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Abstract

This is a study of the termination of asymmetrical limited
war. Its central thesis is that the major policy choices of
a great state's leadership in the closing stages of such a
war are best understood from an analysis of domestic
politics. Two analytic tasks are undertaken to support this
claim. The first task is to elaborate an institutional
conception of how domestic politics-influénces policy making
in asymmetrical limited war termination. An institutional
view of domestic politics exposes the strong influence which
domestic political motivations have on a President's foreign
policy decisions and illuminates domestic political processes
as powerful instruments which compel the President to respond
to domestic imperatives, even in the face of certain external
demands. The second analytic task is to defend this approach
to the study of war termination against the challenge of
structural realism. Wars seem particularly suited to
structural-realist analyses because they are essentially
contests of power. Knowing the distribution of power in the
international systemiand the location of the belligerents
within that system permits relatively certain predictions
regarding the outcome of a conflict: strong nations win wars
against weak nations. However, big nations don't always win
their small wars.—~ Moreover, the example of a great power
disengaging from an \undesirable war by means of a long,

protracted withdrawal "suggests some basis other than

-

%)




structural interests motivating state behavior. This paper
argues that that basis is domestic politics. The body of
this study applies a domestic politics analysis to the case
of U.S. efforts to end the Vietnam War---a war which America
lost to a much smaller power. Three focal points, or
critical war termination decisions, frame the analysis:
Lyndon Johnson's decision in 1968 to de-escalate the war;
Richard Nixon's decision in 1969 to Vietnamize the war,
withdraw American troops and negotiate a settlement; and
Nixon's decision to formally accept peace terms in 1973. The
institutional approach to domestic politics used here
suggests that because a President is fundamentally
politically motivated, he must be responsive to domestic
political considerations. Consequently, even foreign policy
decisions are, under certain circumstances, essentially

political.
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Abstract

This is a study of the termination of asymmetrical limited
war. Its central thesis is that the major policy choices of
a great state's leadership in the closing stages of such a
war are best understood from an analysis of domestic
politics. Two analytic tasks are undertaken to support this
claim. The first task is to elaborate an institutional
conception of how domestic politics influences policy making
in asymmetrical limited war termination. An institutional
view of domestic politics exposes the strong influence which
domestic political motivations have on a President's foreign
policy decisions and illuminates domestic political processes
as powerful instruments which compel the President to respond
to domestic imperatives, even in the face of certain external
demands. The second analytic task is to defend this approach
to the study of war termination against the challenge of
structural realism. Wars seem particularly suited to
structural-realist analyses because they are essentially
contests of power. Knowing the distribution of power in the
international system and the location of the belligerents
within that system permits relatively certain predictions
regarding the outcome of a conflict: strong nations win wars
against weak nations. However, big nations don't always win
their small wars. Moreover, the example of a great power
disengaging from an undesirable war by means of a long,

protracted withdrawal suggests some basis other than
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structural interests motivating state behavior. This paper

argues that that basis is domestic politics. The body of

this study applies a domestic politics analysis to the case
of U.S. efforts to end the Vietnam War---a war which America
lost to a much smaller power. Three focal points, or
critical war termination decisions, frame the analysis:
Lyndon Johnson's decision ir 1968 to de-escalate the war;
Richard Nixon's decision in 1969 to Vietnamize the war,
withdraw American troops and negotiate a settlement; and
Nixon's decision to formally accept peace terms in 1973. The
institutional approach to domestic politics used here
suggests that because a President is fundamentally
politically motivated, he must be responsive to domestic
political considerations. Consequently, even foreign policy
decisions are, under certain circumstances, essentially

political.
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Introduction

Why do large, powerful nations sometimes lose small,
limited wars? Why does it often take so long for great
states to end such wars? One expects large and powerful
nations to win their small wars and to do so in short order.
But history gives us a number of cases where our expectations
in this regard are disappointed. Britain's ill-fated Boer
war, and the shocking defeat of Russia at the hands of Japan
in the Russo-Japanese war of 1904-1905 are but two examples.
The decades following World War II provide further instances
of this phenomenon. The experience of France in Vietnam and
Algeria, the United States in Vietnam, and the Soviet Union
in Afghanistan all illustrate conflict involving belligerents
with grossly disproportionate power capabilities and conflict
in which the more powerful nation disengaged only with great
difficulty and without having realized its war aims. What is
it about limited war, the fighting nations, or both, that
yields such unanticipated results?

The limited wars cited here all share three striking
characteristics: first, in each, the principal belligerents
were dramatically mis-matched in power capabilities; large
nations fought small ones. Secondly, the war for the more
powerful state was limited, while the conflict for the weaker
state was total. Thus while the larger nation held an clear

power advantage, the stakes in the conflict generated




asymmetries of motivation which favored the smaller state.l
And finally, in each case, the more powerful nation failed to
defeat its smaller adversary and emerged from the conflict
with its international reputation severely damaged for the
experience. This study classifies these wars as asymmetrical
limited wars.?

The dominant paradigm in the study of international
relations, structural realism, holds that states are like
actors operating on a ‘'self-help' basis in an anarchic
international environment to safeguard their security and
sovereignty by maximizing their power. Inter-state relations

are characterized by competition and conflict.3 Structural

1 The importance of the phenomenon of asymmetry of
motivation was articulated and emphasized in the work of
Alexander George, David K. Hall and William R. Simons, The
Limits of Coercive Diplomacy, (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1971).

2 The term 'asymmetrical limited war' expands on the
notions of asymmetrical conflict as discussed in Andrew J.R.
Mack's "Why Big Nations Lose Small Wars," World Politics 27
(January 1975): 175-200. 1In the present study,
‘asymmetrical' refers to the power imbalance that exists
between the principal parties to a war and 'limited' refers
to the objectives sought in the war. The term 'asymmetrical
limited war' intentionally takes the perspective of the more
powerful nation. For the smaller adversary, we would
classify the wars under discussion here as asymmetrical total
wars.

3 The cornerstone works of structural realism are Hans J.
Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 4th ed. (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), and Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State,
and War (New York: Columbia University Press,1959), and

Theory of Interpational Politics (New York: Random House,
1979.)




realists view the state as a rational unitary actor and
explain state behavior from an analysis of the distribution
of power within the international system and the individual
state's position in that distribution. Structuralism assumes
that the motivation behind a state's behavior in its
international dealings is tightly linked to the state's
structural interests which includes such things as power and
reputation. The outcomes of asymmetrical limited war
suggest, however, that this strong linkage between a state's
international behavior and its structural interests might not
always be so tight. For the powerful nations in these wars,
motivation appears to be heavily dependent upon domestic
political imperatives, and these imperatives can vary

dramatically from a state’'s structural interests.

The present work is a study of war termination. Its
central thesis is that the major policy choices of a great
state's leadership in the closing stages of such a war are
best understood, not from an analysis of their structural
motivations, but rather from their domestic sources. This
assertion points to a potent, but often disregarded element
in foreign policy analysis: in the innumerable international
dealings between states that do not involve national
survival, the external stimulus of foreign policy accounts
for only a part---and in many cases only a small part---of
the substance of that policy; domestic political

considerations account for the rest. In other words, much of




a state's foreign policy---its timing, character, and
potency---is less a response to external motivations than to
domestic imperatives.

To support these claims, two analytic tasks are undertaken:
the first task is to elaborate an institutional conception of
how domestic politics influences policy making in
asymmetrical limited war termination. An institutional view
of domestic politics not only enlarges the cast of foreign
policy principals as originally formulated by Allison in his
model of bureaucratic politics,? it exposes the strong
influence which domestic political motivations have on a
President 's foreign policy decisions and illuminates domestic
political processes as powerful instruments which compel the
President to respond to domestic imperatives, even in the
face of certain external demands.

The second analytic task is to defend this approach to the
study of war termination against the strong challenge of
structural realism. To argue that domestic politics offers a
superior means of understanding some important instances of
war termination is to challenge structuralism in one of its
most secure domains---its power for predicting outcomes of
international conflict. Wars seem particularly suited to
structural-realist analyses for several reasons: first,

because the anarchic nature of the international system leads

4 Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision, (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1971.)




to competition between states, structural-realists do not
view war as an aberrant condition of the international
environment. Since security and sovereignty are enduring and
irreducible interests shared by every state, the fact that
nations might be moved to war to protect these interests is
perfectly anticipated; indeed, expected. Structuralism can
account for wars and their general character. Secondly, the
simplifying assumption of the state as a rational-unitary
actor appears particularly apt for nations at war. When core
interests are threatened, a nation's leadership tends to be
insulated from the political vicissitudes of its domestic
constituency. The state 'makes' certain decisions in war and
'takes' certain actions which are then explained by the
analyst who imputes values to the observed behavior. The
domestic political configuration is treated as extraneous
(though perhaps interesting) information that does not
importantly influence the analysis.® Thirdly, and most
relevant for our purposes, wars are contests of power.
Kncwing the distribution of power in the international system
and the location of the belligerents within that system

permits relatively certain predictions regarding the outcome

S 1f country A attacks country B, it is safe to assume
that B will respond in kind if it is able. That the
legislature or the executive was responsible for the decision
to react is less important to understanding the event than
the simple observation that B responded to A's attack.




of a conflict. Strong nations win wars and weak nations lose
them,

We have, however, a number of historical cases that don't
conform to the expectations of structural realism. The post-
war era alone offers several. In 1954 France was clearly
more powerful than Vietnam, yet in the wake of its disastrous
defeat at Dien Bien Phu was forced to withdraw in defeat from
its former colony. Similarly, the United States outstripped
North Vietnam in nearly every conceivable measure of power
during the course of its war with that nation, yet it engaged
in a long, protracted withdrawal; its war aims left
unfulfilled. And the experience of the Soviet Union in
Afghanistan offers but the most recent example of this same
phenomenon. When Mikhail Gorbachev became General Secretary
of the Communist Party in 1985, he declared that his nation
would end its war in Afghanistan. Yet the tortuous
withdrawal of Soviet forces has taken nearly four years to
complete, leaving many to wonder why it could not have been
accomplished more rapidly with less gratuitous loss of life.

The results of these wars demonstrate that contrary to the
expectations of structural realism, big nations don't always
win their small wars. Moreover, the example of clearly
superior powers disengaging from undesirable wars with less
able adversaries by means of a long, protracted withdrawal,
(forfeiting in the process the full achievement of their war

aims) suggests some basis other than structural interests




motivating state behavior. This paper argues that that basis
is domestic politics.

To be sure, when nations are moved to war to defend and
protect their very survival as a sovereign state---when
nations are moved to total war---structuralism offers a
powerful explanation for events; motivated by the need to
survive, the state will fight on until it defeats its
adversary or until it finds itself defeated. The great wars
of this century have often been called total wars. But many
wars are not total---not characterized by a fully mobilized
population focused on ensuring the survival of the state. 1In
these limited wars, such as the conflict that has simmered
for years between Libya and Chad, adversaries of
approximately equal strength vie with each other for some
limited objective---control of territory, for example---
rather than the extermination of one's opponent.

Asymmetrical limited war, however, differs from symmetrical
limited war. These are conflicts in which one belligerent
seeks limited objectives while its opponent perceives itself
locked in total war, and structuralism is pained to account
for these situations. We must look elsewhere for aid in
understanding this important class of events.

The present work takes some steps in this direction and
argues the merits of a domestic politics approach to some
important aspects of foreign policy. The termination of a
limited war involving unevenly matched adversaries suggests a

significant instance in which a domestic politics perspective




is a more appropriate means of apprehending reality. To
develop this claim, I examine one of the cases touched on
above: the termination of American involvement in Vietnam.
The ending of the war in Vietnam is an apt illustration of
the role of domestic politics in war termination for several
reasons which are derived in part from the nature of the
American democratic society and in part from the nature of
limited war. First, democracies, by their nature,
enfranchise more of the constituent society in governance
than do totalitarian or oligopolistic regimes. That is, when
compared to studies of nations in which the processes of
government are less, or virtually in-accessible to non-
governmental actors, an analysis of a democratic society
allows a fuller consideration of the role and influence of
domestic political factors in the policy making process.
Second, wars of relatively short duration that are decided
largely on the basis of military superiority offer few
opportunities for factors extraneous to the immediate
prosecution of the war to influence the conclusion of that
war. The converse is that the longer a war lasts, and the
more it appears that an end to the war cannot be brought
about through military efforts exclusively, the greater the
opportunity for other factors, namely domestic political
factors, to exercise an influence in the resolution of that
war. Indeed, this was the case during the closing stages of

Vietnam as it was earlier in the French defeat in Indochina.




