7. Ambassador Bunker has seen this message and concurs.

2. Conversation Between President Nixon and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, January 20, 1972.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to General Abrams’s mes-
sage and to military actions in Vietnam.]

Kissinger: One massive problem we have is in Vietnam. We had a
message from Abrams today.” They are putting in every reserve unit
they have. Everything. They're stripping North Vietnam.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval
Office, Conversation 652-17. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is
part of a larger conversation, 6:08-6:36 p.m.

2 Document 1.
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Nixon: The North Vietnamese are?
Kissinger: Yeah, they’re stripping it bare and—
Nixon: What can we do?

Kissinger: Well, he wants to bomb the southern part of North Viet-
nam, where they have their logistic buildup. So we’ve got to look at it
tomorrow. I want to talk to Dobrynin and tell him, “Look, if this of-
fensive”—of course, they want to put it to us.

Nixon: Well, I think they want to put it to us. My view is that we
may have to risk the Chinese thing, Henry. I—

Kissinger: It's my view, too, Mr. President—

Nixon: I just don’t believe you can let them knock the shit out of
South—I mean China—so if the Chinese—the Chinese aren’t going to
cancel the trip.?

Kissinger: No.

Nixon: They’re not going to cancel the trip because—

Kissinger: I don’t think we should go quite as far north but we
should, as we did in the last attacks, I think we should let him do some-
thing. I think if—

Nixon: Well, Henry, you—you remember [—

Kissinger: Particularly after your peace speech.* I don’t think you
should do it—

Nixon: I wouldn’t do it now. I mean, wait "til the—after the peace
speech.

Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: I think you're right.

Kissinger: I'd wait until they've—

Nixon: Do you think they’d respond with—to our speech—with
an increased buildup?

Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: I think so, too.

Kissinger: That’s my understanding.

Nixon: We could just simply—what does Abrams—? Does Abrams
have a plan? Or—

Kissinger: Well, he has targets. And I think they probably are go-
ing to make an all-out—and then they’re going to settle. If they don’t

% Nixon was referring to his State visit to Beijing, which was to take place in late
February.

* Nixon was scheduled to deliver a major speech on the Vietnam peace negotia-
tions on Tuesday, January 25.
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tip it then, they’re going to settle. They're going to settle either way,
because if they win, of course, they’re going to have it, and if they don’t
make it then they’re going to—

Nixon: When you speak in terms of the win, what are they doing?
What do you envision?

Kissinger: Well, what they could wind up doing is have a massive
attack in II Corps, and come across the DMZ, and across the—and go
all out in I Corps. Now, we ought to be able to handle it with massive
air. But, if they go across the DMZ, of course, they’d be violating the
understandings totally—>

Nixon: Yes.

[Omitted here is material printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 38.]

Nixon: You think that what they’re really doing is, as you said,
what Abrams says, is a massive buildup, huh?

Kissinger: Their biggest buildup, sir, in four years. Every reserve
division they’ve got. Literally, they’'ve stripped it. If we could land one
division up North we could drive to Hanoi.

Nixon: And where are they all? He says they're—
Kissinger: Well they’re in—coming down—
Nixon: How’d they get in there so fast?

Kissinger: Well, they’re not all—well, some are on the trail and
some are just north of the DMZ. And they’ve built a road across the
DMZ, which they don’t need for infiltration—

Nixon: Well, what the hell? Why aren’t we hitting the road?

Kissinger: Mr. President, this has been one of the worst—

Nixon: What in the name of God are we doing about the road now?

Kissinger: Well, we are—oh yeah, we are bombing it. But it's—it’s
one of the worst disgraces, that here the great U.S. Air Force can’t keep

5 0On October 29, 1968, in a meeting with his national security advisers, President
Johnson summarized the understandings:

“—Hanoi has agreed in a secret minute, and in our discussions to begin serious
talks toward peace in Vietnam—talks which would include representatives of the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam.

“—We have made it clear to them that a continuation of the bombing cessation
was dependent, first, on respect for the DMZ, and second, upon there being no attacks
on the cities.

“—The Soviet Union, which has played a part in this negotiation, knows these cir-
cumstances intimately. Their understanding has been reaffirmed at the highest level in
the last few days.

“—Both Hanoi and Moscow are clear that we shall continue reconnaissance of
North Vietnam. That is why we agreed to stop only acts of force and not acts of war.”
See Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume VII, Vietnam, September 1968-January 1969,
Document 140.
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a road from being built. They still haven’t finished it completely, so I
don’t think they’ll start the DMZ attack yet. Our judgment is, or the
intelligence judgment is, that they’ll start their attacks in Vietnam in
February, and in the Second Corps area, and in March in the First Corps
area. I think they’ll have knocked it off by May 1st.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to General Abrams’s mes-
sage or military actions in Vietnam.]

Nixon: Incidentally, what are the South Vietnamese doing in terms
of preparing to meet the offensive? Are they—

Kissinger: Well, he changed a commander of the second—of two
of the divisions in II Corps.

Nixon: Has he?

Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: And has he—the commander has changed, but are—
Kissinger: And we’ve put—

Nixon: They must be pretty good now, the South Vietnamese—?

Kissinger: Well, in I Corps they’re pretty good but that’s where
they may run into a lot of tanks. This may be a replay of the—

Nixon: We have tanks there now, remember? We’ve been deliver-
ing tanks to that place—

Kissinger: Yeah. No, no. They’ve got—that should be a gory bat-
tle but, you know, it would be a lot of publicity in this country.

Nixon: Look, if it doesn’t involve Americans, it’s all right. There
is—they have publicity on it anyway—

[Omitted here is material printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 38.]

Nixon: I don’t know what we can do. We don’t have any cards
there, Henry, nothing but the damned Air Force, but we’ll use it. We've
got to use the Air Force—

Kissinger: Mr. President, I think the demonstration of impotence,
of getting run out of Vietham physically—

Nixon: What’s that? I couldn’t hear you.

Kissinger: I mean—

Nixon: It’s a demonstration of what?

Kissinger: Of being run out physically. It would be too great.

Nixon: Oh, we can’t do anything.

Kissinger: Because I think they will be—after this shot—I think
they—

Nixon: They’ve got to settle.

Kissinger: Yeah. That's it.

Nixon: Don’t you think so?
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Kissinger: They’ve got to settle this summer. One way or the other,
I think, in making your planning, you can pretty well assume, one way
or the other it’s gonna be done—

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to General Abrams’s mes-
sage or military actions in Vietnam.]

Nixon: I wish we could do something tough in Vietnam. I don’t—
well, goddamnit, that Air Force plus the South Vietnamese should be
able to do it. I don’t think the North Vietnamese are that strong. I can’t
believe—

Kissinger: What we ought to do—
Nixon: —in Laos, in Cambodia they could be that strong.

Kissinger: What we ought to do is get a series of one or two-day
strikes. I don’t think we can do five days at a clip, but we can—

Nixon: No, [—we can’t. As I told you before, I really think that the
last two days of the last mission—it wasn’t fatal, but it didn’t help us.
I don’t think it was worth [unclear] just continuing. It looked like we
just didn’t hit ‘em. But hit ‘em for a couple of days and then stop. As
you noticed that, we stopped the bombing. They quit talking about it
after three days—

Kissinger: Yeah. Yeah. In two days, we can do one week. And then
two weeks later, another day. They’ve just got to, and then—

Nixon: Why do you think that the fact—the reason I asked you
about the other one, Henry, I think the fact that we did that five day—

Kissinger: Oh, that was very strong—

Nixon: —gave them some pause.

Kissinger: Oh yeah.

Nixon: Don’t you think it would worry them a little? They needed
[unclear]—

Kissinger: Yeah, but I think we may have to hit them early in Feb-
ruary. I don’t think it's—

Nixon: Well, that means next week maybe, though.
Kissinger: No, the week after your proposal.
Nixon: Oh, you want to wait that long?

Kissinger: Oh, maybe at the end of the week. I'd like to give your
proposal a little more ride. I think they’re going to—

Nixon: Yeah, I think we should let it ride the weekend, if we can.
Kissinger: Yeah.
Nixon: How about that—?

Kissinger: And then if they hit us, then maybe we hit them for
five days. You know, if they respond to your proposal with an all-out
offensive.
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Nixon: That’s right. But we can—in your briefing you could hit
that. I don’t want to say it. I don’t want to threaten in my speech—

Kissinger: No—

Nixon: Or, do you think I should?

Kissinger: No, you should not.

Nixon: I don’t think I should be threatening at all in the speech.

Kissinger: No, no, no.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to General Abrams’s mes-
sage or military actions in Vietnam.]

3. Memorandum From Philip A. Odeen and John D.
Negroponte of the National Security Council Staff to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, January 22, 1972.

SUBJECT

Abrams’ Viethnam Assessment

This memo reviews critically General Abrams’ recent message as-
sessing the North Vietnamese threat and requesting a series of air op-
erating authorities against targets in North Vietnam. (Abrams’ message
is at Tab A.> Our analytical summary of his threat assessment is at Tab
B.%) Specifically we:

—Assess the intelligence and air material operations cited by
Abrams;

—Review the air operating authorities he requested, pointing to
problems and raising questions as well as suggesting optional author-
ities you might wish to consider;

—Suggest a series of possible military actions the U.S. might take
to deter or cope with a major North Vietnam offensive.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-062, Senior Review Group Meetings, SRG Meeting Vietnam
Assessment 1/24/72. Top Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action.

2 Printed as Document 1.

% Tab B, an analysis of Abrams’s assessment by Odeen and Negroponte, undated,
is attached. The NSC staffers concluded: “In our view, an all-out effort envisioned by
Abrams is no more than a possibility; on balance, it is probable that enemy efforts will
fall short of the maximum efforts.”
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Intelligence Assessment

To support his request for additional authorities, General Abrams
has provided an intelligence assessment which concludes that a truly
major enemy offensive is imminent. He believes that the main enemy
efforts will occur in the central highlands of MR II and in northern MR
I. A detailed report on General Abrams’ assessment along with our
comments is at Tab B.

We do not share General Abrams’ judgment that such an offensive
is probable; in particular, we question the likelihood of a major enemy
push in northern MR I. In any event, General Abrams’ requests can be
considered apart from his assessment. Two of his requests relate specif-
ically to a northern MR I offensive, three of the requests relate to the
enemy’s increased SAM-AAA-MIG capabilities, and the final request
relates to U.S. support for pre-emptive ARVN incursions in Laos and
Cambodia.

The specific requests and our comments and suggestions follow.
Air Sortie Levels—1970 and 1971

Abrams points out that enemy initiatives in North Laos and increased
hostile air activity this year have forced him to divert air from the Pan-
handle area where the supply and manpower infiltration is occurring.

There is no question of the accuracy of this statement, but it is mit-
igated by several considerations:

—The logistic flow through Laos started later this year, thus there
was less need for strikes in South Laos.

—DMost of the aircraft diverted from South Laos missions have been
F-4s. These aircraft are relatively ineffective in the interdiction role—
the AC-130s do the bulk of the truck killing.

Air Operating Authorities

After assessing the NVN build-up and the serious threat to our
aircraft posed by MIGs and SAMs, Abrams requests a series of new air
authorities. These authorities would be used “as appropriate” when the
“battle for Northern RVN begins.” The requested authorities are:

—(1) To strike aircraft on three fields in North Vietnam situated
at 19° and southwards.

—(2) To strike active ground control intercept (GCI) radars below
20° used to direct enemy MIGs.

—(3) To strike any occupied SAM sites within 19 miles of the DMZ
and the NVN/Laos border as far north as 19 miles above Mu Gia pass
(about 18°).

—(4) To strike any enemy logistics facilities below 18° (i.e., the
southern-most 60 miles of NVN where the major passes are located).

—(5) To plant sensors in the northern half of the DMZ.

—(6) To use our aircraft and helicopters to support RVNAF cross
border operations into Laos or Cambodia.
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Abrams wants these authorities now, stating the situation is de-
veloping rapidly and time does not permit him to delay his request
until the threat is fully developed.

Each authority is discussed in more detail below.

Attacks on NVN Aircraft on Southern Bases. Abrams states that MIGs
based at the three southern-most airbases pose an unacceptable risk to
our aircraft operating in the DMZ area. As you will note, he is con-
cerned about MIG operations against SVN and the DMZ areas, not
Laos. Yet, to date the MIGs have not attacked or harassed our air op-
eration in the DMZ/Northern SVN areas, only Laos.

This authority would let MACV strike any of the three airfields
any time MIGs are based on them. This would essentially permit
MACYV to strike the airbases constantly, until NVN withdrew the air-
craft farther north. Once the MIGs are pulled back (probably to bases
above the 19th parallel), the immediate threat to the DMZ would be
eased. Since the distances are so small, aircraft from fields north of Vinh
could still go after our aircraft over the DMZ. However, our likelihood
of detecting them would increase.

This authority would reduce significantly the threat to our aircraft
operating over Laos. Most of the attacks on our aircraft over the Trail
area as well as the simple incursions into Laotian airspace have been
by MIGs based at Bai Thuong or the bases near Hanoi.

If the requested authority seems inappropriate given development
thus far, there are a number of lesser options.

—Authorize a single strike, against all of the occupied bases or
any one of the three bases.

—Authorize a retaliatory strike each time a MIG attacks one of our
aircraft or intrudes on SVN or Laotian airspace.

—Give Abrams standby authority to hit the three bases once we
have firm evidence an aircraft from one of them has intruded over
SVN/DMZ airspace or attacked or harassed a friendly aircraft operat-
ing over the DMZ or SVN.

Authority to Strike GCI Radars South of 20°. Abrams points to the
key role played by ground control intercept (GCI) radars and requests
authority to strike any active GCI radars below 20°.

The GCI radars are key to the effectiveness of the MIGs operating
over NVN/Laos and also play an important role in SAM operations.
The GCI radars detect and track our aircraft and this information is
passed on to the SAM units as well as to MIG bases. MIGs normally
operate under control of the GCI radars which direct them to our air-
craft. Since the MIGs have poor radar, without the GCI they are blind
except during optimum weather. Thus, knocking out the GCI radars
would almost eliminate the MIG threat and reduce the effectiveness of
the SAMs.
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There are, however, problems associated with striking the GCI
radars:

—Our anti-radar missiles (e.g., Shrike) are not effective since the
enemy knows when we launch tﬁem and, by shutting off his radars,
can avoid being hit.

—The radars are a small target. We have not been effective in hit-
ting them in the past using conventional bombs except by using a num-
ber of aircraft.

—Radars are easy to repair and in most cases are operational
within 48 hours of being hit.

—Since NVN has overlapping GCI coverage, even if one or two
radars are out, the air defense can still operate. Also, since they can be
repaired quickly, the Air Force must continue taking precautions (e.g.,
providing air defense and radar suppression aircraft to protect our
B-52s) so hitting the sites does not reduce the diversions of fighter air-
craft to the air defense mission.

Despite these problems, some added authority might be considered:

—Authority could be granted to strike GCI radars controlling MIG
aircraft attacking or harassing our aircraft.

—Authority could be granted for retaliatory strikes against GCI
radars that control MIGs against our aircraft.

Attacks on SAMs near the Border. Abrams requests authority to hit
any occupied SAM site within 19 miles of the DMZ/Laotian border as
far north as 18°. At present, he can only strike these SAM sites if they
are preparing to engage our aircraft.

Efforts to strike SAM sites except when they are operating have
not been very successful in the past. The SAMs are quite mobile and
move frequently. Thus, finding the sites before they turn on their radars
is tough. Once they turn on the radar, normally we can hit them if an
aircraft is in the area. The authority Abrams requests would, in essence,
be to fly armed recce along the border area, searching for SAM sites.
Or possibly, it would entail more photo recce, with aircraft dispatched
to strike sites that are found in the photos.

Since MACV already has authority to strike SAMs that track air-
craft with their radars, there is no clear alternative authority to the new
one requested.

Strike Against Logistics Targets Below 18°. Abrams states these facil-
ities would provide direct support for operations in the DMZ, north-
ern SVN area.

Essentially, Abrams wants authority to renew bombing in the area
about 60 miles north of the DMZ. This is the broadest of the six au-
thorities requested and the domestic political implications are obvious.

This area also includes the three major passes into Laos, thus it
would also be useful in slowing the flow of supplies into the Laotian
trail. To be effective, such a campaign would have to be extended for
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weeks or months. Short raids hurt NVN, but can be offset in a matter
of days. Over the next two months, the effectiveness of such an air ef-
fort would be limited by weather. The monsoon begins to lift in March,
but until then rain and clouds will be the rule.

Some alternative authorities that might be considered include:

—DProviding the requested authority orﬁ}ly after NVN intentions to
nllount major offensive operations in the DMZ northern MR I area are
clear.

—Approving a short, one to three-day raid along the line of
the December bombing (it might be wise to wait until the weather
improves).

—Approving a raid against a fparticular target, if an especially lu-
crative target south of 18° can be found.

Plant Sensors in the DMZ. Abrams wants authority to place sensors
in the northern half of the DMZ. At present, he is limited to the south-
ern half.

This seems like a small but logical action. It should provide better
intelligence on enemy activities. We foresee no problems with grant-
ing it.

Support RVNAF Operations in Laos and Cambodia. To encourage and
make more effective RVNNAF cross-border operations, Abrams wants
authority to provide fixed wing and helicopter support. This would in-
clude troop lift, medical evacuation and resupply.

This appears to be a useful step. There are no legal problems as
long as the President is willing to determine these measures necessary
to our withdrawing forces from SVN.

Recommendations on Six Additional Operating Authorities Requested
by General Abrams on Standby Basis.

—(1) Air strikes against the MIG bases at Vinh, Dong Hoi, and
Quang Lang, all south of the 20th parallel: Selective strikes should be
considered.

—(2) Air strikes against North Vietnamese GCI radar sites south
of the 20th parallel: Selective strikes should be considered.

—(3) Air strikes against SAM sites in the DRV within 19 miles of
the DMZ and the DRV-Laotian border to a point 19 miles north of the
Mu Gia Pass: Defer until threat further materializes but consider for
approval at such time.

—(4) Air strikes against logistics targets in the DRV south of the
18th parallel: Most controversial authority requested. Defer.

—(5) Employment of sensors in the northern half of the DMZ:
Should approve immediately.

—(6) U.S. Tactical air and helilift support as necessary for limited
ARVN operations across the Lao and Cambodian borders. Should
approve.

Other Military Actions. While the threat Abrams is concerned over
has not yet developed, especially the threat to MR I, it could develop
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over the next two to three months. Attention should be given now to
military actions we might take at this time or later to cope with the
threat, if it materializes.

Some possible actions are discussed below.

B-52s. The 1,000 sorties per month are currently all flown out of
U Tapao in Thailand. During Lam Son 719, the sortie rate was increased
to 1,200. This could be done again this year.

Higher sortie levels might be possible if two actions were taken,
adding more B-52s to the Thai base or flying sorties out of Guam.

—There are serious limits on space as U Tapao is also the KC-135
tanker base, but a few more aircraft could be based there. It might be
possible to increase the sortie rate by another 100 per month (3 to 4 per
day) from Thailand.

—B-52 sorties were flown from Guam from 1965 to 1969. The dis-
tances are long and the costs high but by basin§ two B-52 squadrons
there, another 300 sorties per month should be feasible.

Tac Air. Our tactical air could be augmented in two ways, de-
ploying more aircraft to Thailand or increasing our carrier force in the
Tonkin Gulf.

It should be possible to add up to three squadrons at our bases in
Thailand. These aircraft could fly about 1,500 sorties a month. The man-
power problem and costs that this would entail are unclear, but DOD
could provide an assessment fairly quickly.

We presently have three carriers in the Western Pacific, two of them
normally operate in the Tonkin Gulf. All three could be sent to the Gulf
and one more carrier could probably deploy from the West Coast to
SEA. Also, the carriers can surge their operating levels for limited pe-
riods (e.g., up to 30 days) so the amount of carrier based air support
could be increased sharply. The greater carrier presence might also ex-
ert some political pressure on NVN. Using the carrier would also be
easier than to deploy more aircraft into Thailand, as country clearance
will be unnecessary.

Other Actions. Other military actions could be taken to increase
pressure on NVN and possibly provide a standby capability should a
major offensive take place.

—A Marine amfhibious force could deploy to the area off the coast
of SVN. We normally have two battalions afloat in the Western Pa-
cific—both could be sent to Vietnam, and a third battalion could be de-
ployed from Okinawa in a matter of a few weeks.

—The Naval forces in the area could be strengthened and operate
closer to the NVN coast.

—One to three day strikes against truck parks situated north of
Hanoi might be considered. (Two are just north, one is very close to
the PRC border.)
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4. Minutes of a Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, January 24, 1972, 4:25-5:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

Vietnam Assessment

PARTICIPATION
Chairman: Henry A. Kissinger
State: Amb. U. Alexis Johnson
Defense: Mr. G. Warren Nutter
JCS: Admiral Thomas H. Moorer
CIA: Mr. Richard Helms

NSC Staff:
Mr. Richard T. Kennedy
Mr. Philip Odeen

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

—Requested authorities for air and helo support for ARVN cross
border operations and for employment of sensors in the northern half
of the DMZ are unobjectionable and should be provided.

—Air strikes against the GCI radar, while not objected to, should
be considered in connection with a package of strikes against logistics,
airbase, and SAM targets.

—Alternatives for attacking SAM sites, GCI radars, MIGs on the
ground, and logistics targets would be developed by JCS together with
packages of attacks designed to hit a variety of targets within a given
time period.

—]JCS would consider ways to increase Tac Air availability in SEA

including additional Carrier forces and increase in aircraft stationed in
Thailand.

—General Abrams and Ambassador Bunker would be urged to
take steps to get ARVN combat unit strength up from its present level.

Dr. Kissinger: Have you all seen General Abrams’ summary of the
situation and request for authorities?

Ambassador Johnson: No, I have not seen it.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 158,
Vietnam Country Files, Vietnam, Jan-Feb 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. All brackets are in the
original.

2See Document 1.
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Dr. Kissinger: (to Admiral Moorer) Would you summarize it
briefly?

Admiral Moorer: (Gave a copy of the telegram to Ambassador
Johnson and then summarized it briefly, noting that General Abrams
had requested a series of additional authorities.) This is, of course, Gen-
eral Abrams’ personal assessment. He puts all of the information and
factors together and notes that a major enemy effort is impending.

Dr. Kissinger: (To Mr. Helms) Do you agree with Abrams’ assessment?

Mr. Helms: Yes, essentially. We just received a new report today
from our station chief. It says they are picking up indications that the
enemy intends a countrywide general offensive as opposed to earlier
comments about high points. This is a much starchier statement of their
intentions than the enemy was giving in December. It seems that they
intend to come on stronger than they had stated earlier.

Dr. Kissinger: Does this mean that they had always intended this
or that they have changed their intended course since last December?
Mr. Helms: The report does not specifically state, but it is clear that
they are talking in a much stronger tone now. They seem more confident.

Dr. Kissinger: What has happened to bring this change?

Admiral Moorer: They decided that they could make a much
stronger push than they had earlier planned and that it would be to
their advantage to do so over the next month or so.

Dr. Kissinger: But why do they see that differently now?

Admiral Moorer: I think it’s primarily a political view timed with
the trip to Peking.’

Mr. Helms: I agree.

Dr. Kissinger: Well, either they have more resources than we had
thought or they will use the resources they have more intensively to
conduct a major campaign. They usually do this before they reopen
negotiations.

Mr. Helms: They are putting a lot of chips onto the table. There
are a lot of troops in Laos and in Cambodia. They are going to or-
chestrate this thing. I believe they want to give you a good reception
when you go to Peking.

Admiral Moorer: I agree.

Mr. Helms: I think it will come in early February.

Admiral Moorer: I would guess around the 10th; we had a flurry
in the DMZ area over the weekend. They fired 200 mortar rounds. The
Koreans also had quite a fight.

3 Nixon’s trip to China was scheduled for February 21.
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Dr. Kissinger: Do we think the ARVN can hold?

Admiral Moorer: Yes. The North Vietnamese probably could tem-
porarily infiltrate into the Pleiku and Kontum areas. But General Minh
has planned movement of his forces to reinforce against this very sort
of attack. He also is going to hold all his forces on duty during Tet,
rather than let them go home as they usually do. We don’t know how
successful that will be. Most of them may just leave anyway. He also
has plans for additional patrols and spoiling actions to cut the possi-
bility of infiltration. He believes that the NVA will peak their effort be-
fore the Peking trip.

Ambassador Johnson: I think they want to make a heavy attack
on the ARVN and then determine their future tactics based upon what
happens. I don’t think that they would necessarily come to the table
in Paris.

Dr. Kissinger: But they might come to the table in Paris if they had
humiliated the ARVN in their major attacks. If they had not been able
to make much headway, they could elect to go to protracted war again.
In either event it wouldn’t make much difference what happened at
Long Tieng.

Mr. Helms: I would like to comment further about the report that
I mentioned earlier and read a part of it. (Mr. Helms read a paragraph
of the cable which noted that the past three years had not been good
for the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong. Pacification had been suc-
cessful in separating the enemy from the people. Thus it was believed
that the enemy might feel that they would have to show to the people
that they could reassert some control, otherwise the people would be-
lieve that the Government had finally been able to assert its own con-
trol and they would make it even more difficult than for the NVA and
the VC.)

Dr. Kissinger: Well, the President wants to do the maximum we
can to support the ARVN. We should take a look at the authorities
which General Abrams has requested, expressing our views. Then the
President can take a look at the requests and our views of them. There
are six authorities that were requested. They are not all related.

1. Airstrikes against the MIG bases at Vinh, Dong Hoi, and Quang
Lang, all south of the 20th parallel.

2. Airstrikes against North Vietnamese GCI radar sites south of
the 20th parallel.

3. Airstrikes against SAM sites in the DRV within 19 miles of the
DMZ and the DRV-Laotian border to a point 19 miles north of the Mu
Gia Pass.

4. Airstrikes against logistics targets in the DRV south of the 18th
parallel.

5. Employment of sensors in the northern half of the DMZ.

6. U.S. air and helilift support as necessary for limited ARVN op-
erations across the Lao and Cambodian borders.
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Admiral Moorer: You are correct, they are not all related. There ac-
tually are two groups. The first three pertain to the air threat and the
last three to the expected enemy offensive.

Dr. Kissinger: Let’s look at the question of sensors in the northern
half of the DMZ first. Does anyone have any problem with this
proposal?

Mr. Nutter: This would be above the imaginary median line. We
already have them in the lower half below the line.

Ambassador Johnson: Would we put them in by air?

Admiral Moorer: Yes. The idea is to be able to pick up the lateral
activity that we can’t now pinpoint.

Dr. Kissinger: Why don’t they just pick those things up?

Admiral Moorer: They are well camouflaged. Even if they find
them we simply put in others. The reason we want to do this is to pick
up the truck movements that move through the northern half of the
zone and simply go around the end.

Ambassador Johnson: I see no problem with this proposal.

Mr. Nutter: I discussed this earlier with Secretary Laird and he
sees no problem with it.

Mr. Helms: I think we should do it. There should be no problem.

Dr. Kissinger: Let’s consider No. 6—Tactical Air and Helilift Sup-
port. I thought the authority existed for this.

Admiral Moorer: The authority exists only for Base Areas 701 and
702 of Laos and the cross border operation areas in Cambodia.* This
would extend the authorities in Laos.

Mr. Nutter: A related question is the use of riot control agents in
those areas where the helicopters might go. Our request is still pend-
ing. We don’t have the authority to use the RCAs now in the areas al-
though the ARVN does have.

Admiral Moorer: General Vien’s instructions call for small cross
border operations all along the line. Only if ARVN resources were not
adequate would they call upon US support.

Dr. Kissinger: How much support—how many helicopters—are
we talking about?

Admiral Moorer: These are small operations. I would think 20-30
helicopters per operation.

* Both Base Areas were in the Highlands principally on the Cambodian, not the
Laotian, side of the border with South Vietnam: 701 was in Cambodia opposite Pleiku
Province while 702 was mostly in Cambodia across from southern Kontum Province
though its northern tip may have been in Laos.
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Dr. Kissinger: How large would the forces be?

Admiral Moorer: They would be small. Perhaps company sized
special forces units.

Mr. Nutter: These would be very small operations, but the ARVN
may have its own resources tied up in other operations and need our
help. The biggest benefit would be psychological—knowing that we
would be willing to help if needed. Also the gunships support would
be very helpful to them.

Ambassador Johnson: What is the current authority?

Mr. Nutter: The current authority allows us to give this kind of
support in the Toan Thang operational area and Base Areas 701 and
702. This request would expand the authority to all of Cambodia and
Laos.

Ambassador Johnson: Our rules now do not allow anyone on the
ground in Laos. Is that correct? Are we still doing any of the MACSOG
operations?

Mr. Nutter: That is right. Our current authority does not allow any
ground operations in Laos. There are some MACSOG operations in
South Vietnam but they are very small.

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t see what the difference is. If we allow this
kind of support in some areas, why don’t we in the others?

Admiral Moorer: The last authority we had to operate this way in
Laos terminated in May last year when the Lam Son operation there
was over.

Mr. Nutter: These would be very small-scale operations, but the
question would be the political reaction in this country.

Dr. Kissinger: I can’t see the ARVN doing any large operations. If
it doesn’t cause any political problem in the areas where we are now
authorized to support them, I don’t see why it would make any dif-
ference if we extend the authority. I am sure that most people don’t
know that these are different areas or that the authorities are now
limited.

Admiral Moorer: I think the important point is that if the author-
ities are granted and the ARVN knows that we would be prepared to
support them they would undertake some operations. Otherwise they
would not.

[All agreed that this authority should be granted.]

Dr. Kissinger: Let’s turn to the bombing of logistic targets south
of the 18th parallel.

Ambassador Johnson: Where does this extend?

Dr. Kissinger: It is about 60 miles north of the DMZ. Isn’t that
correct?
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Admiral Moorer: Yes (referring to a map and some photos). There
are a number of truck parks and five transshipment points.

Ambassador Johnson: As I understand it, the rationale would be
to inhibit the movement of supplies which could support an attack.

Admiral Moorer: Yes, the authority to attack these targets would
be in connection with the land battle. I discussed this with Secretary
Laird. He would visualize perhaps a two-day or 48-hour authority. He
would give only a specific period and say you can attack them during
that period and then look at the situation again.

Dr. Kissinger: The President does not want to give blanket au-
thorities. He wants a series of 1, 2 and 3-day plans which he could con-
sider and decide upon. How soon do we need to make a decision on
this?

Admiral Moorer: Well, we could wait until the major action
develops.

Dr. Kissinger: Since we know that the attack on the B-3 front is
coming, we could wait until that attack occurred and then authorize
attacks on the logistics targets as a response to that attack. Is that
correct?

Ambassador Johnson: Well, theoretically, that’s true, but at that
point we obviously couldn’t affect that part of the battle with those
attacks.

Admiral Moorer: But the 320th Division is already down there so
it is really almost too late to have any major effect on the B-3 front bat-
tle. We might be able to restrict some supplies headed for the 320th.

Dr. Kissinger: Do you think the Division is there without supplies
for the attack? Up to now we have seen no evidence that major sup-
ply movement to support the Division has occurred.

Mr. Helms: I don’t believe that. I believe the supplies are already
there and may have been there all the time. Besides, I think that they
may be carrying a good deal of it with them. They have never “spooked
us” or tried deception with communications, so I think the Division is
there.

Dr. Kissinger: It is my recollection that they have never tried de-
ception of this kind on us and never did on the French either.

Admiral Moorer: That’s right.
Mr. Helms: That is correct.

Admiral Moorer: We have to remember that there are very few
days of good weather in February in which targets like this could be
struck. Our records show that during February we can expect only
three days in which we could have six hours with a 10,000 foot ceiling
and only six days in which we would have three hours with a 10,000
foot ceiling.
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Dr. Kissinger: (To Admiral Moorer) Would you please get some
plans over for 1, 2 and 3-day attacks? The President will then consider
possible authorities in the light of those plans. If the authority is
granted, we will notify only the people in this room. For the B-3 bat-
tle, there is no urgent need for this authority. Clearly we could not give
an authority which would result in attacks occurring while we were in
Peking. It could be phrased in a way which would give the authority
to conduct the strikes against these targets for a limited period, when-
ever the weather was suitable up to a specific date.

Admiral Moorer: I will get the plans over to you this week.

Dr. Kissinger: Let’s now turn to the question of air strikes on SAM
sites. Couldn’t we just do this by running armed recce along the DMZ
and when we activate their radars, attack them?

Admiral Moorer: We are looking into that possibility and others.
We could have one set of authorities now, for example, and a different
one later when the battle is joined.

Dr. Kissinger: But couldn’t you step up the amount of armed recce
as a way to get at this problem?

Mr. Nutter: General Abrams wants the authority requested in or-
der to save air assets. Increasing armed recce would run counter to this.
He would simply give them the authority to attack whenever they are
identified.

Ambassador Johnson: But he wants to bomb then. That also will
require air assets.

Admiral Moorer: They can fire now whenever a SAM radar is
locked on.

Dr. Kissinger: But I still don’t understand why we don’t step up
the armed recce and fire whenever the radar is activated.

Admiral Moorer: There are two ways to attack the SAMs. You can
fire a missile when you have been fired on or you can make an out-
and-out attack on the site.

Dr. Kissinger: If we're trying to avoid an unrestricted authority to
attack, we need to find an authority which makes operational sense
and increases the threat to the SAM sites.

Mr. Nutter: They can’t fire now unless the radar is locked on. We
could authorize them to fire whenever fired on.

Admiral Moorer: Abrams wants to have the authority to attack the
sites with bombs whenever a site is identified.

Dr. Kissinger: But I think we should try to avoid a situation which
would result in daily stories of attacks. There would seem to be three
possibilities. We could (1) increase the amount of armed recce and pro-
voke the SAM or radar reaction and then attack, (2) attack the sites
with bombs whenever they fire, or (3) attack the sites whenever we
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find them. The third possibility has the disadvantage of generating
what will be daily news stories of attacks. Couldn’t we marry the sec-
ond and third possibilities giving them a one-time authority to hit sites
that have been found. Our experience has been that you get the same
amount of heat domestically for a four plane attack as you do for 400.
(To Admiral Moorer) Could you please give us a proposal?

Admiral Moorer: I will get this for you.

Dr. Kissinger: How about the GCI radar sites.

Admiral Moorer: This is straightforward. We want to fire on these
radars when they lock in our aircraft. We want the same authority as
we have to attack SAM radars.

Dr. Kissinger: Where are they located?

Admiral Moorer: There are five of them south of the 20th parallel.
They are shown on the map here (map attached’).

Ambassador Johnson: Are these sites in populated areas?

Admiral Moorer: No, but we would have to restrict the direction
of the attack to avoid the missile going north toward Hanoi.

Dr. Kissinger: We would attack these and the authority would be
used only when the radars were painting our aircraft?

Admiral Moorer: Yes, we would start only by firing missiles when
the radars picked up our planes.

Ambassador Johnson: Do they usually fire up the radar when the
aircraft is in the area and they have a MIG tracking?

Admiral Moorer: Yes.

Dr. Kissinger: General Abrams also wants to attack the airfields
where the MIGs are based.

Ambassador Johnson: Won’t you be able to hit them when you hit
the SAMs?

Admiral Moorer: No. We could handle this with photo recce. We
could increase our photo flights and attack the MIGs when they shoot
at our aircraft taking pictures.

Ambassador Johnson: At present if they see a MIG on the ground,
can’t they hit it?

Admiral Moorer: No. Unless the MIG takes offensive action, cur-
rent authorities do not permit attack. We can only hit them if they show
hostile intent.

Ambassador Johnson: I can see a case for destroying the MIGs on
the ground as distinct from a general strike on the airfields.

5 Attached but not printed.
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Mr. Helms: From a public relations point of view, what difference
does it make?

Dr. Kissinger: The problem again is one of stories appearing in the
press of attacks every day. If we could state this authority in a way
which wraps these strikes into a package of a 2-day strike, for exam-
ple, if would be good.

Admiral Moorer: The objective is to suppress MIG attacks in Laos.

Mr. Nutter: One way would be to let other aircraft follow in and
attack an aircraft after one of our aircraft is attacked. They can’t do that
now.

Dr. Kissinger: Could we get a statement by Wednesday morning
of the alternative kinds of authorities which might get at this problem?
Then we can meet again Wednesday® to discuss this.

Admiral Moorer: I will do that.

Dr. Kissinger: There is one other problem that I would like to raise.
General Abrams says he is short of aircraft. Could we put another Car-
rier out there?

Admiral Moorer: He didn’t exactly say that. He said that the num-
ber of sorties is going to be tight because he is diverting aircraft to other
missions. Did you mean four rather than three Carriers?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, I was speaking of four Carriers. Abrams cites
Laos requirements as limiting available sorties.

Admiral Moorer: If we keep two Carriers on line all the time, there
would be a significant increase. Actually our rate has been 1.6 Carri-
ers on line. Abrams has not been flying up to the 10,000 sortie level
yet. We can increase greatly within it. We could raise the Navy sortie
rate, for example, from 3,300 to 4,200 per month by keeping two Car-
riers on line. With three Carriers on line we could get to 6,300 Navy
sorties. I will look at the possibility of having four Carriers out there
during February and March.

Dr. Kissinger: If the other side is surging its effort, they’ll peak for
a couple of months and then they will have to lower their level of ac-
tivity. We should not continue business as usual. We should be in a po-
sition to put in the maximum effort through April. Can we put in more
Tac Air in Thailand?

Admiral Moorer: We have a plan to augment in Thailand by bring-
ing aircraft from Clark Field in the Philippines. An increase, for exam-
ple, of 15 aircraft would provide 450 sorties more per month. We also
have the capacity to put more planes at Da Nang but we are trying to
get out of there.

6 January 26.
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Dr. Kissinger: We all are trying to save getting run out all over
South Vietnam.

Admiral Moorer: But there are two pressures that we have to live
with—the political necessities and the military feasibility. We want to
be sure that we do what’s possible.

Dr. Kissinger: The President wants to be sure that we have the as-
sets to do what is necessary.” He wants a judgment as to what is needed.
If more is needed, he wants to be told how to get it. He will be the
judge of political feasibility. He is prepared to do more over the next
three months. We need some proposals this week.

Admiral Moorer: I will have some for you.

Dr. Kissinger: I spoke to Secretary Laird who told me that he had
worked out with Admiral Moorer a way to avoid the rapid drawdown
of helicopters that we discussed at our last meeting and to keep more
helicopters out there as we draw down to 69,0008

Admiral Moorer: Yes, we have a plan that will keep about 670 hel-
icopters with the 69,000 man force. We shall recall, however, that there
will be a further drawdown starting in June and that will mean cut-
ting into the helicopter force again.

Dr. Kissinger: But we need to keep up that capability now. If we
can get through until June, we will have passed the point of maximum
danger of attack and will be getting on toward the rainy season.

Mr. Nutter: I would just add that we are concerned about what
the ARVN is not doing. They are not keeping their forces up in strength.
The strength of most of their combat battalions is down to 50%. We
have been trying to push them to keep them up to 90% but despite all
our efforts, it seems to continue downward. We have urged Bunker to
press Thieu on this matter.

Admiral Moorer: I based my earlier statements on a message from
Bunker.” It said that December showed the first upturn for several
months in recruiting and draftees. Part of the problem, of course, is
the fact that the ARVN has been expanding but they have not been
keeping their units up to strength as they should.

“In a telephone conversation at 10:30 a.m. on January 21, the President asked
Kissinger to tell him what was needed most in South Vietnam. Helicopters, Kissinger
replied. The Pentagon was pulling them out according to its withdrawal schedule while
they were “desperately” needed in South Vietnam at least until May. Nixon ordered
Kissinger to arrange to get more helicopters for South Vietnam. “Do it today,” he told
him. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversa-
tions, Box 12, Chronological File)

80On January 21, Kissinger called Laird, who then directed Moorer to find more
helicopters. The Admiral did so by taking them from non-combat units. Laird informed
Kissinger on the telephone of his success on January 22 at 12:20 p.m. (Ibid.)

° Not further identified.
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Dr. Kissinger: Can’t we ask Abrams and Bunker to look into this
and take it up with Thieu and give us some explanation and recom-
mendation as to how we can get on top of this problem?

Mr. Nutter: We have done that over and over again but nothing
seems to happen.

[The meeting ended at 5:30 p.m.]

5. Editorial Note

In a televised address on January 25, 1972, President Richard M.
Nixon revealed the secret talks with North Vietnam in Paris and un-
veiled his latest peace proposal. He informed viewers that his Assistant
for National Security Affairs Henry A. Kissinger had, since August 1969,
engaged in secret talks to end the Vietnam war, traveling to Paris twelve
times on these missions. Kissinger had met seven times with North Viet-
namese Politburo Special Adviser Le Duc Tho and Minister Xuan Thuy,
head of the Communist Delegation to the Paris Peace Talks, and five
times with Xuan Thuy alone. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pages 100-105)

The secret talks ran parallel to the public ones, called the plenary
sessions, which also took place in Paris. In the plenaries—held inter-
mittently from mid-1968 and more regularly from early 1969 when
Nixon became President—United States and South Vietnamese repre-
sentatives faced the North Vietnamese and members of the Viet Cong’s
political arm, the Provisional Revolutionary Government. Scheduled
for Thursday of each week, the plenaries tended to be meetings where
the two sides read statements to one another and on occasion one side
or the other canceled a meeting because of the other’s conduct of the
war or the negotiations. For a report on the first plenary session, which
set the pattern for most that followed, see Foreign Relations, 1964-1968,
volume VI, Vietnam, January—August 1968, Document 230; see also
Kissinger, Ending the Vietnam War, pages 241-243.

In both the secret and the plenary venues, the President observed
in his January 25 address, progress had been disappointing. “The
American people,” said Nixon, “deserve an accounting of why it has
been disappointing. Tonight I intend to give you that accounting, and
in so doing, I am going to try to break the deadlock in the negotia-
tions.” The President declared that the necessity for secrecy had pre-
vented his responding to accusations by domestic and international
critics about the lack of progress in the negotiations. At first, because
these meetings were secret, Nixon hoped that the two sides could be
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more flexible in offering new approaches and discussing them “free
from the pressure of public debates.” The President reviewed the record
of the secret negotiations, noting specific moments between May and
November 1971 when the United States had made accommodations to
its adversary’s demands without receiving similar accommodations or
indeed anything in return from the other side. He also noted the frus-
trations brought on by North Vietnamese public charges that he had
ignored or refused to respond to their proposals when the United States
had already answered in the secret channel. He further noted that the
only perceptible reaction to the most recent proposal of October 1971
had been an increased infiltration of troops from North to South Viet-
nam since that time, and a parallel increase of combat activity by Com-
munist forces in Laos and Cambodia.

In the televised talk, Nixon presented a new negotiating proposal
to Hanoi (Document 8) based on a plan the United States put forward
in October 1971. Despite the Communists’ failure to respond to this pro-
posal, Nixon believed that it would “prove beyond doubt which side
has made every effort to make these negotiations succeed. It will show
unmistakably that Hanoi—not Washington or Saigon—has made the war
go on.” Substantively, Nixon believed that his plan contained all that
was needed for a comprehensive agreement, including a cease-fire in
place, withdrawal of U.S. troops, release of prisoners of war, an inter-
nationally supervised election in South Vietnam, and a commitment to
implement these within six months of an agreement in Paris. Addition-
ally, the United States would fund a major reconstruction program to
help the region recover from decades of war. South Vietnam'’s special
contribution to the new proposal was that President Nguyen Van Thieu
and Vice President Tran Van Huong would resign a month before the
new election while the Chairman of the South Vietnamese Senate would
form a caretaker government.

President Nixon directed Ambassador William J. Porter, head of the
Delegation to the Paris Peace Talks, to present the plan publicly to the
other side in the next plenary session on January 27. The United States
was willing to work within the framework provided by the new plan
but was open to at least two other approaches. In the first, the two sides
would negotiate the easier to resolve military questions immediately, and
began implementing the solutions to these questions while negotiations
on the other issues continued. In the second, they would agree at the
outset to settle the military issues and then leave the more difficult po-
litical issues to the Vietnamese, North and South, to resolve after the
Americans had left. President Nixon was certain he had presented a ne-
gotiating proposal that could produce a lasting peace.

Toward the end of the speech, he did indicate a point beyond which
he would not go. “The only thing this plan does not do,” he said, “is to
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join our enemy to overthrow our ally, which the United States of Amer-
ica will never do. If the enemy wants peace, it will have to recognize the
important difference between settlement and surrender.” However,
Nixon continued: “If the enemy’s answer to our peace offer is to step up
their military attacks, I shall fully meet my responsibility as Commander
in Chief of our Armed Forces to protect our remaining troops.”

The day after the speech, January 26, Kissinger held a news brief-
ing to explain the President’s peace proposal. Excerpts are printed in
The New York Times, January 27, 1972, page 14.

6. Transcript of a Telephone Conversation Between the
Governor of New York (Rockefeller) and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

January 25, 1972, 10:23 p.m.

: I understand that they gave away the secrets of your talks.
: No; that there were secret meetings.

: That’s what I mean. Why is this being done?

: They are launching a big offensive in February.

: Military or political?

: Military.

: I will be damned. After you have offered them everything.

NAARNAARAARA

: I tried to call you before the speech.

R: I was at a testimonial dinner for Vic [omission in the original].
Pete Brennan gave it you see. People were there from all over the coun-
try so I couldn’t listen to the President.

