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PREFACE

The price of the Vietnam War weighed heavily on the Foreign
Relations Committee throughout 1968. At their concluding execu-
tive session hearing, Senator John Sparkman, as acting chairman,
labeled the year “a rocky road.” It began with the committee’s in-
vestigation into the Gulf of Tonkin incident, which had led Con-
gress to pass the resolution that President Lyndon Johnson used
as a declaration of war in Vietnam. The investigation’s findings
contributed to a serious erosion of the committee’s confidence in the
information it received from the Johnson administration. Many
Senators who had voted for the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution in 1964
had come to regret their vote and complained of having been de-
ceived. In an executive session on January 24, Senator Albert Gore,
Sr., warned: “If this country has been misled, if this committee,
this Congress, has been misled by pretext into a war in which
thousands of young men have died, and many more thousands have
been crippled for life, and out of which their country has lost pres-
tige, moral position in the world, the consequences are very great.”
In another session, on September 24, even the prominent hawk
Senator Stuart Symington when discussing foreign aid and the
war, lamented “. . . this stupid war and the cost of this stupid war
and what it is domg to our economy, . .

In January, the North Koreans seized the U.S.S. Pueblo and held
its crew prisoner until the end of the year. Senator Karl Mundt
told Secretary of State Dean Rusk that he considered it a great
mistake for the United States “to go engaging in provocative mis-
sions of this type” while waging a war in Vietnam and dealing with
troubling events in the Middle East and elsewhere around the
world. Like the rest of the nation, the committee’s attention at the
start of the year was focused on the desperate military situation at
Khe Sanh, which American forces were determined to hold at all
costs. Then unexpectedly on dJanuary 20, 1968, the Vietcong
launched its major Tet offensive, raiding South Vietnam’s provin-
cial capitals, major cities, and even the U.S. embassy in Saigon. Al-
though American forces repulsed the Tet offensive and won the
battle militarily, the enemy’s resilience belied the administration’s
optimistic predictions. On February 27, the respected television
new anchorman Walter Cronkite, reporting from Vietnam, offered
the assessment that “we are mired in stalemate.” It was the same
conclusion reached by members of the Foreign Relations Committee
who had visited Vietnam. Earlier, on February 7, Senator Joseph
Clark had reported to the committee that he had asked the com-
mander of American troops in Vietnam, Gen. William Westmore-
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land, “if there would be a military victory in this war, and he said,
no.”

In their closed sessions, members of the committee expressed
frustration that Secretary of State Dean Rusk regularly did tele-
vision interviews about the Vietnam war at the same time that he
declined to appear before a public hearing of the committee “be-
cause he didn’t want to discuss the war question and answer on
television.” Some, like Majority Leader Mike Mansfield worried
that challenging Secretary Rusk at a public hearing would “add to
further divisiveness in this country,” while Senator Wayne Morse
insisted that Americans were entitled to a public discussion of war
policy. Chairman J. William Fulbright accused President Johnson
of not consulting committee members and therefore having “iso-
lated himself from communication with other people who do have
a responsibility in this government.” Rusk testified several times in
executive session during 1968, as did the outgoing Defense Sec-
retary, Robert McNamara, who testified in a stormy executive ses-
sion on February 20 about the Gulf of Tonkin incident.

The committee sparred with the administration over whether to
conduct their Vietnam hearings in public or in closed session. For
some Senators it was a matter of constitutional prerogative, for
others it was a threat to national unity in wartime. Those who ar-
gued they had a duty to dissent were accused of aiding and abet-
ting the enemy. Senator Gore responded to those who argued that
Senators must yield their doubts to achieve unity and victory by
asking “What kind of victory? Will it be Pyrrhic?” He had reached
the conclusion that “this Congress either ought to declare war or
undeclare war” in Southeast Asia.

Relations between the Foreign Relations Committee and the
Johnson administration had deteriorated steadily. The president
broke off relations with Chairman Fulbright because of his out-
spoken criticism of American foreign policy. The committee felt
equally suspicious about administration spokesmen. On April 3,
Senator Gore opposed a suggestion to have former American Am-
bassador to South Vietnam Henry Cabot Lodge speak to the com-
mittee. “He has been here, and been here, and been here,” said
Gore. “He has been wrong in every estimate he has given us. Why
do we have to listen further?” The political and diplomatic situation
shifted only after President Johnson announced that he would not
stand for reelection and called a halt to bombing in an effort to
bring the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong to peace negotiations.

Wartime economics became a recurring issue for the committee
throughout the year. As the Vietnam conflict drained away more
federal resources, taxes rose and budgets for other programs had
to be cut. At that time, the United States’ balance of trade reve-
nues were shifting from surplus to deficit. At a hearing on May 24,
Senators questioned the value of foreign aid programs at a time
when domestic programs were shrinking. They quizzed administra-
tive officials on the economic benefits of such foreign aid in terms
of American jobs, exports, and taxes, of various economic treaties
and financial support for international development banks. “We are
running out of money,” Senator Symington warned Treasury De-
partment officials. Chairman Fulbright added his concern about
“the overall disarray of our finances” and his annoyance over “a
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disposition on the part of the administration to make commitments
and so on without reference to this committee or of the Senate. We
read nearly every day about some agreement that has been made.”
These concerns resulted in Congress slashing the administration’s
foreign aid requests for 1968. As the chairman bluntly explained,
this was “not because we are not interested in foreign countries but
because we think our own country is going to pot financially.”

The selection of transcripts for these volumes represents the edi-
tor’s choice of material possessing the most usefulness and interest
for the widest audience. Subheads, editorial notes, and some docu-
ments discussed in the hearings, are added to bring the events into
perspective. Any material deleted (other than “off the record” ref-
erences for which no transcripts were made) has been noted in the
appropriate places, and transcripts not included are represented by
minutes of those sessions, in chronological sequence. Unpublished
transcripts and other records of the committee for 1968 are depos-
ited in the Center for Legislative Archives of the National Archives
and Records Administration, where they are available to scholars
under the access rules of that agency.

In accordance with the general policy of the series, portions of
the volume were submitted to the Department of State and Depart-
ment of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency and the National
Security Agency for review and comment. The name of a then ac-
tive-duty naval officer who confidentially offered testimony about
his experiences during the Gulf of Tonkin incident has also been
deleted for reasons of personal privacy.

This volume was prepared for publication by Donald A. Ritchie
of the Senate Historical Office.

JOHN F. KERRY






THE GULF OF TONKIN

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—In 1964, with little debate only two dissenting votes, the Senate
enacted the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution authorizing President Lyndon B. Johnson to
take “all necessary measures to repel any armed attacks against the forces of the
United States and to prevent further aggression.” At the time, Senators operated
under the assumption that North Vietnamese gunboats had conducted an
unprovoked attack on American naval vessels in the Gulf of Tonkin. After President
Johnson used the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution as the equivalent of a declaration of
war, doubts began to surface in the Senate. On Feb. 20, 1968, the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee conducted a public hearing into the Gulf of Tonkin incident,
calling Defense Secretary Robert McNamara and General Earl G. Wheeler, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to testify. The committee filed no report on the
hearing, and not until June 1970 did the Senate repeal the Gulf of Tonkin Resolu-
tion. The first naval officer who testified at this executive session, but not at a pub-
lic hearing, is not identified to protect the officer’s personal privacy.

Wednesday, January 10, 1968

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:45 p.m., in room
1215, New Senate Office Building, Senator J. W. Fulbright (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Chairman Fulbright and Senator Hickenlooper.

Also present: Mr. Marcy and Mr. Bader of the committee staff.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. [Deleted], we are very appreciative of your
coming to give us what information you have about your experi-
ences in the Gulf of Tonkin and in the Navy.

This is an informal or rather executive committee of a sub-
committee of Senator Hickenlooper and myself of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

We would appreciate it if you would just tell us about your expe-
rience in the Navy and whatever is relevant to your experience in
the Gulf of Tonkin.

Would you proceed. Would you give us a little personal back-
ground of when you got in the Navy just for the record.

STATEMENT OF [DELETED]

Mr. [Deleted]. I am from around here, as a matter of fact.
The CHAIRMAN. Your name is [deleted]?

Mr. [Deleted]. I go by [deleted].

The CHAIRMAN. Where were you born?

Mr. [Deleted]. In [deleted].
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The CHAIRMAN. You were?

Mr. [Deleted]. And lived close to, in my younger years, in [de-
letedl.

The CHAIRMAN. When were you born?

Mr. [Deleted]. [Deleted].

I graduated from [deleted], and went into the Peace Corps,
where I was stationed in Ghana, and also worked back here in the
Washington office, where I was there for two years.

When I graduated [deletedl, I registered with the Officer Can-
didate School and the Peace Corps at the same time, and had been
toying with both opportunities, and was obligated to—and managed
to get a waiver on the OCS business, and went into the Peace
Corps., and then went into the Navy after my Peace Corps experi-
ence.

The CHAIRMAN. When did you go into the Navy?

Mr. [Deleted]. In 1962, spring—no, 1963, March 1963.

The CHAIRMAN. 1963.

Mr. [Deleted]. Right; and reported aboard the Edwards on Sep-
tember 4, 1963, Richard S. Edwards, stationed in San Diego, which
was one of the ships involved in what is referred to, as I believe,
the third Tonkin Gulf incident in September, September 18, 1964.

I am currently out of the Navy and back [Deleted].

The CHAIRMAN. Were you an officer?

Mr. [Deleted]. I was an officer, right.

The CHAIRMAN. What was your rank?

Mr. [Deleted]. I am [deleted] in the Ready Reserve. At the time
of the incident I was an [deleted]l.

The CHAIRMAN. [Deleted]?

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

COMMUNICATIONS OFFICER

The CHAIRMAN. What were your duties on the Edwards?

Mr. [Deleted]l. I was [deleted] officer, which involves—well, I
was two things. I was [deleted] officer because I had gone to [de-
leted], upon graduating from Officer Candidate School, as a sort of
what they referred to as a 90-day wonder thing, it is not really
that, but you go for three months, and you receive a commission
after three months. I was sent directly to a ship.

The CHAIRMAN. To the Edwards?

Mr. [Deleted]. I stayed on the Edwards I stayed on the Edwards
during my entire active duty experience, and I was assigned the
duties of [deleted] officer about three months after reporting
aboard. Before that time I was the [deleted] officer and the [de-
leted] officer.

The CHAIRMAN. What does a [deleted] officer do?

Mr. [Deleted]. In my case, and in the case of an officer on a de-
stroyer, he supervises all the [deleted].

The CHAIRMAN. All the [deleted]?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes, sir.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. How do you mean supervisors, carry the
messages or does he have responsibility for [deleted].

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I was just wondering how you got that
job after such a short time in the Navy.
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FROM SAN DIEGO TO SUBIC BAY

Mr. [Deleted]. It is, well, I was assigned to [deleted] officer bil-
let because, you know, there is a tremendous turnover in the Navy,
and especially on a destroyer. The ship left for overseas on August
6, as a matter of fact it left the morning of the reprisal bombings,
from San Diego.

The CHAIRMAN. August it left from where?

Mr. [Deleted]. It was August 5, I guess, yes, August 5, it left
San Diego.

The CHAIRMAN. 1964 you left San Diego.

Mr. [Deleted] Yes. I had been aboard for eleven months.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I see. I lost track.

The CHAIRMAN. I see you left San Diego on August 5, 1964, and
proceeded directly to Tonkin Gulf?

Mr. [Deleted]. No. We proceeded directly to Subic Bay. If you
will remember, there was some press coverage of this, I believe Life
Magazine ran quite a story.

We steamed, because this occurred, our departure was scheduled
for August 6, we actually left a day early because of the bombing
incidents and the reprisal, and I remember the headlines the morn-
ing we left, it was a great dramatic connection, the press were all
down there, because four ships were steaming, were supposedly,
you know, to steam directly to Subic Bay, which was in the Phil-
ippines.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. [Deleted]. Of course, the launching point for most of our ac-
tivities in the Vietnam area, naval activities.

The CHAIRMAN. What did you do at Subic Bay?

Mr. [Deleted]. In Subic, well, six hours after we left San Diego
we were given the message to proceed with the Carrier Ranger,
four destroyers, composing Destroyer Division 172, we were told to
proceed directly to Subic Bay rather than, you know, stopping off
at Hawaii, which, is the normal procedure.

As it turned out we did stop off in Hawaii for about six hours,
which is extremely unusual, but we stopped off for sort of a general
briefing, at the Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet Head-
quarters at Pearl Harbor.

Then we steamed at full boiler operation, just all stops out, for
Subic Bay.

We arrived, I think it took us about ten or twelve days. It was
one of the fastest transits that a carrier and its escorts made across
the Pacific.

The CHAIRMAN. You were with the Ranger at the time?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes, with the Ranger.

At Subic Bay, my memory is a little bit hazy on this, but I think
we were at Subic for about a week, and we had gone out. on local
operations.

ESCORTING AN AMPHIBIUS FLEET

It has come back. We went over to Vietnam, and we escorted a
flotilla of amphibius ships that were off Danang and, at that time,
this was before the great buildup around Danang. There had been
a lot of military activity, and we escorted amphibius, an amphibius
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fleet that was waiting, there was some sort of word in intelligence
reports about, you know, about a possible landing, Marine landing
at Danang, and this flotilla was off the coast, and we were there
for about, oh, about six days performing anti-submarine guard
duty, you know, with the sonar, going to detect submarines and
this kind of thing.

We were sent back to Subic, and the day we arrived back we
were released sort of, as you know, in an ordinary kind of fashion.
We were released because we were replaced by another ship, which
ordinarily was to do this kind of thing.

A DESOTO PATROL OPERATION

We went back to Subic Bay, which is about a day’s steaming, and
the night of the morning we arrived, we received a message indi-
cating that we would be assigned with the U.S.S. Morton to a
DESOTO patrol operation, and those of us who had read intel-
ligence reports understood the word “DESOTO” patrol to mean,
this is the coded word for the kind of activity that the Maddox and
Turner Joy were engaged in in their first tour up into the Tonkin
Gulf.

Now, from here on everything that I would say would be—I am
committed to classification of Top Secret. The captain briefed us,
briefed the officers, and also over the ship’s communications system
which goes to all the officers and men, said that all the activities
on this DESOTO patrol were to be considered Top Secret, and that
the only thing that—anything that happened should not be re-
ported without, you know, clearance through himself, and the clas-
sification on the DESOTO patrol was Secret, I think the word was
classified Secret, and then later, because it was used on, I believe,
a television address by the President, it was actually released to
the press the word ceased to be classified but, of course, the activi-
ties continue to be classified, [deleted]. so what I am saying con-
cerning these matters would be considered Top Secret.

Mr. MARcY. I just wonder at this point if the record should not
show that all Senators are authorized to receive Top Secret infor-
mation, and that both Bill and I have similar clearances from the
Department of Defense, as does the reporter.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. MARcY. The verbatim reporter.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. The record will so show.

Mr. MARcY. Excuse me.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead, Mr. [deleted].

THE SECOND INCIDENT

Mr. [Deleted]l. Most of the messages we received, and I have a
file of these, a file of these—I collected when aboard ship

Senator HICKENLOOPER. When was this? This was after the Mad-
dox incident?

Mr. [Deleted]. Right. The Maddox incident occurred on the day
we left San Diego, in other words, the day we steamed overseas.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Oh, yes.

Mr. [Deleted]. We were assigned to a second patrol.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. What is the relevance of this?




5

The CHAIRMAN. I do not know. I have to listen to what he is
going to tell us.

Mr. [Deleted]. Well, the second incident was reported imme-
diately as an incident similar to the first where menacing contacts,
hard contacts on the radar scope, threatening contacts, actually
closed—they were high-speed craft, and we fired upon them, the
Edwards and the Morton together fired around 200 rounds in the
Tonkin Gulf in defense, you know, of the ships.

The CHAIRMAN. Wait a minute. I lost the chronology.

Mr. [Deleted]. Okay. I am trying to establish the relevance.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we do not have to develop it in advance.
That will come out——

Mr. [Deleted]. Okay.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. If there is any, later.

You were at Subic Bay, and you were assigned to the DESOTO
patrol.

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. Could you describe very briefly what the
DESOTO patrol was?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And then we will go on to where you got into it.

GATHERING RADAR INTELLIGENCE

Mr. [Deleted]. The only information that I personally had ac-
cess, to as to what the DESOTO patrol, was that it was really two-
fold: It was designed to gather intelligence through electronic de-
vices, to gather radar intelligence.

The CHAIRMAN. Which you had on your ship?

Mr. [Deleted]. The Morton had it, the other ship had it. We ac-
tually did not have it. We were, according to the captain who de-
scribed our function, as riding shotgun, and in my discussion I
would like to refer to, I would like to actually use, to quote the ac-
tual phrases because I think the vocabulary that is used in this
kind of situation, you know, might be significant.

The CHAIRMAN. Sure.

Mr. [Deleted]. We were to ride shotgun with the Morton. The
Morton had on-board a commodore, a man with the rank of cap-
tain, who administratively was the commander of a division of de-
stroyers, four or five destroyers.

Our ship was simply to go up there, and we were the guns. If
the Morton got into trouble, you know, we were more guns so that,
you know, there would be less chance of an attack being successful
against one of the ships.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. [Deleted]. So our job, in a sense, was, the function was fair-
ly simple. It was simply, you know, to

The CHAIRMAN. Did you follow the Morton?

Mr. [Deleted] [continuing]. To follow the Morton, right.

The commodore was calling the tactical plays. In other words, he
would say what course we would go on, what direction we would
go on. We made several tours around the Tonkin Gulf in inter-
national waters as defined.
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IN INTERNATIONAL WATERS

The CHAIRMAN. Did you go in close to the coast at any time?

Mr. [Deleted]. At times we passed islands, which we passed
within several miles of islands, where radar installations are kept.
But we never went in closer than twelve miles, to may knowledge.
We never went in within what we define as international—what
they define as international waters.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

On what date did you begin the patrol?

Mr. [Deleted]. We were scheduled to begin earlier than we actu-
ally began because we had very bad weather. There was a typhoon
which came into the South China Sea, and actually went up
through the Tonkin Gulf area.

I think we were scheduled originally to go on the 15th of Sep-
tember, we actually got what they referred to in the message, we
actually got what they called the green light on the 18th, and these
messages were always—they originated from the Commander of
the 7th Fleet, with the White House as an information addressee.
[Deleted] the Commander of the 7th Fleet, and he was the action
officer, and we went up, we rendezvoused, we met the Morton at
what is termed Yankee Station, which is a carrier orientation point
below the 17th Parallel off the Coast of South Vietnam. It is north
of Danang but south of the border if carried out into the gulf.

We rendezvoused here with the Morton, and waited for the bad
weather to clear up, so we had about three days of this sort of anx-
ious, you know business of wondering, you know, whether we were
going to go up, and what was going to happen when we did go up,
and this kind of thing. You know, there is a psychology of anxiety
here.

The man who was in command of this particular DESOTO pa-
trol, Captain Holifield, was a——

The CHAIRMAN. Captin Holifield. He was on the Morton?

Mr. [Deleted]. He was on the Morton, right. He was a, sort of
an eager kind of fellow, and he was very

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Was his rank that of a captain?

Mr. [Deleted]. He was a captain, yes, his rank was, right. I am
not referring to him as a skipper.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Normally he is a commander.

Mr. [Deleted]. Normally a commander of the destroyer. Captain
Hortfield was a captain, he was in command. Captain Holifield
made it very clear to the Edwards this was a very important oper-
ation.

PASSING INFORMATION BETWEEN SHIPS

One of the first things we did, we rendezvoused in what most of
us considered very dangerous circumstances. we passed a package
of secret information concerning the nature of the DESOTO Patrol
by guy line. It took about four hours, and it was—the lines kept
breaking, you know. It is one of the things that stands out in my
memory. The lines kept breaking, and the commodore himself kept
hollering over a megaphone, you know at the sloppy handling of
the lines and this kind of thing.
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This was at the end of the typhoon. It was very rough seas. Any-
way, we finally got this package transferred.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. You say package?

Mr. [Deleted]. It was a package of documents.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Of written documents?

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. From whom to whom?

Mr. [Deleted]. It was addressed to the Edwards, and it con-
tained information——

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Where did it originate?

Mr. [Deleted]. This is what I really cannot remember. I am not
too clear because there were several things. For one thing, there
was a radio frequency plan or the operation. In other words, what
particular frequencies would be used for transmission. [Deleted].

The other information concerned general intelligence reports of
the North Vietnamese coast where radar installations were located,
and this kind of thing.

This went to what we called a combat information center, which
was the radar center, and it sits behind the bridge of the ship,
where the actual ship handling goes on. We have a combat infor-
mation officer, and I will talk about him in a few moments.

MESSAGES CONCERNING THE MADDOX AND TURNER JOY

The other information was message traffic concerning the Mad-
dox and the Turner Joy business, just describing what happened;
about, you know, what kind of contacts there were, the PT boats,
a description of the PT boats. There were packets concerning the
kind of PT boats that the North Vietnamese used in these waters,
and this sort of thing.

These were transferred. Some of the traffic dealt with rules of
engagement. I remember this very specifically. Almost all the traf-
fic related to this, and when I say traffic, I mean messages coming
into the communications center. It would deal with rules of engage-
ment; when a commander officer could order, you know, the attack,
order guns to be fired against an attacking vessel, and, you know,
whose approval he had to get, and this kind of thing, and essen-
tially it defined when the security and the safety of the ship is im-
mediately involved, that this warrants all measures at hand, and
this kind of thing.

Then there were rules of engagement about aircraft, because de-
stroyers are able to control the operations of aircraft by radio, be-
cause they have a radar scope, and what they call an air search
radar, and they can often see things that the pilots cannot see and,
as a matter of fact, you know, on the dog fights that happened in
North Vietnam at that time, they were being controlled from the
ground essentially where, you know, you would have a ground con-
troller on the destroyer telling a pilot where he is, how far he can
go, where he cannot go, you know, like where the Chinese border
is, and this kind of thing.

So that it was important for us to have all this information about
the rules of engagement, you know, whether the pilot could go over
the Chinese border or where they could go, and this kind of thing.

So this was handed to us in this packet.
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The CHAIRMAN. This package was sent from the Morton to the
Edwards?

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. That is what you are talking about.

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. The lines were simply the means of getting it to
you that you mentioned were broken, is that correct?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

What I am talking about, these are just ropes that go across be-
tween the two ships.

The CHAIRMAN. Ropes. The package simply contained all of the
orders that you were to follow, is that right?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay.

Mr. [Deleted]. And this was essentially, as far as we were con-
cerned, as far as we know, what the DESOTO Patrol was all about.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

SHOWING THE FLAG

Mr. [Deleted]. I think I started on this, it seems to me that my
impression was at the time from what the captain said and what
the information said, that the DESOTO Patrol had two functions.
One was to gather intelligence information; two, was to assert our
right to international waters because, you know, allegedly the at-
tack on the Maddox and the Turner Joy occurred beyond the
twelve-mile limit. It was international waters and, therefore, it was
}"egarded, you know, as a hostile action against United States
orces.

And there was a big thing when we finally did go up there was
a big business about showing the flag, and we showed, instead of
showing the regular colors, we showed what we call the holiday col-
ors, the holiday flag, which is much larger so that, you know, ev-
erybody would see this was a U.S. ship in the Tonkin Gulf. This
was evidently part of the point.

Mr. BADER. Would you tell the Senators what sort of equipment
was aboard the Morton.

POSSIBLY MISTAKEN FOR SOUTH VIETNAMESE SHIPS

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Just before that, this holiday flag busi-
ness, do you have any information as to whether or not the holiday
flags were flying on the Essex

Mr. MARCY. The Maddox and the Turner Joy.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I say, do you have any information on
that?

Mr. [Deleted]. No.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. The reason I asked that, there were
some stories in the paper, you know, that the North Vietnamese
thought they were South Vietnamese ships. That is an incident.

Go ahead.

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes, we were aware of South Vietnamese oper-
ations at the time.

The CHAIRMAN. South Vietnamese operations.

Mr. [Deleted]. Right. What they called, they are essentially pa-
trol boats with 40mm guns, and I was aware from message traffic
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that these were going across the 17th Parallel and hitting gun in-
stallations along the North Vietnamese coast. This was before—
well, I do not want to be committed now on time because I am not
so sure. In December these were quite regular, these operations, in
December of 1964, when we were preparing to go on another one
of these patrols, which was never ordered.

At the time of our patrol, around the middle of September, I do
recall a discussion in the message traffic about whether South Viet-
namese boats would go up instead of the U.S. destroyers, and obvi-
ously it was resolved that we would go up, and these would not
interfere.

But I do not, I cannot recall if any activities on the part of the
South Vietnamese boats going up at this time or not. All the mes-
sage concerning the South Vietnamese activities came from MAC/
V, and it was as though this was—in Saigon, and it appeared that
this was their business. But we did get it over the, you know, gen-
eral traffic which we got off of the teletype which is classified Se-
cret.

[Deleted] Top Secret messages relating to this, just general de-
scriptions of these activities, the fact that we should be careful.

We had an identification code which was explicitly for DESOTO
Patrol operations to be used between South Vietnamese boats and
the destroyers so there would be no confusion, and later on in De-
cember there was confusion between South Vietnamese PT boats
and our ship, and an incident was avoided only at the last minute.

Mr. BADER. This means that in the DESOTO Patrol ships that
were up in the Gulf of Tonkin they had the means of identifying
and communicating with, if necessary, South Vietnamese patrol
craft that were up in North Vietnam?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes. I know we had it in December, and I just
cannot, I would not, want to say if we had it in September or not.
I believe we did, but I am not sure.

The CHAIRMAN. You have got this package on the 19th of Sep-
tember, you say?

Mr. [Deleted]. No, this was about the 15th. It was a good three
days before we actually went up.

The CHAIRMAN. Then on the 18th you went up?

Mr. [Deleted]. On the 17th.

THE THIRD INCIDENT

The CHAIRMAN. Was this when the third incident occurred?

Mr. [Deleted]. We went up on the 17th, and the third incident
occurred on the 18th.

The CHAIRMAN. About where approximately did it occur?

Mr. [Deleted]. About thirty miles to sea.

The CHAIRMAN. Off North Vietnam?

Mr. [Deleted]. Off North Vietnam.

The CHAIRMAN. What happened?

Mr. [Deleted]. This was at night. We were on what they called
port and starboard watches, which means you are on for six hours
and you are off for six hours, and my duty station was the bridge.
I was what they called a junior officer of the deck and tactical com-
municator, and I was the one who talked to the other ship, the
Morton in this case, over radio telephone, so that, you know, our
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maneuvers would be coordinated; also all the information about fir-
ing guns and this kind of thing would come over this thing. So my
job was to do this.

I was asleep, I was off my watch at about eight o’clock on the
night of the 18th, when the general quarters was sounded. An
alarm goes through the whole ship, sending everybody to their bat-
tle stations.

So when I got up onto the bridge, I did not actually see the radar
scope, but the discussion was that we were being attacked by men-
affing vessels, and there was evidence on the radar screen to this
effect.

The person who was on the radar screen was an officer who had
been on-board for about four months, who actually picked up these
contacts at the very beginning, a very junior officer.

He later on became the combat information officer who was in
charge of radar and this kind of thing. But I think it is just, again
for the psychology of this thing, I do not like to go into personal-
ities, and I will go into them anonymously, but I think it is inter-
esting this was a person who, in a way you would describe if you
could type him as a romantic sensationalist, and this kind of thing.
It was right down his line to be the first to spot, you know, men-
acing craft.

But I do not want to belabor that because this was a subjective
judgment.