Third, actual efforts to conclude U.S. involvement in
Vietnam provided an opportunity for domestic politics to play
a significant role in policy making not only because of the
sheer length of the termination process, but also because
that process overlay two Presidential and three Congressional
elections---political exercises which allow political
interests to become opportunities for policy influence.

Finally, war and its institutions reflect the social
environments from which they spring. All wars are fought
within a political context, and a focus on the role of
domestic politics in war termination illuminates the
essential relationship between military force and its
political purpose. The example of Vietnam suggests that when
the application of force becomes grossly disarticulated from
its political purpose, the war loses meaning and prompts a

nation to seek its exit from that war.

The study begins with a brief foray into the small but
growing body of scholarly literature which exists on war
termination. Much of the current work on war termination
consists of limited theoretical probes and impressionistic
though insightful treatments of the subject; some important
concepts regarding the termination of war have been
illuminated, and serve usefully to ground the present
undertaking. Chapter two offers an institutional analysis of
domestic politics related specifically to the issues and

processes of war termination. 1Its main thrust is that




because a President is at the fulcrum of a complex, often
unpredictable political process, he must be sensitive to and
often responsive (even when he would prefer not to be) to
political considerations. In consequence, even his foreign
policy decisions are, under certain circumstances, subject to
the familiar political techniques and gamesmanship which
characterize much of domestic policy. This work argues that
the termination of asymmetrical limited war is just such a
circumstance.

The body of this study considers the case of U.S. efforts
to end the Vietnam War. Three focal points, or critical war
termination decisions, were chosen to frame the analysis: a)
the point at which the leaders of the larger nation
consciously decides to end the war, as opposed to continue
the fighting; b) the way in which they chose to end it, and;
¢) their recognition that the war had indeed ended. These
theoretical points translate into specific questions
regarding the United States and Vietnam: a) When did the
American leadership determine that it had to actively
intervene to end the war, rather than let the fighting on the
battlefield determine its outcome? b) How would the war be
brought to a close? That is, given the decision that the war
had to end, how would this be accomplished? Through
negotiation? Immediate and unilateral withdrawal? Nuclear

bombs? and; c¢) What conditions would need to hold for the

10




belligerents to agree that the war had ended? That is, how
would they know the end of the war when they saw it?6

The beginning of the end of America's war in Vietnam is
fixed, for the purposes of this study, as March 31, 1968, the
date that Lyndon Johnson announced that he was suspending a
significant portion of the bombing of North Vietnam and would
seek to negotiate a settlement to the war. From this moment
onward, much of the policy effort in Washington shifted from
war fighting (to achieve military 'victory') to war
terminating.

Given, then, that the war would end, the question became
one of how? The new President, Richard Nixon, adopted a
manifold strategy to end the war: he would attempt to
negotiate a settlement with North Vietnam while gradually
handing over the principal responsibility for fighting the
war to the South Vietnamese in a process known as
Vietnamization. In tandem with these actions, the President
began to order the withdrawal of American troops from Vietnam
at first sporadically, but later on a more regular basis
geared often to the requirement to maintain domestic
political acceptance of his overall policy. Importantly,

while the withdrawal of American troops was originally

6 In limited war, recognizing the end of the war 'when you
see it,' approximates the point of war termination. 1In total
war the ending point is marked by the defeat of ocne's
adversary. In limited war, total defeat is not a goal of the
fighting and therefore it becomes more difficult to determine
the conditions which will signal the conclusion of the war.

11




contingent upon the mutual withdrawal of North Vietnamese
forces from South Vietnam, by May 1971, the U.S. had dropped
this demand and continued its withdrawals on a unilateral
basis. The possibility existed that the war would end for
the United States, if not through a negotiated settlement,
than through the simple absence of American combat forces in
Vietnam.

The point at which the belligerents agreed that the war,
for the United States, was over, is fixed as the date on
which the Paris Accords were signed, January 27, 1973. Some
may take issue with this date, arguing that the war did not
end until the fall of Saigon on April 30, 1975, over two
years later. While there are strong arguments in favor of
this date as the point at which the war ended for the
Vietnamese, for the United States, the war was already over.
U.S. ground combat operations had ceased several years before
and there is little evidence to suggest that Nixon could have
succeeded in re-introducing American soldiers onto the
Indochina peninsula even if he had been so inclined---an
inclination which the record also does not support.
Additionally, we could not have foreseen the overrunning of
Saigon in April 1975 from the vantage point of January 1973
(though few would argue the tenuous nature of the 'peace’
that immediately followed the signing of the Paris Accords).
Moreover, the possibility cannot be excluded that, had the
Watergate revelations not compelled Nixon to resign and so

thoroughly undermined many of the powers of the American
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Presidency, he would have taken stronger measures, short of

renewed combat, to assist South Vietnam in its crisis of late
1974-early 1975 (although to do so the President would have
had to overcome or bypass strong Congressional and public
opposition.)? Aanalytically and substantively, the signing of
the Paris Accords marked the end of the war for the United
States. Though hostilities did again break out between North
and South Vietnam, this can be represented as the beginning
of a new war.8

These three Presidential decisions: Johnson's decision in
1968 to de-escalate the war; Nixon's decision in 1969 to
Vietnamize the war and withdraw American troops; and the
decision to formally declare the war to be at an end in 1973,
represent the significant policy choices taken during the
process of ending U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War.

Each of these decisions occurs within a structural
framework and lies imbedded in a particular domestic
political condition. It is a burden of this study to
demonstrate that the policy decisions under examination here
are, in the main, Presidential responses to the domestic

political imperatives, and not to the structural conditions

7 Evidence presented in the epilogue supports this
contention.

8 Indeed, in late 1973, South Vietnamese President Nguyen
Van Thieu announced the beginning of a 'third Indochina war.'
See "The End of the Tunnel: 1973-1975" in Vietnam, A

Television History. Public Broadcasting Service, WGBH,
Boston, 1983.
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(indeed, one might argue that the decisions were made in
spite of the perceived structural demands). This study must
convincingly establish that, in important circumstances such
as an asymmetrical limited war that develops into a
prolonged, costly stalemate, domestic political
considerations can play a major role in foreign policy,
particularly when strong structural incentives militate
against the policy chosen. If successful, this work will add
to our understanding of the strength and play of domestic

politics in foreign policy.
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Chapter 1

Theoretical Issues in War Termination

War termination has been, despite spurts of furious
activity, generally neglected as a field of study. This
academic slight is somewhat odd, given scholars preoccupation
with why and how wars begin. Though many observers believe
that if the causes of war can be thoroughly understood,
perhaps we can arrive at the point where wars can be
prevented, the experience of this century is evidence enough
to suggest that the efforts of scholars and great thinkers
pondering the questions of why wars start have brought them
no closer to eliminating the object of their study.

This realization, one would think, might have served to
inspire those same scholars to seek an understanding of how
wars end, given that they invariably seem to start. But
this has not been the case; war termination remains largely
unexplored theoretical territory. While it appears that
scholars are slowly beginning to embrace war termination as

an interesting and important field of study,! much work

1 The most recent efforts include work by C.R. Mitchell
and Michael Nicholson, "Rational Models and the Ending of

Wars," Journal of Conflict Resolution 27 (September 1983):
495-520; Paul J. Pillar, Negotiating Peace: War Termination
as a Bargaining Process. Princeton: University Press, 1983;

Francis A. Beer and Thomas F. Mayer, "Why Wars End: Some

Hypotheses," Review of International Studies 12 (April
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remains---particularly in the area of developing a systematic
analytical framework within which one can understand the
numerous factors and the means through which they interrelate
in the war termination process.

The ending of a war is influenced by structural systemic
considerations, such as the relative power distribution
between belligerents and their alliance configurations; by
factors related directly to the conduct of the war such as
the belligerents' relative military superiority or ambiguity
surrounding the question of just which side is indeed the
stronger; by factors related to the non-military attempts of
the belligerents to resolve their differences (i.e.
negotiations); and by factors dealing with the domestic
political situation within the nations at war. While an
analysis of each of these sets of factors provides some
insight into the dynamic of settling a war, none is itself
sufficient for understanding that process in its entirety.
Some are, however, better than others for understanding why

asymmetrical limited wars end when and how they do.

By way of a general beginning, let us consider the
following questions: Why are wars, the most costly means of
settling international dispute, apparently very difficult to

stop once they have started? How do national decision-

1986): 95-106; Leon V. Sigal, Fighting toc a Finish, Ithaca:

Cornell University Press, 1988.




makers, once having arrived at the decision that a war must
end, end the war? Which factors speed this process; which
prevent it? How does the process of war termination shape
the character and scope of the settlement agreement? The
present work takes the position that an analysis of war
terminaticn from a domestic politics perspective suggests
interesting and useful answers to these questions.

Though this study explicitly deals with the domestic
political structure of the United States, I believe its
central arguiient can be abstracted for wider application for
societies similarly structured. Many of the industrialized
nations which make up the modern international system share
certain characteristics, and the notion of domestic politics
used here captures the essence of this similarity.

Within the governments of the industrialized nations of
the world there are individuals, or a small group of
individuals, who command the power to make foreign policy
decisions affecting the entire nation. In the United States
this power rests largely in the office of the President, in
Great Britain with the Prime Minister, and in the Soviet
Union with the General Secretary of the Communist Party and
the Politburo. Moreover, the majority of these societies
have some larger representative body organized to address the
needs of the larger population. In the United States this is
Congress, in the Federal Republic of Germany this is the
Bundestag, and in France the Parliament. In each of these

nations, the government has a bureaucracy to attend to its

17




administrative needs, and a military to guarantee the
sovereignty of the country, and further, there are extra-
governmental organizations such as industry, the media and
interest groups which exert influence in the policy making
process (with varying degrees of opportunity and success.)
It is to these societies, the modern industrialized nations
of the world, which the discussion of domestic politics as

presented here might be applied.?

Surveying the Field

I would misrepresent the actual state of affairs if I were
to speak of the 'literature' on war termination. But the
collection of articles, scholarly and otherwise, and the few

compendia concerned with war termination, represent written

2 The use of this view of domestic politics and war
termination has certain limitations. I see them principally
as two stemming from consideration of the type of society at
war, and the type of war being waged. An institutional view
of domestic politics seems inappropriate when applied to
certain developing nations. In these states, the
relationship among the different agencies of government or
between the government and the governed might resemble that
of industrialized nations only at the limits of intellectual
tolerance. Clearly a sense of domestic politics derived from
an industrialized western nation is less useful for
understanding how societies of a radically different type
would end its wars. Secondly, a domestic politics analysis
might itself be inappropriate for understanding how certain
kinds of wars end---i.e. a war in which the objectives for
both sides are total, or a war of exceedingly short duration.
The present discussion of war termination attempts to
understand the role of domestic politics in the process of
ending a war by drawing on a specific society---the United
States, in a specific war---Vietnam. I invite application of
the essential theoretical argument to other societies in
other wars to test the limits of its applicability.
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knowledge on the subject to date, and it is with this body of
work that one must begin.3 Within this material, agreement
on certain fundamental concepts remains elusive. The
expression “"termination" is itself problematic and has been
considered both the point at which a war has ended and the
process through which that ending was achieved. In the
absence of formal instruments of war termination,
establishing the point at which a war has ended presents a
particularly difficult problem. How do we distinguish a
cessation of hostilities or cease-fire from a more or less
stable peace settlement?? More generally, how do we know
that a war has terminated; and how can we specify exactly
what that means? Did the Vietnam war 'end' in 1973, with the
signing of the Paris Peace Accords, or in 1975 with the
evacuation of Saigon? Or indeed, did it rage several years
more, only without the United States? Or did the war itself,
in fact, rage from the late 1940s to the late 1970s, with the
cast of actors changing on a constant stage?