K: We had to do it. The other side wouldn’t negotiate.
R: What will be the result?

K: Dobrynin already called babbling like an idiot. He’s afraid we
are going to hit them.?

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Con-
versations, Box 13, Chronological File, January 25-31, 1972. No classification marking.
Rockefeller was in New York; Kissinger was in Washington.

2 A tape recording of Kissinger’s telephone conversation with Dobrynin after the
President’s speech is ibid., White House Tapes, White House Telephone, Conversation
19-65. Kissinger had called on Dobrynin on the evening of January 21. According to his
memorandum of conversation, Kissinger’s central point about Vietnam was: “If a
Communist offensive occurred, I emphasized that we would take the strongest possible
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R: He is not so dumb.
K: We have to do something dramatic.
R: Do you think they will change?

K: They will scream. But if we have to hit them, this gives us a
better posture to hit them.

R: Have we got the strength?
K: We have got the strength but it is the courage we are lacking.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to Vietnam.]

action, which in turn would have effects on our relationship.” Dobrynin replied: “First,
the Soviet Union had recommended our plan to Hanoi early in October and had been
under the impression that Hanoi would negotiate. Secondly, the Soviet Union had no
interest in an offensive by Hanoi, because if the offensive took place now prior to the
Peking summit it could be repeated prior to the Moscow summit. The last thing the So-
viet Union wanted was a confrontation with the United States in the months before the
Moscow summit. Thirdly, the Soviet Union believed that the war should come to an end
now. But it was not prepared to bring pressure to this end. I said that, in that case the
objective tendency of Soviet policy was to exacerbate the tensions and to encourage
Hanoi.” The memorandum of conversation is printed in full in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 39.

7.  Transcript of a Telephone Conversation Between David
Kraslow, Washington Bureau Chief of the Los Angeles Times,
and the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)"

Washington, January 26, 1972, 3:15 p.m.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to Vietnam.]

[DK:] Doesn’t Hanoi appear to be behaving as if it has the upper
hand and can therefore hang tough.

HK: My own judgment—and this is absolutely unattributable—
there is a high probability that they will negotiate and on something
like this proposal. It would be uncharacteristic for them to leave a pro-
posal like this on the table. They never have when they wanted to close
the book on something. I think they will shoot their wad.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Con-
versations, Box 13, Chronological File, January 25-31, 1972. No classification marking. All
blank underscores are omissions in the original.
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DK: Militarily?

HK: Yes, and if it fails, but in a position of demonstrated—maybe
exaggerated strength . . . They may figure they may negotiate later this
year.

DK: But first they want to shoot their wad.

HK: In '68 when Tet hit, you ask people who talked with me, I
said this means a negotiation. In '67 they didn’t wipe the table off with
that either.

DK: They may want to get their out of the way as a pre-
lude to negotiation.

HK: That’s right. What they may be doing ... it would be very
odd for them not to turn a proposal down. It has never happened. Now
they may.

DK: They have.

HK: It would not have been turned down had we not surfaced it.
In every secret contact I have had with them they always made a for-
mal turndown, except in October of 1967 and then they settled on what
I proposed a year later in effect.

DK: You think they felt they would win militarily?

HK: Or make clear . . . In this case this is even more important for
them. If it comes to a political contest, they have to prove that they are
a major political force in the country. If they do it in a position where
they haven’t done anything in three years . . . If they don’t want to ne-
gotiate, it’s much better for them to have a series of high points this
year and then next year either have a Democrat in office who will get
out, or have us back but with such a reduced chance to be able to do
what they are doing now.

DK: ... to topple Thieu and second, failing that, to demonstrate
force.

HK: To make clear they seem the stronger of the two parties if not
decisively.

DK: When do you anticipate this whallop?

HK: February or March.

DK: As big as Tet?

HK: Not as big . . .

DK: What will we do?

HK: Bomb the sons of bitches back into the stone age.

DK: Seriously.

HK: There will be setbacks. The question is how calm and wise
our people are going to be. I think there’s a better than even chance to
get the thing settled this year.

DK: But first we have got to go through the agony.
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HK: But we have put it in the open to see if we can avoid the agony
or at least have people understand it isn’t caused by the determination
of a military victory.

DK: ... if the whallop comes, it would entail a serious stepup in
bombing on our part?

HK: It depends on where it is.

DK: But it’s possible?

HK: I don’t want to speculate on that. You followed these negoti-
ations and when all the smoke has cleared any fair minded person has
to say we have gone practically to the limit of what is possible.

8. Joint United States and Republic of Vietnam Proposal’

Washington, January 27, 1972.

Republic of Vietnam and United States Proposal for a
Negotiated Settlement of the Indochina Conflict

1. There will be a total withdrawal from South Vietnam of all U.S.
forces and other foreign forces allied with the Government of South
Vietnam within six months of an agreement.

2. The release of all military men and innocent civilians captured
throughout Indochina will be carried out in parallel with the troop with-
drawals mentioned in point 1. Both sides will present a complete list of
military men and innocent civilians held throughout Indochina on the
day the agreement is signed. The release will begin on the same day as
the troop withdrawals and will be completed when they are completed.

3. The following principles will govern the political future of
South Vietnam.

The political future of South Vietnam will be left for the South Viet-
namese people to decide for themselves, free from outside interference.

There will be a free and democratic Presidential election in South
Vietnam within six months of an agreement. This election will be

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 107, Country Files, Far East, Vietnam Negotiations, Paris Negotiations,
January 25, 1972-January 1973. No classification marking. This proposal was submitted
at the plenary session of the Paris Peace Talks. The text of the proposal was released on
January 25, the day of President Nixon’s speech (see Document 5). It is also printed in
Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pp. 105-106.
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organized and run by an independent body representing all political
forces in South Vietham which will assume its responsibilities on the
date of the agreement. This body will, among other responsibilities, de-
termine the qualification of candidates. All political forces in South Viet-
nam can participate in the election and present candidates. There will
be international supervision of this election.

One month before the Presidential election takes place, the in-
cumbent President and Vice President of South Vietnam will resign.
The Chairman of the Senate, as caretaker head of the government, will
assume administrative responsibilities except for those pertaining to
the election, which will remain with the independent election body:.

The United States, for its part, declares that it:

—will support no candidate and will remain completely neutral
in the election.

—will abide by the outcome of this election and any other politi-
cal processes shaged by the South Vietnamese people themselves.

—is prepared to define its military and economic assistance rela-
tionship with any government that exists in South Vietnam.

Both sides agree that:

—South Vietnam, together with the other countries of Indochina,
should adopt a foreign policy consistent with the military provisions
of the 1954 Geneva Accords.

—Reunification of Vietnam should be decided on the basis of dis-
cussions and agreements between North and South Vietnam without
constraint and annexation from either party, and without foreign
interference.

4. Both sides will respect the 1954 Geneva Agreements on In-
dochina and those of 1962 on Laos.” There will be no foreign inter-
vention in the Indochinese countries and the Indochinese peoples will
be left to settle their own affairs by themselves.

5. The problems existing among the Indochinese countries will be
settled by the Indochinese parties on the basis of mutual respect for in-
dependence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and non-interference in
each other’s affairs. Among the problems that will be settled is the im-
plementation of the principle that all armed forces of the countries of
Indochina must remain within their national frontiers.

6. There will be a general ceasefire throughout Indochina, to be-
gin when the agreement is signed. As part of the ceasefire, there will

2 The Geneva Accords were a collection of agreements rather than a single docu-
ment. See Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, volume XVI, The Geneva Conference, pp.
1505-1539. For the text of the “Declaration on the Neutrality of Laos” and the accom-
panying “Protocol,” signed on July 23, 1962, see Department of State Bulletin, August 13,
1962, pp. 259-263.
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be no further infiltration of outside forces into any of the countries of
Indochina.

7. There will be international supervision of the military aspects
of this agreement including the ceasefire and its provisions, the release
of prisoners of war and innocent civilians, the withdrawal of outside
forces from Indochina, and the implementation of the principle that all
armed forces of the countries of Indochina must remain within their
national frontiers.

8. There will be an international guarantee for the fundamental
national rights of the Indochinese peoples, the status of all the coun-
tries in Indochina, and lasting peace in this region.

Both sides express their willingness to participate in an interna-
tional conference for this and other appropriate purposes.

® In backchannel message 33 from Saigon, January 25, Bunker sent Kissinger the
text of South Vietnam’s communiqué on the United States-South Vietnam proposal. Al-
though identical to this text, it added material that made clear South Vietnam'’s support
for the proposal, its hope that the other side would respond quickly, and an appeal to
the rest of the world to support the proposal “so that peace and stability can be promptly
restored in this area of the world.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 872, For the President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China Trip/Vietnam,
Washington-Saigon Consultations on President’s January 25, 1972 Speech)

9. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, January 28, 1972.

PARTICIPANTS

Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

[Omitted here is material unrelated to Vietnam.]

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 493, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1972, Vol. 9 [Part 2]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclu-
sively Eyes Only. The meeting was held in the White House Map Room. This memo-
randum of conversation was sent under a February 8 covering memorandum from
Kissinger to the President summarizing the meeting. A notation on the February 8 mem-
orandum indicates the President saw it. Printed in full in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 41.
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Vietnam

We then turned to Vietnam. Dobrynin said that at first he had
thought our action (the President’s address of January 25)* precipitate,
but if we were really convinced that there would be an offensive, he
could see the sense in it. He wanted to assure me again that the Soviet
Union had no interest in seeing the war continue; on the contrary, the
Soviet Union had every incentive to see the war end, because methods
that could be used prior to the Peking Summit might also be applied
prior to the Moscow Summit.

I said there was another reason why the Soviet Union had an in-
terest in seeing the war end. Many of the things we were talking about
presupposed a President who had authority enough to implement them
after this election, and it could not be in the Soviet interest to under-
mine Presidential authority. Finally, there would be the major problem
that if an offensive took place we were determined to make a sharp re-
sponse. We would simply not hold still for an American humiliation.
Dobrynin said that this point had been made abundantly clear.

Dobrynin then asked whether I had any ideas for ending the war.
Was the offer of a military arrangement still open? I said it was, as long
as it involved elements of a ceasefire. Dobrynine asked whether the
ceasefire was an absolute requirement. I said a standstill of military op-
erations was a requirement. The formality in which it was expressed
could be perhaps the subject of negotiation. Dobrynin said that this
was an interesting point. I stressed that I was thinking out loud and
that it represented no commitment.

[Omitted here is material unrelated to Vietnam.]
We parted cordially.

2 See Document 5.
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10. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, January 29, 1972.

SUBJECT

Vietnam Authorities

Secretary Laird has sent me his views on General Abrams’ as-
sessment of the situation in Vietnam. He also advises that he has
granted certain broadened air operating authorities requested by Gen-
eral Abrams. (Tab B)?

As to the situation, in brief, Abrams believes the North Vietnamese are
preparing for major offensive action in the northern half of South Vietnam,
particularly in the highlands of Military Region II and Military Region
1. The North Vietnamese have substantial forces available and if they
employ their 320th Division, which has been brought down to South-
ern Laos, they can develop a 1-1/2 to 1 force advantage in the area.
The North Vietnamese also have significantly increased the threat to
our air operations. They have moved additional SAM battalions and
antiaircraft artillery into the southern part of North Vietnam and Laos
and their MIGs are increasingly willing to challenge our aircraft.

The Senior Review Group principals discussed General Abrams’
assessment and his requests for additional air operating authorities to
meet these threats at a special meeting on January 24, 1972.* Secretary
Laird’s memo to me advises that he has:

—Authorized emplacement of sensor by air throughout the DMZ
(we previously had confined them to the southern half of the DMZ).

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 84,
National Security Council, Meetings, January 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action.
A note at the top of the first page by Butterfield reads: “Mr. President, Henry believes
that you should at least read this memo prior to the NSC mtg at 3 pm.” A stamped no-
tation on the memorandum indicates the President saw it. On January 27, Odeen and
Kennedy sent a draft of this memorandum to Kissinger urging that he send it to the
President. (Ibid.)

2 Tab B is a January 26 memorandum from Laird to Kissinger informing Kissinger
that he had approved some of the authorities requested by Abrams to counter the com-
ing offensive.

3 Moorer concurred. In JCS message 2002 to McCain, January 26 (information copy
sent to Abrams), Moorer observed: “All concerned realize that if and when major attacks
develop in the northern sectors of South Vietnam, it will be recognized as a major test
of Vietnamization and everything possible must be done to insure the successful out-
come of the ensuing campaign.” (National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman,
Records of Thomas Moorer, Box 68, JCS Out General Service Messages, January 1972)

4See Document 4.
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—Authorized fixed and rotary wing aircraft, logistic troop lift and
medevac support for South Vietnamese cross border operations along
the Laotian and Cambodian border.

—Advised General Abrams to consider hostile any MIGs which
are airborne from Dong Hoi, Vinh and Quan Lang during the expected
enemy ground offensive; they may be engaged when encountered be-
low the 18th parallel.

—Authorized a more vigorous protective reaction posture (re-
flected in recent strikes against the Quan Lang and Dong Hoi airfields
in defense of unarmed reconnaissance aircraft observing those fields).

—Authorized employment of anti-radiation missiles against the
ground control intercept (GCI) radar sites outside of the Hanoi-
Haiphone area when MIGs are airborne and demonstrate hostile in-
tent. (Tactics will assure that any missiles fired will not impact in the
Hanoi-Haiphong area or the PRC.)

All of these authorities were requested by General Abrams. It was
the consensus of the Senior Review Group that the authorities for the
sensor coverage of the DMZ and the aircraft lift support for the cross
border operations should be granted immediately.” As for the broad-
ened authorities to attack airborne MIGs and GCI radar sites, the SRG
expressed no objection but withheld judgment pending a more specific
definition of the authority and the manner in which it would be im-
plemented. It was felt that the objectives sought with these authorities
might be achieved in the context of a larger strike conducted simulta-
neously on a number of potentially lucrative targets. Secretary Laird’s
memorandum has described these authorities concretely.

The SRG believed that attacks on the airfields themselves should
be considered in the context of broader plans which should be devel-
oped for execution of larger scale strikes directed at logistics targets
and SAM facilities over limited time periods. Secretary Laird has not
granted authority to attack logistics targets or broadened authority to
attack SAM sites but has requested that plans be developed to do so.
The SRG’s reasoning for considering including the airfield attacks
within such plans was to limit the number of daily reports of attacks,
thereby lessening the likelihood of a growing public relations problem
of “renewed bombing of the North.” I am persuaded that protective
reaction attacks on the airfields in the context of reconnaissance of those
fields is a logical extension of our protective reaction posture and will
not generate excessive public comment.

Accordingly, I recommend you approve the authorities which Sec-
retary Laird has given General Abrams.® In granting these authorities
without your prior approval, however, Secretary Laird has set a dan-

% Nixon placed a check in the margin next to this sentence.
© Nixon placed a check in the margin next to this sentence.
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gerous precedent. In the critical period ahead we will need to consider
carefully the timing and character of our operating authorities, taking
into account operational need as well as likely domestic and interna-
tional reaction. I further recommend therefore that you advise Secretary
Laird that all modifications or extensions of existing authorities and
granting of new authorities in the future must be approved by you.”

A memorandum to Secretary Laird, giving your approval for the
authorities he has already granted but directing that in the future all
authorities must be approved by you is at Tab A.®

I recommend you sign the memorandum to Secretary Laird.

7 Nixon placed a check in the margin next to this sentence.

® Not printed. Tab A is the memorandum to Laird, which the President signed on
February 1.

11. Memorandum From John H. Holdridge of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)"

Washington, February 1, 1972.

SUBJECT

Secretary Laird Suggests Some Contingencies for Laos

Secretary Laird has sent you a memorandum informing you that
he plans to undertake some “precautionary actions” in view of the cur-
rent situation in Laos (Tab B).?

He declares that current North Vietnamese efforts may be intended
to force the RLG to call for a halt in U.S. and ARVN activity in Laos
or, failing that, to bring about a change of government in Laos. Hence,
he concludes that the following actions be taken now:

—Careful development of the theme in public affairs channels that
the interdiction of the Ho Chi Minh Trail relates to an area not under
RLG control and therefore not dependent upon RLG approval.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 550,
Country Files, Far East, Laos, Vol. 9, Jan-Sep 1972. Top Secret. Sent for action. Haig ini-
tialed for Holdridge.

2 Attached but not printed; dated January 29.
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—New contingency studies to replace the unacceptable Taksin
planning (a controversial contingency Flan involving the use of U.S.
and Thai ground forces should Laos fall to the Communists).

—Development of Elans to support a legitimate Lao government
should the present one be overthrown by Hanoi.

—Updating our negotiating scenario for a military standstill in
north Laos.

Mr. Laird concludes that DOD will initiate “its portion” of these
actions and he asks for your support and participation as needed.

Comment. Mr. Laird does not define “DOD'’s portion” of these var-
ious actions. Presumably the military contingency plan to replace
Taksin would be undertaken by DOD, while the other measures would
at least involve coordination with State.

Of immediate concern is the possibility that Mr. Laird may begin
to take the line publicly that our air interdiction of the Ho Chi Minh
Trail can and will be carried out independently of any RLG decision.
In our view, this would not serve any useful purpose; it would only
arouse a controversy and undercut Souvanna at a time when he is un-
der considerable pressure.

We have drafted a memorandum from you to Mr. Laird which re-
quests that he not take this line and which further suggests that he co-
ordinate the contingency studies with appropriate departments (Tab
A).? Col. Kennedy concurs.

Recommendation

That you forward the memorandum at Tab A to Secretary Laird.

3 Attached but not printed; dated and sent on February 8.
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12. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

The Situation in Vietnam

The NSC will meet on Vietnam at 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, Febru-
ary 2, 1972. The primary object is to discuss the current situation, on-
going actions to meet the threat and ensure that whatever further steps
are needed are in fact implemented.

The Enemy Threat

We face a rapidly increasing enemy threat to South Vietnam.
Specifically, the enemy has:

—Infiltrated 20% more men than at this time last year. Infiltration
this year will be the greatest since Tet 1968, although well below that
level.

—Moved in at least three NVA divisions to threaten the northern
region of South Vietnam. For example, the 320th NVA division is now
in Laos, positioned to launch an attack on the highlands of MR 2.

—Accelerated the movement of supplies into Laos and started
preparing for battle in South Vietnam. While the overall flow of sup-
plies into Vietnam is still below last year’s level, it is rapidly rising and
will be sufficient to support offensive activities.

Based on these preparations, the intelligence community is convinced
that the enemy will launch significant offensive operations in northern South
Vietnam combined with increased activity in other areas.” It seems likely
that the attacks will start on or about February 15 and could continue
for one to two months. The enemy clearly intends to make a major ef-
fort timed to precede and coincide with your trip to Peking. His pur-
pose is to weaken your position in talks there if he can and to rekin-
dle domestic opposition in the U.S.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-032, National Security Council Meetings, NSC Meeting Viet-
nam 2/2/72. Top Secret; Sensitive. A stamped notation on the memorandum indicates
the President saw it. On February 1, Haig transmitted a nearly identical memorandum
to Mitchell to assist him in his preparation for the February 2 NSC meeting; ibid., Alexan-
der M. Haig Special File, Box 1001, Haig (General Files), 1972.

2 An unattributed CIA analyst commented on Abrams’s message: “By and large,
General Abrams’ assessment appears to be an accurate rendition of the Communist
threat, although we might quibble with some aspects of it.” (Central Intelligence Agency,
Files of the Deputy Director for Intelligence, Job 80-B01630R)
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In addition, the enemy has continued to press in North Laos and
maintains a considerable offensive capability in Cambodia. Vietnam
will almost certainly be the focus of his effort, but the enemy will prob-
ably try to tie us down by attacks elsewhere.

The Situation in South Vietnam

While the enemy threat deserves serious concern, we and the GVN
are in a position of relative strength in South Vietnam. For example:

—Allied combat forces outnumber the NVA/VC three to one
throughout South Vietnam. In northern South Vietnam, our relative ad-
vantage is less, but still significant.

—GVN control over the countryside continues to improve but at
a slower rate than last year, particularly in the northern regions. Na-
tionwide, the GVN now controls over 70% of the rural population.

Moreover, our position has been improved by measures taken re-
cently in anticipation of a Communist offensive. In particular:

—The formation of new RVNAF units in MRs 1 and 2 and prepa-
rations to move reserves northward have significantly increased our
capability to blunt an offensive. While isolated defeats cannot be
avoided, we should have sufficient forces to deal with the problem.

—The long overdue improvement of GVN leadership. Until very
recently, little had been done to provide better leadership of the com-
bat units directly in the path of the expected attack. Last week, Thieu
replaced three division commanders and 10 province chiefs in a major
reshuffling that promises to improve the situation.

The capability of U.S. forces, especially air units, to support our allies
has been increased, within the limits of our planned withdrawals. DOD
has revised the redeployment plans to leave more helicopters in SVN.
Steps are being taken to increase the readiness of our forces in SEA,
strengthen our air units in Thailand and move another attack carrier
into the Tonkin Gulf. In addition:

—Broadened air authority has been granted General Abrams to han-
dle the threat to our air operations and respond to the buildup in north-
ern South Vietnam. The new authorities are spelled out at Tab B.?

—Plans have been prepared for one to three-day bombing cam-
paigns to counter enemy threats near the DMZ. Plans to strike en-
emy air defenses and airfields in southern North Vietnam are also
available.

% Attached but not printed is an undated list of the air authorities granted. A no-
tation on the list indicates the President saw it. Laird granted the authorities to Abrams.
See footnote 2, Document 10.
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Given our basic strength and these improvements, the consensus is that
the allies can handle the major NVA offensive against South Vietnam with-
out a major setback. The enemy’s capability to launch sizeable attacks,
perhaps even seizing a province capital, is not doubted but this will
not win the war for them.

In fact, based on existing estimates of the situation, the aftermath
of any new major offensive could indeed leave the enemy even worse
off than he is now, depending on the effectiveness of the RVNAF re-
sponse. RVNAF has the means, and the crucial variable now is whether
or not they have the will. The real test will be in the battle.

The Meeting

While our position is strong, we must prudently anticipate a ma-
jor enemy effort to discredit Vietnamization and undermine Thieu
and the GVN and thereby weaken our position both at home and
vis-a-vis Peking. To minimize the chance Hanoi will be successful,
we must press the GVN to further strengthen its forces and ensure
that our remaining forces provide maximum assistance to the South
Vietnamese.

The timing of some actions we might take such as increased air
attacks in North Vietnam is crucial. We can’t delay too long in re-
sponding to major attacks or buildups if our actions are to have max-
imum effect. But we must not undertake major actions such as air
strikes close to or during your Peking visit.

Your Talking Points at Tab A* stress that, while we are basically in
a strong position, we must act to solve remaining problems.

Director Helms is prepared to follow your opening remarks with
a threat briefing. Admiral Moorer is ready to outline the friendly mil-
itary situation and the actions to strengthen our position.

* Attached but not printed is an undated copy of the talking points. A notation on
the document indicates the President saw it.
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13. National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, February 2, 1972.

Nixon: We have this meeting for purposes of one subject, which
we have discussed individually with several of you here, but never in
an official group. I've talked with Bill, Mel, John, and others numbers
of times. I have also [unclear] I thought it would be well to pull all to-
gether at this time to see where we stand and what we can do in terms
of responding to the enemy’s actions over the next three months, three
months or four, at least through the dry season. The intelligence com-
munity has a, I was going to say, not a divergence, but there’s a shad-
ing of views on this, as there always is, as to what to expect. But they
all agree that the enemy wants [unclear] in this period, so I think we
would start with the intelligence analysis of how we’re going to [un-
clear],? then we'll go to Admiral Moorer for his briefing on ARVN ca-
pabilities, our capabilities, enemy capabilities, what we see from the
standpoint of the services. And then we’ll go to what we want to do.

[Omitted here are Helms’s briefing and subsequent discussion, and
the initial portion of Moorer’s briefing on the situation in Laos and
Cambodia.]

Nixon: Could I ask one question there? Perhaps Ambassador
Bunker could comment upon it. I indicated a couple months ago that
Thieu might consider the possibility, rather than just, you know, just a
nitpicking kind of operation, of some major action in the Cambodian

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Cab-
inet Room, Conversation 89-1. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is part
of a larger conversation, 10:05 a.m.-12:16 p.m. Kissinger noted in a 9:05 a.m., February 2,
telephone conversation with Secretary of the Treasury John B. Connally that Nixon had
changed the date of the meeting from January 29 to February 2 so that Connally could at-
tend. (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Box 13, Chronological File, February 14,
1972) No other written record of this meeting has been found. In his memoirs, Kissinger
noted, “I cannot find a record of the meeting.” (White House Years, p. 1100)

According to the President’s Daily Diary, the following attended the meeting: Nixon,
Vice President Agnew, Rogers, Laird, Connally, Mitchell, Helms, Moorer, Bunker, Kissinger,
Haig, Director of the Office of Emergency Planning Lincoln, and White House Press Sec-
retary Ziegler. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files)

2 A copy of Helms’s briefing is in the Central Intelligence Agency, Files of the
Deputy Director for Intelligence, Job 79-T00862A. In the briefing, Helms concluded that
recent intelligence pointed to two findings: “First, the Viethamese Communist Party’s
Politburo in Hanoi is still striving to establish political control over South Vietnam, plus
some form of hegemony over the rest of Indochina. It is not yet willing to countenance
any settlement of the struggle that does not virtually guarantee this result. Secondly,
Hanoi believes its objectives can best be furthered by a sharp rise in military and polit-
ical activity throughout Indochina—that is, a multi-faceted offensive which all available
evidence indicates is on the verge of being launched.”
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area in order to divert the enemy’s attention. When you see the fact
that the South Vietnamese ground forces are, in terms of numbers, three
times as strong as the North Vietnamese, and you see the fact that the
South Vietnamese have air support and a navy, and the North Viet-
namese have neither, it would seem that they might consider the pos-
sibility of blunting the enemy’s offensive by some action on their own.
Is that—as I understand, the South Vietnamese have rejected that idea
due to the fact that they want to be in place for the expected enemy
attacks. Is that—

[unclear exchange]
Nixon: Do you think that’s the case—?

Bunker: Yes, I think that’s true, but they were, as you know, in
Cambodia.

Nixon: Yes.
[unclear exchange]

Nixon: What I was referring to, of course, now, here we sit and we
see three divisions there, we see this, that, and the other thing. Every-
body’s worried, well, what are the North Vietnamese going to do? Well,
here are the North Vietnamese have % of the forces, with a long sup-
ply trail, with no air force, no navy; and here’s the South Vietnamese.
I'm just trying to put it in terms of—is that accurate at the moment?

Agnew: To follow on that, because the same thing was going
through my mind, except that between modifications, is it feasible or
possible to consider an initiative on the part of the South Vietnamese,
possibly on a reserve unit of the North Vietnamese in North Vietnam,
instead of in Cambodia? Mainly looking at the propaganda effect of a
South Vietnamese initiative in response to all this, where they actually
go into North Vietnam, where there’s a large concentration of reserve
troops or matériel, and maybe another parachute operation will stop
them. Just knock the hell out of them eventually. Give the papers some-
thing to write about.

Nixon: Have they considered those kind of actions, commando
raids, anything of that kind—?

Bunker: Well, yes, they’ve considered that. I think that’s one thing
that Thieu thought that they might be able to do is small raids. But not
anything on a large scale like Lam Son, for example, last year. They
won't take—their view is, I think, and I think we agree with them, is
that the defense against this sort of thing is better on their territory
than it is trying to move into, into Laos, which is very difficult terri-
tory to fight in.

Laird: Well, their military people, though—isn't it true, fair to
say, Ellsworth—are more apt to be willing to do some of these things
presently. Now, the President [Thieu], when I discussed this matter
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with him, this was very firm and as frankly as I could.® You
remember—

Bunker: Yes, yeah.

Laird: —on this operation, and also on raids to the North, and
went into these things in some detail with him. He is a little reluctant.
He was reluctant in Lam Son. He didn’t personally put the, the hold
on Lam Son when [unclear] up there would have done a—would have
gone a little further, and Tom might be well to comment on that, be-
cause he really feels that his primary responsibility is not to Cambo-
dia. He'll help Cambodia if he thinks it helps him.

Bunker: Well, I think that’s true, and I think he’s not willing to risk
the destruction of his own forces. That’s the main thing, and this is
the—this is why he didn’t go further in Lam Son.

Nixon: Given Napoleon’s biography—

[unclear exchange]

Nixon: —during Napoleon’'s earlier years, the way which to avoid
the destruction of your own forces is not to sit in place and get your
ass beat off. The way to avoid it is to go in with inferior forces and
knock hell out of the opposition. We’'ve seen that. In fact, I just, with-
out getting into the strategy, but I—it seems to me that the long range
of communications, no air force, no navy, and here they all say sit there
and say: “Gee whiz, we're going to have an offensive.” Well, I wonder.
I can understand that, but I understand that you can’t do anything that
he will not approve. I mean, he’s been, he’s been fine, and he stands
up brilliantly in this political thing and the rest. And I'm not suggest-
ing that our people are [unclear]. We aren’t engaged in his activities on
the ground, but—and I know Mel didn’t raise this because we dis-
cussed it before.

Laird: You told me to and I had that.

Nixon: The thing that I'm concerned about is that—well, it’s prob-
ably too late. They're just not going to do it. Isn’t that right? They're
going to wait and take the blow, is that correct?

Moorer: In this particular [unclear]—

Nixon: As regards the enemy, the enemy’s going to take the play
and they’ll just play the defense.

[Omitted here is a continuation of Moorer’s briefing that deals with
the North Vietnamese order of battle and infiltration to the South, their

% Laird was probably referring to his November 3-6 trip to Saigon where he met
with Thieu and his senior advisors, Bunker, and Abrams. (“Laird Concludes Visit to Viet-
nam: He Indicates U.S. Is Ready to Step Up Troop Pullout,” The New York Times, No-
vember 7, 1971, p. 11)
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logistics network, and their anti-aircraft system, and with the South
Vietnamese order of battle and their intelligence on the North Viet-
namese for the offensive.]

Moorer: At the same time, we have moved out on several pre-
cautionary actions. The first three I'm going to talk to separately. Ad-
ditional air authorities have been granted. We have developed plans
for a certain amount of air capabilities. We have carefully reviewed our
helicopter assets. We have planned for increased CV and naval gun fire
support, we have allocated all the CV using munitions that we have.
These are the small anti-personnel type weapons, Mr. President, that
have been very effective recently.* We've sent over—we’ve made cer-
tain that all we have in inventory is available for this operation. We
have developed a plan for strikes against the LOCs in North Vietnam.
I mentioned the airlift augmentation. And General Abrams has talked
about the security of our forces. He has formed 28 teams. He sent them
to examine the defense plans and the alertness of every U.S. unit in
South Vietnam. He reports to me that the oral reporting received so far
is good, that they are—that all our people are aware of the threat and
they are not going to be surprised. And in addition to that, we’ve de-
veloped plans to increase P-3 offshore patrols in the event that the sea
infiltration is kept up during this crisis.

Now, Id like to talk about these first three: the air authorities, the
plan to develop the surge of air elements, and the availability of the
[unclear]. First, the air authorities, I've listed here with the red dots.
This is what General Abrams requested. Next to it, the black square
shows the authority he’s been granted so far.” Now, the first thing he
asked for air support for the Vietnam forces that might be in pursuit
across—to conduct cross-border operations. This has been given to him.
Across the Lao and Cambodian borders he can’t use U.S. air assets to
support the South Vietnamese if they conduct operations across the
border. Secondly, he asked for authority to release the sensors North
of the DMZL. Heretofore, we had only been supplying the operating
sensors south of the DMZL. This will give us a readout on the activity
along the northern part of the DMZ, both lateral and vertical activity,
and will, I think, provide more warning and permit a better counter-
action can be taken.

Next, he asked for authority to strike the GCI radars in North Viet-
nam that are directing the fighters, the MIG fighters. He was given the
authority to fire the anti-radar missiles, mainly the Shrike and the

“In Navy terminology, CV meant aircraft carrier, CV munitions were what the air-
craft on the ships carried, i.e. bombs, one kind being CBUs, or cluster bomb units, the
“small anti-personnel type weapons” mentioned above.

> Moorer used charts as visual aids to his briefing.
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Standard ARM, against these GCI sites when they locked on or when
there was MIG activity and the GCI site was operating. In addition to
that, so far, he was not given authority to attack these radars when-
ever one was located, but rather we have directed CINCPAC to pre-
pare contingency plans for this purpose. So, if it’s directed from here,
he can in fact do that.

Nixon: How many? What are we talking about there in terms of
numbers of strikes?

Moorer: No, there were five radars, sir. Of course, we were given
five of these large [unclear] type radars. I have them on this other
chart—

Nixon: It’s all right. I don’t need it. I'll explain to you something:
what I'm trying to get at is the magnitude of the authority he’s requested.
He wants authority to go in and hit the five radar sites, and—?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: —we have said only, basically, hit them only if it is really
protective reactions? That’s in effect what he asks?

Moorer: No, that isn’t what we said there. That’s a little different,
Mr. President. You have noticed that whenever they’re using—direct-
ing MIGs up in that particular area, he wouldn’t hit them.

Nixon: Look, I understand. But that—but the—

Moorer: They're already in there.

Nixon: Yeah. The authority he wants is to what, to hit—?

Moorer: Once he locates one, he wants to go get it, when the
weather permits, regardless of MIG activity. In other words, he does
not want to wait for protective reaction situations.

Nixon: How many would it be? What does it require? How many
strikes and where to do that?

Moorer: Well, he wants, he asked for authority for those south of
20 degrees—

Nixon: Those?

Moorer: Five, sir. There are five sites, I believe.

Nixon: Okay, I got it.

Laird: Well, we asked him to develop a plan, Mr. President, how
many strikes it would take to do it and we haven’t got that plan back
yet.

Nixon: Yes, well [unclear].

Kissinger: And also, as I understand it, there are three different
states that one could talk about that one. One is that if the radar locks
on the airplane that then they can fire a strike against that radar,
which—

Nixon: Sure—



Before the Easter Offensive, January 20-March 29, 1972 49

Kissinger: The second is that while the radar is locked they can
also use other explosives that are not focused on the radar, that do not
depend on being—on homing in on the radar. Third, is what he’s asked
for, namely to attack it outside the engagement, but even while the en-
gagement’s going on, he does not now have authority to use anything
other than homing beacons.

Moorer: That’s right.

Kissinger: Isn’t that correct?

Moorer: Yeah.

Kissinger: So, then he would—

Nixon: But he would like authority, he has asked for authority, to
strike regardless, regardless of engagement.

Moorer: When he finds it. [unclear] You have to understand, Mr.
President, that one strike might not necessarily, although he may de-
molish [unclear] they would bring it—they would put it back in action
a week later, so what he was really asking for was the authority to—

Nixon: To keep it up?
Moorer: —any time he found one, to go knock it out—
Nixon: Yeah. Okay. I was just wondering.

Moorer: Now, the same thing he—was requested with respect to
the SAM sites. As you know, he already had authority to fire the anti-
radar missiles against the SAM sites, and we have been doing this with
increasing regularity as the SAM activity increases. He would advise
that once the ground offensive starts, that this authority would be con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis. And we would go ahead and prepare
contingency plans for the one-time strikes against SAM sites. I should
point out that we have authority today to strike those four sites in Laos,
and we have struck the four sites, parts of them. What they do is they—
these are mobile, and they move them around all the time. And con-
sequently, you may know where one is today, and it may not be there
tomorrow.

Nixon: Do I understand, that what we have, in effect, said to them
that after the enemy launches its massive attack, that he then, on a case-
by-case basis, has got to get authority to take out [unclear]?

Moorer: Yes, sir, that's what we're talking about.
Laird: Well, what we’ve asked him—
Nixon: Change that.

Laird: —we’ve asked him, Mr. President, to come in with a plan
to do it now. And that plan is to be submitted. [unclear]—

Nixon: Well, I just—I'm just trying—I know that there’s been some
disagreement as to what should be done and so forth.

Laird: I don’t think there’s any disagreement.
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Nixon: Well, [unclear] what I meant is that I just want to be sure
that there’s a clear understanding here as to the two different phases:
what do we do now, what do we do when it starts. Now, without, of
course, giving commanders in the field the right to start a nuclear war,
once their major offensive has begun the situation totally changes, in
my opinion. We're not going to go through this crap of saying, well,
we have to approve every goddamned thing. It’s not going to be done
that way and I want to—

Laird: I don’t think there’s any question.

Nixon: No, there is. That’s exactly what we’ve been talking about
in both places. If they start an offensive, we're not going to go through
this nonsense of saying that we’ll wait until a SAM shoots and then
we’ll knock it out. That’s what the real argument’s about?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Okay.

Moorer: Well, we will have plans to strike these sites and these
radars subject to the authority.

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: Also, he requested permission to strike those airfields that
I showed you, that—

Nixon: Now, here the argument is also, though, the question—
what has been granted here? The authority, that’s to be done on a case-
by-case basis, right?

Moorer: We have told him to increase his airfield reconnaissance
and to make certain these reconnaissance aircraft are heavily supported
with bombing aircraft, and if these aircraft are fired upon, which they
always are, he was to then attack the airfield, and so we have been do-
ing a series of operations of this type, sir.

Nixon: You've got all the intelligence ready, you know how to hit
‘em, and so forth and so on?

Moorer: Yes, sir. Now, we have not attacked the Haiphong airfield,
which is the one right up on the edge of the 20-degree parallel, but
we’ve attacked Dong Hoi, Binh, and Quan Lang. [unclear] And, inci-
dentally, they’re very effective. Usually what happens is they have one
reconnaissance plane, two fighters protecting against MIGs, and eight
attack planes. And when the reconnaissance plane goes over the air-
field, and as machine AA fires, they target their weapons on the—
openly on the AA or on the support facilities at the airfield. But here
again, Mr. President, I'd emphasize that this has be done continually
in order to make certain that the airfield is not restored to operation.

Nixon: Go ahead.

Moorer: Well, he’s also been told that, again, that once the battle
is joined, so to speak, that any aircraft south of 18, as Secretary Laird
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just said, is hostile and they can be attacked at any time in A-1. I should
add to this that we have stationed two tail cruisers, with an awful big
pulse radar in the vicinity of Binh, and they also have authority to fire
at these MIGs that are indicating hostile intent. And we are interpret-
ing hostile intent very broadly.

Laird: I guess we’ve had one firing hit.

Moorer: We had one, one firing so far. Right.

Laird: A hit, but they’re standing off. They're ready to fight.

Nixon: Right.

Connally: Mr. President, may I ask if the later discussion will bring
out the objections to granting these authorities that he’s asked for?

Nixon: Let’s be particular and we’ll see at the next one. The last
one is against—go-ahead—logistics.

Moorer: Yes, sir. He asked for authority to strike stockpiles and
transshipment points, and conduct all reconnaissance against trucks
moving down the LOCs leading into Laos, mainly through the, pri-
marily through the Ban Karai and the Mu Gia passes. I have a chart
here. We have—

Nixon: The point here is, the point here at issue, is that this au-
thority to hit such logistic places in North Vietnam?

Moorer: Yes, sir. South of 18 degrees. Again—give him the first
chart, Mel. Yeah, that’s all right.

Nixon: How close is 20 degrees to Hanoi?

Moorer: Well, it is—20 degrees, sir, is right here, and it’s—that’s
about—

Nixon: Yeah?

Moorer: —60 miles, one more degree.

Nixon: 18 is—?

Moorer: A little over 75 miles, let’s say.

Nixon: I don’t understand this. What’s that? [unclear]

Moorer: [unclear]—

Nixon: Now this logistics business, tell us what that’s all about.

Moorer: Yes, sir. [unclear] Here, we—I drew up a concept of the
plan, have sent it out to the field to get them to flesh it out in terms of
the exact numbers of sorties, the exact—some of them—they’ll take it
apart and so on, and we have the candidate plan available, sir, which
would authorize General Abrams to make these attacks on these lo-
gistics activities taking place, feeding into Laos.

Nixon: What's the weather situation at this point? Will it be—?

Moorer: Well, during the month of February, sir, of course, is
about—in January-February, as we found out last year, is the worst
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part of the year in the panhandles. Actually, there are six days out of
February that have 10,000 feet altitude for a period of three hours, and
there are three days that have a period of six hours wherein you have
10,000 feet. So, this is one of the reasons that General Abrams has asked
to go when he has the opportunity so that—

Nixon: Whenever there’s a window?

Moorer: Whenever there’s a window is what we talked about.
Yes, sir.

Rogers: Tom, these are all based on what General Abrams requested.
How about the Joint Chiefs? Are there things that we should be doing
now that aren’t included here? Because it seems to me that because of
the importance of this new offensive we ought to take every possible ac-
tion. I don’t think we have anything to lose. The American people don’t
understand all this stuff. [unclear] The only thing it seems to be, the only
question we have, is what can we do that will be effective?

Mitchell: Well, that kind of brings up the point that the one air-
field with the seven MIGs is above the 18th parallel, and the other air-
field with the one MIG is the one that below which he has the authority.

Laird: Mr. President, I'd just like to make a comment about what
we can do. Because I think that’s the important question as to what we
can do as far as the offensive is concerned. The offensive, I think, if it
takes place, will be in the B-3 Front. I think that that’s indicated by all
of the activities that that’s where the attack will be made. Now, we’ve
got to concentrate on limiting that attack, it seems to me, and do every-
thing we possibly can with all the airpower we have, because this inas-
much it gives the South Vietnamese a much greater advantage than
any kind of artillery or anything else the other side can have. The ac-
tivities in the North will not have anything to do with B-3 activities
because every bit of logistic support, if the activities that are going to
take place in the next three weeks have already gone through these
passes and is already in place. Anything that needs to come down to
support that operation now won’t be available until March or April.
So everything that for this attack that we’re concerned about is in place
and has been, including the people that are involved, as far as the B-3
Front is concerned.

Now, as far as an attack may be in March or April, I think these
logistic strikes should be authorized, and I hope that the contingency
plan, as finally approved, gives the latitude to General Abrams to go
three or four times for letting him pick the particular day that he goes,
based upon the weather conditions that exist. I think it’s better to give
him either 24 or 48 hours two or three times that he can make the
choice, because that’s the most effective way to limit a possible offen-
sive in the March—April period, because those would be the supplies
that would be used in March and April, not the February offensive. In
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that way, we can live with it as far as the country is concerned. I think
it’s understandable in a short period that if we go for five, six, seven,
or eight days in a row, there is a certain amount of political pressure
that people get over a long period of time. And I am sure that General
Abrams would be more effective with the use of his assets if he has the
authority himself to go 24 or 48 hours in the North in these areas to
hit logistics. Now, I don’t want to mislead anybody at this table. That
is not going to have an effect upon the B-3 Front offensive if it comes.
It will have an effect upon a possible future offensive that might come
in April-May period, but it takes at least that long. Now that’s not true
of Military Region 1, but it is true of Military Region 2 and in the high-
lands area. That stuff is already in place.

Moorer: I suppose, Mel, you have—
Laird: Yeah—?

Moorer: —you have a built-in restraint in terms of the weather.
[unclear]—

Laird: Well it is—the weather is going to be lousy all month, so
that this idea that we’re going to have great weather out there—it’s go-
ing to be lousy weather.

Nixon: In February?

Laird: Yeah, the weather—the weather in December, January, and
February is lousy, and it probably will be lousy into March.

Moorer: Yes, sir. The point I'm making is you're not going to have
a seven day good weather period.

Laird: No.

Moorer: So, we don’t have to worry whether you make it seven
days or not—

Nixon: What is the situation—let me come back to that DMZ, the
possibility of their moving en masse across there, at the sanctuary they
have where the line is drawn? The authority—has he asked for au-
thority to hit above that line now to knock those roads out? [unclear]

Moorer: That would be part of this logistics plan.

Nixon: That’'s—that’d be fine.

Moorer: Yes, sir—

Nixon: That’s fine. He’s not asked for that authority yet?

Moorer: Yes, sir. He has authority for [unclear]—

Laird: One pass area there goes through the upper part of the DMZ,
and that he has asked for.

Moorer: And the road runs right parallel to the DMZ—

Nixon: How many—that’s one road. How many roads are being
built? You said several roads are being built across the DMZ? That
they’ll come, they thought, potentially might come down those roads.
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Laird: There are two roads, two roads being built; one major road
and the start of another—

Nixon: We bombed part of it, but not the other part now? Is that
correct?

Laird: Well, the road is not in use now, but we are—it goes in to
South Vietnam—and we are, presently, are bombing it.

Moorer: We bomb all of it south of the DMZL.
Nixon: I understand.
Moorer: Yep.

Laird: But it has not been used and there hasn’t been much to hit
there. They just reconstructed it.

Nixon: He wants the authority to be sure. Well—

Laird: He wants the authority to use that target area if there is a
logistic buildup there. He won’t go up and just hit it if there isn’t a lo-
gistic buildup—

Nixon: [unclear]

Laird: But if there is a logistic buildup there, and he has a good
weather window, and there are supplies there, he’d like to hit it.