The CHAIRMAN. This was about eight or nine o’clock at night?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. A dark night?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes. It might have been later, but probably
around nine o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN. That was the occasion for the general alert?

NO VISUAL SIGHTINGS

Mr. [Deleted]. That was the occasion for the general alarm.

Shortly after I got up on the bridge they were firing these, what
they called warning shots. Holifield gave the order, the Morton
tried to fire, and they had a jammed gun, so the commodore on the
Morton told us to fire warning shots at these contacts which were
then about five miles, 10,000 yards or five miles, and closing.

Now, I was on the bridge, and I had the radio-telephone, and I
could look at the radar scope, and I had been watching these con-
tacts, as the junior officer of the deck, contacts similar to these all
day which were, they were what we called spurious, you know.
There were no visual sightings of these things. Normally four
miles, you an see four miles perfectly at sea, and you can see what
you are looking at. But there were contacts on the radar screen
which were not apparently anything. Occasionally a fishing stakes
would show up as a ship. Of course, this would be stationery.

This is very shallow water. I think in your book on The Arro-
gance of Power you talked about dragons being the playthings of
shrimp in shallow waters, and this is, you know it is, a great meta-
phor, but what I am trying to describe

The CHAIRMAN. But you were thirty miles off-shore?

Mr. [Deleted]l. We were thirty miles off-shore, but there are still
fishing stations out there, but this was thirty-five fathems, some-
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times twenty fathems, sixty feet—well, that is a hundred feet. I
would say this was shallower than that. This was about sixty feet.
A fathom is six feet. But this was actually shallower, because the
Tonkin Gulf, it silts up from the Red River.

SHALLOWNESS OF GULF OF TONKIN AFFECTS RADAR

The CHAIRMAN. You say you had seen these pots on the radar
scope during the day, and there was net anything there visually?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes. They could have been fishing stakes. They
could have been, but they did have motion to them, so my specialty
was not radar, and I am not prepared to discuss technically what
some of the problems are, but there were problems, and with the
radar, with picking up these objects that could not be identified,
and yet it should have been visually

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Do big fish show up at a distance on
radar scopes?

Mr. [Deleted]l. My own feeling was that what they were seeing
were big flocks of cattle egrets.

The CHAIRMAN. What are they?

Mr. [Deleted]. Which are a bird I was familiar with in Ghana.
They are all through the tropics. They fly in a V-formation. They
probably fly at about twenty or thirty knots, and they migrate at
this time of year in September, all of September and October, they
migrate from the south part of China down into Southeast Asia;
they go to Indonesia, into Hainan Island, and they go into the
southern part of South Vietnam. Of course, they fly in V-formation
so they leave a kind of wake effect, and I have seen these once or
twice on radar, I have seen flocks of birds on radar.

I have seen fish on radars, I have seen whales and so forth.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. You get those on sonar.

Mr. [Deleted]. Whales and porpoises.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Yes.

Mr. [Deleted]. But I really must emphasize that radar in the
Tonkin Gulf is quite different from radar in any other body of
water that I have experienced. I am sure it is similar, say, in the
Gulf of Thailand where you have similar conditions of shallowness.
Maybe it had something to do with the temperature layer and simi-
lar effects, but again I am not an expert on radar, but I do know
after the incident the CIC officer

U.S. SHIP FIRED ROUNDS

The CHAIRMAN. Describe the incident as fully as you can before
you go after it. What happened? They thought they saw something?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes. At least, we must have, I think the Edwards
fired over 100, and I think the Morton fired—I know the Edwards
fired more than the Morton, but there must have been close to 250
rounds fired by both ships.

These were five-inch and three-inch. The five-inch gun is used,
for, they use it for shore bombardment, and it has a slightly longer
range. It has about, well, it can have a range of about twelve miles.

The three-inch guns are shorter, and usually use fragmentation
bombs for anti-personnel.

The CHAIRMAN. These were fired by radar, radar-directed?
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Mr. [Deleted]. Right, they are directed by the radar, and these
fire control systems are very sophisticated, and also very—they op-
erate spuriously, and ours, the Morton’s did not operate at all well
that night. As a matter of fact, they could not get off the warning
shot that they were supposed to fire. Our warning shot, according
to the gunnery officer, hit the target, whatever it was, the first shot
hit the target.

Several shots later, to show you how difficult it is to operate
these guns effectively, one shot exploded about fifteen yards from
the ship, and there was a fellow under the depth charge racks on
the stern who felt this thing go off very close to him, and it was
a sort of scary business.

Another fellow, the supply officer, who was down in the compart-
ment, I remember his station was down inside the ship, and he de-
scribed this thing as just a horrendous explosion, and the gunnery
officer later corroborated one of the gunnery rounds did go down.

The directory officer accidentally tipped the director, which is the
radar control device, and it went straight down.

A lot of the, shells evidently hit the target, and the accounts
later read that the targets disappeared or dispersed, you know.

But there was one visual sighting made by an officer whom I
knew quite well, and a roommate. He was one of the gunnery offi-
cers, one of the men who mans one of these directors. He claims
to have seen a PT boat. But he is an extremely near-sighted per-
son, and he would be the last person that you wanted to get, visual
evidence of anything from. He was considered, you know, consid-
ered, to a certain extent, a risk to be an officer on the deck, and
he claims to have had a visual sighting, and I doubt very much
that he could have seen a PT boat at five miles or four miles in
the night the way he described it, and of all people he is the most
near-sighted I have ever known in the Navy anyway.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Was he using glasses, binoculars?

Mr. [Deleted]l. He was using binoculars, right. He would man
the director. I understand in the report of the, the formal report,
that followed this, which I have not seen but which an investiga-
tion was held on at Cubi, I understand from Mr. Bader, this evi-
dence was discarded.

BOARD OF INQUIRY CONCLUDED NO ATTACK OCCURRED

Mr. BADER. Senator, I should say for the record that the Navy
Department provided us with the full results and text of a board
of inquiry that was held on this so-called third incident. It was con-
vened, a formal board, under Admiral Guest. It was convened at
Cubi Point, and they sent seven days, I believe, investigating all
of the evidence appropriate to this incident, and came to the con-
clusion that there had been no attack.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Has that been reported publicly?

Mr. BADER. No sir.

Mr. [Deleted]. The press reports that I have read, which is real-
ly what my information of this sort comes from, said that there
were two definite contacts that were menacing the ships, and this
was the Pentagon release, the Defense Department release.

Mr. BADER. Now, the board of inquiry did say they felt that two
of the seven——
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fgeé})ator HICKENLOOPER. Is this board of inquiry, is that still clas-
sified?

Mr. BADER. Yes, I believe it is, Senator.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Then I do not believe I would discuss it
here at this meeting. You are not cleared for this information now.

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes. That is why I wanted to clear up the classi-
fication at the very beginning.

Mr. BADER. I am sorry, I thought we were in a much higher clas-
sification.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. No, he is not classified at this time to
receive that information.

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes, this is probably true.

Mr. BADER. My apologies.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. So far as I know. That is no reflection
on you, it is just a matter of keeping the lines clear.

CREATING RADAR IMAGES

The CHAIRMAN. You were there, what you knew, and you were
there on the bridge, and you saw the radar, did you not?

Mr. [Deleted]. I looked at the radar occasionally. It was very dif-
ficult to make any sense of the radar because the ships were mov-
ing so fast. Ships when they are moving at twenty-seven knots,
thirty miles an hour, and they are making sudden turns, which is
what you do when you unmask your guns, so you can get them out
in the proper direction of the contacts when they make these turns
they create radar images all over the place. It is really, I cannot
emphasize too much how confused a radar picture at night with
fast-moving vessels really is. Just the wake of the ship turns up.

The CHAIRMAN. They catch up their own wake in the radar.

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes, especially if they turn quickly. They have a
term for it, but I cannot remember the term, and it causes a whirl-
pool actually, and this essentially shows up on the radar, and lots
of things show up on the radar. You get double images. You can
get images from other ships. The Morton would project its own
image, and then another image, which was, in fact, the Morton, be-
cause of the image it is a kind of a resident image, a kind of double
image.

So the combat information officer, the one who had been on the
ship for three years, who left shortly after this incident, told me
confidentially later that he did not think that there were any con-
tacts out there either. It was almost—it was not even a formal dis-
cussion, but it was just sort of a, you know, sort of a nod of the
head saying, “You know I don’t think there was anything out
there.” Again that is hearsay kind of stuff.

The CHAIRMAN. The only one who did was the, who really
thought so, was this man whom you say is near-sighted, whom you
said he thought he saw it.

Mr. [Deleted]. But again he is a very young fellow and new on
the ship, and sort of immature about things like this, and I cer-
tainly—I was on the bridge, I was in a position to see things vis-
ually, I had binoculars.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. [Deleted]. And I was quite interested in seeing if there was
something really out there, and I did not see anything, and I have
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20-20 vision, 15-20 vision, and I know that I have good eyesight
for most of these things.

Mr. MARCY. Senator, could I interrupt to say that we ought to
bring this to a head as soon as we can because the other gentleman
has to catch a 4:30 plane, and you probably want to spend fifteen
or twenty minutes with him.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

NO EVIDENCE OF AN ATTACK FOUND

Let me ask you just one or two other questions. This took place
on the night of whatever it was, the 17th or 18th, and it went on
for what, over a period of an hour?

Mr. [Deleted]. I would say about an hour and a half, the firing.

The CHAIRMAN. And then you broke it off?

Mr. [Deleted]. Broke it off. We went back the next morning and
looked for evidence that we, you know, could find, of pieces of boat
and this kind of thing.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you find anything?

Mr. [Deleted]. Found nothing. I was amazed that we went back
in the morning, at first light, you know, when we got the first light,
and we looked for oil slicks and things like this, and there was no
evidence of this. I did not see any bird feathers, either. There was
just nothing there. They broke this off very quickly, I was really
amazed at this. They only did this for a couple of hours.

The CHAIRMAN. A couple of hours?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes, in the middle of the morning.

The CHAIRMAN. Was the original contact, did it originate the
Morton or with the Edwards?

Mr. [Deleted]. Edwards. Then the Morton picked it up.

The CHAIRMAN. And then the Morton picked it up.

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

COMPARISON TO MADDOX AND TURNER JOY

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Do I understand, then, Mr. [Deletedl,
or Senator Fulbright, either one, that the gist of this is that you
are attempting to illustrate the fact that in your opinion things like
this can happen without any real substance?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. To the alleged attack.

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. That you can be misled on these mat-
ters. You are not attempting to say anything about the Maddox
and the Turner Joy from first-hand knowledge.

Mr. [Deleted]. Right. I know nothing about the Maddox and
Turner Joy except that the second incident, as I read about it in
the paper and then read the reports, that this was under investiga-
tion.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. So that what you are saying——

Mr. [Deleted]. It sounded so similar to my situation.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. You believe you were in a similar situa-
tion where you are convinced from all you saw and know that there
actually was no attack, that is, no hostile vessel out there.

Mr. [Deleted]. I am personally convinced, and I am also aware
I am a partial observer on this, and I do not have all the evidence.
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I do know in the intelligence report the airplane sighted wake, and
they did have some radar from PT boats, but it was way off, and,
you know, there are lots of fishing traffic around there. I mean a
wake is a wake.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever at any time see a PT boat?

Mr. [Deleted]. I never have seen one.

The CHAIRMAN. You never saw one at any time.

Did you in your capacity [deleted] officer ever hear anyone or
know one from the Turner Joy or Maddox?

Mr. [Deleted]. No.

POOR COMMUNICATIONS

The CHAIRMAN. Did you receive any briefing with regard to the
or Maddix Incident?

Mr. [Deleted]. A very quick briefing about, you know, sort of
very general stuff about what communications they had and this
kind of thing, but nothing specific.

Our communications at the time, and maybe it is worth sort of
speaking very generally on this, were very bad. We were not
equipped—it is very crude in the sense that we were not
equipped—for telegraphic, teletype communication, not telegraphic
but teletype. You had to do everything by encoding and decoding
laboriously through machines these things, so classified informa-
tion would take from thirty minutes to an hour to get out, and the
Morton had a lot of trouble I understand, getting, you know, infor-
mation about this incident to higher command. They had what they
called, a voice network which was called the “High Command Net-
work” and, you know, it was a new sort of thing which they had
set up especially for this DESOTO Patrol business.

The CHAIRMAN. Did your officers on the Edwards——

Mr. [Deleted]. It did not work.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. The next day or at any time, did
they discuss this matter and reach any opinion as to whether or
not there had been an incident, there had been an attack?

Mr. [Deleted]. The captain discussed it with the operations—he
did not discuss it with me, he discussed it with the operations offi-
cer, The CIC officer, who was the radar officer, who is the oper-
ations officer, is sort of generally in charge of, exercises—[deleted]l.
He is what is called a department head. He is in charge of both
radar and radio, and these were witnesses at the Cubi Point inves-
tigation, I understand. The combat information officer and the op-
erations officer and the captain, and possibly the gunnery officer,
I am not sure—probably not—and these were the only people who
formally discussed it.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. They had more information than you
had?

N lé/lr. [Deleted]. No, they did not have more information than I
ad.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Did you see all the communications,
radio

Mr. [Deleted]. [Deleted].

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Radio and radar——

Mr. [Deleted]. Right.

Senator HICKENLOOPER [continuing]. Reports?
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REPORTS FROM PILOTS

Mr. [Deleted]. Right. They did have access later to the reports
that came in from the pilots who came out to survey the scene.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you bring in pilots?

Mr. [Deleted]. They brought in pilots, right. They brought in pi-
lots from the Constellation, I believe.

The CHAIRMAN. That night?

Mr. [Deleted]. That night.

The CHAIRMAN. Did the pilots report anything?

Mr. [Deleted]. Again, the only thing I remember seeing——

The CHAIRMAN. Well, to your knowledge.

Mr. [Deleted]. To my knowledge they reported sighting a wake
which had a direction, and the captain told me this in discussion
actually. The wake had the direction of going off into the distance,
you know in a general direction away from our engagement. The
captain told me at one point or he seemed to be sort of concerned
about there having been anything either, and he was very glad to
get hold of some information from the pilots that there might have
been something, and this wake was part of the corroboration, and
the other corroboration was some electronics which indicated that
a radar which they usually use on PT boats was located near the
shore, and that this radar had been picked up at the same time,
but this could be coincidental. We picked up lots of this kind of
radar, and it is very possible—I read, you know, I read the reports
from Radio Hanoi saying that they had sighted explosions off, in,
you know, out in the Tonkin Gulf, and it is very possible when they
saw these explosions they were getting ready for anything, and
they could have turned on all sorts of radar.

The CHAIRMAN. They saw your shells.

Mr. [Deleted]. They saw our shells go off, I imagine, and this is
my own feeling, and what I am saying is, you know, subjective. I
do not know. I am only telling you what I feel and, you know, I
was there and have some evidence.

THE CASE IS CLOSED

The captain’s favorite phrase for a long time after this, and I
want to get back to vocabulary, if you will pardon the expression,
it is a direct quote, he would keep saying after this, “Don’t look up
a dead rabbit’s ass.”

The CHAIRMAN. What does that mean?

Mr. [Deleted]. He is from Cody, Wyoming.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I do not know what you would see if you
did.

Mr. [Deleted]. The idea was, the phrase was translated, I was
not so sure what it meant, either, which translated to me meant
“Don’t go back over something that you know is, closed,” is a closed
case.

The CHAIRMAN. Don’t try to reopen it.

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. That is a new one on me.

Mr. [Deleted]. It was a new one on me, too, but it was a favorite
expression.
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Senator HICKENLOOPER. I never heard that, but I have heard the
anal extremity of another animal referred to.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bader?

Mr. BADER. Just one question. Senator, I might say, just one
question, I might say the conclusions of the Cubi Point investiga-
tions were released by the Defense Department.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Okay. I would say it is a highly tech-
nical objection one way or the other, but I just do not want to get
into a field that might still be classified.

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. And I think he loses his right to discuss
things in which he was not a direct participant, and which hap-
pened at a later date, at some other time, and where he was not
consulted, and that is all. I want to keep our skirts clear here if
possible.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you got a question?

ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT ABOARD

Mr. BADER. Just one question. Could you describe very briefly
what sort of equipment was aboard the Morton when you ren-
dezvoused with it?

Mr. [Deletedl. I do not know. It was a black box. It was referred
to as the black box. It was supervised by a Marine intelligence, I
guess he was a communications officer, a lieutenant, which would
be, yes, he was a full lieutenant, and he had, I think there was an-
other officer, a lieutenant JG with him, as a matter of fact, and a
couple of electronic technicians, and, as I understand, it was ECM,
what they called electronic counter measures equipment, which is
highly sensitive equipment that can pick up radio broadcasts and
can tell what frequencies they are, it can pick up radar.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Do you know what came over that in-
strument, the messages that came over that instrument?

Mr. [Deleted]l. No, and they had their own message system,
their own telecommunications network, which was on another ship,
but we did have one of these on our own ship later, in December,
we went back on a similar—we prepared to go back on a similar
patrol. We were told, as a matter of fact, to expect—we were told
by a new commodore, a new operational commander, to expect a
similar patrol.

The CHAIRMAN. And you had one of the black boxes?

Mr. [Deleted]. In December, and we had one of the black boxes.

The CHAIRMAN. Supervised by a Marine?

Mr. [Deleted]. Supervised by a Marine, [deleted].

Mr. BADER. These were under the control of the MAC/V?

Mr. [Deleted]. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Who is MAC/V?

Mr. BADER. Military Assistance group in South Vietnam.

Mr. [Deleted]. Which was the original military setup in Saigon,
which was there before I came there.

THE INCIDENTS SEEMED SIMILAR

Senator HICKENLOOPER. [Deletedl, I take it you have read the
quite detailed statements of Ambassador Stevenson at the U.N. Se-
curity Council, have you not, on the incidents of the Maddox——
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Mr. [Deleted]. Only as newspaper reports because I was over-
seas at the time.

Senator HICKENLOOPER [continuing.] Of both the Maddox and
the Turner Joy?

Mr. [Deleted]. No, I have not read the details.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Then time does not permit, because I
was going to ask you if you did not think there was a pretty posi-
tive and detailed statement of what went on and must have had
some pretty strong foundation for them to be made officially to an
international body like the U.N., Security Council?

Mr. [Deletedl. Yes. The first Maddox and Turner Joy incidents
occurred in the daylight, and they had photography, I understand,
and I certainly have no questions about this.

The second incident is the one which seems to be receiving some
attention, and it did seem very similar to my incident. I have not
had access, you know, to any of the hard information on the Mad-
dox and Turner Joy. When I read your, you know, the account of
your investigations in the newspaper, I have never discussed any
of these matters with anyone else, they have sort of been swim-
ming around in my mind, and I was concerned about it.

The CHAIRMAN. You never had any discussion with any member
of the crew of the Maddox or the Turner Joy?

Mr. [Deleted]. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Anything else you have got, Bill?

Mr. BADER. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, [deleted]. You are
nice to come here.

The next witness is Mr. John White.

Mr. White, I wonder if you would give your full name and resi-
dence, a little bit, just to identify yourself.

STATEMENT OF JOHN WARREN WHITE

Mr. WHITE. My name is John Warren White. I live at [deleted]
Connecticut.

The CHAIRMAN. Where were you born, Mr. White?

Mr. WHITE. I was born in New York City. Do you want other bio-
graphical information?

The CHAIRMAN. Just a little. You were in the Navy?

Mr. WHITE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Where did you go to school, and when you were
in the Navy, and just tell us briefly.

Mr. WHITE. I am 28 years old. I was educated at Dartmouth Col-
lege from which I graduated in 1961. I attended Dartmouth on an
ROTC scholarship, so right after graduation I went into the Navy
for four years active duty, and then I had two years Reserve time.
I am now working as a high school teacher of English in Cheshire.

The CHAIRMAN. You entered the Navy in 1961?

Mr. WHITE. Right, active duty. I entered in 1957 when I signed
into the ROTC program.

The CHAIRMAN. Active duty in 1961.

Mr. WHITE. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. How were you assigned, what happened?

Mr. WHITE. I was first assigned aboard a destroyer in Newport,
Rhode Island, as, well, working in a number of positions, primarily
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anti-submarine warfare and gunnery, although the following year
I also branched into nuclear weaponry, and so for the last three
years of my active naval experience I was active in anti-submarine
warfare and nuclear weaponry.

The CHAIRMAN. When did you leave the Navy?

Mr. WHITE. I was released from active duty in June of 1965.

The CHAIRMAN. 1965.

Mr. WHITE. However, I still had Reserve time to fulfill my six-
year obligation.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.

Mr. WHITE. I have resigned my commission now.

NOT DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN TONKIN GULF INCIDENTS

The CHAIRMAN. Were you at any time in the Tonkin Gulf?

Mr. WHITE. No. At no time was I directly involved in the events
at Tonkin on August 2 or 4.

The CHAIRMAN. What was the Pine Island?

Mr. WHITE. A seaplane tender which is a pretty large ship, about
600 feet long, and we were the flagship for an admiral who wore
several hats. Our primary duty was to provide a base of operations
and repairs for seaplanes.

The CHAIRMAN. And you were on the Pine Island?

Mr. WHITE. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. But it did not go into the Gulf of Tonkin?

Mr. WHITE. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. Where did it go?

Mr. WHITE. On August—well, during the Tonkin events we were
located at Iwakuni, Japan, which is in the south part of the main
Island of Honshu.

At that time when radio messages indicated a possible state of
war impending, we immediately switched into a state of greater
readiness, got under way [deleted] then proceeded to Danang,
South Vietnam, and we arrived there on August 15.

The CHAIRMAN. August 15.

How did you get to Danang without going through the Tonkin
Gulf?

Mr. WHITE. Senator, Tonkin Gulf is north of the——

The CHAIRMAN. 17th Parallel?

Mr. WHITE. Well, I believe this is, Tonkin is located between an
island and the mainland, and Danang is located to the south of this
island which, as I understand it

The CHAIRMAN. You mean the Island of Hainan, is that what you
are calling it?

Mr. WHITE. I believe so.

The CHAIRMAN. What do you know, if anything, about the inci-
dent of in August, between the Turner Joy and the Maddox?

CLASSIFIED RADIO MESSAGES

Mr. WHITE. I should say that whatever I could say would be lim-
ited just to the events of August 4. My knowledge of the first one,
although there has been publicly acknowledged by North Vietnam,
from just what I have read in the papers

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
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Mr. WHITE [continuing.] Concerning those events on August 4,
Senator, I had access to the classified radio messages which were
sent by those destroyers in the performance of my duties on the
Pine Island. I had to read secret messages. These radio reports
were classified Secret, and in reading my own messages pertaining
to my duties, I did read some of the messages sent by the destroy-
ers which we monitored.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. WHITE. These messages indicated, and here I am giving Se-
cret information——

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. WHITE. Is this permissible?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. This committee receives Secret information.

Mr. WHITE. The messages indicated very large numbers of tor-
pedoes being fired at the ship. The first messages indicated this,
and the number, the figure, that I recall, is 34. I could be wrong
in this. I would be on firmer ground just to say a significantly large
number of torpedoes, 30 or more, and then several hours later a
message came from a destroyers, and I cannot identify which one,
indicating possibly no torpedo attack at all; that the torpedoes ear-
lier reported might simply have been a mistake on the part of the
destroyer sending the message.

I believe the words that I recall at—I cannot say with accuracy
what the words were, just generally indicating the possibility that
there was no attack.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, where were you, I mean did you receive
these messages while you were in Subic Bay, the Pine Island was
in Subic Bay?

Mr. WHITE. I do not recall, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. But you received them while you were—what
were your duties while on the Pine Island?

Mr. WHITE. My position was called nuclear weapons officer, and
by that I had—I mean to say I was responsible for the training and
readiness of what were called the special weapons.

The CHAIRMAN. How did you happen to see these communica-
tions?

Mr. WHITE. Well, all secret radio messages are contained on one
message board which an enlisted man routes to various officers on
the ship, containing, and the board contains all kinds of messages.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.

Mr. WHITE. So some pertained to me, and in looking through
them I did see these other messages.

The CHAIRMAN. And the first ones indicated, this was on August
4, that there were a number of torpedoes, and then subsequently—
this was on the evening of the 4th, was it not?

Mr. WHITE. I do not recall the time of the message.

The CHAIRMAN. That is when the attack was supposed to have
taken place.

Mr. WHITE. So I understand.

The CHAIRMAN. And then subsequent messages indicated it may
have been a mistake?

Mr. WHITE. Correct.
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CONVERSATION WITH MADDOX CREW MEMBER

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Did you ever talk to anyone who actually was on
the Maddox or the Turner Joy?

Mr. WHITE. Yes, I did.

The CHAIRMAN. Who?

Mr. WHITE. I talked to a sailor in Longbeach Naval Shipyard in
March of—let me make that February or March of 1965. I do not
recall the exact time, but it was about six months after the Tonkin
events.

This man was dressed in a chief petty officer’s uniform. I met
him just by chance as I was walking through the shipyard one day
toward the main gate. As I turned a corner or rather as he turned
a corner, we met. We proceeded toward the main gate together,
and as we walked along we talked. I do not recall what his name
was, and I am not certain that I really did know his name. In other
words, we might not have exchanged names, we just kind of made
small talk as we walked along.

But in the course of our conversation he indicated to me that he
was on-board the Maddox, and he told me he was a sonar man, so
he would have been a chief petty officer sonar man aboard the
U.S.S. Maddox.

He also told me that he had been in sonar, in the sonar room
during an attack. Now, I say an attack because I am not certain
which he was talking about. I can only assume, surmise, that it
was the August 4 events that he refers to, since there is no doubt
about the first one.

All right. He told me he was in sonar during the attack, and that
his duty during the general quarters condition onboard the ship
during an experience such as that would be to evaluate the visual
presentation on a sonar scope, which he said he did, and on the
basis of his experience and what he saw on that scope at that time,
he said there were no torpedoes being fired at the ship. This is the
evaluation that he made during the attack, and he said he reported
this to the bridge, and so that the commanding officer of the Mad-
dox would have received a report from his experienced sonar man
saying there are no torpedoes in the water.

I do not know if anything appeared on the scope or if something
did it would have been evaluated as simply a false image, but this
is just guesswork on my part. I do not know what he saw.

The CHAIRMAN. But he said he did not see anything.

Mr. WHITE. He said there were no torpedoes, he evaluated the
whole picture as no torpedoes.

DIVULGING SECRETS

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Did that appear to you as rather pecu-
liar that an utter chance acquaintance, just one sailor to another
on the street, that he would divulge all that information to you
within a few minutes?

Mr. WHITE. Yes——

The CHAIRMAN. Were you in uniform, too?

Mr. WHITE. Oh, yes, I was a lieutenant, junior grade.

The CHAIRMAN. You were still on active duty?

Mr. WHITE. No, sir; I have resigned my commission.



22

Mr. MARcY. Then.

The CHAIRMAN. Then, at that time.

Mr. WHITE. I was on active duty, right. My ship was at the Long
Beach Naval Shipyard. I have learned since from newspaper paper
accounts that the Maddox and Turner Joy were there also at this
time on return from Vietnam.

But in answer to your question, Senator, yes, it is a little improb-
able if you are not in the context of the immediate situation. But
two sailors in uniform, walking along together for ten or fifteen
minutes in a situation such as I described it, would be quite nat-
ural to talk about events, especially the more recent exciting events
of one’s life. If I could offer

Senator HICKENLOOPER. No wonder the Russians find out every-
thing we do with those kinds of loose lips we have around the
armed services.