Despite its shortcomings, the literature on war termination
can be considered several ways, and indeed, hardly any two

literature surveys of existing material are organized

3  The relevant literature is cited throughout the
references in this chapter.

4 For a discussion of the distinctions see Janice Gross
Stein, "War Termination and Conflict Resolution, or How Wars
Should End," Jerusalem Journal of International Relations 1
(Fall 1975): 1-27.
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similarly.5 In this study, I consider theories of war

Michael Handel has identified five categories of
research into which work on war termination has generally
fallen—--normative, economic, international law, diplomatic
history and theory of international relations ("War
Termination-A Critical Survey", Jerusalem Papers on Peace
Problems, Jerusalem, 1978). Normative studies of war
termination consider the moral implications of war and peace.
This category is by no means consensual, including both 'just
war' theories and the so-called 'peace studies.' Economic
studies of war termination center around the potential
economic impact of continued war or imminent peace. These
studies, like their opposite numbers which seek to explain a
war's origin, trace the roots of any meaningful action in a
war termination process to an economic source. Resolution of
hostilities is obtained when the economic equilibrium
between belligerents is either restored by choice or imposed
by necessity.

International law focuses more precisely on the treaties
and other means by which nations formally draw hostilities to
a close. This is perhaps the most coherent body of literature
on the subject, if only for the length of time formal
documents have been employed by men to record their
agreements. Diplomatic history provides a rich and detailed
account of events leading up to and during the war
termination process, but gives little or no theoretical frame
on which to hang the facts so faithfully represented. Handel
suggests that the most fruitful body of study has been in his
last category of international relations theory, and it is
within this category that the present study is conducted.

As an alternative approach, Berenice A. Carroll in a
useful, though now dated, review of war termination
hypotheses observed that there were five general categories
of questions regarding how wars are brought to a close:
definition and classification (e.g. How does one define the
point at which a war ends?), descriptive or quantitative
(e.g. What are the types and frequencies of wars' ends
throughout history?), analytical (e.g. Can factors be
discerned which account for war termination? Does every war
have a 'decisive battle'?), evaluative (e.g. What does the
manner in which a war concludes foretell of the subsequent
peace?), and policy (e.g. What are the conditions under
which an advantageous close to war is possible?). Berenice A.
Carroll "How Wars End: An Analysis of Some Current
Hypotheses" Journal of Peace Research 6 (1969): 295-321, pp.
296-297. Though she focused on the hypotheses derived from
the descriptive and analytical sets of questions,
classification, evaluation and policy implications of war
termination have had their advocates. In another effort,
Carroll divided existing war termination theories into two
categories: "fightlike and gamelike." See her discussion in
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termination by dividing them somewhat arbitrarily according
to the levels of analysis in conventional use in American
Political Science: structural/systemic, strategic
interaction, decision-making, and domestic politics. But
before doing this, two points deserve discussion in order to
clarify the concept of war termination as it is used in the
present work.

The first point concerns an implicit assumption often made
in studies of war that the end of the war always leads to the
beginning of the peace. This assumption eguates war with
conflict and termination with peace. 1In fact, political
conflict may continue by non-military means even after the
formal, organized fighting stops. No one, for example, would
assert that with the conclusion of the Yom Kippur war in
1973, Egypt, Syria, and Israel were not still in conflict;
and few officials in Saigon believed that their troubles were
over with the drying of the ink in Paris. There is a useful,

and indeed necessary, distinction to be made between war

"War Termination and Conflict Theory: Value Premises,
Theories and Policies" in The Anpnals of The American Academy
of Political and Social Science 392 (November 1970), pp. 14-
29.

Wallace Thies makes use of yet a different approach.
Observing two key elements in the war termination process, 1)
bargaining and signalling between belligerents, and 2) the
conceptual models each side uses in interpreting the other's
actions, Thies uses these as a typological basis for
organizing and assessing past studies of war termination.
Wallace J. Thies, "Searching for Peace: Vietnam and the
Question of How Wars End." Polity 7 (Spring 1975): 304-333,
pp. 313.
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termination and conflict resolution. The first is clearly a
necessary, though not sufficient condition for the latter.6
Thus for the purposes of this study, war termination is the
process by which nations involved in armed struggle over the
pursuit of incompatible objectives end that involvement.

With a war's end, conflict may still exist, but the method of
brokering the conflict comes under a different set of rules.
The second point regards the scope of war termination---
that is, war termination for whom? It is clear that for wars
involving more than two belligerents, war termination becomes

a much more complicated business. The end of wars in which
obligated alliances (where an ally is bound to continue
fighting so long as the main belligerent does) or coalition
warfare are present imply that when at the time of
termination, all parties to the conflict cease fighting. But
what of those situations where a party to a conflict,
principal or otherwise, leaves early, or changes the nature
of its commitment? Has the war been terminated? An answer
to this question lies in the careful specification of the
subject of analysis. The United States in Vietnam provides an
example.

From 1965 until 1973, the United States maintained an
active ground force commitment in South Vietnam representing,

for the balance of those years, the strongest belligerent

6 Handel, Ibid., p. 10. See also, Stein, Ibid.
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opposed to North Vietnam. But with the signing of the Paris

Accords in January 1973, the U.S. withdrew its remaining

combat forces, and assumed a secondary role in the conflict
supporting the South Vietnamese who assumed the position of
principal belligerent.

In the interest of clarity then, any treatment of war
termination must explicitly establish its analytical domain.
For our purposes, war termination is not simply the end of
"...the condition which prevails while groups are contending
by arms," but rather the condition which obtains when a
belligerent ceases its attempt to resolve its differences
with its adversary principally through the means of force.’
For the United States, the Vietnam war ended in Paris on
January 27, 1973.

Having specified the conception of war termination used in
this study, I turn now to a consideration of available
theories. As previously mentioned, I have divided up
existing work into structural and sub-structural groupings to
evaluate how well they account for the phenomena in which I
am interested. We will first examine structural-systemic

theories and the hypotheses they generate.

Structural Theories

7 Drawn from Quincy Wright A Study of War (Chicago:
University Press, 1965), p. 8, ff.
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Structural theories of war termination are derived from
consideration of the anarchic nature of the international
system, the distribution of power among the member states,
and the self-regarding behavior of those states particularly
regarding issues of security and sovereignty. One survey of
theoretical issues associated with war termination suggests
several structural hypotheses which stem from three
dimensions of the international system: aggregation,
polarization and militarization.8

Aggregation refers to a process whereby smaller units of
the world system are incorporated into larger units. States
are not only known by their sovereign identity but also by
their membership in international unions. Defense and
economic associations are the most common manifestations of
increased international aggregation. The existence of many

or large such associations imply increased agreement among

8 Francis A. Beer and Thomas F. Mayer. "Why Wars End:
Some Hypotheses." Review of International Studies 12 (April
1986): 95-106, especially pp. 100-103. Though their
discussion of structural/systemic hypotheses is extremely
limited, it represents, to date, the only explicit effort of
its type and is therefore examined in some detail here. The
present discussion of structural hypotheses of war
termination draws heavily on the parameters of the
international structure presented in their work but also
suggests an expanded interpretation of those systemic
characteristics. Though beyond the scope of this project, a
good deal of additional research on structural factors, such
as the role of third party intermediaries, the influence of
geographical proximity of the war zone, and the international
reputational effects associated with victory or defeat
remains to be done. See also Francis A. Beer, Peace Against
Waxr: The Ecology of Internatiopnal Violence (San Francisco:
W.H. Freeman, 1981.)
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nations on a wide range of interaction and on the norms
associated with that interaction. Aggregation is manifested
in such things as internaticnal law, transnational cultural
organizations, and economic markets.

Polarization refers to the differences among nations which
take shape and persist within the international system.9 The
ideological differences of the NATO-Warsaw Pact rivalry
manifest security differences, but economic polarization can
also exist. North-South studies which have focused on the
dependent relationships that sprang from the days of colonial
imperialism have highlighted economic polarization between
the relatively wealthy, industrialized nations and the
poorer, developing states.

Militarization is defined as the degree to which nations
are inclined to resort to military means to resolve their
differences. The greater the disparity in military
capabilities among nation states, the higher the tendency for
war to result. Conversely, as parity in military
capabilities increases, the tendency toward war decreases.
Each of these three dimensions of the international system
offers certain insights regarding war termination. Among the

hypotheses the theorists draw:

9 According to Beer and Mayer, polarization can occur
along any or all of three dimensions: differentiation,
inequality and instability, and, while each of these
dimensions suggests hypotheses regarding war termination,
they will not all be addressed in this survey, the interested
reader is referred to pages 101-2 in their article.
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If aggregation increases, the probability of
terminating an ongoing war also increases.l?

In the process of aggregation, nations tend to share more and
more common interests, or at least share notions of how
interests are pursued. Because interaction norms increase in
systems with high levels of aggregation, there are more
mechanisms by which warring nations can resolve their
differences without resorting to additional warfare.

Further, because of increased interaction among nations in
general, the contending parties have greater incentives and

an expanded basis on from which to cooperate.

Polarization refers essentially to the amount of latent
conflict within an international system, and the extent to
which polarization is or is not prevalent in a system has
implications for war termination. Thus the hypothesis:

Decreasing instability of the international

context in which a war takes place will shorten

the duration of that war.ll
The implication is that a generally stable international
system would encourage belligerents to settle armed disputes
as rapidly as possible. This is not to suggest that a system
which is unstable will discourage early termination, but

while an unstable system might not necessarily prolong a war,

it clearly does little to encourage peace.

10 peer and Mayer, Ibid., p. 100.

11 Beer and Mayer, Ibid., p. 101.
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Within an international system generally characterized by a
tendency toward militarism, that tendency encourages, and is

itself strengthened, by war. A system in which the tendency

toward militarism is more diffuse is less prone to resolution
of its international disputes through war. But while the
general character of the international system has an
influence on the termination of a war, the extent to which
one or both of the belligerent nations feels constrained by
the international system suggests the extent to which,
despite their own militaristic inclinations, these nations

might be inclined to seek an end to their armed conflict.

An implicit assumption of realist theories of international
relations is that a state's behavior is tightly linked to its
structural interests. Such a realpolitik view of things
would ascribe three fundamental interests to all states:
first, the acquisition and maintenance of power relative to
other states; second, the safeguarding of national security
and the preserving of sovereignty; and third, the maintenance
and enhancement of national reputation within the system of
states. If these structural interests indeed motivate a
state's international behavior, we might derive from them
some hypotheses regarding the termination of asymmetrical
limited wars. Let us consider the first structural interest:
power.

A great nation involved in an asymmetrical limited war is

not taxed to the limits of its power resources in the
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conflict. If nations are motivated by the pursuit of power,
it would seem that in some sense, the power to be gained as a
result of victory in the limited war must exceed that lost
through the armed conflict. Therefore a simple cost-benefit
analysis using the factor of national power yields the
following hypothesis:
Great states will seek to end their

involvement in limited wars when the power

lost in the conduct of the war threatens to

exceed that expected to be gained through

military victory.

The second structural interest---the safeguarding and
preserving of national security and sovereignty---at first
blush seems to suggest little for the termination of
asymmetrical limited wars. The security and sovereignty of a
great state is normally not threatened when that state
becomes involved in a limited war, particularly when it
enjoys a decided power advantage over its adversary.
Nevertheless, in democratic societies, there appears to be a
complex relationship between a nation's security and its
participation even in limited war.

One of the legacies of the French Revolution is the fact
that democracies wage major wars as a society. When war
threatens to become an enormously costly undertaking, the
whole of a society becomes party to the conflict, and the
leadership faces the task of mobilizing the population to
support the war effort. "National Security" is a strong

justification which motivates vpeople to accept the death and
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destruction incurred in war. The cry goes up that the war
must be fought lest life as we know it disappear. Even in
limited war, where the security and sovereignty of a great
power is not in proximate danger, this rationale can be
applied with some force. A limited war must be fought, the
argument goes, because although this particular conflict does
not seriously threaten us, our failure to respond (or our
response ending in failure) could lead to further, worse
challenges in the future. This connection, however remote,
between national security and the willingness of a state to
take up arms yields the following:
A great power will seek to end its limited

war when the conditions obtain that lead to a

judgement that no its wvital interests are no

longer threatened.

It is important to recognize that victory for the great
power---that is its defeat of the lesser state---is not the
only condition which would persuade the great nation that its
vital interests are not longer threatened. Protracted
limited wars in which the belligerents find themselves mired
in stalemate may result in a reevaluation of the original
basis for the war inducing the leadership and the people of
the great state to conclude that the threat as formerly

perceived no longer exists.

