Al
H H

March 5, 1969

Here are my comments for Dean Howells, They.are topically - f é
arranged under headings, and center on what seem to me INR achleve— P
ments and misses that are important or significant enough to -
deserve 'mention.‘ '

At tJ.mes I ve. elaborated and amlotated the point, at, others
I've Just noted it. All together, I 1ook' on thls as new materlal

for Mr.‘ Howells in his effort at evaluatlon, wh:.ch he might.- want to

\mdertake in a dlfferent manner- ~~"e.g., all the. plus marks together,
their general characterlstlcs, significance, patterns, 1f any; and

the same for the minuses.:

Fred Greene

Dept. of State, RPS/IPS, Margaret P. Grafeld, Dir.
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‘Rendom (and Enumerated) Observatlons
on INR's Record on Visbnam 1943-1968

A, Inbternal South Vietnamese Political Scene

l. a) Very percepbtive -- in estimates and policy impli-
cations -~ on Diem as a pvoblea and on the risks he presented
7 to our ODJeCthGS and to his own purposes, especially on his
i “resistance to reform and how this interacted with our deep
commitment to him.

b) However, we were too opbtimistic regarding the pool
of competent political leaders available. in South Vietnem, as
well as on the capaciby of SVN to reinstitute an orderly process
-of -acecess-to pover and legiltimation -of ‘the -regime., - For example,-
Tho as an adequate replacement. This is not to argue'agalnst
the INR view that Diem's defects were legion or that he should
not have been treated as irreplaceable, but rabther that the:
diffienlties on both sides of the argument deserved greater
stress, : ]

4

2. ‘INR was particularly effective in signalling and °
explaining the prospects for coups in 1961—03 and the p011tlca1
instabilities of l9ou 65, .

In the early years, especially 1Hpre give were its evalua-
tion of high likelihood, its non-Communist mnature, the esseéntial:
role of government nartlclpanus, and the VG weakness %o capltallze
on this EJpe of ef*ort 4

3. 2} The gnnﬂral aporaisal of Jlnh_annears Yo have been
.valid in terms of his popularlty but overlz ont1MLstwc regardlng
his ability to govern or hold vower,

b) Conversely, the- Juagment on‘Khanh wag accurate
regarding his ineffectiveness as a leader and his inabil ity “to
reshape a dynamic ond revolutionary situation in a constructive
WaYT e qouever, we underestimated, for most of 196, his capaclty
to hold tenacioasly to power.

i, INR wasg particularly effective in stressing the‘positive
aspects and constructive aspects inherent in the turbulent: ' '
perlod 1963-65, and the benefits that could flow from this social’
and politicel . (non-ODomrmmnist) revolutionary atmosvhere. Its
argument that chaos and disorder rust be rmeasured against the
growth in the sense of national identity amd greaber popular
engagement is particularly important.,

5 Though the INR estimate of the Ilnanno record seems
excessively optimistic (in performance and durablllty), the.
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Bureau was not as denressed as other Agencies who Were struck
by revelations after November 1, 1963, as to.how bad things had
become in the Diem veriod. Furthermore, INR seemed tobe far
better balanced in its judgments of the Minh-<Tho regime snd the.
general situsation in the country than were McHemara =znd McCone.
Their extreme pessimism on the new goveérrnmant may have been an
important factor -- i,e., revealing US uncertainty about the
regime, in opening the way to Khanh,

6. a) Very competent analyses of Kuanh's inability to
broaden the government or deal with the upgsurge in strong ‘
popular sentiment. However, INR also was aware of the fragmental
interest groups and their insistence on participation in govern-
‘ment, recognizing that this long step forward toward involvement "
wag most seriously flawed by the -interest of these groups to use
povwer essentlally to foster or protect their own interests, and.
not to further effective government or national unity. - Again, ..
INR did very well in judging the military-RBuddhist coalition as
capable of oVerthrowing Khanh but remaining inherently uviistable,

b) This discussion does not contradict #5, since there
remaing a genuine non-communist social revolutionary situation,
but one not condusive to orderly and congtructive government.
The Bureau's position was to feel a policy that kept both tracks
going offered the country the best chance for rejuvenation and
an effective war effort ultimately, : -

7s The shakiness of GVN political situation in the spring
of 1966 and the power of the Buddhists may have been over-
estimated to a degree. ( : ' i ‘
8. a) Though it undersstimated the size of the vote in -

1966, INR was basically correct in judging thet the regime enjoyed

1little popular support. It argued into 1967 that the US was

bebter off in not favoring order at the expense of legitimate
 political expression, and Telt that the political situation

would eventually gain strength from a situabion that permitted

a freer play of political forces, and more general popular

particivation.

b) It judged this to be a "do nobthing" regime and
felt that a genuinely civilian govermment with popular support
was preferable, even 1f it brought some insbtability in its wake.