Mr. WHITE. One other thing, too, that I might mention, and this
is just an evaluation of the whole experience. It seemed to me
though that he was a little, I use the word “miffed,” that his profes-
sional judgment had been doubted by the commanding officer. In
other words, the tone of voice, the attitude, was one of——

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Isn’t that occasionally the attitude of
subordinates in almost any branch of the service, the old man
doesn’t know a damned thing?

Mr. WHITE. It could be, yes, except

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Not all. I think that gets out and about
once in a while

Mr. WHITE. This man had several what are called hash marks,
I believe, on his uniform.

The CHAIRMAN. What is that?

Mr. WHITE. A gold stripe on the arm indicating four years of
service, so he would have been an experienced petty officer.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. That is why it was rather surprising
that he would talk.

The CHAIRMAN. He was, was he, a regular Navy man as far as
you know?

Mr. WHITE. I would assume so, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Bill, do you have any questions?

Mr. BADER. No, sir.

STEVENSON MADE SPECIFIC ACCUSATIONS

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Have you read the statement of Adlai
Stevenson before the Security Council?

Mr. WHITE. No. Senator, I have not.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Well, the reason I asked that is because
he is so specific—of course, everyone realizes he was not there, and
he had to get this information from some place else, but he makes
these positive statements, and this is after a considerable period of
time, and I mean in some detail about machine gun fire.

Mr. WHITE. Is this on August 2 or August 4?

Senator HICKENLOOPER. On August 2, machine gun fire on Au-
gust 2 he talks about:

Two of the attacking craft fired torpedoes which the Maddox evaded by changing
course. All three attacking vessels directed machine gun fire at the Maddox.
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Now, it is the August 4 incident you have been talking about?

Mr. WHITE. That is correct.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Correct. It is not the 2nd.

The CHAIRMAN. It was the 4th.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. It would seem to me it would have been
very difficult to be terribly mistaken that vessels change course to
avoid torpedoes, that would be pretty evident if they did, but that
referred to the 2nd, the incident of the 2nd, not the 4th necessarily.

The incident on, the 4th, according to his statement before the
United Nations, was that:

At 2:35 p.m., August 4, when it was nighttime in the Gulf of Tonkin, the Destroy-
ers Maddox and the C. Turner Joy were again subject to an armed attack by an
undetermined number of torpedo boats of the North Vietnamese Navy. At this time
the American vessels were sixty-five miles from shore, twice as far out on the high

seas as on the occasion of the previous attack. At this time numerous torpedoes
were fired. The attack lasted for over two hours.

NOT A SHADOW OF A DOUBT

Those are some pretty positive statements by a person in the
echelon of national representation that Adlai Stevenson had at the
United Nations.

Mr. WHITE. Did you say pretty positive or preposterous?

Senator HICKENLOOPER. No, I said pretty positive, very positive.
I said that as alliteration. That is not very helpful and under-
standing in my speech. It is a positive statement or they are posi-
tive statements. He said:

There no longer could be any shadow of doubt that this was planned, deliberate

military aggression against vessels lawfully present in international waters, and so
on.

That is one of the things that, I think, has concerned us, which
is the definite and detailed statements which were presented to an
international body based not upon his knowledge, of course, but
upon the reports and the information coming from out there.

I understand you are repeating what you were told, I mean, you
are repeating what this man alleged to you.

Mr. WHITE. That is correct.

OFF-HOURS SKUTTLEBUT

Senator HICKENLOOPER. So it is not your statement. But I always
take with a grain of salt—I should not say that, but a little more
requirement of proof about some of the skuttlebut that goes on in
the off-hours or when people are reminiscing about some of their
experiences as to how many times they were shot at.

Mr. WHITE. I understand. The significance of what I had to say,
if it is significant at all, is that the man who told me this, claiming
he was a chief petty officer, chief sonar man on the Maddox, if it
is so he would have been the most knowledgeable in that whole sit-
uation.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Well, he would, without doubt, if he
were genuine—without doubt he would have been in a position to
have observed what or heard what the sonar reported, and should
have been in the position to interpret it.

Mr. WHITE. Yes.
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Senator HICKENLOOPER. There is no question about that. But I
take it that he would not necessarily be the sole recipient of all of
the information that went to make a decision here.

Mr. WHITE. Oh no, no. I could not claim that, but concerning the
presence or absence of torpedoes in the water, the chief sonar man
in sonar during the attack is the one in the best position to know.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I do not disagree with you on that at all.
It is a rather interesting thing. Of course, we are dealing with, al-
most with a ghost here. You do not know who that man is, where
he is now.

Mr. WHITE. Correct.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. You do not know anything about him.
So

IDENTIFYING THE INFORMANT

The CHAIRMAN. Could you by chance describe him a bit?

Senator HICKENLOOPER. It is hearsay.

The CHAIRMAN. Was he an old man, a young man, middle-aged
or what? Can you remember that?

Mr. WHITE. Senator, I could only describe him in such general
terms that it could apply to 10,000 petty officers in the Navy.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Do you think you could recognize him if
you saw him again?

Mr. WHITE. I seriously doubt it.

Mr. MARcY. If I showed you a list of the names of the sonar men,
I take it you would not recall his name?

The CHAIRMAN. How many sonar men would be on a boat like
that?

Mr. WHITE. It varies depending on the mission of the ship, the
needs of the service at the time, perhaps. There is a need for more
sailors in a particular area of the world or particular fields so that
they might not be up to their normal complement, but my experi-
ence leads me to guess nine or ten, including a chief petty officer,
several or I will say two

The CHAIRMAN. Did you have sonar men on your boat?

Mr. WHITE. Not on the Pine Island, no. There was no sonar on
the Pine Island.

I saw a newspaper account in which it was reported that a third-
class petty officer actually manning the sonar scope said there were
torpedoes in the water. It is improper for a third-class to say some-
thing like that during a general quarters condition. It is not his
duty or responsibility to make an evaluation like that. It is the re-
sponsibility of the sonar supervisor, who would be the chief petty
officer or the ranking sonar man on-board.

The CHAIRMAN. Anything else?

Mr. BADER. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Carl?

Mr. MARcY. No.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Nothing from me.

The CHAIRMAN. Anything further, Mr. White, you would like to
say?
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INTENTIONS BEHIND THE TESTIMONY

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir; I do have to catch a plane. I would like to
make a statement of my intentions underlying the letter which I
wrote to the Register. I really did not know that it would have the
widespread precipitating action that it did.

My intention, Senator, was to help you, if it could amount to
that, because of your remark about the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
replacing the Constitution is what really focused my feelings on the
matter.

But I also want to say if in any way my brief experience several
years ago has been colored or exaggerated or distorted because of
my later developed opinions or beliefs, then I can only be publicly—
make a public admission of my guilt in this matter because I think
it is wrong for me to let the facts be distorted by my personal feel-
ings, so I hope that I have recalled accurately everything in this
matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think it is perfectly proper for you. You
are a free American citizen. You are as interested in this business
as, we are, and it is perfectly proper for you to say what you be-
lieve and what you think, so long as you tell the truth.

Mr. WHITE. Yes, but not to confuse the two.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Well, thank you very much.

Mr. WHITE. All right, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you for coming down.

Mr. WHITE. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 4:00 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]






BRIEFING ON LAOS SITUATION

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—American military leaders had expected the massive air strikes
they were conducting to cripple the North Vietnamese and Vietcong, but the Com-
munists were able both to replenish their supplies and protect their forces by cross-
ing the border with neutral Laos and Cambodia. Unable to destroy the enemy’s
main forces, American troops increasingly found themselves bogged in a stalemate.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff began pressing the administration for authority to bomb
the Ho Chi Minh Trail and to attack North Vietnamese sanctuaries in Laos and
Cambodia. William H. Sullivan, a career Foreign Service officer, served as American
Ambassador to Laos from 1964 to 1969, when he became Deputy Secretary of State
for East Asia and Pacific Affairs.]

Friday, January 19, 1968

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:30 p.m., in Room S—
lldG, The Capitol, Senator J. William Fulbright (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Chairman Fulbright, and Senators Sparkman, Syming-
ton, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Mundt, Case, and Cooper.

Also present: The Honorable William B. Macomber, Assistant
Secretary of State; Mr. Martin Herz, Country Director for Laos, De-
partment of State.

Mr. Marcy and Miss Hansen, of the committee staff.

Senator SPARKMAN. Gentlemen, suppose we take our seats, and
I hope the chairman will be here soon, and other Senators, Senator
Hickenlooper, Senator Aiken, Senator Case, Senator Cooper, Sen-
ator Fulbright have all indicated that they would be here and Sen-
ator Williams of Delaware indicated that he would, if he could.

So they will be coming in, Mr. Ambassador.

We are delighted to have you with us. We would be glad if you
would start off with a statement, if you have any statement to
make to us, and then the various members will want to question
you.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM H. SULLIVAN,
UNITED STATES AMBASSADOR TO LAOS

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Fine.

Mr. CHAIRMAN, I don’t have any prepared statement, and I am
willing to talk and be interrupted as thoughts occur to the mem-
bers here.

2n
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[Discussion off the record]!

Senator SPARKMAN. You go right ahead. We understand in case
there is any emergency.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I have been absent from Vientiane for al-
most a month now. I came home to spend the Christmas holidays
with my youngsters, my wife and I spent three weeks with them
and just here for a week and then going back at the end of the
week to Laos.

The situation in Laos, I think, can be discussed in three dimen-
sions: The political and economic and the military.

I would say at the outset that unfortunately the military over-
weighs and burdens all the other aspects of Laos.

Laos, as you know, is a primitive country, a country that under
French colonialism was not accorded much assistance or much de-
velopment and, therefore, Laos is struggling at the earliest levels
of attempting to become a nation state in this part of the world at
this time of history.

Politically, of course, the situation is rather unique in that the
Government is nominally a coalition government, which includes
communist membership. The communists have been absent from
Vientiane and have not performed their functions in this govern-
ment since 1964. Nevertheless, they have not completely cut their
ties, they have not established a separate liberation front type of
government. They do maintain the status of being ministers, but
ministers in absentia. They stay either in their caves or back over
in Hanoi.

The communist group in Laos is a very small group. I should
think in terms of those who are politically active in Laos there are
probably no more than about a hundred.

Now, they have been able to recruit military people to assist
them up to about 30,000, but in terms of political activists a very
small group. So that the Government, when we talk of the Govern-
ment, when we talk of those elements of the Government, those
ministers, who are non-communists, and who are under the leader-
ship of Prince Souvanna Phouma.

ROLE OF SOUVANNA PHOUMA

Now, Prince Souvanna Phouma is a nationalist, a man who, with
his brother, led the independent movement against France, had to
go into exile for awhile, and later came back and has established,
I think, as the leading political figure in the country, both inter-
nationally accepted and domestically accepted.

Internationally, when I say he is accepted, I mean that he has
the status of support—I was just saying that Souvanna Phouma
has the status of being an accepted nationalist and particularly im-
portant is that he is accepted as such by the Soviet Union and by
the United States.

The Lao look upon their international status as being guaranteed
by the understandings that have been reached between the United
States and the Soviet Union in 1962 and they consider that the ac-
ceptance by these two governments constitutes a support ulti-

1No transcripts were made of “discussions” off the record.
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mately against the Chinese, but some restraint also against the
North Vietnamese.

Senator SPARKMAN. Is the Government conducted primarily by
Souvanna Phouma, that is our man, isn’t it?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir.

Senator SPARKMAN. Do the other princes, they are both princes;
all three of them are princes, aren’t they?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes.

Senator SPARKMAN. Do they interfere with the Government? Do
they participate with the Government in any way, I mean actively?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, of the two princes, one is half
brother Souphanouvong, who was with the communists. He is not
in Vientiane and has not actively involved himself or participated
except to send unpleasant letters and make nasty broadcasts.

The third prince is Prince Bon Oum from the south. He no longer
takes an active political role but members of his family, members
of his political following, are very active in the Government and his
nephew, Sisouk na Champassak, the Minister of Finance, is
Souvanna’s own choice to succeed him as Prime Minister some day.

So you can see that system, that has held as far as politics is
concerned.

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes.

A GENERATIONAL TRANSITION

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Now, what Souvanna is doing, he is 66
years old, and he is thinking in terms of passing on his leadership
to someone else, he is thinking in terms of Sisouk and he is bring-
ing in young men into the Government. He has brought four young
state secretaries into the cabinet, all of whom are 40 years old or
younger. He has six people altogether in his cabinet who are under
the age of 45. He is making the transition, therefore, to a new gen-
eration.

The people he has in his cabinet, these young men he brought
in, intelligent men, university trained and most of them we would
say honest.

So with the hope of moving from a transition of Souvanna’s gen-
eration to a younger generation is a feasibility.

The interesting political fact that may begin to have some bear-
ing on this is the strength and size and perhaps political ambitions
of the army. Because of the military situation, they have to main-
tain a larger army than would be normal. These people have access
to a good budget which gives them strength. They have a lot of
young men with them and there are a lot of political ambitions
among them. They can’t agree among themselves on a single lead-
er, so I wouldn’t expect the army to pull off a coup and take off
the country as they did in Indonesia or Thailand but they have to
be reckoned with.

Senator AIKEN. You mean they have access to their budget, you
mean their budget?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes.

Senator AIKEN. We don’t put much in there.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. We do put equipment, military equip-
ment, into the army, but they support their army entirely out of
their own budget. It consumes over 60 percent of their budget.
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Senator AIKEN. It does? It does ours, too.
Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, that is one of the other things we
have in common. [Laughter.]

LAOTIAN ECONOMY

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Now, on the economic side, if I could
touch on that briefly, on the economic side, Laos has never been
a country of self-sufficiency, and what our hope has been is to try
to assist them to move from the subsistence economy of theirs to
a market economy, built largely around the production of rice, the
rice they can sell to the international market, earn international
exchange and hopefully get some of the international gold. We do
believe they will be able to meet their economic needs by—I was
just talking, Senator, about the possibility of Laos becoming, eco-
nomically being able to stand on its own feet one day, and I would
say that for the first time we now see some prospect of that.

It has been based largely around the development of these new
strains of rice.

In the current cultivation of rice, from the very primitive way it
is done in Laos they get about 1.7, 1.9 metric tons to the hectare.

As T say, these former rice strains get about 1.9 to a hectare ton,
metric ton. This new rice which has been largely developed with
American technicians in the Philippines, produces about six to
seven metric tons per hectare.

Senator SPARKMAN. Six or seven?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Six to seven tons, yes, sir.

Senator AIKEN. It is a short stick stem rice.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. That is right, it doesn’t get blown off in
the wind. It takes four months so you can get two crops. The other
rice takes longer.

Senator SPARKMAN. Is that from this country or Mexican rice?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. It is developed in the Philippines.

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes.

Senator AIKEN. Mr. Marcos is very proud of it.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The Philippines should be given a great
deal of credit, but it is basically a Rockefeller Foundation exercise.

Senator COOPER. Six or seven metric tons per crop.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Per crop. So you have two to three per
year, you are getting 14.

Senator AIKEN. You can get two crops up in Laos.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. We can get two crops if they are irrigated
and we can get by with a small land irrigation project.

INCREASING RICE PRODUCTION

Senator SPARKMAN. Where is the principal rice growing, is it in
southern Laos?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. All along the Mekong Valley. You see the
Mekong Valley extends practically the full length of Laos. But if
you get down at the base here, this Champassak, for example, this
is the area just to the west of it, and Savannakhet is the big area,
the Vientane Plains and up in Sayaboury is also a big area.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. The hectare is 2.2.

Senator SPARKMAN. Two and a half.

Ambassadar SULLIVAN. Almost two and a half.
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In any event what we are talking about is the possibility of in-
creasing the production by something in the nature of seven, six
times.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Let me ask you, Is this production of six
or seven tons per hectare, is that the 220 bushel corn we get out
in the Middle West?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I am afraid I don’t know.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. They will set aside a certain plot and
nurse it like a sick baby.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I see what you mean.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. And they put all the fertilizer, and they
will irrigate it and they baby it along and they only have about
three acres and they get 225 bushels on that and they get the
price. The rest of the farm will get about a hundred.

1Ha;re they done that in an area-wide field or is it specialized
plots?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. We are talking about experimental plots
but what we are also talking about, Senator, is introducing us into
areas which will be given specialized treatment. In other words,
flhey will have to have a little irrigation and they will have to

ave

Senator AIKEN. They figured 35 bushels to the ton, six tons, 210
bushels. Two and a half acres it is a big profit.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. It is a big profit.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. It is a wonderful profit. All I am saying,
Are we being deluded? Not by you, but are we being deluded by
these figures? They go out and plant this rice and get six or seven
tons an acre. They can get three tons to the acre compared to what
they are getting now.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. It is an improvement. I am sure they will
not get the high figure of some seven to eight tons that come under
the best experimental crops because they are the best plots that
are chosen, but they will still get we feel five to six times what they
are growing at a minimum by using this type of rice, by using this
type of irrigation, this type of fertilizer.

HELPING LAOTIANS CONVERT FROM SUBISTENCE ECONOMY

Now the essence of what we are trying to do, of course, is help
these people convert from the subsistance economy in which they
grow just enough to eat to a market economy where they start
growing for scale so they can get foreign exchange. For this pur-
pose we have a considerable AID mission there and all the work
we are doing, whether it is working on roads or others, is all di-
rected toward this one end, toward getting them into the business
of being able to earn their own way, earn foreign exchange and
hopefully to be able to take care of themselves. We don’t believe
that the amount they can earn is going to be enough so that they
can have major saving, but if they earn $30 million of hard cur-
rency a year—$30 million to $35 million is range of their required
imports—it is a very small country, and for such things as the de-
velopment of the Mekong Valley, the dam projects that we are
thinking about there that will require international financing from
other sources because you cannot get the savings from people in
the country.
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But on the economic side, as I say, it is the first time we are be-
ginning to see some hope of light. The great burden, of course,
which is holding it up is the war. The tremendous expenditures
for—that they make from their own budget for the army. The man-
power drain that the army takes away from agriculture, and the
refugees who are created by the war, who are non-productive and
therefore a burden on the state.

LAOTIAN ARMY

Senator AIKEN. How much is their army?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Their army is about 73,000 men, which
is not very large, but when we are thinking in terms of a state of
two and a-half, three million people it is quite a large percentage.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. The stories we used to hear about Laos
as compared to Vietnam was that the Laotian soldiers would go out
in the jungle and they would have 30 rounds of ammunition apiece
and they would jump behind trees over a hill and just shoot the
ammunition and come running back to the village and say they
had a great battle and killed all the enemy and came back to rest
and have a holiday.

Is there anything to that nowadays?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, Senator, up until about four days
ago I would have said, vigorously said the Lao army has made
great strides forward.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Mostly it was making strides back-
wards.

DEBACLE IN NAM BAC

Ambassador SULLIVAN. And the record has proved clear in the
last couple of years. As a matter of fact, they have regained consid-
erable territory and been able to consolidate and hold it. But last
weekend they had a considerable debacle up in Nam Bac.

Senator AIKEN. How serious was it?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I can’t really give you an assessment.

Senator AIKEN. How did they get in there, was that the Pathet
Lao?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think probably the troops that hit them
there were the North Vietnamese. It is in this area fairly close to
Dien Bien Phu.

Senator SYMINGTON. How far is it, Mr. Ambassador?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Can you see Luang Prabang?

Senator SYMINGTON. I can’t see it, but I know where it is on this
map.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. If you go from Luang Prabang and move
on your map toward Dien Bien Phu, which is slightly northeast of
it.

Senator SYMINGTON. You and I were there last January, Luang
Prabang.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes.

Nam Bac, you can see to the left of that river. It runs up about
halfway between, you see Ban Nam Bac on your map.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, to the left of the river.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, exactly northwest.
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The CHAIRMAN. And just right to that Red River Plain. Ban Nam
Bac.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I don’t see it on that map at all.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. You have the small map.

Senator SYMINGTON. I see Luang Prabang, which way is the
other place?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Almost straight north and a little bit
east. See that red airplane just above Luang Prabang.

The CHAIRMAN. Then look to the right and down.

Senator AIKEN. Has the airport been completed?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. At Luang Prabang; yes, sir.

Senator ATKEN. And the bridge?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The bridge, too.

Senator SYMINGTON. Bill, where is that 36 you wouldn’t let me
go, is that around there?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. That is out to the east there, sir. You see,
that sign out there that says Hua Mong. You look almost straight
across to east of Luang Prabang and a little to the north, that is
about where Site 36 is.

LAOTIAN TROOPS HAVE IMPROVED

Well, on the military side, to answer your question obliquely,
Senator Hickenlooper, these troops, these forces, have improved.
This particular engagement looks like a pretty bad show. They
went up in there in ‘66 and they were—they took the area but they
didn’t take the high ground to defend it and they never did move
out to take the high ground so, therefore, they were caught in a
position and when the North Vietnamese came down from Dien
Bien Phu there they were, and they scattered, and we don’t, I don’t
think there has been much personnel lost.

I think the troops

Senator HICKENLOOPER. They never got close enough to go to
shoot at each other?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I don’t think there was much of an en-
gagement this time; no, sir. That has not been the rule in some of
the fighting and I might say we shouldn’t consider that there is
only one caliber and one quality of troops from in Laos because
some of the best jungle fighters and guerrillas, I would say, in the
world are some of these Little Meo tribesmen up in the northeast.

Senator SYMINGTON. Where is that fellow Pao?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. He is up in the northeast, you can see his
headquarters on this map. It is north.

Senator SYMINGTON. We went to his headquarters and you were
very high on him. I wondered where he was when this went on.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, he was on the other side of the
river. This was not in his bailiwick.

Senator SYMINGTON. I see

Ambassador SULLIVAN. In fact, his forces had come to help out
and have managed to extricate some of these people who were flee-
ing. His people are warriors, they are a warrior caste, they are a
warrior tribe and they are trained guerrillas, and they give a good
account of themselves. Their ratio of combat against the North Vi-
etnamese has been about five to one, and I think the North Viet-
namese have a very healthy respect for these fellows.
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IMPACT ON VIETNAM WAR

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, he would
take questions. Is that right?

The question I would like to ask and the reason I am so glad you
are here, I would like the record to show I have never seen a more
efficient operation than the one Ambassador Sullivan runs in Laos,
and he also knows the Thai situation, and the situation in Viet-
nam.

What effect will the defeat of our friends in Laos have on our
conduct of the Vietnamese war which is worrying us all so much?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Senator, I don’t think there will be very
much direct relationship between that, those two events.

I think there is a relationship in the situation that we see the
North Vietnamese coming down out of Dien Bien Phu out of their
country into Laos to attack and defeat Lao forces and take a sector
of Lao terrain.

Senator SYMINGTON. Let me ask you this question: As you know,
we are spending hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars put-
ting in a Maginot line in here and cease fire and doing a lot of
things to try to prevent the Ho Chi Minh and Sihanouk trails being
used. Is this particular move an effort to preserve a way of getting
into Vietnam?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, sir, I don’t think so.

Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think this is territory which is close to
Dien Bien Phu and they are somewhat sensitive to them. I think
it is territory in which their friends, the Pathet Lao, formerly had
some control. They came back to attack it. I think it is part of basi-
cally an attack on the morale of the Lao people to demonstrate to
them the Lao government is not able to provide them absolute se-
curity in places of their own territory.

Senator AIKEN. Will they proceed to Luang Prabang?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I would doubt it, Senator.

Senator AIKEN. Does Luang Prabang have any defenses?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. It has defenses of a natural sort and
there are several mountain ridges of considerable height between
that area at Nam Bac. It has troops there and it has a small air
unit there. I think the reason that constrains the North Viet-
namese more than anything else they like to fight a guerrilla type
warfare. To come down to Luang Prabang they would have to be
out in the open and conventional and exposed as open invaders.

WHY LAOTIAN SOLDIERS FLEE

Senator COOPER. Can I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?

I remember 1962 before the last agreements, something like this
happened before.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir.

Senator COOPER. Government troops, under the so-called
strongman, fled across the river, and they fled the capital defenses,
they had negotiations.

According to the newspaper accounts, three or four thousand
troops advised and trained by the U.S. advisers, equipped with
howitzers and Wessins, and ammunition, according to the news-
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paper reports, these troops just fled and abandoned the howitzers
and abandoned the ammunition and no fight at all after five or six
years of our training.

You said awhile ago that Souvanna Phouma was considered and
accepted as a nationlist and fighting for that country. How do you
explain the fact that these people flee again after they are trained?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I would like just to correct the record, we
do not have a military training and advisory organization in Laos.

Senator COOPER. Thank you.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. And we, therefore, do not have advisers
with these troops. We don’t have advisers with them. However,
some of these units probably had been trained in Thailand under
American supervision, but we don’t have people with them. We
don’t have a military advisory group there.

Senator COOPER. I know you don’t.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The Lao are very gentle people, peaceful
people. They can provide people who will fight under certain lead-
ership but by and large they don’t like fighting, and under these
circumstances my guess would be that the soldiers in the field did
not have that particular confidence in the officers who were com-
manding them, they were willing to stand and fight against North
Vietnamese fanatics. The leadership of the troops is very much the
key to whether or not these men would stand or fight or whether
they would run.

In this instance, I feel it was the latter.

ANOTHER VIETNAM?

Senator COOPER. I will ask just one more question as related to
the question Senator Symington asked.

He asked what effect would this have in our relationships with
Vietnam? Is this just another repetition of events in Vietnam?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, these events, that is to say the
North Vietnamese actions against Laos, have been going on for as
many years as the actions in South Vietnam have been going on.
The balance over the past four years has been in favor of the Lao.
This is one instance in which the favor has quite clearly run to the
North Vietnamese, but on balance I think it still leaves a record
intact of the Lao having had a better record than the North Viet-
namese during that period.

Senator SPARKMAN. All right, Mr. Ambassador, go ahead. Do you
have anything else?

TWO WARS IN LAOS

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I would say maybe just to explain a little
more and to talk to Senator Cooper’s question, there are really two
wars going on in Laos. In Laos the North Vietnamese, the people
who live in the area of North Vietnam have historically shown hos-
tility toward this part of Laos and since the communists have
taken over North Vietnam they have used the traditional pattern
of setting up a front movement and providing assistance and set-
ting up a military cadre and whatnot. In that area contiguous to-
North Vietnam where we are looking, they do have an interest in
establishing a political base and hoping to move onward.
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The other area which is the area down south, so-called Ho Chi
Minh Trail, is more directly connected with the North Vietnamese
operation in South Vietnam. There is very little political activity.
They use it as a logistics route to bring their equipment down from
the north to the south so the fighting that has been going on down
in that area is going on not for the political purpose of being some
North Vietnamese control over Laos but holding some territory
which is valuable to them. That is the military picture of Laos.

The preponderance of strength, after all there are 19 million peo-
ple living in North Vietnam, less than three million in Laos. The
lines of communication that the North Vietnamese can attack at
will anywhere in Laos make it almost impossible for the Lao with
less than three million people and less than 75,000 troops to sus-
tain a real concrete defense against them. The best they can do is
harass as guerrillas.

Senator SYMINGTON. May I ask a question?

MOVING AMERICAN FORCES INTO VIETNAM

Mr. Ambassador, We have been all over this before many times,
and this is not a record that is published on any basis, and I would
just ask respectfully, but very sincerely, how, far would they have
to succeed before we would have to begin to move our own military
forces in there, if we wanted to save the country, on a different
basis than we are operating today with your people and the agency
and so forth?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. That would be a very serious judgment,
as you know, that would require looking at a lot of circumstances.

Senator SYMINGTON. I ask this because we had Mr. Richard
Helms of the Central Intelligence Agency who will come before this
committee on Tuesday, and I was distressed to see the extent of
the map that was colored showing the amount that still was under
control of the Pathet Lao and the communists.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, certainly it is fairly extensive. As
you know, the population live very largely in the river valley, the
Mekong Valley, and I would say between 75 and 80 percent of the
population are under government control. The Pathet Lao, how-
ever, and the North Vietnamese are able to wander through these
hills up in the area contiguous to North Vietnam.