A final structural incentive centers on the nation's
reputation in the international system. Essentially the

generalized estimate which nations have of each other,
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reputation forms the basis of one state's predictions
regarding the future conduct of another. Nations have
incentives to behave in ways that preserve their
international reputation. A number of benefits accrue to
nations as a result of their international reputation. A
powerful state has an especially strong interest in
maintaining its reputation as a great nation, particularly as
its power begins to wane.

The desire to preserve one's reputation can influence the
action a great state takes in attempting to terminate a
limited war. 1Indeed, reputational concerns are particularly
poignant for large, powerful nations involved in asymmetrical
limited wars, for at least two reasons. First, large nations
are not expected to lose small wars or to have enormous
difficulty in winning them. And secondly, while great powers
are expected to ‘'win' such wars, they must be mindful of the
rules of proportionality in their pursuit of victory. The
complete annihilation of a lesser state by a more powerful
nation in a limited war can undermine the reputation of the
latter who is expected to moderate the application of its own
power. Either the defeat of the larger nation or the
excessiyg‘usg_qf_military power in victory can do a good deal
of damage to the reputation of a great power state.

Because a damaged reputation results in diminished
influence, the need to 'save face' can induce certain

behaviors. These considerations suggest the following

30




hypothesis regarding the role of reputation in a state's
efforts to terminate an asymmetrical limited war:
Great states will seek to end their
limited wars to avoid incurring adverse
raeputational effects.

The vital security of a powerful nation is not generally
threatened in a limited war with a smaller adversary,
therefore we might expect to see states acting to end a war
in order to preserve their reputation under any of the
following conditions: when the prospects of a military defeat
appear high; when they become entrenched in an indecisive
stalemate; or when they appear able to secure victory only

through the massive application of military might.

Strategic Interaction

There is another group of hypotheses regarding war
termination which is derived from consideration of the
strategic interaction between the belligerents. By focusing
on the interdependent decision-making of nations at war, a
strategic interaction analysis reveals the dynamics of
signalling and bargaining attendant to efforts to negotiate a
settlement to a war. 1In an analysis of this type, we can
gain some understanding of policy outcomes (i.e. whether to
end a war and what the nature of that termination will be) as
a function of the decisions a nation's leaders make in

response to the perceived actions and intentions of its
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opponent .12 The military exhaustion of the capacity to wage

war, mutual or unilateral, is an outcome of the strategic
interaction between belligerents. The following hypothesis
is derived from a consideration of this extreme state:

Wars will end when the belligerents have
exhausted their war-making capabilities.

This hypothesis implies mutual exhaustion, and wars have
ended in this fashion; the state of the recent war between
Iran and Iraq approximates a war terminated through mutual
exhaustion.l3 However, unilateral exhaustion would also
precipitate the ending of a war---wars cannot go on if there
is only one belligerent left fighting.

At the opposite end of the spectrum from the complete
depletion of the ability to wage war, is the overwhelming
ability not only to wage, but to win war. Clear military

superiority suggests the following:

12 For a useful discussion of the complexities of
bargaining as a strategic interaction problem in which
belligerents attempt to manipulate each other's values and
perceptions of them, see Glenn H. Snyder and Paul Diesing,
Conflict Among Natiopns (Princeton: University Press, 1977),
chapter 3, Other valuable treatments include the whole of
Fred C. Iklé's How Natjons Negotiate (New York: Harper and
Row, 1964), the second chapter of Thomas Schelling's The
Strategy of Conflict, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1960), and chapter five of Schelling's Arms and Influence
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966).

13 But this is only an approximation. The winding down of
this war is perhaps better explained through Iran and Iraqg's
mutual recognition that the military stalemate could not be
altered by additional fighting which would only lead to
further mutual exhaustion. (I am indebted to Alexander
George for this clarification.)
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A war will end when one nation militarily

overwhelms (or effectively threatens ¢to

overwhelm) the other.

This is perhaps the most conventional view of war
termination. Wars end when one side 'beats' the other. War
termination here implies a clear winner and loser. But
obviously there are those wars which have ended more
ambiguously or with mixed outcomes.

Negotiation and bargaining in the process of ending a war
is founded, in part, on the notion that warfare itself is a
bargaining process by which belligerents seek to settle a
dispute.l? By considering an entire war and its termination
process as a complex bargaining problem, several hypotheses
suggest themselves:

A war will end when the belligerent nations reach

some measure of accommodation of the war

objectives of each through concession or quid pro
quo.
Or, since wars are means by which belligerent nations reduce
their uncertainty regarding either their opponent's
commitment to their stated war objectives or the opponent's
ability to accomplish those objectives, we might surmise

Wars will tend to end when belligerent nations

resolve their uncertainty regarding the

opponent's commitment to war aims and their

ability to achieve those aims.

This hypothesis anticipates several scenarios. Since the

resolution of uncertainty occurs both as a result of the

14 gee Paul J. Pillar, Negotiating Peace (Princeton:
University Press, 1983), p. 3.
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progress of the war and the progress of negotiations, war
termination tends to occur when uncertainty is resolved,
regardless of whether it is resolved mutually or
unilaterally. That is, the tendency for a nation to pursue a
military solution, as against a negotiated settlement is
increased when that nation perceives an unwillingness on the
part of its opponent to fight on (through a realization that
its opponent is irresolute over its war aims and seeks to
modify its demands during negotiations via important
concessions) .

Alternatively, the tendency for a nation to seek a
negotiated end to a war would be increased if it perceived
that its opponent was unwavering in its commitment to
achieving its war aims with a demonstrated willingness to
fight to the 'bitter end' to achieve them. This realization
can induce the first nation to modify its utility for its
own war aims in the face of certain prolonged struggle with a
steadfast opponent. The situation between the United States
and Japan at the close of World War II approaches this
condition. Although America was not prepared to negotiate
with Japan over the latter's capitulation, it did modify its
demand of unconditional surrender and allow Emperor Hirohito
to remain as head of that nation. Scholars have argued
convincingly that the change in the position of the United

States on this issue was due directly to its desire to hasten
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the surrender of Japan and avoid additional, unnecessary,

combat .15

A war's end is often seen as a direct function of a
nation's success or failure to achieve its war aims. But the
war aims of belligerents can change over the course of the
war. If a war is going particularly well, a nation might be
moved to seek even greater objectives. For example, a nation
might enter a war in response to the aggressive behavior of
another with the aim of reestablishing the status quo ante.
Finding itself victorious however, it might be inclined to
pursue the transgressor further to 'punish' it for causing
the war in the first place, or in the extreme, annihilate it
altogether. Conversely, if a war is going poorly, a nation
can be induced to pare its original war aims down to the bare
minimum, i.e. survival as a national entity, in order to end
the war. If we can consider wars as armed disagreements, we
might hypothesize that

A war will end when the minimum, irreducible

demands (or objectives) of the opponents no

longer conflict.

Derived from the complex relationship between belligerents
which underlies the fundamental conflict, this hypothesis

presumes that wars cannot end as long as a belligerent nation

15 See, for example, Paul Kecskemeti, Strategic Surrender,
Palo Alto, California: Stanford University Press, 1958; and

Leon V. Sigal, Fighting to a Finish, Ithaca: Cornell

University Press, 1988.
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perceives that its minimum interests conflict with those of
its opponent. The future of the Thieu regime in the Vietnam
negotiations serves as a modest example to illustrate the
point. For some time the North Vietnamese would not agree to
a settlement in Paris as long as the Thieu government was
allowed to remain in power in the South. For many months
this issue was arguably the most significant obstacle to the
conclusion of a peace settlement with the United States. 1In
October of 1972, however, the North modified its demand, and
dropped its insistence that Thieu go before they would agree
to a cease-fire. This modification represented a major
breakthrough in the talks and formal cease-fire agreement

followed within months.

Decision-Making

One has only to leaf casually through the memoirs of the
world's great leaders to develop a sense of the importance an
individual can have in the shaping and timing of significant
international events. Has the presence (or absence) of a key
decision-maker or other significant individual, perhaps a
third party mediator, been decisive in a war termination
process? How does one's image of the opponent (the conceptual
model a key decision-maker has of his adversary) contribute
to the ease or difficulty with which a war is terminated?
How has misperception affected leaders' interpretations of

their opponent's actions? The best answers to these
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questions are suggested by study of historical examples and
the theoretical work on decision-making.

In addition to the opinions expressed by the great leaders
of history as they reminisce in print, many scholars have
come to appreciate the singular importance a powerful
individual can come to have in world affairs. One analyst
has observed that, particularly during times of war, "the
influence of a single individual is accentuated, and the
possible damage he may inflict by delaying or evading a
decision to end war is even greater than that caused by
hesitancy in times of peace."16 Presumably this heightened
influence has equally great potential for success through the
strength of a compelling personality or timely and decisive
decision-making.

In one study of war termination, the influence of a key
leader was determined to be the single most important factor
in the institution of post-war settlements which have
produced relatively lengthy periods of peace.17 Though other
factors combined to create conditions which favored these
enduring settlements, this study highlights the strong
leader, who, capitalizing on favorable opportunities and

controlling adversities, 'made' the peace happen. While it

16 Handel, Op. Cit., p. 18.

17 Nissan Oren, "Prudence In Victory: The Dynamics of
Post-War Settlements,"™ Aspen Institute for Humanistic
Studies, 1977.
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is not unreasonable to believe that dominant individuals play
important roles in the conduct of interstate affairs, in the
modern era, the instance of a national leader ending a war
through singular efforts is seldom encountered in the
historical record. Charles DeGaulle's role in ending the
French-Algerian war is a notable exception. His example
suggests an interesting hypothesis particularly suited to the
type of war of interest in this study:

When domestic forces are badly divided over the

desirability of an unfavorable termination, the

existence and influence of a strong leader is
necessary to end the war,.

Apart from studies of individual cases, the decision-making
framework is less often applied to theoretical studies of war
termination, but theoretical models at this level of analysis
hold promise for greater insight into the why and how of the
war termination process that cannot be easily or adequately
answered by structural theories.

Rational choice theory, based on the assumptions that
decision makers are rational utility maximizers confronting
choice opportunities under conditions of uncertainty or risk
suggests the following general hypothesis:

Wars end when national decision-makers calculate

that the costs of continued fighting outweigh the

costs of settling the disputae.

Game theory, a subset of rational choice, suggests that

decision-making in war termination (indeed, decision-making
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in general) might be modeled.l® pPrisoner's Dilemma is a
classic game where decision-makers, faced with uncertainty,
realize that while their 'payoff' depends in part on the
decision of the other player (in war, the opponent), they
have no control over the other player's decision. 1In cases
such as these, the most efficacious strategy depends on
whether or not the game is iterative (tit for tat is best),
or single play ('minimax' is best). Expected utility is
another means of apprehending decision-making under
conditions of uncertainty. According to expected utility
theory, decision-makers assign probabilities to the expected
states of nature which might occur and choose strategies
based on the expected utility associated with each. The
following hypothesis might be derived from an expected
utility analysis:

If the difference in the expected utility each

belligerent associates with a particular war

outcome is great, the tendency for the war to end
is decreased.

For each outcome that can result from a conflict, the value
that one nation places on that outcome can be completely
different from the value that its opponent has for that same
outcome. For example, in a war where Country A desires the
complete military defeat of Country B, this result is

obviously not particularly valued by Country B, though it is

18 1 thank Terry Moe and Bruce Bueno de Mesquita for their
comments on this section.
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highly valued by Country A. The above hypothesis suggests

that since the expected utilities for this possible outcome
are so far apart the prospects for war termination are
diminished.

One rational approach to war termination has proposed that
a view of war termination as a process wherein belligerent
nations make rational calculations reveals a necessary
condition for war termination.l® Unless both parties to a
conflict believe that they can be made better off by a
settlement, the war will continue: "[aln agreement (either
explicit or implicit) to end a war cannot be reached unless
the agreement makes both sides better off; for each country
the expected utility of continuing the war must be less than

the expected utility of settlement."20

19 ponald Wittman, “"How A War Ends: A Rational Model

Approach." Jourpal of Conflict Resolution 23 (December
1979): 743-763.