9« In noting the US commitment to a military controlled
constitutional order in mid-1967, INR argued that the US at the -
very least should not support any one candidate, It went against
the basic trend by arguing that Thiesu had more support in the
military than Ky end that the US should not throw its support
-behind the latter,




10, In dlscu881ng votlng patterns in 1966 and 1967 we noted
the importance of the size of the vote before it occurs, and
- then, after a large vote, argue that only a small vote would
have been SlgnlLlCant. Does its 1argeness have no importance,
indicating only the insulation of a regime 1n power? Perhaps
we should have =~ and should still -- ‘discuss certain basic
issues: e.g., popular preferences, issue of pessimism, traits
in polltlcal behavmor.

1l. a) I R, in oral conversatlons in the fall of 1968,
stressed that the South Vietnamese had not come on board
earlier in the year on the "our side your side" formula; and
were not willing in October to. accede readlly to an WLF presence
in .Paris. - In its-papers during 1968, it -did-note: generally
that Thieu would as a matter of, Dollcy seelk to- delay as much
as possible the formal neFOulatlon stage, In order bo galn time
for his effort to minimize the role of "the HLF.

b) We dia not houever, systematlcallv take up,the
full effects on GVH of enuerlng into negotiations in 1968, and
the consequences for this on the SVN polltlcal/goveﬂnmental
situation -- e.g., would it drive the Southerners %o more
effective mutual cooperatlon? Jould the GVN propose the way
for eventual comrades* we did, hOWeVer, address the basic
question of wiiether the GVN could adgust at all and somewhat
too pessimistically concluded that it could so adjust but
‘barely. . :

B. The Course of the US/GVN War Effort in the South

1. a) All through the period INR was consistently effective
in making the following crucial points: (1} the governmentts in-
ability to muster popular support for itself or the war effort,
(2) the enemy's ability o control substemtial portions of the
countryside and %o DGPSlSt there, (3) our #nablllty to keep the
enenmy from.hola;ng the tactical and strabegic initiative most
of the time, (L) our 1nabw11tv to reduce the rate of infiltration ~-
thus allowing the enemy to emnloy this devige according to his-
availability of manpover, strategic plans, and general pollcy,
orlentatlon. :

b ) In each of these categories, the issue frecuen 1y
took the form of an argument over .statistiess +their adequacy,

reliability and meanln and again the Bureau came out consistently
wvell, ’ " '

2. Less effective was our discussion of the relabtionship
between the importance of security and of popular support. At
times they were treated as interdependent; on other occasions
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they were separated, with a prior importance or significance
attached to one or the other, I recognize thet this was often
required bscause of the unique nature of =z parbticular situation,
but equaelly we seemed to be making general judgments from a '
somewhat detached perspective along such nen non-compatible
lines. e appear to emphasize security whensver the political
situation is stable. At other times we say that the lack of a
politically attractive govermment gsnerates such an inherent
weakness that adequate supnort for an effestive political-
military security effort is not possible.

3¢ Did we ever judge why a SVN so perennially weak was able
to absorb so much punishment -~ military srd politieal —-- and

'st1ll be able to cope to some degree ~- as wWe agreed in the -

spring of 1965 during the debate over the despatch of US - ground

forces?

I A later variation on #1 sbove, is the consistency with
vhich INR was correct in its pessimistic sppraisals of the key
categories and indices of progress: regime stability, pooular
involvement, zadministrative efficiency, pacification, effsctive-
ness of ground campaigns, initiativa in combab, cepacity to
destroy the foe, blockage of his supplies and infiltration,

prevention of increased sige and efficieney of enemy force..