Rogers: Mr. President, can I ask a question to Tom? It seems to me
that in view of the fact that we’ve only got two weeks before the Pres-
ident leaves for Peking, and I don’t—I think the American people feel
the President’s gone so far now to try to work out an equal settlement
that they’ll support it, [unclear]. It seems to me that if this offensive
takes place while the President is in Peking, and even if it’s reasonably
successful from their standpoint, when we all try to second guess the
plan, then we should, the President should, seriously consider giving
the military any authority that it wants—within reason, of course, not
nuclear authority, but anything else. Because short of that, it seems to
me we will—that this is, this is the key play. It could well be that this
could be the turning point of the whole battle for South Vietnam. [un-
clear] So, I would—what I was wondering about, in addition to what
General Abrams is asking for, are there other things that the military
thinks the President should consider and authorities that they should
have to prevent this offensive or to deal with it successfully? In other
words, is everything being done that can be done? Or are there other
things that we should be thinking about, too—?

Agnew: I'd like to expand on that if I might. Listen, what you said
really anticipated what I was going to say to some extent and that is
this: that it seems that all of the military preparations and the carefully
defined limits of what can be done prior to any strike are pretty well—
have pretty well been anticipated and explored. Where—the point I'm
worried about is what happens to us after this strike? And I'm not talk-
ing about, necessarily, actions that are of grave military importance. I'm
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talking about the psychology of the war and the fact that the North Viet-
namese have now responded to, not only to the President’s peace ini-
tiatives, but to his three times or four times repeated warning that any
escalation of the war on their part that jeopardizes the success of our
troops there will be responded to immediately in a very affirmative way.
So, now it seems to me that military considerations aside, we have to
look at the psychology of what’s going to take place in the United States
the minute that they launch these attacks. That there’s going to be cries
of the failure of Vietnamization, and we should have been out by now,
and that it’s all lost, and the only thing that’ll overcome that, as I see it,
is something that should be very carefully planned now that represents
a punch action by the United States with the South Vietnamese in an
area that we’ve never gone. And then, let them call it a widening of the
war, but some place where we can go in there and hit ‘em in the gut
real hard. Maybe, I don’t know whether you could think about doing
something to Haiphong Harbor or anything else? I mean, maybe that’s
an unmentionable subject, but the point is that they’ve been warned
three or four times not to do this. They’re going to do it anyhow. They're
going to do it for political reasons more than military reasons, because
they think they can drive us out through the pressure of public opin-
ion. And it seems to me that it’s time when they do it, the President
having issued these warnings on four occasions, not to make ‘em idle,
but to move in there and hit ‘em a good one in the gut somewhere where
they’ve never been touched before.

Connally: Mr. President, may I add one thought to what the Vice
President said? I think both from the standpoint a public voter sees it
and actions over there that a good part of it ought to precede your de-
parture from the United States. We ought to be preparing our own
propaganda offensive now, that you're going to China didn’t precipi-
tate all this, “cause this is the posture which our enemies here are go-
ing to play it, “If you hadn’t gone to China, they wouldn’t have
launched this offensive.” This, the propaganda offensive that ought to
be launched here at home now, is that this is another Tet. Westmore-
land’s the only man that I know of that’s really made a point of it.
Look, we ought to be saying it tomorrow, and the next day, and the
next day, long before people are conscious that you're leaving on what-
ever day it is in February. And so that when you do react, you're re-
acting to an offensive on their part that parallels what they did in the
Tet offensive in '68. It ought to be tied back in [unclear], so they’re pre-
pared and they’re going to do it and so forth. Otherwise, I think the
American press, our enemies in the press, are going to, frankly, lay it
to your door and just say, “Well, if you hadn't, prior to this Peking trip,
this wouldn’t have happened.”

Laird: Mr. President, can I add something to that? I want to make
a point here that I think is overlooked, and that is that I am confident
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that this will be a success as far as the South Vietnamese are concerned,
and I am confident that our program will hold. Now, they’re going to
lose the battle or two, but they’re doing nothing differently than they
did last year or the year before. The numbers are the—about the same.
Now, they’re going into a different area. They’re going into the B-3
Front and they will conduct a battle there, but let’s not forget that we
have done certain things for the last three years to build up the South
Vietnamese, to build up their capabilities. And I don’t believe that we're
going to be in a position where the South Vietnamese are going to get
such a bad, bloody nose that it’s going to be any kind of a defeat, in-
terpreted in that way here in the United States.

Agnew: But, no, if it looks like a failure—
Laird: It doesn’t help—

Agnew: —it doesn’t make a damn bit of difference how success-
ful it is—

Laird: It's very important, this one, but as far as the B-3 Front bat-
tle is concerned, we’ve got all the authorities we need for the B-3 Front
battle. I'm concerned about the next battle, maybe on down the road in
two or three months after you get back. We've got everything in place
to handle the B-3. When I got back in November, I made the report to
the President that, in that report, I anticipated the B-3 Front as the bat-
tle site, and at that time I went to the Joint Chiefs and asked them to
prepare the plans to defend on the B-3 Front. And we’ve been planning
for this since November. Now, we—everything that we have on the B-3
Front is in place right now. You can’t do a hell of a lot more on the B-3
Front. We’ve got a surge capability on our "52s, we have a surge capa-
bility on our tactical air, we have a surge capability as far as our naval
air is concerned. And if the President’'s—while the President is in China
that could be the major area of concern. Now, as far as the next offen-
sive is concerned, that’s a different problem, and that’s why I believe
that some standby authorities given to General Abrams in the area of
logistics support, knocking out these particular areas. I would limit
those authorities to him to go for a 2448 hour period, but three or four
times that he can do it, because then you can start the attack and you
can announce when it is over. He should choose the times when there
are logistic buildups up there so we can actually hit something, and you
do have to have good weather. I think that is needed and necessary.
That isn’t going to help the problem while you're in China, necessarily,
Mr. President. I think that should be understood around the table. Be-
cause the—that battle is pretty well-drawn, and if it comes—

Nixon: [clears throat] Well, you have a week then. That’s only a
week that we’re there, so the point is that—

Laird: But I just don’t want people to get too panicky about the
period of time that you're gone in China because those particular sup-
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plies and the combat personnel—I think Dick would have to agree with
that—that they’re in place on that front—

Connally: Look, Mel, I can’t understand, if all the supplies are in
place, all the personnel are in place, we obviously know that, we have
to know where they are—

Laird: And we're hitting ‘'em—

Connally: —are we hitting ‘em now?

Laird: All right. [unclear] what we’re doing there with the B-52s
and with the Tacair right now. We’ve got the best all-source intelligence
operation going on in the B-3 Front that we’ve ever had in the whole
history of this war. And I think it would be well to explain to you ex-
actly what we’re doing as far as hitting in there right now to—you’ve
got some—

Moorer: Here, take these—

Rogers: While they’re getting the charts out, though, Mel, your
comment doesn’t—is not inconsistent [with] what John said—

Connally: No. Not at all—

Rogers: We can make this, if we do what John suggested, and I
think we should, then if doesn’t come off or is not successful we can
say, “Well, hell, we anticipated it and we guarded against it and that’s
why it was unsuccessful.”

Laird: But I don’t want anyone around this table to think that by
hitting those places [unclear exchange] something to do with that fact,
because it will not.

Rogers: Everybody [unclear]—

Laird: And the problem that you have here is, you know, there are
a lot of people who seem kind of panicky around here each time that
you roll for four or five days. I happen to know. I sit down and I, I, I
love to take the heat for this stuff; it doesn’t bother me a bit. I've al-
ways said, Mr. President, publicly and all over, that I would recom-
mend—that never committed you—but I would recommend that we
blast hell out of them if they come across the DMZ.

Nixon: Oh, well, we’ve said that, too. The point that I make is that
you have that period when we’re back from China, the 28th of the
month or something like, that’s plenty of time to get that March and
April buildup. Don’t you think?

Laird: Oh, yes, sir.

Moorer: If I may make a point, sir? They’re always hard sell. The
problem of hitting these fleeting targets is nothing more than weather.
And so, it won’t be a matter of General Abrams discovering a supply
build-up or something of this kind. Anytime during the next three
months there will be targets, and if he has the visibility—if Tacair has
the visibility, so they can strike these trucks, these moving trucks, these
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temporary stockpiles, and so on—they will find productive targets any
time that the weather was suitable.

Connally: And they have authority to strike?

Moorer: And they have authority. Yes, sir. If they have the au-
thorities.

Connally: I'm asking, do they have the authority to strike—?

Nixon: They have it. They have it outside of North Vietnam. The
authority we’re arguing a bit, we're discussing now, is the authority to
go into North Vietnam—

Laird: The authority—
Moorer: That’s correct, sir—

Laird: The authority we are discussing is an authority which would
grant him, below the 18th or maybe up to the 20th in those pass areas,
to go after any logistic buildups. We’ve gone after them before.

Nixon: In the period, for example, in the five-day period after
Christmas, between Christmas and New Year’s. That was originally
authorized as a, basically, a two-day operation. Weather was lousy, so
they took it for two days and we extended it finally—well actually, it
was four days in turn, it was in total, but we extended it for two more
days.® The—what we're really talking about here is rather than having
the—rather than having these authorities in which you hit four days
at a time, which each day escalates the news story, is to have the au-
thority. If we give the authority, it might be extended over, say, what
as I understand it, is they want the authorities over a 30-day period to
hit for 24 hours, whenever the weather is good. In other words crack
‘em, crack ‘em, crack ‘em.

Laird: And that’s what I'd like—

Moorer: That would be more effective, sir—

Nixon: That’s a different—rather than—rather than attempting on
ad hoc basis, to say, “Well, now you can go for five days.” Well, those
five days may be the lousiest damn weather there is, so you wouldn’t
want to do it. And also the difficulty is that, again, when it’s contin-
ued over a period of time, unless there is enormous provocation, you
see, that’s more of a problem. On the other hand, if you follow your
intelligence reports, we’re having correct protective reaction strikes
every damn day right now, so you're hitting things. Incidentally, and
I understand, and I just want to be sure, that that’s being interpreted
very, very broadly.

© The President was referring to Operation Proud Deep Alpha, conducted Decem-
ber 26-30, 1971. During the operation U.S. aircraft flew 1,025 sorties against targets north
of the DMZ but south of the 20th parallel.
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Laird: I don’t know if they can, because they can’t interpret it any—
I've gone out and talked to Tom. Haven’t we given them the broadest
interpretation—?

Nixon: You see, the thing is they, they—there was a story here in
The New York Times to the effect, first, that after the period after Christ-
mas that we ordered these strikes for no military reason,” which was
not true, because as you remember, Mel, you came over, and some of
the Joint Chiefs said, “We’ve got to hit ‘em now.” Right?

Laird: Right.

Nixon: And because you were anticipating the B-3 buildup, right?

Laird: Right.

Nixon: Right. And that’s what we were trying to hit. And the sec-
ond point was that it was extended beyond the time that it was use-
ful, for no good reason. Well, the reason it was extended was because
you said the weather was bad, right?

Moorer: Yes, sir. [unclear]—

Nixon: The story was totally inaccurate.

Moorer: Those strikes were effective—

Nixon: It shows you the problems you've got. Huh?

Moorer: Those strikes were effective. We—

Nixon: Well, of course they were—

Moorer: We made the equivalent of 750 truckloads of supplies were
destroyed—

Nixon: That’s very—

Moorer: —and—

Nixon: That’s very worthwhile—

[25 seconds not declassified]

Nixon: When people ask, “What should we do to bear out the in-
dication of a practical use of a five-day strike?” We got through to 'em
pretty tough and all of our intercepts indicate that. They’ve arranged
to hit "em. We should put in some more, too. You have to see to it some
more—

Moorer: Yes, sir. I'll tell you, sir, what we have laid on an effort
here, not only against trucks coming down, but also against the infil-
tration by foot and bicycle, et cetera, that have been taking place, the

7 Nixon may be referring to the editorial entitled “Buying Time for What,” which
stated: “But there is no reason to believe that the renewed bombing can prevent, or even
long deter an all-out assault from the North.” (The New York Times, January 5, 1972,
p- 36) At the same time, practically all of the almost 100 stories in The New York Times
between December 25, 1971, and February 1, 1972, that report or editorialize on bomb-
ing North Vietnam did so within the context of the military intentions and impact of the
air attacks.
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several thousand that I indicated. And the B-52s near the An Khe area,
in the base areas that they are going to use, would use against the high-
lands, have been laid on quite heavily using these CBUs, which I men-
tioned to you is equivalent—I think that one B-52 strike would be about
130 hand grenades—130,000 hand grenades going off at one time. And
we do have indications, I believe, that everything’s effective against
the forces that are moving into the B-3 Front. So we’ve—we’ve been,
been working on those all right. I think an answer to add to the Vice
President’s question, the authorities that General Abrams has requested
would give him the latitude, certainly south of 18, to do something that
we haven’t done before. Of course, they think it would require some
action north of the 20th.

Nixon: How many—how many B-52s do we have at the present
time operating in this area—?

Moorer: 47, sir.

Nixon: 47? How many—how many do we have in the world?
Moorer: 450.

Nixon: How far away—?

Moorer: They aren’t all equipped. Some of them are renewed,
silent.

[unclear exchange]

Nixon: Well, I know that they're silent [unclear] anyway. What is
the situation with regard to the—where the rest of those are? How far
away are some of them? How many of them in Europe and other
places?

Moorer: Well, sir, the aircraft like this are currently operating in
Laos—in Thailand.

Nixon: [unclear] No, what I mean, is if we wanted to supplement
the forces.

Laird: We have additional in [unclear] now.

Moorer: And, additionally, it would be the bombing and [unclear].

Laird: Right now, we’re not flying as many B-52 sorties as we
could. Now, General Abrams has the authority to surge now. He has
chosen not to surge at this particular time. But he can surge now, and
he could surge from three to thirty days.

Nixon: Yeah. Yeah. To a certain extent, Mel, to a certain extent,
though, I just want to be sure I understand where the real danger it. Is
it the SIOP? Not now? The other danger is here—

Laird: You go there—

Nixon: We already have 40 regiments against 400, and I want to
see something on that. I know you're looking into it, but [unclear]. Be-
cause you talk about saturation up there, you have to hit everything
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that moves out there. You might, you might, you might get another
four or five hundred. When we really come down to it, I think we have
to make sure that the South Vietnamese are taking some casualties, but
their casualties are down this year as compared to last also. But, when
you really come down to it, when you look at the North Vietnamese—
I know we can’t agree on them, but they’re at least—when you look at
the North Vietnamese casualties, their numbers are probably exagger-
ated, but a great, great number of those are due to our military—our
air operations this spring.

Rogers: Tom, what if we operated our B-52 strikes from Thailand?
Would that be helpful in deterring this offensive?

Moorer: Well, that would certainly broaden the capabilities, par-
ticularly if we have problems here with—up in Long Tieng. The prob-
lem is it would push a couple of people to put in Thailand, for one
thing. But we’d have to increase the numbers, [unclear]. And, in addi-
tion, we have been—

Nixon: Put it in temporary duty?

[unclear exchange]

Moorer: And we could run the number of sorties up. We could do
1,200 a month now for one month, and then when the month runs out
then he’s—he can go back to his previous [unclear]—

Rogers: What I was thinking about is getting—getting a signal to
the enemy: we're getting ready, if you start something we will, we will
really move massively.

Laird: We can move, Bill—and I looked at this—we can move '52s
off of Guam into Thailand to carry on the surge now, and he can’t surge
now, but we’re not at that point yet. But we have the capability to take
some of those aircraft and retrofit them in Guam. You see, we have to
retrofit the aircraft and change them from nuclear weapons into this
type of bombing, which can be done. But we have aircraft in Guam
now that could be used at this particular moment.

Nixon: What about your carrier aircraft, Admiral? How many—I
mean, could you bring some down from the Sea of Japan to supple-
ment them? I mean, how many carriers do you have now operating
with Tacair?

Moorer: Three, sir. Let me run through this, if I may. Currently, as
this chart indicates, we have available more operating—>5,000 South
Vietnamese sorties a month. The U.S. Air Force is programmed for 6,700
and the Navy for 3,300. That gives us a total of 15,000 Tacair sorties
and 1,000 B-52s, 33 a day. Now, in-country we have the capability to
assume we take certain actions for 60 to 90 days to stay, by increasing
the numbers this much, up to 17,540, and surging the B-52s to 1,200.
Now, this 540 is the result of a plan I made, which would move
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aircraft from Clark Air Force Base in the Philippines down to Thailand.
It would give us 18 additional—

Nixon: Are they A-1s? A-1s?
Moorer: No, sir. They’re F-4s. F4s—

Nixon: Oh, F4s, that’s okay. Right. Right. You mean the small
planes?

Moorer: Yes, sir. Now, for 30 days where you would make an all-
out effort, but of course subsequent to those 30 days you’d have to
drop down considerably—

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: Now, we have the capability of about this many with the
three carriers that are there. Now, I've issued instructions for none of
those carriers to go north of Hong Kong.

Nixon: Where are those? You've got three carriers there in the area
now.® How many are other carriers do you have? How many are over
in Hawaii and others [unclear]? Could you get three more carriers out
there, for example? I'm just thinking.

Moorer: Yes, sir. Well, we've got the next one we’ve had on standby
is the Kitty Hawk. And she could—and we're giving her 10 days to get
out. She could move out and be out there in—by the end of the month,
sir.

Nixon: We're into this month. The end of which month?

Moorer: The end of this month, sir. Yes.

Nixon: The Kitty Hawk? Where’s the Kitty Hawk now?

Moorer: The Kitty Hawk is stationed on the West Coast.

Nixon: That’d give you four?

Moorer: That would give us four, and that would—

Nixon: What about the one that’s up there around Korea?

Moorer: No, sir, we have all three of them down south.

Laird: All three, yes—

Moorer: Three of them on—

Nixon: So, if you had—you could—you couldn’t do—I'm just try-
ing to—

Moorer: Yes, sir. We could send one more. We could send one more
carrier, and—

Nixon: And have this, particularly the Kitty Hawk. I'd like to see
a, see a contingency on that one.

Laird: Yes, sir.

8 The USS Constellation, the USS Coral Sea, and the USS Hancock.
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Moorer: Yes, sir. And then of course the next step would be, if we
needed more tactical air, would be to take the F—4s from either Oki-
nawa or South Korea and move them down. And, so those are the al-
ternatives we have. But we have right now, subject to making this call
to deployment from the Philippines, a surge capability of 21,500 for 30
days. At that point, we would put all three carriers in the Tonkin Gulf
and run them up to 5,300. The Kitty Hawk will add another 1,600 sor-
ties to this number.

Laird: We probably wouldn’t ever use that many sorties, Mr. Pres-
ident, but we do have the capability. I think it's—

Nixon: You’d have to get a real break on the weather.
Laird: We could double.

Nixon: Or—let me put it this way: when we think in terms of 24-
hour strikes, you get just as much heat for 50 as you do for 5,000, if it’s
for 24 hours. If you expand it to five days, then the heat is enormous.
In other words, the point that I would like, what I think we need a con-
tingency plan after all, because [—remember we once talked about this
before, the contingency plan, I remember, Henry, we talked about ear-
lier—I said: “Be ready that when there’s a window you can give them
a hell of a sock. Then get in, get out, and then say it’s over.” Remem-
ber, we talked about this? Mel, you've got to have it there ready to give
‘em the hell of a sock, rather than just dribbling it out, you know, and
running over and dropping it on the combat troops, if the weather’s
bad. That happens, too.

Laird: We can do that—

Nixon: More Air Medals are made that way.

Laird: We can do that, Mr. President. [unclear] And I just—I don’t
think we’ll ever go as many sorties even on a good day as we can find
on a surge basis. But we can do it. The B-52s are the ones that are lim-
ited as far as their surge to 30 days. The others can surge up to 60 to
90 days.

Moorer: Incidentally, [unclear]—

Nixon: The '52s can move from what, from 42?

Laird: Well, we can go up to about 40 sorties a day.

Nixon: Right now, the number of '52s?

Kissinger: Unless you increase the total number of planes there,
you cannot reach the point that the President is making for 24 to 48
hours.

Laird: We can with three carriers there. We’ve never had three car-
riers there before—

Kissinger: The way you get the surge capability is to increase
the daily average and then that gives you a higher total at the end
of the month. But if you want to put everything into one day or two



64 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

days you need more airplanes there, because there’s no way you can
[unclear]—

[unclear exchange]

Nixon: The possibility of a one-day mission. If we think about the
real problems of this war, public relations-wise and the rest, I suppose
many books will be written about it in the future, I hope that perhaps
maybe—maybe it will come out all right. But, if you look at the prob-
lems we must remember that—and I don’t think it’s a criticism of peo-
ple who have to take care of all of the decisions, but it was the grad-
ual escalation, day after day, failing to use maximum force at a
maximum point in time, that gradual escalation takes away all the
strength that we had. It didn’t have the effect. It—it had, like water
dropping on a rock, it destroyed the American support for the damn
war. Now, as far as the American people were concerned, if we do
something and do it not gradually—to them the theory of gradualism
in war has always been wrong, totally wrong. It’s this tit for tat crap.
The only—the only thing to do if the other guy gives you a, you know,
a slap on the wrist, is you kick him in the groin. That’s, that’s one the-
ory. You know, that’s what we’ve got to do here—

Agnew: Mr. President, Henry, you're talking now—you were talk-
ing about flexibility, but you're limiting your flexibility [unclear]. But
the point I was trying to make before is that the flexibility that is re-
ally going to be valuable is the flexibility—

Nixon: That’s a plus—

Agnew: —[unclear] something new that’s going to shock these
people.

Nixon: Well we have a few places [unclear] and yet they were sur-
prised. But I know exactly what you mean there. We—we wanted—

Moorer: Incidentally, it’s the first time we’ve been up to 20 degrees
since the November '68 stand-down—

[Omitted here is discussion of inhibiting the flow of supplies to
the Communist forces in South Vietnam, South Viethamese morale, and
President Thieu’s appointment of new division commanders to im-
prove ARVN performance.]

Nixon: The point that you should make, of course, that everyone
should make out there, is that putting it in its coldest terms: South Viet-
nam should get demoralized if they concluded that the peacenik por-
tions in this country led to not just an American withdrawal, but led
to withdrawal of our aid programs—

Bunker: Oh, yes.

Nixon: —military and economic, in the future, which is their real
objective.

Bunker: Yes.
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Rogers: Yeah.

Nixon: Now, the revelation of our peace initiative has bought a lit-
tle time in that respect. The Congress, I mean the jackasses who are
ready to go off on another one of their kicks, not just a withdrawal
date, but to cut aid, cut sorties, and cut everything else. I think if the
point could be strongly made, that public support at the moment,
which is reflected in Congressional support, support which is in turn
reflected in the appropriations, is more solid than it has been for a long
time—

Bunker: Yeah. Yes.

Nixon: And therefore they can have confidence that they’re going
to continue to have economic and military aid so that they will be able
to fight the enemy. That’s the key point—

Bunker: Yes. Yes.

Nixon: —if they take the long view.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: Then, of course, you have the short problem, the short view
problem. That’s what you're addressing [unclear]. There you say they
think they’re ready for it.

Bunker: Yes, sir.
Nixon: They’re not frightened to death of them, huh?
Bunker: No.

Nixon: I don’t think they would feel ready if, as I say, if I had an
air force and a navy, and short communication lines up against an en-
emy with a long communication line, no air force, and no navy. Good
God, if they aren’t building morale now, what can? They never, they
can’t make it alone, can they, if they cannot at this time? Do you agree
Admiral?

Moorer: Yes, sir. I think this is a critical test of leadership—

Nixon: Good. It’s pretty good, pretty good odds on their side.

Laird: They’ve gone from 2—a little under, about 200 attack air-
craft to over 1,000 that they’re operating, in a period of 24 months.

Nixon: Who? The South Vietnamese?

Laird: The South Vietnamese.

Nixon: On their own? On their own. That’s right—

Laird: No, I—I, I just feel that, Mr. President, that we have accom-
plished something here in giving these people this capability, and I don’t
want them to get into a panic situation. I want to do everything we can
to protect them, but I don’t want to give the impression, as far as this
country is concerned, particularly in view of the—I've got to testify be-
fore the Congress. Maybe everything is all right, but I'll tell you it’s not
going to be easy to get that economic aid through for Vietnam.
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Nixon: Sure.

Laird: It’s a tough damn problem right now. We’re $300 million
light right at the present time. Maybe others think that the atmosphere
has changed and that we can get these—this money through easily, but
it hasn’t changed as far as the damn gut questions in those commit-
tees. Look at this last action of the Senate, just this last week. Those
people are in there and sometimes I think our people aren’t being tough
enough on this thing, but by God, they’d gut us. On the—they really
gave us a gut shot this week on economic aid on Vietnamization. We've
got to get that money back somehow, and it’s not easy.

Nixon: That'’s right.

Laird: It's going to be a tough, hard, rough fight, and they’re try-
ing to take everything out of my budget and put it over in the AID ad-
ministration, now, up there on the Hill; the Fulbrights, the Mansfields,
and the rest of them. I'll tell you, if it gets out of this Defense budget,
the Vietnamization program is down the drain in 73 and '74, because
the only thing that keeps us going is that it’s in the Defense budget,
not over there in the AID budget. That’s the only thing that keeps it
going. You know that, don’t you?

Rogers: Yeah, for sure. Yeah. We all agree. You bet.

[Omitted here is discussion of strengthening and enlarging the
South Vietnamese Air Force and the augmentation of U.S. air and naval
forces in the theater.]

Nixon: The thing we have to bear in mind is that, the point that
was made earlier, that if this offensive is one that was as far as the
North Vietnamese is concerned, it isn’t about China and it isn’t about
Russia. It’s about South Vietnam.

Moorer: Absolutely.

Nixon: It was going to come, it was inevitable, and they’re going
to try to get on top. From the standpoint of the offensive, it will have—
if it’s a failure—it will have a massive effect on them. It will have a mas-
sive effect on them because they will have failed not against the United
States, although we will, of course, have helped a great deal in the air,
but they will have failed against the ARVN, for whom they claim to
have great contempt. Under these circumstances then, they then have
to look at their hole card. And, so, as we see this offensive, the one that
will come in February, or at least that’s anticipated, then the one that
will come later in March and in April, we must realize that this—must
know the North Vietnamese will come if they feel, after we're out, they
can make it. And, if they fail they’re going to have to look very, very
closely to what their options are. If they succeed, [unclear]—

The other point that should be made is this: That we don’t want to
do anything that is stupid. We don’t want to do anything that unnec-
essarily exacerbates our public in this country, the ugly youth. We must
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realize that as support for what we’re doing—or, shall we put it, as the
level of criticism of what we do escalates, it encourages the enemy. And
therefore we don’t want that to happen, to the extent that we can mit-
igate it. On the other hand, we must also realize that in terms of a—of
getting ourselves into a position where we can react very strongly to
enemy offensive action, we have not been in a better position to do so
for a long time. The American people will understand for two reasons:
one, because American ground forces are not involved, and therefore
we won't have all that on television; and, second, because of the peace
proposal having been made, and having been rather generally sup-
ported, and having been reacted to by a step-up in the military. So un-
der these circumstances, we’re now in a position for a period of time
which could pass. It might pass in 60 days, it might pass in 30 days. It
will last for a period of time where the action we’ve taken, we can take,
or the level of activity, is in the air. That’s what we're talking about.

Moorer: Right, sir.

Nixon: It would be much greater than it otherwise would be. Now,
we’ll look—do you want to look at the contingency plan in terms—be-
cause it is well to give enormous discretion, because there may be a
day or a time when something very sensitive may be discussed on the
diplomatic front. It might be, for example, one of the reasons you don’t
give them just a blank [unclear] in this thing is that who knows? Maybe
not too good a chance, but it could be. But who knows whether or not,
perhaps, there can be some nibble in the negotiating. If there is—I'm
just using that as an example—you have to be in a position to know
whether you want to do it at that time or at another time. That’s what
we have to do; we can’t go flat-footed. On the other hand, when we
see other contingency plans, let’s see not only what the North, but the
South Vietnamese we’ve got, who have been trained, but they’re still
somewhat ignorant in terms of modern warfare is concerned, what they
have asked for, what General Abrams asked for, but also what the
CINCPAC, the Joint Chiefs, and the rest have come up with as to what
we can do to that we are not doing. That’s why I want to see the Kitty
Hawk, we want to see more B-52s, we want to see A-1s, anything that
you think.

[unclear exchange]

Nixon: Just a minute. Maybe, maybe, maybe we won't do any of
them, but maybe we’ll do all of them. And, also, in terms of the tar-
geting thing, we’ve gone over this before. I think we’ve got two or three
plans I know on that issue. I think we’ve got a pretty good range of
targets, including the ones you mentioned, but we’ll take another look
at the targets, too. Because [unclear] those—if the level of enemy ac-
tivity is such, and the timing is right, and the weather is dry, we can
do quite a bit.
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Moorer: Yes, sir, and the most—

Nixon: And we thoroughly intend to do so. The main thing we all
have to understand here, is that the greatest miscalculation the North
Vietnamese make is that we will pay, on our part, an exorbitant price
because of the political situation in the United States. That’s not true.
Because there’s one determination I've made: we’re not going to lose
out there. I determined that long ago. We wouldn’t have gone into
Cambodia; we wouldn’t have gone into Laos, if we had not made that
determination.” If politics is what was motivating what we were do-
ing, I would have declared, immediately after I took office in January
of 1969, that the whole damn thing was the fault of Johnson and
Kennedy, it was the “Democrats’ War,” and we’re ending it like Eisen-
hower ended Korea, and we’re getting the hell out, and let it go down
the tube. We didn’t do that. We didn’t do it, because politically, what-
ever, it would have been wrong for the country, wrong for the world,
and so forth and so on, but having come this long way and come to
this point, the United States is not going to lose. And that means we
will do what is necessary. But we can’t do it in terms of pusillanimous
planning and options that are inadequate. So, we want to see what you
have. [unclear]

Agnew: Don't just write it for the record.

Nixon: No, I know we’re going to write all of this stuff out. We’ll
ask for all this, you know, turn down this story that appeared in The
New York Times."® [unclear] I don’t think anybody else sitting in this
chair would have ordered Cambodia or Laos. If we hadn’t had Cam-
bodia or Laos or our casualties would be a hundred a week today rather
than—

Helms: At least.

Nixon: —five. So my point is, even with the election facing us,
even with the diplomatic initiatives we have, we, we have to win it.
We have to be sure we don’t lose here for reasons that affect China.
They affect Russia. They affect the Mideast. They affect Europe. That’s
what this is all about. Now, having said all that, we—we don’t want
to be dumb about it; that’s really what it gets down to, because we
have a very delicate public opinion situation in this country. And the—
at the moment, it’s a little quieter, but they’ll stir up again.

Rogers: Mr. President, I'd like, on that score, also, I think if you
could impress on President Thieu—he probably knows it, but, as Tom

? Nixon was referring first to the Cambodian incursion and the American-South
Vietnamese sweep into Cambodia that began on April 29 and ended on June 30 and then
to Lam Son 719.

10Tt is unclear to which story in The New York Times the President was referring.
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says, this is a critical test. And even if it looks, after this is over with,
that we had to come to his rescue, it’s going to cause us trouble get-
ting him additional economic and military aid for him. If he comes out
of this looking as if Vietnamization is working, if he is successful, that’s
going to help us in our future.

Laird: That’s going to help us a lot.

Rogers: It's damned important for him to fully understand that—
Bunker: He understands that. There’s no question—

Nixon: He’s got to win this on his own.

Bunker: That’s right—

Nixon: That’s right. And, incidentally, as far as our own activities
are concerned, do everything. But, fire every goddamn PRO officer in
the Defense Department. Don't talk about it, just do it. You know? Let
them in there, but don’t say we had so many sorties and all this thing.
Let the ARVN—if the ARVN pulls this off, let them have the credit. It’s
very important that they get the credit. Not our B-52s, not our A-1s,
not directly. Let’s do it, but let’s be sure that the ARVN in this instance
gets the credit. We'll get the blame if it fails, but we want them to get
the credit. That, also, is very important in terms of your getting the
dough for [unclear].

Laird: Yes.

Moorer: At the same time I think we ought to be prepared for Ron
Ziegler and the others to—

Nixon: Yeah.
Moorer: —straighten out the record, because—
Nixon: Oh, I know—

Moorer: —I can already see the press is going to try to frame this,
you know, pose this as a North Vietnamese victory, no matter how it
comes out.

Nixon: I know.
Rogers: Yeah.

Nixon: Yes. Every, every, every yard of ground that is lost, every
hamlet that is captured, every provincial town that may fall will be—
that’s part of it. That’s true. And you have the situation, the rather
ironic situation—you think of World War I and World War II, and even
Korea—remember the Inchon landing—whenever our side won, good
God, it was front page and everybody was cheering. It was great. Now,
whenever our side wins it’s with the corset ads, and whenever—any
time the enemy does anything good, big, “Wow that’s great.” [unclear]
We, we have that situation, you know. We all know. You're absolutely
right about that. But that’s all right. Let me say, the important thing in
the long run, though, is to win. The important thing—I'm not going
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to—the propaganda will hurt for a while and, sure, there’ll be—what
Mel has described as spectaculars and the rest, and we don’t want to
be Pollyannaish about it. Say, “Yeah. This is a hell of a battle. Many
battles have been lost.” And just to leave it in the proper context, the—
all of you students of military history, I mentioned it before here, re-
member March 21st, the period of World War I was the greatest [un-
clear]. Let’s talk about it. It was supposed to be an enormous defeat.
General Joffre was disgraced as a result of it and retired, and, yet, his-
torically, when you look at the fact that in the week, in the two weeks
of that battle, they lost 400,000 and the Germans lost 400,000. It was
the first time they lost so many to the other side. The Germans lost the
war because of that battle, because he put everything he had in there
and it didn’t break." And so—and so the most important thing here is
to remember the headlines may be bad but we will have lost—to hell.
How many times have we lost Cambodia? Good God, I mean, if you
look at CBS over the past year—I was looking at it—there have been
at least 30 broadcasts that said Phnom Penh’s going to fall. It hasn’t
fallen. Maybe it will, but the point is we, we’ve got to face the propa-
ganda. But, we're talking about just being sure that we’re doing every-
thing we can to see that the ARVN comes through.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to Nixon’s concluding
statement.]

! Despite inaccuracies in his statement, the President was apparently making refer-
ence to General Sir Douglas Haig, Commander-in-Chief of the British Expeditionary Force,
and to the Battle of the Somme (July 1-November 18, 1916). Because of the huge casual-
ties suffered in the battle (420,000 British—almost 60,000 on the first day; 200,000 French;
and as many as 600,000 German), Haig received heavy criticism then and later. Others,
most notably U.S. Army General John J. Pershing, argued that the battle considerably weak-
ened the German army and contributed substantially to its surrender in 1918. Haig was
promoted from general to field marshal in 1917 and after the war became commander-in-
chief of the home forces. In 1919 he was raised to the peerage as Earl Haig.
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14. Conversation Among President Nixon, the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger), and the
Ambassador to South Vietnam (Bunker)'

Washington, February 3, 1972.

[Omitted here is discussion of U.S.-Indian relations, Senator
Muskie’s speech about Vietnam, and South Vietnamese morale.]

Nixon: One thing we're hitting on, I think you should know, the—
this—don’t say this to anybody—

Bunker: No.

Nixon: —beyond this meeting.

Bunker: No.

Nixon: But, we’ve ordered the extra carrier in.

Bunker: Oh, good.

Nixon: In our briefing. We've ordered more B-52s in.

Bunker: No, I was going to—

Nixon: We’ve ordered A-1—A-1s, and everything. Now, inciden-
tally, I just want to—I think you’ve got to put it toughly. Well, I'll see
Moorer today. I would just double the number of '52s if necessary, what-
ever is necessary, so there’s one hell of a show. We’ve got 400. I know
a lot of them have to be refitted, or whatever we have to do, but get
them the hell over there, right now. Let’s have an awesome show of
strength. Now, between now and the time we return from China, we
cannot hit the North.

Bunker: No—

Nixon: Nor will I. On the other hand, we can dump everything
we’ve got on the South.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: And I think that—that it seemed to me [unclear] when
Moorer came in, from a military standpoint, if they hit in there, our
[MR-] 3 area, or whatever it’s called, that this saturation bombing over
there is bound to kill a hell of a lot of people.

Kissinger: Well, Mr. President, a lot of this argument about targets
is phoney, because when they know they have X number of sorties,
they gear the targets to the sorties. When they have more planes, they’ll
find—they’ll waste a few bombs. If they—

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval
Office, Conversation 665-3. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is
part of a larger conversation, 10:53-11:33 a.m.
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Nixon: Yeah?

Kissinger: There’s got to be somewhere in a definable area they’re
going to attack.

Bunker: Yes. Sure.

Nixon: You mean, in other words, having them be—I’d like to see—

Kissinger: If you have more B-52s—

Nixon: I'd like to see Moorer and Abrams concentrate on just
bombing. [unclear] If they’re going to have a battle in a certain area,
and they know where the North Vietnamese are, saturate it. Just satu-
rate it. Remember that personnel bomb? Don’t you think so?

Kissinger: I think so.

Nixon: Instead of screwing around trying to hit a milk truck one
time, or, oh, a buffalo the next time, or—you know, some of this bomb-
ing is silly. Utterly silly.

Bunker: Yes, sir. Yes. And the—this B-52 bombing, you know, af-
fects the enemy morale tremendously.

Nixon: Yeah, that’s what I understand.

Bunker: Yeah, oh yes. And also, Mr. President, as I said yesterday,
they’ve done a increasingly good job on this interdiction.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Bunker: The trucks they get in, the input—the throughput, it’s a
small proportion of the input. They’ve done a fine job on this. This—
on this question of bombing with more B-52s, the bombing of these
SAM sites becomes important. And one thing that both General Abrams
and [—

Nixon: Um-hmm?

Bunker: [unclear]—

Nixon: Um-hmm?

Bunker: —we could get authority to bomb these SAM sites. Now,
the authority is for—to bomb them when they fire at aircraft—

Nixon: I saw that.

Bunker: —when the radar’s locked on. But, the problem is that’s,
that’s late to start attacking them.

Nixon: Right.

Bunker: And the other problem is weather. You've got to see them.
Now, you'll sometimes only get an hour a day—

Nixon: Well, my point is, Henry, I think protection and reaction
should include the right of the—and Abrams is not going to do some-
thing, do something utterly stupid—the right to hit the SAM sites.

Bunker: Clearly—

Nixon: Nothing—protective-reaction should include preventive-
reaction.
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Kissinger: I think—
Nixon: [unclear]

Kissinger: I think the way to handle it, Mr. President—I haven’t
had a chance to talk to Ellsworth, yet—is that, one, is to give them a
blanket authority. That has the disadvantage—

Nixon: It'll get out.

Bunker: Definitely.

Kissinger: —of getting out and also—
Nixon: Yeah.

Kissinger: —of—it’s doing that, something when we are in China.
The other is, right now they can only hit when the radar is locked on—

Nixon: Yeah.

Kissinger: —and that’s very restrictive because that means that the
plane which is in trouble also has to fire. The third possibility is to say
that Abrams can hit any SAM site that has locked on, even if it is no
longer locked on. In other words, if a—and—

[unclear exchange]
Nixon: Would that broaden it up—?

Kissinger: —and use high explosives, too. Right now they can use
only Shrikes.

Bunker: It—this is one thing we would like to do.

[unclear exchange]

Bunker: Here are these locations of the SAM sites here.”?
Nixon: Have all of these fired at some time on our planes?
Bunker: No. Now, but they’'ve—but we’ve located it.
Nixon: Yeah?

Bunker: That mean is their range. So, the B-52s have got to keep
out of this.

Nixon: Yeah, I see.

Bunker: And what, what Abrams would like to have is authority
to bomb these SAM sites within the 19 nautical miles of the border.

Nixon: Hmm.
Bunker: You see? [unclear]
Nixon: [unclear]

Kissinger: Could he knock it off while we’re in China? And not to
hit [unclear]—

Bunker: Oh, yes. Yes.

2 Bunker was apparently pointing to a map.
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Nixon: Could he do it now, though?

Bunker: He could do it now, and he can stop.

Nixon: I don’t think they should be doing it while we’re in China.
Bunker: No, no.

Nixon: The only thing in China, it should only be protective
reaction—

Kissinger: But couldn’t—?

Nixon: —in the technical sense, but right now, counteractions are
to be stopped—

Kissinger: But couldn’t we stage it, as long as we in this room
agree, and on the grounds that they have fired, rather than—

Nixon: I want him to say—no. No. What he [unclear]—
Kissinger: Or that they have—

Nixon: He is to say, we—he is to call all of these things “protec-
tive reaction.”

Kissinger: Right.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: Just call it “protective reaction.”

Bunker: That’s what it is, really.

Nixon: Tell that to him, because preventive reaction—

Bunker: [unclear]—

Nixon: I am simply saying that we expand the definition of pro-
tective reaction to mean preventive reaction, where a SAM site is con-
cerned. And I think that, but let’s be sure that anything that is done
there it’s best to call an ordinary protective reaction. Who the hell’s go-
ing to say that they didn't fire?

Kissinger: No, but could they stop from blabbing it at every bloody
briefing?

Bunker: Yes, absolutely—

Nixon: Yeah. Why do we have to put—? You tell him I don’t want
it put out any more.

Bunker: Right.

Nixon: Tell him—I want you to tell Abrams when you get back,
he is to tell the military not to put out extensive briefings with regard
to our military activities from now ’til we get back from China. Do it,
but don't say it.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: Goddamnit, he can do that.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: Because, goddamnit, these PRO officers blab.

[unclear exchange]
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Bunker: Yeah, sure, and, you see, Mr. President, there are about—
the enemy has about 168 SAM sites. They’ve got some in southern Laos,
three in southern Laos, now. Now, they’ve got about 28 of them
manned, but they can move these anywhere within six hours from one
site to another, and that’s what they do.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Bunker: [unclear]—

Nixon: Henry, we need—

Bunker: The B-52s are very vulnerable.

Nixon: If we lose a '52, I'll never forgive myself for not knocking
those sites out. [unclear]

Kissinger: I have no problem with it.

Nixon: All right. Your problem is you don’t want it done while
we're in China? Is that it?

Kissinger: I don’t want it done—

Nixon: [unclear]

Kissinger: —from the 17th, from the time you leave—
Nixon: Yeah.

Bunker: Yup, until you get back.

Kissinger: —until you get back.

Nixon: All right, between now and the 17th—
Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: —you work out the authority.

Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: He can hit SAM sites, period. Okay?
Kissinger: Right.

Nixon: But he is not to build it up publicly for the duration [un-

clear]. And, if it does get out, to the extent it does, he says it’s a pro-
tective reaction strike.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: He is to describe it as protective reaction, and he doesn’t
have to spell out that they've struck. After all, it is a SAM site, a pro-
tective reaction strike against a SAM site. As you know, when we
were hitting the [Mu] Gia Pass and the rest, we’d call that protective
reaction—

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: —and then bomb the hell out of a lot of other stuff.
Bunker: Sure.

Nixon: Okay?

Bunker: Sure.

Nixon: So what we want is protective reaction. Fair enough?
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Kissinger: Fair enough.
Nixon: So he’s got about two weeks—about ten days, now—
Bunker: Yes.

Nixon: —to [unclear]. From the 17th until the first of March, he’s
dead—

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: —as far as North Vietnam is concerned. But then tell him
to get those damn bombers and start hitting something in South Viet-
nam, and hit it good. Yeah?

Bunker: Yeah, sure. In the B-3 Front, and, of course, in Laos, too.

Nixon: Yeah. In the B-3 Front, and Laos, and don’t forget Cam-
bodia. There’s something to hit there—

Bunker: Yeah. Yeah.
Nixon: Knock the bejeezus out of it.
Bunker: Yeah. Right.

Nixon: Now, the other thing, Henry, that we have to remember
when we talk to Moorer about the DMZ: we are not going to hit across
the DMZ until after we get back from China.

Kissinger: Oh—

Nixon: [unclear]—

Kissinger: —no.

Nixon: That'’s a silly thing to have—
Kissinger: No, I think—

Nixon: —we bomb the road [unclear]—

Kissinger: I have no problem with hitting on the northern side of
the DMZ.

Nixon: Will you—

Kissinger: I mean—

Nixon: Yeah?

Kissinger: —short of the border.

Nixon: That’s what I meant. I think we should cover the whole
DMZ. Now, would you make that in our—in the talk with Moorer this
afternoon?

Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: And, at least, let’s blunt that offensive a bit. You know?
They’ve said, “Well, we can hit the road, but [unclear].” It’s a lot—I
agree they can fix the road up quickly, but it’s more difficult if you hit
it all the time.

Kissinger: Well, yeah. It's—that’s—

Nixon: Also, if the enemy knows you're only going to hit south of
that dividing line, they can all be in a perfect sanctuary north of it. So
hit it.
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Kissinger: I don’t think—I don’t know what Ellsworth believes—
that they will attack in I Corps before the middle of March.

Bunker: I think, I think that’s about it, yes. Maybe the first of March
on. The weather gets better then.

Nixon: Well, we're going to be back—

Bunker: Sometime in March. No, I think that’s—oh, sure. Yeah.
Sure. Well, thatll be fine, I think. It’s great.

Nixon: We will see that the authorities are adequate. I can assure
you that the authorities will be adequate. We will see that more planes
are put in there, and carriers. Goddamm it, they should have asked for
more planes and carriers. Henry, I don’t understand the military.

Kissinger: Mr. President, if you hadn’t been at the briefing yester-
day, that thing was sort of fixed to lead you to the opposite conclusion,
but—

Nixon: Oh, I know that we were doing everything we could.