20 wittman, Ibid., p- 744. In normal expected utility
notation this would mean that Uty (s*) 2 Uty (w) and Uty

(s*) 2 Uty (w), that is, the settlement must make both
countries better off than continuing the war (p. 747). A
problem arises when one attempts to operationalize 'better
off.' Wittman suggests war termination is not an action
which can be taken unilaterally; that is, one party to a
conflict cannot simply decide to end its involvement in a war
without the complicity of its opponent. If one nation were
to decide that its utility for settlement at any point in
time was greater than its utility for continued warfare, it
would be unable to achieve that settlement unless its
opponent were similarly convinced that, for him, settlement
was also valued more highly than fighting on. It appears
then, that the above 'necessary condition' is little more
than a truism. Thus, while we may have some means to judge,
post hoc, that the reason a war ended was because the
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Expected utility analysis which evaluates a nation's
'utility' for an outcome, actually considers the utility of
the nation's leadership (though this is not always made
explicit). When the risk propensity of that national
decision-maker is introduced, we can hypothesize further:

The more risk-averse a decision-maker is, the

more likely he is to seek an early end to a war.?!
By suggesting that the difference between escalation and
termination lies in the reputation of a nation's leader as a

betting man, testing this hypothesis would require an indepth

belligerent nations' utility for settlement was greater than
their utility for continued warfare, we have no information
regarding the factors which contributed to the reassessment
of those utilities. Following this approach, the analyst,
and indeed often the decision-maker, can only know that
certain decisions or actions brought the war to an end after
it happened, and not before.

However, as Wittman observes, the fact that this condition
must obtain for a war to end suggests that the intuitive
relationships between the level of fighting and the proximity
of a war ending do not necessarily hold. Thus, for example,
a reduction in the level of hostilities may in fact reduce
the likelihood of settlement (thereby serving to prolong the
war). Similarly, increasing the likelihood of military
victory does not necessarily result in an increased
likelihood of settlement (pp. 749-754). Wittman maintains
that these findings represent important results of his
approach. Though I do not reject his work as a means for
developing some understanding of the war termination process,
I challenge the causal relationship he imputes between his
theory and these results and reject the implication that
these findings would remain obscure in the absence of an
expected utility analysis.

21 The converse also follows: The more risk acceptant a
decision-maker is, the more likely he is to escalate, rather
than terminate.
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study of individual leaders' 'operational codes.'?2 But
despite our lack of indepth understanding of the motivations
of powerful leaders, Robert Jervis ably reminds us that
international disaster is often traceable to decision-makers'
perceptions of their environments.23
Decision-making analysis is useful in the study of war
termination because it allows us to understand how the biases
and tendencies of key leaders influence policy making. 1In
World War II, it was the perceptions of key Allied leaders
concerning their Japanese and German adversaries which drove
the desire to accept nothing but unconditional surrender.24
Clearly the decision-making process itself an important
explanatory variable. Such factors as perception and
misperception, cognitive limitations on rationality and the
impact of judgmental biases and heuristics in the decision-
making process become important for understanding the role of

the key decision-maker in the larger process of ending a war.

But while a decision-making analysis uncovers important

22 For an introduction to operational code studies, see
Alexander George "The 'Operational Code': A Neglected
Approach to the Study of Political Leaders and Decision-

Making," Interpatiopal Studies Quarterly 13 (June 1969):
190-222.

23 Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception In
International Politics (Princeton: University Press, 1976),
p. 14.

24 Kecskemeti, Qp, Cit., p. 5.
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variables, these variables only account for a part of the

explanation for the endings of asymmetrical limited wars.

Each of the above approaches to war termination offers
interesting and useful contributions to the field; none,
however, offers adequate understanding of the process by
which large, powerful nations end their small, limited wars.
Structural hypotheses suggest external conditions which favor
the termination of a war or lead to its continued
prosecution, but the type of explanation they offer through
exclusive consideration of systemic factors brings us no
closer to answers to the original questions of this study.
Similarly, though important factors such as the signalling,
bargaining and negotiation between nations at war, the
progress of the war, and the reciprocal relationship between
the negotiating table and the battlefield are revealed
through an analysis of the strategic interaction between
belligerents, we are still without an exﬁlanation of how and
why certain strategies were adopted and how interaction
informs the character and timing of subsequent decisions.
Though national decisions and actions clearly influence
strategic interaction outcomes, unless we approach the
question from a different perspective, the sources of those
decisions remain obscure.

Part of the difficulty with these approaches to war
termination stems from the assumption of the state as a
'rational unitary actor.' While this assumption might be

useful for systemic or strategic interaction studies, again,
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it is a major obstacle to finding clear answers to the
questions of concern here.?5 To understand how a nation's
leadership arrives at decisions regarding war termination, we
cannot assume that the nation acts as if it were a 'rational
unitary actor.' Rather than unitary, the nation is a
collection of many and varied actors, groups and institutions
whose relationships are interconnected by complex processes;
rather than 'rational' (the best choice among a range of
alternatives), policy decisions reflect compromises among the
various groups, and often the bases for these compromises
are only remotely connected to the substantive issues to
which they are addressed. To understand how a nation
attempts to extricate itself from armed conflict we must
focus on the sources of national decisions, and to do this,

we turn our attention to domestic politics.

25 Further, there is a risk that, in considering the
nation as a single 'rational unitary actor' one might
consider decisions regarding war termination similarly
aggregated. But this obscures the true nature of the war
termination process. Efforts to end a war involve countless
decisions. Any decision short of the immediate cessation of
hostilities which results in the resolution of contentious
issues, involves some recalculation of the utilities of
various goals, and provides the basis for future decisions.
Prolongation of the war and the war termination process
invariably results. 1In other words, a nation confronts a
choice situation throughout the conduct of the war and any
negotiations which might be in progress: to end the war as
the situation stands or not. If not, what to do? Escalate?
Negotiate? 1If negotiate, should we alter the terms for
settlement? Alter our negotiating strategies and tactics?
etc. War termination involves a series of such decisions.
The final decision itself to accept whatever status quo
prevails as the end of the war is, in effect, the last
decision of the sequence.
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Domestic Politics

The analytical perspective of domestic politics seems the
most efficacious, under certain conditions, for
understanding a nation's major decisions regarding the
termination of an asymmetrical limited war and, once having
arrived at that decision, how policy decisions are
implemented to bring about that end. What are these
conditions? The first concerns the existence of an
opportunity for domestic politics to 'matter' in war
termination. A limited war of relatively long duration, not
characterized by decisive military successes despite
considerable expenditure of resources and appearing insoluble
through exclusively military means, presents an extended
opportunity for domestic political factors to exercise
influence in the war termination process.

A second condition presents an increased incentive for
those domestic factors to take advantage of that opportunity.
In societies involved in a prolonged war, the percentage of
society participating in the war increases, and as the number
of those directly involved increases, the number of those
indirectly involved simiiarly grows. As the war drags on,
the death toll rises and the costs of continued fighting
increases. These factors combine to raise both general and
specific interests regarding how and when the war will end.
The instance of a large, powerful nation engaged in an

asymmetrical limited war, captures both of these conditions.
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The use of domestic politics in this study of war
termination finds its roots in pluralist notions of domestic
politics.26 National goals are seen not as the exclusive aims
of the elite leadership, but rather as the product which
results when many groups with complex goals compete among
themselves for some measure of satisfaction.2?? The policy-
making process functions in a similar fashion. Policy
decisions do not simply emerge from the deliberations of a
select group of elite decision-makers. They represent,
instead, political products. They are compromise courses of
action, emerging from the pushing and pulling among the
various domestic groups and their interests. The extent to
which one or another domestic element successfully exerts

dominant influence in the policy making process has important

26 classics of pluralist thought include Arthur F.
Bentley, The Process of Governmepnt [1908}), Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1967; David B. Truman, The
Governmepntal Process, 2nd. ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1971); and Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action:
Public Goods and the Theory of Groups (Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 1965).

27 The derivation of organizational goals is consistent
with the neo-classical school of organization theory
characterized by the work of Herbert A. Simon, James G.
March, Richard M. Cyert and Johan P. Olson, particularly as
developed by Cyert and March in "A Behavioral Theory of
Organizational Objectives," in Modern Organization Theory,
Mason Haire, ed. (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1959): 76-
90.
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implications for the shape and direction of war termination
efforts.28

One considered essay on war termination observes that
domestic politics affects all aspects of ending the war,
including the formulation (and modification) of war
objectives, the conduct of the war itself and the negotiation
process to conclude the war.29 Domestic factors combine to
influence whether or not the original objectives of the war
are maintained over the course of the war, what are, or are
not, acceptable methods of warfare, what constitutes
battlefield success, whether to engage in negotiations at a
point short of clear victory, and even whether to continue
the war effort despite its prospects for success or failure.

Public pressure to prolong a war, stemming from desires to
recoup some return from the 'sunk costs' of the war, or
pressure to terminate, stemming from general 'war weariness',
derive their explanation largely from the domestic context.

The actual process of ending a war can inspire violent

28 This is not the first effort to understand war
termination from a domestic politics viewpoint, but the
current effort seeks to establish the relationship between
domestic politics and war termination in a more comprehensive
and theoretical way. Of the earlier work, see the articles
by Halperin, Randle and Rothstein in The Annals, and
chapters 4 and 5 in Iklé's Every War Must End. Additionally,
there is a large body of literature which deals with the
influence of particular domestic factors on foreign-policy,
and general observations from these studies are noted
throughout the following chapter for their relevancy to the
present discussion.

29 1xlé, Every War Must End, p. 84.
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reaction from those who believe that the war might end
prematurely on terms which do not justify the sacrifices
made. Indeed, in the case of Vietnam there was opposition to
the Paris peace talks on the grounds that the costs invested
in the war deserved better than a pleaded peace with an
unworthy opponent.

Motivated by other reasons, pressure can mount within a
society in favor of an end to a long, inconclusive war even
with the original war objectives only partially achieved or
entirely unfulfilled. This pressure stems from a growing
sense that the original objectives are not worth continued
sacrifice or that things are going badly and the time has
come to cut losses. When a breakthrough in the Paris talks
appeared imminent, this sort of pressure was exerted on the
Nixon administration by members of Congress, particularly
when that settlement appeared to be jeopardized by what was
perceived to be unreasonable intransigence on the part of the
South Vietnamese to the various schemes of settlement so
laboriously arrived at by Washington and Hanoi.

The object of a domestic politics analysis is to expose the
various institutional forces which influence decision-making,
and explicate the effects of various institutional pressures
on the key decision-makers. The following chapter elaborates
an institutional view of domestic politics in order to
illuminate the competing domestic political forces which
decisively influence the termination of an asymmetrical

limited war.
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Chapter 2

Domestic Politics: An Institutional Approach

Earlier pages offered a discussion of the general process
of war termination and suggested the limitations of systemic
and certain sub-systemic approaches to the subject. For the
termination of asymmetrical limited wars, domestic politics
provide the best accounting of the timing, sequencing, and
character of important decisions involved in that process.
The task of contrasting structural and domestic politics
explanations for these important decisions to demonstrate the
superiority of the latter remains the most important
obligation of this study. It is impossible to undertake this
central task, however, in advance of elaborating the concept
of 'domestic politics' as it will be used throughout this
work.

The institutional conceptualization of domestic politics
presented here relies, in part, on newer scholarship on
political institutions, and focuses on the organizational

bases of policy making.l It argues that, in certain

1 See, for example, James G. March and Johan P. Olson,
"The New Institutionalism: Organizational Factors in
Political Life," American Political Science Review 78
(September 1984): 734-749, and Oliver E. Williamson, The
Economic Institutions of Capitalism (New York: Macmillan,
1985) . For a treatment of institutionalism as applied to the
Presidency, see, Terry Moe, "The Politicized Presidency," The

New Direction in American Politics, edited by John E. Chubb
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situations such as the termination of asymmetrical limited
war, policy is, in effect, the political outcome of complex
relationships among various domestic political institutions
that do not all share similar interests. An institutional
view of domestic politics reveals how organizational
relationships within government shape policy. In presenting
this institutional perspective, this chapter suggests that
the domestic political imperative of policy legitimation
within a nation accounts, in an important way, for the 'lag
time' between the point where a national leadership decides
to end a war, and the point where those wishes become
reality.