5. INR correctly analyzed the flaws im MACV's two-war
concept in 1966, noting that theése were not practically or
conceptually separable, HNHoreover, it accumabtely observed that
support for the conventional effort did and would conbinue to
outweigh the unconventional guerrills effort, which was far
more difficult to handle and perhsps more important,

6. At the end of 1966, INR again stressed the essential |
stalemate in the war, with the enemy keepimg the initiative. and
augenting his strength., It.stressed the dangers of too rapid
an effort at pacification -- arguing that the GVN little under-

stood 1t or desired it and that the program was completely -

unrealistic., This in turn led.to the greakt struggle -over
statistics of progress that ended only with the Tet offensive.
Even without that attack, it seems evident that INR was. correct
in arguing that ARVN remained in a conventional mold and could
not cope with this new assignment, and the US did not do enough
to reorient iRV, a task made 2ll the more difficult by the
instant agsigment of the Vietnsmese, requiring full-blown
immediate results., The failure of the "two war" contept wasg
starkly revealed, and ARVH'!s low morale, voor leadership, bad
popular relations, low operabtional capability, and misuse for
political purpose were never more clearly demonstrabed.
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Te INR did cheange its view on the importance of the bombing
for the South Vietnamese in 1967, Until then it argued that
morale would first risge and then sink when it did not lead to
a favorable outcome. With bombing long sustained, INR noted
that it had become, as a regulsr program, important to SVH
morale and confidence, and that discontinuance would vresent
problems, Bombing became important both symbolically as an
earnest of US intention, as well as a "damage for damage®
retrivbution to an enemy wresking havoc on the South.

C. The Forth Viebtnamese Yar Effort

© 1, INR-stood-outb, “often-aztone;in its grasp-of the esggential

© NVN position through many initial years -- that Hanoi was

determined to per31s}1n this effort snd would do so in the face
- of - bombing and even the presence of US troops, It was especially
perslstent in its judgment .in 1963-65 that NV would not offer
con06651ons to get tae bonblng stopped. .
2, a) On the other hand, INR did nobt give adequate credit
.%o NVN initiative, plamning, and determlnaulon to shape events.
(Neither did anyone else.) Too many actions by the enemy,
though accurate1y predlcted and deseribed, were tredted as
responses to US actions, or they were considered within the
. framevork of US deberrence at work {suceessfully or unsuccessfully).

-b) An exeriple that illustrates the point, but also
deserves elaboration in its own richt, its our repsated obser-
vation that NVH was careful to avold = bombing threat in 1963
and 196l., and so would refrain from sending unit troops to the
- South, Another is the congtant themé of Commmunist retaliation
in the South in response to our bombing of the North, as though
this basic aspect of Hanol's activity would be so reactive.

3. We did not, partly for the reasons noted above, even -
give full and gerious credence to the likelihood that EVH would
send its own formations into the South in 196l; nor did we treatb
‘many of its policies and words of that year as a possible function
of its decisions to do S0, a decision made during the spring.

Even when we argsued thab the WVA might go south, after Tonkin,
it was couched in terms of reonondlnn to that bomblng and demon-
strating a will not to canitulate.

e A related, more general, vpoint is the high level of
prudence that we a081gned to NVN, Hence our survrise at Tonkin
led to a view that Peking had been ezging Hesnol and that this
was a critical factor.‘ Agaln, Han01'" allemed reluctarce to
send troopns 1s another example; here one could argue that MNVN
didn't expect us to get so involved snd so was engawed in an
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enormous low risk policy, bubt its willingness to face bombing
and a US troop presence (see i1 above) argue ageinst this,

5. &s before, INR was on sound ground arsuing in 196l~5
that the bombing of the North would not gst a cease fire or a
Cormmmist effort to hold a meaningless conference, or a halt
To operations in the South, though it .stood zlone in the
Intelligence Gommunity on bthese noints, Tater INR added a
similar view, also in the minority, that the bombing would not
in 1965-66, bring about a greater NVH willingness to negotizte..