Bunker: Now, I thought it was great. I got tremendously encour-
aged from—when you moved in on it, I must say.

Nixon: Well, they have to do it. Now we—but I'm just concerned
that we haven’t—well, the one carrier, it’s got to be on its way now,
you know. [unclear]

Kissinger: It will be there before the end of the month.
Nixon: Okay.

Bunker: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: Which is about as fast as they can get it there—
Nixon: Full speed.

Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: Because they go out there and get ready, then boy. And
those little Naval pilots can hit better than the Air Force pilots, too, you
know. They really know how to target—

Bunker: They’'re good. Yes.
Nixon: They’re fantastic.

Kissinger: And they discover targets once you—once they’ve got
the plane. That’s the question of priorities.

Bunker: Yeah.
Nixon: Explain that again.

Kissinger: Right now, they’ll always tell you they’re hitting every
target they get. But, they also know that they have certain limitations.

Nixon: Oh, I see.

Kissinger: So—

Nixon: So, if they’ve got more planes, they’ll find more targets?
Kissinger: That’s my guess—
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Bunker: Yeah.

Kissinger: —what do you think?

Bunker: Yeah, that’s for sure.

Kissinger: And for the next three months, we are better off wast-
ing bombs—

Nixon: Yeah.

Kissinger: —than we—

Nixon: Well, I would very much like to have in the B-3 Front—if
that’s what it’s called—I'd really like to have some saturation bomb-
ing now. I mean, just take—take it off of everything else, and for a cou-
ple of nights, just bomb the bejeezus out of where they’d invade. There
are two or three divisions there.

Bunker: Yeah.

Nixon: They’ve pinned them. We ought to be able to just frighten
the hell out of them—

[Omitted here is discussion of the use of B-52s in Laos to defend
Long Tieng, the effect of B-52 bombing on enemy morale, improvements
in South Vietnamese combat effectiveness, the achievement of the Lam
Son operation of 1971, and a residual U.S. force in South Vietnam.]

15. National Security Decision Memorandum 149’

Washington, February 4, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of Defense

SUBJECT
Additional Authorities for Southeast Asia

As a result of the February 2, 1972 meeting of the National Secu-
rity Council® during which options designed to establish maximum
readiness in Southeast Asia during the period February-June 1972 were
considered, the President has directed that the Secretary of Defense un-
dertake the following actions:

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-230, National Security Council Decision Memoranda, NSDM
149. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. A copy was sent to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

2See Document 13.
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1. Add, as soon as possible, one additional carrier to the three cur-
rently available for operations in Southeast Asia.

2. Deploy additional B-52s to permit a sustained sortie rate of
about 1500 per month.

3. Deploy additional fighter bomber squadrons to Southeast Asian
bases. These deployments will be maintained in Southeast Asia until
the enemy offensive terminates. You are authorized to exceed the cur-
rent Thai manpower ceiling during this temporary deployment period.

4. Remove all existing sortie restrictions for both B-52 and tacti-
cal air missions during the current dry season in South Vietnam.’

The President has again reviewed the operating authorities re-
quested by General Abrams, and those which you authorized on Jan-
uary 26, 1972.* He wishes to give the field commander freedom of ac-
tion in dealing with the growing surface-to-air missile threat, and
therefore has decided that you should authorize fighter aircraft, in-
cluding Iron Hand, to strike any occupied SAM site and associated
equipment in North Vietnam that is located within 19 nautical miles
of the PMDL, and within 19 nautical miles of the North Vietham/
Laotian border as far north as 19 nautical miles above the Mugia Pass.
This authority should become effective as soon as the enemy offensive
commences but not prior to March 1, 1972 and only after final clear-
ance with the President. Further, to insure that the enemy is not per-
mitted to build up his logistical or military posture in the DMZ north
of the PMDL, you should authorize air strikes into the northern por-
tion of the DMZ whenever the field commander determines that the
enemy is using the area in preparation for attack in the south.

The President has asked that you provide him with an updated
report of the specific actions taken or underway in response to this de-
cision memorandum. In addition, the President requests that you pro-
vide him with a detailed report on authorities which have already been
given to General Abrams and which should be subsequently consid-
ered for his approval. Finally, the President requests that you provide
for his review outline plans for the conduct of air operations against
North Vietnam as discussed during the February 2 meeting of the Na-
tional Security Council.

Henry A. Kissinger

% In message 3927 to McCain and Abrams, February 5, Moorer informed them of
the detailed directives he had issued to carry out NSDM 149. In addition, Moorer wrote
the following: “I assure you that your requirements, evaluations and recommendations
are being brought to the attention of our commander-in-chief who is giving Southeast
Asia much personal attention despite his many activities elsewhere.” (National Archives,
RG 218, Records of the Chairman, Records of Thomas Moorer, Box 68, JCS Out General
Service Messages, January 1972)

4See Document 10 and footnote 2 thereto.
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16. Editorial Note

On April 15, 1969, after a North Korean aircraft shot down a USAF
EC-121 reconnaissance aircraft over the Sea of Japan, Secretary of De-
fense Melvin R. Laird unilaterally suspended the flights and then failed
to inform the White House. According to the memoirs of the Presi-
dent’s Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs, Brigadier Gen-
eral Alexander M. Haig:

“The White House learned about Laird’s unfathomable action only
by breaking down, with great difficulty, a Pentagon stone wall composed
of delays, excuses, and obfuscation. Finally, we learned the truth. Nixon
ordered the immediate resumption of the flights, but three weeks elapsed
before the EC-121s were flying again. A vivid and probably ineradica-
ble impression of presidential indecision and vacillation had been
planted in the minds of our adversaries.” (Haig, Inner Circles, page 208)

Rather than bringing Laird in and, as Haig put it, “reading him
the riot act,” President Richard M. Nixon instead told his Assistant for
National Security Affairs, Henry A. Kissinger, to see Laird. The Presi-
dent said: “I don’t want to see Laird. You talk to him. Tell him there’ll
be no more of this.” Haig believed that Laird took from this incident
the following lesson: “Laird was a worldly man, and he knew who had
won this round and who had lost, and he knew that he did not have
to listen to mere messengers.” (Ibid., page 209)

Secretary Laird’s quasi-independent power base, rooted in his
years of service in the House of Representatives, combined with
Nixon’s non-confrontational style of leadership (according to Kissinger,
the President “was almost physically unable to confront people who
disagreed with him; and he shunned persuading or inspiring his sub-
ordinates”; White House Years, page 482), made it necessary for the Pres-
ident’s senior advisers on national security issues to find ways to work
around the Secretary. Perhaps anticipating such an approach, Laird es-
tablished a bureaucratic defense against it as early as September 12,
1969. On that day, he sent a memorandum on “Processing White House
Requests” to all senior officials in the Department of Defense. It reads
as follows:

“From time to time requests bearing the ostensible imprimatur of
the President will be transmitted from the White House to officials in
the Department of Defense. No execution of such orders will be initi-
ated until a check has been made with the Secretary of Defense or the
Deputy Secretary of Defense. I would be pleased if you take those steps
necessary to insure that such a procedure is followed.” (Memorandum
from Laird to Secretaries of the Military Departments, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Director of Defense Research and Engineering, As-
sistant Secretaries of Defense, and Directors of Defense Agencies, Sep-
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tember 12, 1969, attached to Moorer Diary, April 3, 1972; National
Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman)

Although the memorandum, and later amendments to it, made
things difficult for Kissinger and Haig, they were able to work around
Laird on most Vietnam issues. In large measure, this was because of
the attitude and approach of Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs.

On February 1, 1972, in a telephone conversation, Moorer related
to Haig the substance of an exchange he had had with Kissinger on
January 24:

“I told him about my conversation with HAK on our channel of
communications and that Laird has issued a directive and said noth-
ing would go out of the Pentagon to the White House without going
through him or Rush or Pursley. I said I am caught in the middle, the
President does not like it, he is going to have to talk to Laird. This is
an identical directive to the one he gave to Wheeler just before I re-
lieved him and Wheeler told me it was going to be a problem. I told
him that I talked to HAK and my first loyalty is to the President and
the orders he gives me are obeyed immediately. Laird just has to have
a directive. I told HAK that we could have a conversation between you
(Haig) and I every day on the secure telephone. I said I will not let any-
thing fall through the crack. Ehrlichman and Mitchell both told me that
the President wanted the channel kept open. I understand the feelings
over there but the feelings are the problems over here are pretty tight
also. The long-term implications are disastrous for the President and
the military. No doubt that the President is going to have to talk to
Laird about it.

“I said that any order from the President, of course, will be obeyed
from me regardless of Laird. Laird keeps saying things like ‘no won-
der I get scooped all the time, the White House knows more than I do.”
I think though that between us we can use our heads and work out
something until this storm passes.” (Moorer Diary, February 1, 6:29
p-m.; ibid.)

At a late afternoon White House meeting on February 3, attended
by the President, Kissinger, Assistant to the President H.R. Haldeman,
Moorer, and Deputy Assistant to the President Alexander Butterfield,
Admiral Moorer received permission to communicate directly with the
White House when necessary, especially on Vietnam war related is-
sues. Moorer drafted the following memorandum for the record the
next day, February 4:

“1. The President called me in to discuss the communications
channel between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the White House and em-
phasized that this frank exchange between the Commander-in-Chief
and the military forces must be in operation at all times.
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“2. He emphasized that we must provide the resources to MACV
in order to get over the difficult period facing us at this time. He said
that he recognized that there were influences in the OSD that wanted
to go in the other direction, but he was the Commander-in-Chief—he
had been elected whereas the others were not and, consequently, he
was going to take actions as necessary.

“3. He repeated what he said in the NSC meeting [February 2],
namely, he did not intend to lose in South Vietnam.

“4. At the conclusion of our discussion he asked me to submit pro-
posals for ensuring that we did have adequate military capability and
went on to say that he would like to see me frequently in order to be
kept up-to-date.” (Memorandum for the record, CJCS M-8-72, Febru-
ary 4, attached to Moorer Diary, February 4; ibid.)

Henceforth, Moorer and the White House frequently used this con-
fidential channel of communications, apparently without Laird’s
knowledge.

17. Transcript of a Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 5, 1972, 11:30 a.m.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to Vietnam.]

RN: Let me ask you one thing. This will be rejected by Haig and
the military because it is inconsistent with the traditional way of things.
And you may reject on the ground that Bunker, etc. rules it out. The
use of air power. When you study war—any war—the military are hor-
ribly conventional. They are basically interested in seeing that every-
thing is timed and can’t be responsible for anything that goes wrong.
My main point is this on the use of air power. What we are doing at
the present time is extremely routine—we send out a number of planes
and a number of [omission is in the original], so we routinely hit them

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone
Conversations, Box 13, Chronological File, February 5-10, 1972. No classification
marking.
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and do it better than ever because of lasers and better intelligence, but
on the other hand there might be something to be said for a stand-
down. I am speaking about the period before we return from China
and then have a day or two, weather permitting to concentrate in a
massive way everything we have got in say the B-3 area.

HAK: I think it is a good idea.

RN: My view is the Patton concept—his whole thing was concen-
tration in a certain area. We are not talking about that kind of thing
here. Step up the number of sorties and the number of [omission is in
the original]. For 48 hours we will hit everything in the B-3 area; every-
thing that might cripple the North Vietnamese and hurt their morale.

HAK: I agree.

RN: This was the Churchillian strategy. When I look at the vari-
ous battles—Hoffman disobeyed orders. We are not in a position to do
it on the ground with Americans. And the South Vietnamese don’t have
the guts.

HAK: They don’t have the resources. Laird hasn’t presented this
to you adequately. We haven’t given them any Phantoms or helo’s(?).

RN: This standdown has its points psychologically—they will
think they have to defend every place. Drop 3,000 tons in 24 hours on
the B-3 area. We want to get a division, not just a battalion.

HAK: But the papers will report a standdown.

RN: Can you get Haig thinking on this?

HAK: Haig is a very creative thinker. We will just tell the damn
military to have their own schedule. This is no problem.

RN: Abrams doesn’t think creatively.

HAK: No he is a shell.

RN: Give him this responsibility to see that carriers are moving
and the 52’s are moving. I don’t want any bullshit.

HAK: Haig has already asked for a detailed report from Moorer.
Any orders you give in this office will be followed.

RN: The idea cannot be compromised. You know what destroyed
the Schlieffen plan>~moving two armies from the west to the east—they
would have won the war in 1914(?). I want the Air Force and Navy to
follow this without compromise. I want them to hit everything in the

% The German General Staff’s pre-1914 plan to deal with a two-front war against
France and Russia. It required a lighting quick assault on France through Belgium to
take the French Army out of the war and then the wholesale, rapid deployment of the
German Army to the Eastern front to attack and defeat the Russian Army.
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B-3 area or northern part of the DMZ.? It was H.A. Wells who wrote the
military are by nature conventional—Napoleon wasn’t conventional.

HAK: Most great leaders were not conventional. I think it has great
merit and I will start on it immediately.

RN: Knock the hell out of them. One of the problems before was
that they never concentrated on anything.

% Kissinger transmitted the President’s order to Haig who, only 30 minutes later,
passed it on to Moorer, noting that: “The President said this may not sit well with the
military minds but he wants a massive concentrated air effort in the B-3 Front for 48-
hours continuous in the immediate future (the best time we consider productive), with
every aircraft we can get on it without dissipating some other priority operation.”
(Moorer Diary, February 5, midnight; National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chair-
man) At 3:29 p.m. Admiral Moorer issued the order to conduct such a strike. (Message
3920 from Moorer to McCain, February 5; ibid., Records of Thomas Moorer, Box 68, JCS
Out General Service Messages, February 1972) The actual attack took place on February
12-13. (Message 65797 from Abrams to Moorer and McCain, March 6, attached to Moorer
Diary, March 6; ibid.)

18. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, February 8, 1972.

SUBJECT
Secretary Laird’s Daily Report on Southeast Asia Situation

Attached is the first of Secretary Laird’s daily reports on the situ-
ation in Southeast Asia which have been instituted to keep you abreast
of actions related to stepped-up enemy activity.” The report confirms
the following:

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1330, Un-
filed Material [2 of 8]. Top Secret; Sensitive. A stamped notation on the memorandum
indicates the President saw it. The President wrote the following comment on the mem-
orandum: “K—Is there anything Abrams has asked for I have not approved?”

% Attached is Laird’s February 7 report. A notation on the report indicates the Pres-
ident saw it. In a meeting with his senior staff the previous day, Moorer discussed the
form he wanted the daily report to take and the purpose he hoped it would serve: “I want
us to expand the information in it and not send just what Abe [General Abrams] sends
to us, fill in the historical facts and show the cumulative results to keep the President
from panicking.” (Moorer Diary, February 7; ibid., RG 218, Records of the Chairman)
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—Delineations of numbers, types and general location of air sor-
ties which were conducted on February 6. The report indicates a total
of 292 air sorties were executed; 210 tac air, 33 B-52, 20 gunship and
29 non-attack sorties.

Secretary Laird reports the following actions with respect to op-
erating authorities which you have approved:

(1) Sensors have been placed by air north of the PMDL to pick up
enemy movements.

(2) Authority has been granted to use fixed and rotary wing air-
craft, logistic troop lift and medevac for ARVN operations against sus-
pected enemy base areas along the border with Laos and Cambodia.

(3) Authority has been granted to employ anti-radar missiles
against GCI sites in North Vietham when MIG’s are airborne and in-
dicate hostile intent.

(4) Authority has been granted for tactical air strikes in the north-
ern part of the DMZ whenever General Abrams determines the enemy
is using the area in preparation for an attack southward. Long-range
artillery and rocket sites north of the DMZ and in range of friendly
forces may also be attacked within this authority.

(5) Sortie restrictions have been lifted for all air activity.

(6) Once the campaign begins, General Abrams has been author-
ized to engage MIG aircraft airborne from the three North Vietnamese
airfields south of 18°.

(7) General Abrams’ air assets have been augmented by an F—4
squadron from Clark Air Force Base with 12 aircraft going to Thailand
and six to Danang.

(8) B-52 sortie rates have been raised to 1200 a month, and an ad-
ditional directive has been issued which would deploy more B-52’s to
raise his capability to 1500 sorties per month.

(9) A fourth carrier has been ordered to proceed to Southeast Asia.
(The fact of this movement will soon become public.)

(10) General Abrams will conduct a sustained all-out, forty-eight
hour air effort against enemy targets in the B-3 Front commencing at 6:00
p-m. Washington time on February 9. All air assets in the theater will be
concentrated on this effort with the exception of minimum essential sup-
port missions around Long Tieng and absolutely essential diversions for
other unforeseen critical developments. The third aircraft carrier has been
moved to Yankee Station to support this all-out effort which will com-
mence Wednesday evening our time, weather permitting.

(11) Thai manpower ceilings have been temporarily removed and
the Military Aircraft Command has been alerted to augment General
Abrams’ airlift capability should the requirement develop.
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General Abrams reports that all South Vietnamese and American
units are on a high state of alert and that II Corps elements are in the
best posture possible to meet the expected enemy attack. At my sug-
gestion, Secretary Laird is briefing Secretary Rogers daily on the situ-
ation so that he is fully abreast of the authorities which have been given
and the situation as it evolves. These briefings will be limited to the
Secretary and selected principal assistants to insure that only essential
personnel in the Department are cut in on the situation.

19. Telephone Conversation Between President Nixon and the
President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Haig)'

Washington, February 9, 1972.

Nixon: Al, I wanted to ask you, how about that, the B-3 strike. Is
it going to get off? Or do we hear yet, or what—?

Haig: Yes, sir. As of now, it’s on schedule and the weather is fa-
vorable, and that would be the only thing that would—

Nixon: Stop it. Right.

Haig: —cause it to be postponed.

Nixon: And that'd be starting tonight then, or—

Haig: Yes, sir—

Nixon: Or today?

Haig: At 6 o’clock our time.?

Nixon: Good. Good. Good. And you're convinced now that they’re
gonna carry that out and do—and, at least, do their—

Haig: They're delighted with it—

Nixon: —do their best to concentrate, will they?

Haig: Yes. They want to do it because they want to first exercise
the system completely to a max surge.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
White House Telephone, Conversation 20-84. No classification marking. The editors tran-
scribed the portions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The
transcript is part of a larger conversation, 11-11:24 a.m.

% The airstrike did not take place until February 12-13. In a page 1 story, The New
York Times on Monday, February 14, reported: “One of the heaviest American bombing
campaigns of the war was concentrated over the weekend on base areas and infiltration
trails west of the Central Highlands city of Kontum.”
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Nixon: Yeah.

Haig; And to enhance their responsiveness.

Nixon: Are they—?

Haig: They're in total agreement with it; they just think it’s great—

Nixon: Have they—Al, have they been, do you think they have
really now looked around to see if they’ve got any targets in the damn
area?

Haig: Yes, sir, they do—

Nixon: I mean—

Haig: They have fixes—

Nixon: —being there must be if—there must be with all the infil-
tration. And if they’re expecting a thing, aren’t there—there must be

troops, that’s what I mean. I realize those are secondary targets, but
goddammit if you hit enough of em they’re not.

Haig: No, sir. I think they’ve got some good targets. General—I
talked to Admiral Moorer last evening. He said they’re very pleased.
They have communications fixes on regimental and division head-
quarters, and they’re just gonna just pour it in there for 48 hours.

Nixon: Yeah. What is the advantage of doing 48? You know, if
you hit them, you mean that they will then try to—wouldn’t they,
wouldn’t they move out? I'm just—I'm just figuring, trying to figure
out how does it work.

Haig: Well, what they hope to do, sir, is to put this concentrated
load in at max effort.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Haig: They are going to have to, to recycle a little bit—

Nixon: Sure—

Haig: And if they wanted to get a read from the communications—
Nixon: Um-hmm.

Haig: —it'll give them a sharp new communications [unclear]—
Nixon: Yeah, the intelligence. I see—

Haig: That’s right. And then they can do it again. And then, you
know, I think General Abrams—

Nixon: Yeah?

Haig: —wants to do this.

Nixon: Yeah. Well, that’s good—

Haig: I think it’s going to be a very effective psychological—if not
even, if they miss, it’s going to be psychologically damn impressive.

Nixon: Because why? Because—?

Haig: Well, the enemy has not seen—they’ve been deceived, be-
cause as we've drawn down we have held down our sortie levels.
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Nixon: Um-hmm.

Haig: Laird’s done that for economic reasons, but—
Nixon: Yeah.

Haig: —Abrams has actually gone along with it.
Nixon: Yeah.

Haig: So, I think they have the impression that perhaps we’re a lot
weaker than we are. And when they get hit with this kind of a mas-
sive firepower demonstration, they’re gonna know—

Nixon: Yeah.
Haig: —at the outset what price they’re going to have to pay.
Nixon: When they start. I get it.

Haig: And they have picked up already that there’s a third carrier
in the Tonkin Gulf, and a fourth on the way.

Nixon: Hmm.

Haig: Now, this is—this is a hell of a [laughs]—

Nixon: The North Vietnamese know this?

Haig: Yes, sir. I'm sure they do—

Nixon: That’s good.

Haig: The press has picked it up.

Nixon: The press has? Good.

Haig: Yes, sir.

Nixon: That’s good. That’s good. That’s more of that psychologi-
cal bull.

Haig: That’s right—

[Omitted here is discussion of enemy infiltration into Laos and op-
erations of the South Vietnamese Navy along the coast.]

Nixon: Well, we’ll just hope for the best. Just hope that weather
holds up, because, you now, just one time if the weather holds up and
everything goes right, that Air Force and the Navy is likely to knock
the bejeezus out of something, aren’t they?

Haig: I think they are, sir. I—I think this is a damn good thing to
do. It's something they should have come in with themselves.

Nixon: Yeah, it’s a concentrated smack. Well, I don’t know whether
they should or not, but we haven’t done a dish yet and let’s try some-
thing that we haven’t done. That’s all. Now, there must be, you know,
other, other things. I hope they—I hope Moorer begins to think of a
few.

Haig: Well, if this pays off, sir, I think it’s the kind of thing that
we can do—

Nixon: Yeah.

Haig: —as soon as a threat develops.
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Nixon: Yeah, in other areas.

Haig: That'’s right, and—

Nixon: And just—

Haig: —just pour it in.

Nixon: Just mass it and hit it for a couple of days.
Haig: That’s right, sir.

Nixon: Okay, Al. Thank you.

Haig: Fine, sir.

Nixon: Thank you. Thank you.

Haig: Bye.

20. Memorandum From John H. Holdridge of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 11, 1972.

SUBJECT

Paris Negotiating Tactics

On February 7, State sent Ambassador Porter a telegram (Tab B)*
instructing him to focus on the separability issue in order to get the
other side to state specifically whether in their latest formulation point
one (military) could be discussed and implemented separately from
point two (political).? The telegram suggested that Porter concentrate
on military issues and let the GVN spokesman take the lead in ad-
dressing political issues.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 191, Paris
Talks/Meetings, Paris Talks, January-June 1972. Secret; Sensitive. Sent through Haig.
Sent for action. Haig and Kissinger initialed the memorandum.

2 Attached but not printed at Tab B is telegram 21826 to USDel Paris, February 8.

3 Reference is to a proposal made by the North Vietnamese in the plenary talks on
February 2. The first point required that the United States establish a definite date to
withdraw from South Vietnam and to end its air war in both North and South Vietnam,
on which date prisoners of war would also be released; the second demanded the res-
ignation of President Thieu and a wholesale change of policy by the South Vietnamese
Government. The Communist negotiators characterized the Two Point proposal as a con-
cession because it did not demand, as had all previous proposals, the overthrow of the
entire South Vietnamese Government. (Luu Van Loi and Nguyen Anh Vu, Le Duc
Tho—Kissinger Negotiations in Paris, p. 209)
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The telegram was intended to initiate a systematic probing of the
other side’s new “two point” proposal—as opposed to attacking it at
this time. This approach is consistent with that outlined in our Febru-
ary 5 memo to you.*

At the February 10 meeting, Ambassador Porter disregarded these
instructions.” He did not press the other side on the separability issue
and, in fact, raised such political issues as elections and self determi-
nation. Apparently, Porter was convinced that a formulation in the PRG
opening statement inseparably linked the two points; therefore, there
was no point in pressing this issue. The PRG formulation in question
does not seem to us to be that categorical on the separability issue, and
we believe a probing of their positions in the Paris forum is still in or-
der. We do not believe we should leave ourselves exposed to charges
that we have failed to explore even the slightest ambiguity in the other
side’s position at Kleber.

Ambassador Porter has been most skillful in exposing and de-
nouncing the flaws in the other side’s arguments and proposals. We
feel, however, that we should presently engage in a dispassionate prob-
ing exercise. This probing may well determine that the latest Commu-
nist elaboration is the most unreasonable one to date—then we can re-
turn to the attack.

Ambassador Porter might believe that White House approval of
his excellent performance to date gives him a mandate to ignore the
kind of State guidance sent to him last Monday with our concurrence.

It would, therefore, be useful for you to tell him that you person-
ally concur in State’s latest instructions. A back-channel to this effect
has been prepared for your review and approval.

Recommendation

That you send the telegram at Tab A to Ambassador Porter.®

4In this memorandum, Holdridge recommended to Kissinger three approaches
that Porter should follow at the February 10 meeting. (National Archives, Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1330, Unfiled Material [2 of 8]) Haig initialed the mem-
orandum and Kissinger wrote on it: “See me.” Despite a handwritten “OBE” on the first
page of the memorandum, its recommendations were included in Porter’s instructions
in message 21826, February 8.

® Porter’s presentation is in message 2595 from USDel Paris, February 10. (Ibid.,
RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 27-14 VIET)

¢ Although Kissinger did not initial either the approve or disapprove option, he
wrote on the first page of the memorandum: “I am not disposed to do this.” Tab A is at-
tached but not printed. There is no indication that the message was sent.
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21. Message From the Embassy in Laos to the Department of
State'

Vientiane, February 11, 1972, 1115Z.

1181. No distribution outside Department. For the Secretary from
Ambassador. Bangkok eyes only for the Ambassador.

1. Your message 024222 and the joint White House/State/
Defense/CIA message 231429 have just arrived.? If 1 interpret these
messages correctly, they are based on the assumption that the current
deployment of Lao forces in MR 1II, especially the turning movement
that has been launched from Pa Dong, represents an unacceptable risk
to the Lao and Thai forces involved and could lead to a severe mili-
tary setback in Laos at the time of the President’s Peking visit. I
earnestly believe that this assumption is unwarranted and that, on the
contrary, a withdrawal from Long Tieng of the kind recommended by
Washington agencies would play directly into the enemy’s hands. This
belief is shared by all members of my country team who have been di-
rectly involved in current troop movements for the defense of Lao Gov-
ernment positions in MR II and MR V.

2. There is little doubt in our minds that the North Vietnamese
would like nothing better than to turn Long Tieng into another Dien
Bien Phu. Their foremost objective is certainly the destruction of Lao
and Thai fighting forces in Northern Laos. A second objective of equal
importance psychologically if not militarily is the capture of Long Tieng
itself. This is indicated by the fact that Communist propaganda media
have prematurely and most uncharacteristically announced the fall of
Long Tieng and the defeat of RLG forces in the area.

3. In these circumstances I believe our most practical and prudent
strategy is to deploy friendly troops in the way best calculated to deny
the enemy both of his goals. In the opinion of my colleagues and my-
self this is eminently possible. We have sufficient forces in MR 1II to cre-
ate a stabilized military situation of the kind Washington and this Mis-
sion desire. Friendly forces have been fighting well. We have abundant
evidence from intelligence sources that the enemy’s timetable has been
disrupted and that his forces have been hurt. With the exception of the
indispensible operation to reestablish friendly positions on Skyline, Lao
and Thai losses have not repeat not been unusually high. Furthermore,
troop morale is good. The recently launched Pa Dong and Muong Kassy

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 550,
Country Files, Far East, Laos, Vol. 9. Secret; Immediate; Nodis. Repeated Immediate to
Bangkok.

2 Neither found.
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operations were conceived and initiated entirely by the Lao and Thai
commanders. No cajoling or arm twisting was required on our part.
On the contrary, we have left the Lao and Thai in no doubt that their
military objectives would have to be achieved on foot and that addi-
tional U.S. air support of any sort was out of the question. With full
knowledge of these facts Sisouk, Generals Vang Pao, Dhep and Koup-
rasith have made their decisions.

4. As of the moment friendly forces have the initiative along Route
13 and may be able to reoccupy Muong Kassy in the next few days.
This action should not only bolster FAR morale but will calm jangled
political nerves in Vientiane. We do not think the enemy is present in
the Muong Kassy area in any strength and believe therefore that Koup-
rasith’s operation can succeed. It is too early to assess the Pa Dong op-
eration at this time. After a slow start it has been moving well. The en-
emy has not yet resisted but we believe has redeployed troops from
the Long Tieng/Sam Thong complex to avoid their being flanked. This
in itself is a modestly encouraging sign. The NVA are beginning to re-
act to friendly initiatives, rather than the other way around, and the
pressure against Long Tieng may be relieved at least temporarily.

5. If at this time with both the Muong Kassy and Pa Dong oper-
ations underway and moving as well as could be expected we attempt
to turn the Lao and Thai around I fear we will have the worst of both
worlds. Orderly withdrawal from positions north of Long Tieng will
be difficult if not impossible. The Lao and Thai leadership will be con-
fused and discouraged. They may leap to the unjustified conclusion
that we have decided to give up the defense of Northern Laos as part
of some larger politico/military strategy of which they are not aware.
Misunderstanding and confusion of this kind can be quickly exploited
by the enemy and Long Tieng would be likely to fall by its own weight.
In these conditions I do not see how a credible defense line could be
established south of Long Tieng and a sauve qui peut mentality would
be almost inevitable.

6. Such a military withdrawal, taken against the wishes of the Lao
and Thai military leadership on the ground, would, I imagine, produce
profound repercussions in Bangkok as well as Vientiane. The Thai vol-
unteers program in Northern Laos would disintegrate. Souvanna’s po-
sition would be further weakened and his critics both of the right and
left immeasurably strengthened. All of this would occur at the very mo-
ment when US influence was at its lowest ebb and our power to main-
tain the political equilibrium in Vientiane proportionately reduced.

7. For these reasons I believe that Washington’s instructions would
plunge us into the very abyss they are designed to avoid: a dramatic
military setback and political disequilibrium in Laos at the time of the
President’s visit to Peking.
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8. These are my frank thoughts on the instructions I have received.
I cannot do otherwise than to express them to you directly. All of us
here are deeply conscious of the risks inherent in the present situation.
The military tactics we support are those I believe most likely to avoid
politico/military reverses like those anticipated in my instructions. I
therefore most respectfully request that they be reconsidered in the light
of the position I have outlined above.

9. Needless to say I will faithfully carry out to the best of my abil-
ity whatever instructions you give me. Washington agencies should how-
ever be aware that we do not repeat not have case officers with the Pa
Dong units which are operating under complete radio silence. The prac-
tical difficulties involved in pulling them back, should the Lao and Thai
be willing to do so, will obviously pose enormous other problems.

22. Joint Message From the White House, Department of State,
Department of Defense, and Central Intelligence Agency to
the Embassies in Thailand and Laos'

Washington, undated.

1. We have carefully reviewed your 51667° and 1181° in State
channels. By separate message in State channels you will be receiving
what constitutes our guidance in response to your two most recent
messages.*

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330-77-0094, 385,
Laos. Top Secret; Sensitive. Repeated to CINCPAC, COMUSMACYV, Deputy COMUS-
MACYV, and Commanders 1st and 7/13 AF. The text printed here is the copy approved
for transmission. Drafted at a meeting of the Ad Hoc Group on Laos on February 12, the
joint message reflected a State, NSC, CIA consensus to which Defense acquiesced. The
Defense Department’s representative, Dennis Doolin, wrote to Rear Admiral Daniel J.
Murphy, Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense: “I argued as forcefully as I could
that Godley should be ordered to thin out the forces at Long Tieng and stop the Pha Dong
operation.” However, representatives from the Department of State, the CIA, and the
NSC, convinced by Godley, decided that they could not direct the operation from Wash-
ington (see Document 21).

2 Not found.

® Document 21.

* Attached but not printed is the approved draft of the message dated February 12.
In it the Ad Hoc Group told Godley that “Your arguments in favor of your strategy, in-
cluding continuation of Padong operation, are forceful and we will abide with your judg-
ment on present dispositions.” Nonetheless, the view from Washington was that the
Group had to be more concerned about the maintenance of integrity of forces at Long
Tieng than retention of any particular position, including Long Tieng itself. (Washing-
ton National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330-77-0094, 385, Laos)
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2. We believe, however, it would be useful to review in somewhat
greater detail the background which underlies our thinking on North
Laos strategy and provide some specific observations on the tactical
situation. These observations are based on concerns dating back to late
last year when the current North Laos situation was the subject of a
high-level interagency review in the aftermath of the PDJ losses. These
same concerns have been reinforced by the personal observations of
General Stilwell® who recently returned from a southeast Asian trip.
His observations have had a persuasive impact here and are provided
not with a view to giving you detailed tactical guidance but to ensure
the fullest and frankest dialogue between us.® The stakes are too high
to allow for any misunderstandings between us and we must do every-
thing we can to both reach a meeting of the minds on the objective sit-
uation and identify with the greatest possible precision those areas
where our judgment may diverge.

3. General Stilwell’s Views:

Following are the essential points of General Stilwell’s observations
as conveyed to senior Washington officials concerned with situation:

(a) The defense of the Long Tieng/Sam Thong area now includes
practically all reserves in Laos leaving no reactive capability to enemy
initiatives elsewhere.

(b) The Long Tieng/Sam Thong area has acted as a magnet for
the bulk of Thai volunteers although the focus of the program was orig-
inally intended elsewhere.

(c) Logistical support for defenses are provided almost entirely by
vulnerable Air America.

(d) Although principal importance of area is as Meo base, the Meo
represent only 25% of the defenders.

(e) Vang Pao has neither the capability nor the means to exercise
command/control over heterogeneous forces.

(f) The primary requirement for defense, a good fire support plan
backed by the target acquistion means and communications to put it into
effect, is lacking. Primary dependence is on air delivered ordnance.

(g) Although terrain to the southwest is conducive to defense, no
preparations for defense in depth have yet been made. Thus the en-

® Lieutenant General Richard G. Stilwell was the U.S. Army Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations.

¢ Stilwell had already briefed the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
arguing that if the Lao/Thai units remained at Long Tieng they would suffer a military
disaster at the hands of the Communists. He recommended thinning out the Lao and
Thai force there rather than reinforcing it. His briefing notes formed the basis for this
message. (Briefing for the Secretary of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staff (Executive Ses-
sion, 24 January 1972); National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box
991, Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files, Haig Chron, January 22-31, 1972)



Before the Easter Offensive, January 20-March 29, 1972 95

emy can turn position or interdict air corridors. The forces in Long
Tieng will then be in jeopardy and abandonment of equipment and ex-
filtration by foot without capability to delay may well occur.

(h) Long Tieng has no special military importance and the Meo
dependents, once housed there, are now well to the south, in the vicin-
ity of Ban Xon. The terrain to the south is rugged and heavily cross
compartmentalized. The enemy can be confronted on every hill, every
defile; and the more he advances, the greater will be his misery, oper-
ationally and logistically. Moreover, he will outdistance his artillery.

(i) Thus, it would be wise to thin out Long Tieng and reposition
some units rearward rather than reinforce it. In this manner, there
would be greater assurance of protecting the integrity of the force; free
some of the units drawn from elsewhere in Laos; ease the enormously
difficult air logistic burden; and better prepare for the contingency that
MACYV may be inhibited in providing Tacair/Arc Light support if these
assets are simultaneously required elsewhere.

4. We wish to again affirm that we are not and have not been ad-
vocating withdrawal from Long Tieng. We make this reiteration be-
cause you used the term withdrawal repeatedly in your reference mes-
sages and we believe this is an area where there has been some
misunderstanding between the field and Washington. Our point is that
some further forces can be removed from the immediate Long Tieng
defense positions and deployed to the south now to establish defense
positions in depth. We share your concern that once engaged by heavy
enemy attacks it will be extremely difficult to organize orderly fight-
ing retrograde movements unless there are manned defensive positions
waiting to receive the retreating troops.

5. Another area where there is misunderstanding and perhaps dis-
agreement is the degree of likelihood that Long Tieng can be held in
face of strong enemy attack. Believe Washington consensus is less san-
guine on this possibility than is that of field.

6. If we understand your position correctly you believe the most
effective way of preserving the integrity of friendly forces is to stand
and fight within current dispositions. You also believe that the very
disintegration we all wish to avoid will occur by the very fact of with-
drawing some units for a defense in depth, even in the absence of con-
certed enemy pressure.

7. We believe there is less chance of destroying integrity of friendly
forces by a reduction of defending troops in Long Tieng and rede-
ployment to defense in depth positions than there is in maintaining the
present defensive strength at Long Tieng. If the enemy is successful in
taking Long Tieng as presently defended he will have achieved both
his objectives; i.e., taking Long Tieng and shattering the integrity of
friendly forces. If on the other hand fewer forces are committed at Long
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Tieng proper, and a defense in depth with supporting artillery bases is
formed, Long Tieng can still be vigorously defended, and if lost, will
not also result in a destruction of friendly forces.

8. Obviously the crunch judgement boils down to how best avoid
unnecessary personnel losses [while] delaying and making matters as
costly as possible for the enemy. We are not in position to give you de-
tailed tactical instructions from this distance but believe fullest possi-
ble clarification of situation and issues is essential. Whatever course
you, the Lao and the Thai choose to adopt, we wish you to keep most
prominently in mind the problem of how to best preserve the integrity
of friendly forces should Long Tieng come under heavy attack.”

7 Godley replied in backchannel message 51810 on February 16. In his summary
he stated: “On 16 January I would have required one to three odds to bet we would hold
Long Tieng through the President’s return from Peking. Today I offer three to one we
will be in Long Tieng when the President returns to Washington and two to one that we
will be there when the rain starts falling.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 550, Country Files, Far East, Laos, Vol. 9)

23. Memorandum From John D. Negroponte of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig)'

Washington, February 14, 1972.

SUBJECT

Situation in North Laos

As you know, we have had a series of meetings and exchange of
cables on the situation in North Laos.” Essentially, the problem boils
down to:

—The Washington agencies are nervous because the Lao and the
Thai have not prepared and occupied defensive fall-back positions in
the event of an all-out assault on Long Tieng. This concern has been
conveyed to Godley although everyone has agreed we must refrain
from giving him detailed tactical instruction.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 550,
Country Files, Far East, Laos, Vol. 9. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for information. At the top
of the memorandum, Haig wrote: “Agree—Let’s watch.”

2 See Documents 21 and 22.
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—As of the latest reading, Godley feels that the Lao and Thai forces
are well dug in defensively at Long Tieng, and if the NVA attack it will
be a good fight and not a rout and that the very act of repositioning
forces now to defensive fall-back positions would have a more debili-
tating effect on the Lao/Thai forces than whatever outcome of the strat-
egy which is now being pursued.

All this discussion is very nice. But the real problem, if I under-
stand it correctly, is that when the crunch comes the Lao/Thai forces
will be almost completely reliant on air. This fact puts MACV and DOD
in an excellent position to pull the plug on North Laos. I don’t want
to sound cynical, but there is an aspect of self-fulfilling prophesy here.
DOD and the Army have been the most critical of our half-baked ef-
fort in Laos; they have been predicting its doom for a long time and
now are in a commanding position to allocate our resources in a way
which might conceivably make or break that prophesy.

There has already been a drop in tactical air and arc light sorties
in North Laos, primarily to make available assets against the B-3 front
build up. And yet, the densest concentration of NVA forces in all of In-
dochina now preparing to do battle is south and west of PD]J.

The reason Godley and Unger repeatedly relayed to us Lao and
Thai requests for an assured level of air sorties is obviously to give a
political shove to an otherwise weak position. They are not in the mil-
itary chain of command and have no control over those resources. If
the Lao and the Thai have a fixation about Long Tieng, I think Laird
and the military have an equal or greater fixation about Vietnam, where
after all the Vietnamization program has in fact virtually eliminated
the risk of a major set back this dry season. This is simply not true in
Laos where we have not had a parallel program of beefing up local
forces, and our air is all the more critical.

With three carriers off the Gulf of Tonkin, another on the way, and
a fresh squadron of F—4s assigned to the Indochina area, it is incon-
ceivable to me that we could not dedicate a bit more to North Laos
than we are at the moment. This is not something that I would pro-
pose accomplishing formally but perhaps you, in discussions with col-
leagues over in the DOD, might be able to help in an informal way.
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24. National Security Decision Memorandum 152!

Washington, February 14, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

SUBJECT
Herbicides in Vietnam and NSDM 141

The President has reviewed the Secretary of Defense’s appeal, as
set forth in his memorandum of December 3, 1971, for reconsideration
of certain decisions in NSDM 141 regarding the Vietnamization of her-
bicide capabilities.” The President has also reviewed the views of the
Secretary of State as contained in his memorandum of February 4, 1972.°

The President has decided that the U.S. will not make an open-
ended commitment to supply additional stocks of herbicides to the
GVN, but will encourage the GVN to establish alternate, commercial
supply channels for herbicides fitting their requirements. However, in
the event that additional stocks are required by the GVN prior to the
establishment of an alternate supply channel, authority is hereby
granted to resupply such herbicides. Such GVN requirements will be
determined in conjunction with COMUSMACYV and American Em-
bassy Saigon under the guidelines of base and installation perimeter
operations and limited operations for important lines of communica-

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330-77-0094, 370.64,
Viet. Secret. A copy was sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A notation on
the document reads: “Sec Def has seen.” In a telephone conversation between Kissinger
and Laird at 3:05 p.m., February 2, Laird said: “Another thing you can help me on over
there. Herbicides. I can’t give authority to SVN—.” Kissinger then asked: “Have you
sent a memo?” Laird replied: “It’s been over 5 months,” which prompted Kissinger to
say: “I will move it this week.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Box 13, Chronological File, February 11-29, 1972)

2 In his memorandum Laird argued against the prohibition in NSDM 141, dated
November 26, 1971, on resupplying certain herbicides to the South Viethnamese when
their current supply was exhausted. The herbicides were used to inhibit the growth of
vegetation around firebases and other military installations. (Ibid., NSC Files, NSC In-
stitutional Files (H-Files), Box H-229, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM
141) NSDM 141 is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VII, Vietnam, July
1970-January 1972, Document 279.

3 Next to this date, written in an unknown hand, is the word “secret.” In his mem-
orandum Rogers argued that: “Because of the political liabilities of our association with
this program, we believe that the GVN should move as rapidly as possible to begin di-
rect procurement of stocks through commercial channels should it wish to continue to
employ them for base perimeter defense.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-231, National Security Deci-
sion Memoranda, NSDM 152 [1 of 3])
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tion only. As the GVN establishes an alternate, commercial supply
channel, the U.S. will establish its own system for the supply of her-
bicides used by the U.S. under the guidelines prescribed by NSDM 141.

When advising the GVN to establish an alternate, commercial sup-
ply channel, the U.S. will also inform them that it is prepared to pro-
vide that in-country equipment as clarified below. Given a requirement
from the GVN, authority is hereby granted COMUSMACYV and Amer-
ican Embassy Saigon to provide the helicopter spray systems presently
possessed by U.S. forces in South Vietnam necessary to ensure a GVN
capability for base and installation perimeter operations with the un-
derstanding that they be used for such operations only. (Given a re-
quirement from the GVN, NSDM 141 already grants authority to pro-
vide the ground spray equipment presently possessed by U.S. forces
in South Vietnam.)

There should be no stimulation of the GVN to acquire or develop
herbicide capabilities other than mentioned herein.

The President has directed that instructions to the field, consistent
with the directives in this memorandum, be prepared immediately for
White House approval.*

Henry A. Kissinger

* A marginal note in an unknown hand at the end of this paragraph reads: “Henry
isn’t sure we can read.”
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25. Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency’

YS-323 Washington, February 14, 1972.

SUBJECT
Meeting of President Thieu with the ROK Minister of Defense

1. On 11 February 1972 President Nguyen Van Thieu met with Re-
public of Korea (ROK) Minister of Defense Yu Chae-Hung to discuss
Korean troop withdrawals from South Vietnam (SVN). Thieu began the
meeting by apologizing for not being able to meet with Yu earlier and
explained that he had just spent the previous two days visiting the
troops in Military Region (MR) 1 and MR 2.

[Omitted here is material that Negroponte indicated was less
important.]

10. Speaking then about the peace negotiations in Paris, Thieu ex-
plained that his position was very clear: he had said that he would do
anything for the peace of Vietnam, but it had to be a peace which pre-
served the independence, the sovereignty and the territorial integrity of
SVN and which included an international guarantee for a lasting peace.
Thieu considered the fact that he would resign one month before a new
election as the “last step” he could take in the settlement of the war, and
he could do that only after there were international guarantees for peace
in SVN. His resignation in these circumstances would be his personal
sacrifice for the peace of the nation. However, he would never accept a
coalition government or the dissolution of the SVN legal institutions or
the abolition of the Constitution or abolition of Article Four of the Con-
stitution. Thieu said that it seemed to him that some people did not un-
derstand what President Nixon and he had agreed on. Thieu further ex-
plained that never would he let the USG interfere with the internal
political affairs of the SVN and that he would never interfere in the in-
ternal political affairs of the U.S. He would never permit the U.S. to deal
on behalf of Vietham on internal political affairs. President Nixon had
assured Thieu that he would never make any agreements related to SVIN
in either Peking or Moscow without his consent, and Nixon understood
Thieu’s position very clearly. Nixon had told Thieu that if the question
of Vietnam arose in Peking, he would very clearly define the position of

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 158, Viet-
nam Country Files, Vietnam, Jan-Feb 1972. Secret; Sensitive. In an attached covering
memorandum transmitting a copy of the memorandum to Kissinger, Negroponte wrote:
“Director Helms has sent you a report of conversation between Thieu and the ROK De-
fense Minister [less than 1 line not declassified]. The entire report is worth reading, with
pages 15 through 23 [the section printed here] particularly noteworthy.” Kissinger ini-
tialed Negroponte’s memorandum.
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the U.S. and Vietnam to Mao Tse-tung. Nixon would say that, as for ne-
gotiations, Hanoi had to talk to Saigon. Thieu emphasized that Nixon
was going to Peking “very well acquainted with my thinking, my posi-
tion, and there was no confusion whatsoever.”