The asymmetrical limited wars fought over the past forty
years have revealed a suggestive pattern: consensus slowly
forms among the national leadership that the war must end,
and a period of time exists between the forming of that
consensus and the achievement of war termination. It is
during this period, or 'lag,' that one observes patterns of
decisions which reflect the leadership's efforts to bring
about an end to the war. During this time, domestic
political factors gain primacy among all other variables that
influence decision-making, such as negotiations, progress on
the battlefield and other international pressures.

Throughout this period, the leadership struggles to maintain

and Paul E. Peterson. Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Institution, 1987: 235-271.
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domestic support both for the decision to end the war and for
the policies they have chosen to do so. Although other
factors, such as anxiety over the nation's reputation in the
international community, do influence decision makers ending
a war, the argument here is that domestic politics represents
a primary shaper of the war termination effort.

In terminating an asymmetrical limited war, legitimating
policy decisions for the domestic audience confronts the
leadership as a difficult but necessary aspect of politics in
a society where consensus building is essential to
governance.? Legitimation is sustained when the President
succeeds in convincing enough members of his administration,
Congress and the public that his policy goals are worthwhile,
and that the means he has chosen to implement that policy
will work.3 But because the efforts of the leadership are
constrained by strong institutional interests and pressures
from other significant domestic groups, I argue that leaders
maintain policy legitimacy, not only by forging supportive

coalitions insofar as possible, but also, and more usually,

2 gee George, "Domestic Constraints on Regime Change in
U.S. Foreign Policy: The Need for Policy Legitimacy" in
Chapge in the Interpatjopal System, Ole R. Holsti, Randolph
M. Siverson and Alexander L. George, eds. (Boulder: Westview
Press, 1980): 233-262.

3 Observing this, George notes: "Thus, policy legitimacy
has both a normative-moral component and a cognitive basis.
The normative component establishes the desirability of the
policy; the cognitive component its feasibility." George,
"Domestic Constraints on U.S. Foreign Policy," p. 235,
emphasis original.
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through avoiding the formation of empowered domestic
opposition through complicated political maneuvering.

The decision-making process in terminating an asymmetrical
limited war provides a focus for the task of demonstrating
this claim. War termination consists of a few significant
policy decisions which establish the general direction and
character of many lesser ones. Examples of such major
decisions include the decision itself to end the war, the
choice of the principal means to bring that end about, and
recognition that the time is right to conclude a peace.
Having chosen termination, the decision-makers fix the
direction that all subsequent implementation decisions will
follow. The implementation decisions make up an important
part of the leadership's effort to sustain legitimacy for its
policy to end the war.? Because decision-makers work so hard

to sustain legitimacy it beccomes difficult for leaders to

4 2 specific policy stance becomes then, to a degree,
self-legitimating, since a decision made has much more force
than a candidate decision. That the war will end, rather
than continue (at a higher level of intensity perhaps),
shifts the administration's effort toward finding an
acceptable form for that ending to take. Thus for example,
Johnson's move in Spring 1968 to de-escalate channeled
subsequent decisions in that direction and established a
pattern of decision-making which persisted to the end of his
administration. The decisions that initiate such patterns
and the patterns themselves which emerge from those decisions
are the focus of the present study. It is argued here that
these patterns represent not only efforts to implement the
major decisions, but efforts to legitimate them within the
domestic political context as well.
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drastically change their policy without adverse political
repercussions.

The politics of decision-making involved with terminating
an asymmetrical limited war runs high and therefore
considerable domestic controversy invariably attends the
process. Thus when we observe policies which appear to
disregard the systemic imperatives of the conflict situation,
as is often the case in asymmetrical limited wars, the
explanation lies in the domestic sphere. For example, what
structural reasons exist for a nation's leadership to choose
to de-escalate its military commitment despite a battlefield
advantage (or stalemate)? Similarly, what would induce a
nation to accept the terms of a negotiated settlement which
do not reflect those which might otherwise be obtained
through the application of its clear military superiority?
How do these choices reflect a state's efforts to maximize
its power? Safeguard its security? Preserve its
international reputation as a great power? These behaviors,
observable in the example of the United States ending its
involvement in the Vietnam war, defy structural/systemic
explanation. A domestic politics analysis provides a much
better basis from which to gain an insight into the shape of

the entire war termination effort, despite structural
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conditions which might demand alternative action from a
state.?>

For the purposes of this study, three major Presidential
decisions provide benchmarks for tracing the end of the
United States' involvement in Vietnam: the Spring 1968
decision by Lyndon Johnson to de-escalate the conflict; the
choice in the Spring 1969 by the newly-elected Nixon
administration to adopt a complex strategy to end the war
through 'Vietnamization', withdrawal American troops and
efforts to secure a negotiated settlement; and the January
1973 decision to accept the terms of a formal peace treaty.®

Why focus on Presidential decisions? In this country, as
a result of Constitutional provision, judicial review and
governmental convention, the center of foreign policy

decision-making, and therefore the center of war termination

5 Leslie Gelb and Richard Betts observed patterns of
Presidential decision-making during the Vietnam War that
reflected Presidential response to various domestic
pressures. They note, for example that "Presidential
responses to these [civilian advisers)] pressures followed two
patterns: from 1949 through the spring of 1965, doing what
was minimally necessary not to lose; and from the summer of
1965 until March 1968, doing the maximum feasible to win...™“
The Irony of Vietnam: The System Worked (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 1979), p. 278.

6 Johnson's decision in 1965 to increase the U.S. combat
role in Vietnam though clearly a major decision in the war,
is not considered in this study of war termination because it
set a 'war fighting' pattern of decision-making. The point
at which the Presidential decision pattern changes from ‘'war
fighting' to 'war ending' marks the beginning of the war
termination process. Thus Johnson's de-escalation decision
of 1968 began the process of war termination in Vietnam.
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decision-making, lies in the Executive Branch of government,
specifically in the office of the President. Congress, the
media, the general public, the federal bureaucracy, the
military and high-level advisers attempt to influence
Presidential decision-making. As none of these entities can
issue policy decisions per se (although they can more or less
severely constrain them), however, we seek to understand how
the various influences significantly affect the President,
who can, and who is, in all his dealings, fundamentally

politically motivated.

This institutional approach to domestic politics differs
from other domestic or bureaucratic politics studies in two
important respects.’ First, 'bureaucratic politics' refers
to essentially the agencies and people who comprise the
bureaucracy of the Executive Branch. The by-now classic
notion of 'where one stands depends upon where one sits'
suggests that, for example, the Secretary of State differs
from the Secretary of Defense on certain policy issues
because the interests of the Departments of State and Defense
simply differ in those areas. This coarse association of
organizational goals with policy positions does not reveal

the complex organizational bases for differences between

7 Graham T. Allison's Essence of Decision (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1971), and Morton Halperin's
Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 1974) provide the basis for the
distinctions drawn.




bureaucratic departments. Further, this model doces not
inform us, in any sophisticated way, of the conditions under
which either the Secretary of State or Defense exercises
greater influence in the policy process, save for the favor
of the President. The present institutional conception of
domestic politics suggests that external conditions---such as
the nation's involvement in an asymmetrical limited war---and
internal conditions---such as the prospect of national
elections---importantly determine which advice the President
is disposed toward.

The present work also differs from the often used domestic
politics approach that expands the cast of actors provided in
the bureaucratic politics model to include other governmental
actors such as Congress or non-governmental actors such as
the public and the media. Though illuminating more actors
relevant to policy making, this approach leaves the nature
and means of their relevancy obscure. The institutional
perspective presented here, while acknowledging the important
contribution of these approaches, goes beyvond the earlier
work to indicate the strength and direction of political
relationships, forcing us to broaden our concept of 'domestic
politics.’

This institutional analysis of domestic politics also
differs from other organizational approaches to politics.
Organizational analysis based on classical, human relations
or neo-classical notions focus on the organization as the

unit of analysis and essentially look 'inward' toward the
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organization. That is, they consider the organizational unit
essentially in isolation, focusing on its elements,
structures and routines to understand such things as goals
and authority relationships.® An institutional approach, on
the other hand, is both 'inward' and 'outward looking.' This
perspective considers not only the sub-groups and routines
within organizations, but also how that organization operates
within a larger environment. For such governmental
organizations as Congress, the Presidency, or the federal
bureaucracy, the salient environment is not simply the polity
which they govern, but also the other organizations and
institutions with which that governance is shared---the other

organizations which share the same interests and definitions

8 1t is obviously beyond the scope of the present work to
consider each of these schools of organization thought in
detail. A number of volumes present the arguments in a
useful comparative format. Among them: Charles Perrow,
Complex Organizations: A Critical Fssay, 3rd edition (New
York: Random House, 1986); Jeffrey Pfeffer, QOrganizations
and Qrganization Theory, (Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing
Company, 1982); D.S. Pugh, ed. Qrganization Theory, 2nd
edition (New York: Viking, 1984); W. Richard Scott,
Organizations: Rational, Natural and Open Systems, 2nd
edition (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1987;
and Jay M. Shafritz and J. Steven Ott, Classics of
Organization Theory, 2nd edition (Chicago: Dorsey Press,
1987). For a theoretical discussion of groups, their
mobilization, action and significance in government, see
Arthur F. Bentley, The Process of Government [1908],
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967); David B.
Truman, The Governmental Process, 2nd ed. (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1971); and Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective
Action (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965).
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of reality and power.% The institutionalist looks at
Congress, for example, as it relates to the public it is
designed to serve, and as it relates to the Presidency, the
federal bureaucracy, or the courts in the discharge of its
responsibilities.

An institutional perspective also suggests that
organizations acquire a dynamic, or inner logic, quite
separate from the direction of the organization's leadership.
Organizations are complex entities, and to maintain that

their leadership exerts primary influence over all its

9 This argument is consistent with the view of Charles
Perrow who challenges current institutional work for its lack
of specificity in defining the environment with which the
organization interacts. It is his opinion that current
scholarship too often takes the larger society as the
‘environment' when, in fact, the whole group of organizations
similar to the type under study is perhaps more appropriate.
He challenges institutional treatments which fail to consider
the inter-active relationship of organizations and their
environments. Organizations are not merely created and
molded by the environment in which they are found; they, in
turn, create and mold the their environment.

The specification of the salient environments influencing
(and influenced by) organizational behavior is an important
element of the current argument. The institutions of
government in this country are relatively stable. Though
aspects of their internal configuration change, their goals
remain largely intact, though they too may change gradually
over time. Powerful governmental institutions do not
experience the goal displacement that characterizes smaller
or less powerful organizations which are far more sensitive
to intexrnal and external processes which can cause
organizational drift or eventual disintegration. This is
because governmental institutions are able to
"institutionalize on their own terms," creating, to an
extent, "the environments they desire, shape existing ones,
and define which sections of it they will deal with" as
Perrow argues that the large and powerful dominant private
sector institutions do. See Perrow, Complex Organizations,
pp. 173-176,
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activities all of the time veils this complexity.l® Changes
in either the organizational mandate or the control structure
which do not appear to be imposed or negotiated by the
leader, offer clues to why organizations persist long after
their founding purpose disappears, and suggest that
organizational dynamics also influence the process of policy

formulation.11l

What does an institutional perspective of domestic politics
disclose about the motivations and ways in which Congress,
the public¢, the media, the military, the bureaucracy, and the
President's 'inner-circle' advisers influence Presidential
decision-making in the termination of an asymmetrical limited
war? Each of these groups has specific expectations, broadly
defined to include issue demands and preferences for their

implementation, regarding whether and how the war ends, and

10 The notion of organizational dynamic and momentum
influencing goal formulation differs from the view is
advanced particularly by the classical organization theory
school. This body of scholarship, characterized by the
writing of Fayol, Taylor, Weber and Gulick, advances a
strong-leader role in organizational goal formulation and
modification. The relevant articles of these authors appear
in the Pugh and Shafritz and Ott volumes noted above.

11 The Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) provides
an example of organizational persistence. Established in the
early phases of U.S. involvement in Vietnam, the MAAG oversaw
the relatively modest U.S. advisory operation. By 1962 when
it became clear that the nature and scope of the U.S.
commitment would broaden significantly, the MAAG was, rather
than disestablished, incorporated into the newly established
Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV), with modified
duties. Shelby L. Stanton, Vietnam Order of Battle
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. News Books, 1981), p. 59.
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each has various means to make those preferences 'matter' to
the President.