6, INR correctly judged- bombing pausses.thronsh sarly 1967
as having a negative effect on Hanoi if vhey emnesred coupled
-with .an pliimatim or.calls for rpascipreciby. '

.. Te a) There is a curious downplaying for a.while. by all,
INR included, of the impact the injection of HVA forces had on
the balance of military power in the South, Even when the -
massive infusion was: recognigzed INR argued that much time would
be required to bulld up logisties to sustain large-scale :
operations, o : : - .. .
, b) On the other hand, by the, end of 1967 INR “took the
lead in stressing the degree to which the NVA force presence
had grown, to numbers far beyond those convenbtionzally reported
by the military and accepted until then as generally valid,

8. INR did not prove correct on its estimate that a silent
pause at the end of 1965 would get results =~ i.c., on HVH
interest in negotiation -~ at the end of 1965, This may have
stemmed from its judgment that the enemy was interested in

serious negotiations in the £211 of 1965, at a time of moderately

heavy escalation, in order to head off heavier escalation which
- 2 s e - - . .
would have intensified WVN dependence on China,

9., INR felt that Hanol faced serious diplpmatic-military‘
problems in 1967 that created some inducement 4o negotiate, but
it also recognized the limited naturé of the US impact, including
diplomatic probes, on Hanoi. INR also recognized the strong
position WV¥ -held in the South, and how suspicious it was of
the US, yet insisted that probes could clarify Hanoi's position
and locate points for fubure flexibility end give. ¥hile this

was generally sound, on the other hand, we made only the simplest

1link between Trinh's December 1947 statement {there would be
talks) and Tet -- noting only thet Hanoi always sought military
spectaculars to support it during negotiations. For example,

we did not grapnle with the question of what Hanoi would do if

it did not win a clear military . triumph, as indeed it did not
‘compared to 195, Still INR presented a bebtter balanced position

“t



of the " situation, Hanoi's options, and the mixed pressures
on NVN by year's end, compared to the nilitaryts rosy view and’
0GI's judgment that the enemy was in good mllltary shape -- able
to stand by his rigid demands, -

10, Ue seemed to be unclear or somewvhat short of the mark
in our analysis of how Hanoi related US polltlcs to the war,
and what estimate NVN made of its importsnce. A similar comment
could be made on our discussion of the degree to which: Hanolls
tactics and .even strategy were influenced by domestic US develop-
ments, and by what Han01 thought it could accomnllsh

11, - a) On negouletlon TR steadlly strezsed. the: close
tie and reinforcing nature o? Hanoi's sowbat and.-diplomatie
efforts: %o keep up the pressuré for a favorabls setbtlement -
without raising the level so much that retaliation weuld ensure.
Hence, we did not consider whether a renewed escalation might
not help NV in gaing among US and foreign: publlcs at relatlvely
little military cost, ‘ o

” b) INR was consmstebuly COFPect in arguln0 thaﬁ
-reconnaissance would not pose a major problem in the 1968 nego-.
tiations or be an ‘issue on which Hanoi caquld hold firm. - LT
Similarly, it argued sbteadily that the enemy would oppose a -
cease fire until con31oerab1e progress nad been made as to the
shape of the polltlcal settlement,

D. The Communist War in the South
(See also B,1.)

1, IHR noted the value of terrori21nﬂ the cities in 19864
and repeatsd this theme Lrequently thereaftsr. This still did
' not prepare us adequately for the Tet 1968 thrust.

2. 2) INR appeared too sanguine that the .war would continue
along lines essentlallf similar to the past after the :reral
of NVA un1ts Was confirmed, . .

b) It also argued in the first half of 1Q69 that the
ARVNeould, for all its defects, cope with this new element and
keep the- stalemata going, but 1t no longer adhered to this view
- by yearts end ‘and thereaflter,

3. INR was correct in repeatedly downplayihg in 1965-66,
and earlier, the alleged Communist desire.to gain -control over
a 1arge portion of SVH in order to set up a r1v~1 government,
Cefes 1n the Cenural Highlands,
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i, It also made the key point in 1965 %hat the insértion
of NVA 2nd US units into the war would not induce or compel
the foe to Tight our kind of babttle, ome that would enable us
to find, fix and destroy him. The enemy still had considerable
initiative as to style and freguency of comtact.

5. INR may have been too slow to note the degree and speed
with which the enemy would move to larpge-zgale, -~ third stage --
warfare, & hough it correctly noted that the earlier sbages
would be retained, so that no complete swiiich ir apprioaches
occurred. Still in 1966-67 there-may have=been- too.much stress
on the enemy'!s continuity in tactics, downgrading the proportionate
importenes of the large-scale -efforts -in-the new mix. '

6. INR consistently and correctly noteéd. the limlted value

of Cambodia to the enemy's war effort. Ye&, it may have been
g§low to nots that official collusion was imvolved in sunpply efforis
to- supvert the Communists, .though admittedly hard evidegnce ‘

~came in very slowly.