11. Thieu felt that the “situation” was now more complex than be-
fore. That is, the Soviet Union was now worried that Nixon and the
PRC might make an agreement which would result in the PRC’s pres-
suring Hanoi to cease the war. Thieu noted that it was possible that
China might promise to help the U.S. by refusing aid to North Viet-
nam (NVN) and agreeing to “bother” Soviet activity in NVN in some
way. Then there might be some kind of reaction from the USSR, such
as pushing Hanoi into stepping up the war this year to pressure Nixon
into dealing with Moscow, not Peking, in regard to Vietnam. Now that
the Soviets had supported India and Bangladesh, they would like
to make a deal with Phnom Penh and Laos, in order to increase their
influence in Southeast Asia. So, the problem no longer was between
China and the U.S.; rather, it was between the U.S. and the USSR. The
Soviets continued to support NVN, which meant that the U.S. had to
deal with them. Therefore, Thieu thought it would be very difficult to
reach any solution until Nixon went to Moscow and had an exchange
of ideas with the Soviets. Thieu viewed President Nixon’s trips to Peking
and Moscow as a “mobile summit” to arrange their positions and their
zones of influence, as had been done at Yalta after World War II. There-
fore, after Nixon's trips, there might be some insights into the future.

12. Thieu pointed out that if Hanoi mounted an offensive in SVN
during Nixon's trip to Peking, it would not be because Peking told it
to, but because Moscow told it to. The USSR would support NVN in
order to suppress Chinese influence there. Thus, while Nixon's trip to
Peking might not help the SVN situation, his trip to Moscow could.
Thieu noted that Moscow and Washington had many other problems
besides Vietnam, e.g., in the Middle East and Europe. Thieu thought
that Moscow must be very angry because Washington was dealing so
much with Peking; it might be afraid the U.S. would give economic
aid to China to the detriment of the USSR. Peking might block the roads
from the USSR to Hanoi or interfere with the railroads; the USSR would
then have only the Port of Haiphong to get supplies into NVN. How-
ever, the Soviets might still be able to get into Hanoi by a road through
India and Bangladesh. Thieu noted that there was a strong pro-Soviet
faction in Hanoi and that since the USSR gave so much aid to NVN
and was working to strengthen its influence there, it was just possible
that in time the pro-China faction in Hanoi might fade completely into
the background.

13. Returning to the subject of Korean troop withdrawals, Thieu
said that in talking with the Americans, he could not use words like
“pressure” but that he could tell President Nixon very frankly that both
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Korea and SVN had problems and that if Korea could not continue to
support SVN, it was because it felt that it did not have enough sup-
port to deal with its own problems, that is, with the North Koreans.
SVN and Korea would like to support each other but to do so they
needed help from the U.S. Thieu said that he understood that Presi-
dent Pak never wanted to create any difficulties for him, but he also
understood that the ROK had both political and military problems.
Thieu told Yu that even if the U.S. left 100,000 soldiers in SVN, it would
not help, because the spirit of the U.S. soldiers was completely differ-
ent than it had been two years ago. Thus, Thieu thought it was much
better to help President Nixon by allowing the withdrawal of ground
troops in exchange for full air support.

14. Thieu concluded the meeting by asking Yu to convey his best
regards to President Pak.

26. Memorandum From John D. Negroponte of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 15, 1972.

SUBJECT

Future Prospects for the Vietnam Negotiations

After over three years of Paris Talks, Hanoi’s fundamental objec-
tives have remained unchanged.

—The U.S. must get out of the war.
—The U.S. must render South Vietham incapable of resisting a
Communist takeover.

There is, moreover, scarcely any likelihood that the Communists
will even modify these goals prior to 1973.

One fundamental obstacle to negotiations is Hanoi’s probable de-
termination to wait out the results of the U.S. presidential election. The
Communists no doubt calculate that their position will, in any case, be
improved by the election—no matter who wins. They probably believe
that President Nixon will make concessions during the campaign which

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1331,
NSC Unfiled Material, 1972 [8 of 8]. Secret. Sent for information. Lord initialed for
Negroponte.
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he will have difficulty in retracting if he wins. On the other hand, they
probably also believe that the odds are at least even that Senator Muskie
will win and will be willing to meet their basic demands. The Sena-
tor’s recent public statements on Vietnam only serve to reinforce the
latter belief.

It is axiomatic that the Communists will make no basic conces-
sions until they are absolutely convinced that this is the only way to
get concessions from us. For the reasons mentioned above, there is lit-
tle chance that this point will be reached prior to 1973.

In order to retain maximum bargaining leverage until 1973, it is
essential for us to reach a line which we can firmly hold through the
election and into 1973.

This places us in an obvious dilemma. We do not want to appear
to be inflexible, rigid and unreasonable. On the other hand, signs of
flexibility and eagerness to reach accommodation on our part only
meet with increased demands from the Communist side. The last “two
point” proposal contains what are probably the most far reaching
Communist demands to date, if one assumes that the two points are
inseparable.” Their sweeping political demands are of themselves prob-
ably an acknowledgment of their political weakness on the ground and
the greater need than ever for our help in toppling the GVN.

Proposed Strategy

Ideally, we should unswervingly adhere to our “eight point” pro-
posal3 until the other side offers real concessions. On the other hand,
it would be simpler for us to focus wholely on the military issue of
withdrawal, cease-fire, POW’s, and logistical support and leave the po-
litical issues to the Vietnamese parties.

Prospects for Separability

There were indications last October that the Communists might
have been thinking of expanding point one (withdrawal, POW’s, etc.)
of the “seven points” to where it could separately have given them the
game.* On October 24, Foreign Minister Trinh expanded point one to
include stopping U.S. air and naval activities in Vietnam and stopping

2 Gee footnote 3, Document 20.

® Document 8.

* The Seven Point proposal was made by Nguyen Thi Binh, head of the PRG del-
egation, on July 1, 1971. The first point required that the United States and its non-South
Vietnamese allies withdraw their military forces from South Vietnam during a specified
period while prisoners of war would be released simultaneously. See Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume VII, Vietnam, July 1970-January 1972, Document 226. For a discus-
sion of the proposal from the Communist point of view, see Le Duc Tho—Kissinger Nego-
tiations in Paris, pp. 176-177; for the American view, see Kissinger, The White House Years,
p- 1024.



104 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

U.S. military aid to the GVN; however, when a new “two point” elab-
oration was presented in Paris on December 2, point one made no men-
tion of military aid, whereas point two called upon the U.S. to cease
its support of and commitments to the Thieu government. Subse-
quently, the other side became more explicit in linking the military
(one) and political (two) points.

Point one of the July 1, 1971 “seven points” could easily have
been defined in such a way as to assure the downfall of the Thieu gov-
ernment—especially the demands to stop “the war of aggression” and
Vietnamization. Point two was somewhat vague on Thieu’s fate and
required us to “cease backing the bellicose group” headed by Thieu.
Point two also implied that Thieu could be ousted in the coming Oc-
tober election.

As late as August 20, the Communists were publicly urging their
followers to vote in the upcoming lower house elections—an unprece-
dented departure from the Communist boycotts of all previous elections.
It is possible that Hanoi felt we might use the presidential election to
oust Thieu and thereby end our involvement in the war. Xuan Thuy cer-
tainly intimated this in his CBS interview when he said that last year,
prior to the October SVN elections, the U.S. had an opportunity to set-
tle the war with honor.

If the Communists did indeed harbor such illusions, Minh’s® with-
drawal from the elections and our refusal to prevent the election from
being held anyway probably dashed such illusions and argued against
separating points one and two. Senator McGovern’s public statement
that Xuan Thuy has (on September 11) indicated such separability was
effectively—if indirectly—repudiated by Communist spokesmen in
Paris. If Hanoi had seriously contemplated separating the military is-
sues from the political ones, it was clearly moving away from this po-
sition in September. Nevertheless, as Trinh’s October 24 remarks indi-
cate, the Politburo might have been debating the separability issue.
Trinh’s formulation was repeated by the DRV Paris press spokesman
on November 14 and again on November 16 in the DRV-GRUNK (Si-
hanouk government) communiqué.® In fact, the communiqué used the
broader formulation “stop aiding” (the Thieu administration).

In the two point elaboration contained in Pham Van Dong’s No-
vember 20 first day speech in Peking, point one no longer called for
an end to military aid. This was evidently subsumed under a new point

® Duong Van Minh, known as “Big Minh.”

¢ Gouvernement Royal d’Union Nationale du Kampuchea (Royal Government of
the National Union of Kampuchea), 1970-1975, was a rebel organization in Cambodia
controlled by Cambodian Communists. It was affiliated with the North Vietnamese and
nominally headed by the deposed Cambodian ruler, Prince Norodom Sihanok.
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two formulation calling upon the U.S. to “withdraw support from, and
relinquish all its commitments to” the Thieu regime. This new formu-
lation was also in the DRV-PRC communiqué of November 26.” It was
essentially this new two point elaboration which was tabled in Paris
on December 2 and which remained operative until it was replaced by
the latest “two points” on February 2 (tabled in Paris on February 3).

In the meantime, the Communist side had become quite explicit
in linking points one and two. For example, during the January 13 Paris
session, both Communist spokesmen made it quite clear that our agree-
ment to both points was a sine qua non for a POW release.

The Communists have remained vague on the separability of
the latest (February 2) “two points.” Initially they said the “two big
problems will make it easy to resolve the other problems with a view to
ending the war.” Most recently (February 12) they said these two “main
points” were closely related.” It seems likely that when pressed, the other
side will eventually make it clear that the points are inseparable.

There might be those in Hanoi who argue that U.S. acceptance of
a point one which ends all U.S. participation in the war and cuts off
aid to the GVN would in itself ultimately ensure victory and is more
likely to be accepted by the U.S.

Opposing this would be the view that Thieu is neither popular in
the U.S. nor in South Vietnam, and therefore, there is much to be gained
by showing Thieu to be the principal obstacle to reaching a settlement;
moreover, withdrawing U.S. support and aid might not automatically
bring down Thieu, and the war could go until the GVN exhausted its
stockpiles of war matériel. Thus, ideally, Thieu and his apparatus
should be eliminated to ensure early success. If this proves to be in-
feasible, one could fall back to negotiations on purely military matters
(point one).

Our October 11 proposal could have been interpreted in Hanoi as
a signal that we were not wedded to Thieu.® The recent controversy
over U.S. “flexibility” concerning Thieu’s resignation would reinforce
such an estimate.

On the other hand, it is difficult to see how the Communists could
believe anyone would accept the new point two demand for the dis-

7 This communiqué, releasted on November 26, 1971, at the end of Premier Pham
Van Dong’s visit to Beijing, demanded that the United States stop fighting in Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laos and cease aiding the non-Communist regimes in those countries.
(“Hanoi Joins With Peking in Hard Line,” The New York Times, November 27, 1971, p. 3)

8 The proposal was presented to the North Vietnamese on October 11, 1971, as the
basis for a meeting between Kissinger and Le Duc Tho, which did not take place. Sim-
ilar to the proposal Nixon made public on January 25, it had President Thieu resigning
a month before an internationally supervised Presidential election. See Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume VII, Vietnam, June 1970-January 1972, Document 269.
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mantling of the GVN military police and administrative apparatus (the
“machine of oppression and constraint”). This unprecedentedly sweep-
ing demand almost seems designed to rule out negotiations on a po-
litical settlement and was no doubt intended as a strong counter to our
eight point proposal. There is, however, some chance that point two
will be somewhat softened. Instead of demanding that Thieu resign
“immediately” and the GVN apparatus be disbanded “at once,” a more
deliberate timetable for these steps could be proposed. This would
appear to be more reasonable without, however, really changing
anything.

In any case, it would, in our view, be an error for our side to evince
any serious interest in the outrageous demands of point two; more-
over, we should, from now on, make it clear to the other side that the
U.S. will no longer discuss political issues either in plenary or private
sessions because we are leaving these matters entirely up to the GVN.
This would strengthen our negotiating position by making it clear that
there will be no opportunity to drive a wedge between the GVN and
us; furthermore, if we hold to this tack, it seems likely that the other
side will eventually begin discussing the military issues with us sepa-
rate from the political Gordian knot. Whether this happens before our
elections is open to question.

If and when such purely military discussions begin, the other side
will probably demand as a ransom for our POW’s:

—Total withdrawal (as already defined).

—Cessation of all U.S. air and naval activities in Vietham—and
possibly in all of Indochina.

—Cessation of all aid to the GVN.

Our most logical response would be along the following lines:

—Withdrawal for POW releases.

—Cessation of air and naval activities for a cease-fire.

—Limitation of aid to the GVN for a monitored cessation of sim-
ilar outside aid to North Vietnam. (We think ultimately Hanoi will cease
its insistence on a curb in aid either because it proves unnegotiable or
as a trade-off for our dropping the cease-fire.)

We believe the real crunch issue, if talks on military issues ever
materialize, will be that they define cessation of our air activities as
part of our withdrawal while we consider this an issue for discussion
as terms of a cease-fire.

If the Communists become convinced that we can hold this posi-
tion for a long time, they will finally begin making the kind of con-
cessions which could lead to serious negotiations. For reasons given
earlier in this memo, we believe we are not likely to reach this point
before 1973.
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27.  Memorandum From John D. Negroponte of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 16, 1972.

SUBJECT

Ambassador Porter Recommends that After Peking Visit We Consider Suspend-
ing Paris Talks Unless DRV Permits Access to our POW’s By Neutral Body and
Agrees to Exchange of Sick and Wounded

Background

Ambassador Porter has sent you a message [less than 1 line not de-
classified] recommending that after the Peking visit® you consider send-
ing a private message to the North Vietnamese to the effect that unless
they permit access to prisoners by a neutral body and agree to an ex-
change of sick and wounded prisoners we will suspend the Paris Talks
until further notice (Tab B).?

Ambassador Porter notes that he has already dealt with Xuan
Thuy’s statement that access cannot be granted to our POW’s in Viet-
nam because it might trigger a U.S. commando raid. In a recent ple-
nary session Porter pointed out that it would be a simple matter to
bring the prisoners to a neutral medical body in Hanoi for inspection
without revealing the locations of detention camps.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Porter’s Proposal

Advantages:

1. This course of action might actually have an impact on the
DRV’s approach to the handling of our POW’s, if indeed they are sen-
sitive about the prospect of losing the Paris Plenary forum.

2. The GVN would welcome this step as an indication of firm-
ness in our position, particularly in the aftermath of all the fuss about
“flexibility.”

3. We would in effect be temporarily closing down a forum which
is widely considered to be sterile. It is also a forum which many judge

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1135, Jon
Howe, Trip Files, John Negroponte Negotiations File, 1972-1973. Secret; Eyes Only. Sent
for action.

2 On February 21, Nixon was scheduled to embark on a state visit to the People’s
Republic of China, the first ever by an American President. The Vietnam war was to be
a major topic of discussion.

% Attached but not printed is backchannel message 570 from Paris, February 14.
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as offering a better propaganda platform to the DRV than to the allied
side.

4. It would demonstrate in yet another concrete way that we
really care about our men held captive in North Vietnam.

Disadvantages:

1. The suspension suggested might not have the desired effect of
gaining access to our POW’s and the exchange of sick and wounded.

2. This course might generate unnecessary criticism from those
who would prefer to blame us rather than the DRV for lack of progress
in Paris.

3. We would disrupt a channel which has been useful in minor
ways (e.g. exchanging messages about POW packages, orchestrating
our public stance with our private initiatives, and maintaining the talks
as a symbol of our willingness to negotiate seriously with the other
side whenever it is prepared to do so).

4. As a general proposition, we would simply be making more of
a fuss about the Paris Talks than most people think it is worth.

Our Views

We think Ambassador Porter’s recommendation has some merit
and, of course, is very much in keeping with his innovative style.

The key judgment would seem to boil down to weighing the ad-
vantage of showing our real concern for our POW’s versus the disad-
vantage of the adverse publicity we might get for in effect taking the
initiative in suspending the talks.

We believe this is really a toss-up judgment which only you and
the President can decide. We have, however, prepared a draft reply to
Porter on the assumption that you will decide against the proposal,
pointing out that this is an idea that we may wish to hold in reserve
but we do not wish to rock the Paris boat quite so much at this time.

Recommendation

That you approve the message to Porter at Tab A.*

* Negroponte’s draft for Kissinger’s signature at Tab A states: “We think your idea
has merit although the President may wish to hold it in reserve for a while.” The
backchannel message sent to Porter on February 16 concludes: “After we return from
Peking we will consider your suggestion in 570 about suspending talks. There of course
should be no movement in that direction in the interim.” (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 107, Country Files, Far East,
Vietnam Negotiations, Paris Negotiations, January 25, 1972-January 1973)
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28. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, February 16, 1972.

SUBJECT

Efforts in Southeast Asia

On a recent report of actions being taken to thwart the anticipated
enemy offensive in South Vietnam, you asked if all of General Abrams’
requests for additional authorities had been met.> With the exception
of authority to strike certain areas of North Vietnam freely, General
Abrams’ requests are being met. Authority to strike SAM sites in an
area within 19 miles of the border in southern North Vietnam will be
submitted for your final clearance after March 1, 1972 if an enemy of-
fensive develops. In addition, various plans for other air strikes against
North Vietnam have been prepared, but have not yet been authorized.
I believe that our preparations are sufficient and that there is no need
to grant broader authorities at this time.’

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1330, NSC
Unfiled Material, 1972 [3 of 8]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. A stamped notation on the
memorandum indicates the President saw it.

2 See Document 18 and footnote 1 thereto.

3 The President wrote the following comment on the memorandum: "K and Haig (in
our absence): Be sure if an offensive develops Abrams et al will not have a case for failing
to do enough to protect our interests—due to our being in China. The heaviest possible
strikes in S.V. Nam, Laos, and Cambodia should be undertaken if an offensive begins and
if it will be helpful to blunt it. RN."
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29. National Security Decision Memorandum 154'

Washington, February 17, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Secretary of Agriculture

The Administrator, Agency for International Development
The Director, Office of Management and Budget

SUBJECT

Vietnam Economic Policy

The President has considered the VSSG Working Group study on
economic support for Vietnam prepared in response to the memoran-
dum of January 3, 1972.> He has selected option two as the basis of our
support for 1972 and beyond. This option provides 1972 support of $680
million and requires $385 million of FY 72 supporting assistance funds.

This support will be provided so as to encourage the GVN to in-
crease domestic taxes, improve government efficiency, adjust its ex-
change rate, and take other actions to reduce the required level of sup-
port in future years. Economic development should be encouraged to
the maximum extent possible. Expansion of exports should have the
highest priority in GVN economic planning and U.S. assistance.

In implementing this plan:

—AID should retain flexibility on the composition of its FY 73 proj-
ect program pending a review of CORDS requirements;

—the Department of Defense should prepare a study of all Viet-
nam related items in its FY 73 budget to identify the sources of funds
for meeting this requirement. This study should be presented by April
15, 1972.

—the Department of Agriculture in meeting the target of at least
$125 million in PL-480 may finance ocean freight; such financing will
not be considered a precedent for similar action in other countries.

None of the foregoing policies should be pursued in a manner that
would jeopardize the goals of Vietnamization or the fundamental ob-
jective of U.S. policy that the political forces within South Vietham
should determine its future.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-231, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 154.
Confidential. Copies were sent to the Secretary of the Treasury and Director of Central
Intelligence.

2 Not found.
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The VSSG Working Group should monitor economic develop-
ments in Vietnam and ensure that the elements of flexibility in the study
are retained while adequate economic support is provided on a timely
basis. The VSSG Working Group should report actions taken and
progress on implementing the support plan to the Senior Review Group
by April 15, 1972.

These decisions should be promptly communicated to the highest
level of the GVN to permit early planning of its 1972 economic pro-
gram in consultation with the U.S. Mission.

Henry A. Kissinger

30. Memorandum From John D. Negroponte of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 29, 1972.

SUBJECT
The Enemy’s Dry Season Campaign

The Saigon Station Chief has sent us his appraisal of the enemy’s
winter-spring campaign (Tab A)* which is summarized below.

The current level of enemy activity is still far below what we be-
lieve the VC/NVA are capable of mounting. ARVN spoiling attacks
and U.S. airstrikes may be partly responsible for slowing down the en-
emy timetable. In any case, his plans are flexible (unlike 1968). His of-
fensive is proceeding in a deliberate and cautious manner and will
probably unfold in stages, moving from small to larger attacks as he
probes for exploitable opportunities. He will keep his options open and
will try to avoid the disaster he suffered in 1968.

The enemy probably wants to strike what is primarily a psycho-
logical blow. His main targets are pacification and Vietnamization. He

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 158, Viet-
nam Country Files, Vietnam, Jan-Feb 1972. Secret. Sent for information. Lord initialed
for Negroponte. Kissinger initialed the memorandum.

2 Attached but not printed; dated February 24.
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hopes that spectacular military action in Vietnam between now and the
U.S. elections will bring new pressure to bear on the Administration to
end the U.S. role in the war once and for all.

The next weeks should bring a noisy mix of ground attacks on
lightly defended outposts and resettlement villages, terrorist activity,
attacks by fire against urban areas and sapper strikes or rocket attacks
on GVN and U.S. installations. Heavy action could also begin in MR-I
with little warning, probably coordinated with attacks in the B-3 Front.
Major actions could, however, be spaced over a longer period to en-
sure maximum political impact by demonstrating that the war could
drag on forever.

The ARVN will pass the tests just ahead and by the end of the dry
season will be in a position to move forward once again, but not so de-
cisively as to preclude enemy efforts to create disruptions intended to
influence the U.S. election in November.

Comment: The Station Chief’s appraisal closely parallels one we
prepared for John Holdridge on the eve of the Peking trip (Tab B).> We
indicated that there would probably be no large offensive during the
Peking trip, and we also speculated that the enemy has been less se-

cretive about offensive plans because extreme secrecy caused him prob-
lems in 1968.

% Attached but not printed is a February 16 memorandum from Steadman to
Holdridge.

31. Editorial Note

President Richard M. Nixon’s February 21-28, 1972, trip to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China (PRC) was the first to Mainland China by a
United States President. While there, the President discussed Vietnam
on several occasions with Premier of the State Council, Zhou Enlai. The
United States was withdrawing from Vietnam, the President told Zhou,
and had pulled out almost 500,000 troops since he had become Presi-
dent. However, the United States would not complete the withdrawal
except on negotiated terms, the essential conditions being that Amer-
ican prisoners of war had to be returned and the American ally, the
South Vietnamese Government, had to survive the negotiating process.
On the latter point, Nixon told Zhou, “we cannot remove the govern-
ment of South Vietnam and in effect turn over the government to the
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North Vietnamese.” (Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XVII, China,
1969-1972, Document 196)

Premier Zhou made carefully calibrated responses to Nixon's state-
ments. While noting that the PRC supported the North Vietnamese and
the Viet Cong cause, and would continue to provide aid to them, he
nonetheless concluded: “there is one thing we scrupulously abide by,
[and] that is our respect for their sovereignty and independence.”
Moreover, he continued, the Chinese had no intention to and no right
to negotiate for the North Vietnamese. (See ibid., Document 204) On
this point, Nixon admitted that to get the negotiations back on track
the United States would welcome any assistance the Chinese might
provide. At the very least, he hoped that they would not discourage
the North Vietnamese from negotiating. To this, the Chinese agreed.
(Ibid., Documents 196 and 199) More positively, Premier Zhou con-
firmed that if the war in Indochina persisted, the PRC, while still send-
ing aid to Hanoi, would not become militarily involved as long as the
United States did not attack China. (Ibid., Document 196) Since the
United States obviously had no such intention, Kissinger seemed jus-
tified in concluding that Zhou had told him in a roundabout way that
China would not send troops to Vietnam. (Kissinger, White House Years,
page 1062)

In their official histories of the Vietnam war, the North Viethamese
indicated that they largely accepted the Chinese position. Hanoi be-
lieved that a great power such as China had to play a full role in the
international community. Resuming relations with the United States
would create favorable conditions for the PRC to enter the United Na-
tions and to normalize relations with other countries. (Le Duc
Tho—Kissinger Negotiations in Paris, page 210) More pragmatically, as
long as the Chinese continued to send food, military equipment, con-
struction materials, weapons, and machinery to North Vietnam, the
great power diplomacy of the United States and the People’s Repub-
lic of China seemed not to matter greatly. Even so, North Vietnamese
leaders reassured Chinese (and Soviet) leaders that while pursuing
their policy of protracted war against the Americans and the South
Vietnamese they intended to fight only in Indochina. They would not
allow the war to expand further and threaten world peace. (Nguyen
Dinh Bin, ed., Vietnamese Diplomacy, 1945-2000, page 234)
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32. Diary Entry by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(Moorer)"

Washington, March 2, 1972, 2:31 p.m.

TELECON/IN—from SecDef—Subject: POW Plan

SecDef thought it was impossible for this plan to be carried out.?
He thinks CIA is the only one that has contacts in the area. I said I re-
alize that; however, my point is we are still in the planning stages and
trying to get some help from CIA and they are passing judgement on
the thing before we have even decided to present it to you. Laird said,
don’t you think it is a pretty tough memo from CIA though?® I said
yes, but you saw the message this morning about our last five boys
that were captured. My only point is that while we are in the planning
stage we are just going ahead of time by letting CIA influence a deci-
sion now. SecDef said it was not addressed to him, he had a copy of it
and he just wanted Bennett* to read it and digest it from an intelligence
stand point.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman, Moorer Diary, July
1970-July 1974. Secret.

2 Laird was referring to a plan, called Project Diamond, to rescue U.S. prisoners in-
carcerated in Ha Lo Prison in Hanoi.

®In his February 17 memorandum to Rear Admiral Donald B. Whitmire, Assist-
ant Deputy Director for Intelligence, Defense Intelligence Agency, who had requested
intelligence assistance on Project Diamond from the CIA, Carver wrote: "It is certainly
true that seemingly impossible escapes from prison have been successfully made, par-
ticularly by resourceful and determined men in wartime. The odds against Project Dia-
mond’s success, however, are astronomical.” (Central Intelligence Agency, Files of the
Deputy Director for Intelligence, Job 80-R01720R, Box 7, GAC [George A. Carver]
Chronology, February 1972)

4 Lieutenant General Donald V. Bennett, USA, Director, Defense Intelligence
Agency.
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33. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, March 8, 1972.

SUBJECT

Cover and Deception Options

After reviewing the options suggested by the Chairman for de-
ception operations against North Vietnam, I find that the probable out-
come from executing any of these options would not warrant the ef-
fort involved. A deception operation which hinges on large-scale US
participation in a landing in North Vietnam does not seem to be cred-
ible in the current international environment. RVNAF resources are
heavily committed in the current dry season so that it would be inad-
visable to divert a sizable RVNAF force from its present mission to a
deception operation.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff concludes that the prob-
able results of any of these operations are too slight to warrant the risks
and expenditure involved.

The enclosed plans are provided for your information.?

Melvin R. Laird

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 5,
Chronological File, Mar.—Aug. 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive.

2 Attached but not printed.
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34. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to
President Nixon'

Washington, March 8, 1972.

SUBJECT

Actions Relative to the North Vietnamese Dry Season Offensive

The situation in Southeast Asia has reflected for the past few weeks
and continues to reflect a North Vietnamese capability to launch an of-
fensive against friendly forces in South Vietnam. Enemy forces in the
western portion of Military Region (MR) 1, in the Central Highlands,
and in Cambodia along the Republic of Vietnam border, have been con-
centrated and are capable of launching major attacks. In addition, there
has been a buildup of North Vietnamese air defenses in the North Viet-
namese panhandle and in Laos.

In January 1972,> and later in response to the direction you out-
lined in NSDM 149, a range of measures were taken to blunt the ex-
pected enemy offensive. These are summarized as follows:

—Employment of Talos antiaircraft missiles from ships in the Gulf
of Tonkin against MIGs in NVN up to 20°N.

—Employment of antiradar missiles, both air and ship launched,
against primary GCI radar control sites outside the Hanoi-Haiphong
area when MIGs are airborne and indicate hostile intent.

—A fourth carrier to support Southeast Asia operations arrived on
3 March.

—Eight B-52s were deployed to Thailand on 7 February and 29
B-52s to Guam on 11 February, providing a 1500 sortie per month
capability.

—Eighteen additional F-4s were deployed to bases in South Viet-
nam and Thailand on 8 February. Five additional F-105 aircraft
e(I:luipped to launch antiradiation missiles were deployed to Thailand.
Plans to move three additional squadrons of F—4s from Korea to South-
east Asia have been prepared.

—Authority for higher sortie rates for B-52s and Tacair was passed
to field commanders.

—Authority was granted to strike 130mm guns in the northern
DMZ area during the period 16-17 February.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-062, Senior Review Group Meetings, SRG Meeting Vietnam
Assessment 1/24/72. Top Secret; Sensitive. See Nixon’s marginal comment in footnote
1, Document 18.

2 Gee footnote 2, Document 10.

3 Document 15.
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The measures outlined above and the firm RVNAF posture have
disrupted the enemy’s offensive plans to an indefinite but considerable
degree. To repeat, however, the North Vietnamese retain a major of-
fensive capability in South Vietnam. Their accelerated air defense ef-
forts likewise constitute a continuing threat to our attack aircraft over
South Vietnam, Laos, and to our unarmed reconnaissance aircraft over
North Vietnam.

In NSDM 149 you indicated the desire to give our field com-
manders additional freedom of action in dealing with the surface-to-
air (SAM) threat. You specified that as soon as the enemy offensive
commences, but not prior to March 1, I should authorize—after re-
ceiving your final clearance—tactical aircraft strikes against occupied
SAM sites and associated equipment in a North Vietnamese area
encompassing:

—19 nautical miles north of the PMDL,
—19 nautical miles of the NVN/Laotian border,
—as far north as 19 nautical miles above the Mu Gia Pass.

While the enemy has not been able to launch the predicted major
offensive moves in South Vietnam, General Abrams believes the en-
emy has been trying to get such an effort underway. In a technical sense,
he considers the enemy offensive to have commenced. Considering the
overall SAM threat, General Abrams, CINCPAC, and the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, believe exercise of the NSDM 149-indicated au-
thority to be prudent now. SAM installations are mobile and therefore
constitute transient targets. Limited duration strikes can, at best,
achieve limited benefits. Extensive strikes over an indefinite period in-
volve, in my judgment, even higher risks and costs. I therefore concur
in our military commanders’ judgment that selective and limited du-
ration strikes should be authorized now against occupied SAM sites in
the lower NVN panhandle.

I should add that standing authorities to deal with the air defense
threat from NVN include authority for:

—Friendly aircraft and SAMs to engage enemy aircraft over NVN,
which by their intentions indicate hostile intent against U.S. or allied
aircraft operating outside the borders of NVN.

—PFighter aircraft, including Iron Hand, to strike any SAM/AAA
site in NVN below 20°N which fires at or is activated against U.S. or
allied aircraft. In conjunction with the impending offensive, additional
authorities were granted to permit engagement of MIGs airborne be-
low 18°N and strikes against active GCI radar sites when MIGs are air-
borne and indicate hostile intent. The latter authority has been exer-
cised on several occasions.

In summary, I believe our extensive air operations are taking a sub-
stantial, though indefinite, enemy toll. Our air efforts have probably
contributed to the disruption of Hanoi’s offensive timetable. The North
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Vietnamese air defense capability and tactics constitute a major and
growing threat to our air operations. I recommend we continue to ex-
ercise the air operating authorities now in existence. I further recom-
mend you authorize up to three (3) twenty-four hour strikes against
occupied SAM sites in the L-shaped geographic area of the NVN pan-
handle outlined in NSDM 149. The twenty-four hour strikes could be
taken in continuous sequence, or as separate periods. In any case, the
authority would be exercised prior to May 1.

Melvin R. Laird

35. Message From the Commander, Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam (Abrams) to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (Moorer) and the Commander in Chief,
Pacific (McCain)!

Saigon, March 8, 1972, 1155Z.

69866. Deliver upon receipt. Subject: COMUSMACYV personal ap-
praisal of the enemy/friendly situation (C).

1. (TS) In view of the growing intelligence picture, I am today sub-
mitting my personal appraisal of the overall situation as it now stands
and the requirements necessary to effectively meet this situation. There
are five distinctly identifiable and interrelated threats which must be
considered and countered. The five threats are the enemy forces in the
northwestern portion of MR1 and near the DMZ which for ease of ref-
erence will be called the DMZ area; the enemy forces in the Pleiku/
Kontum area which will be referred to hereafter as the B-3 Front, the
enemy forces in the Chup/Mimot/Snoul area of Cambodia opposite
MR3 which will be referred to as COSVN, the enemy forces in the
PDJ/Long Tieng area which will be referred to as the Long Tieng area,
and the enemy logistics offensive moving down the Laotian panhan-
dle which will be referred to as the logistics offensive. I will first sum-
marize the intelligence pertaining to each of the five threats, discuss
their interrelationship, present my concept for the employment of US

1 Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman, Records of Thomas
Moorer, Box 62, COMUSMACYV General Service Messages, March 1972. Top Secret; Flash;
Specat; Exclusive.
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air power against the threat, and finally present the authorities needed
to counter the threat.

2. (S) DMZ and Northern MR1. The enemy continues to make a
deliberate effort to improve his capability in the DMZ area and north-
ern MR1. All indications suggest that the 324B NVA Division is en route
to traditional areas of operation in MR1. Major elements of the 304th
NVA Division are already located in Laos west of Khe Sanh and des-
tined for commitment to western Quang Tri Province. The enemy con-
tinues to improve his air defense capability in the DMZ area. Dong Hoi
airfield is now operational, and Khe Phat air strip should be operational
by 15 April. SAM battalions have recently deployed to the Tchepone/
Muong Phine area while sites in the vicinity of Bat Lake and the DMZ
have been occupied. Two SAM support facilities have been constructed
approximately 7% NM north of the central DMZ to support these sites.
On 6 March pilot reports indicate two missiles were fired from within
the DMZ against allied aircraft over northern MR1. At least 8 X 130mm
guns and 5 X 122mm guns have been confirmed north of the DMZ in-
dicating their anticipated use against northern MR1 in the near future.
Since 25 January 2757 rounds of 130mm ammunition have been shipped
to the DMZ area. There is an increasing flow of enemy truck traffic into
western Quang Tri and Thua Thien Provinces. During February total
input to MR1 more than doubled the detections for January. The enemy
continues to expend considerable effort to upgrade his route structure
throughout western MR1. AAA defenses are also being upgraded sig-
nificantly, and MiG activity in the southern part of North Vietham and
the Laos panhandle has recently increased markedly.

3. (S) B-3 Front. Force structure augmentation, concentration of
main-force units, and increased rear service and support activities point
to enemy intentions to mount large-scale operations. The 320th NVA
Division, the 141st Regiment, 2nd NVA Division, and the 83rd NVA
Engineer Regiment recently arrived in the B-3 Front area. Movement
of 122 millimeter field guns and howitzers and 160 millimeter mortars
to the front has also been observed. T54/55 tanks have been sighted
south of Chavane in the Laotian panhandle. Troop infiltration destined
for the B-3 Front now approximates 32,000 or 19,500 more than the to-
tal B-3 Front infiltration for 1968, the highest previously recorded year.
Infiltration, including main-force units, has doubled the number of reg-
iments in the area. Rear service activities within the front have in-
creased, old roads and trails have been upgraded and new roads and
bunkers are under construction. Enemy main-force units can launch at-
tacks within the B-3 Front with little warning.

4. (5) COSVN. Since mid-February, major relocations of VC/NVA
units have markedly increased the enemy threat to the Tay Ninh area
of MR-3. The movement of a second regiment of the 9th VC Division,
the 95C NVA Regiment, from west of the Mekong River to an area east
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of Mimot raised to eight the number of infantry regiments operating
in this area. The Division’s 272D VC Regiment continues to be located
in the Chup plantation. In addition, the 165th and the 209th NVA Reg-
iments, 7th NVA Division moved from the Chup-Dambe area to posi-
tions west of Mimot. It is also possible that the 7th Division’s 141st
NVA Regiment has relocated from the Chup-Dambe area toward the
east. The relocation of the 6th VC Regiment, 5th VC Division from the
Snuol area further augmented the force concentration in the vicinity of
Mimot. The 5th Division’s 174th NVA Regiment remains north of Mi-
mot. Additionally the 271st NVA Independent Regiment is now located
in northern Base Area 354. There are now at least six enemy regiments
located within 20 kilometers of the RVN/Cambodia border.

5. (S) Long Tieng Area. It appears that the enemy forces, which
earlier had reacted to Vang Pao’s operation southeast of the Plaine des
Jarres, are once again being positioned for attacks in the Long Tieng
area. On 4 and 5 March, the headquarters, 141st and 165th Regiments,
312th NVA Division, were located within six kilometers of Sam Thong,
and on 5 March the 148th Regiment of the 316th NVA Division was lo-
cated approximately 16 kilometers northeast of Long Tieng, thus ap-
proximating their positions prior to the friendly operation. Enemy re-
connaissance and tactical activity around Sam Thong have increased
over the past several days. Elements of the 335th Regiment continue
to operate in the Skyline Ridge area. Additionally, the construction of
a road from the Plaine toward Long Tieng and the movement of sup-
plies and emplacement of AAA weapons along the road have contin-
ued unabated. Finally, while the 174th Regiment, 316th NVA Division,
has not been detected returning to the Long Tieng area, the decrease
in the friendly ground threat to the enemy lines of communication
makes redeployment of this unit to join in an attack on Long Tieng a
distinct possibility.

6. (S) Logistics Offensive. During the past week the general
directorate of rear service element in the Lao panhandle initiated a
general logistics offensive. It is designed to move more supplies and
materiel to enemy units in RVN, southern Laos and Cambodia. This
offensive began on 1 March and reportedly will continue, at least in
some areas, until July. This plan emphasizes greater efforts by engineer
units to repair roads and fords; an increase in the number of round
trips performed by vehicles drivers; prepositioning of rations along
roads for drivers; and increased alertness by AAA units in Base Area
604. The current offensive appears to be a phase of heightened activ-
ity on the part of Binh Trams of at least three transportation groups
and very likely is underway throughout the entire enemy logistics
system.

7. (TS) Interrelationship of the Five Threats. Early in the enemy
buildup, we had expected that the enemy offensive against the B-3
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Front would precede action against the DMZ area. This has not ma-
terialized and it now appears that the enemy is capable of concurrent
offensive action in all five threat areas. The most salient interrelation-
ship among concurrent offensives in the five threat areas would be the
sudden demand for air power needed to support each. In fact, the
competing demands for air power already exist as we attempt to
counter the enemy preparations in each threat area. Two other in-
terrelationships are pertinent, offensive action by COSVN forces
could create a threat to MR3 that would complicate the JGS decision
to move airborne and marine reserve forces to MR1 or MR2. This em-
phasizes the need for preemptive actions against COSVN forces.
We are applying air power against these forces, and as mentioned in
my assessment of 6 March, III Corps plans to initiate an offensive
against them on 9 March.” Finally, since virtually everything the en-
emy does has an associated goal of influencing public opinion, the ex-
ecution of concurrent attacks in four separate geographical areas
would portray an impression of omnipotence that could be beneficial
to his purposes.

8. (TS) My basic concept for countering the enemy buildup is to
continue concentration of US Tacair primarily against the enemy lo-
gistic offensive and the B-52’s primarily against targets in the DMZ,
B-3 Front, COSVN and Long Tieng areas and their related support
bases. VNAF will continue to operate primarily against in-country
Tacair targets supplemented by US Tacair when lucrative targets are
developed either as a result of B-52 strikes or preemptive ground [op-
erations. After the enemy offensive begins, however, the South Viet-
namese will have] to be encouraged to shift their air resources to the
high threat areas. This concept of air power employment does not ex-
clude the employment of B-52’s against lucrative targets that may de-
velop in conjunction with the logistics offensive but the threat situa-
tions in the DMZ, B-3 Front, COSVN and Long Tieng receive the main
weight of the B-52 effort. When the enemy offensive begins, the dis-
tribution of air power will have to be judged in the light of all elements
of the situation. The situation in the DMZ area requires special dis-
cussion and is covered in the following paragraph.

9. (TS) The intelligence situation in the DMZ has been discussed
in para 2 above. It is important to understand what the enemy has put
together in southern Quang Binh, the DMZ and western Quang Tri.
It is a system integrating MiG’s, SAM’s, heavy anti-aircraft artillery,
long range artillery, tanks and other ground forces. The enemy has put

2 Message 65797 from Abrams to Moorer and McCain, March 6, attached to Moorer
Diary, March 6; National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman.
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into position a SAM umbrella that extends as much as 16 NM into
northern MR1 and to an even greater depth into the Laotian panhan-
dle. In the [Mu Gia] pass areas, he has perhaps the best integrated,
most closely coordinated MiG/SAM operating environment that has
yet been developed and actively exercised under combat conditions.
He has driven our highly vulnerable gunships out of the
[Mu Gia] pass areas and northern MR1. He has made operation of
fighter aircraft extremely difficult in these areas. He has kept the B-52
out of these areas although CINCSAC has stated his willingness to fly
into the SAM rings when the targets justify the risk. He has developed
a sustaining logistics base beneath this air defense umbrella. He has
positioned long range artillery just north of DMZ in range of friendly
positions. Tank and infantry units have been positioned in the area.
If he initiates his offensive at the outset of a protracted period of
bad weather, we risk serious losses in northern MR1. Our response to
this critical situation must deal with all of the major elements of
the integrated system described above. We must have authority to
hit the MiG’s GCI, SAM sites, long range artillery, tanks and logistics
facilities. We must have clear weather to operate effectively against
his system. I urgently request approval of authority to strike the
enemy system above the DMZ (formal statement of authority needed
is in following paragraph). A one-time strike authority is temporarily
useful but is of only limited value due to the enemy recuperative ca-
pability. Furthermore, the weather conditions change so rapidly as
to make one-time authority difficult to exploit. What is needed is
standing authority to strike the SAM’s artillery, GCI, tanks, anti-
aircraft artillery and logistics as described in para 10 below, as a
minimum I need the standby authority to strike this system of targets
as quickly as weather will permit after the enemy begins to fire his
artillery against friendly forces. The existing authority to return fire is
too restrictive to be fully effective and does not adequately accom-
modate the fact that what we are up against is an entire system of in-
tegrated power rather than a single-weapon problem.?

3 In the March 9 memorandum CM-1625-72, Moorer wrote to Laird: “I fully agree
that authority is needed now to strike the integrated enemy threat north of the DMZ.
Because of the vagaries of the weather pattern for this area, one-time strikes make it dif-
ficult achieving their full potential. The enemy’s recuperative capability under condi-
tions of short duration operations also limits us to very near term, temporary results.”
(Attached to Moorer Diary, March 9; ibid.)
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10. (TS) Specific authorities needed at this time are as follows:

A. Authority to conduct Tacair strikes and naval gunfire attacks
against SAM sites, MiG’s, GCI sites, AAA, long range artillery, tanks
and logistics facilities in North Vietnam located below 18 degrees north.
This statement of authorities needed is different from the previous re-
quest because we now know more about the highly integrated system
facing us and, based upon previous attempts to attack parts of the sys-
tem, realize that it must be attacked as an entity. Naval gunfire can pro-
vide needed firepower against SAM sites and logistical targets located
near the coast.

B. Authority to employ area denial munitions in the northern por-
tion of the DMZ.*

11. (TS) One final point concerns the Long Tieng area. Thus far
the enemy has not resumed his all out offensive against Long Tieng.
The recent operation by Vang Pao was successful in drawing forces
away from Long Tieng and was a commendable initiative.” I am aware
that plans are underway for an even more ambitious diversionary op-
eration.® While it is difficult to judge from here the full merits and prob-
lems of the new plan, I must caution against initiating any new oper-
ation at this time that is dependent upon US air power for success or
prevention of disaster. We are hard pressed even at this time to pro-
vide the necessary air power against the five threats and a sixth situ-
ation would be unsupportable.

* Bunker sent Abrams’s message to Kissinger on March 9, commenting that “Gen-
eral Abrams’ message is comprehensive and cogent and I recommend that you read it
in its entirety. I fully support his request for these additional authorities, in view of the
massive enemy buildup in all of the threat areas mentioned.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 992, Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files, Haig
Chron, March 7-15, 1972) Laird forwarded the recommendation to the White House on
March 10. See footnote 4, Document 44.

% Operation Strength I, carried out southeast of Long Tieng during February, aimed
to divert North Vietnamese troops from the area.