If they came down into the valley, if they came out of the hills
and came down in conventional force to the valley in the first place
they would have to come down in quite considerable force, I be-
lieve, because they would have to come down out of those areas
into an area where they would be susceptible to air action because
the Lao air force can and has blunted them when they have come
down before into the valley, and if they came down and established
themselves in the valley and constituted by their presence there is
a direct threat to Thailand, they would be deliberately upsetting
the balance upsetting the applecart, changing the picture and it
would present the President with a very, very serious situation.

As you may recall, in 1961, Senator Cooper was suggesting Presi-
dent Kennedy was faced with the same decision and we sent Ma-
rines into Thailand at that time. Some influence must have been
brought to bear to get the North Vietnamese to drop back, I sus-
pect the Soviets didn’t want it to spread at that time. I think the
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Soviets would still have some interest. And I think there are, in
other words, restraints upon the North Vietnamese quite apart
from military, which would give them pause before coming down to
an area where it is so flagrantly facing us with a contest of this

type.
DANGER TO SOUVANNA PHOUMA

Senator SYMINGTON. You wouldn’t want to say, for example, how
long Souvanna Phouma could—where it would be a physical danger
to his position at Vientiane or Luang Prabang anyway?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. If they took one of these big cities like
Luang Prabang, certainly they took Vientiane in the center of the
country.

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes. This is pretty close, Ban Nam Bac is
pretty close to Luang Prabang.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. As the crow flies, it is not so far. But I
suggested there are very serious or ranges and mountains in be-
tween there.

Senator SYMINGTON. How far as the crow flies?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. As the crow flies, it is about 40 miles.

SOVIET INFLUENCE

Senator AIKEN. What influence does Russia have in there now?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The influence that the Soviets have with
the Lao is an interesting one. It is the influence and interest they
have as being a great power and a great power that is in apparent
agreement with us on the idea of neutralizing Laos and, therefore,
the Lao people and Lao government wish in no way to irritate the
Soviets. The Soviets, on the other hand, maintain very little pos-
ture, they do not provide any direct assistance that we know of to
the enemy forces, to the communist forces, they do not provide any
aid or other economic assistance or any very active diplomacy with
the Lao government.

But the Soviet posture there is a potential one. It is one of agree-
ing with us on the neutrality of Laos and agreeing with us appar-
ently in defiance of the Chinese to try to maintain the independ-
ence of Laos, and in that sense the Lao regard the Soviets not un-
like the way the Indians would regard the Soviets and ourselves,
as being two pillars of their hope for maintaining independence and
maintaining it against the ultimate threat of the Chinese.

U.S. OBLIGATIONS TO LAOS

Senator COOPER. What does the Government there consider the
obligation of the United States with respect to them?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think I can say we have given them no
reason to feel that we have any obligations toward them and they
are quite aware of this. I have never put any of the assistance we
have given them on the basis of an obligation, and they have never
taken any commitments to us or we to them in terms of terms. We
have no formal agreements, no military assistance pacts or any-
thing of that sort.

This is done very much on an ad hoc proposition and they are
aware there is no binding undertaking by us with respect to Laos.
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They are not members of SEATO, we have no bilateral under-
taking or commitment.

Senator AIKEN. That is correct, but I thought you said a moment
ago that they considered or they thought the Soviet Union and the
United States were the protectors of their neutrality.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, we are all signatories of the
1962 agreements. Those agreements obligate us to respect the neu-
trality of the country and they obligate the Soviets, too. But there
is no, I assumed you meant did we have any bilateral under-
takings.

Senator AIKEN. No, I just wondered whether they consider we
have any responsibility to protect them against any aggression.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. They take the position, although legalisti-
cally I think it is a little difficult for them to establish it, they take
the position that the 1962 agreements bind all the signatory pow-
ers, all 13 signatory powers, to assist Laos in case any one of the
13 is committing aggression against them.

Now, the North Vietnamese are committing aggression, but we
don’t consider that this creates a legal obligation to any of the
other 13 powers except within the frame of the agreement which
is that they should, the powers should, then consult together and
there is supposed to be some action by the co-chairmen, the British
and the Soviets, and action by the ICC with the Indian chairman.

These, unfortunately, have not produced consequences that we
would have liked.

LAOTIAN AGRARIAN ECONOMY

Senator SPARKMAN. Is there an appreciable amount of industry
in Laos?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, sir.

Laos is, as I say, a rather primitive subsistence economy.

Senator SPARKMAN. I know it. And isn’t it a rather passive sort
of a country, I mean is there much zip and zoom of the people?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, they are very charming, pleasant,
lovable, gentle people, but I can’t say they have got much zip and
zoom. They do work hard growing rice. It is a backbreaking job, as
you know, and that is their primary economic activity. They also
cut lumber, and they do mine some tin, but these are very mini-
mal. But they don’t have either the organization or the capital in-
vestment to get into industry and they do have great problems.

As you see, they are a land-locked country and the problem of
transporting anything in or out is a real problem.

Senator AIKEN. Do they still raise poppies?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, the Meos still raise poppies. But
that is not, surprisingly enough in terms of that activity, the opium
that they get from those poppies they pretty much use themselves
and use as raw opium. They are not in the great rackets of the re-
fined production of heroin that gets into the international trade.
That comes out of the Chinese either in China or in Burma and
in the north.

LAOTIAN RELATIONS WITH THAILAND
Senator AIKEN. They don’t have any difficulties in Thailand?
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Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, there is no great love lost between
the Thai and the Lao but they don’t have any current difficulties.

Senator AIKEN. What is your opinion of the situation in North-
east Thailand?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, I can’t pretend to be very much an
expert on that, Senator. But the situation there, I think we should
understand the background is compounded of a number of things.
One is that the people who live in northeast Thailand are very
largely ethnically Lao. That is to say, the old Lao kingdom used to
extend on both sides of the river, and these people who lived in
Thailand for a number of generations nevertheless are treated sort
of as second-class citizens and this has caused some discontent
among these people and I think that is one of the reasons for dis-
content, then.

Senator AIKEN. Laos has no trouble with Cambodia?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, sir.

U.S. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FOR LAOS

The CHAIRMAN. How much economic support are we putting into
Laos now?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Our figures last year was about $56 mil-
lion, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. $56 million? What is their total national budget?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Their national budget is less than that.
Their national budget is around $36 million.

The CHAIRMAN. Where does the 20 go?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, I think I can explain, there are
about three different categories.

Senator SPARKMAN. Give it to us.

Senator AIKEN. I would like to know.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. There are three different categories of
our assistance. One is emergency assistance to refugees. Now, that
is very costly because most of these refugees are up in the hills and
you fly the rice in to them and otherwise provide them with the
wherewithal of living. It is not only expensive to purchase the rice
and triple sack it and hire planes to drop it.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. How did they live before we gave it to
them?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. They lived in territory occupied by the
North Vietnamese and in that territory they cultivated their own
rice and had their own livelihood, but they have been shoved out
of that, and into territory that is not their normal habitat.

Senator AIKEN. We have one dam up in there, don’t we?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. There is a dam that is in the process of
bids, they are being let this month or next month.

Senator AIKEN. I see.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Nam Ngum Dam. That will be a hydro-
electric one. That we have made a contribution to that, hydro-
electric, we have made a contribution of half the cost running about
15 or 16 million. Anyway, a third goes to taking care of refugees
of economic assistance.

Roughly a third goes to our contribution to an instrument called
the foreign exchange operations fund. Now, this is something that
was set up by the International Monetary Fund. We and the Brit-
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ish and the Japanese and the Australians and the French each con-
tribute to it. What this is is a fund that constitutes an intervention
device in the market. We go in and purchase kip for hard currency
whenever the value of the kip seems to fluctuate. This is a way to,
in effect, having imports that mop up the inflationary pressure that
come from this huge military budget for an army that is there for
unproductive economic purposes.

The other third goes into what we call development projection,
and this involves such things as education, irrigation work, agricul-
tural improvements, the construction of feeder roads, the construc-
tion of main roads, public health services, the whole spectrum of
activity in a country that is in such a low state of development that
really is not able to help itself.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Let’s get some facts now that we only
have Republicans here. [Laughter.]

Senator CASE. It isn’t because I want to reduce the preponder-
ance of Republicans, but I have to go.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Thank you, Senator.

COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN LAOS

Senator COOPER. You said there were communists in the Govern-
ment. Who is the real leader?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think the real leader is the Secretary-
General of the Party, a man named Kagsone, who is half Viet-
namese, half Lao. The nominal leader, figurehead is Prince
Souvanouvang.

Kagsone is a member of the Lao Dong, a member of the com-
munist party and he just doubles in brass running the Lao branch.

Senator COOPER. Thirty thousand included, are they Pathet Lao?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, those troops, those are the
troops that we would ascribe to the Pathet Lao movement. That is
to say, Lao forces who are fighting against the Government. They
fa‘ll“e supplemented by a considerable number of North Vietnamese
orces.

Senator AIKEN. We have been hearing about bombing the Ho Chi
Minh Trail. What attitude has Russia or China or North Vietnam
taken now? What are they doing about it? Are they fighting?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think we might start first with the atti-
tu}olle that Souvanna takes toward it and see how it fits with the
others.

Souvanna’s view is that he wishes us to maintain air attacks
against the trucks and troops that are infiltrating into his country.

However, he wishes us not to admit this publicly because if we
admit it, publicly we then bring down the wrath of the Russians
on us.

Senator AIKEN. Real secret.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, it is a little more subtle than that,
Senator, because I will take—to give the example of what the Rus-
sian attitude is, the Russian ambassador came to me one day with
a press statement that he felt, that indicated an official admission
by Secretary McNamara that we were doing the bombing. But
what in effect he said to me was, “Whatever you are doing, don’t
adgit kit officially,” this is the essence of it. That is the Soviet view,
I think.



41

Senator HICKENLOOPER. It has been their view a long time, if we
admit it officially they have to do something about it.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. That is it exactly. It is a challenge to our
face. From the North Vietnamese point of view, of course it is cost-
ly to them, they are running trucks down there and they are get-
ting the trucks destroyed and this is a very costly exercise.

The Chinese, I am sure, press the North Vietnamese to keep
doing it and to press the Soviets to condemn us for it and when
the Soviets don’t do it they consider the Soviets as running as col-
laborators.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Does the Chinese propaganda blanket
the country like Cambodia?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, very effective.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Not at all careful about the truth?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, in any language.

DIFFICULT OPERATION

Senator SYMINGTON. Perhaps I am responsible for getting you to
come up here and I say that because I am very proud of the job
you are doing in Laos.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Thank you.

Senator SYMINGTON. In the last 12 months I twice visited with
Ambassador Sullivan in Vientiane and we have been all over this
country together.

It is a difficult operation. He directs it just as much really in
Laos as Westmoreland and Bunker do in Vietnam. But what wor-
ries me is that it is getting negative now from the military stand-
point, and regardless of the economy and the politics of the situa-
tion, we have got a military and big war on our hands right next
door to what you are doing in Laos and the story is that most of
the equipment that is going into Vietnam is coming through Laos
to the South Vietnamese—I mean the North Vietnamese, in North
Vietnam and the Vietcong so my primary interest is what is the
change since we last talked, which is last September? I am sure
the committee would be very interested in that aspect of it.

BOMBING THE HO CHI MINH TRAIL

Ambassador SULLIVAN. If I may give you some figures which ob-
viously are very, very sensitive, but they are figures that I consider
significant, and I just have been over reviewing these with the
Joint Chiefs and they accept them as being accurate, the bombing
campaign against the Ho Chi Minh Trail, and I am sorry you can’t
use these on the floor of the Senate, Senator

Senator SYMINGTON. This is a completely executive hearing.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The bombing campaign against the Ho
Chi Minh Trail has produced in just the last month of December,
has produced destruction of 900 trucks. In the months of Novem-
ber, 700, and since the beginning, since we left you in September
there have been about 2,000 trucks destroyed on that trail in Laos.

Now, that doesn’t mean that some of these haven’t gotten
through. But there are two factors on this, one, that they have
been destroyed on the trail; and, two, they have been destroyed in
the northern reaches of the trail in Laos so they have been de-
stroyed before they have gotten down to the areas where they are
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pushing on through into the first military zone in the northern part
of South Vietnam.

This means that there is not a Red Ball Express that goes from
one end of the trail to the other as convoy. They go down shuttle
service, and hop from one cave complex to another. This means
that the air action has been quite effective in this dry season, and
in my judgment will have some considerable effect on the ability
of the enemy to carry out large unit operations in the northern
parts of South Vietnam.

As you probably know, they are different than we in the way
they handle their, maneuver their troops and handle their logistics.
We put our troops in and bring our logistics in to meet them. They
put their logistics in first and cache it away and marry up their
troops in it and then do battle on the site.

Now, I think they are having trouble getting some of the equip-
ment down and the arms down into the divisions for those troops
which Westy 2 is worrying about, which are coming in around Sanh
and if we could preclude a good portion of that equipment coming
down they may not be set in the position that is that they can
carry out their activity, that they doubtless have in mind either at
Khe Sanh or wherever they are going to do that action in the
northern portion of the First Corps.

So this has been, I would say, the major military change in the
situation since we last saw you, Senator. It has been a positive one.

The negative change has been this Nam Bac thing, and I am not
yet prepared to say this is a complete disaster, but it certainly de-
flates me considerably.

IN THE EVENT OF A DISASTER

Senator SYMINGTON. If it is a major disaster, where do we go
from there? What would happen afterwards?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. In any event, it isn’t of such majority
that it really is going to change the balance in Laos. I don’t think
very many people, I have yet to see an inventory of what equip-
ment that was lost. The principal loss was morale and this is the
question of how you get that intangible re-instituted.

Senator SYMINGTON. I would like to ask one more. What reaction,
in your opinion, would Souvanna Phouma have to this?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, so far, the cables we have seen from
Vientiane, his first reaction was one of considerable gloom. He flew
up to the area and when he came back he was in good fighting trim
and saying, “All right, we have taken a tough one, but let’s go on
and let’s absorb it and go along with it.”

So I would think, I haven’t seen any cables today,——

Mr. HERz. There doesn’t seem to be any panic atmosphere.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I must say there is a certain seasonality.
In the dry season, the North Vietnamese always come in and at-
tack and our friends lose some territory and people. But in rainy
season they go back, but the net advantage over the year we have
more than we have lost, and we are still ahead.

2Gen William Westmoreland, who commanded the Military Assistance Command Vietnam
(MACV).
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A MAJOR ARTERY OF SUPPLY

Senator AIKEN. Was the Ho Chi Minh Trail a major artery of
supply for the Vietcong?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Was it or is it?

Senator ATKEN. Was it or is it? That completes my question.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. It always has been.

Senator AIKEN. Yes.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. And it is now one of the major arteries.
It used to be at one stage, I would say, the major one. Now, they
have added certain logistics support and assistance from Cambodia.
Previously; they used to bring their rice and everything as well as
their armament and weapons and equipment down the Ho Chi
Minh Trail. Now, they have sort of divided up the logistics base.
They are bringing the hard stuff, the hardware, down the trail but
they get most of their rice and medicine and whatnot out of Cam-
bodia, so it is still an important one but it isn’t the exclusive one.

AIR AMERICA

Senator MUNDT. Do you have an operation over there called Air
America?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir.

Senator MUNDT. Is that our operation, and what is it?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. It is our operation. I am sure that the ac-
tual status of this company, it is a private company incorporated
here in Washington, but I think its board of directors have some-
thing to do with one of the committees that Senator Symington sits
on.
Senator SYMINGTON. Senator Mundt. too.

Senator MUNDT. I don’t know much about it. Do they engage in
bombing?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, sir. They are hired, chartered by us,
just as though it were a commercial operation.

Senator MUNDT. Like the Flying Tigers?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir, and they carry equipment for
our aid program and also carry equipment and so forth for the CIA
operation. But they are not engaged in combat operations. There
are no Americans who fly Laotian planes, and this is, we have an-
other company that does exactly the same thing as Air America,
and it is Continental Air Services, which is a wholly owned
subsidary of Continental Airlines, a perfectly legitimate commercial
operation. And I am told by one of my lawyers if you examined the
books of Air America it is perfectly legitimate commercial oper-
ation.

AIR ACTIONS NEAR CHINA

Senator MUNDT. Was there any truth in the press reports that
planes from Laos were bombing China?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. We have nothing to confirm this. There
were some air actions by the Lao Air Force in the area contiguous
to China up in Nam Tha while this Nam Bac battle was going on.
And it is conceivable that they sprayed close enough to the border
that they may have dropped something on the other side of China.
The Lao denied this, and we have no way, once these pilots go out,
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there is no radar or anything that keeps a scope on them, so you
can’t really tell, but they were close enough so that it is a conceiv-
able error that they got into it. They certainly wouldn’t have done
it deliberately. They have T-28’s, trainer aircraft, that have been
converted to carry bombs.

Senator MUNDT. Are they fighting?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. They are doing all the fighting.

Senator MUNDT. In connection with the logistics training?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Through the Ho Chi Minh Trail they do
some guerrilla harassment down there, but the odds in favor of the
North Vietnamese forces, the concentration of North Vietnamese
forces there, the short lines of communications between North Viet-
nam and the trail make it possible for them to reinforce rapidly,
make it impossible for the Lao to have the ability to operate.

Senator MUNDT. The 900 trucks were all knocked out by us?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. All knocked out by our Air Force.

LAOTIAN CASUALTIES

The Lao, we should understand that on occasion the Lao Army
in its performance, the Lao are suffering about 2,000 killed a year.
Now, 2,000 killed out of a population of two and a-half, three mil-
lion, would be something equivalent, if my mathematics is not too
rapid, but something equivalent to better than a hundred thousand
Americans killed a year relative to our operation, so it is no joke
to them.

Senator MUNDT. Are they being killed by Laotians?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Mostly by communists.

Occasionally the Pathet Lao get into a fight, but they are not ag-
gressive, either.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. If you know the statistics, that is not
par for the course over there.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. You mean historically over the years.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Over the years.

Don’t they kill each other in the hills over land, wine, women
and song, kill, tribal wars up there?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, fighting has been going on histori-
cally in this part of the world for a long, long time, but at that
pitch and at that level of intensity, no.

They have had a natural history of, a long history of warfare, but
this is a higher level of activity.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. It is a little different level.

SUPPOSE PEACE HAPPENS

Senator MUNDT. Let me ask you this, Ambassador Sullivan, sup-
pose peace happens over there with our side on top, what would
be the condition of Laos?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. If we assume that the peace is also ex-
tending to Laos, the North Vietnamese in addition to ceasing their
operation in South Vietnam cease their operations in Laos?

Senator MUNDT. Well, I assumed that, but I also felt that there
was some civil war going on in Laos. This coalition, or whatever
it is, doesn’t work very well.
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Ambassador SULLIVAN. That is right. But the Lao communist
group doesn’t amount to a hill of beans if they don’t have the North
Vietnamese backing up their cadre.

Senator MUNDT. They wouldn’t be able to sustain it.

A GUERILLA WAR MIGHT CONTINUE

Senator SYMINGTON. Can I ask this question: In August, South
Vietnam’s Defense Minister, General Cao Van Vien, warned that
unless the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong guerrillas were de-
prived of their supply routes and their sanctuaries in Laos and
Cambodia, the war “could continue another 20 or 30 years.”

Senator MUNDT. Who said that?

Senator SYMINGTON. South Vietnam Defense Minister, Karl. It is
quite a broad statement.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think a war at a guerrilla level of inten-
sity, if they make up their mind to do it, could continue for a great
many years in Vietnam and it could continue even if they didn’t
have sanctuaries in Laos and Cambodia, because they have a great
many internal

THE ISRAELI GENERAL

Senator SYMINGTON. The Israeli General Dayan said if they went
to guerrilla warfare it was published in the Washington Post they
would never beat them.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think there is a lot to that. But it would
be a different level of warfare, and probably would require a dif-
ferent level of U.S. commitment or at least entail different level of
U.S. commitment, U.S. forces.

But a sanctuary in this rugged part of the world can be on one
side of the border or it can be inside the Vietnamese order. They
have not succeeded in eliminating all the sanctuaries in South
Vietnam. The Hoxai area, which is between Danang and Laos.

Senator SYMINGTON. I remember when we saw Souvanna
Phouma in Luang Prabang, maybe it was the second time, he was
apprehensive about this McNamara line, Maginot line.

AN ANTI-INFILTRATION BARRIER

The other question is what is the status of and Premier
Souvanna Phouma’s attitude toward the U.S. proposal to build an
anti-infiltration barrier along the Northern border of South Viet-
nam?

He is reported to have opposed it.

Well, he did. He was very worried the day we talked to him
about it on the ground that it would enlarge the Vietnam conflict
at a time when we are all trying to limit and contain it.

What is his feeling about it, Mr. Ambassador?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think he has had the concept explained
to him a little more specifically and clearly, so he realizes that it
isn’t the sort of Maginot line that he felt it was at that stage.

Secondly, I think that he recognizes that, as we do, that the sort
of installations which are going to be put in there are not going to
result in forcing or pushing the operation over into Laos, so he has
become quite more relaxed on the whole thing. He would be, and,
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as you know was, agitated by anybody reviving the idea of sort of
a Maginot line which General Ky has spoken about, but that is not
what, Secretary McNamara has had in mind.

U.S. MILITARY SUPPLIED TO LAOS

Senator SYMINGTON. May I proceed? I have a letter here to your
chairman from the Secretary of Defense as of January 20, 1967, in
which he says:

“Last year we transferred the Vietnam Military Assistance Pro-
gram in the defense budget,” and therefore we recommended what
he did, which was to include the Laos and Thailand requirements
in the regular defense budget, and presumably that will be done
this year.

With that premise, could you fill us in on what we are supplying
Laos now roughly?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. In the way of military equipment?

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The bulk of our supplies to Laos in the
way of military equipment are air ammunition, aircraft, T—28s.
And then, beyond that it is very much the unsophisticated equip-
ment which is routine—rifles, uniforms—equipment of that type for
the troops.

Senator SYMINGTON. Would you care to tell us roughly what that
is in dollars and cents?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. In dollars and cents I think that it has
run up—and I would have to be corrected on it—something like
$73 million in fiscal 1967.

Senator SYMINGTON. $72 million.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. $72 million or $73 million.

The CHAIRMAN. For what the military?

Senator SYMINGTON. Military.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. And that primarily is the cost of aircraft
and the cost of air ammunition and to some extent the cost of heav-
ier ammunition such as artillery.

The CHAIRMAN. And $56 million is on top of that.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Making a total of one

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Nearly $130 million.

The CHAIRMAN. $127, $128 million.

Senator SPARKMAN. Is that military to Laos?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir.

Senator SPARKMAN. I thought you said a while ago they support
their military and we did not.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, the question of whether we supplied
material for their armed forces budget.

Senator SPARKMAN. I see this item is material.

Senator SYMINGTON. I mentioned this morning in a hearing, the
annual cost of military assistance appropriations in Laos is less
than our daily cost in Vietnam, and it seems to me that Ambas-
sador Sullivan has done at least as well if not slightly better in
Laos than we have done so far in Vietnam. Of course he has got
more competition in Vietnam.
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IMPACT OF U.S. ECONOMIC AID

What impact is the U.S. economic assistance program making in
Laos for fiscal year 1967? Economic assistance is about $55 million;
per capita gross national product, $66.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The impact, as I say, is directed toward
trying to shift Laos from a subsistance economy to a market econ-
omy in agricultural terms. But that has absorbed only about one-
third of our aid budget. The other two-thirds is absorbed in keeping
alive the refugees and in a sense keeping the value of the kip from
spiraling to inflation, so in many ways honestly the measure of our
economic assistance, the result of our economic assistance, is the
viability of the Lao nation as a state. If it survives, it is due to our
assistance for it, but I do believe we are making some assistance
in the development side.

MEKONG RIVER PROJECT

Senator SYMINGTON. On February 5 the King broke ground for
the Nam Ngum Dam and hydroelectric complex, one of the Mekong
River development projects, to furnish power to Laos and Thailand.
Senator Cooper and I went out with Mr. Eugene Black of the World
Bank. How is the Mekong River project progressing?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The Nam Ngum Dam of course would be
the first dam, not a mainstream dam, but on a tributary. The bids
for that construction, I believe, are being let this month. All the
preliminary survey work has been done, and the dam itself should
be completed by 1972.

Senator SYMINGTON. Who is putting up the money for that?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. We are putting up one-half and the other
countries that are contributing, I am not sure I can name all of
them, but the Japanese are a major contributor, the Dutch put in
$4 million.

Senator SYMINGTON. How much did we put in in money?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Ours will be about $16 million, I think.

Senator SYMINGTON. $16 million.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. What we did was pledge half, Senator.
We can’t give you the exact costs yet.

Senator SYMINGTON. Would you locate that?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Down here, here is Vientane, and the
dam is about in there.

INTERNATIONAL CONTROL COMMISSION

Senator SYMINGTON. How effective is the International Control
Commission in Laos and what is the status of its finance? And how
much reliance can be placed in such control commission in South-
east Asia?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, the status of it in Laos is pretty
dormant. Its last constructive function was about two years ago
when it submitted a report, a majority report, with the Indian and
Canadian members signing and the Pole absenting himself, report-
ing a North Vietnamese attack against Lao Military Academy at
Dong Hene. Since then, as a result of a certain amount of ire that
was expressed by the Russians toward the Indians, our Indian col-
league has declined to stick his neck out and take any action, ac-
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tion which would be accessible to him, under the rules of proce-
dure. It could rule as a majority rule leaving the Pole aside, so I
feel we have to say that as of the moment the commission is not
performing its task, is not being useful in Laos.

Our general feeling is it should be preserved nevertheless poten-
tially to be used at whatever time we may have some political solu-
tion in the area.

Now the question of its finances, its financial crisis stems from
the fact that the Chinese Communists and the North Vietnamese
refuse to meet their contributions. Therefore roughly one-fourth of
its annual budget is never subscribed and each year it falls behind
that amount.

The co-chairmen, the British and the Russians, constantly seek
some salvation jobs, and we are making some contributions now,
and they are cutting down on some expenses. It stays afloat but
just about.

As far as the general conclusion of what this sort of instrument
can perform in the future in Southeast Asia, I do not mean to say
this as Senator Cooper leaves, but it depends very much upon his
Indian friends. If the Indians would have the courage to actually
sign to what they privately admit and what they admit and see
going on, then I think it could have a considerable effect of moral
suasion and perhaps even causing some of these violations to be
broken up. But unless the Indians are willing to do this, it is pretty
much noneffective.

Senator SYMINGTON. You are going back and we are staying here.
This will be my last question, Mr. Chairman, at this time, anyway.

WHO IS THE ENEMY?

What should we watch for, in your opinion, as to further disinte-
gration? Naturally all of us are apprehensive that this could entail
further investment on the part of America in treasure and people,
military people, et cetera, et cetera. If it continues to disintegrate,
what should we look for? Who is the enemy? Who is the Laotian
enemy of Souvanna Phouma who might give trouble? Is it Kong Le
or who? What is the thing from your standpoint you would like us
to watch as you go back and we stay here?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, internally on the political side I
don’t really think Souvanna has a great deal of political trouble
against him. One of the reasons is that if the situation deteriorates
militarily, nobody really wants to step into a situation that is hard
and getting worse. They would just as soon leave him sitting with
that baby.

I do not believe there is any active political opposition of an ar-
ticulated type against him that you could focus on one person right
now.