7. ‘The rise in China's fear of war with the US -- fall 1965-
Pebruary 1966 -- may not have stemmed diréetly f{rom Viebtnamese
war developments bubt -from fear of a Nationslist effort against,
the mainland, h ‘ - - '

8, The Tet offensive was immediately mecognized by INR as
the extension of the war to the urban centers, but_the move ‘
caught all members of +the Community by surprise. INR was
quick to note, shortly thereafter that as %he situation -
unfolded the pacification effort was the mext vietim, Though
INR did not emphatically say do, this may have been sn unplanned,
unexpected dividend of .2 Tet plan that failed in its maximum -
objective. Nonetheless we Were surprised by the original thrust,
and also failed to stress ab an parly date the significance of -,

the Communist political failure to generate an urban uprising,

a failure all the more important because the tactical military

achievement in many places, particularly Saigon, afforded the
urban residents a greéat opportunity to do so., Yet we vers
corrsct in estimating the serious efforts of Tet on SVH urban
cormunities and on the pacification progrea. )

9, TINR was basically in a sound position in argiing that

the enemy!s capacity includes a ready ability to deal with changes
in US/GVI military emphases, and to change its own threabs and
initiatives accordingly -- regirding doctrine, situation, or
general strategy that seems best. This talkes the emphasis away
from an exclusive concentration on doctrinal decisions in Hanoi,
foreign influences, or restrictions placed on his effort by allied-
forces; and it adds both field initiatives and adjustment-responses.
(This does not contradict point raised in B regarding our failure




to understand over-all strategic, and generally broad, direction
of the war, Here I am addressing problem of certain specific
switches in combat orientatiom at given oceasions,)

E.' Chins

1. INR wag in 1963-6l. well ahead of the others, who later
came around to a degree, in prudently estimating that the likeli-
hood of China enhtering the war and with considerable force was
conglderably greater than was, generally believed., However, INR
overestimated Pekingts intensity of preparedness and readiness
to participate.overtly and actlvely in the war., It aldo over-
estimated  The L1ikelihood of Chinese dir pawer intervention in -
response to heavy US air attacks against NVH, ”

2. a} Again, treating Chinats verbal escalation in 196l
as matching various Ug moves eppears quite mnoted, and in useful
‘contrast to tendency elsewhere in Cormunity to downplay or
ignore the danger of Chinese involvement, It pfiobably, went too
far in arguing that these verbal efforts, even when coordinated
with extensive physical preparations, reflected in commitment
to render asgistance to NVH with armed foress Who would engage
the US in combat, (I conecur in Mp, Whiting?s presentation that.
- there was much evidence of a growing cooperstion that could have
led to air combat on Chinats vart, ) .

b} However, INR was exactly correect in its discussion
of the nature, timing, and relative reliability end sizs of
Chinese aid from 196L onward, - ' o

3. The entire Community,. ineluding INR agreed that China
would come in at some stage in the gradual escalation program
that was actually followed, and that an overt cormitment would
be made because this would make China's role clear., Yet it was
not done, for China pursusd a more prudent Tactical course
within a very risky stratezy (on latter, see M), More specif=-
ically, the Communlity was not proven right in arguing that the
Chinese air force would become involved at %he unpner end of the
graduated escalation that was followed, INR felt that US aip
attacks in the VE quadranit would inducse s Chime se alr defense

effort and uge of Chinese bases.,

Ly, Uhereas the Intelligence Community argued in the mid-60's
that NVN would go,on only with a deep involwement by China -and -
that this was not likely, INR held that NVH would .go on in any
event and that Chinese involvement would become as desep as
necessary Lo keep the NVMN effort afloat. By 1967, INR had ~
changed its detailed vosition away from posgiting overt Chinese




involvement, air encounters, to a more general and caubious
maintenance of NVH, but it continued to posit Chinatls will to
go all the way to sustain the North even if the intensity of
US attacks reguired China to ovut its security directly on the
line. '