¢ Refers to Strength II, which was about to begin. Similar to Strength I in objec-
tives, its operational area would be northeast of Long Tieng.
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36. Memorandum From Richard T. Kennedy and John D.
Negroponte of the National Security Council Staff to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)"

Washington, March 10, 1972.

SUBJECT

Request for Approval to Conduct a Multi-Battalion Diversionary Operation
North and East of the Plain of Jars

Director Helms has sent a memorandum (at Tab A) to you, Under
Secretary Irwin, Deputy Secretary Rush, and Admiral Moorer asking
for early approval of a new diversionary maneuver by Vang Pao’s
forces.” The operation would seek to utilize our advantage in mobility
by helilifting sizable elements of Vang Pao’s forces east and north of
the PDJ in order to divert the enemy from Long Tieng. The plan is sum-
marized on the map at Tab A-1.°

Current indications are that it is merely a matter of time until the
North Vietnamese attack Long Tieng in overwhelming force. The NVA
forces which countered Vang Pao’s earlier diversion southeast of the
PDJ have returned westward toward Long Tieng.

The question, then, is whether Long Tieng (and ultimately the
Mekong Basin and the RLG) is better defended by using the approxi-
mately 5,000 irregulars to strengthen Long Tieng’s immediate defenses
or by the proposed maneuver. If retained at Long Tieng, they could
add strength to the defenses and serve as a reserve. But there is gen-
eral agreement that Long Tieng itself probably cannot be held if the
NVA put all the force they have available into the effort to take it. The
real defense will have to be one in depth using the excellent terrain to
the south to delay and extract a heavy price for further enemy ad-
vances. This is essentially the strategy we have visualized since the
start of the dry season, and Godley has moved to be in a position to
implement it.* Moreover, there is the danger that in static defense the
Meo might be destroyed as an effective force, even if they and the Thai
SGUs succeeded in holding Long Tieng.

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 21,
Chronological File, March 1972. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Sent for action. Sent through
Howe. Haig initialed the memorandum.

2 Tab A is attached but not printed. In it, Helms mentioned Operation Strength II,
noting that it would be difficult to provide adequate air support.

% Attached but not printed.

4See Document 21 and footnote 4, Document 22.
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Alternatively, the proposed operation seeks to defend the base in-
directly by threatening the enemy’s lines of communications. That the
North Vietnamese are sensitive to such attacks was shown by their
rapid reaction to Vang Pao’s earlier initiative south and east of the PD].
The earlier effort successfully substituted mobility—where we have a
definite advantage—for manpower and ordnance; casualties were light
and ordnance expenditures conservative. The new proposal would con-
tinue to use Vang Pao’s forces in the mobile role in which they are most
effective, retain the initiative, dissipate some of the enemy’s energies
and supplies in response, and probably cause him to expose more tar-
gets to air attack than otherwise.

There is the risk that the enemy may attack a weakened Long Tieng
while this 5,000 man force is maneuvering behind his lines and we will
face the difficult task of extricating them. But the chances are at
least even that this diversionary effort will take some pressure off of
Long Tieng and may even thin out the NVA forces there to an extent
which would diminish the likelihood of a successful assault against
the defenses. We believe that this chance argues for going along with
the plan.

The U.S. Commander 7/13 AF° assesses the risk to the 5-9 CH-53
helicopters which would be flying to support the operation as moder-
ate to high from possible enemy reaction in planned landing zones and
possible AA fire along some of the proposed flight paths. Flak sup-
pression sorties will be used to lessen the risk.

All elements of the American Mission concur in the plan, and Am-
bassador Godley urges early approval so that the helilift can get un-
derway no later than March 10. Director Helms suggests telephonic
concurrence and no WSAG meeting unless we see serious problems
with the plan. Admiral Moorer favors the plan. State favors the plan
and recommends approval. (Sullivan wants to use approval to force
the issue of whether we go for an increase in the ceiling. The added
cost of about $95 thousand clearly will have no effect on the ceiling
and we consider this a red-herring.) Secretary Laird has withheld judg-
ment pending further JCS assessment of possible U.S. helo losses, over-
all level of U.S. support required for the operation, and plans for ex-
tricating the force if it gets into trouble (This assessment is to be
provided to Mr. Laird today.).

We believe the likely gains outweigh the costs and risks. The pre-
vious operation of this type accomplished the purpose at little cost to

5 The mission of the 7th/13th Air Force, headquartered at Udorn Air Force Base,
Thailand, was to provide logistical and air support to United States allies fighting Com-
munist forces in Laos.



126 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

the attacking force and this one has as good a chance to succeed as the
earlier one. Accordingly, we believe we should agree with Godley.

Recommendation
That you concur in the operation and authorize us to inform Di-
rector Helms.
Approve®
Disapprove, schedule WSAG meeting
Other

6 Haig initialed this option for Kissinger.

37. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Helms
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, March 10, 1972.

SUBJECT
Operations Against North Vietham

1. You will recall that in response to your request in early 1970 we
began a program of action operations against North Vietnam. Since 22
February 1970, twenty-two of these operations have been run. We have
reviewed the results of these operations, their cost in money and per-
sonnel, the prospects for future operations and the political risks. Our
conclusion, frankly, is that the results of this program are of question-
able value balanced against the effort required and the risks inevitably
involved. We recommend that this program be phased down and at
the same time we develop a program in the covert action and disin-
formation field against North Vietnam. This latter program we believe
has the potential for causing North Vietnam much more real difficulty
than minor paramilitary harassment.

2. Since 22 February 1970, twenty-two operations were attempted
by CIA teams conducting attacks by fire against targets within North

1 Source: Central Intelligence Agency, DCI Files, Job 80-R01284A, Box 6, 1 Janu-
ary-31 May 1972. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.



Before the Easter Offensive, January 20-March 29, 1972 127

Vietnam. (See Attachment A.)* Ten operations failed; twelve operations
were successful in that the team fired toward the target and returned
to the base safely. Of these twelve, three were rocket attacks against
Dien Bien Phu, six were against North Viethamese Army (NVA) sup-
ply depots, two were rocket attacks against truck parks and one rup-
tured an NVA POL pipeline. No damage assessment was possible on
any of these operations.

3. As far as we know the results of these operations have been
minimal in military terms and it is doubtful they have had any psy-
chological impact on Hanoi. To date we have spent over $3 million on
these operations, diverted to them a considerable part of the opera-
tional effort of the Vientiane Station, and have lost twenty-nine team
members in action, most of whom have been captured. These are all
Lao nationals.

4. One of our principal problems has been that most of our oper-
ations have, perforce, been conducted in the immediate vicinity of the
North Vietnamese border. We have developed some limited capability
for deeper penetration by helicopters [less than 1 line not declassified].
Deeper penetration operations, however, require good low-level pho-
tography in order to pick out helicopter landing zones and develop op-
erational plans. The JCS has been most cooperative in attempting to pro-
vide us with the necessary photography. There has been an enormous
increase of North Vietnamese antiaircraft and air defense capability in
the most likely target areas. As a result of this, the JCS has been unable
to provide us with the kind of low-level photography that is essential
to mount an effective sabotage mission. They have been forced, because
of the MIG threat, to fulfill our request for photography by the use of
drone and SR-71 platforms. This kind of photography does not provide
the necessary resolution for operational use. We therefore face the
prospect that if we attempt to go on with this program we will have to
employ U.S. reconnaissance planes and pilots in low-level photographic
flights in an extremely hostile environment. To proceed would also in-
volve risking [less than 1 line not declassified] helicopters and crews in
missions which are unlikely to have any serious military or psycholog-
ical effect on the North Vietnamese, but which would appear to run ma-
jor political risks in the context of Congressional and public opinion.

5. In the light of the above, I feel we should phase out the pres-
ent program and turn our efforts to the development of a structured
program of deception and disinformation targeted at North Vietnam
which will, I believe, cause North Vietnam considerably more trou-
ble at much less risk to the U.S. interest. We will be able to use the

2 Attachment A is an undated list of 22 operations including target, weapon, data,
and results; not printed.
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penetration capability developed to date to place small intelligence
teams on special missions inside North Vietnam against high prior-
ity intelligence targets.

6. I believe that at the present time North Vietham would be par-
ticularly susceptible to a carefully orchestrated deception program
worked out in close cooperation with your office. You will recall that
we attempted such deception programs in the past on a limited basis
in connection with both the Cambodian incursion and the Lamson 719
operation. We believe we have the channels through which we could
convincingly move such deception material to the North Vietnamese,
though to be effective the themes employed should be worked out in
close cooperation with your office to ensure their consonance with Pres-
idential policy and the negotiating situation between the U.S., North
Vietnam, the People’s Republic of China and the USSR. We have put
at Attachment B a series of suggestions illustrating the kinds of themes
that could be used. These are only presented as examples and the ac-
tual scenario in each case would have to be worked out with your of-
fice. We propose that you assign one member of your staff to work
with us on an ad hoc basis to develop appropriate scenarios.

7. I recommend therefore:

a. That we phase out of paramilitary action operations against
North Vietnam.

b. Agreement in principle to develop a series of deception and dis-
information operations against North Vietnam designed to compound
the problems of North Vietham’s leaders and simultaneously increase
the attractiveness, in their eyes, of a negotiated settlement of the Viet-
nam war and a termination of their military effort in South Vietnam.

Richard Helms®

Attachment B

PROPOSED LEGENDS

1. The U.S. and Communist China are negotiating a secret protocol
or agreement under which the U.S., in return for cessation of Chinese
military assistance to the DRV and renewal of the Open Door policy in
Sino-American relations, will guarantee (a) the territorial integrity of the
People’s Republic of China and (b) removal of residual elements of the
U.S. 7th Fleet from the Taiwan Straits. (This line, if believed in Hanoi,
should expedite serious negotiations since it would point to the begin-
ning of the end of military assistance either from or through China.)

3 Printed from a copy that bears Helms’s typed signature with an indication that
he signed the original.
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2. President Nixon is considering offering a deal to the USSR
whereby in return for significantly reduced Soviet aid to the DRV, in-
cluding elimination of all military aid, the U.S. will agree to a European
security conference and agreements facilitating the withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Europe. (This line could have high impact on Hanoi, since
the USSR currently provides 80 percent of DRV’s foreign assistance.)

3. A faction inside the DRV Politburo is planning a coup moti-
vated by the belief that increased emphasis should be placed on re-
building the DRV economy as opposed to the primacy of the war pol-
icy. This coup will be supported by Peking, which is acting on behalf
of the U.S. in return for significant support to Chinese industrial de-
velopment. (This line could be reinforced by reopening the Hoang
Minh Chinh affair of 1967 and offering some plausible evidence to sup-
port the idea that Hoang and his cohorts were, in fact, Chinese—or
Soviet—agents of influence. The result could be increased suspicion
and repression within the leadership structure with a concomitant
diminution in drive and efficiency:.)

4. An upper-middle level Soviet official, in a recent briefing of
Japanese Communist Party officials, confided that it was not in the So-
viet Union’s interest for Hanoi to be too successful or for the Ameri-
cans to suffer an ignominious defeat. It would be much better for the
big powers involved to have Hanoi bloody its head indefinitely in com-
bat with a reasonably strong GVN. This would keep North Vietnam
from suffering delusions of grandeur about who calls the shots on com-
munist movements elsewhere in Southeast Asia, especially in Cambo-
dia, Thailand and Malaysia. The Japanese should therefore make clear
to their business interests that large-scale investment in North Vietnam
would not be financially prudent for the foreseeable future. Safer and
more significant returns could be achieved through economic devel-
opment and investment in Siberia. (The objective here would be to re-
inforce whatever views the Hanoi leadership may have that the USSR
is prepared to play big-power politics and sell the DRV down the river
when the Soviets’ own national interests are at stake.)

5. During President Nixon’s visit to Peking, Chinese officials ap-
plauded the American decision to provide a multi-billion dollar post-
war aid program to South and North Vietnam. They urged the Amer-
icans, however, to place careful restrictions on this aid. They said that
aid should either be in the form of hard goods or light industrial plants
and that the U.S. should be cautious that aid not be given in such a
form as to enable Hanoi to use it to acquire hegemony over the other
Indochina states of Laos and Cambodia. (This line would reinforce to
Hanoi’s leadership the prospect of an emerging conflict of interest be-
tween China and North Vietnam in Indochina, with consequent worry
that future Chinese aid might be less generous.)
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38. Memorandum From President Nixon to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 11, 1972.

Looking ahead on Vietnam we must take several political factors
into consideration as we draw near to the Democratic Convention in
early July.

I would not be surprised if the Democrats might lie low a bit on
Vietnam insofar as troop withdrawals are concerned with the idea that
they would like to have a pretty large residual force in Vietnam at the
time of the Convention so that they could make an issue of the fact
that after three years we still have not ended the American involve-
ment. In other words, we should not take any particular comfort in the
fact that Vietnam at the moment is not an issue. It is not an issue only
because they are not making it an issue and may not even want to do
so on a massive scale at this point. We can be sure, however, that once
their Convention meets with the anti-war crowd constituting a major-
ity of the delegates they will have a platform plank and an acceptance
speech on the part of their candidate which will take us on hard on
this issue unless we have defused substantially by that time.

I do not want to do anything in the April announcement” that will
in any way reduce the chances for some success on the negotiating
front in the meeting you have in Paris at that time.> As you know, I
have very little confidence in what such a meeting may accomplish and
I do not believe that they are going to negotiate until after the election.
But in any event, we have to play the negotiating string out but we
must not let that string hang us in the fall by failing to do what we can
to present the very best possible case for our position on the assump-
tion that no negotiated settlement will have been reached.

As far as the troop announcement in April is concerned, whether
it is for one month or two months or three months is irrelevant. What
is vital, however, is that a final announcement of some kind must be
made before the Democratic Convention in July. Either in April or in
June when we return from Moscow our announcement must be one
which indicates that all American combat forces have left, that the resid-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 341, Sub-
ject Files, HAK/President Memos, 1971. Eyes Only.

2 0n April 26, Nixon announced that an additional 20,000 United States troops
would be withdrawn during May-June, reducing the number to about 49,000 by July 1.
(Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, p. 552)

3 Reference is to a meeting between Kissinger and the North Vietnamese tenta-
tively scheduled to take place in late April.
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ual force will be retained there until we get our POWs, that the resid-
ual force will be a solely volunteer force, and whatever else we can de-
velop along those lines.

What I am emphasizing is that for over three years and through
12 fruitless meetings in Paris we have pursued the negotiating front. I
think we must continue to do so throughout May and June for reasons
that we are both aware. But before the Democratic Convention we must
make a final announcement of some type or we will be in very serious
trouble.

39. Transcript of a Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)"

March 11, 1972, 11:10 a.m.

P: Hello, how are you? What is the situation with regard to that
Vietnam thing? You say Moorer believes no extensive strikes are
necessary?

K: No. Moorer would like to make extensive strikes, but I think it
would be a mistake. If they are going to attack they have moved sup-
plies into position now. We don’t have to attack North Vietnam to knock
out supplies for whatever offensive they do next week.

P: I am not talking about North Vietnam. I am talking about at-
tacks in South Vietnam.

K: In South Vietnam they are going full blast.

P: Are we trying to concentrate in B-3 area, or just dazzling around
as usual?

K: I will have to check.

P: I understand they can’t hit everything but if they will just hit
something instead of just sporadically.

K: They are doing 50% more now than before the NSC meeting.
I will give Moorer a call.

P: Pound him in terms of hitting the South—that is where sup-
plies and personnel are. Get in there and do something about it.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone
Conversations, Box 13, Chronological File, March 11-17, 1972. No classification marking.
Nixon was at Camp David; Kissinger was in Washington.

2 See Document 13.
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K: If they find military things in the DMZ north of the line that is
technically North Vietnam but it is a violation of the DMZ.

P: Yes. I think the North Vietnamese strikes can come. I don’t think
they are going to do a lot of good but if they come have them come
after the offensive breaks.

K: I think so, because then we can put it on the basis that they
tricked us. We made every effort to talk to them. We told them there
would be no escalation and nevertheless they hit us.

P: How do you go about that?

K: We would have to decide whether we want them to blow the
channel again but we could gear that to the intensity of the attacks. But
we could just hit them. We told the Chinese and the Russians we would
do it.

P: That's right. The point of hitting them we have to weigh in terms
of what good it does. As far as psychological good, I don’t know at
this point.

K: I think not hitting them would be psychologically weak.

P: In that case we do it, but if we do it we have got to make it
worthwhile. Since they sent those MIGs up we should take out 2 or 3
airfields.

K: They would like to take out MIGs and SAMs.

P: Certainly we ought to be able to do something in the general
area.

K: I think it is further south.
P: The airfield?

K: Yes, I think in the Dong Hoi area about 30 miles north of the
DMZ.

P: When we do hit it I think we should let [fell] the Chinese par-
ticularly, and the Russians—it doesn’t matter, the Chinese immediately
when it is done. They call off their dogs, otherwise they take the
consequences.

K: We should do it not more than 3 days or a 2-day package and
let it sit for a while.

P: It doesn’t make any difference whether 2 or 5, two is enough
psychologically. I think we have got to get that across to the Air Force
people—the psychological effect would be just hitting the North. But
it is not going on for several days. They must remember that. They
don’t have the weather problem, do they? Or do they always have the
weather problem?

K: We haven’t had a month they didn’t have the weather problem.
From the middle of the month it should be improving in the North and
getting worse in South Vietnam. That is why I think if they do attack
it will be over by May 1.
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P: Sure. The thing I was going to say—Thompson’s evaluation—
did it take into account this attack? He believes the attack can be
contained?®

K: He wants an attack. He thinks it will be badly defeated.

P: He told me it would be contained. He even goes further with
you.

K: He thinks it will be badly defeated. The South Vietnamese fight
well according to him. After that the North Vietnamese will be finished
until well into 1974 and after that we won’t even need much airpower.
I know his predictions usually sound wild but they are almost always
right.

P: We know. He never missed a thing. Haldeman was just telling
me Humphrey said yesterday he would withdraw all Americans ten
days after he was elected.*

K: Sickening. That is not the issue. The issue is will he overthrow
Thieu and cut off economic aid.

[Omitted here is discussion of China, including the logistics of the
upcoming trip to China by Senators Michael J. Mansfield and Hugh D.
Scott.]

P: They [Mansfield and Scott] did not discuss Vietnam with us. If
he [Mansfield] says what will you do with Vietnam it must be that—
and Sihanouk.

K: Only he [Mansfield] will see Sihanouk, and I can’t control
Sihanouk.

P: I think it is important for them to understand that under our
system only I can talk about Vietnam and they must give them noth-
ing on Vietnam. Mansfield is likely to come back and say the President

3 Kissinger forwarded Sir Robert Thompson’s trip report to Nixon three days later
with the following comment: “If the coming offensive is defeated with heavy losses to
the enemy, as Sir Robert expects, he believes North Vietham will be thwarted in its pur-
pose and the threat of its marauding army will be indefinitely containable with only lim-
ited American aid and assistance in accordance with the Guam Doctrine. Protracted war
will have been defeated by stable war which is more peaceful and prosperous for the peo-
ple of Indochina than a losing peace.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Kissinger Papers, Box CL 21, Chronological File, 1-27 Mar. 1972) Beginning in 1969,
Thompson, a British counterinsurgency expert, traveled to Vietham as a White House
consultant and then reported to Nixon and Kissinger. The trip report referred to was the
result of a February visit to Vietnam by Thompson. The Guam Doctrine, better known as
the Nixon Doctrine, came into being on July 25, 1969 when the President announced that
henceforth the policy of the United States in conflicts would be as follows: “we would
furnish only the material and the military and economic assistance to those nations will-
ing to accept the responsibility of supplying the manpower to defend themselves.” To
this Nixon made only one exception: if a nuclear power attacked ann American ally or
friend, the United States would “respond with nuclear weapons.” (RN, p. 395)

* Former Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey was a contender for the Democra-
tic nomination for President.
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was unable to get anything done but I got an arrangement with the
Chinese where if we will do this and that the Chinese will release . . .

K: That’s not possible.

P: You can’t trust Mansfield. Mansfield, as a Democrat, is likely to
come back and say he was able to negotiate with the Chinese better
than we were.

K: I will make the Chinese understand that we will take it very ill
if they get involved . ..

P: ... in any substantive discussions on Vietnam—right?
K: Right.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to Vietnam.]

40. Memorandum From the Special Assistant for Vietnamese
Affairs, Central Intelligence Agency (Carver), to Director of
Central Intelligence Helms'

Washington, March 13, 1972.

SUBJECT
13 March Session with Secretary Laird

1. My 13 March 1972 session with Secretary Laird was relatively
brief and even more banteringly informal than usual. General Pursley
was the only other person present (i.e., Deputy Secretary Rush was not
there). As the mess steward was serving coffee, Laird—in high good
humor—regaled me with an account of his just completed DOD
staff meeting. Apparently, he had forcefully enunciated his position
on NATO force reductions, a position considerably at variance with
that of the service chiefs. Contentedly puffing a cigar, he observed that
once he had made his remarks the room was filled with the noise of
pens scratching under the table in an exercise that Pursley described
as “real-time redrafting.” This anecdote is here relayed because I con-
sider it relevant to some of the developments noted below.

2. Most of the meeting’s substantive discussion revolved around
Laos and, particularly, Vang Pao’s projected new offensive operation,

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Files of the Deputy Director for Intelligence,
Job 80-R01720R, Box 7, GAC [George A. Carver] Chronology, March 1972. Top Secret.
Copies were sent to Colby, Karamessines, and Nelson.
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Strength 11> Laird said he hoped no one thought he was being ob-
structive over the weekend but he had had a problem. On 8 March,
Abrams sent in a flash message to Admirals Moorer and McCain in the
Specat channel (copy attached)® outlining five major threats with which
MACYV was currecently faced: the DMZ area, the B-3 Front, the lower
trail net in Laos, and Long Tieng/PDJ. In the final paragraph of that 8
March message, Abrams explicitly addressed himself to Vang Pao’s
proposed offensive describing Vang Pao’s initiative as commendable
but cautioning against undertaking a sixth requirement for U.S. air sup-
port on top of the five MACYV already faced in Indochina.

3. Laird explained that he had not been able to endorse Vang Pao’s
plan until he had satisfied himself with respect to Abrams’ problems.*
He also expressed irritation at the fact that the White House, in vari-
ous telephone conversations on Saturday morning (11 March), had
claimed that Vang Pao’s operation was endorsed by the JCS. This was
simply not true, or at least that was not what the Chiefs had told him.
He also said—reflecting overt amusement that imperfectly masked pri-
vate annoyance—that Godley’s message to the White House, the Sec-
retary of State and the Director might have included him as an ad-
dressee since his resources were the ones being called on.” In any event,
if he was ever faced with a conflict between backing Abrams and back-
ing Godley he would never hesitate for a moment to support General
Abrams. In amplifying these remarks, Laird had Pursley secure a copy
of Abrams’ 8 March message which Laird then passed to me for my
information. I thanked him but noted lightly that it would have been
very useful if we had had this text three days ago. He grinned but did
not respond.

4. There are several things at work here. The Specat message in
question is clearly the one Tom Polgar saw in Saigon and flagged to
our attention by cable, though it was never released to us until Laird
handed it to me on the 13th. The point about the Chiefs also merits
amplification. When Bill Nelson talked to General Knowles on, I be-
lieve, Friday (10 March) Knowles did indeed say that the Chiefs en-
dorsed Vang Pao’s plan. What almost certainly happened was that
Moorer and/or his colleagues reversed field smartly when they sensed
Laird’s personal reluctance.

2 Elements of Vang Pao’s Hmong force were infiltrating northeast of the Plain of
Jars to attack and divert North Vietnamese troops from the area around Long Tieng, but
the North Vietnamese refused to engage and Strength II failed.

% Printed as Document 35.

4 Haig approved the operation, in Kissinger’s name, before Laird himself decided
to support it; see Document 36.

® Laird was presumably referring to message 1181 from Vientiane, Document 21.
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5. Laird now claims to be a supporter of the Vang Pao operation
though he cautions that there may not be air assets available to bail
Vang Pao’s troops out of difficulty if difficulties arise simultaneously
with the outbreak of serious hostilities on other major Indochina
fronts. Laird also asked that I make sure that any information or re-
porting on Vang Pao’s operation be promptly passed to General Purs-
ley for him.

6. The above conversation prompted Laird into a general dis-
course on the situation in Laos and his budgetary problems, particu-
larly those deriving from the 350 million dollar Symington ceiling.® Ac-
cording to Laird, Defense had already programmed 390 million dollars
for Laos operations through 30 June on matters that came within the
ambit of Symington’s restrictions. Something, hence, would have to
give. Clearly reflecting traffic in military channels which I have not
seen, Laird grumbled a bit about “fresh lettuce” and other foodstuffs
that are apparently now being airlifted to Vang Pao’s troops at a cost
Laird professes to find excessive. He did say that starting “this week”
he might be forced to institute some “rationing” of deliveries in order
to curtail the expenditure rate in an effort to stay within shooting dis-
tance of the Symington ceiling. I mentioned that, as he knew, there had
been a lengthy discussion of this whole problem at the 10 March LIG
meeting at the White House, chaired by General Haig and attended on
our behalf by [name not declassified].” It was my understanding that se-
rious consideration was being given to seeking relief from some of the
strictures the ceiling imposed. (I did not remind Laird that a consider-
able part of our problem derives from the inaccurate Defense Depart-
ment figures on which the $350 million limitation was originally based.)
Laird said he knew of the discussions in question, but even if the Ad-
ministration did go back to Congress, he still felt that Laos expendi-
tures had to be reduced.

7. The remainder of the session was devoted to a brief discussion
of Cambodian politics and a review of current enemy troop movements
in South Vietnam.

George A. Carver, Jr.?

© Reference is to an effort in Congress led by Senator Symington to restrict United
States activities in Laos by limiting the amount of money that could be spent. He and
his anti-war colleagues had imposed a similar restriction on United States activities in
Cambodia.

7 The Legislative Interdepartmental Group coordinated congressional liaison ac-
tivities on foreign affairs and defense matters for the White House, NSC, CIA, Depart-
ment of State, Department of Defense, and Department of Justice.

8 Carver initialed “GAC” above his typed signature.
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41. Memorandum From the Secretary of Defense’s Military
Assistant (Pursley) to the Special Assistant for Vietnamese
Affairs, Central Intelligence Agency (Carver)

Washington, March 14, 1972.

SUBJECT
Study Parameters for Net Assessment of DRV /RVNAF Forces

Secretary Laird’s requested comparative analysis and net assess-
ment of the DRV armed forces and the RVNAF hopefully could cover
the following parameters:

troop levels (quantity and quality)
equipment

trainin

leadership

morale.

In addition, the Secretary would like an assessment of the overall
capability of each force to

* defend its own territory, and
¢ project its military power across national boundaries.

The Secretary would appreciate the net assessment to be based
upon:

* The status as of 1 January 1972, and separately,
* The projected status as of 1 January 1973.

You may assume that the projected military assistance to the DRV
will be at those levels of the recent past. The projected assistance to the
RVNATF can likewise be assumed to be at levels which, in essence, are
projected from the trends of the recent past. You may treat US air and
naval support parametrically; but it would be reasonable to assume de-
clining levels of direct US military support.

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Files of the Deputy Director for Intelligence,
Job 80-R01720R, Box 7, GAC [George A. Carver] Chronology, March 1972. Secret; Sen-
sitive. Carver sent Pursley’s memorandum to members of the CIA Ad Hoc Indochina
Group, informally called “the brethren,” to obtain their views on the scope of the study
as defined by Pursley. In his March 15 transmittal memorandum, Carver wrote: “My in-
tent is to see if we can arrive at a consensus view on what we are prepared to under-
take, a view I would then present to the Director for his approval and subsequently com-
municate to Secretary Laird.” (Ibid.)



138 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

In addition to the net assessments outlined above, Secretary Laird
is interested, as you know;, in the quantitative and qualitative arms lim-
itations imposed on the DRV by Moscow and Peking. In particular, he
would appreciate your judgments on:

* What accounts for the current levels of USSR/PRC military aid,
which, by reports we have seen, are lower than levels provided
in the late 1960s?

¢ What operating limitations, if any, do the lower military aid lev-
els put on the DRV?

* What accounts for the qualitative arms limitations, if any, im-
posed by Moscow and/or Peking (e.g., why haven’t the Sovi-
ets provided SA-3s etc.)?

e What operating limitations have qualitative limitations put on
the DRV forces?

¢ What would be the impact on the military situation in SEA if
Moscow and/or Peking were to increase substantially the quan-
titative, and/or qualitative military assistance levels? to de-
crease, say cut in half, the military assistance levels??

Robert E. Pursley®
Major General, USAF

2 The brethren met on March 16 and Carver reported to Helms the next day. While
directing his staff to move ahead on the analysis and assessment Pursley had requested,
Carver told Helms that three issues needed clarification: (1) the wisdom and feasibility
of the CIA undertaking a project typically carried out by the military; (2) the anger of
the military once the CIA’s involvement became clear (as it would since Carver’s staff
would have to obtain information from the military); and (3) the military’s understand-
able desire that the project’s result should reach Laird as a joint, coordinated paper. On
this point, Carver noted: “This, however, is precisely what Laird has explicitly told me
he does not want, expressing his thoughts forcefully in statements interlarded with im-
politic and very unflattering aspersions on the services in general and DIA in particu-
lar.” (Memorandum from Carver to Helms, March 17; ibid.)

3 Pursley signed “Bob” above his typed signature.
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42. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to
President Nixon'

Washington, March 14, 1972.

SUBJECT
Request for Operating Authorities to Counter the North Vietnamese Threat

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has forwarded a request
for additional authorities to assist in countering the enemy threat in
Southeast Asia. He has requested permission to conduct air and naval
gunfire attacks against North Vietnam south of 18°N latitude until
1 May 1972. I have earlier provided the Chairman’s request, as well as
General Abrams’ message initiating the request.” In this memorandum
I shall provide my judgments on the proposed action. Recognizing the
difficulties and pressures under which our field commanders and units
are operating, I conclude nonetheless that, on balance, it would not be
wise now to accede to the request. I prefer the course of (a) continu-
ing the extensive operating authorities now in existence and (b) au-
thorizing the three twenty-four (24) hour strikes requested earlier
against occupied SAM sites in the limited L-shaped area closest to the
DMZ and Laotian border passes.

Situation in SEA

The Chairman’s assessment of the current enemy dispositions is
consistent with other available intelligence. The NVA have concen-
trated their forces so that they are capable of launching multiregimen-
tal assaults simultaneously in northern Military Region (MR) 1, the
Central Highlands, western MR 3, and at Long Tieng in northern Laos.
It is entirely possible that the NVA may be able to achieve a short-term
victory on one or more of these potential battlefields. On the other
hand, I do not foresee, on the basis of information now available, the
North Vietnamese being able to overwhelm friendly forces to the ex-
tent that the progress of Vietnamization is reversed.

The enemy has apparently strengthened his air defense capability
in southern North Vietnam with a buildup of MIGs, Surface-to-Air Mis-
siles (SAMs), and Anti-aircraft Artillery (AAA). This air defense pro-
vides protection for his long-range artillery, tanks, and ground forces

! Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330-77-0095, 385.1,
Viet. Top Secret; Sensitive.

2 See Document 35 and footnote 3 thereto.
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located adjacent to the DMZ, and is a threat to friendly air forces op-
erating in northern MR 1 of South Vietnam and the Laotian panhan-
dle. Our losses to NVA air defenses over recent weeks and months have
been light, especially in relation to the large numbers of sorties flown.
In January 1972 the US lost two aircraft to hostile causes while flying
nearly 19,000 sorties of all types (attack, recce, etc.). The resulting loss
rate to hostile causes was less than one-fourth that experienced by US
forces in the CY 1966-68 period and was less than half that experienced
in CY 1971. In the last full year of operations, CY 1971, we flew nearly
260,000 sorties of all types in Southeast Asia, losing 72 aircraft to hos-
tile causes. It is clear the enemy poses a threat to our air operations. It
is equally clear we are able to continue effective air operations. The ex-
istence of the growing NVA air defenses does require the occasional
diversion of US air missions from primary targets. The NVA air de-
fenses also require the assignment of escort aircraft dedicated to sup-
pression of the defenses. The authorities and measures now in effect
for US forces dilute partially the weight of effort we might otherwise
put against NVA non-air defense targets. That dilution is not, in my
judgment, of major proportions. We have dropped in excess of 150,000
tons of air ordnance on key targets in Southeast Asia since 1 January.
The freedom to execute these air operations has in no small part, I be-
lieve, accounted for Hanoi’s inability to date to generate the expected
major offensive operations.

Implications of the Chairman’s Request for Expanded Authorities

The Chairman’s 9 March memorandum emphasized that short
one-time strikes, as we have used since November 1968, do not permit
using our full potential to counter the enemy. The Chairman does not
contend, however, there is no military value in the limited duration,
limited area strikes.

The thrust of the Chairman’s request for additional authorities is to re-
open the bombing campaign, which was terminated by the 1968 bombing halt,
against North Vietnam. A prolonged and widespread resumption of air
attacks against NVN south of 18°N has serious implications for the
eventual shape of events in Southeast Asia. Such bombing would ter-
minate our adherence to the November 1968 Understandings. I agree
that enemy provocation to terminate recognition of the Understand-
ings is great. It is true, however, that Hanoi has abided by the Under-
standings in a relative sense. In particular, the NVA forces—for what-
ever reasons—have used the DMZ and shelled populated areas less
since November 1968 than before that date. The Understandings have
served as a constraint which, if lifted, would have significant negative
impacts for the Republic of Vietnam. I do not agree that we should
abandon lightly the hope they hold for restraint on the war and the
precedent they offer for future negotiations.
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A second matter which should be weighed in your consideration
of the new authority is that there has been no flagrant provocation for
renewed air attacks. He has not moved major forces directly across the
DMZ. The military activity in Southeast Asia is still low. Resumption
of the bombing of North Vietnam now would heighten the controversy
over the war. The resultant widely publicized escalation, as contrasted
with the unpublicized enemy provocation, could result in criticism for
enlarging the scope of the war.

I am not convinced, moreover, that the reported enemy prepara-
tions for an offensive would be thwarted by extending our air strikes
to the 18th parallel or by placing munitions in the northern half of the
DMZ. The majority of threatening forces are now concentrated in South
Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. I have described to you in earlier mem-
oranda the measures we have taken to delay the expected enemy of-
fensive. I have expressed the belief that our extensive air operations
are inflicting a substantial, though indefinite, toll on the enemy. We
should continue to direct our effort to attacking these concentrations.
Should the enemy launch a major attack through the DMZ, or offer a
clear provocation by massive support of an attack from immediately
north of the DMZ, we could then reassess the Chairman’s request.

Summary

I do not believe that executing the measures which the Chairman
has recommended is warranted now. Of the measures proposed, stand-
ing authorities permit engagement of enemy aircraft airborne below
18°N; strikes against active GCI sites when enemy aircraft are airborne
and indicate hostile intent; and engagement of AAA and long-range
artillery when fired upon friendly forces. I have separately recom-
mended that you authorize limited-duration strikes against occupied
SAM sites in North Vietnam within 19NM of the PMDL and the
NVN/Laotian border as far north as 199NM above Mu Gia Pass.* Cur-
rent measures fulfill your responsibilities to protect the lives of our serv-
icemen. The additional authority requested for three 24-hour strikes
against SAM sites would help to alleviate a specific part of the enemy
threat; but that authority is not, in my judgment, critical to the out-
come of the so-called dry-season activity.

I recommend we stay with existing authorities, with the exception
that you allow me to authorize at a relatively early date the twenty-
four (24) hour anti-SAM missions requested earlier.

Melvin R. Laird

4See Document 34.
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43. Conversation Between President Nixon and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 14, 1972.

Nixon: At a certain point, we must make a dramatic announce-
ment that—which in effect will say, like something like: “Well, we've
got to keep our people there until we get our prisoners,” or something
like that—

Kissinger: I couldn’t agree more—

Nixon: Now, as a matter of fact, let me be quite candid, [unclear]
at this point, having stuck with Thieu as long as we have, if they can’t
make it, then it’s a bad bargain, and we just can’t stick around on the
ground. It’s going to affect ourselves all over the world. You know what
I mean? I think they can make it. That’s my view, but if we stick
around—I'm not speaking about getting out now, but I'm speaking
about saying we’ll stay another five years with air power and all the
rest, it just doesn’t go. It won’t wash. It won’t wash as a, as a use of
American strength.

Kissinger: No, but I think that five years is ridiculous. But—
Nixon: That’s what [unclear]—

Kissinger: —I think at this stage, though, we have to balance—
well, first of all, in my judgment, I think the April announcement ought
to be a nothing announcement.

Nixon: I agree. Just say nothing. We may not even make one.

Kissinger: Or just a few thousand, and just do it—

Nixon: Well, obviously, we'll then just say the withdrawals will
continue, we’ll have another announcement in May;, if everything—

Kissinger: Right.

Nixon: The withdrawal has—

Kissinger: Or June.

Nixon: —already begun. Don’t even give a number. Just say,

“Withdrawals will be continuing. We’ll have another announcement
[unclear].”

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval
Office, Conversation 685-2. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is
part of a larger conversation, 9:03-9:51 a.m.

2 Kissinger was referring to the next announcement of U.S. troop withdrawals from
South Vietnam. See foonote 2, Document 38.



Before the Easter Offensive, January 20-March 29, 1972 143

Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: I won’t say anything this time.
Kissinger: Because we are—I think that should be a nothing one.

By the middle of June, off the Moscow trip, or even later than June, de-
pending on how you need it.

Nixon: It isn’t a question of whether we need it. It's a question—
it has to be then, do you see? You know how the political conventions
work. Two weeks before the Democratic Convention begins, they start
hearings on the platform.

Kissinger: Well—

Nixon: It is there they will make the issue on Vietnam. Now the
issue isn’'t worth a damn, but they can make it worth a damn. You
know what I mean? They’ll say, “All the rushing in there, well, now
we still have 50,000 in Vietnam, and we're still bombing,” et cetera, et
cetera. And they’ll be running over each other to say, “After four
years Nixon has still got us in Vietnam and hasn’t ended the war.” We
mustn’t give them that issue. We’ve got to defuse it to the point where
it’s a nothing issue politically, but you see? And that’s a very different
thing from being a nothing issue with [unclear] you talked to the other
day. See?

Kissinger: Well—

Nixon: I urge you to think, I have no illusions about what they’ll
do with it.

Kissinger: Yeah, but I think—I think this—my own view is, well,
tirst of all we get an all-volunteer army, we can set a figure which can
be almost arbitrary—35,000, 30,000—of a residual force. I think we
ought to announce going to that in the middle of June rather than now.

Nixon: Sure.

Kissinger: And say we’ll have reached that by the middle of July
or something like that. Or the first of August and have it all volunteer.
It doesn’t make a hell of a lot of difference whether it’s 40 or 30,000 at
that point.

Nixon: I saw something in the news summary where, obviously,
we thought they would exploit us for it, it said our real problem now
is: how we are going to defend the remaining Americans? Now, that’s
bullshit. Look here, we can’t defend them now as you well know. Okay,
if they get hit with less than 100,000 there, we don’t have any combat
forces to defend people there.

Kissinger: So—

Nixon: 10,000.

Kissinger: So, that is—

Nixon: Right?
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Kissinger: So that can be done. Also, we can then see—I share your
judgment, almost certainly the negotiations aren’t going to bring any,
aren’t going to bring anything. But there’s just a slight chance—

Nixon: [unclear] If this happens soon it could get worse.

Kissinger: Absolutely. If they don’t produce anything then the only
thing we have to balance is not to let the thing unravel before No-
vember because then—

Nixon: Let—then South Vietnam unravels.
Kissinger: That’s right. Then—
Nixon: [unclear]—

Kissinger: Then we’d really be vulnerable. That, I think, would
make us more vulnerable than a small, residual force of volunteers.

Nixon: I agree.
Kissinger: Who the hell can—

Nixon: You understand, nothing is to be done at the cost of un-
raveling. On the other hand, we mustn’t—we mustn’t go overboard in
terms of every time Thieu sneezes then we get a cold. And we’ve got
to talk the talk tough—

Kissinger: Well, but Thieu has been pretty good.
Nixon: I know. But we must have—he must have—
Kissinger: But if we can’t get—

[unclear exchange]

Kissinger: Mr. President, I think that would—
Nixon: He’d expect too much.

Kissinger: Also it will—it will draw attention to Vietnam. I'd rather
take a trip out there.

Nixon: The best way to do that is to just [unclear]—
Kissinger: Have Haig go out there.

Nixon: Huh? Yeah.

Kissinger: I think that’s better. If I go there—
Nixon: [unclear] I know. Haig can go.

Kissinger: It will make—

Nixon: You see what I'm getting at here? Thieu has got to stand
firm on any kind of an announcement we make, having in mind the
fact: don’t give the Democrats an issue.

Kissinger: That’s right.

Nixon: Don’t give the anti-war people an issue, Henry. That’s all
we're saying.

Kissinger: I couldn’t agree more. But if we can, I think you'll—
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Nixon: And we might get—we might get a negotiation out of it—
Kissinger: Right—
Nixon: —[unclear]—

Kissinger: We'll come out—if things break right, we’ll come out of
Moscow in a very strong position. It isn’t just—

Nixon: It’s not Moscow, as you know. The underlying goal is not
whether we're right on Moscow or China, that helps us a great deal,
but in terms of a political issue, Henry, it’s like a—well, [unclear] it’s
like the ITT thing, nothing to the damn thing at all. ITT stock went
down 12 points, and it’s never recovered as a result of the trust settle-
ment we imposed upon them. But they’re making it an issue. Now,
that’s what this is. See, in the campaign they’ll be made issues, not real
issues. So we must not look at the merits. We must look to the politics
of it.

[Omitted here is discussion on the importance of Nixon’s trip
to the People’s Republic of China and the forthcoming U.S.-Soviet
summit.]

Nixon: What we have got from a public standpoint, and Thieu has
got to understand it, we’ve got to let it appear that we’ve got to keep
a reserve force there because of POWs.

Kissinger: That’s right.

Nixon: That’s the only justification of it. Say, “These volunteers are
staying there because of their buddies in the North.” People will sup-
port that. You noticed even that—even McGovern® had to come to that
the other day. Even Humphrey has had to come to that. But if they say,
“We are keeping a reserve force there for the purpose of surviv—of as-
suring the survival of the Thieu government,” that is a very risky thing.
That is the real reason. You and I know that—

Kissinger: But I don’t exclude, Mr. President, that in June or July,
we could just offer this total withdrawal for the POWs and get it ham-
mered out—

Nixon: We could do that. And I didn’t put that in there, because I
don’t want to—I do not want to do anything that will push the gov-
ernment down the tube. If we could do that, knowing that that’s a
straight POW [deal] for that, I would do it. But you've always said,
and I agreed—

Kissinger: Yeah, but that was a year ago. We've got—

Nixon: You have always said, though, however, and I agree, that
once we offer that they’ll say, “Yes, we will do that provided you stop

® Senator George S. McGovern (D-SD) was running against Humphrey for the De-
mocratic nomination for President.
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the bombing.” And that we can’t do. But on the other hand, if in June,
Henry, that would solve—I don’t care, it could be 50,000. You could
leave 50,000 there if you could say in June, “We’re now down to this
force. We will retain this force until—and as soon as we get the POWs
we will remove the force.” Period.

Kissinger: I think—

Nixon: We could say that.

Kissinger: I think—

Nixon: That would be enough. I wouldn’t need a thing more.
Kissinger: Well, let me take it—

Nixon: Volunteers in order—in order to get the POWs. Now, let
me say, though, I'd only get—the other side of that, that I mentioned
at length [unclear] which I—I"ve thought this out very carefully—it de-
pends what we say. You remember we only have to live with that for
three months. For three months we let that be the position, and Thieu’s
governing. Then in November, win or lose, we’ll bomb the hell out of
the bastards. Now, that’s exactly the way I feel about it. There’s not go-
ing to be anymore screwing around.

Kissinger: Well, you see, we've gone since then another year. I,
frankly, would like an offensive to take place now, Mr. President for—

Nixon: That’s what [Sir Robert] Thompson wants, I know—

Kissinger: Because if we had the offensive now and we didn’t lose,
we would be—we would know they couldn’t do one in October. My
nightmare is that they are husbanding all this stuff, and even though
October isn't a good year—a good month, that they’ll take it on in
October.

Nixon: Yes.

Kissinger: Although, it’s a hell of a gamble for them to take, be-
cause if they don’t tip you over in October, then they’ve had it.

Nixon: And if it works.

Kissinger: You see, they’re just—

Nixon: You understand, they’d take it either way, because if they
think that as a result of losing the election, if we should lose the elec-
tion because of their offensive, that I am just going to roll over and
play dead, they’re crazy. I'm still President until January. And I'll do
what I—to hell with the goddamned [unclear]—

Kissinger: You also—

Nixon: [unclear] right in the butt.

Kissinger: The price they’ll pay if you don't, if they wait this late,
is that they’ll pay if your image as a leader will be, in foreign policy,
will be so cemented that they may be putting themselves away in an
isolated position.
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Nixon: Yeah, maybe. Do you think that they’re even rational,
though, Henry?

Kissinger: Yeah—

Nixon: That’s our problem. You have always thought they were. I
never did—

Kissinger: I think they’re rational [unclear]—

Nixon: I think they’re no different from the Koreans. I thought the
Koreans were crazy, but I think these people [unclear]—

[unclear exchange]

Kissinger: No, but, Mr. President, in fact they’ve been right so far;
they haven’t lost by being so tough.