There are some ambitious people in the army, but they pre-
mature so far as this is concerned.

So in terms of the political structure, I do not consider Souvanna
is in any trouble. I think the trouble that could be visited upon him
would come from the Russians in case the Russians felt that we
were transgressing what they would consider the limits of their tol-
erance in Laos or in case Souvanna and the North Vietnamese be-
came embroiled even further and the Russians threw more of their
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weight behind the North Vietnamese, so I think his troubles would
be external rather than internal. The thing to look for as an indica-
tion militarily is quite clear. If they move toward the Mekong Val-
ley, we are in trouble.

HOW REAL IS LAOTIAN NEUTRALITY?

Senator SYMINGTON. We talk about the neutrality of Laos. How
effective is that? How real is that neutrality?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think that is a rather special definition
as far as the Lao consider it. When they talk of whom they are
neutral between, it is between the United States and the Soviet
Union. They make no bones of being neutral in terms of their atti-
tude towards the Chinese Communists.

On the other hand, they undertake not to sign or agree to any
military alliances or engage in any military coalitions or military
g}ll'oups which the Chinese could regard as being unneutral against
them.

So it is sort of a narrow definition and it is pretty much the defi-
nition that was defined in the 1962 agreements, neutrality in a
very strictly defined legalistic sense.

Senator SYMINGTON. Here is a rather theoretical question but
one I am sure is prepared because of our respect for you round
here. What do you think of neutralization generally as a device for
eliminating conflict?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. If you could have genuine and general
neutralization including North Vietnam, I think that would be
dandy. But I think neutralization depends on a number of factors
and I think they depend either on geography, as in the case of
Switzerland, that will help you maintain it, or they depend on sort
of a fulcrum of forces that will hold you in a neutral position be-
cause nobody wants to upset it to their advantage.

Now in the case of Laos as between us and the Soviet Union,
they may be able to get poised on that sort of thing if the North
Vietnamese would leave them alone. If the other countries of
Southeast Asia could find the same sort of agreement and could
a}%ree on it, it might be sort of a solution, but it is a long ways from
there.

Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you, sir.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I have covered all the waterfront that I wanted
to cover.

A MILITARY OR A POLITICAL CONCLUSION

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Ambassador, you have been associated with
this area a long time. I wonder, if I could ask you some general
questions about it. Maybe you have answered these. I regret that
I was diverted by other developments here.

How do you foresee this developing both in Laos and in Vietnam
that are so closely associated. Do you foresee a very long extended
war, or do you see any possibility of coming to a military conclusion
or political conclusion?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think in all honesty I have to say that
most of the signs, most of the factors, point toward a long, pro-
tracted struggle, and I think the ability of the North Vietnamese,
if they wish to revert back to a lower level guerrilla type operation
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and to sustain that for a long time, is already demonstrated, and
undoubted.

I think in terms of the military victory, I do not believe the
North Vietnamese can achieve a military victory in the field, and
I think that they probably know this.

In terms of American, allied military victory, I think that there
are possibilities that we could by the weight of our firepower and
forces defeat militarily the main force units of the enemy which
would still leave, however, those who could be the nucleus of guer-
rilla operations and still leave a mass of economic and social dis-
content which, unless it is addressed and redressed, would create
a long, long suffering problem.

Now, if the North Vietnamese reached the conclusion that they
wished a complete respite and they were willing to accept a polit-
ical solution, I think that it would be possible for us to see very
suddenly a move toward negotiations. I think that move toward ne-
gotiations would probably in itself, however, be failure to a pro-
longed sort of semi fight-talk, talk-fight, situation.

TERMS FOR NEGOTIATIONS

The CHAIRMAN. Well, pursuing that on, what do you think, as-
suming that the North Vietnamese did decide that they would not
continue, at least in the form of main force activity, and you had
negotiations, what kind of an outcome do you foresee that we
would be willing to accept? What would be our terms for a negotia-
tion? I realize that is speculative, but what I am trying to get in
my own mind is what is this government’s objective in this area,
and I am not quite clear what we expect to achieve, assuming they
did stop at least major fighting?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, it is highly speculative to talk to
that at this time, and without more reflection on what the cir-
cumstances would be.

Perhaps the best way I could answer that would be to suggest
what it was that we were willing to settle for and thought we had
settled for in Laos in 1962. I did have quite a bit to do with those
negotiations, and I think that I could speak for the administration
at that stage in saying we were quite willing to see a situation in
Laos in which we withdraw all our troops from the area, provided
the North Vietnamese withdraw all their forces from the area, that
we were willing to take our chance in Laos on the nationalism of
the Lao as represented in the person of Souvanna. The Com-
munists, on the other hand, seem to feel that the gamble that their
small Communist unit inside Laos, even without military support
from the outside, could successfully manipulate Souvanna and
some of his political colleagues so that they were able to dominate
the situation. I think it is quite clear that they miscalculated on
that. But I would immediately then say that in South Vietnam
there is a much stronger Communist apparatus. There is obviously
a much more forceful unit.

COMMUNIST APPARATUS IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Senator SYMINGTON. Could I ask a question there, Mr. Chair
man?
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But you do not think for a minute that if the North Vietnamese
left South Vietnam by agreement and we left South Vietnam by
ggreen‘l?ent that the Thieu-Ky government could hold up very long,

0 you?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. This is what I was about to say.

Senator SYMINGTON. Excuse me.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. The Communist apparatus in the south
is infinitely stronger than it ever was in Laos. So the two situa-
tions are not comparable, and I do not think I am in a position here
to prejudge what the President or the administration would settle
for in those sort of circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN. When you say stronger, you mean the in-
digenous local South Vietnamese apparatus is much stronger with-
out the substantial support of North Vietnam.

. Ambassador SULLIVAN. Than the parallel front organization in
aos.

The CHAIRMAN. In Laos.

AN ULTIMATE MILITARY SOLUTION

I find it very difficult. What bothers me is that even if we get
a military victory, supposing we literally destroy Hanoi and Hai-
phong, all their mean of communications, and they just could not
function in an organized manner, you say of course the guerrillas
could still function even if we do that.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think so.

The CHAIRMAN. So it seems to me if that happened, in order to
achieve what seems to be the objective of the Government we are
going to have to stay there more or less indefinitely, is that a cor-
rect statement?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, I think we are making that con-
clusion on the assumption that we would not operate for some po-
litical solution at some time but strictly adhering to the hope to
have an ultimate military solution.

I think the administration can see quite clearly we would be will-
ing to have a political solution.

Now you ask me to define what solution they would select. I am
not able to give you an answer to that, I think. Are we going to
stay there indefinitely? The answer is no, but we are going to try
to get a political solution.

A GOVERNMENT THAT COULD COMMAND RESPECT

The CHAIRMAN. Maybe you can help me on this. I ask you about
this because you have concentrated on this area. What kind of a
political solution is helpful to this country?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. To the U.S. or Vietnam?

The CHAIRMAN. To this country and Vietnam and Laos if you
like. Take Vietnam first. They are both so closely related.

Can you give me some idea of what you think would be the kind
of political solution we would accept?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think if we could ever develop in South
Vietnam through the rather massive changes that are going to be
needed in the way of economic and political and social reform, if
we could ever develop in South Vietnam a government that had
groups in and support from the people of the country, and a gov-
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ernment which could command the respect and could command the
authority of the people so that they could rally the people of Viet-
nam to the defense of their own terrain, that a solution which with-
drew military forces and which left as the only opportunity to the
North Vietnamese or the other Communists the possibility of low-
level guerrilla infiltration type of operation would be an acceptable
solution. But this would mean that we would have to get something
that would be impermeable to that type of operation, and therefore
it would raise it to a level requiring people to make an open main
force military invasion which would then upset your apple cart and
then blow it up again.

COMPARISON TO INDONESIA

The CHAIRMAN. Do you believe that under our tutelage a govern-
ment such as you have described is possible in South Vietnam?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I certainly consider it is possible. Wheth-
er it is something that we—is going to be achievable within a time
frame that is useful to us for the purposes you are discussing is an-
other question.

The CHAIRMAN. This puzzles me very much. I try to look at this
and ask what kind of a solution can we possibly achieve, political
solution, that I would say is feasible—maybe “possible” is too
strong a word—but it is very difficult for me to believe that a for-
eign country and especially in view of their experience under the
French, recently a colonial area of another western power, regard-
less of our motives and everything else or the amount of money we
spent in there, that we can create a government that would be ac-
ceptable in the sense you have described it and has the allegiance
of the major and large part of the people of South Vietnam.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I do not think we can create it, Senator.
I think all we can do is with the resources that we make available
is assist to be created and perhaps help clear out some of the obsta-
cles to its creation.

I think there is no question, for example, that the Government
of Indonesia, at the current state, is a nationalist government. It
is a military dictatorship, but I suspect that it probably has the al-
legiance and support of the bulk of the people of Indonesia. It came
into being without any general specific assistance from us, al-
though I think I would argue that our presence in Vietnam prob-
ably gave certain courage to do what they do. But I think Indonesia
is going to have to depend—before it gets to a stage where this be-
comes impermeable or adequately resistant in the terms we are
talking about—it is going to have to depend upon getting some for-
eign assistance and some foreign association with its hopes. I think
that our experience—and it was under a totally different cir-
cumstance an in a far more sophisticated society—that our experi-
ence in assisting in the creation of the current society of Japan is
a lesson, a case in point. I think our land reform programs in
Japan and some of the things we did during the occupation period
were obviously imposed from the exterior but they have produced,
I think, the roots for a stable—I hope a stable—democracy in
Japan and which were definitely missing in the twenties and thir-
ties, and I know what you mean, and I know that the circum-
stances in Vietnam are such that it is the most parlous sort of
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chance, but I do not know who else is going to provide it for them.
They are not going to have a chance entirely under their own re-
sources. They never had it under the French of course.

So this to me is about the most satisfactory, perhaps the noblest,
way we can discharge the obligations we have there is to do that.

IF THE COMMUNISTS WON A FREE ELECTION

The CHAIRMAN. Over a long period, you think it is possible to
generate this kind of a government.

Let me put it another way. This may not be really an appropriate
question to ask you, but do you think it would be a great disaster
to us if there were free elections in South Vietnam and participa-
tion by everybody and it resulted in either a wholly Communist or
partially Communist government?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I do not think it would result, first of all,
in a wholly Communist government. I think if you had elections
that were really free and the participation of the Viet Cong in it,
that they would have fairly healthy representation perhaps in the
Assembly, the representative governing body.

I think if you got that stage, and if we got to the acceptance by
the acceptance by the Viet Cong that they were going to use elec-
tion processes rather than terror tactics, that then we might be
able to find that this was compatible and could work along with it.

The various acceptance, genuine acceptance, of an election proc-
ess would be a major step forward and would be a total change in
the tactic.

I think that what really is the more serious concern is that a vic-
tory in South Vietnam by the Viet Cong through the use of terror
and force rather than at the polls is the thing that has attracted
our resistance and attracted our engagement.

ELECTIONS IN LAOS

The CHAIRMAN. Do they have elections in Laos?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. For what?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. For the National Assembly, and they had
one last January 1, 1967.

The CHAIRMAN. What was the nature of the elections?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, those elections are relatively free
and honest, but I think you have to understand in a society such
as Laos those who are agreed upon as candidates by the regional
leaders and the village elders and so forth and so on are those who
are going to be elected and very seldom that someone who is not
part of the traditional pattern of the village and the state is going
to be able to challenge and get away with it. A few of them did.
A few young fellows made a challenge and went up and put on a
healthy campaign and got elected, but by and large the pattern of
elections is pretty much determined by some traditional patterns.

The CHAIRMAN. How many members are there?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. 59.
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LAOTIAN BUDGET AND TAXATION

The CHAIRMAN. Do they exercise any independence at all from
Souvanna Phouma?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, the reason we had an election an
January 1, 1967, was that in October of ‘66 the Assembly voted no
on the budget and so we had to dissolve the Assembly and have
the election.

The CHAIRMAN. Why would they vote no on a budget when we
pay them $22 million more than for economic aid?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Because the budget and the aid are two
separate things apart. They have to pay the budget. In other
words, the budget comes out of their own financing, is in kind and
in material. We do not have budgetary support now.

The CHAIRMAN. No budgetary support.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No budgetary support. They are cash
grant but they are not worked in the budget. The Lao have to man-
age their own budget in terms of paying for their own functions
and levying their own taxes. It was a tax increase they were voting
against at that time more than anything else.

The CHAIRMAN. What kind of taxes are they?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well—

The CHAIRMAN. Excise taxes?

Ambassador SULLIVAN [continuing]. Excise taxes, import taxes,
and, well, the turnover tax for forfeiture.

The CHAIRMAN. Sales tax.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Sales taxes.

SCOPE OF AMERICAN AID

The CHAIRMAN. It is a curious situation. But our aid of, you said,
$56 million is mostly in goods, usable kinds of economic goods.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I think you were out of the room when
I broke it down.

The CHAIRMAN. I had to leave.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Roughly one-third in each. One category
is for the direct material assistance to refugees. There is a great
mass of refugees, and even if we resettled, as we do, around 30,000,
35,000 every year, there is still a lot you have to carry. Mostly up
in the hills they have been moved out of their homes and lost their
own crops and therefore at least for one rice crop season they have
to have rice brought into them airdropped. The rice we send in has
to be purchased, triple sacked, transported by air, and dropped,
and that is a very expensive operation, it adds up to about $18 mil-
lion per annum.

There is another contribution of about $17 million that is used,
$13.5 million of it used to sustain our membership in an inter-
vening fund, the Foreign Exchange Operations Fund, which was
provided by the International Monetary Fund. We, the British, the
French, the Japanese and the Australians all make contributions
to this. This intervenes in the open market to sustain the value of
the Kip in foreign exchange, and the purpose of this frankly is be-
cause the inflationary pressures by this huge military establish-
ment, relatively huge on their budget, is such that they have excess
purchasing power which has to be either mopped up by inflation
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or else mopped up by imported good which require foreign ex-
change as a way of providing it.

And the third category goes into genuine economic development
work. As I explained, this is directed toward the conversion of Laos
from a subsistance economy to a market economy primarily in the
international sale of rice, because they are capable of producing
rice. But Laos is so far of scratch in all this we have to start off
with a whole complex of things to do there. We have to educate the
farmers, you have to carry out irrigation work, you have to carry
out agricultural extension work, you have to build feeder roads to
get the rice out from the paddy to the road and then main roads
to get it to market and you have an agricultural—the whole thing
is just starting from centuries of neglect and centuries of decay.

TURMOIL IN CHINA

The CHAIRMAN. Did you get to see any people in Laos who have
recently been in China? Did you see any? Did you see any move-
ment of people from Laos to China? What is your estimate of what
is happening in China?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I am not in a much better position to talk
about that than you are here in Washington. The only Chinese I
see who go back and forth are representatives of the Chinese Em-
bassy who are there in Laos and who come back and forth, but
they are not eloquent in speaking to me.

The CHAIRMAN. Maybe there were other people, maybe French or
British or Russians.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, sir, very little. It is not the ac-
cess

The CHAIRMAN. Do any of you know just about what is going on
in China and its significance? I am curious.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, I think there is now a resurgence
of the same sort of turmoil that existed last summer. It is quite
clear a good portion of this turmoil was deliberately created by Mao
as part of his thesis of how you rejuvenate the revolution. I think
this is something which has caused a dilemma and they are torn
between the pragmatism of trying to get things under control and
getting it done as against committing the heresy of Mao’s thinking.
It is really quite a situation where in China in a great many years
to come there are going to be states and societies functioning on
two or three levels and plains and you are going to have a certain
number of people who, perhaps, will get an exemption from the tur-
moil so they can carry on the things necessary to have the state
carry on military and civil and so on activities, and it is rather de-
liberate to keep the rest of it in turmoil because of his feeling that
otherwise people will fall into bourgeois revisionism and ruin him.

What that sort of schizophrenia will produce in the long run for
China, I do not know, but I think it does inhibit the China policy.

I think the Chinese know this and, therefore, deliberately go
back to the retrenched sort of hermit style that they used back in
the imperial dynasties, and this carries with it the deliberate use
of arrogance and insult and other affectations. Where it leads, I do
not know, particularly when you consider the pressure of the popu-
lation and resources that are just multiplying there.
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CHINESE IN LAOS

The CHAIRMAN. Have they sent any Chinese people into Laos?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Not that we can detect. As far as we can
see, the Chinese pretty much have conceded Laos to be the baili-
wick of the North Vietnamese.

We do not see any evidence of their coming in. Even their mis-
sion, which is located in Vientane, is not proselytized very heavily
on the Chinese community.

The CHAIRMAN. Is a very large mission?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Fairly large, yes. Relatively to what they
do, the work they do.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it as large as ours?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. No, it is not as large as ours.

The CHAIRMAN. How many do we have?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Well, in our total U.S. Government em-
ployees, U.S. employees there, we have 560. Just about 400 of
those are engaged——

Mr. MARCY. Do you get a 10 percent cut or does that only apply
to Vietnam?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. I do not know, Carl. The executive order
indicates 10 percent cut for all missions over 100, and I am not
sure whether that means

Mr. MARCY. Except Vietnam.

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Vietnam is specifically excepted.

The State Department is only about 30, 35. I do not know what
this means.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, when are you going back?

Ambassador SULLIVAN. Sunday, sir.

[Whereupon, at 5:15 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene
subject to the call of the chair.]
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MONDAY, JANUARY 23, 1968

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met in public executive session at 10:00 a.m., in
room S-116, the Capitol.

Present: Chairman Fulbright and Senators Sparkman, Mans-
field, Gore, Lauche, Symington, Pell, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Carlson,
Williams, Mundt, Case and Cooper.

Richard Helms, CIA Director, appeared for a briefing and discus-
sion on current and future aspects of the world situation.

For a record of the proceedings, see the official transcript.

[The committee adjourned at 12:30 p.m.]
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RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE
INQUIRIES INTO FOREIGN POLICY

REPORTING ON THE STAFF STUDY OF THE
TONKIN GULF INCIDENTS

Wednesday, January 24, 1968

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room S—
1{16, the Capitol, Senator J. William Fulbright, (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Chairman Fulbright and Senators Sparkman, Mans-
field, Gore, Church, Symington, Pell, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Mundt,
Case, and Cooper.

Also present: Mr. Marcy, Mr. Kuhl, Mr. Holt, Mr. Henderson,
and Mr. Bader of the committee staff.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, gentlemen, I was hoping more would be
here for the simple reason I didn’t want to repeat too much. This
is a very complicated matter. We have got one or two sort of rou-
tine business matters we might discuss before we take up the other
matter, because I do think we ought to have more here. I think
they will come and we could just save repetition.

We will come to order. The first matter is the resolution author-
izing the continuation of the committee inquiries into foreign pol-
icy.

[Resolution follows:]
UNITED STATES SENATE

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Resolution

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations, or any duly authorized sub-
committee thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with its jurisdictions speci-
fied by rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to examine, investigate, and
make complete studies of any and all matters pertaining to the foreign policies of
the United States and their administration.

SEC. 2. For the purposes of this resolution the committee, from February 1, 1968,
to January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) to make such expenditures; (2) to
employ, upon a temporary basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants and con-
sultants; (3) to hold such hearings to take such testimony, to sit and act at such

(59)
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times and places during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned periods of the Senate,
and to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of such witnesses and the
production of such correspondence, books, papers, and documents; and (4) with the
prior consent of the heads of the departments or agencies concerned, and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, to utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the departments or agencies of the Govern-
ment, as the committee deems advisable.

SEC. 3. In the conduct of its studies the committee may use the experience, knowl-
edge, and advice of private organizations, schools, institutions, and individuals in
its discretion, and it 1s authorized to divide the work of the studies among such indi-
viduals, groups, and institutions as it may deem appropriate, and may enter into
contracts for this purpose.

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee, under this resolution, which shall not exceed
$225,000, shall be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman of the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Marcy, will you explain the resolution?

Mr. MARcY. Yes, every year, Senators and members, it is nec-
essary to get additional funds to keep the staff operating. These are
the so-called money resolutions. Last year the committee author-
ized a request for $250,000. The Rules Committee cut the amount
back to $225,000, and we have operated on that during the year
and we have about——

Mr. KUHL. $30,000 approximately.

Mr. MaRcY. We still have about $30,000 left. So we could get by
with the request of $225,000 this year, and that is the form in
which the resolution is drafted. I don’t know whether the inclina-
tion of the committee on Rules will be to cut us back again, but
I hesitate to go much below $225,000. For that this takes care of
all of the clerical and professional staff assistance over and beyond
the 10 that are authorized by law. The form of the resolution which
is before you is the standard form which is used every year, and
the only item which is changed is the money figure in section 4.

Senator MANSFIELD. I move its adoption.

Senator GORE. Seconded.

The CHAIRMAN. All in favor of the motion say “aye.”

[Chorus of “ayes.”]

The CHAIRMAN. Opposed, no.

[No response.]

The CHAIRMAN. The “ayes” have it. The motion is carried.

[Whereupon, at 10:15 a.m., the committee proceeded to other
business.]



REPORT ON THE STAFF STUDY OF THE
TONKIN GULF INCIDENTS

Wednesday, January 24, 1968

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in room S—
116. the capitol, Senator J. William Fulbright (chairman) presiding.

Present: Chairman Fulbright, and Senators Sparkman, Mans-
field, Gore, Church, Symington, Pell, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Mundt,
Case, and Cooper.

Also present: Mr. Marcy. Mr. Kuhl, Mr. Holt, Mr. Henderson and
Mr. Bader of the committee staff.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the committee come to order.
Any other committee business, Mr. Marcy?
Mr. MARCY. No, sir.

REVIVAL OF THE TONKIN GULF INCIDENT

The CHAIRMAN. Maybe I could make a few preliminary remarks
although I wish the staff who has done the work on this—this is
in the nature of preliminary remarks.

This matter really became, the Tonkin Gulf Incidents were re-
vived by [deleted] in the Navy who is still in the Navy, by the
name of [deleted]. He first called a member of the staff, Mr. Jones,
and said that he would like to give him some information that he
had been on duty in what is called [deleted] in the Pentagon dur-
ing this period, and that he had considered before contacting, I be-
lieve, Ambassador Goldberg! and other people, but he finally de-
cided that the best place to give his information, his views, was to
this committee, and then later he came in person. He volunteered
this, both by phone call and then he wrote a letter. Anyway, those
are all the details of it which will be explained and you can have
it very accutately.

I was in the meantime being very busy going back and forth to
Arkansas. I did not personally follow it very closely, but in view of
this, he first saw Mr. Jones, and then Mr. Jones thought he ought
to come to my office. Mr. Marcy was there, and I believe Mr. Bader,
was he not?

Mr. MARCY. Mr. Bader was there, I was not.

1U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Arthur Goldberg.
(61)
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CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bader was there, and he gave this story, said it
was on his conscience.

DOCUMENTS FROM THE PENTAGON

Now this man is not retired, he is in the Navy now, [deletedl,
and has been in how long, 20 or 30 years, something like that, a
long time, and he had a lot of medals on. He was in uniform and
he had quite a record apparently, being decorated several times,
and he told a story about it, partly the confusion in the [deletedl,
as they call it. The [deleted] as I understand it, Mr. Bader will go
into detail on this, I may say he has been experienced in this mat-
ter. Anyway, that was the beginning and I authorized the request
of the staff for documents from the Pentagon.

I also may say that I talked with Senator Richard Russell about
the matter and Senator Russell, I am skipping a little beyond this
now, anyway I had a meeting with Senator Russell at Mr. Nitze’s 2
request, that is Mr. Nitze requested I meet with him and Senator
Russell. We did meet, and Senator Russell, in my presence, told
Mr. Nitze that the Pentagon should make available to this com-
mittee all relevant documents, that is about the way he put it, and
we had the meeting and then they proceeded to begin to make
available all relevant documents with two exceptions, which will be
developed in the course of the presentation. I will not go into it
now. But they have cooperated, I must say, very well, I may say
primarily because I think Senator Russell told them to but there
were two documents which we have not received which they say,
one is so highly classified they cannot make it available, they say.
The other is it is simply the matter is under review, it is an inter-
nal document although Senator Russell said they should make it
all available.

I think the best procedure

Senator GORE. Could you identify those two?

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if we might let it come up in the course
of it because I have it sort of disjointed. If it meets with the ap-
proval of the committee, Mr. Marcy and Mr. Bader have been work-
ing on this very, very closely for some three months now, and I
would like Mr. Marcy. the chief of staff, to sort of start this and
read you the condensed version of the memorandum of the staff
which it prepared, and Mr. Bader who did most of the work, and
Mr. Marcy might give you a little fill-in on the qualifications of Mr.
Bader. It so happens I think he is very highly qualified for this par-
ticular purpose.

QUALIFICATIONS OF BILL BADER

Mr. MARCY. would you take over and give us the——

Senator GORE. Mr. Chairman, why could they not move over here
some place so we can see and hear them better?

The CHAIRMAN. Maybe they should.

Mr. MARCY. you sit there, and Mr. Bader is available to answer
questions.

Mr. MArcY. Mr. Chairman, just a little bit about Bill Bader. He
was Navy intelligence and radar officer for a period of three years

2Secetary of the Navy, Paul H. Nitze.
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and served in the Far Eastern area, and he also was with the CIA
for a period of two years, and then he was with the Department
of State and came to the committee about a year and a half ago.

Now, I have put together rather a summary of this document
which you have before you, and I propose to go ahead and read it
and if you have any questions at any time about filling in details,
either I can answer them or Bill.

The CHAIRMAN. You all have copies.

Mr. MARCY. Yes.

Senator GORE. Not of the summary.

Mr. MARCY. But you have a copy of the full document. I am going
to take from this full document as I go along.

THREE ALLEGED INSTANCES OF ATTACK

I want to make clear in the first place that this concerns three
alleged instances of attack in the summer and fall of 1964. The
first one occurred on August 2, and there is no doubt but what this
attack took place, both the United States and Hanoi agree, and the
only question raised in connection with this first attack on August
2, was whether the North Vietnamese attack on the Maddox oc-
curred while the Maddox was on a routine patrol on the high seas
as the committee was told by the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNa-
mara.

The second attack was on the night of August 4, and the basic
question there, as we see it, is did this attack occur. This is impor-
tant because but for this second attack the United States would not
have retaliated against North Vietnam and there presumably
would have been no urgent request for the Tonkin Resolution.

The third attack occurred the night of September 17-18, and it
is mentioned here because after a full investigation, the Navy con-
cluded that the attack did not occur. So it has some probative effect
on this interpreting earlier facts.

Now I refer to the first incident, the one of August 2. It was an
attack on the Maddox. It occurred, nobody doubts it. Hanoi admit-
ted it, and broadcast, a number of broadcasts were picked up in
which they boasted of their attacks on this vessel.

Now Secretary McNamara, in referring to both instances, inci-
dents, testified, and I am now quoting, that “The American destroy-
ers were engaged in a routine patrol in international waters of the
Gulf of Tonkin and were the victims of deliberate and unprovoked
attacks. These attacks,” he stated,“compelled the President and his
principal advisors to conclude that a prompt and firm military re-
sponse was required.”

In answer to a specific question from Senator Morse, Secretary
McNamara stated, and again I quote:

Our Navy played absolutely no part in, was not associated with, was not aware
of, any South Vietnam actions, if there were any.

A SPECIAL ELECTRONICS INTELLIGENCE MISSION

On the basis of the study of the ship’s logs, and other official
communications and documents, and this I am reading is based ex-
clusively on documents made available to us and not upon any con-
versations with the commander or others that we have talked to,
it seems reasonable to conclude, first, that the Maddox was not en-
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gaged in a routine patrol but was engaged in a special electronics
intelligence mission which took the ship well within what the
North Vietnamese claimed as its territorial waters. Moreover, it
was not routine——

Senator HICKENLOOPER. You mean within 12 miles?