To examine how institutional relationships within
government shape major decisions in war termination---
decisions which often counter the external demands of the
situation, let us look at the interests of these domestic
groups and the means at their disposal to convert interests
and expectations regarding war termination into pressures on
the President. 1In the process, we will consider how, given
certain systemic and strategic considerations, the
institutional relationship among the various domestic
political factors might enhance the ability of one or another
of these factors to influence war termination decision-

making.

The Military

Militaries wage war; but what role does the military play
in concluding an asymmetrical limited war? How do military
considerations factor into war termination decision-making?
What interests do the military have in this process? By what
means can they make these interests significant to the
President?

To understand how military considerations can influence war
termination decision-making, one must consider a nation's
expectations regarding its success in a limited conflict, and
the role and performance of the military over the course of

the entire war. Nations do not start or fight wars to end
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them; they fight to win. This association of conclusion with
victory, however ill-defined or vaguely understood, suggests
that the military will have a good deal of policy influence
in the early phases of a war. Expectations of victory also
suggest that the military's interests in war termination will
be tempered by its perception of its role as the agent
through which victory is achieved. The means of warfare lie
essentially in the hands of soldiers, and soldiers plan for
war. For the military, ending the war means winning it.

And, as the first chapter of this work noted, one achieves
military victory by relieving one's opponent of his immediate
and potential ability to make war. Establishing the
political significance of this victory, particularly in
limited war, remains the difficult task of the nation's
leadership and politicians.

Military considerations play an important part at any time
in war, but the opening stages of a conflict present military
advisers a particular opportunity to play a leading role in
the policy process. The choice of war implies that decision-
makers will not only be more disposed to military advice,
they might become less receptive to suggestions for resolving
the dispute from groups not related to the immediate
prosecution of the war. Choosing one strategy to deal with a
problem, i.e. going to war, implies rejection, to a degree of
other strategies. Thus, for example, Lyndon Johnson's
decision in 1965 to increase the level of U.S. combat

activity in Vietnam reflected a growing consensus among the
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leadership that the North Vietnamese could only be dissuaded
from their designs on the South through force. The choice of
the military option all but foreclosed extended consideration
of alternatives over the next several months.l2

Once a war begins then, calls for ending the conflict or
pursuing alternative means for settlement, though often
present, find little support in the dynamic unfolding of
events. Early in war, the military commitment tends to
escalate, and the pattern of decision-making that emerges to
support this escalation reinforces the choice of war, and the
significance of the military in the policy process.

In these early stages, the civilian leadership also
anticipates an end to the war through military victory.
Having linked their political fate to war, the leadership
depends upon the military to achieve success and, quite
obviously in the process, bring the war to an end.
Battlefield successes reinforce this dependence on the
military, and the status of the military in the policy
process remains high, their influence strong.

One is cautioned, however, not to see the relationship
between the military and the civilian leadership quite so

simplistically. To speak of the 'military's interests' in

12 The alternatives to force appeared to be two: develop
a strong and stable government in South Vietnam responsible
for and capable of its own defense, or negotiate a solution.
The Administration held bleak prospects for both. Gelb and

BettS, QRA-—-C.iL-' pp- 110"'116.

62




war termination suggests unified and consistent military
interests when in fact there are at least three principal
military groups with different interests in how a war ends:
the field commander, the individual services and the general
staff.13 The field commander, committed to the primacy of his
theater of operations, tends to have a stubborn, if not also
optimistic, view of the possibility of military victory even
long after others, both civilian and military, have given up.
Each individual military service, concerned with its own
autonomy and growth, tends to have a wider view of war
termination, trying to anticipate the long term effects of a
particular type of settlement on its future role. And by
virtue of its position in the hierarchy and multi-service
constitution, the general staff is more sensitive to the
domestic and foreign policy implications of military actions
and functions often as buffer between civilian decision-
makers and military field commanders. The experience of
Vietnam revealed that 'military interests' were neither
consistent across nor within services, varied over time and

often emerged as a result of political battles both within

13 This point is convincingly made by Morton Halperin in
"War Termination as a Problem in Civil-Military Relations,"

2 ] £t} 2 . 2 : £ Polit ] 1 S ]
Science 392 (November 1970): 86-95,
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the Department of Defense and between DoD and other executive

agencies.l4

Time and poor progress on the battlefield work to cripple
the effectiveness of military advisers.l® Prospects for a
rapid victory wane as a war progresses, and faith in the
military diminishes as mediocre results mount, forcing the
realization that military means will not bring hostilities to
a decisive conclusion. A long, protracted war, or one going
poorly, can precipitate consensus forming among the nation's
leadership that the war should be ended before their military
force is exhausted or decisivsely defeated.

A nation faced with setbacks can chose to escalate its
commitment in the conflict, or if there is reasonable
expectation that the enemy's fortune's will decline, simply

hold out until that occurs.l€é But in some conflicts, the

14 For a masterful treatment of the how the Army's
performance in Vietnam reflected strong institutional biases,

see Andrew F. Krepinevich, The Army and Vietpnam (Baltimore:
Johns—-Hopkins Press 1986).

15 Though indeed, scenarios can be envisaged in which time
and poor performance combined to increase military influence,
though in a way and with results which lie outside the scope
of the present work. I have in mind those situations in
which reaction to the poor performance of the military comes
from within the military itself---from a group of disaffected
officers, for example---and this group takes action to usurp
authority in the country via a military coup. In this
hypothetical case, poor military performance does not result
in diminished military influence but asserted military
dominance.

16 Michael Handel has suggested that expectations play an
important role in war termination. The perception that one's
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realization sets in that an end to the war cannot be brought
about through exclusively military means or that the war
cannot be won at a price and level of commitment acceptable
to the decision-makers. When decision-makers become
convinced that there is no military solution to the conflict
they begin to search for alternatives. This in fact occurred
in the Spring of 1968 when Johnson and his advisers realized
that the U.S. could not defeat North Vietnam without a
sizeable---and ultimately unacceptable---increase in the
level of U.S. combat power.l?

'War ending' as opposed to 'war fighting' thinking slowly
emerges to establish a new pattern of decision-making. The
military is faced with the harsh reality that the
responsibility for bringing an end to the war has, in effect,
been taken out of their hands. The line between military and
civilian affairs which often seems clear at the outbreak of
war becomes blurred, and the military finds that not only has
it lost the ability to decisively influence national policy,

it begins to lose the ability to determine even the most

own fortunes are on the rise, or one's opponent's are
declining, will induce a belligerent to postpone the ending
of a war, through the expectation that a more favorable
outcome is possible. "War Termination: A Critical Survey,"

Jerusalem Papers on Peace Problems, pp. 34-36.
17 see The Pentagon Papers, Senator Gravel edition, 4

volumes (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971), volume IV, pp. 250,
266-271, 563-4. For an analysis of this realization see Gelb

and Betts, Op. Cit., pp. 175-8.
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technical aspects of waging war it regards as within its

exclusive competence.

Presidential Advisers

The forces which have served to convince decision-makers
that a military solution is not possible or not worth added
costs have acted in similar ways on other domestic political
factors. Pressures mount for a change in policy. Those
closest to the President have the opportunity for the most
immediate impact. Among the inner circle of Presidential
advisers, those long standing skeptics, or those who only
slowly lost their enthusiasm for the war, often seize the
opportunity to make the earliest and often most meaningful

calls for change.l8

18 There is quite an extensive literature on the
relationship between the President and his advisers. See,
for example, Patrick Anderson, The Presidept's Men (New York:
Doubleday, 1969); Joseph G. Bock, The White House Staff apd
the National Security Assistant (New York: Greenwood Press,
1987); Thomas E. Cronin and Sanford D. Greenberg, The
Presidential Advisory System (New York: Harper and Row,

1969); Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1967), especially chapters 8 and 9;

Richard F. Fenno, The President's Cabinet (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1959); Alexander L. George, Presidential
Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy (Boulder: Westview Press,
1980), especially chapter 4; Hugh Heclo, A _Government of
Strangers, (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1977),
pPp. 36-55; Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1986); Irving L. Janis, Victims of
Groupthink (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972); Richard Tanner
Johnson, Mapaging the White House (New York: Harper and Row,

1974); and Theodore Sorensen, Decision-Making in the White
House (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963)
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As noted earlier, the decision for war commits a leadership

to particular strategies, and the steps taken to legitimize

that choice further constrain their ability to dramatically
alter the policy course. Advisers who strongly supported the
decision to go to war, having linked themselves so completely
with that policy option, are reluctant to counsel change.
Everyone is expected to 'get on board' and concentrate on
implementation; discord is discouraged or
'‘institutionalized.' During the Johnson administration,
George Ball assumed the role of 'resident critic' as much
through his own conviction that the the President's policies
were wrongheaded, as through Johnson's desire that he hear
opposing views. On the other hand, Maxwell Taylor, U.S.
Anbassador to South Vietnam during the period of initial
escalation, was expected to support the decision to increase
the ground commitment. His opposition, which persisted
beyond the point at which American troops were introduced in
Vietnam in substantial number, was not appreciated, and
indeed the subject of intense pressure by White House aides
to change.l?

Policy making is a relatively slow and incremental process,
and Presidential advisers, through their close involvement in

policy making frequently see the adverse effects that a

19 pentagon Papers, III, pp. 97-103. See also Maxwell
Taylor, Swords And Plowshares (New York: W.W. Norton, 1972)
p. 375.
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policy can have long before others. Objections might first
focus on the tactics chosen to implement a policy, and only
later, as the ranks of the disaffected swell and their
position secured through the tacit legitimacy of numbers, do
the policy objectives themselves come under fire. The 'loss'
of advisers can be particularly poignant for the President,
especially if the disaffected advisers had been strong
supporters previously. Johnson's stunned reaction to the
change in the Senior Informal Advisory Group's recommendation
on Vietnam with their call in 1968 for de-escalation
illustrates the impact that the change in adviser support can

have .20

The General Public and the Role of Public Opinion
The role and significance of public opinion in policy
making has received quite a bit of scholarly attention.?l

Within that literature, it is generally agreed that the

20 see Isaacson and Thomas, The Wise Men, pp. 702-3. The
change in the counsel of the 'Wise Men' is discussed in the
following chapter.

21 For a sampling of treatments of the public's influence
in the foreign policy-making process, see Gabriel Almond, The
American People and Foreign Policy (New York: Praeger, 1960);
Bernard C. Cohen, The Public's Impact on Foreign Policy
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1973); Barry B. Hughes,

i i i (San
Francisco: W.H. Freeman and Company, 1978); Ralph B.
Levering, The Public and American Foreign Policy: 1918-1978
{(New York: William Morrow and Company, 1978); John Mueller,
War, Presidents and Public Opinion (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 1973); and James N. Rosenau, Public Opinjon apd Foreign
Policy (New York: Random House, 1961).
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public is largely unaware and generally uninformed on foreign
policy issues. Nevertheless, the termination of an
asymmetrical limited war presents the opportunity for an
enhanced role and significance in the decision-making process
for the general public.

At the outset of a war the general public tends to mobilize
in support of the war effort. Known as the 'rally effect’',
this support occurs because citizens tend to believe that
their leaders are responding to a national threat and that
unity, not divisiveness, is needed at this time. The onset
of crisis conveys tacit legitimacy to the leadership's
actions. There is an implicit assumption on the part of the
general public that decision—-makers have more information
regarding the threatening situation and that their response--
-the war---is appropriate. National leaders attempt to
capitalize on this legitimacy for as long as possible and
rely on battlefield successes, among other things, to
maintain public support for their policies.

The President also strives to maintain public support
through such techniques as calling for continued sacrifice to
justify sacrifices already made. Leaders recognize that
wars, once begun, tend to continue, and continued fighting is
always at continued cost. They seek ways to justify the
commitment, knowing that the nation can ill-afford to write
off the 'sunk costs' of a war. When success on the
battlefield characterizes the early stages of a war there s

less a feeling of senseless loss than there is of unfortunate
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but necessary cost. Success justifies the past costs and
demands continued effort. Even if there has been little or
no positive military achievements, however, the expectation
that success is not far off persists among segments of the
population, particularly those whose war experience has been
favorable, i.e. resulted in victory. 1In the United States,
many recalled the glorious successes of World War II and
refused to believe any different outcome was possible in
Indochina.