Nixon: No.

Kissinger: It's a miracle that we have held on, given our domestic
opposition—

Nixon: Yes.

Kissinger: I mean, if you had said on—

Nixon: And we’re down to—what are the casualties this week?

Kissinger: Two.

Nixon: Hmm. Again, two.

Kissinger: We have lost—

Nixon: Do you think one day—isn’t there one week when there’s
going to be none?

Kissinger: Oh, yeah.
Nixon: Goddamnit, there could be one—one week, can’t they?
Well—

Kissinger: Mr. President, we have had fewer casualties all this year
than in any week last year—than any week in the first six months of
last year, and less than one percent of the casualties we had when we
came in.

Nixon: I know.

Kissinger: 60-70 percent of all the casualties in your administra-
tion were incurred in the first year, 48 percent in the first six months.
In other words, I think we should go on the offensive. We should say
these people—every quarter, every area in the world, when we came
in was in turmoil. We quieted them all down. If you had said that you
could pull 520,000 troops out of Vietnam, which is what you have
done—

Nixon: I know.

Kissinger: —and not lead to collapse, I think it would have been
considered unbelievable.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to Vietnam.]



148 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

44. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, March 18, 1972.

SUBJECT
Request for Operating Authorities to Counter the North Vietnamese Threat

On March 8, 1972, the Secretary of Defense sent you a memorandum
advising that General Abrams, CINCPAC, and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff had asked for additional operating authorities to counter the in-
creasing North Vietnamese air defense threat (Tab C).> Specifically, they
wanted authority to attack any occupied SAM sites and associated equip-
ment in the area of the south North Vietnamese panhandle which had
previously been conveyed by NSDM 149° subject to your final approval.
Secretary Laird alternatively proposed that authority be given for three
24-hour strikes against such sites on the ground that more extensive
strikes over an indefinite period entailed high risks and costs.

General Abrams subsequently reiterated his request and, in addition,
asked for authority for naval gunfire attacks against SAM targets in North
Vietnam south of 18 degrees, citing the serious buildup of enemy air
defense capabilities. General Abrams also requested authority to employ
area denial munitions in the northern portion of the DMZ. Admiral
McCain and Admiral Moorer support General Abrams’ request. (Tab D)*

By memorandum dated March 14, 1972, Secretary Laird has again
reviewed these requests (Tab B).” He has again concluded that it would
be unwise to accede to the requests. He proposes instead that the ex-
tensive existing authorities which you have approved be continued and
that three 24-hour strikes against occupied SAM sites in the limited L-
shaped area closest to the DMZ and the Laotian border passes be ap-
proved as he had earlier recommended.

—Mr. Laird believes that the authorities requested by the military
commanders would, in effect, reinstitute a major bombing campaign
with attendant high political cost unjustified at this time by either the na-
ture of the threat or the likely result. He argues that the effect could be

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 97, Viet-
nam Subject Files, Air Activity in Southeast Asia, Vol. IV, Sep—-Dec 1972. Top Secret; Sen-
sitive; Eyes Only. Sent for action. A stamped notation on the memorandum indicates the
President saw it.

2 Printed as Document 34.
8 Document 15.

4 Attached but not printed; dated March 10. For General Abrams’s request, see Doc-
ument 35.

5 Printed as Document 42.
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the removal of the last vestiges of constraint arising from bombing un-
derstandings of November 1968. Because the enemy has not yet moved
major forces directly across the DMZ and the level of the military activ-
ity continues low despite the enemy’s buildup, he believes that the au-
thorities requested, if exercised, would be widely publicized as a major
escalation with resulting criticism for enlarging the scope of the war.

—Moreover, Mr. Laird argues that our air campaign thus far has
helped to delay the expected enemy offensive and that broadening the
authorities at this time, as requested by the military commanders,
would not further thwart the enemy’s preparations.

Secretary Laird believes, therefore, that we should not grant these
additional authorities now but be prepared to reassess the request
should the enemy launch a major attack through the DMZ or offer a
clear provocation by massive support of an attack from immediately
north of the DMZ.

I agree with Secretary Laird’s appraisal. I do not believe that you
should at this time grant either the requested authorities for unlimited
air attacks or for naval gunfire attacks on SAM sites north of the DMZ.
I also recommend against granting the authority which Mr. Laird has
proposed for three 24-hour attacks at this time. The costs and risks out-
weigh the advantages which might be gained by such strikes in the
current circumstances.

I recommend, however, that you grant the authority for aerial em-
placement of area denial munitions in the northern portions of the
DMZ. The risks of this course are low and their emplacement now
could seriously delay any enemy attack through the DMZ should he
choose to mount one.

At Tab A is a memorandum for Secretary Laird which reaffirms
the existing air authorities which you have already approved, denies
the requests at this time for the additional air and naval gunfire au-
thorities, and authorizes the mining of the northern portion of the
DMZ.° 1t also informs Secretary Laird that should an enemy offensive
begin the requests for additional authorities will be reassessed.

Recommendation

That you sign the memorandum to Secretary Laird at Tab A.”

6 Attached but not printed; dated March 18.

7 The memorandum was signed by Nixon and sent to Laird on March 18. (Wash-
ington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330-77-0095, 385.1, Viet) A note on the
Department of Defense copy reads: “Sec Def has seen.” On March 22, Laird informed
Moorer of the President’s decision (National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman,
Records of Thomas Moorer, Box 28, Vietnam, March 1972) and on March 24, Moorer in-
formed McCain and Abrams in message JCS 6432. (Ibid.)
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45. Editorial Note

On March 3, 1972, President’s Assistant for National Security Af-
fairs Henry A. Kissinger approved a plan devised by Ambassador
William J. Porter for the public plenary sessions of the Paris Peace Talks.
It required that the United States refuse to meet with the Communists
on March 9, then agree to meet on March 16 and 23, but suspend fu-
ture talks on the latter date. (Memorandum from John D. Negroponte
to Kissinger, March 3; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 1135, Jon Howe, Trip Files, John Negroponte Negotia-
tions File, 1972-1973)

In the meetings on March 16 and 23, Porter urged the Commu-
nists to engage in meaningful negotiations and discussions on the pris-
oner of war issue. At the end of the March 23 meeting he suspended
the talks, saying that the other side refused to engage in genuine ne-
gotiations and refused to take seriously the prisoner of war issue. Re-
garding the latter, Porter said: “It would be a mockery of our concern
for them were we to sit in this room with you and listen to more of
your blackmail and distortions to the effect that the prisoner of war is-
sue is an ‘imaginary problem.” (Message 5594 from USDel Paris, March
23; ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 27-14 VIET)

President Richard M. Nixon, at his press conference the next day,
emphasized that Porter had acted in accordance with his orders, say-
ing: “There has been about a 3)%-year filibuster at the peace talks on the
part of the North Vietnamese. They have refused to negotiate seriously.
They have used the talks for the purpose of propaganda while we have
been trying to seek peace. Whenever the enemy is ready to negotiate
seriously, we are ready to negotiate. And I would emphasize we are
ready to negotiate in public channels or in private channels.”

For the moment, however, the President said, “we are not going
to continue to allow them to use this forum for the purpose of bully-
ragging the United States in a propaganda forum rather than in seri-
ously negotiating peace.” (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, page 488)

When the United States had proposed on February 14 that
Kissinger meet in private with Le Duc Tho and Xuan Thuy, North Viet-
namese officials in Paris accepted the invitation, indicating any time
after March 15 would be acceptable. (Message from Walters to Haig,
February 14; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 862, For the President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China
Trip /Vietnam, Camp David Memos, January—August 1972) The United
States suggested March 20 and the North Vietnamese on February 29
agreed to that date. However, on March 7, claiming that the United
States had bombed North Vietnam in violation of its promise not to,
and also had refused to meet on March 2, the Communist side can-
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celled the meeting. (Message from Guay to Haig, March 7; ibid., Box
869, For the President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China Trip/Vietnam,
Camp David Cables, January 1-July 31, 1972)

Categorically rejecting the Communist accusations, the United
States nonetheless accepted the cancellation and counter-proposed April
24. (Message from Kissinger to Guay, March 11; ibid., Box 867, For the
President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China Trip/Vietnam, HAK II, May
2—October 7, 1972 [5 of 5]) The North Viethamese agreed but only on
condition that the public talks be restarted. “If the United States wishes
to show its serious attitude,” proclaimed the diplomatic note handed
to the Americans, “they should attend the customary [i.e., public] ses-
sions of the Paris Conference. The RDVN wishes to inform the Amer-
ican side that if the work of the Paris Conference is resumed as is cus-
tomary, Special Counselor Le Duc Tho and Minister Xuan Thuy will
agree to a private meeting with Dr. Henry Kissinger on 24 April at 1100
hours at the usual place.” (North Vietnamese diplomatic note, undated,
attached to memorandum for the record, prepared by Guay, March 28;
ibid., Box 864, For the President’s Files (Winston Lord)—China
Trip/Vietnam, Sensitive Camp David Memcons, May—October 1972
[5 of 5])

North Vietnam valued the public talks and wanted them to con-
tinue. On April 17, Special Counselor Le Duc Tho in Hanoi cabled Min-
ister Xuan Thuy in Paris: “We should maintain the Paris conference as
a propaganda forum for our benefit and for direct settlement with the
US later. The maintenance of the Paris forum is not because of our
weakness but because we need it to combine with the battlefield in the
struggle with the US.” (Le Duc Tho—Kissinger Negotiations in Paris, page
214) The public talks did resume on April 27; see Document 102.
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46. Backchannel Message From the Head of the Delegation to
the Paris Peace Talks (Porter) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Paris, March 29, 1972, 12447.

666. 1. You might wish to consider desirability of informing other
side that if they begin any major military activity while we are con-
sidering their demands to resume the Paris talks such activity would
be considered an unacceptable reply to our desire to put the talks on
a business-like basis.” You could add that another major military cam-
paign might make it difficult to maintain the US Delegation in Paris.

2. Such notification would add to strains that may exist inside
Politburo and might have effect of holding mil activity yet awhile even
though they have apparently prepared their ground. It would provide
further understanding, if they need it, of the firmness of our position;
and it would be possibly useful reference in future as part of our ef-
forts to reduce level of military activity in VN. Finally, I do not discern
from here any important disadvantage such notification might bring
to us.

3. See you soon. Best regards.

Porter

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 419,
Backchannel, Backchannel Messages 1972, Paris, Watson and Porter. Secret; Eyes Only.

2 On March 29, the Politburo in Hanoi sent a message to all major political and mil-
itary commands in the South, which, among other things, made the following point: “On
the diplomatic front, the enemy is slyly preparing public opinion so that when we launch
our powerful attacks he can issue public statements placing the blame on us and using
this as an excuse to launch intensified attacks against North Vietnam.” (Politburo Cable
No. 182/B to COSVN and the COSVN Military Party Committee, Military Region 5
Party Committee, and Tri Thien Region Party Committee, March 29; Collected Party Doc-
uments, Volume 33, 1972, p. 225)
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47. Editorial Note

On the morning of March 30, 1972, President Richard M. Nixon
and his Assistant for National Security Affairs, Henry A. Kissinger,
were discussing the latter’s forthcoming trip to New York to meet with
Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin and a proposed trip to China by
Senators Michael J. Mansfield and Hugh D. Scott. In the midst of their
discussion, one of Kissinger’s aides entered and handed him a note.
Kissinger then said to the President: “It looks as if they are attacking
in Vietnam.” The conversation continued:

Nixon: “The battle has begun?”

Kissinger: “Yeah, right at the DMZ. And the sons-of-bitches again,
I made them check whether the—of course, the weather is too bad for
us to bomb.”

Nixon: “Hmm.”
Kissinger: “We must have the world’s worst air force.”

Nixon: “What’s the situation? They—is this the—this is an attack
on a broad front?”

Kissinger: “It looks that way. It's—they have attacked eight fire
support bases, which is usually the way these things start. And—"

Nixon: “How—?"

Kissinger: “And they are attacking within range of the SAMs in
North—"

Nixon: “How are they doing?”

Kissinger: “It says they're doing fairly well, but, you know, the
first six hours of an attack, you know, who can tell?”

Nixon: “How’s the ARVN doing? It's done fairly well?”

Kissinger: “Yeah. That’s what they say. It says they're reacting well,
but—"

Nixon: “Yeah.”

Kissinger: “—but you can’t really believe them. I think if this is a
real attack, we should hit the SAMs in North Vietham—"

Nixon: “Sure.”
Kissinger: “—that are protecting—and we told them we were go-
ing to do it.”
Nixon: “That’s right.”
Kissinger: “And—"
153
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Nixon: “Well, I don’t see why we don’t do it right now. Is it—it’s
weather?”

Kissinger: “Well, let’s wait until the end of the day to see whether
it’s a real attack or just a blip.”

A few minutes further into the exchange, the two began to discuss
in more detail a possible immediate response:

Nixon: “Well, now, let me ask—what the hell is the situation here?”
Kissinger: “Well, I, Mr. President, before I—"
Nixon: “Should we start bombing right now? I mean, [unclear]—"

Kissinger: “I think it is infinitely better for us that the attack is
coming now. My nightmare—"

Nixon: “I understand that.”

Kissinger: “My nightmare was—"

Nixon: “September—"

Kissinger: “—that they’d do it in September and October.”
Nixon: “That’s right.”

Kissinger: “If—we’ll either win or lose. And I don’t think we’ll lose

because, as I watched them in Laos, for example, there’s no reason why
they haven't been able to take Long Tieng yet.”

Nixon: “They haven’t done that—?”

Kissinger: “And—except the fact that they’re a lot weaker than
they used to be. And if we—they’ll use up their supplies this way and
we know when this is over there isn’t going to be anything the rest of
the year. I think it’s a hell of a lot better—"

Nixon: “I agree. Oh, I'm not concerned about the attack, but I am
concerned about the counterattack. By God, you've got the Air Force
there. Now, get them off their ass and get them up there and hit every-
thing that moves—"

Kissinger: “Well, I think if this attack continues 24 hours, then we
should hit them by Sunday or Monday [April 2 or 3]—"

Nixon: “I want you to call Moorer and tell him that I want a plan
ready, and they are to meet and agree—"

Kissinger: “I think a 48-hour attack.”

Nixon: “48-hour attack? Great.”

Kissinger: “And that—"

Nixon: “Fine, but, but don’t scatter it around. Hit—hit in ways that
are going to affect this thing.”

Kissinger: “That’s right. Well, just north of the DMZ is the place
to do it—"

Nixon: “Is that where it is?”

Kissinger: “Yeah.”
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Nixon: “Like within—like the B-3 strike there? [Nixon had ordered
a massive airstrike in the Highlands (the B-3 Front) in early February;
see Document 17 and footnote 3 thereto.] Is that what you think?—"

Kissinger: “Yes, sir. And that would get rid of the—we could take
out the SAMs there, plus the supplies. And then they can go in with
gunships against this attack.”

Nixon: “Is that right?”

Kissinger: “Yeah.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, White House Tapes, Oval Office, Conversation 697-2)

In the wake of this conversation, Brigadier General Alexander
Haig, the President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs,
called Admiral Thomas Moorer, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
to find out what was happening. Haig’s call compelled Moorer to make
a series of calls of his own and to hold conferences with his senior JCS
subordinates throughout the day. Moorer recorded in his diary on
March 30, the substance of the calls and meetings.

Regarding Haig’s call at 9:57 a.m., Moorer wrote: “He asked if there
was any additional activity indicated in South Vietnam. I briefed him
on what I knew, that there was not much new, a MIG crossed into South
Vietnam (the first time), tried to get back to Vinh and could not make
it, was fogged in and finally bailed out. We had a MIG engagement over
Mu Gia Pass and our F—4s claim they shot down one MIG. They are
building two fields in the southern part of North Vietnam. They have
sent down more aircraft, there are 12 planes south of 20 degrees now.

“Haig indicated they had a report about 8 ARVN FSB under
ground attacks. That they may be an indication that the NVN are mov-
ing South. I told him I would check on it right away, I knew there was
some firings but not ground attacks. I told him about the [C-]130 be-
ing shot down and although this was not the first time they have been
fired upon, it is the first time they have been hit by SAMs.

“The President told HAK he may want to hit them hard up North.
We need to go after the SAMs and their supply points. We have a re-
quest to strike SAM sites and we will watch it closely.” (Moorer Diary,
March 30; National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman)

In a series of telephone calls that worked up the chain of command
in the J-3 (Operations) section of JCS, Moorer spoke with the Assistant
Deputy Director for Operations, Colonel Jack N. Butts; the Deputy Di-
rector for Operations, Brigadier General Harold F. Knowles; and the
Director for Operations, Lieutenant General Melvin Zais. Of the first
call, made at 10:01 a.m. to Butts, Moorer wrote: “I asked if he had any
word of major ground attacks along the DMZ. He said yes, they had
an item that the enemy launched coordinated attacks. I asked why I
was not told. He said they sent it in to the [JCS] briefers to brief, and
at the same time they LDX'd it to the White House.” (Ibid.)
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Next, Moorer contacted Knowles at 10:06 a.m.: “I asked about the
attacks on the Fire Support Bases and said I found out about it from a
call from the White House.

“The DDO passed it to DIA and the J-3 Briefer and expected that
it was to be briefed. Somehow it was not. I said it is very embarrass-
ing; do not send anything to the White House unless SecDef, me
and General Vogt know about it. They think we do not know what
is going on. I asked them to call MACV and check on the activity.”
(Ibid.)

At 10:11 a.m., he called Zais: “I asked Zais if he knew about the
enemy launching the coordinated attacks against 8 FSB’s south of the
DMZ. He said attacks by fire he was aware of. No, I said these were
ground attacks. The SVN had withdrawn from defensive positions in
three places. Zais had not seen it either. I said the DDO sent it to the
White House and did not send it to me and now they are running in
circles over there. I told Zais to be sure that if it was important enough
for the White House that I should get it.”

At 10:18 a.m. on a secure line, Moorer spoke to Haig and brought
him up to date on the latest message from General Abrams in Saigon:
“He refers to the three FSB’s being attacked by ground probes. 8 were
attacked by fire. He may have to divert Arc Light over to the area on
a case by case basis. Abe does not think the situation is critical, how-
ever, it is developing with increased pressure.” (Ibid.)

At 3:33 p.m., Moorer and Haig talked for the third time that day
when the latter called with White House directives: “Haig understands
they are going to hit the Highlands tonight. HAK wants a 48-hour plan
over to the White House tonight, at least a conceptual plan. He is ask-
ing SecDef for this plan. Haig says he sent the question over 4 hours
ago. I said I have not seen the request yet but we can respond quickly
when we get it. HAK asked where the four carriers were. I said three
can get there but one is pretty far away. The President is building up
a head of steam to hit the NVN up North.” (Ibid.)

Moorer then met with senior subordinates at 3:40 p.m. to pass on
the orders and discuss what should be done: “I described to them what
the situation was and told them to prepare the authority request for
our strikes in the North. I said dust off a 48-hour plan and give me
some options for South of 19, South of 18, and South of 20, primarily
against SAM sites, logistic targets, and military targets with airfields
included. I told them to draw up the plan and have it available with
the execute messages so I could talk to SecDef about it.” (Ibid.)

At 6:38 p.m., Moorer had a last conversation with Haig: “I told Al
I had the watch set up and should be able to handle anything. I asked
if he had in mind a general strike against supplies and missile sites.
He said that was the general idea but it must be made clear to HAK
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that if the battle is underway the air may need to support the bat-
tle and not be striking up North. We will have instant replay in our
Situation Room with the information we get from MACYV, CINCPAC,
Godley, CIA, and NSA.” (Ibid.)

48. Memorandum From John D. Negroponte of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 1, 1972.

SUBJECT
Bombing and the Talks

A couple of aspects of your conversation with Porter yesterday set
me to rethinking about the relationship between bombing the DRV, con-
tinued talks public or private, and the timing of their meeting requests:

—Porter seems to feel what they want as a quid pro quo for private
talks is a resumption of plenaries. On the face of things this is true but
evades the issue of why they want resumed plenaries. Porter believes,
and [ think incorrectly, that it is because they want their propaganda fo-
rum back. I think it is because they have some new public formulation
to advance. (My own hobby-horse is that they will this time separate
points one and two so we can then get down to haggling over the mean-
ing of “withdrawal”.)

—The timing of their original request for a private meeting in Feb-
ruary closely followed the PRG 2 point elaboration of February 3 which
more than any previous formulation lends itself to our trying to sepa-
rate the two points. They may have hoped to have an offensive off the
ground by that time which, if moderately successful, would then have
provided them a rationale for splitting off the military issues and say-
ing to themselves that the political issues will work out once we get the
Americans out militarily (including air from Thailand and the Gulf of
Tonkin which will be the obvious sticking point). The offensive was de-
layed; but it is now clearly gaining momentum.

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 5,
Chronological File, April 1972. Top Secret; Exclusively Eyes Only. Sent for information.
Kissinger initialed the memorandum.
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—My reading is that at this point they are eager to talk to us and
place higher priority on the symbolic value of steadily recurring plena-
ries (as a cover for Tho’s presence in Paris) than they are in whatever
military measures we take in the interim. The one part of Porter’s sce-
nario which disturbs me is that at the April 13 plenary he would not
agree outright to a plenary on the 20th but pose for discussion at the
next session some topic such as the situation in the DMZ. If they balked,
he would say that they could also propose a topic and the matter could
be worked out by liaison officers in the following days. This involves a
risk of no plenary on the 20th and possible cancellation of your meeting by the
other side. I think you should consider the merits of simply scheduling
plenaries for the 13th, 20th and 27th without conditions. If your private
session goes badly then we can cancel the meeting on the 27th.

—On the military side, the resumption of plenaries is going to look like
we are returning under military pressure in any event. By assaulting through
the DMZ and now making full use of their new logistics system there
which runs all the way to Khe Sanh, they could hardly be surprised if
we retaliate—in fact they probably expect it and I don’t think it would
affect their willingness to meet with us. We met for 6 months under those
conditions in 1968 and they have only occasionally walked out of the
talks because of our protective reaction strikes and for only one meeting
at a time.

—Another factor is the Chinese. Their denunciations of our air
strikes over the DRV have been perfunctory and pro forma. But they
have vigorously denounced our suspension of the meetings, as have
other bloc countries. On balance therefore I believe we can and, in fact,
should make heavy retaliatory strikes against what is now the most bla-
tant violation of the understandings reached in 1968.> As long as we
agree to reschedule plenaries, I don’t think such actions would jeopard-
ize the whatever prospects there may be for progress at private sessions.
After all, they have now been conditioned to the fact that we will do
what is militarily necessary until a settlement is reached and that it is
not our habit to restrain ourselves simply for agreement to talk—par-
ticularly during a rather critical three week period. If we uncork a few
good ones at the DRV it might even make them more anxious to tell us
whatever it is they have to say as soon as possible, particularly if one
accepts the hypothesis that whatever new formulation they advance will
have as a principal design the curbing of U.S. air power.

2 See footnote 5, Document 2.
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49. Editorial Note

On April 1, 1972, the Commander in Chief, Pacific, Admiral John
S. McCain, sent a message to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer. In it he wrote:

“For the past two and one half months, General Abrams and I have
consistently requested the authority to conduct those operations
deemed necessary to preclude generation of the critical enemy threat
which was predicted and now has developed. Many of the requests ei-
ther have been denied, or approved with seriously limiting provisions.
The effect of the current constraints on the field commander are clearly
evidenced by the serious battlefield situation now existing in northern
RVN MR-1.

“Reevaluation of Washington policies with respect to the freedom
of action allowed our tactical commander on the battlefield is impera-
tive. He has the overall mission of taking those actions necessary to
help ensure success of the Vietnamization program. Forces are avail-
able which are capable of far more effective employment in support of
that mission. The missing element is the authority to use those forces
as required by the enemy threat, operations and the changing situa-
tion. This means the authority to take the right act at the right place at
the right time.”

McCain’s analysis led him to this conclusion: “Failure to provide
recommended authorities will place at unacceptable risk the achieve-
ment of United States” objectives in Vietnam and invite physical and
eventual political occupation of a portion of South Vietnam by North
Vietnamese force of arms.” Therefore: “In view of the extraordinary
implications of the current situation in MR-1 and MR-2 to our total
national investment in Southeast Asia, I request the foregoing views
be brought to the attention of highest authority.” (Message from Mc-
Cain to Moorer, April 1, attached to Moorer Diary, April 1; National
Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman)

On the following day, at 10:30 a.m., President’s Assistant for Na-
tional Security Affairs Henry A. Kissinger called Moorer:

“HAK: I talked to SecDef but wanted to repeat to you what the au-
thorities are because we will be looking for you to be sure they are car-
ried out and if you are told anything different you will check with us
and wouldn’t accept any different orders unless you get them confirmed
by us. During the battle Abrams has authority to hit north of the 25
miles north of the DMZ, and he needs no additional authority for that.

“Ans [Moorer]: International of the battle. [“International” is likely
a transcriber’s mistake.]

“HAK: Keep that area cleaned out. Second, we want 48 hours strike
on top of that with maximum effort south of 19° route packages and
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SAM and other things since he has authority for SAM concentrate more
on logistics. The other thing, we are suggesting, that since we are go-
ing to take the same heat for one plane as for 400 when it finally does
get going that he shouldn’t do it until we can really do something.

“Ans: We will go in this 25 mile belt as soon as they are in posi-
tion and we will go on the other one when conditions are right.

“HAK: As soon as possible you say that’s right I agree with you
on this, we sent someone one SAM sites attacked and it'll make tremen-
dous headlines in The New York Times.

“Ans: I know what you are saying if they say that in fact it was a
massive raid that’s what it should be.” (Moorer Diary, April 2; ibid.)

Almost two hours later, at 12:15 p.m., Kissinger called Moorer
again:

“HAK: I am just checking and want to be . . .

“Ans: We got the order out all right on the 25 mile zone and that
was sent out okay but limited to 1 May but we can correct that later.
That is what they wanted.

“HAK: What about the 48-hour one?

“Ans: Haven't put that one out yet he [Laird] wants to talk to me
about it I have got the message written his argument . . .

“HAK: I don’t give a darn about his argument. The President is
the Commander Chief. I have never heard of a SecDef countermand-
ing an order of the President.

“Ans: I haven't either. I put out my strongest argument with Field
Marshal Pursley and I wanted to give then the authority we required
for the weather and the resources available would provide optimum
results and message is written all you got to do is initial it and that
message has not gone out. Laird, he [sent] Pursley down to talk to me.

“HAK: He’s got an Execute Order.

“Ans: Exactly, it’s always the case. He hasn’t initialed it but if you
want me to I'll go ahead and send it, although I don’t think I should
be put in that position. I will do anything the President orders me to
do, anything. I don’t know why they are argumentative. But he says
they can’t do it any way and said let’s talk about it in the morning. I
have written the message precisely like you passed on the President’s
instructions and one of them is done and the other not done because
of ...” (Ibid.)

In a 12:48 p.m. telephone call to Deputy Secretary of Defense Ken-
neth Rush, Moorer described the precarious tactical situation of the
South Vietnamese in Quang Tri Province near the DMZ and how Laird
had signed off on the first order but not the second one:

“Laird has agreed to the 25 mile zone but he wants to talk to me
Monday about the other thing and so I am kind of caught in the mid-
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dle again having one instruction from HAK and other set from SecDef.
HAK says he would call SecDef and call me at 1500 this afternoon and
straighten it out, unless that [they?] get that settled we’re in a mess.

“Ans [Rush]: Mel will see the light.

“CJCS: These are the specific instructions in light of what we talked
about. I told HAK if the President ordered me directly to do something
I assured him I would do it immediately but if you pass it through a
third person then I have to clear it with my boss. I think that’s the prob-
lem and the position for me to do that’s the way it stands right now.”
(Ibid.)

Moorer and Kissinger talked again at 2:50 p.m.:

“HAK: Where are you.

“Ans [Moorer]: Home.

“HAK: I talked to Mel right after we talked.

“Ans: He called me. We are going to have a meeting tonight.

“HAK: I understand the second order will go out at 1500 this
afternoon.

“Ans: We are going to have a meeting at 2200 as I understand it
and he asked me to get over to the Pentagon and we will put out then
and we are setting up a little briefing on it again.

“HAK: I talked to the President and want to repeat again his . . .
I talked to the President and whether we were going to have to review
the whole outfit—we want a 48 hour strike starting when the weather
is good and to be done at Abrams’ discretion and that there should be
no misunderstanding about that.

“Ans: Not from me.

“HAK: He wanted to be sure that they understand the risk and
that there are no contradictory orders and we don’t mind waiting to
pull out but he will not accept a misunderstanding on it.

“Ans: I will see to it the way it goes I'll let you know.

“HAK: He was afraid you would get them to fly immediately
(Laird), then the 48 hours would lapse.

“Ans: We aren’t children. He is not going to do anything that de-
grades from the number one effort; of course, and it would depend on
the weather and resources. We will do what is right. We know how
these things are done.

“HAK: We are assuming everything is okay so I am assuming it
is going out at 2200 tonight and that this will not impose any restric-
tions and [on] our plan. You can alert Abrams that it is coming so that
he can put it in his thinking.

“Ans: Abrams and McCain have been made aware of your
thinking.”



162 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

At the end of this conversation, Kissinger returned to the issue of
approving the authority for the 48-hour strike:

“HAK: I don’t want to better the President but I have talked to
him 3 times since we last talked and just checking his understanding,
he thinks order has been issued and I am not in the business of telling
him that his orders are not being obeyed but if you say it is going to
go at 2200 that’s the way I'll leave it.

“Ans: I'll let you know when you get back. I assure you, Henry, I
understand the orders perfectly and so does Abrams.” (Ibid.)

Once Moorer determined, by way of the telephone conversations
with Kissinger, the President’s desires on the bombing authorities, he
instructed his staff to draft the necessary implementing messages. How-
ever, until they received the signature of the Secretary of Defense, these
remained drafts rather than execute messages. As it turned out, Laird
signed off quickly on the authority to attack 25 miles north of the DMZ,
but delayed approving the 48-hour strike. At first, Laird wanted to wait
until the next morning, Monday, April 3, to make the decision, but he
agreed to attend a briefing on the 48-hour strike at the JCS at 10 p.m.
Sunday evening. At the meeting he approved the authority but limited
its duration until May 1. In an 11:35 p.m. telephone conversation,
Kissinger told Moorer that they could live with this restriction because
the date could be revised if necessary. Although inclement weather pre-
vailed in southern North Vietnam at the moment, the requisite author-
ity to effectively carry out a 48-hour strike—an execute order—was now
in hand. (Moorer Diary, April 2; National Archives, RG 218, Records of
the Chairman)

50. Conversation Between President Nixon and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 3, 1972.

[Omitted here is a brief exchange on political leadership in the
Pentagon.]

Kissinger: It is clear that there’s a massive attack.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval
Office, Conversation 700-2. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is part
of a larger conversation, 8:54-9:09 a.m. Portions of the transcript are printed in Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 79.
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Nixon: Well, we knew that yesterday.

Kissinger: They’ve now got 50 tanks near Dong Ha.

Nixon: I noticed this morning, it says Abrams considers the situ-
ation is grim, which he, of course, shouldn’t say.

Kissinger: Of course. I've asked him to—

Nixon: And—and, of course, the press is using the terms they did
in Laos—rout, disarray, and so forth, and so forth. I don’t think it’s that
bad, but nevertheless I don’t know.

Kissinger: I think—

Nixon: The GIs, they say, are voicing opposition to the war. And
Abrams—and Abrams, or MACYV, is saying that ARVN was taken by
surprise. Now, for Christ’s sakes, we’re in charge of the goddamned
intelligence out there. We can’t—the military can’t cop out on this one,
Henry.

Kissinger: That’s right—

Nixon: And, goddamnit, the only thing I want to be sure is that
Laird isn’t going to say that. We're sure that they had the orders to do
that bombing since we came back from China.

Kissinger: Right. They’re—no, he isn’t going to say that, because
he’s been sitting on every attempt to do any bombing.

Nixon: Okay.

Kissinger: No, the opposite is much more. They have not let over
here any disquieting information. For example, I cannot believe that
they did not have the information that they were building up right near
the DMZ.

Nixon: Yeah. They never talked about it—

Kissinger: But they were afraid you’d order an attack—

Nixon: They were talking about B-3 and a lot of other things.

Kissinger: And last week, on Thursday,” I told Haig, “This is the
attack.” He called Pursley, that peacenik General aide of Laird’s. He
said, “Oh, we just have a lot of alarmist reports.” It wasn’t until Sat-
urday at midnight that they confirmed to me that this was more than
isolated attacks.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: I made a fool of myself with Dave Kraslow,® even, who
called me. And I said, “Let me just check the Pentagon.” And he said,
“They are coming across the DMZ.” I checked with Moorer and Laird—

Nixon: Well, you told me the same thing.

% March 30.
3 Washington Bureau Chief, Los Angeles Times.
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Kissinger: I told you the same thing.

Nixon: We're withdrawing on the basis that we’re under artillery
fire and so forth.

Kissinger: That—that’s what I told you, I gave you the informa-
tion.

Nixon: Well, there’s no reason for us to lose our cool, Henry. We’ve
managed to have [unclear]—

Kissinger: Mr. President, if you lose your cool in a crisis, it'd be
the first time you’'ve done it—

Nixon: The point is—the point is I just want to be sure. Now, have
they started the bombing attacks or not? What’s happening?

Kissinger: That’s what I want to find out. I have the uneasy feel-
ing that Laird has called Abrams and told him that his promotion to
Chief of Staff is coming, and that he’d better do what Laird tells him.
And because we gave him the authority—

Nixon: What the hell does Laird want to do, lose?

Kissinger: Well, Laird himself isn’t so bad, but he has his peacenik
General.

Nixon: Yeah, Pursley. And Pursley wants to lose? Is that it?

Kissinger: Basically, yeah. He’s Clifford’s protégé* and—McNa-
mara’s and Clifford’s, but above all Clifford’s. And—

Nixon: Well, we can’t do that.

Kissinger: But I'll get—

Nixon: I could send a message directly to [unclear] —to Abrams
right now.

Kissinger: Well, I think, Mr. President—

Nixon: We’re not going to let Laird get away with this.

Kissinger: No, but listen, all—

Nixon: You called Laird this morning?

Kissinger: Yeah—no, but I—

Nixon: You call him and raise hell. I just—I called, as a matter of
fact, I called you at 8:30 and you were in staff meeting, and I raised

holy hell that I had asked for that this morning and I expect it over
here. And I want it on the double.

Kissinger: Well—

Nixon: If you get him off his ass—

Kissinger: I think, Mr. President, you should not call because—
Nixon: You call him—

4 Clark Clifford, Secretary of Defense, March 1, 1968-January 20, 1969.
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Kissinger: —because if they start leaking, you ought to be kept out
of it that you ran day-to-day military operations.

Nixon: No, but we’ve got to run them.

Kissinger: We'll run them. I'll take care of it. I'll —by the end of the
day these guys are going to be shaped up. I have a 10 o’clock WSAG
meeting here. If you would consider letting me bring in Rush and
Moorer, say at 10:45, for five minutes, if you could tell them you’ll hold
them personally responsible or something like that.

Nixon: Rush won’t do anything. I told Laird [unclear].

Kissinger: Well, I'll get Laird under control—

Nixon: Goddamn Laird, we should throw him out of there as fast
as we can.

Kissinger: Once Laird knows what’s going—that if we go through
this, by the end of the day, they’ll—

Nixon: Was he aware of the time—?

Kissinger: We'll—I'll have him shaped up and I'll get it done.
They’ll be attacking by tonight, I'll guarantee you, if they have to, to
walk over—

Nixon: There’s got to be something we can hit.

Kissinger: They’ll attack—

Nixon: With our [unclear]. What in the name of [unclear]. What
the Christ is—?

Kissinger: Well, I talked to John Ehrlichman this morning and, you
know, he asked me what the situation was. He said, “Why don’t they
fly?” I said, “Because of the weather.” He said, “Hell, they flew all over
the Battle of the Bulge dropping bombs during blizzards.” And he’s right.

Nixon: He’s got it. There’s something wrong, something wrong
here. That’s all right. It isn’t lost. It’s just a question—

Kissinger: Oh. It’s really—

Nixon: [unclear] They're withdrawing, and they’re having the at-
tack and let these goddamn press—the press is just reveling in this.
Now if you—I'd hit that, but, frankly, though, you're letting the press
up there I see.

Kissinger: Well—

Nixon: They’re seeing—of course, they're reporting that. Some of
the press have been there now—there’s—now, you're sure it was a mes-
senger that—? You said you sent it through the DOD? Did it get
through—?

Kissinger: And through Moorer.

Nixon: Did it get through to them to knock off this business of
having press men being carried up there by American helicopters to
cover this thing?
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Kissinger: I am sure they’re not carried by American helicopters,
but I'll check that—

Nixon: [unclear] Well —
Kissinger: I'll check.

Nixon: It's a huge operation. We should—we should not make the
press’ job. Just put it on the basis it’s too dangerous for "em. [unclear]—

Kissinger: But I think, Mr. President, that so far, they’ve lost 10
miles—15 miles. This is their new division that was only formed last
year. It’s the Third Division.

Nixon: Right. Why the hell do they have a poor division out there?

Kissinger: Because, no one expected them to come across the DMZ
in force. Their good division is protecting Hue and Da Nang.

Nixon: Right.

Kissinger: We’ve always expected that they might take one, or two,
or three provincial cities.

Nixon: That’s right.

Kissinger: We could lose Kontum City. In fact I expect us to lose
Kontum—

Nixon: And Quang Tri?
Kissinger: And we might lose Quang Tri. But, in a way they’re—
Nixon: Those goddamned cities aren’t worth a damn—

Kissinger: —they're attacking close to the centers of—close to their
own border—

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: —shows how far they’ve been pushed out. And I think
we shouldn’t panic now. We—what—in a way it’s a godsend. We
should give them a tremendous punishment.

Nixon: Yeah. Because—
Kissinger: I believe—
Nixon: It's a godsend because they could’ve done this, what

they’ve done now, they could do next October. Although the weather
would still be bad, it wouldn’t be as good then as now, would it?

Kissinger: Well, in October it will be about like now. It will be the
end of the rain.

Nixon: Right.

Kissinger: They can—

Nixon: It’s the same thing.

Kissinger: —do it in October.

Nixon: It’s just as good, well, to have it right now.
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Kissinger: It’s just as well. We can now precipitate. I'm going to
get Dobrynin in and I'm going to tell him, I'm just going to threaten
him with the non-ratification of the Berlin treaty.

Nixon: That’s right.

Kissinger: I'm going to say, “Now this is it.”

Nixon: That’s right.

Kissinger: And—

Nixon: Having in mind the fact that, you agree, we still want to

drive a hard bargain on the summit. Oh, they want that summit
[unclear]—

Kissinger: Mr. President, they can no more afford to not have that
summit.

Nixon: They can’t trade Vietnam for this. The Chinese—you've al-
ready sent a message now?

Kissinger: No, that’s going tonight. Or, or as soon as I get them on
the phone, we’ll get somebody up there to deliver it.

Nixon: Oh, I see.

Kissinger: I think we could play this into an end of the war.

Nixon: I think you're right.

Kissinger: I think it's a—

Nixon: I think you're right but, Ill tell you, it will provided this
bombing attack that we put on is one of the—is the best, is the finest

goddamn thing that’s ever been, for the military, that’s ever been done.
Should I get the Chiefs in, pray tell?

Kissinger: No, if you'd just let me bring Moorer in for five
minutes.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: And just tell him you’ll accept no excuses, you want a
massive effort. And—

Nixon: Why? I'm going to scare him with it [unclear]—

Kissinger: And that you're—

Nixon: —any good.

Kissinger: Oh, no—

Nixon: Well, he’ll go back and—

Kissinger: That’s good, sir—

Nixon: —we need Laird [unclear]. Maybe you ought to get Laird
in with him.

Kissinger: No, get—if you get Rush and Moorer. Rush—

Nixon: [unclear] nice guy that Rush and Moorer wanted. If Moorer
wanted it, what do we say?
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Kissinger: Yeah, but they, they need this so that they can say they’re
carrying out your direct order.

Nixon: That's right.

Kissinger: Then Laird won’t challenge it. If you get Laird in he’ll
give you so much bullshit that you won’t ever be—you know, it could
just take you half an hour to stick out—

[Omitted here is discussion of plans for handling the press on the
North Vietnamese offensive.]

Kissinger: If the ARVN collapses, we’ve done everything we can,
Mr. President—

Nixon: We lose if the ARVN collapses. Don’t say—that’s just a,
that’s a—that’s a question that we can’t even think about. If the ARVN
collapses a lot of other things will collapse around here. If they were
going to collapse, they had to do it a year ago. We can’t do it this year,
Henry.

Kissinger: Right. They're not going to collapse. I know—

Nixon: You see what I mean? We can’t take it.

Kissinger: I agree. That’s why we’ve got to blast—

Nixon: That’s right.

Kissinger: —the living bejeezus out of North Vietnam. We will gain
nothing for restraint—

Nixon: That’s right—

Kissinger: —and it would be—

Nixon: That’s right—

Kissinger: I think if we shock the bejeezus out of them, we can get
Japan—

Nixon: [unclear]—

Kissinger: —Hell, we can get Russia and China to help us, because
they cannot want to have this whole thing. But we’ve got to get them
to move now.

Nixon: Yeah.

Kissinger: And Laird is already saying the 48-hour strike won't be
done now at least "til Friday.” We’ve got to hit fast.

Nixon: Why?

Kissinger: Well, partly weather, partly because he says he needs
the air assets in the combat zone. But if we build enough of a fire un-
der the Chiefs, they’ll get it done. Maybe we can wait 'til Wednesday,
but we ought to hit soon.

Nixon: Yeah.

5 April 7.
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Kissinger: I'll go and get that briefing now.

Nixon: Well, well—

Kissinger: And I'll report to you.

Nixon: Like I say, let’s don’t talk about, “Well, if the ARVN col-
lapses we’ve done everything we can.” Yeah, that’s fine with regard to
this, but we're playing a much bigger game. We're playing a Russian
game, a Chinese game, an election game—

Kissinger: That’s right.

Nixon: —and we’re not going to have the ARVN collapse.

Kissinger: I agree.

Nixon: It isn’t going to hurt us. This, this, this kind of an attack

isn’t gonna hurt us if provided, provided we, we, we fight back and
the ARVN holds.

Kissinger: Mr. President, by May 1st we’ll be through it. I think it
will lead to negotiations—

[Omitted here is discussion of the President’s schedule.]

Nixon: But, on the other hand, this is the time to really get tough
and to see it through. And—

Kissinger: But you could say—

Nixon: I'm not. And—

Kissinger: I—

Nixon: As I've said, don’t, don’t—we’re not gonna be weak, we're
not leave you down in the—

Kissinger: Mr. President—

Nixon: —you’ve got to be confident about this—

Kissinger: I'm absolutely—I'm confident.

Nixon: You've got to expect some, some things. But it’s just as I
told you, you've got this usual situation when the press contemplates—

Kissinger: Well, we’ve got our usual situation—

Nixon: It’s a hell of a damn hard thing for the press, though, to
play against Americans. Americans aren’t getting killed there now.
What they’re saying is that, “Well, this proves Vietnamization isn’t
working.” It doesn’t prove anything of the kind.

Kissinger: Well—

Nixon: Christ, this is in the north of the country. As nobody—any-
body who has been to Vietnam—for Christ’s sakes, there’re not enough
Vietnamese up there to flip a goddamned [unclear]. There’re only a
few thousand—

Kissinger: Mr. President, it is impossible to defend 600 miles of a
frontier against every attack without giving ground somewhere. The
attacker always has the advantage that he can concentrate.
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Nixon: What—and this is the final thing—what does your report
show this morning? Is it still going, is it—?

Kissinger: The report this morning shows that they’re pouring in
a lot of tanks and artillery—

Nixon: Yeah. Yeah.

Kissinger: But they seem to be—

Nixon: Are they taking any losses—?

Kissinger: In every unit there—

Nixon: Are they slowing down at all? What is it?

Kissinger: Well, that—let me get to the briefers, and it will only
take 10 minutes.

51. Editorial Note

As Jon Howe, a National Security Council staff member, recalled in
a memorandum to the President’s Assistant for National Security Af-
fairs, Henry A. Kissinger: “When the offensive initially began, Secretary
Laird’s office refused to pass timely reports to your office and appeared
to be attempting to create an impression that things were not as grim as
they might seem.” (Memorandum from Howe to Kissinger, April 26,
1973; Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box
TS 55, Geopolitical File, Vietnam, Summary, 1972-73) Because the White
House needed accurate and up to the minute information to formulate
policy, President Richard M. Nixon signed a memorandum, dated April
3, 1972, to Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, with a copy to the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, stating the
following: “During the remainder of the current North Vietnamese of-
fensive all reports from COMUSMACYV will be transmitted immediately
upon receipt in Washington to the White House for my personal review.
Effective immediately a briefing officer from the Joint Chiefs of Staff will
be designated to brief me or my Assistant for National Security Affairs
at hours designated by my Assistant for National Security Affairs.” (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 231,
Agency Files, Defense, Apr—Jul 1972, Vol. 17) The first briefing occurred
on April 3. (Memorandum of conversation, April 3, 9:16-9:40 a.m.; Li-
brary of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 43,
Geopolitical File, Vietnam, Briefings, Apr—Aug. 1972)
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52. Conversation Among President Nixon, the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger), and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Moorer)"

Washington, April 3, 1972.