Mr. MARcY. Within four miles. North Vietnam

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Yes.

Mr. MARcCY. North Vietnam claims 12. Furthermore, the mission
was of such sensitivity that it has been approved by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, thus suggesting that it was perhaps not quite as
routine as might be inferred.

The evidence is clear from the patrol instructions that the Mad-
dox was authorized to approach to within four nautical miles of the
North Vietnamese islands even though the 12-mile limit is claimed.

It is also clear that this was only the third patrol since 1962, so
there should be no implication that this was, that happened——

Senator SYMINGTON. So we understand, are you talking about
August 4?7

Mr. MARcY. I am talking about August 2, the first incident.

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes.

Mr. MARcY. Finally, the Maddox mission, this is still the August
2, was authorized, and I am now quoting from the instruction, “to
stimulate Chinese Communists, North Vietnamese electronic reac-
tion.”

SOUTH VIETNAMESE ATTACK ON NORTH VIETNAMESE ISLANDS

Now the second conclusion we have drawn from going through
this material, and it is still related to the first incident, is that
there is every reason to believe that the North Vietnamese could
have concluded that the Maddox was involved in the South Viet-
namese attack on the two islands of Hon Me and Hon Nieu. Inas-
much as the patrol of the Maddox covered the same area as oper-
ations conducted by South Vietnamese patrol craft—I might say
these South Vietnamese patrol craft were actually PT boats sup-
plied by the United States, trained by American military advisors,
and that this was the first operation in which they had engaged in
any attack on North Vietnam.

Senator GORE. They were using U.S. Navy vessels, equipment?

Mr. MARcY. These were U.S. Navy ships that had been supplied
to the South Vietnamese, were carrying South Vietnamese colors
and numbers and everything else, but this was military equipment
which we had supplied.

Senator GORE. Since I have interrupted, you said there that one
of your conclusions is that the North Vietnamese could have con-
cluded that the patrol ship and the ships operated by the South Vi-
etnamese could be a part of the same operation?

Mr. MARcY. That is right.

Senator GORE. And you said “could.” It seems, as I read those
notes, either with respect to the alleged attack on the 2nd or the
4th, there was some message that, intelligence message that, the
North Vietnamese did consider one and both the second part—was
that on the 2nd or the 4th?

Mr. MARcY. That was on the 1st, was it not, Bill?

Mr. BADER. It is on the 1st as well.
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Mr. MARcY. I will come to that in a little bit.

Senator GORE. The reason I asked, you said they could have.

Mr. MARcY. That is right.

Senator GORE. I thought there was some intelligence report that
they did consider it the same and that we knew it.

Do not let me interrupt too much.

THE CONFIRMATION CABLE

Mr. MARcy. Bill, if you will pick that up, come to that will you,
the confirmation cable. Go ahead.

Mr. BADER. The first incident, the cable revealed that the Amer-
ican ship Maddox was aware that the North Vietnamese were dis-
turbed by their presence. But there was no evidence within the ca-
bles to say that they connected the two. It is quite clear that they
connected the presence of the Maddox and the Turner Joy with at-
tacks that were going on on the 3rd and 4th of August. But the ca-
bles in the first case only revealed the North Vietnamese consid-
ered that the presence of the Maddox was provocative.

Senator GORE. So my point is not well taken with respect to the
one on August 27

Mr. MARcY. That is why we used the word “could.”

Senator GORE. All right, fine.

Mr. MARcY. The third conclusion we reached with respect to this
first incident was that the Maddox had ample warning from the
special electronic equipment that the North Vietnamese were
fithrred up, and it could have broken off the patrol long before it

1d.

What is interesting from the cable traffic is that some ten hours
before the Maddox was approached by the Vietnamese patrol craft
it reported, that is the Maddox reported, that it, had information
indicating “possible hostile action from the North Vietnamese,” and
three hours later on August 1, the Maddox cabled its superior,
“Consider continuance of patrol presents an unacceptable risk.”

Apparently this information on North Vietnamese intentions was
derived from the Maddox special electronic equipment.

In view of the frequent references to the communications traffic,
in the communications traffic to special intelligence information, an
inquiry was made by the staff asking for the source and the text
of this information, and the answer was that the subject of special
intelligence was discussed with Senator Fulbright and no further
information would be made available. I will come back to that point
later so I think maybe, Senator, you might just pass over that at
the moment.

A WARNING BEFORE ANY ATTACK

In response to this cable saying that there were indications of
possible hostile action, the commander of the 7th Fleet authorized
the ship to deviate from its mission at any time it felt the risk was
unacceptable, but the Maddox was told to continue when “consid-
ered prudent.”

Senator SYMINGTON. When was that? What is the time of that?

Mr. MARCY. Do you have the time on that one, Bill?

Senator GORE. You should have Bill over there with you.

The CHAIRMAN. Bill, why do you not move over there to Carl.
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Mr. Marcy. That was 9:00 p.m. on August 1. That was 9:00 p.m.
our time.

Senator SYMINGTON. In order to make it chronological if I may
say so, because there was a warning before there was any attack.

Mr. BADER. Yes, it was hours before the attack.

Mr. MARcY. You all have attached to your file a memorandum
called Chronology of Events in Tonkin Bay, and we translated all
of the times to Washington time so it will show better the se-
quence, and I am now referring to page 2 of that, where it say,
“9:00 p.m., Commander of the 7th Fleet ordered the Maddox to re-
sume its patrol.”

SECRETARY MCNAMARA MISLED THE COMMITTEE

The final conclusion we draw from these cables is that Mr.
McNamara misled the committee in stating that the Navy was un-
aware of attacks of the South Vietnamese on North Vietnam.

I wonder if we should not perhaps read that instruction. The
Commander-in-Chief of United States Forces in the Pacific on July
10, 1964, had authorized his fleet units involved in this patrol “to
contact the Commander of the United States Military Assistance
Group in Vietnam for additional intelligence required for preven-
tion of mutual interference with 34A operations and such commu-
nications, arrangements as may be desired.” So that in fact the
military advisory group and the naval authorities knew that the
South Vietnamese patrol craft were engaged in their first bombard-
ment of North Vietnam, and this is contrary to what Mr. McNa-
mara said at the time. You remember the statement I read where
he said there was no implication that we knew of it.

Now, after the first incident, and again which no one questions,
took place, it will be recalled that Secretary McNamara reminded
the committee, and I am quoting now from the testimony before
the committee, that:

This was believed to be an isolated incident, perhaps a miscalculation, or a mis-

understanding by the North Vietnamese, and we did not anticipate would be re-
peated.

The President then instructed the destroyers to attack any force
that attacked them in international waters, and to attack “with the
objective of not only driving off the force, but of destroying it,” and,
at the same time, the Department of State delivered a note of pro-
test to the North Vietnamese Government. That note concluded
with the words:

The United Government expects that the authorities of the regime in North Viet-
nam will be under no misapprehension as to the grave consequences which would
result from any further unprovoked offensive military action against U.S. forces.

Senator SYMINGTON. What was the time of that?

Mr. MArcy. That probably would have been on August 3, either
late August 2 or early August 3.

WHO MISLED MCNAMARA?

Senator AIKEN. You say Mr. McNamara misled the committee, he
gave us wrong information. Have you any information who misled
Secretary McNamara?

Mr. MARcY. No.
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Senator AIKEN. I see.

Mr. MARCY. Now, to refer briefly to the second incident.

The CHAIRMAN. In answer to that last question we requested,
what do you call that last thing they did not give us which they
say is an internal document which they would not supply? It might
answer your question because he got that from

Senator AIKEN. I am pointing out that the fellow who misled us
has frequently been misled.

The CHAIRMAN. We requested, what was it we requested?

Mr. BADER. It was a study which was done, we are not certain
of the date but the title was “Command and Control Problems in
the Tonkin Gulf Incident of August 1964.” The apparent intention
of the study was to determine whether command and communica-
tions worked adequately during this six- to eight-hour period be-
tween the time the so-called second attack occurred and the deci-
sion was made to strike North Vietnam. That is, when was the
cable sent, when was it received, what sort of information was
going up through the system to the Secretary of Defense. I do not
think there is any suggestion here since we are only dealing with
documents at one level, that Mr. McNamara consciously misled the
committee.

Senator ATKEN. Go ahead.

INFORMATION WAS NOT ACCURATE

Mr. BADER. It simply said the information he presented to the
committee was not accurate and in keeping with the facts.

Senator SYMINGTON. What was that?

Mr. BADER. The information about the first incident was not ac-
curate.

Senator SYMINGTON. Who said that?

Mr. BADER. I said that.

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes.

Mr. BADER. I was saying, Senator, there is no suggestion here
that the information that he had available at the time was any dif-
ferent from what he presented to us.

Senator CHURCH. You are not saying he deliberately lied?

Mr. MARcY. That is right.

Senator GORE. Are you assuming that the Secretary did not
know that the Navy was coordinated and knew about the attacks
of the South Vietnamese?

Mr. BADER. I do not know, Senator. I simply do not know.

Mr. MARCY. He told the committee he did not know of it.

Senator GORE. He said the Navy did not know of it.

Mr. MARcY. That is right, he said the Navy did not know of it.

Senator GORE. Read again what he said. He did not put it “I”;
he said the Navy.

Mr. MARCY. Well, in specific answer to the question that Senator
Morse put to him, McNamara——

TEXT OF THE QUESTION AND ANSWER

Senator GORE. Do we have the record on what Senator Morse
asked?

The CHAIRMAN. I have the original record of what Senator Morse
asked.
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Senator COOPER. Page 4.

Senator GORE. Let’s have the question and the answer.

Mr. MARcyY. I am sorry, this is a classified record.

Senator COOPER. You have it in the report, page 4.

Senator GORE. You do not have a question.

Senator COOPER. We do not have a question.

Senator SYMINGTON. It is interesting to note that the Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet is now Chief of Naval Oper-
ations.

Senator MANSFIELD. Same one?

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes, Moorer.

Senator GORE. The reason I asked the question, it is a little un-
fair to judge the answer without knowing the exact question.

Mr. BADER. This is the general text:

Senator MORSE. I do not propose to engage in a debate with the Secretary of State
here. No useful purpose is served here.

Then he goes on to talk about the organized military operations
of South Vietnam.

Senator GORE. Read it, Bill.

Mr. BADER. Finally:

No useful purpose is served here.

I disagree on the basis of the many replies presented, on the basis of his own tes-
timony before this committee when we have asked time after time for evidence be-
fore this committee from the Secretary of State and the Pentagon Building of any
proof of any organized military operation of North Vietnam into South Vietnam and
you have never been able to produce a scintilla of it. We have all recognized the
vicious infiltration tactics of Communist system trying to undermine South Viet-
nam, but it has been going back and forth across the borders, and the sad thing
is we were in there all the time when, in my judgment, we should not have been
in there except to keep the peace and we ought to have been at the conference table.

Secretary MCNAMARA. Mr. Chairman, may I respond to this? There have been
several misstatements made and I would like to correct them for the record.

Chairman FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Secretary MCNAMARA. I would like to cover three points. First, our Navy played
absolutely no part in, was not associated with, was not ware of, any South Viet-
namese actions, if there were any. I want to make that very clear to you. The Mad-
dox was operating in international waters, was carrying out a routine patrol of the
type we carry out all over the world at all times. It “—presumably the Navy—" was
not informed of, was not, aware, had no evidence of, and so far as I know today
has no knowledge of, any possible South Vietnamese actions in connection with the
two islands that Senator Morse referred to.

I think it is extremely important that you understand this. If there is any mis-
understanding on that, we should discuss this point at some length.

Senator GORE. So it is not a question of “I,” it is the Navy.
Mr. BADER. Senator Morse says “I think we should.”
“Secretary McNamara. I say this flatly. This is the fact.”
The CHAIRMAN. Proceed, Mr. Marcy.

THE CAUSE OF THE FIRST AMERICAN AIRSTRIKES

Mr. MARcY. I refer now to the second incident. This is important
if you will recall because it was the cause of the first American air
strikes against North Vietnam.

Senator GORE. This is on August 4?7

Mr. Marcy. This is August 4, yes, and after that event there
were 64 sorties against North Vietnamese PT bases and oil storage
installations.

This second incident——
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Senator SYMINGTON. Sixty-four, over what time period?

Mr. MARcY. From the Ticonderoga and the Constellation.

Mr. BADER. For a period of about 40, 50 minutes.

Senator SYMINGTON. That is what I wanted.

Mr. MARcY. This second incident was also the reason given for
the beginning of substantial deployments of American forces into
Thailand and Vietnam, and finally, it was important because it led
finally to the passage of the Tonkin Resolution.

Before reading the conclusions of this study, I would just like to
pick up some samples of the traffic, cable traffic, at this time. I am
referring to the second incident.

Mr. BADER. This is the memo you now have?

Mr. MaRrcy. Yes, and I am starting at about page 10 and I am
going to just pick up

The CHAIRMAN. Which one of these memos?

Mr. MARcY. This is the one marked “Top Secret.”

BREAKING OF THE CODE

. Se(l?lator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question
ere?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator SYMINGTON. One question.

If the kernel of their protest about publicity in this matter has
to do with our breaking of the code, talking strictly technically, how
could the Navy not have known from the North Vietnamese even
if they were not told by the South Vietnamese that an attack was
going on on those islands.

Mr. BADER. A very good question, Senator. I am personally cer-
tain they did know.

Senator SYMINGTON. If they did know that somebody in the Navy
lied to McNamara or McNamara lied to the committee.

Mr. BADER. One or the other.

Senator SYMINGTON. Well, the interesting angle there is I think
the commanding officer in the Navy at that time in the Tonkin
Gulf is now the Chief of Naval Operations, so there ought to be a
way of finding that out.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that Admiral Moorer.

Senator SYMINGTON. It says here, I just noticed at 7:04 a.m. he
orders a new patrol in the Gulf on the 2nd of August.

The CHAIRMAN. Which page are you on?

Mr. MARCY. I am on page 10.

The CHAIRMAN. It starts “In later cables”?

Mr. MARcY. Yes. But if you will go further down there is a sec-
tion marked III, the Maddox- Turner Joy incident of August 4.

The CHAIRMAN. Has everybody got that?

Mr. MARcY. Instead of trying to keep read the whole thing, I am
just sort of picking sections.

The CHAIRMAN. Why do you not read it—I want to get it in mind.

Mr. MARcY. All right.

THE CABLE TRAFFIC

The cable traffic here is interesting as well as informative and
it will be quoted at length because it is an indication as much of
American attitudes as it is a description of the course of events. On
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the 2nd of August, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet
(CINCPACFLT), alerted his units as follows:

1. In view Maddox incident consider it in our best interest that we assert right
of freedom of the seas and resume Gulf of Tonkin patrol earliest.

2. For COMSEVENTHFLT. UNODIR (unless otherwise directed) conduct patrol
with two destroyers, resuming ASAP (as soon as possible). When ready, proceed to
Point Charlie arriving first day thence patrol northward toward Point Delta during
daylight hours. Retire to the east during hours of darkness. On second day proceed
to Point Delta thence patrol south toward Point Charlie retiring at night as before.
On third day proceed to Point Lima and patrol toward Point Mike, retiring to east
at night. On fourth day proceed to Point Mike and patrol Point November, retiring
night. On fifth day, return to November and return to south through Points Oscar
and PAPA and terminate patrol. CPA——

That is the closest point possible, I guess it is

To North Vietnamese Islands four NM. Above points as specified.

GEOGRAPHIC REFERENCE POINTS

What this means is that, as mentioned, the United States Navy
had established a series of geographic reference points (Point Char-
lie, et cetera) off the North Vietnamese Coast.

Mr. BADER. Senator, these are two of the points. Here are the
two islands that were attacked by the South Vietnamese. This is
the 19th parallel; the 17th parallel is two down. That is, this is en-
tirely North Vietnamese territory.

Two of the points, this is Point Charlie, and this is Point Delta,
these were the points where the American ships went to. Now
Point Charlie is how many nautical miles, six, I think, six or seven
nautical miles off of the North Vietnamese Coast, that is within the
bounds claimed by North Vietnam. Point Delta up here, Point D is
eleven nautical miles off the coast of North Vietnam. There were
other such points up and down the coast. These two are illustrative
because they were in the center of the area of this South Viet-
namese action against North Vietnam.

It is interesting to note both of these points were established
within territorial waters of North Vietnam.

Mr. MARCY. As claimed by North Vietnam.

Mr. BADER. As claimed by North Vietnam.

TERRITORIAL WATERS

Senator SYMINGTON. The question here, did the North Viet-
namese say three miles and did we say 12? Are we back in that
hassle?

Mr. MARCY. Senator, the U.S. Navy takes the three-mile limit to
territorial waters, and a number of other countries, including the
Chlinese and North Vietnam and North Korea, take 12 nautical
miles.

Senator SYMINGTON. How close is Point Charlie?

Mr. MARCY. Point Charlie is about eleven miles.

Mr. BADER. No, it is closer than that. It is about six to seven
nautical miles.

Senator SPARKMAN. It is D that is eleven miles.

Mr. BADER. Eleven nautical miles.

Mr. MARcY. The significant thing is the instructions give the
closest point of approach to the North Vietnamese Coast as eight
nautical miles. This is the instruction to our vessels, and the clos-
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est point of approach to the North Vietnamese Islands of four nau-
tical miles. So the Navy is operating within its interpretation of
what consists of the high seas, but it is not consistent with the in-
terpretation of North Vietnam.

Senator SPARKMAN. That is my point.

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir.

Senator SPARKMAN. This comes up in the Korean thing.

Mr. BADER. One point that might be noted here in the original
patrol instructions, of this patrol was not only for North Vietnam;
it was also for China, and for, the instructions for China, the in-
structions were 15 nautical miles, so in the case of China we were
prepared to recognize their 14 miles.

In the case of North Vietnam, we were not prepared to recognize
it and these points were established as close as four nautical miles
of the North Vietnamese Islands and approximately eight nautical
miles from the North Vietnamese Coasts.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

“ROUTINE PATROL”

Mr. MARcY. I am picking up about the middle of page 11. This
mission was described, you will remember, to the United States
Congress as a “routine patrol” and by implication was not provoca-
tive. Several hours before the commencement of the patrol the com-
mander of the carrier task force in the area sent the following to
the Maddox and the Turner Joy:

It is apparent that DRV (Democratic Republic of Vietam) has thrown down the
gauntlet now considers itself at war with the United States. It is felt that they will
attack U.S. forces on sight with no regard for cost. U.S. ships in Gulf of Tonkin can
no longer assume that they will be considered neutrals exercising the right of free
transit. They will be treated as belligerents from first detection and must consider
themselves as such. DRV PTS (patrol craft) have advantage, especially at night, of
being able to hide in junk concentrations all across the Gulf of Tonkin. This would
allow attack from short range with little or no early warning.

As a result of this and other traffic it was agreed that aircraft
from the Ticonderoga and Constellation would remain airborne at
all times to come to the rescue of the Maddox and Turner Joy, if
attacked.

CURIOUS EXCHANGE OF CABLES

Perhaps the most curious exchange of cables came in the early
morning of August 4. The original plan called for the Turner Joy,
and Maddox patrol (DESOTO patrol) to terminate these runs into
the Vietnam coast after two days. Presumably because of the lack
of results, CINCPACFLT sent the following cable in the early
morning of August 4:

1. Termination of DESOTO patrol after two days of patrol ops (operations) subse-
quent to Maddox incident as planned in Ref A (this was basic instruction for patrol),
does not in my view adequately demonstrate United States resolve to assert our le-
gitimate rights these international waters.

2. Accordingly, recommend following adjustments in remainder of patrol schedule
provided para two reference B (another set of instructions) in order to accommodate
COMUSMACYV (Commander, United States Military Assistance Command Vietnam)
request that patrol ships remain north of LAT (latitude) 19-10 North until 060600H
to avoid interference with 34—A——
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TO ACCOMMODATE SOUTH VIETNAMESE ACTIVITIES

Senator GORE. Would you read that, in order to accommodate
what?

Mr. MARCY. In order to accommodate the Commander of the U.S.
Military Assistance Command in Vietnam.

Senator GORE. Was that attacking South Vietnamese force?

Mr. MARcY. This man was aware of what the South Vietnamese
patrol boats were engaged in, and this says in order to accommo-
date him. That is in order to accommodate the South Vietnamese
activities along the coast to the North.

Senator MUNDT. How do you interpret that? Why did they use
supplement? What do you mean accommodate? Is that not an un-
usual term?

The CHAIRMAN. Not to interfere with them, not get in their way.

Senator COOPER. May I ask this, I think I read this.

As I understood your first analysis of this, these 34—A ops, those,
what do you call them, torpedo boats which had been operating in
the South he wanted to keep these patroling boats north of that so
they would not interfere with their operation.

Mr. MARcY. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. That is right, that is my understanding.

Mr. MARCY. At one point they speak of keeping them north so
they would not interfere and there is another cable by being north
they might draw off North Vietnamese patrol craft away from the
operation.

CABLE SENT BY COMMANDER OF THE 7TH FLEET

Senator CHURCH. Who sent this cable, CINCPAC?

Mr. BADER. CINCPAC Fleet at that time was Admiral Moorer,
who is now the Chief of Naval Operations; the Commander of the
7th Fleet was Admiral Jonson.

Senator CHURCH. What does the CINC part mean?

Mr. BADER. CINC, Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet.

Senator CHURCH. He is the big cheese?

Mr. BADER. Admiral Sharp, CINCPACFLT.

Senator SYMINGTON. There is Admiral Roy Jonson.

Mr. BADER. He is Commander of the 7th Fleet, so the order was
Moorer-Jonson from the Pacific Fleet. Is that clear, Senator?

Senator SYMINGTON. I just want to be sure, there are two Admi-
ral Johnsons, Admiral Johnson just retired under Admiral Sharp.

Mr. BADER. There was Admiral Roy Jonson.

Senator SYMINGTON. This was Roy Jonson?

Mr. BADER. This was Admiral Roy Jonson.

Senator SYMINGTON. This went from Admiral Moorer?

Mr. BADER. Admiral Roy Jonson was Commander of the 7th
Fleet, which would put him under the Commander of the Pacific
Fleet.

Senator SYMINGTON. Which was Moorer?

Mr. BADER. Which was Moorer.

The CHAIRMAN. Proceed.

Mr. MARcyY. I will read the interpretation here.
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DEMONSTRATION OF U.S. RIGHTS

Although complicated in language, this cable says one thing quite
clearly and suggests another. It says clearly that CINCPACFLT
was disappointed with the results of the mission thus far—that is,
the United States had not yet “demonstrated” its resolve to assert
its legitimate rights in international waters. This seems to mean
that we had not as yet had the opportunity to demonstrate this
forcibly. As is now known, the 34-A operations were attacks on
North Vietnam by South Vietnam forces.

Senator GORE. With U.S. equipment?

Mr. MARcy. With U.S.—well, equipment had been transferred to
the South Vietnamese.

The CHAIRMAN. Boats we had supplied them?

Mr. MARcy. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. PT boats?

Mr. MARcY. This, as in the first case, indicates that the United
States Naval forces knew the plans for such an attack and were
being asked to move their operations further north not to interfere.

The most unusual part of this cable comes in the last paragraph:

The above patrol will: (a) clearly demonstrate our determination to continue these
operations; (b) possibly draw NVN (North Vietnamese Navy) PGMS (patrol boats)

to northward away from area of 34-A ops.; (¢) eliminate DESOTO patrol inter-
ference with 34—ops.

TWO OPERATIONS AT THE SAME TIME

Senator SYMINGTON. I have to ask a question there if I may, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator SYMINGTON. How do you coordinate that, is this a dif-
ferent operation of South Vietnam than the one Secretary McNa-
mara said the Navy knew nothing about?

Mr. BADER. There are two operations in this time period of South
Vietnam against these islands. The first was on the night of July
30-31, which was one. The second was on the night of August 4
and 5.

There were two operations, one on 30-31 July, if I remember cor-
rectly, it is detailed here, and the second was on August 4 and 5.
So there are two separate operations mounted by the South Viet-
namese.

Senator SYMINGTON. They are talking about the second one here?

Mr. BADER. In this case they are talking about the second. Al-
though the term 34—A operations refers to both. These operations,
as the memo says earlier, were organized by the United States in
January and February of 1964. Military craft provided to the South
Vietnamese, they were trained by the U. S. Navy in South Viet-
nam, and they were, these boats, operated out of Danang, and
moved north for these attacks.

A BOMBARDMENT OF NORTH VIETNAM

One of the reasons why the North Vietnamese would be con-
cerned about this is these two particular operations, that is the one
of July 30 and 31 and the one of August 4 and 5, for the first time
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the South Vietnamese operations included a bombardment of North
Vietnam, not just interdiction and intelligence gathering.

Senator GORE. What was this date?

Mr. BADER. The 30th and 31st and the 4th and 5th.

Senator GORE. Both involving bombardment?

Mr. Bader, Which was a qualitative change.

MILITARY ADVISORS ABOARD THE MADDOX

Senator GORE. May I ask another question: A U.S. military advi-
sor to South Vietnam, according to some note I read there, was ac-
tually aboard one of the U. S. patrol boats.

Mr. BADER. No, sir; that is not in this memo and I have seen no
information to that effect that there was a U.S. military personnel
aboard these South Vietnamese.

Senator GORE. No, I mean——

Mr. MARcY. He means the Maddox or Turner Joy.

Senator GORE. Let me make it plain. I read some place here, that
a military, U. S. military advisor officer to the South Vietnamese
operation was actually aboard the Turner Joy or the other one.

Mr. BADER. What it was, sir, there was a representative in fact
there were probably six or seven, members of MAC/V, Military As-
sistance Advisory of Vietnam, were aboard the Maddox in both op-
erations. From the evidence we have, they were there for the com-
munications operations of the Maddox and I have seen no evidence
to indicate that they were directly involved. But this goes back to
Senator Symington’s point, if there are members of MAC/V aboard
the Maddox and MAC/V is organizing the training and directing
the South Vietnamese operations against North Vietnam, it is real-
ly completely conceivable to me they were unaware of it.

A VERY SENSITIVE AREA

Senator SYMINGTON. The next question I was going to ask was
if 34—A ops represents the entire operation, including the one on
the 4th and the attack on the islands and the one on the 30th and
attack on the islands, it is totally inconceivable to me from a mili-
tary standpoint how the U. S. Navy would not have known of both.

Mr. BADER. It is hard for me to believe, Senator, if you look at
this chart a number of hours after attacks on Hon Me and Hon
Nieu, a U. S. destroyer was coming up from the South in the same
direction as Danang, going directly towards the Island of Hon Nieu,
and then going up to Delta and then coming back once more to-
ward Hon Me, which was a very sensitive area so far as North
Vietnam was concerned, and the operational commander of the
Maddox was not aware of a major military operation which cer-
tainly could affect this mission going on within 12 nautical miles.

THE TWO OPERATIONS

Senator GORE. Well, to be specific, did you not read an order here
to the commander of the Maddox to deploy in a certain direction
so as to accommodate this 34—A ops?

Mr. BADER. This is the second operation.

Senator GORE. I thought we were talking about the second oper-
ation.
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Mr. BADER. I am at this stage, I am talking about both oper-
ations.

Senator GORE. I see, But insofar——

Senator SYMINGTON. To be sure you get my point, if you have an
over-all military campaign, McNamara testifies that the Navy
knew nothing of it, and you have an over-all campaign, and the tes-
timony is very clear based on the cables that they knew of the sec-
ond aspect of it, then it is inconceivable that they did not know the
first aspect of it, which he testified he did not know. He might have
been misinformed.

Senator GORE. I did not understand his testimony to apply to the
first.

Senator SYMINGTON. Especially as Bader says the story is mov-
ing up towards the Maddox.

Senator GORE. My understanding is there is no differentiation in
McNamara’s statement as to the events of August 2 or 4. He might.
He was speaking of both.

Mr. MARCY. Yes.

Senator SYMINGTON. If that is true, the cables themselves——

Mr. MARCY. One thing, when McNamara testified before the com-
mittee on August 6, which was very, very soon afterward, so I
mean in justification he did not have any channels to go over all
these cables and I would just make the guess that he probably had
not.

Mr. BADER. Senator, I would add one thing which nails this
down.

Senator CHURCH. But he must have been informed by the Navy
whether or not he had an opportunity to go over the cables, that
the Navy had no knowledge of it or he would not have made such
a categorical statement.

Mr. BADER. I would think so.

ADVISED IN ADVANCE

Let me bring up page 5 on this memo. There is a cable from
Commander-in-Chief Pacific approving patrol, and I will read just
one, this is on July 15, 1964. These are the marching orders.

Senator SYMINGTON. Is this Moorer talking who is now Chief of
Naval Operations?

Mr. BADER. I will read this because I think it is important:

A. Last DESOTO patrol to Gulf of Tonkin was made in March. Weather at that
time greatly precluded visual intelligence collection.

B. Now this is July 15, prior to the first incident—U.S. has stepped up assistance
to RVN (Republic of Vietnam) including stationing of CVA TG (the carrier USS Ti-
conderoga) at mouth of Gulf of Tonkin.

C. There have been considerable articles in news media discussing possibility of
action against NVN (North Vietnam).

D. Activity in 34-A operations has increased.

This is on July 15. These are the instructions.

Senator GORE. So they were advised not only at the time but in
advance?

Mr. BADER. Exactly. There is no doubt about it. The United
States Navy was completely aware of the 34 operations at least by
July 15, 1964.
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WAS THE MADDOX AT WAR?

Senator COOPER. May I ask a question there?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Cooper.

Senator COOPER. This refers to the questions which have been
asked by Senator Symington and Senator Gore, as to whether the
Maddox knew of these patrols, these attacks by the torpedo boats.

What McNamara said, he said, first, that the Navy had to have
knowledge of this activity. But he said, second, the Maddox, in the
second part of his statement, he said the Maddox was not aware
of these operations, these attacks by the patrol boats. So I think
that is a question you have to ask, was the Maddox at war?

Senator GORE. Do you not have a cable here to the Commander
of the Maddox?

Mr. BADER. Yes, these are the instructions to the Maddox.

Senator COOPER. I want to get to these.

First, you say on page 8, at the time of the attack, the first at-
tack, by the torpedo boats, this is the second paragraph, the Mad-
dox was 75 miles away.

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir.

Senator COOPER. So if it did not have prior informaition, and this
attack was at night, I think it is entirely conceivable it would not
have known of that attack.

IN COMMAND OF BOTH SHIPS

Now, on page 12 you said that a cable was sent from CINCPAC,
that is the highest commander, is it not, in the Pacific?

Mr. BADER. The highest Navy Commander.

Senator COOPER. And according to the second paragraph that
would have given the Maddox information of the 34-A operations
if it received it. But you do not say that this message was sent to
the Maddox. Who was it sent to?

Senator GORE. If the Senator will yield for a question.

The CHAIRMAN. Let him answer that.

Senator COOPER. You just say it was sent.

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir; it was sent to the Maddox. It was sent to
the operational commander of the entire patrol.

Senator COOPER. That is the point.

In your statement on the page before that, you make the state-
ment that that cable was sent to the Maddox and to the Turner
Joy. But this cable which would have given notice to the Maddox
of these operations prior to this attack, if there was an attack, it
is not clear from this statement whether that actually was sent to
the Maddox or to some intervening commander.

Mr. BADER. I will make that clear now, it was sent to the oper-
ational commander of the Maddox. You would have to be in the
Navy to quite understand the problems. The Maddox and Turner
Joy, had an officer aboard who was the destroyer commander, that
is he had command of both ships and he had a particular title. This
instruction was sent to him.

Senator COOPER. This was sent to the Maddox without question?

Mr. BADER. Yes

Senator GORE. That was really the point I was trying to bring
up which was answered.
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Mr. BADER. It should only be qualified——
THE IMPORTANCE OF WEATHER THE NAVY KNEW

Senator SPARKMAN. May I ask this question to try to clear my
own thinking: What is the importance as to whether or not the
Navy knew about this?

It seems to me its importance is

Senator SYMINGTON. McNamara says they did not.

Senator SPARKMAN. I realize that. I know that.

It seems to me the importance of the thing was whether or not
the Navy was participating in any part of it. In other words, the
point he is trying to make is whether this was a routine patrol or
was it a patrol out there participating in the attack on these is-
lands.

Senator SYMINGTON. I am just thinking out loud. The question
as I see it, the broad question, is whether we are attempting to get
an excuse to change the policies in the Vietnam theater. Was it the
operation of the Navy in conjunction with the South Vietnamese co-
ordinated to that end?

Senator SPARKMAN. It seems to me the relevant thing was
whether or not they were cooperating with South Vietnam and not
whether or not they had knowledge of the South Vietnamese oper-
ations.

Senator SYMINGTON. I think they are both because one is the
automatic sequel of the other.

COMPARISON TO PEARL HARBOR

Senator GORE. Would you mind restating what you think is the
important thing?

Senator SYMINGTON. Well, to me all the talk is going on about
the fact we were shoved in at Pearl Harbor and Pearl Harbor got
us into World War II, then it was planned here in Washington and
there has been a lot written about it. It seems to me the important
thing here is was there, based on the testimony as against the facts
as developed by the staff, and this is the only thing that worries
me or really even particularly interests me, is whether there was
some organized plan to have this operation developed so that the
President could take a position before the country which would jus-
tify us in effect going to war. That would seem to me the kernel
of it.

Do you not agree with that, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. But I think all of this has some relevance
to that.

A DIFFERENT VIEW

Senator GORE. Well, if I may refine that a bit, the real—I guess
all of us have a little different view. So far as I see it, the real
question is whether or not Secretary McNamara was misled,
whether the President of the United States was misled, whether
{:h(iis committee, the Congress, and the American people were mis-
ed.

Senator SYMINGTON. That is part of the package.

Senator GORE. I just state it a little differently.
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes. And whether or not the procedures that
they follow in arriving at these are at all adequate far making deci-
sions of this kind.

STATE OF THE CONFLICT AT THE TIME OF THE INCIDENTS

Senator MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Stu if I un-
derstand what he is saying, and I think I do. What we are trying
to find out is whether or not this was a provoked or unprovoked
or a planned or an unplanned incident contributing, as you say, to
the accumulation of sentiment.

If we do that, I would like to have a little clearer recollection in
my own mind as to the exact status of the war activity at the time
this occurred. Do you have that, Carl, in mind, just how was the
war going and how deeply were we involved, how many troops did
we have?

Had we done any bombing in the North, what was the state of
the escalation of the conflict at the time of these incidents?

Mr. BADER. Well, I think I can sum it up very briefly, Senator.

In the spring and summer of 1964 the Government of General
Khanh was in real trouble. The Defense Department, and even in
its public statement, said that the ratio was changing, that is the
ratio between the forces they had committed and the committed VC
forces, and that the Government of South Vietnam was in very se-
rious trouble at that time.

General Khanh, as I remember it, was very anxious for the
United States to increase its participation in the war and at that
stage it was purely on, a military advisory level. As you know, this
was before Pleiku, this was before the bombings in the North. The
United States was not directly involved.

AMERICAN ADVISORS IN VIETNAM

Senator GORE. Before any combat troops were committed?

Senator MUNDT. How many men did we have?

Mr. BADER. August 1964?

fSena‘cor HICKENLOOPER. We had combat troops at the beginning
of 1961.

Senator CASE. We did not call them that.

Mr. MARcCY. We called them advisors.

Senator MUNDT. How many did we have there on the day of the
incidents?

Mr. BADER. I do not know.

The CHAIRMAN. There were approximately between 15 and
17,000. I have seen these vary.

Senator SPARKMAN. Up to what now?

The CHAIRMAN. These were the troops that President Kennedy
had sent over there shortly after his meeting with Khrushchev in
Vietnam.

Senator MUNDT. They were in part in combat units?

The CHAIRMAN. They were called advisors, military advisors.

Senator MUNDT. They were in combat units.

Senator SYMINGTON. For example, we ran into things like this:
We had military advisors in airplanes that knew how to fly the air-
planes, with the South Vietnamese who were presumably the pilots
of the airplanes who did not know how to fly the airplanes and
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could not speak English and the Americans could not speak South
Vietnamese, so any way you cut it, you did have combat troops, but
the theory of it was they were advising and there were no units
of ours.
The CHAIRMAN. There had been no bombing of the North?
Senator SPARKMAN. That is right.

TOTAL MILITARY PERSONNEL

Mr. MARCY. I can give you the precise figures here.

The CHAIRMAN. For the record.

Mr. MARcCY. For the record, this shows Army personnel in 1960,
700; in 1961, 2,100; in 1962, 7,900; in 1963, 10,100; in 1964,
14,700.

The CHAIRMAN. That is the figure we wanted.

Mr. MARcyY. In 1965, 116,800, and in 1966, 239,400.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. How many Marines and how many oth-
ers?

Mr. MARcY. Well, that is just Army. I will read you the same fig-
ures giving, this would be, the total.

Senator SYMINGTON. Before you do that, is the Air Force included
also?

Mr. MARCY. Senator, this says military personnel in South Viet-
nam; that is all I have.

Senator MUNDT. Give us the other category now.

Mr. MARcy. All right. Navy—just for 1964.

Senator MUNDT. All the way down.

Mr. MaRrcy. All right. 1960, I will give you the Navy figures.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Why do you not just give us the total?

Senator MUNDT. I would like to know the way it is drawn up be-
cause it is important in the decision, I think.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. All right.

Mr. MARrcy. Navy, 1960, 15; 1961, 100; 1962, 500; 1963, 800;
1964, 1,100; 1965, 8,400.

Air Force, 1960, 68; 1961, 1,000; 1962, 2,400; 1963, 4,600; 1964,
6,600; 1965, 20,600; 1966, 52,900.

Senator MUNDT. Do you have Marines?

Mr. MARcY. You have Marine Corps going from two in 1960 to
900 in 1964, to 38,200 in 1965, to 69,000 in 1966.

Senator MUNDT. Now, will you total them?

Mr. MARcY. Now, the total, 1960, 800; 1961, 3,200; 1962, 11,300;
1963, 16,300; 1964, 23,300, 1965, 184,300; 1966, 385,300.

Senator MUNDT. My final question, Carl; are those from sources
now that they will not dispute? Are these from the Pentagon?

Mr. MARcY. This is from a secret report sent to the chairman of
the committee on December 28, 1967.

Senator MUNDT. By the Pentagon?

Mr. MARCY. By the Pentagon.

Senator SYMINGTON. Do these figures also include Laos and Thai-
land?

Mr. MARcY. No, sir; I do not have those figures.

Senator SYMINGTON. Will you check that and see, because there
is more Air Force in Thailand than in Vietnam, I think.
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POINT OF DEPARTURE

Senator CHURCH. Is it not true, Carl, that it was not until after
this attack the Gulf of Tonkin incident, that we struck North Viet-
nam with our own forces? Were there any attacks on North Viet-
nam by our military forces prior to the Gulf of Tonkin incident?

Mr. MARcY. No, sir.

Senator CHURCH. I think the significant thing is this was the
point of departure. This was the incident that was used to justify
the commencement of the American attack on North Vietnam.

Mr. BADER. You will remember, Senator, that in the immediate
wake of the Gulf of Tonkin the forces were moved in Thailand and
forces strengthened and a whole series

Senator GORE. The real importance of this, however we charac-
terize it, Congress was induced to pass a resolution that amounted
to a declaration of war, that is so interpreted later.

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if we should not try to proceed to get
a little better in mind the actual facts the staff has developed.

Mr. MARcY. I wonder if I might not just add one figure. The last
figure I gave on the total of 1966 was a total of 385,300. As of Octo-
ber 1967, the total was 468,600.

The CHAIRMAN. Good.

Go ahead with the way this developed. We have not come to the
point, yet.

THE 7TH FLEET

Senator MANSFIELD. Let me ask one question now. Does that in-
clude the 7th Fleet?

Senator GORE. It says in South Vietnam.

Mr. MARcCY. That is right. As of October.

Senator SYMINGTON. It does not include the 7th Fleet, and I won-
der also about bases in Thailand which are many more.

Senator AIKEN. It does not include troops from any other nation
or any troops, which may be stationed in Thailand?

Mr. MARcY. No, sir; I have the troops from other nations.

Senator AIKEN. I see.

The CHAIRMAN. Just proceed, let’s see if we can get the chrono-
logical story.

Mr. MARcy. All right

NORTH VIETNAM CONSIDERED THE SHIPS ENEMIES

Continuing on page 13 about the third paragraph, on the 4th of
August, some 15 hours before the second incident, the operational
commander of the Maddox and the Turner Joy, who was aboard
the Maddox, sent the following to the commander ofthe 7th Fleet:

A. Evaluation of info from various sources indicates that DRV considers patrol di-
rectly involved with 34—-A ops.

Senator GORE. That was the question I asked earlier.

Mr. BADER. Yes.

Senator GORE. Is this a cable?

Mr. MARCY. Yes, sir; this is a cable. The point I was making ear-
lier in the game this morning was we do not have such a cable for
the first incident. This is just the second incident where it is dealt
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with that the North Vietnamese interpreted the movement of the
American ships in the 34 operation.

The CHAIRMAN. Proceed.

Mr. MARCY. North Vietnam considers United States ships
present as enemies because of these ops and have already indicated
readiness to treat us in that category.

B. DRV are very sensitive about Hon Me. Believe this is PT operating base and

the cove there presently contains numerous patrol and PT craft which have been
repositioned from northerly bases.

The conclusion of the operational United States commander
aboard the Maddox on the basis of this information is very inter-
esting.

Under these conditions 15 minute reaction time for obtaining air cover is unac-
ceptable. Cover must be overhead and controlled by DDSs (Destroyers) at all times.

RADAR CONTACT

Ten hours before the second incident the Maddox and Turner Joy
reported that a radar contact was paralleling the ships’ move-
ments. The carrier Ticonderoga then reported to all concerned that
aircraft were ready for launch and support on short notice.

Senator GORE. What do you mean by radar contact parallel.
What do you mean?

Mr. BADER. On the ship is a radarscope where a dot comes up.

Senator GORE. That is what I mean, our radar had contacted
some object that was traveling parallel to our ship?

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir.

MUDDLED AND CONFUSED EVENTS

Mr. MARcY. The events during the “attack” were muddled and
confused according to cables. At one point after all the firing the
operational commander of both the Maddox and Turner Joy re-
ported:

Joy also reports no actual visual sightings or wake.

Have no recaps of aircraft sighting but seem to be few. . . Entire action leaves
many doubts except for apparent attempt to ambush at beginning.

CINCPACFLT, some five hours after the presumed attack on the
United States ships and just five hours before the retaliatory air
strike on North Vietnam, sent a telegram as follows——

Senator SYMINGTON. Before you leave that page, what do you
mean there, “apparent attempt to ambush in the beginning” what
does that mean?

Mr. BADER. This is what was meant by the commander from the
cable. It is not entirely clear what he meant. I assume what he
meant, the North Vietnamese boats were out at sea at night and
were arranging for an ambush in some sense where they would
intercept the American vessels and fire on them.

Senator GORE. One message referred to it as a planned trap.

Senator SYMINGTON. But you see my point, the Joy reports no ac-
tual sightings of wake, no aircraft sightings, and then how can they
be thinking they will be ambushed?

Mr. BADER. I do not know. They go back to some earlier cables.
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EXPLANATION OF RECAPITULATION

Senator HICKENLOOPER. What do they mean by recaps? Recapitu-
lation?

Mr. BADER. Recapitulation.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. What did they mean by that?

Mr. BADER. It meant they had no reports from the Ticonderoga
that any aircraft had sighted any vessels.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Is that that they sighted once and no re-
peat?

Mr. BADER. No. Recaps means no reports.

Senator CASE. No recaps but seem to be a few, what does that
mean?

Senator SYMINGTON. I think that is worthy of consideration too,
somebody might have reported one and not have had it formally.
But I do not understand “apparent attempt to ambush at begin-
ning.”

I would like to clear that up with the Navy. What does that
mean? What was the ambush?

Mr. BADER. I do not know, Senator. Throughout there, Senator,
the operational commander who was aboard the Maddox returned
to this phrase that he thought that they were going to be am-
bushed, and in a sense apparently from either some sort of special
intelligence which we are not privy to or from radar contacts that
he saw around the ship, he came to the conclusion that an ambush
was imminent.

Senator SYMINGTON. Well then, you never asked them to explain
exactly what he meant by that phrase?

Mr. BADER. No, sir; we have never in this entire study ever ac-
tively asked anyone any questions. We did not believe our mandate
went that far.

Mr. MARcY. I want to make that point clear.

This is based upon the written record and exclusively upon that.
We have talked with what I would describe as volunteers, people
who have come in, as the Senator described earlier. But none of
that information is incorporated herein.

Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARcY. If I can continue with the top of page——

Senator MUNDT. May I ask a question?

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS WITHOUT EVIDENCE

If you would try to follow through on it, Stu has a good point.
If there is any validity at all with the hypothesis this was planned,
this would indicate somebody is drawing conclusions without evi-
dence who might have been on the plan.

Senator SYMINGTON. Or putting it this way, Carl, they might de-
fend themselves by referring back to an apparent ambush which is
something the committee has not had a chance to diagnose like it
has diagnosed the rest of it.

Senator MUNDT. No wake, no planes, nothing sighted but there
is an ambush out there.

Senator SYMINGTON. There was ambush. It says the ambush in
the beginning.

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. It speaks of it as if it was an actual—
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Senator SYMINGTON. As if it had happened.
NO INFORMATION FROM ANYONE ON THE SHIPS

Senator SPARKMAN. Let me ask this question:

This volunteer you just referred to talking about volunteers, and
this Naval officer who gave you some information, was he on either
one of these ships, was he connected with the operations out there,
or was he here in the Navy Department?

The CHAIRMAN. The one I referred to, he was in what they call
[deleted], which is a communications center here in Washington.

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. You see where these messages came.

Mr. BADER. No volunteers have come forward who were on either
ship.

Senator SPARKMAN. Have you had any information from anyone
who was on either ship?

The CHAIRMAN. We have not sought that.

SEEKING CONFIRMATION OF AN ATTACK

Mr. MARcY. Page 14, this is a telegram from the commander of
the Pacific Fleet to the Turner and Maddox:

Can you confirm absolutely that you were attacked?

Can you confirm sinking of PT boats?

Desire reply directly supporting evidence.

Senator GORE. What hour was this, Carl?

Mr. MARcy. This was four hours before it or five hours before our
retaliatory strike. In other words, about five hours after the attack
and five hours before President Johnson went on the air and said
our planes are retaliating.

In response (still four hours before the United States’ retaliatory
attack) the officer-in-charge of both the Maddox and Turner Joy,
gave a very confused picture. At one point he said:

“ Maddox scored no known hits and never positively identified a
boat as such.” Furthermore, “weather was overcast with limited
visibility. . . air support not successful in locating targets.” “There
were no stars or moon resulting in almost total darkness through-
out action.”

He then reported:

. no known damage or personnel casualties to either ship. Turner Joy, claims
sinking one craft and damaging another.

Finally Admiral Moorer (now Chief of Naval Operations) himself cabled to Mad-

dox and Turner Joy requesting urgently the following information:
Can you confirm that you were attacked by PT or Swatow (patrol boat)?

There was no answer from the Maddox but the Turner Joy did
reply some three hours before the retaliatory strike by the United
States that it could confirm being attacked by two PT craft on basis
of following evidence: gun director and director crew (presumably
by fire control radar) sighted torpedo, as did one lookout; target
burned when hit. Black smoke seen by many; target silhouette
sighted by “some topside personnel.” On the other hand, sinking of
patrol craft “only highly probable” because target tracked on radar;
“shell bursts observed on radar all over contact”; hits reported vis-
ually; targets disappeared.
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INSTRUCTIONS TO VESSELS

At 9:03 p.m., the commander of the 7th Fleet asked the Turner
Joy, to amplify urgently its reports. The following is from the cable:

Who were witnesses, what is witness reliability?—Most important that present
evidence substantiating type and number of attacking forces be gathered and dis-
seminated. Thirty minutes later the Turner Joy, was ordered to “locate debris to
substantiate.”

Senator MUNDT. Are those the instructions?

Mr. MARcY. These were the instructions going out to the vessels.

Two hours and 30 minutes after the message of the commander
of the 7th Fleet, Admiral Moorer urgently asking for the informa-
tion, the President appeared on television to announce that the
strikes

Senator SYMINGTON. Let’s get this straight.

Senator SPARKMAN. It is a misplaced comma.

Mr. BADER. It should be Pacific Fleet and not 7th Fleet.

Senator CASE. He asked for evidence.

Senator SYMINGTON. Urgently asking for information.

Mr. BADER. It is a misprint.

Senator SYMINGTON. What was he doing there?

Mr. BADER. No, the point here, Senator, is it is a little garbled.

Senator SYMINGTON. There should be no comma after “Moorer.”

THE PRESIDENT'S ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. BADER. Two hours and 30 minutes after that message we
just read, the President was on television announcing the strike.

Senator SPARKMAN. Commander CINCPAC?

Mr. BADER. Yes.

Mr. MARCY. Presumably the order, that is the order for retalia-
tory attack, had gone out two or three hours before the President’s
announcement. The air strikes took place a few minutes after mid-
night on August 5. It is significant to note that at only 1:11 a.m.,
August 5, that is, one and one-half hours after the conclusion of the
attacks on North Vietnam, the Turner Joy responded to the urgent
message from the commander of the 7th Fleet asking for further
evidence that the attacks had taken place.

Unless we have not seen all the pertinent cables, it was on the
basis of the above information that the United States decided to
bomb North Vietnam—in spite of (a) the report of the Maddox that
it scored no hits and “never positively identified a boat as such,”
and (b) the inability of the air cover to see anything in spite of nu-
merous flares.

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT INTERVIEWED THE CREW

A few days after the second incident in the Gulf of Tonkin, the
Department of Defense through the Commander-in-Chief of the Pa-
cific, began an intensive effort to interview personnel aboard both
ships and to prepare affidavits from the personnel aboard the Mad-
dox and Turner Joy, as well as from officers aboard the Ticon-
deroga. These affidavits and reports, including the combat action
reports of the Maddox and Turner Joy, were made available to the
committee staff. This data is voluminous.
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The information includes testimony of seamen who said they saw
the silhouette of a North Vietnamese patrol craft, of pilots who said
they saw wakes and fast-moving craft, and of a few officers who
said they saw hits on the patrol craft. On the basis of this informa-
tion, the commander of the Pacific Fleet and General Burchinal,
who looked at the communications traffic, were convinced that the
Maddox and the Turner Joy, had been struck.

In compiling this information——

Senator MUNDT. Struck at, you mean, not struck——

Mr. MARcY. Had been attacked. Yes. I am sorry.

In compiling this information, the Navy did not convene a formal
board of inquiry as it did after the so-called third incident in the
Gulf of Tonkin described below. The technique was entirely one of
putting together statements, tracks of the ships, and the like.
Moreover, it is curious to note that nowhere in this testimony and
reports is there any statement from any sonarman aboard the
Maddox.

Senator SYMINGTON. Was the head man, the commander of both
destroyers, on the Maddox?

Mr. BADER. On the Maddox.

Senator SYMINGTON. It is rather interesting that the Maddox
didn’t talk up.

Mr. MARCY. In late August of 1964 the Defense Department re-
leased a selective list of excerpts from some of the cables sent to
Washington. These excerpts, it can be fairly stated, ere highly se-
lective giving only those sentiments which showed the Maddox and
Turner Joy, had been attacked.

I don’t know. Mr. Chairman, whether. I don’t think there is
much point in going ahead in describing the third incident, which
did not

CASTING DOUBT ON AN ATTACK

Senator SYMINGTON. I would like to ask this question before you
leave it; the way the sentence reads, does that imply there were
other parts of the excerpts which if given would have cast consider-
able doubt as to whether there had or had not been attacks?

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir, definitely, some of them are right here.

Senator SYMINGTON. That is what I was getting at.

What they did was gleaned it so that they put in all that was
said about the attack, but they didn’t put in anything about maybe
there wasn’t an attack.

Mr. MARcY. That is correct; yes, sir.

INFORMATION PROVIDED TO LIFE MAGAZINE

We came across this, Senator, an article in Life Magazine about
mid-August of 1964 by a man named Wise, not the David Wise who
does this espionage writing. Wise is still on the staff of Life Maga-
zine. We have not talked to him. He is in Paris. But his story was
based upon what he said were meetings with and information
given to them by the intelligence branches of the Defense Depart-
ment, and he had in there quotations from the cables and other
communications traffic, and after we had received it in full then
Bill compared what appeared in the Life Magazine, the quotations,
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and we were able to establish that it was selective information that
was given to the man.

Senator MUNDT. In other words, it is your position that the Life
story was based on releases made by the Defense Department; not
leaks?

Mr. MARcY. That is correct.

Senator MUNDT. How does that relate—how does that relate in
time to the Tonkin Bay, when did we pass it?

Mr. MARcY. Afterward.

The CHAIRMAN. Afterward, about two weeks. The Life story you
said, came about mid-August.

Mr. MARcY. The Life story came about mid-August, August 15.

The CHAIRMAN. Approximately two weeks.

Senator GORE. Mr. Chairman, the question I want to raise is why
are these cables now classified as Top Secret when they have been
given to Life Magazine at the time, I mean some of them have. Is
that correct?

Mr. BADER. The excerpts are very brief, Senator.

Senator GORE. Well, are they

Mr. BADER. They are verbatim excerpts.

Senator GORE. Are they verbatim excerpts?

Mr. BADER. Yes.

Senator GORE. They were given?

Mr. BADER. Just individual sentences.

Senator SYMINGTON. I think I can answer that. I think I can give
you the Pentagon’s answer to that.

They would say other parts of the cables would have shown that
we had broken the North Vietnamese Code and that, therefore,
they couldn’t give those because we were still operating not with
a broken word but with a broken code.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Well, there is a lot to that.

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes, there is.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. There is a lot to that. We destroy ours
about every time we turn around in this country by this publicity
business.

Senator SYMINGTON. I remember the business of the Chicago
Tribune and the Japanese Code.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Yes, the Chicago Tribune was a famous
case.

Senator SYMINGTON. I am not saying their position would be jus-
tified based on the facts.

Senator CASE. Nothing here would suggest anything like that.

Senator MUNDT. It would be interesting to know whether these
excerpts of cables include anything taken from——

[Discussion off the record]

INTERROGATION OF NORTH VIETNAMESE SAILORS

The CHAIRMAN. I wish we would go on with this. I am not trying
to cut anybody off but just trying——

Senator SYMINGTON. I think it is all terribly interesting. It is a
magnificent staff effort.

Senator MUNDT. It surely is.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead, Mr. Marcy.
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Mr. MaARrcy. I am going to skip over to page 18 and just call your
attention to the fact that subsequent to these incidents we cap-
tured a North Vietnamese officer.