[Omitted here are greetings and an exchange of pleasantries.]

Nixon: Let me come, maybe, directly to the point, because I want—
Admiral Moorer has heard me speak in this vein before. I want you to
hear it, too, because Packard,? of course, was quite familiar because he
was at WSAG meeting and so forth and you're not. And, first, I think
there has to be a very clear understanding that—of a matter which I
have discussed with the Admiral on occasion before, and that is that I
am Commander in Chief, and not Secretary of Defense. Is that clear?
Do you understand that?

Moorer: I do indeed.

Nixon: Now, I ordered a briefing on Vietnam this morning, yes-
terday, and to be over here by about 7 o’clock. It didn’t come until
9:00-8:30.> That’s a direct violation of orders, and I want somebody
who was supposed to be here to be demoted or reprimanded. That’s
to go in his file. Is that clear? I ordered that, and I was told he would
be here at 7:15, and I understand well the Secretary of Defense said he
couldn’t come until 8:30. Now, I'm not going to have that kind of crap
any more. From now on, that man is to have his ass over here in this
office at 7 o’clock every morning. Is that clear?

Moorer: Yes, sir. He'll be here.

Nixon: All right, no more crap. The second point is I ordered the
use of strikes, you know, in this zone above the DMZ. There were 500
sorties that could have been flown; they flew 100 yesterday—125—

Moorer: 138, sir.
Nixon: 138. Yeah. The excuse is weather. I understand.

Moorer: No, sir. In all fairness, you see, we got that directive, Mr.
President, at mid—day and they, as they will tell you, they had their
schedules laid on, their LORAN laid on—

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval
Office, Conversation 700-5. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tion of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. According to the Pres-
ident’s Daily Diary, the meeting was held from 10:06 to 10:20 a.m. and Rush was also in
attendance. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

% Nixon confused David Packard, former Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Rush,
the current one.

3 See Document 51.
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Nixon: That’s right.
Moorer: I asked Abrams last night and we started right way.

Nixon: I understand. Now, let’s come to Abrams. Why didn’t he
think of that? What is—what is his job out there? Just to do it in the
numbers or is it his job to try to see that this kind of offensive is
stopped? Now, I want you to understand, there’s some talk of Abrams
going to Chief of Staff of the Army. I want you to know that I don’t in-
tend him to have to go to Chief of Staff of the Army because of his con-
duct in this business. He’s shown no imagination. He’s drinking too
much. I want you to get an order to him that he’s to go on the wagon
throughout the balance of this offensive. Is that clear?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Totally. The other thing that’s going to happen is that he is
going to start coming up with some ideas as to the use of the Air Force
and so forth and as to the planning here, rather than just sitting back
on his ass waiting for things to happen. Now, I have read the reports
that came from Defense on this thing, on Friday, on Saturday, they've—
that’s from out there.* They did not—they were not accurate. They did
not explain what the facts were adequately. And what is happening
here is that at Defense, in its usual way, is temporizing with the situ-
ation which is serious, but which can be turned to our advantage. But
it can only be turned to our advantage with the massive use of all of
our assets, and also in terms of our air power by not waiting until it’s
ceiling-unlimited before we get out there and clobber them where they
are. Now, from the moment you leave this office, I want somebody to
get out there have out there, and I want everything that can fly, flying
in that area. And good God! In the Battle of the Bulge they were able
to fly even in a snowstorm. Now what in the hell is the matter with
the Air Force that they are unable to, to, to conduct offensive opera-
tions in this area? So they’re going to fly down and drop it over a cane
field in Cambodia? Sure, they’d get another Purple Heart—I mean an
air medal for that. But I want this Air Force, and I—that includes the
Navy—you’ve only got, as I understand it, that instead of having the
four carriers we ordered in, we got two. Is that right?

Moorer: No, sir. There are three there. The fourth one will be there
very shortly, sir.

Nixon: How shortly?
Moorer: About—I would say they have 50 hours.

Nixon: All right. That’s too long. Too long. We shouldn’t have left
it. When those four carriers are there—now, we have got to use this air
power in a way that will be as effective as possible. The other thing is

* Nixon was referring to the daily situation reports from MACV in Saigon.
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an immediate study is to be made of the use of B-52s in the—a study
and I need the recommendation within eight hours, and I don’t want
to go through the—I'm not going to crap around with the Secretary of
Defense on this either—I need the use of B-52s if it will be helpful in
that 40 mile—>

Moorer: 45 miles.

Nixon: That’s right. If it will be helpful. Understand? The idea that
if, if we don’t have the assets that can do it otherwise, we’ll use '52s.
Now, if the reason for not using the ’52s is because they are vulnera-
ble, I understand that. If, on the other hand, the use of B-52s, after
you've taken out the SAMs, would be helpful, we’d better use them.
Because the thing that I am concerned about here is that—well, first, I
don’t like this business of not getting information when I ask for it. I
was on the phone all day yesterday and couldn’t get a goddamn thing
out of the Department of Defense. I got one half-assed memorandum,®
which was so disgraceful in terms of it being inadequate, that I really
don’t, I'm really ashamed to have it in my file. I have it in my file, but
I'm going to keep it personal and I hope I don’t have to write a book.
But from now on, we’re to have the truth and that guy is going to be
over here. Incidentally, not just in the morning; he should be here at
7 o’clock at night. Let him work a little overtime over there. Is that
clear?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Get him over here. And I want the plans—I want what he’s
done and I want what has been done to carry out these orders. Now
as far as this, as the—and then Abrams and that MACV staff and all
the rest, they’re to knock off all the parties. Is that clear?

Moorer: Very much, sir—

Nixon: There isn’t to be anything out there. And from—until they
get this thing contained, they have got to have what we need from
them. What we need from them are some ideas on their part as to what
they’re going to do, rather than we’ll run the same numbers, you know,
we’ll hit same targets here, here, here, here, here, here and here. The
idea that we could have been surprised by this, the idea that we
didn’t—I mean, we thought the B-3 thing was coming and so forth.
Well, they had more tanks there than we expected; and they had more
forces there than we expected, and all that sort of thing. I don’t buy
that.

Moorer: Our reason—

5 The length of the DMZ from Laos to the South China Sea was 39 miles.
6 Not found.
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Nixon: Now, it isn't we being surprised. I mean it’s—this is ARVN
being surprised. That’s what they said, that MACV was pissing on the
ARVN. We're the ones that are supposed to have the intelligence. The
ARVN doesn’t have much in terms of intelligence. But my point is that,
I know we don’t have many assets out there in terms of ground forces.
And we’re not going to have any. This is not going to be said, but we’ve
got some very considerable assets in terms of air power. But those as-
sets have to be, they have to be concentrated, concentrated in areas that
will provide shock treatment now as we did in the B-3 area.” Re-
member? We had a couple day strike; it did a little good. Now, we’'ve
got to concentrate in these areas and give it some shock treatment. And,
incidentally, rather than 25 miles, you've got to go up to 30 miles in
order to do the job.

Kissinger: We have that Dong Hoi area.

Nixon: Take out the Dong Hoi area right now. Now, the 48-hour
strike is not going to wait “til Friday;® it’s got to go Wednesday. Is that
clear?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Yeah. Unless—is the purpose of waiting 'til Friday weather?

Moorer: Well it’s not—it’s not too bad—

Nixon: You can’t get it ready?

Moorer: No, sir. It'll go—

Nixon: [unclear]—

Moorer: Nothing, no problem if the weather is satisfactory it can
80—

Nixon: Well, don’t go if it isn’t; the weather—

Moorer: There’s no restriction on it “til Friday, sir. There’s no or-
der to go Friday—

Nixon: What's the problem you said about Friday?

Kissinger: Laird told me last night it wouldn’t go "til Friday—
Moorer: Well, he was just guessing at the weather.

Kissinger: Oh.

Nixon: All right—

Moorer: There’s no, no—

Nixon: Weather is one thing. But let me say the decision has been
made. We need it Wednesday. We need it Wednesday for a number of
reasons, not the least of which is military. There are other reasons, too,
that are supplemental, but the military is the most important one. And

7 See Document 17 and footnote 3 thereto.
8 April 7.
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we may not get a chance to whack some of those supplies up now, and
they might be coming in September and October. So, let’s get that damn
strike off, I mean, if the weather is reasonable. I don’t want to go off
in bad weather.

Kissinger: It shouldn’t go if they can’t do a good job.
Nixon: No, no, no, no. I don’t—
Moorer: We'll deal with it—

Nixon: There’s absolutely nothing. If they can’t do an adequate job
there’s no reason to go over North Vietnam. It's got to be an effective
job in the North. But right now, right now when the ARVN is under a
very serious attack the Air Force has got to take some goddamn risks,
just like the Air Force took some risks in World War II in the Battle of
the Bulge because we were under serious attack. If the Air Force
hadn’t taken some risks, we’d have lost the battle. Now, that’s really
what it boils down to—

Moorer: Yes, sir. Well, the Air Force is not reluctant in any sense
to take risks, Mr. President. The problem is that north of the DMZ is
that in these—with these missile sites, they’re moving them around all
the time and you need some kind of visibility in order to get the—

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: —sites themselves. Now, in all fairness to General Abrams
you should know that he and CINCPAC, Admiral McCain, have re-
peatedly asked for authority to, to attack these missile sites north.” And
we hadn’t been given the authority, because you just gave it to us here
yesterday. But we knew that they were accumulating these forces in
tanks and mobile artillery and so on north of the DMZ. And with—the
way the weather is this time of year, the only way to do that right is
for the man on the scene to be—to have the authority to go make it.
You might get fours hours a day, or two hours all of a sudden. It's just
the—

Nixon: That’s right.

Moorer: The flow shifts back and forth. And it’s very difficult, al-
most impossible, to run that from Washington. And so far as the re-
ports to you are concerned, let me tell you right now, that if I am di-
rected to give the reports you will get them precisely when you ask.
But I am not running this reporting business. And I am passing the in-
formation up to the Secretary of Defense and it’s being run from up
there, but it's—

Nixon: Right. I am directing you—

9 See Documents 35, 42, 44, and footnote 7, Document 44.
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Moorer: If you want me to do it, I can do it—

Nixon: I am directing you, and if the Secretary of Defense raises
the questions, I am directing you. I have to have them directly, and
they must be unsanitized. And also when an order goes, it’s got to go
from me. The Secretary of Defense is not Commander in Chief. The
Secretary of Defense does not make decisions on these kinds of things—

Moorer: I understand that, Mr. President—

Nixon: He’s a procurement officer. That’s what he is and not an-
other goddamn thing. And from now on this has got to be done this
way. So under these circumstances we can go. Now, getting back to
this thing, let’s see what kind of an excuse is being developed here.
You say that—

Moorer: I'm not giving excuses—

Nixon: No, no, no. What Abrams was dropping. You—I thought I
asked you about this earlier, Henry, about this authority with regard
to hitting. You said they had it already in the DMZ area?

Kissinger: Well, you gave—well, they—you gave the authority in
February.'” Then it was stopped during the—

Nixon: China thing.

Kissinger: —during the China thing.

Nixon: That it hit North Vietham, no?

Moorer: Yes, sir—

Kissinger: That’s right. In the DMZ—they have had authority to
hit in the DMZ, but then the authority was never implemented after
you came back from China for this 19-mile area that we had agreed to
because the offensive didn’t come. Then when they asked for it again,
we gave it and you actually ordered a wider belt than the one they
asked for—

Nixon: When was that?

Kissinger: This weekend.

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: But we asked, sir, on the 8th of March for this authority
to go north of the DMZ and it was turned down and—

Kissinger: It was never really discussed in here—

Moorer: —then we asked again, and we finally got the authority
yesterday. But he cannot handle a threat, such has accumulated north
of the DMZ, unless you really work on it—

Nixon: That’s right.

10 See Document 15.
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Moorer: —when you have the weather.

Nixon: Fine.

Moorer: When you have the weather that’s the way that works—
Nixon: All right. I understand—

Moorer: You've got to see the target—

Nixon: I understand. Now, the situation, though, is now is that as
far as sorties and so forth are concerned, they’ll go to 500 a day. Will
they at least? You can—you can at least do something in this area at
this time can you not?

Moorer: Yes, sir.
Nixon: All right.

Moorer: Now we are, Mr. President, putting all of the B-52s, every
one we have, up there.

Nixon: Good. Where? Where? In the DMZ area?
Moorer: In the DMZ area. Yes, sir.

Nixon: They can—they can go above that stuff, can’t they
[unclear]—?

Moorer: Well, we're going up to the DMZ. Now, we’ve got to get
up there and get out to some of those missile sites to make it viable—

Nixon: Is it possible?

Moorer: To make is feasible so we won't—

Nixon: Yeah. I understand that we can’t lose B-52s.
Moorer: Yes, sir. Now, we're working on that—

Nixon: I'll tell you what I want now. From now on, you get those
reports in to me. And the second thing is, I want Abrams braced hard.
His promotion depends upon how he conducts himself. Now—just—
you weren't here at the time. He screwed up Laos." He’s not going to
screw this one up. Is that clear?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: All right.

' A reference to Operation Lam Son 719.
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53. Minutes of a Washington Special Actions Group Meeting'

Washington, April 3, 1972, 10:31-11:10 a.m.

SUBJECT
Vietnam
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman CIA
Henry A. Kissinger Richard Helms
State William Newton (only for Mr. Helms’ briefing)
John N. Irwin NSC
William Sullivan Maj. Gen. Alexander Haig
Richard Kennedy
Defense John N A
K th Rush ohn Negroponte
enne us Mark Wandler

Warren Nutter

JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Lt. Gen. John Vogt

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

—The State Department would prepare a press guidance paper,
showing how the North Vietnamese offensive violates the 1968
understandings.

—The Joint Chiefs of Staff would submit a report on the maximum
reinforcement effort we can make.

—The State and Defense Departments would issue statements at
their daily briefings, hitting hard at the North Vietnamese violations
of the Geneva Accords and the 1968 understandings.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Helms) Dick, let’s start off with your
briefing.

Mr. Helms: You asked for a briefing on the military situation and
the North Vietnamese objectives. I will begin with the military situa-
tion. [Reads attached brieﬁng.]2

Dr. Kissinger: [Referring to the statement that the NVA were ze-
roed in on Dak To, page 2 of the briefing.] If we know the NVA are ze-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-116, Washington Special Actions Group, WSAG Minutes
(Originals) 1-3-72 to 7-24-72. Top Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in the White
House Situation Room. All brackets are in the original. The WSAG met 18 times in April.

2 Helms’s briefing, “The Situation in South Vietnam,” April 3, is ibid., Box H-085,
Washington Special Actions Group Meetings, WSAG Meeting Vietnam 4/3/72.
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roed in on Dak To, that must mean we know where the artillery pieces
are. That being the case, why don’t we take them out?

Adm. Moorer: We know the general vicinity where they are, but
we don’t have precise locations. At Fire Support Base Delta, south of
Dak To, they claimed yesterday to have killed 500 of the enemy.

Dr. Kissinger: Can’t we figure out with more precision where the
enemy positions are located?

Adm. Moorer: Yes, we're doing it.

Mr. Helms continued reading his briefing.

Dr. Kissinger: [At the end of the section on the military situation]
How long do you think the offensive will last?

Mr. Helms: I think it will go on for some time.

Adm. Moorer: It will last a good twenty to thirty days.

Dr. Kissinger: And then the enemy will run out of supplies?

Adm. Moorer: No. They will begin to run low on supplies, and
their operations will slack off.

Mr. Irwin: Are you saying the offensive won't last longer than
twenty or thirty days?

Mr. Helms: I think it can go on longer than that.

Mr. Irwin: I think so, too. Twenty to thirty days is a very optimistic
figure.

Adm. Moorer: The main problem will be lack of ammunition. All
the ammo they are using now was stored just north of the DMZ, and
it was ready to move.

Mr. Helms continued to read his briefing. At the end of the sec-
tion dealing with North Vietnamese objectives, he added:

I asked this morning about the 1968 understandings, and I was
told that they are threadbare. Frankly, I don’t even see one thread, and
I think this is so obvious that every eye can see it.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Sullivan) Bill, can you pull a paper together
for us, which we can use for press guidance, on the violation of every
understanding which was agreed to in 1968?

Mr. Sullivan: Yes.

Mr. Irwin: The paper should include an answer to the accusa-
tion against us: namely that our bombing is also a violation of the
understandings.

Adm. Moorer: I would like to follow up a little bit, if I may, on
Dick’s briefing. I agree that the enemy objective is to seize Quang Tri
and possibly Kontum—even if they do not hold those places indefi-
nitely. There is no question that the North Vietnamese have commit-
ted all their main force units to the offensive. The 308th division, for
example, which had been held in reserve at Dong Hoi, has now moved



180 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume VIII

south. The point is that they are in the enviable position of being able
to send every available man into battle—and not worry about an in-
vasion from the south or about defending North Vietnam. They are
shooting the works.

Their operations in MR 3 are designed to commit the ARVN re-
serves and to reduce the number of reinforcements which can be sent
north. The situation today is that the 3rd Division, as you know, the
newest South Vietnamese division, is in position south of the DMZ.
The 1st Division, the best ARVN division, has the mission of defend-
ing Hue. Most of the fighting so far has involved the 3rd Division and
two Marine Brigades. Eight North Vietnamese regiments have at-
tacked in a southerly direction, and three other regiments, from the
304th Division, have attacked to the East. The North Viethamese have
also used elements of three artillery regiments and elements of two
tank battalions.

The ARVN defensive line now runs along the Cua Viet river,
through Fire Support Bases Pedro, Scorpion and Barbara. The South
Vietnamese are attempting to consolidate this line, and they have been
ordered to hold Dong Ha and Quang Tri at all costs. Three Marine
Brigades have been sent up there as reinforcements. President Thieu is
also forming nine additional Ranger battalions.

For our part, we have three carriers on station, and the Constella-
tion is coming from Japan. We have added 18 VF aircraft.

Dr. Kissinger: Can we add more than that?

Adm. Moorer: I think so. We can take a look at it. We are also con-
ducting over fifty B-52 strikes a day. We are looking to surge even more,
but the aircraft might be needed in Laos. At any rate, just about all of
the B-52 effort now is going to MR 1.

The NVA have fired 55 SAMs, seven of which were in Laos, and
we have lost three aircraft—a RB-66, an A-1 and an OV-2—to the
SAMs. The B-52s, incidentally, are using chaff and electronic counter-
measures—causing many of the missiles to miss their marks.

Concerning our ground forces, we have the 196th Brigade in MR
1, providing security for Danang, and one air cavalry unit with 27 he-
los. That doesn’t include the advisors stationed with ARVN units.

Finally, we have four destroyers off the coast, providing fire
support. I have asked for a cruiser to join them, and we have am-
phibious forces ready to evacuate American personnel, if that becomes
necessary.

Dr. Kissinger: What can we provide in the way of reinforcements?
We will not get any award for being defeated with restraint.

Adm. Moorer: We can return many of the aircraft, but that depends
a lot on base availability.
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Dr. Kissinger: Can you give us a report by the end of the day on
the maximum effort we can make on reinforcements?

Adm. Moorer: Yes.

Mr. Irwin: What will happen if the North Vietnamese also strike
in the highlands?

Adm. Moorer: For one thing, Abe [General Abrams] will have to
divide his air. As I said before, all of the B-52 effort is now directed at
MR 1. The ARVN have the 22nd Division and two airborne brigades
up the highlands. In terms of troop strength, they are not outnumbered.
As I also said earlier, Fire Support Base Delta reported killing 500 of
the enemy yesterday.

Dr. Kissinger: We also had a report that some battalions were lost.

Adm. Moorer: Two battalions were reported lost and two regi-
ments were reported ineffective.

Gen. Vogt: The two lost battalions, by the way, were from the two
ineffective regiments, the 2nd and 56th.

Mr. Irwin: How many regiments did the South Vietnamese have
there?

Adm. Moorer: Five.
Mr. Irwin: Two out of the five regiments, then, are ineffective.

Adm. Moorer: Yes. But the Marine Brigade has been sent there to
provide reinforcements.

Mr. Irwin: Will the additional forces bring the South Vietnamese
back to their pre-attack strength?

Dr. Kissinger: Will they fight?
Gen. Vogt: There is no question about that. They will fight
effectively.

Dr. Kissinger: But will they fight very effectively?

Adm. Moorer: I just asked Abe these same questions. Let me tell
you what he said. [Reads cable, gist of which is as follows:]

Adm. Moorer: How well did the ARVN perform?

Gen. Abrams: The ARVN have been under great pressure, from
four NVA divisions, artillery and bad weather, which has hampered
air support operations. But they have performed well. Only two bat-
talions—at Camp Carroll—have surrendered. There have been 2,500
wounded. KIA figures are still incomplete.

Adm. Moorer: What are the ARVN intentions?

Gen. Abrams: Three divisions are defending the line formed by
the Cua Viet river and Fire Support Bases Pedro, Scorpion and Bar-
bara. Quang Tri and Dang Ha will be held at all costs. President Thieu
has ethatically reinforced this point. A tank battalion will be used in
a mobile role for defense. General Lam has requested that the Marine
Brigade be used for reinforcement, and he has also asked for other di-
visions. At a meeting at Camp Eagle, in which President Thieu and
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General Lam participated, Thieu made a major point of saying that re-
inforcements will be provided to MR 1 and that Hue will be defended.

Adm. Moorer: What provisions were being made for the possible
evacuation of American personnel? [Adm. Moorer said Gen. Abrams
had given him a detailed answer, but he did not elaborate.]

Adm. Moorer: Should there be a surge in B-52 sorties?

Gen. Abrams: If the NVA attacks continue, a surge would be
essential.

Adm. Moorer: What is the mission of the 196th Brigade?

Gen. Abrams: The mission of the Brigade is to (1) protect Phu Bai,
(2) provide security for the evacuation of the Loran site there and (3)
evacuate U.S.-sponsored personnel, if necessary.

Adm. Moorer: How will the new operating authorities be used?

Gen. Abrams: The authorities will be used to the maximum, as
soon as the weather breaks.

Adm. Moorer: How is the ARVN morale?

Gen. Abrams: Morale varies. In MR 1 it is high, but it is difficult
to know if it will hold up. If the enemy offensive continues, it may dis-
credit the South Vietnamese.

Dr. Kissinger: (to Adm. Moorer) If we can get your recommenda-
tions on the maximum possible reinforcements from all theaters, it
would be a great help. (to Mr. Irwin) Jack, what do you think?

Mr. Irwin: There are two sides to this, the military and the diplo-
matic. We support whatever must be done on the military side. On the
diplomatic side, the South Vietnamese Foreign Ministry put out a very
good statement.

Dr. Kissinger: Is Bunker going back?

Mr. Sullivan: Yes. He will be back in Saigon Tuesday evening.’ He
has been waiting to get clearance for his plane to overfly India.

Mr. Irwin: The South Vietnamese statement is very good. It iden-
tifies the NVA divisions, describes the violations of the 1968 under-
standings and calls for governments to condemn the North Vietnamese
actions. Now it is a question of whether we and other governments
should issue statements, too.

Dr. Kissinger: What other governments?

Mr. Irwin: Any and all. The South Vietnamese statement also raises
the possibility of Security Council action. We don’t think, however, that
any action is called for.

Dr. Kissinger: Can we keep the political section in the South Viet-
namese Embassy under control? They usually start flapping.

Mr. Sullivan: They haven't started flapping yet.

3 April 4.
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Dr. Kissinger: Let’s try to keep it that way. Can we also keep the
military spokesmen under control—and not have them make alarmist
statements?

Adm. Moorer: Yes.

Dr. Kissinger: State and Defense should make the initial reaction
today. Then Ziegler will back it up at his 3:00 p.m. briefing. We should
hit hard at the violations of the Geneva Accords and the 1968 under-
standings. The President wants a strong statement put out at State’s
noon briefing.

Mr. Sullivan: The South Vietnamese statement identified the NVA
divisions. Can we call these operations an invasion?

Dr. Kissinger: I think so. What would we have to lose by doing
that?

Adm. Moorer: It is an invasion.

Mr. Sullivan: We will still get the line that the ARVN are fighting
Viet Cong, not North Vietnamese main force units.

Dr. Kissinger: Who will make the initial statement?

Mr. Sullivan: I think we should do it.

Mr. Helms: I like the idea of using the word “invasion.”

Dr. Kissinger: Yes. If asked, we will also confirm that we had a

WSAG meeting this morning and that the President is in touch with
various Cabinet members. We will do that here, though.

Mr. Sullivan: Should we echo the South Vietnamese statement, call-
ing for a return to the negotiating table?

Dr. Kissinger: Concerning the negotiations, we should say that all
the time we were trying to negotiate, the enemy was building up for
an attack. That's why Porter acted as he did last week.* We should say
we are always ready to go back to the negotiating table, but not when
we are under military pressure.

Mr. Sullivan: What about the bombing of the North? Should we
say all the wraps are off?

Dr. Kissinger: You can say that the President is reviewing the sit-
uation and following it very closely.

Mr. Sullivan: Should the Department spokesman make this
statement?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, and tell him not to hype it. Who will do it? Bray?

Mr. Irwin: Yes. I think we should also refer to the South Vietnamese
statement.

4See Document 45.
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Dr. Kissinger: After the State briefing, Defense can supply added
information at its briefing.

Adm. Moorer: I would suggest that we try to be as solid as pos-
sible in these statements and that we not use colorful adjectives.

Dr. Kissinger: I fully agree with you. But the problem is not here—
it is in Saigon. It was in Saigon that they used the words “critical,” “se-
rious” and “grim.”

Adm. Moorer: I realize that.

Dr. Kissinger: We should keep them from using such words. I can
understand if they say “serious.” But “critical” and “grim” have cer-
tain meanings.

Mr. Sullivan: Should we express confidence in the South Viet-
namese ability to handle the situation?

Dr. Kissinger: One thing we can say is that we expect to lose ter-
ritory and cities in the offensive.

Mr. Sullivan: I don’t think we should say we expect to lose cities.
Mr. Negroponte: We can say we expect losses.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s better. Use the word “losses.”

Adm. Moorer: We can also make a reference to the Tet offensive
and say that you can’t draw conclusions in a short period of time.

Dr. Kissinger: No. Don’t invoke Tet at all. We had been predicting
an offensive, and now they have launched one. The fact that we have
been predicting it will help us.

Mr. Nutter: Abrams is saying that the lines will bend, but not break.

Mr. Sullivan: What should we do about Thieu’s proposal on the
prisoners?

Dr. Kissinger: We were going to ask for a meeting on the 13th to
discuss this proposal, but I don’t think that would be appropriate now.
If the attacks continue, we shouldn’t ask for a meeting.
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54. Memorandum for the Record by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (Moorer)"

CJCS M-18-72 Washington, April 3, 1972.

SUBJ
Meeting with President Nixon, Monday, 3 April 1972, White House

1. Following the WSAG Meeting, Doctor Kissinger asked
DepSecDef Rush and me to accompany him for a visit with the
President.

2. The President was clearly in a very unhappy mood.> He was
frustrated over the news reports and the fact that he was convinced
that SecDef was deliberately withholding information from him. He
was particularly critical of Gen Abrams and inquired as to where were
Gen Abrams’ recommendations for action to counter the enemy’s at-
tack in Military Region 1. He said he would take no excuses and he
wanted forces augmented and action taken against the enemy without
delay.®> He was particularly irritated by the fact that a request for a
briefing, submitted by the White House for 0745, was not fulfilled un-
til about 0900. This was due to the fact that SecDef had scheduled
his review of the same briefing at 0745 and, obviously, the Briefers
couldn’t be in both places at the same time.

3. I told the President that I was making no excuses—that the
SecDef had issued an order that he, or his Executive Assistant, would

1 Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Chairman, Moorer Diary, July
1970-July 1974. Top Secret; Sensitive. The memorandum is attached to Admiral Moorer’s
April 3 Diary entry.

2 H.R. Haldeman characterized Nixon’s frustration with the military, especially the
Air Force, in these terms: “He really banged Moorer around yesterday on the Air Force’s
inability to get moving. Problem is they keep saying that the weather is such that they
can’t bomb. The P’s massing a huge attack force, Naval ships for gunning from the sea,
tremendous number of additional bombers, and he’s going to start using B-52s for the
first time to bomb North Vietnam as soon as the weather clears. He'll base the bombing
on the violation of the DMZ and move in hard. He feels that this will give us a fairly
good chance of negotiations, which he has never really felt we’ve had up to now, but
thinks they’re doing this as a desperation move and then will go to negotiate. Henry has
the same view.” (Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition, April 4)

® To this end, Moorer cabled the following to McCain and Abrams the next day: “I
request that each of you give this air offensive your personal and continuous attention
and fully utilize every opportunity to effect a massive impact on the enemy. The Presi-
dent has clearly stated that he expects imaginative, aggressive and continuous attention
to be focused on the current crisis throughout the unified command system. Request you
advise me immediately of any additional authorities and resources which you require.”
(Telegram 6826 from Moorer to McCain and Abrams, April 4; National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1016, Alexander M. Haig Special File, General Haig’s
Visit to Vietnam, April 14, 1972)
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pass on all information given to the White House and that if the Pres-
ident would simply publish written instructions to the contrary he
would get the information directly and immediately. Furthermore, af-
ter he had instructed me to reprimand the Briefing Officer who was
late arriving at the White House, I told him I was not in charge of the
briefings—they were handled by SecDef and, if he wanted the brief-
ings on time and at the time specified, all he had to do was give me
the task of providing the briefings direct and the Briefer would there.
I also told the President that, in all fairness to Gen Abrams, I had to
point out that he, as well as Adm McCain backed up by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, had repeatedly requested authority to take actions designed
to prevent the very thing that had happened; namely, the build-up of
NVN forces including missile forces, just north of the DMZ. (The
chronology of recent requests is outlined in my MFR M-17-72). The
President has apparently forgotten that on Saturday, 18 March, he had
personally signed a paper turning down the authorities after some
rather weak positions taken by the SecDef.* (I told him that specifically
I had turned in a very urgent request on Thursday, 9 March and that
it was finally turned down the latter part of March). H seemed sur-
prised at this and directed HAK to investigate. He reiterated what he
told me before—he was an elected official and the SecDef was ap-
pointed and, as he put it, was only a “procurement officer.”

4. That afternoon, after DepSecDef Rush and I had informed
SecDef of what had happened and the fact that the President was con-
vinced SecDef was withholding information from him, SecDef en-
deavored to get an appointment with the President but the President
as DepSecDef Rush described it was taking a “strategic nap.” I have
now been informed that SecDef has seen the President and the situa-
tion is cooled off considerably. In any event, the net effect has been to
at least partially clear the air and I hope decrease the very heavy in-
fluence that MG Pursley exercises over SecDef Laird.

T.H. MOORER®

4 See footnote 7, Document 44.
5 See footnote 3, Document 35.
¢ Moorer initialed “M” above his typed signature.
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55. Telephone Conversation Between President Nixon and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Moorer)"

Washington, April 4, 1972.

Moorer: Good morning, Mr. President.

Nixon: Hi, how are you? I noticed that you only got off 126 mis-
sions yesterday, which I understand because of weather. Now I ask—

Moorer: No, we actually, that's—

Nixon: Oh, you got six more, huh? 132, is that right—?

Moorer: It’s over 200, sir.

Nixon: Yeah. Well, let me ask you a question. I don’t want them
to fly in bad weather, but what, where is that report that I was sup-
posed to have here at 9:15 with regard to whether or not you could
not, and without having those planes just sit on the deck, hit in the B-3
area, where they have that immense concentration? What about that?

Moorer: Well, they have been hitting, sir, in the B-3 area, and—

Nixon: Well, how about—how about taking everything that flies,
while this weather is bad, and socking it in there for awhile again, giv-
ing them a massive punch? Is there—is—you see, you've got the planes
sitting on the deck now.

Moorer: No, sir. The planes are operating. I think we had about
500 sorties over the last 24 hours, sir. They're operating in the, along
the Ho Chi Minh trail, in the B-3 Front, and along the—down in Mil-
itary Region 3. And we actually had over 200 in Military Region 1 and
just across the DMZ.

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: As you know, some of them got through a hole and de-
stroyed the bridge over the Ben Hai River, and then came down the
road and knocked out three tanks.

Nixon: I saw that. Uh-huh—

Moorer: By visible, but I think—

Nixon: That’s good. Good.

Moorer: I think that he’s made—the report that they made, sir, over
there of 100 and—that was cut off at a certain time.

Nixon: Yeah.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
White House Telephone, Conversation 22-73. No classification marking. The editors tran-
scribed the portions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. Ac-
cording to the President’s Daily Diary, Nixon and Moorer spoke on the phone from 9:24
to 9:28 a.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
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Moorer: And I telephoned out there.

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: I sent your instructions yesterday.
Nixon: Yeah. Right. Right. Right—

Moorer: That you wanted a maximum effort.

Nixon: Yeah. Understand, I don’t want anybody to fly in bad
weather and just to drop it out in the boondocks. But my point is, if
you can’t hit there then hit—you know, from reading the morning re-
port, you say that you expect that the next blow is going to come in
the B-3 area. Is that not correct?

Moorer: That's right. Yes, sir. And they are working hard there—
Nixon: Are we working that as hard as we can?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: There’s nothing more we can do—?

Moorer: Yes, sir. We don’t have any aircraft on the deck—
Nixon: Um-hmm. Yeah—

Moorer: Let me assure you.

Nixon: Now, point two. Have you carried out the order that I gave
last night—12 hours ago—with regard to using naval gunfire on the
road above the DMZ in North Vietnam?

Moorer: Yes, sir. I did that right away—

Nixon: Now, is there—does that, can the naval gunfire reach that
road?

Moorer: Yes, sir.
Nixon: It can?
Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: All right. Have you—and—and that’s—that will be done?
Now—

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Now, what additional ships are available to get out there?
I mean, do you have a few that you could—

Moorer: Yes, sir—
Nixon: —send from Singapore and other places?

Moorer: Yes, sir. We, we’ve sent four additional destroyers and I've
sent in a cruiser—

Nixon: Um-hmm. Well, have you got any? How long would it take
anything to get from Pearl? Is that where most of them are?

Moorer: What I think we can use are the ones in the Western Pa-
cific, sir. In fact, they’re already there. I had, I started this action as soon
as [—
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Nixon: How many? How many could you get there, Tom? How
many? I mean, could you get a significant number? Because I have a
more important assignment that I'll have Henry give to you orally.

Moorer: Yes, sir. We could get, certainly get more there from the
Seventh Fleet. It would take, you know—

Nixon: Great.

Moorer: —about eight days or so to get them—

Nixon: Eight days?

Moorer: —from Pearl. But from the Seventh Fleet, we can get them
within—

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: —anywhere from four hours—

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Moorer: —to four days.

Nixon: Yeah. Yeah. And that includes what? Cruisers? Destroyers?

Moorer: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Um-hmm. Um-hmm. Um-hmm—

Moorer: But right as of this moment, there are eight—

Nixon: Yeah.

Moorer: —on the line, sir.

Nixon: Yeah—

Moorer: I told them to put four south of the DMZ and four north.

Nixon: And they are, but you can’t get—couldn’t you get more
than that—?

Moorer: Yes, sir. We can get [unclear] a few—

Nixon: Well, order every, every—order everything that is used. In-
cidentally, forget the SIOP and all that crap—

Moorer: We have, sir—

Nixon: That doesn’t mean anything anyway. And get all the cruis-
ers and destroyers in the Seventh Fleet in that area. We have another
purpose for ‘em. And get ‘em there as fast as you can. And give me—
give Henry a report by 10 o’clock,” because I have a reason I have to
have them there. Okay? And he’ll let you know. Okay?

Moorer: Yes, sir. Thank you.

% Moorer called Kissinger at 9:54 am. to tell him he had the list the President re-
quested and could bring it over then or at 10:45 when the WSAG meeting convened.
Kissinger said 10:45 would be fine and, as Moorer recorded in his diary: “And they want
Abrams to understand that we are not going to lose this one no matter what it costs. He
also wants every commander to give us the maximum without restraint. I said I had al-
ready told them that, and for them to let me know if they needed any additional au-
thorities or resources.” (Moorer Diary, April 4, 9:54 a.m.; Ibid., RG 218, Records of the
Chairman)
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56. Summary of Conclusions of a Washington Special Actions
Group Meeting'

Washington, April 4, 1972, 10:50-11:47 a.m.

SUBJECT
Vietnam
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman CIA
Henry A. Kissinger Richard Helms
State William Newton
John N. Trwin (only for Mr. Helms’ briefing)
William Sullivan NSC
Defense Maj. Gen. Alexander Haig
Kenneth Rush }{lﬁiall;? Kenne(iy
W Nutt 0 egroponte
arren Nutter Mark Wandler

JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Lt. Gen. John Vogt

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

—The State Department should send a message to Amb. Godley
in Laos, telling him to ask for whatever air support he needs, regard-
less of what he thinks may be available.

—The Defense Department should draw up an operations plan for
hitting the storage facilities at Dong Hoi, augment the fire support ships
off the Vietnamese coast and transfer the Ironhand squadron of F-105s
to Vietnam.

—Additional F-4s should be sent to Vietnam. Dr. Kissinger will
obtain Presidential guidance on whether to send Marine F-4s from
Japan or Air Force F—4s from the U.S.

—The State Department spokesman should again hit hard at the
North Vietnamese violations of the Geneva Accords and the 1968 under-
standings. He should also mention the massive Soviet supply effort.

—Clark MacGregor and David Abshire should begin contacting
members of Congress, seeking support for the Administration position.

[Omitted here are the minutes of the meeting.]

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 78,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Washington Special Actions Group,
Mar. 1971-Apr. 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in the White House
Situation Room.
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57. Conversation Between President Nixon and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 4, 1972.

Nixon: Hi, Henry.

Kissinger: Hi. We had just a good WSAG meeting.” You've really
charged these guys up now.

Nixon: Did we get some weather, did you say?

Kissinger: Well, we're getting some weather, but they are really
pouring in naval ships now.

Nixon: Did he [Moorer] get the point with it?

Kissinger: Oh.

Nixon: Did you tell him about the—is he ready for a mining
exercise?

Kissinger: He’ll have a plan first thing in the morning. He said
thank—tell the President—

Nixon: Leak it.

Kissinger: “Not since '64”—No, I'm—we’re doing it even better.
I've told him to start loading mines in the Philippines—

Nixon: Good.

Kissinger: —on ships.

Nixon: How about—?

Kissinger: That will leak it.

Nixon: How about having—telling Helms. Did you tell him that?
Kissinger: Yep, that’s good.

Nixon: Would you mind giving Helms the word that I—?

Kissinger: Helms, of course he’s a bit of a whore, but he’s thrilled.
Now, Rush asked to see me yesterday, asking me to see me after the
meeting. He said he reviewed the whole record. And, he said what-
ever you said yesterday was an understatement; Laird has been play-
ing games with us.> And—

Nixon: And about giving the reports of—
Kissinger: Yeah.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Oval
Office, Conversation 701-14. No classification marking. The editors transcribed the por-
tions of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is
part of a larger conversation, 12:13-1:15 p.m.

2 See Document 56.

3 See Document 54.
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Nixon: —both sides.

Kissinger: And also the request for authorities. You see, one rea-
son I was so leery is they wanted to hit logistics and SAMs. Laird
didn’t approve it; he just wanted to hit SAMs. And to me the price just
was too high for that.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: Well, I just want you to know that. This thing—

Nixon: What is it? Have they got—they’ve gotten a little charged
up then?

Kissinger: Oh, God. We—they’re now. We have one question, I
don’t really—

Nixon: Yeah?

Kissinger: —know whether I need to bother you with it. I think
we ought to put in some more aircraft.

Nixon: Well, where the hell is it?

Kissinger: Well, the choice is to move 36 Marine planes out of Japan
or 54 from the United States Air Force. The Marines would have to—

Nixon: Bring them—

Kissinger: —bring in 500 more people with them because of they
don’t have their ground support—

Nixon: They are to be stationed in—in this country—?

Kissinger: In Da Nang—

Nixon: In-country? If we can do it—

Kissinger: In order to move the Air Force out.

Nixon: Yeah. The Air Force thing is not considered to be an in-
crease in our complement there, is it?

Kissinger: Not—no. Maybe a hundred people, but that would be—

Nixon: Yeah?

Kissinger: —absorbed by the withdrawal.

Nixon: The Marines are better. The Marines will do a better job.
Let’s do whatever does a better job. What do you think?

Kissinger: All right.

Nixon: First you're going to raise more aircraft. Oh, the Air Force
isn’t that bad. Let’s not [unclear]. We shouldn’t blame those pilots;
they’re brave. The poor sons-of-bitches are all POWSs and this and that.
You know? They fought well. It's these goddamn airplanes that are no
good.

Kissinger: Well, they’re both using the same planes. Let me check
with Haig who he thinks will do the better job.

Nixon: But would you give me it quickly? Would you say that—

Kissinger: Well—
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Nixon: —would you say, first, that Moorer is charged up now?
Huh?

Kissinger: Absolutely. And the whole admiralty. I said, I repeated
what you had said this morning. I said, “The President said he doesn’t
want to be told about political campaigns or anything else. He has the
responsibility for the security of this country. He has concluded that for
us to be run out of Vietham would undermine our foreign policy. And
he has an obligation to do the right thing. So all you people are obliged
to do is to tell him what the right thing is.”* And—

Nixon: Except pouring them in.

Kissinger: Except pouring them in. I said, “Anything short of
ground combat we want to do.”

Nixon: So what’d they say?

Kissinger: “There’s not—you are responsible for telling all your
subordinate commanders—

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: —that they should think of things to do.” He said, “God,
I haven’t heard”—Moorer said, “I haven’t heard this since '63.”

Nixon: Oh, yes. He’s heard it from me.
Kissinger: Well—

Nixon: He forgets it.

Kissinger: Yeah. And—

Nixon: Very well.

Kissinger: Well, they are now, they—they’re moving 20 B-52s out
there.

Nixon: Good.
Kissinger: They’ve already moved 18 F—4s.
Nixon: Good.

* Later that day, Moorer made certain that senior commanders from Honolulu to
Saigon understood the President’s new policy, telling them: “According to high-level
thinking in Washington, we have entered into an entirely new situation with respect to
the conflict in Vietnam. The North Vietnamese have departed from their previous con-
cept of protracted war and have now, in total violation of the previous understandings,
launched a major invasion across the DMZ by main force units, including a significant
part of their reserves. Consequently, it is necessary for all commanders and all staffs to
give this problem their continuous attention. We do not expect to lose this one and, con-
sequently, must bring as much air and naval force to bear as possible in order to give
the enemy a severe jolt. We must take a new look at old plans previously discarded be-
cause of lack of authority and, in addition, come forward with as many imaginative rec-
ommendations as possible.” (Message 7951 from Moorer to McCain and Abrams, April
4, also sent to Rosson, Clay, Clarey, Mack, McNickle, and Cooper; National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1016, Alexander M. Haig Special File, Gen-
eral Haig’s Visit to Vietnam, April 14, 1972)
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Kissinger: They are moving—

Nixon: Are they moving another carrier?

Kissinger: Well, the other carrier they think would take too long.
Nixon: All right, fine.

Kissinger: And they’d have to move it—

Nixon: These four would be enough, probably.

Kissinger: These four would be enough—

Nixon: And how about the fleet? Can they get some more of them?
Get some more than four destroyers? Let’s put in—

Kissinger: No, no. They've already—
Nixon: —put in 100 destroyers.

Kissinger: They’ve already got 10 destroyers there; they’re mov-
ing 8 more down, plus 3 cruisers. And—

Nixon: Well, that’s a hell of a lot of firepower.

Kissinger: That is. And you remember these have 5-inch guns. And,
I told him to start hitting logistics installations in Dong Hoi, to start
hitting the airfield in Dong Hoi.”

Nixon: That’s right.

Kissinger: He said, “Do you mean it?” I said, “Of course we mean
it.”

Nixon: Right.

Kissinger: And—

Nixon: Is Dong Hoi an airfield? Can it be reached by, by this—?

Kissinger: Yes.

Nixon: Have we done it before?

Kissinger: Never.

Nixon: We haven’t? Why not?

Kissinger: Because of the bombing understanding.

Nixon: Oh, you mean we haven’t. But it was done by Johnson, I
presume?

Kissinger: Right, but never by naval gunfire, because—

Nixon: The naval gunfire, it seems to me, would be better than
bombing.

Kissinger: Yeah. Oh, yeah. We should really pour it in there now.

Nixon: Geez.

% Located in southern North Vietnam, Dong Hoi contained military barracks, an
airfield, and an important bridge, and was a major logistics center with a railway ter-
minal just south of the city.
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Kissinger: They’ll scream like crazy. But I think—my view is this,
Mr. President, this is not going to break open the war.

Nixon: Your view also is, I think, correct, that we ought to delay
a 48-hour strike because the weather has been bad.

Kissinger: I—
Nixon: Has there been any improvement in the weather? You say

they got 200 strikes off. I hope that Moorer didn’t go drop ‘em over
the boondocks—

Kissinger: No, no—

Nixon: —because of the number of strikes.
Kissinger: No, no—

Nixon: Goddamnit, that isn’t what I was telling him.

Kissinger: I've talked to—I've talked to Moorer, incidentally. He
thinks if we give him unlimited authority to 