Senator MUNDT. What you are skipping is about the third inci-
dent?

Mr. MARCY. Yes, that is correct.

Senator SYMINGTON. What page are you on?

Mr. MARCY. Now, I am on page 18. I am just going to try to sum-
marize this. Actually, I am on the bottom of page 17.

Mr. BADER. I think, Carl, it might be said very briefly about
what this is. A number of North Vietnamese sailors and a number
of officers were captured in July of 1966. They were extensively in-
terrogated aboard an American ship.

One of the officers, a senior navy commander in Vietnam was in-
terrogated for over a hundred hours and he gave the U.S. remark-
able intelligence information, which was subsequently used to go
north and destroy certain bases, particularly PT bases. This naval
officer and the others who were captured, as you know they are in-
terrogated in different places so the information can be brought to-
gether or finally asked toward the end of this intensive interroga-
tion, what about the incidents in the Gulf of Tonkin. They all said
the first incident took place. Indeed, the officer, the senior North
Vietnamese naval officer, said he prepared the action report. He
told the U.S. interrogators what happened, how many torpedoes
were expended, what the damage was, extremely detailed analysis
of the first incident, which they bragged about because—what this
interrogation report at the bottom of page 18 is what this officer
and his colleagues said about the second incident which, obviously,
one doesn’t believe communists per se, but it is interesting in this
context that they made a distinction between the two, and talked
about the first and gave full information about the attack, and the
second they denied it completely, all of them made such an attack.

Mr. MARcCY. Would it be helpful to read the conclusions, observa-
tions we have drawn?

Senator SYMINGTON. I think you ought to go ahead, based on
what Bill just said, and read page 18.

NO KNOWLEDGE OF ATTACKS

Mr. MaRrcy. All right. Page 18, the U.S. Navy interrogation re-
port contains the following statements:

1. Extensive interrogation of all potentially knowledgeable sources reveals that
they have no info concerning a NVN attack on U.S. ships on 4 August 1964.

Senator SYMINGTON. Even though he gave in detail his knowl-
edge of the attack on August 27

Mr. Marcy. That is correct, and even though other information
he had supplied was useful.

They state definitely and emphatically that no PT’s could have
been involved. They do have knowledge of a U.S. air attack on 5
August in which at least one and possibly three Swatow PGM’s
were sunk by ACFT in vicinity of the Gianh River (17-43N/106—
30E). Slight damage was also inflicted by ACFT on 2 PT’s this date
as stated Ref Alfa.
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2. The possibility that Swatows could have committed the 4 Aug attack has also
been carefully explored. Here again, however, all sources disclaim any knowledge
of such an attack. Based on the experience of interrogations thus far it is very pos-
sible that PT boat crews in general might not have heard of this attack since they
apparently have little contact with other ship types. On the other hand, source (the
North Vietnam naval commander obviously has traveled in higher circles and has
proved himself exceptionally knowledgeable on almost every naval subject and event
of interest. Yet he specially and strongly denies that any attack took place. When
pressed further on this issue he states that if such an attack did take place, it could
only have been committed by Swatow?

Senator SYMINGTON. What is a Swatow?

Mr. BADER. It is a rather large patrol craft given to the North
Vietnamese by the Soviet Union. It is quite slow, 24 knots or so.
It is not the kind of vessel that would attack a destroyer and it
should be noted for the record that Swatows do not carry torpedoes.

Senator SYMINGTON. One final question on this: Are these state-
ments that you have in quotes here starting at the middle of 18,
are those verbatim statements of the Navy report?

Mr. BADER. They are verbatim statements out of the Navy re-
port.

Senator SYMINGTON. All right.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, proceed.

OTHER EVIDENCE

Mr. MARcy. I think we might interrupt here for just a minute to
talk about this other evidence before we draw conclusions.

The CHAIRMAN. What other evidence?

Mr. MARCY. You have in the back of your file a letter which the
Chairman received on December 26th which was not signed.

Mr. BADER. This is in the addendum, sir, not in the chronology.

Mr. MARcY. Yes. It is an interesting letter to read, I will read
it now or note only that this source seems to be somebody within
the Department of Defense, and he told the committee to ask for
certain very specific documents, and in the first paragraph or so he
says “Most of the documents have been”—“What you need is the
record of events at,”——

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Where are you reading from?

Mr. MARcY. I am reading now from the one marked December
26th.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Yes, but where?

Mr. MARCY. The second, third line.

Senator MUNDT. In your addendum.

Mr. MARCY [reading].

What you most need is the record of events at and communications passing
through the National Military Command and Control Center. Most of them have
probably now been destroyed. However, a study was made on the basis of most of
those records, fresh after the event, by the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group, en-
titled ‘Command and Control of the Tonkin Gulf Incident, 4-5 August 1964.” This
document is TOP SECRET and is very tightly held, partly because it is based in
part on the tape recordings of conversations over the phone of the President, the
Secretary of Defense, Admiral Sharpe and others during the period when the critical
decisions were being made. Very probably an effort will be made to have all copies
of the study destroyed when and if there is any intimation that you know of the
existence of the study. The study will not disclose that the incident was a put-up
job. It will disclose several embarrassing things, however. One is that the first at-
tack, that on the Maddox, was very probably made because the NVN confused the
Maddox with CIA operations which were covering SVN hit and run attacks against
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NVN coastal areas. This was probably due simply to lack of coordination. Another
point will be—

NO INFORMATION ON CIA ACTIVITIES

Senator SYMINGTON. Excuse me. I have to ask a question there.
It is very interesting. Has the CIA got any ships out there?

Mr. MARcY. Not that we know of.

Senator SYMINGTON. Then it would be the CIA operating with
the S?outh Vietnamese directing an attack on the island at that
point?

Mr. MARcY. We have no knowledge of what the CIA activities
have been. We made no inquiry.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That could well by the assumption.

Mr. BADER. It could well be the assumption.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. It is always assumed that the CIA is
murdering babies and things like that. [Laughter.]

WEAPONS SYSTEMS EVALUATION

Mr. MARCY [reading].

Another point will be that the attack on the Turner Joy, the following day, was
indeed probably imaginary. After a first report of attack, there was a report that
there probably had not been an attack at all. But the President was to go on the
air to address the Nation about the retliatory attack that had already been planned,
and after another flurry of confusion Admiral Sharpe said he thought there had
been a real attack after all. At this point the Secretary of Defense decided to advise
the President that the attack on the Turner Joy was real, and to order the retalia-
tory attacks and go ahead with the speech because it was getting very late for the
address to the nation and moreover the retaliatory attack planes had been kept in
a state of take-off readiness about the maximum time. It was clearly a case of mak-
ing a definite decision when operational circumstances dictated haste but the facts
suggested caution.

I think I will stop reading there because what I wanted to do was
call attention to this study done by the Weapons Systems Evalua-
tion business.

Senator SYMINGTON. Let’s finish the letter, if that is in order.

The CHAIRMAN. Whatever you like.

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes.

FALSE RADAR IMAGES

Mr. MARCY [reading].

One may wonder how much the Secretary of Defense, who is a man of honor and
conscience, has worried, about this since. Because later events all indicate that the
second ‘attack’ was, at best, a trick of false radar images. And it is rumored—I do
not know for sure—that the Commander of the Turner Joy was shortly after re-
lieved of his command and hidden away somewhere where there would be the least
chance of adverse publicity.

Senator MUNDT. Do you know whether that is true or not? Was
he removed?

The CHAIRMAN. I do not know.

Mr. BADER. No, sir, we do not know.

Mr. MARCY. We made no inquiries.

Senator MUNDT. Why didn’t you call up?

The CHAIRMAN. We haven’t made inquiries or called up anything.
This is all done quietly and I didn’t propose to do anything of this
unless the committee authorizes it.

Senator GORE. You authorized no interrogations?
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The CHAIRMAN. We authorized no interrogations. The only ones
we saw were people who asked to come. Except we asked that fel-
low who published a letter and one other fellow and neither of
whom amount to anything, but because we thought they were in
the position of volunteering.

But we haven’t inquired or gone out or asked any of these people
in the Navy except that fellow I mentioned, [deleted], because he
asked to come see me.

A CONFUSED BUNGLE
Mr. MARCY. I am continuing now on page 2 of this letter.

I am sure if I signed this I would lose my job. But if you proceed wisely, you
should be able, for the good of the country, to learn the truth of all I have suggested
here, and have suggested here, and much more. The Tonkin Gulf incident, upon the
basis of which resolution was so quickly obtained, was not a put-up job. But it was
not the inexcusable and flagrant attack upon U.S. ships that it seemed to be and
that would have justified the resolution and the retaliation had it been so. It was
a confused bungle which was used by the President to justify a general course of
action and policy that he had been advised by the military to follow. He, like the
Secretary of Defense, was their prisoner. He got from them all the critical and deci-
sive information, and misinformation, and he simply put his trust in the wrong peo-
ple. One of the things your Committee should really look into is the constant use
of security regulations to conceal the blunders and connivings in the field of national
security. But I doubt that all of the power of the United States Senate could ever
penetrate far enough into the supersecret world to learn much about what goes on.
Right now the JSC is refusing materials in their fields that is wanted by people
working on Vietnam for the Secretary of Defense, most obviously because they fear
it would serve the Secretary of Defense’s purposes, not theirs.

Now, my main purpose in reading this letter was to call atten-
tion to this study done by the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group,
and the chairman wrote and asked for this on January 12 and the
reply came in this morning.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead, Bill. This letter came in this morning.
I have not read it.

Senator MUNDT. Carl, have you studied the phraseology and lan-
guage of that letter as compared with the last letter to see whether
it came from the same fellow?

Mr. Marcy. With no great confidence, it is our impression that
they did not come from the same fellow at all. They were quite dif-
ferent in composition. That was just our feeling.

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL MATERIAL

The CHAIRMAN. On this point, let’s take them one at a time.
Clear up what we asked for and what is the response.

Mr. BADER. We asked for two things in this letter, Mr. Chair-
man. We asked for some additional communications traffic that
came out of the communications facility—we asked for two things,
we asked for a series of cables that came from the communications
facilities in the Philippines, the operational cables that the Maddox
and Turner Joy sent came directly to the Philippines and from that
point directly transmitted to Washington. Some of them also went
to the Ticonderoga.

What we asked for were those cables that went from the Turner
Joy and Maddox and were held in the Navy collection point in the
Philippines, that was one.

Two, we asked for the command and control study.
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The answer to the command and control study I will give you
first and then I will give you this additional information.

Slgnator SYMINGTON. What do you mean the command and con-
trol?

Mr. BADER. What this gentlemen mentions in his letter.

Senator SYMINGTON. Of the Weapons Systems Evaluation?

Mr. MARcY. This is the one he says probably will be destroyed
if you ask for it.

Senator GORE. Let me ask you, prior to the receipt of the anony-
mous letter, was the staff aware that such a study had been made?

Mr. MARCY. No, sir.

Mr. BADER. No, sir.

THE SCRAPBOOK

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I was confused about what [deleted] called
the scrapbook. I wonder if he didn’t have this sort of thing in mind.
He used a term called “the scrapbook.” Do you remember?

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. What do you think that was?

Mr. BADER. I don’t know.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I don’t know. They used a term they had
a scrapbook which was some kind of a summary made.

Mr. MARcY. Senator, if I can say with other things we several
times asked them for everything relating to the incident, sort of
blanket things. One thing we learned very, very quickly that the
Department of Defense does not volunteer information, and when
you ask for something generally and when you say have we got it
all and you get an answer Yes, but then you may go back and say
specifically you want something and you can get it. But they have
been cooperative when they know what you ask for.

Senator GORE. Until this.

Mr. MARcY. Until this anonymous letter came in we didn’t know
what to ask for.

MATERIAL “UNDER REVIEW”

Senator SYMINGTON. Can we hear the letter?

Mr. BADER. Yes. The letter is very brief. In regard to this com-
munication study, it simply says “With respect to the remainder of
your request” that is for the study “the document in question is an
internal staff paper of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and it is currently
under review by the Chairman.”

That is one part of it.

Presumably, it doesn’t say we will get it.

Senator SYMINGTON. Read the letter and say who signed it.

Senator GORE. Read all the letter.

Mr. BADER. It is to Senator Fulbright and it is signed by Jack
Stempler, Assistant to the Secretary, Legislative Affairs:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

Reference is made to your letter of January 12 to Secretary Nitze requesting cer-
tain information in connection with your review of the incidents of 1964 in the Gulf
of Tonkin.

I am forwarding herewith, as Tab A, 23 messages from the naval communication
facility in the Philippines to Hawaii and Washington covering the August 4 inci-
dent. So that you may review in proper prespective, message 041727Z which you
specifically requested, your attention is invited to messages CTG 72.1 041830 and
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CTU 72.1.2 041848 which were transmitted an hour or so later and which have been
previously furnished to you.

I have not seen them. That does not quite make sense. These messages included
here I have not seen.

Nonetheless.

With respect to the remainder of your request, the document in question is an
internal staff paper of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and it is currently under review by
the Chairman.

Senator SYMINGTON. What does that mean?

Mr. BADER. I don’t know, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. That means you are not going to get it.

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes, but why should we not get it, because
it is under review.

DOCUMENT WITHHELD

The CHAIRMAN. Because they don’t want you to get it. I remind
you in the beginning a meeting was asked for by Secretary Nitze,
if I would meet with him and Chairman Russell and we met in
Chairman Russell’s office, and he explained there was only one doc-
ument that we couldn’t have, that is my understanding, and Rus-
sell himself said, “I think, Mr. Secretary, you should make avail-
able to this committee all relevant document” that was my under-
standing, except this one, which I will refer to, if you want me to
refer to it, in a moment.

Senator MUNDT. Is this the one?

The CHAIRMAN. No, this is not the one. I didn’t know about this.
I didn’t know about the other one.

He, himself, Nitze, volunteered it, he had this one which was so
secret that he couldn’t—he allowed me to look at it but he couldn’t
give a copy and I think he said only six people or something like
that in the——

Senator GORE. Can you tell us what that was?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I will tell you. Do you want to finish this?

Senator SYMINGTON. I want to ask this question because I think
it is very important. What this currently under review is: Is it
under review to be changed, and how can you change a record, a
document, so the sentence worries me. I know most of this
Pentagonese, I have been a good many years over there myself and
16 years on the Armed Services Committee. But what business,
what difference does it make whether it is under review or not as
to whether we get it or not? They must have two copies of it. Why
should their reviewing it prevent us looking at it, unless he wants
to change it before he gives it to us.

Senator MUNDT. Especially in view of what the anonymous writ-
er says, if you ask for it they are going to destroy it.

Senator SYMINGTON. I think the interesting part is that the re-
port is available.

Senator CHURCH. What did this secret document state?

The CHAIRMAN. At this meeting, he himself brought this up, after
this exchange, he had a great mass of things like this. This took
place before Christmas. I didn’t realize it at this time, all of this
business. If you like, you can take it off the record, the description
of the meeting should not be, I will have to ascertain that date.

Mr. MARCY. December 16th.
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The CHAIRMAN. December 16th. This was at Nitze’s request. He
came in to Russell’s office upstairs, he had a great stack of docu-
ments, some of which, in answer to these letters, which the staff
had written to him, and after this exchange with Russell and Rus-
sell said he thought he ought to give them all, and I said “shall I
take these with me,” and he said, “Well, no, I would rather keep
them and send them to you all at once.”

So he took them back, didn’t give me anything at this meeting.

Later he sent a great deal of documents in answer to these let-
ters.

What they had been doing is delaying giving us anything in re-
sponse to the letters or practically nothing, until he had this meet-
ing with Russell, is what I think he was doing.

The document which they maintain is conclusive proof——

Senator GORE. I move, Mr. Chairman, that it be on the record.

REPORT BY A PT BOAT COMMANDER

The CHAIRMAN. Put it on the record. We can take it off later if
we want. I was not prepared to and capable of memorizing a mes-
sage of this kind offhand. It was a relatively short message and it
was an intercept by their

Senator MUNDT. Do not take it off the record but you are not
speaking loud enough.

The CHAIRMAN. It was an intercept by their electronic devices
and purporting to be a report from a PT boat of the North Viet-
namese reporting to his superior that they had, in effect, met the
enemy, had severely damaged a boat and had knocked down two
aircraft of ours. And that was really the substance of it. It was not
very long, and this is from a PT boat commander that occurred on
the 2nd.

Senator SYMINGTON. This is what I was referring to.

The CHAIRMAN. And this is the very highly secret one. To me—
I said at the time I was struck by the “Well, obviously you knew
they had not knocked down any planes nor touched your boats.
How can you consider this being conclusive evidence that an attack
took place because it is obviously false?”

Well, that is the way the matter was left. To me it did not seem
a bit conclusive. To him—he said this is the conclusive evidence
that an attack took place.

Well, it just did not appeal to me as being conclusive because
they obviously knew it was false.

Senator SYMINGTON. I think, if I may say so, Mr. Chairman, you
do not quite gather the import of the message. The basic import of
the message and the danger of having it known about the message,
it would seem to me, is the fact that whether or not the PT boat
commander was or was not telling the truth, the fact that we knew
what he said as evidencing the message showed that we broke the
code.

The CHAIRMAN. That is what he says is the reason.

Senator MUNDT. That is true, but it certainly does not make false
facts true. We knew they did not shoot it down. We knew we broke
the code.
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NORTH VIETNAMESE CAUGHT BY SURPRISE

Senator CHURCH. But there is this to say and that is they may
have taken this as an indication that an attack had been laid on,
that the PT boat commander was reporting back upon the attack,
and he either thought there were those casualties or either was
claiming for purposes of his own they may take the message as
some evidence——

The CHAIRMAN. Since that time—I did not know enough to ask
him. I did not know as much as you know here. I did not know
what to ask for and I knew nothing about this, but I wondered
since then if they were not referring to the next day’s activity when
they did shoot down two of our planes bcause we ourselves reported
that.

Out of these 64 sorties that we ran the next day and which
Wheeler testified to us before that we caught them completely un-
aware of an attack—you know, dead in the water, in their boats
and we sank—we destroyed a lot of them, but in those 64, we did,
somebody, they shot down two of our planes. You remember that
is in Wheeler’s testimony.

One of the things about Wheeler’s testimony that has since oc-
curred to me is he was so positive at the time—I mean when he
was here on August 6—was that they caught the PT boats of the
North Vietnamese completely unawares. The people were—not
alert at all; they were all lying in their berths, and we really de-
molished them.

It has occurred to me since—not at that time—that if they really
had an attack would they not surely expect some retaliation?
Would they all be sitting in their berths without any anticipation
whatever that we would do anything? It had not occurred to me at
the time, but since you read this now, you think, “Well now, it is
very odd if they really had engaged in an attack that within ten
hours they would all go back and forget about it and leave their
boats in their berths.”

1That is what Nitze thinks is a complete proof that all of this took
place.

Senator COOPER. May I ask a question at that point?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

CHRONOLOGY OF THE CABLE TRAFFIC

Senator COOPER. I know that in this chronology you have given
that 15 hours before the pupported attack that the boats did report
there was a radar track, and then there is no other message that
I can see in this record between that and the attack. Do you have
any other cables or are there many other—in that time evidently
something had happened because the air support had been sent.
Now, are there any cables to indicate air support was asked at a
certain time or what they said and all that?

Mr. BADER. The chronology, I think, Senator, in the back
gives

Senator COOPER. Before we do that, do we have other cables in
that other intervening time from the time they first reported that
there was a track, a radar track, or a contact or an actual attack,
and if there are any, it would seem to me it would indicate what
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they were seeing, whether or not they were seeing other boats, be-
cause when you read what McNamara says at the beginning, he
just says at certain times the Maddox identified other vessels and
yet there is nothing in this report to support that.

Mr. BADER. If you look on page 3 and 4 of the chronology rather
than the staff memo itself, this chronology in each case reflects a
cable was sent or at least in most cases reflects a cable was sent.
It is done in Eastern Daylight Time.

Senator Cooper, this reflects the cable traffic as it progressed on
August 4, that is in the events leading up to the attack, 12:01 a.m.,
but this is Washington time. But it gives the sequence. Maddox re-
ports it is at vicinity of Point Delta, then it reported at 1:13 a.m.
that two aircraft passed overhead and so forth.

SONAR VERSUS VISUAL SIGHTINGS

It is interesting to note, if you look on page 3 of that chronology,
that at 2:35 a.m. the Maddox reported materiel deficiency in its
sonar. This was prior to the attack. And the Department of De-
fense’s case outside of this intelligence challenge that the ships had
been attacked rests entirely on sonar reports from the Maddox.

Senator SYMINGTON. Not on the Turner Joy at all.

Mr. BADER. The Turner Joy never saw a torpedo on its sonar It
only said—some of the officers said they had seen a wake. It is a
curious situation when the Maddox, which was the one which was
reporting the torpedoes on sonar, and the Turner Joy was the one
that saw them visually, sonar versus visually.

Senator COOPER. Do you have the full text of these cables?

Mr. BADER. Yes, sir.

Senator COOPER. I think that would be important.

The CHAIRMAN. There is a full text, an enormous amount of docu-
ments. These are all taken from it. Mr. Bader has been working
on them all the time for quite a while.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S ADDRESS TO THE NATION

Senator GORE. Mr. Chairman, to complete this, and to illustrate
how rightly or wrongly the evidence may have been, how it was ex-
trapolated to inflame the people and Congress, let me read a few
selected sentences from the address of President Johnson on the
9tﬁ of—to the American people on television on the night of August
4th.

My fellow Americans, as President and Commander in Chief, it is my duty to the
American people to report that renewed hostile actions against United States ships
on the high seas in the Gulf of Tonkin have today required me to order the military
forces of the United States to take action in reply. Repeated acts of violence against
armed forces of the United States must be met not only with alert defenses but with
positive reply.

That reply has been given as I speak to you tonight. Air action is now in execution
against gunboats and certain supportive facilities of North Vietnam which have
been used in these hostile operations. In the larger gense this new act of aggression,
aimed directly at our own forces, again brings home to all of us in the United States
the importance of the struggle for peace and security in Southeast Asia. aggression
by terror against the peaceful villagers of South Vietnam has now been joined by
open aggression on the seas against the United States of America.

The determination of all Americans to carry out our full commitment to the people
and tf the Government of South Vietnam if will be redoubled by this outrage. Yet
are response for the present will be limited and fitting. We Americans know, al-
though others appear to forget, the risk of spreading conflict. We still seek no wider
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war. And just a few moments ago I was able to reach Senator Goldwater, and I am
glad to say that he has expressed his support of the statement that I am making
to you tonight.

And we passed the resolution I believe the next day.

Mr. BADER. It is curious to note that the North Vietnamese
strikes took place after the President spoke.

Senator SYMINGTON. I already noted that. 54s——

Senator HICKENLOOPER. An hour and a half later.

THE WISH OF THE COMMITTEE

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, what is your wish in this
matter?

The CHAIRMAN. Before you leave, John, I want to know what the
wish of the committee is.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Well, can we finish today, or will it be
this afternoon?

The CHAIRMAN. This is up to the committee. I have tried to de-
scribe how this took place. Mr. Bader happens to have been able
to read these. When 1 first saw some of the documents, there were
worse than Greek to me. I could not understand anything. He hap-
pens to have been a naval officer, CIA, and was able to decifer
what happened.

I think it is entirely a matter of the judgment of the committee
as to what should be done about it.

For example, do you wish to call any naval officers? Do you wish
to have testimony on any of these points that have been raised?

This is simply an interpretation of a document, plus these two—
three anonymous letters. There is nothing in this that, as you
know, that was verbal testimony.

I may say when [deleted] came to my office, we had no reporter
there but it is not available to this. There are some other letters.
There is a letter from Admiral True that has come that is not in-
cluded in this.

Senator SYMINGTON. Who is Mr. [deleted]?

The SHAIRMAN. Does the committee wish to go further into the
matter?

THE PROCEDURE BY WHICH THE DECISION TO GO TO WAR IS MADE

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Chairman, I am asking this for in-
formation before I say whether we should go further. What is our
objective? What are we seeking here?

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Missouri really outlines it. It
seems to me one of the first and foremost objectives is how ade-
quate is the procedure by which decisions to go to war are made.
Here is an illustration of the most recent action taken by—and this
committee certainly was part of it, every one of us except one voted
for it, and based upon this kind of information. I mean to me it is
a very serious matter how a country of this importance in the
world can make a decision of this kind to go to war.

Supposing this involved some kind of an incident with Russia. It
is all very well for us to sit off and take lightly jumping on a little
country of 17 million people or even North Korea. Supposing an in-
cident of comparable facts should take place with Russia?

Senator GORE. Or with North Korea?
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, of course we can slam North Korea. There
is no great danger. What I am talking about is an even more seri-
ous case of where, well, supposing we should go with this kind of
evidence, this kind of backing, and declare war on Russia. I think
that would really be something. But I think at the very least the
basis for the statement made to this committee by the Secretaries
of Defense, State, and General Wheeler is a very questionable one,
and if we are going to accept this kind of information upon which
we act as Senators, unanimously and, of course, included in this
was the Committee on Armed Services, they were here, too, as you
remember, represented by Senator Russell, I do not remember how
many, but a number of them, and we accept this as the facts, and
the country, in effect, declares war, at least—in the words of the
Under Secretary of State—at least the equivalent of a declaration
of war. He says that is what the Tonkin Gulf matter is. I think it
is a very serious matter. We are completely in their hands in this
kind of a report, if we do not at the very least take measures to
see that this kind of thing does not happen again.

CONTROL AND COMMAND PROCEDURES

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Well, Mr. Chairman, the point of my
question is is it leading to something, is it leading to a joint resolu-
tion. Is it leading to recommended statutory action? Is it leading
only to criticism or censure? I am not proposing any particular
thing except we are pointing toward here.

The CHAIRMAN. It seems to me

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Or is it just information?

The CHAIRMAN. It seems to me the very least it could lead to is
a very serious reconsideration of this, what is the name of it, eval-
uation control. What is this thing they are so proud of?

Mr. BADER. Command and control.

The Chairman. Command and control procedures by which deci-
sion to go to war is made.

A PRETEXT FOR GOING TO WAR

Senator CASE. Mr. Chairman, I think one of the suggestions, I
do not know that it has quite been put into these words, is that
the Defense Department, for purposes which it considered most pa-
triotic and necessary, decided that the time had come to stop shilly-
shallying with the commies and resist, and this was the time, and
it had to be contrived so that the President could come along, and
that the Congress would follow. That is one of the things.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I think historically whenever a country
wants to go to war it finds a pretext. We have had 5,000 pretexts
historically to go to war.

The CHAIRMAN. I think the question is whether or not we did
want to go to war. Let us assume for illustration, supposing it did
not happen, would this committee have wanted to go to war. Would
the committee, if they had just come up here and said, “Well, we
think it is time to go to war, and we would like a declaration of
war, the Government in South Vietnam is weak, it needs support,
Khanh is not very strong, he is weak, and we should do something
to strengthen his hand,” if we put it on this basis, would the com-
mittee have or not? I think this is a great question.
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Senator MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I must say this morning’s ses-
sion has raised some very troublesome questions for me. I came
here not believing that there was anything like the kind of evi-
dence which this very fine job of research has produced. Faced with
this much information, I think we would be collectively and indi-
vidually derelict in our duty if we stopped here. The question is,
What do we do? And I would like to suggest or at least it would
be helpful to me if you or we would ask the staff to go through all
this material which they have, some of which we have not even had
a chance to read, if they have got it all, and present us a sort of
a precis or brief analysis of where all this information and evi-
dence, in their opinion, conflicts with the facts, as they have been
presented to us in committee and publicly to the American people
so that we can see h