Feelings which underlie early public support for a war, and
persist into the period when a leadership has decided that
the war must end, represent an obstacle for decision-makers
and can operate tou prevent a war from ending. Though
difficult to fix the degree to which sentiment of this type
might be influential, it is not unreasonable to suggest that
Presidential efforts to accommodate these feelings can result
in additional, and perhaps to some unnecessary, war death and
property destruction. To have executed a rapid withdrawal in
the early years of the Nixon administration would have been,
to many, tantamount to an admission of defeat. The
Vietnamizatior program provided the administration a 'decent
interval' to placate sentiments, kbut obviously at the price

of an additional loss of American lives.

For a nation such as the United States, the nature of the
interaction between the public and politics imposes two

demands on policy makers: that their efforts yield successful

70




results, and that those results be achieved with some speed.?2?
A lack of military success, combined with perceptions of an
apparently interminable war, raise the public's war
termination 'consciousness.' Battlefield failures
precipitate a decline in expectations for future success, and
public support for a war effort wanes similarly. Feelings of
'war weariness' begin to rise as casualties and other costs
of continuing the war mount. But the decline in public
support will not necessarily mean an increase in active
opposition unless there are one or more opposition groups to
mobilize the masses and give political expression to their
discontent.

The general public represents the domestic group least well
equipped to convert its expectations regarding the ending of
a war into immediate and tangible pressures compelling
Presidential action. Other domestic groups can provide that
function. Advisers who have become disenchanted with the war
often provide the important focus and direction for the
public's unhappiness with the war effort use public opinion
as a tool to bolster their positions in policy debates within
the White House. Congress and the press provide official and
unofficial fora for the expression of public sentiment and
use the shifting public mood to augment pressure they might

bring to bear for alternative policy preferences.

22 George, "Domestic Constraints on Regime Change," p.
259.
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The impact of public opinion will not only depend on its
skillful handling by one or another major actor, but on the
increased susceptibility of decision-makers to its
significance. Political processes, such as elections, are
means by which that can occur,

It opinion polls serve as the most frequent index of public
sentiment, voting results remain the most important. For the
nation's leadership, elections serve as the principal means
by which they are made responsive to the general public. The
possibility of electoral punishment or the prospect of
electoral reward suggest a more significant role for public
opinion in Presidential election years and, if less in mid-
term election years, still greater than in years without
national elections. To ensure the success of their policies
and their own political future, politicians must convert the
ephemeral and amorphous public opinion into votes. The
impact of the electoral cycle on the termination of an
asymmetrical limited war, particularly if that war has become
decidedly unpopular, is undeniable.

Questions which surround voting have preoccupied scholars

for a number of years.?3 Who votes? Why do people vote? Why

23 The interested reader should consult the following
sources which sketch the development of voting theory: Paul
Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson, and Helen Gau<2t, The PReople's
Choice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1944); Angus
Camgbell, Phillip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald
E. Stokes, The Amerjican Voter (New York: Wiley and Sons,
1960); Anthony Downs, An Ecopomic Theory of Democracy (New
York: Harper and Row, 1957); V.O. Key, Jr., The Responsible
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do people vote the way they do? This last question is most
relevant to our concerns here. Which factor most influences
the individual vote decision: one's political party
affiliation, the reputation of the candidates, or the issues?
Predicting the vote is extraordinarily difficult though
important for a President trying to sustain legitimacy for
his war termination policies while at the same time guarantee
himself or his party re-election. Sustaining policy
legitimation in the delicate process of ending a war,
particularly if extended over some time, means that the
President's political future hangs on his ability to

manipulate the complexities of the vote to his advantage.

The Media
In this country, particularly since the Second World War,
the role of the elite media as the 'eyes and ears' of the

public in Washington has grown enormously.?4 The press has

Electorate (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966);
Benjamin I. Page and Richard A. Brody, "Policy Voting and the
Electoral Process: The Vietnam War Issue," American Political
Science Revjew 66 (1972): 979-95; Morris P. Fiorina,
Retrospective Voting in American National Elections (New

Haven: Yale University Press, 1981); and Norman H. Nie,

Sidney Verba and John R. Petrocik, The Changing American
Yoter (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976).

24 1n the United States, the 'elite media,' or press,
refers to the three major television networks, the principal
daily newspapers with national circulations, such as The New
York Times and Washington Post, and the major current affairs
magazines Time and Newsweek. For a discussion of the role
and impact of the press in the foreign policy making process
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carved for itself a political role with the implied position
that it is as least as representative of the general public
as Congress or the Presidency. Indeed, some have observed
that the media has supplanted the political party system in
important functions such as 'policing' the ranks of potential
candidates, providing general and specific political
education to the public and performing the service of
encouraging people to vote.25

Suktly intertwined with the policy making process, the
media often casts existing policy disagreements in sharp
relief. 1In situations such as the termination of an
asymmetrical limited war where controversy surrounds policy

choices and decisions, or even after a course of action has

see Bernard C. Cohen, The Press and Foreign Policy
(Princeton: University Press, 1963); Michael Baruch Grossman
and Martha Joynt Kumar, Portraying the Presidept: The White
House and the News Media (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1981), and S. Robert Lichter, Stanley Rothman and
Linda S. Lichter, The Media Elite (Bethesda, Maryland: Adler
and Adler, 1986). For studies of the press and its coverage
of the Vietnam War see Peter Braestrup, Big Story: How the
American Press and Television Reported and Interpreted the
Crisis of Tet in 1968 in Vietnam and Washington, 2 vols.
(Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1977); and Kathleen J.
Turner, Lyndon Johnson's Dual War: Vietnam and the Press
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985).

25 This argument is presented by Martin Wattenberg in The

Decline of American Political Parties (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1986). Wattenberg has suggested that
political parties have lost political clout in this country
because they are no longer crucial to the governmental
procss. He argues that parties neither convey the necessary
electoral advantage they once did, nor possess the capability
to effectively penalize uncooperative partisans.
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been chosen, the media is a useful tool for marshalling
opinion on behalf of one or another initiative, by educating
or energizing the public, and giving form and direction to
public opinion. Frequently, however, debates over potential
courses of action which appear in the media are old news to
the top decision-makers. There are many occasions when, by
the time policy positions have cohered to the point where
public debate is possible, the central decision makers have
already concluded their deliberations and arrived at a
decision. No one denies, however, that the media has a
central role in this nation's politics, and that role is as
much a function of institutional demands of the information
media as any self-proclaimed public responsibility.

News, scoops and headlines sell newspapers, and the various
media compete between and among themselves for larger
circulations and wider viewership. This economic reality
points to a cyclical relationship between the press, the
public and the politicians. A greater share of the market
means that a particular newspaper or network reaches more of
the national constituency, and the press attempt to
capitalize on this fact to gain privileged access, thereby
having more scoops and thereby gaining a wider audience.
Because a wide segment of the public reads newspapers, and an
even wider segment watches television, politicians realize
that the media offers useful, and cost saving, ways to reach
their constituency. Thus the press gains the access they

want; they sell more papers and air time and become ever more
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important and powerful in the political process. The power
of the press has changed government. It has broadened the
ranks of the informed public and it has exposed more of the
governmental process to public scrutiny.

The press, however, as a result of its becoming
inextricably enmeshed within the processes of government, has
itself been transformed. Newsmen are often themselves news,
and the press are not infrequently pawns in a larger
political game which they do not control. Walter Cronkite's
scathing indictment of administration policy in the wake of
the Tet Offensive of 1968 sent 'shock waves' through the
halls of Washington and had far-ranging repercussions. It
signalled many within government that the President's war
policies had all but completely lost the support of the

American public and change was needed.Z26

Congress27
As a foreign policy issue with far-ranging domestic

repercussions, the problem of ending involvement in a limited

26 This observation of George Christian is cited in William

T. Small, To Kill A Messenger (New York: Hasing House,
1970), p. 123.

27 There are a number of treatments of President- ~-Congress
relations. See, for example, Louis Fisher, The Constitution
Between Friends: Congress, the President and the Law (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1978), and The Politics of Shared

Power: Congress and the Executive (Washington D.C.:
Congressional Quarterly Press, 1981); Stephen J. Wayne, The

Legislative Presidency (New York: Harper and Row, 1978); and
Georgz C. Edwards, III, Presidential Influence in Congress

(San Francisco: W.H. Freeman and Company, 1980.)
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war presents special problems for the legislature. Congress'
organizational unsuitability for the task of foreign policy
making has resulted in much of that responsibility having
been ceded to the Executive. This organizational reality
casts Congress largely in a reactive role in foreign policy
but has not erased certain institutional bases for extremely
significant, if somewhat limited, actions for Congress to
take in the policy process.?8 Through its power of the purse,
its function as a national forum for public debate and, in
the extreme, its impeachment authority, Congress has several
means by which it can exert pressure on the executive, if the
administration's war termination policies appear drastically

flawed.2?

28 By virtue of its responsibility as the representative
branch, Congress has certain internal mechanisms and
procedures that reflect the institutionalization of members'
interests---the principal one of which is, of course, getting
re-elected. One scholar, David Mayhew, has suggested that
Congressional structures and procedures reflect this, and
further suggests that, since members of Congress owe their
allegiance to their constituencies, domestic issues generally
receive more attention and Congress is often likely to take
the lead here. Congress will manifest those behaviors which
serve to maintain the organization and procedures with which
it operates. Mayhew's convincing argument that Congressional
structures and procedures reflect the principal motivation of
Congressmen which is re-election generates the conclusion
that re-election concerns militate against a strong and
active role for Congress in foreign policy decision making.
David R. Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1974).

29 Robert Randle offers a discussion of Congress' powers
to influence Presidential decision-making in war termination
which expands slightly on the three presented here. "The
Domestic Origins of Peace," in The Annals, pp. 76-85.
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Of all of Congress' powers, it is clear that the power of
the purse is its most significant. A President can side-step
Congressional debates and inquiries which threaten his
policies by charging that they are politically motivated
ploys which ultimately work to harm the national interest.
The President can also attempt to by-pass Congress completely
with appeals for support from the national constituency; a
constituency which he alone can claim. But the President has
little recourse when Congress withholds funds for a war
effort---though in so doing, Congress immediately becomes the
President's partner in the problem of terminating the war.

Because of Congress' power of the purse, the President must
choose policy options and oversee their implementation with
care. If, in the formulation of war termination policies or
in the effort to sustain legitimacy for those policies, the
President has infringed upon any of the rights and
prerogatives of the legislature, Congress will react
unfavorably. Indeed, depending on the extent to which the
President appears to have overstepped his bounds, not only
might his war termination policies be opposed, but other
aspects of his political agenda become susceptible to serious
challenge. The prospect of this debacle in the extreme makes
Presidents particularly attentive to signs of trouble from

Congress.39

30  Randle also makes this point, noting that impeachment
is, of course, the weapon of ultimate recourse for Congress.
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The Presidency

How does the President formulate and discharge policy amid
the complex web of domestic political pressures that attend
the process of terminating an asymmetrical limited war? To
answer this question we must examine the organizational
structure of the Presidency, the formal and informal
resources of both the office and the incumbent, and the
incentives which motivate the President to use the Executive
structure and resources to formulate and discharge war
termination initiatives.

The organizational structure of the Presidency includes the
bureaucratic institutions of the Executive Branch and the
formal procedures by which they interact with other
governmental agencies and societal groups. Executive
resources take in the position and reputation of the
President as Chief Executive, senior member of his political
party, head of state and Commander-in-Chief. Presidential
power is finite and variable.3! The limited formal

capabilities of the Executive represent a dilemma for the

31 Following Neustadt's lead, 'powers' as used here,
refers to authority formally granted to the Executive by the
Constitution. 'Power' refers to the individual President's
ability to accumulate additional influence resources and to
exercise these and his 'powers' to accomplish his policy
goals. See Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power, (New York:
Wiley and Sons, 1960), p. 33, ff. See also Edgar E.
Robinson, Alexander De Conde, Raymond G. O'Connor, and Martin
B. Travis, Jr., ) P i i i A i
1945-1965 (San Francisco: Commonwealth Club of California,

1966); and Erwin C. Eargrove, The Power of the Modern
Presidency (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1974).
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President who must discharge policy imperatives while
accommodating the pressures he perceives from one or another
public exerting pressure to end the war. But the
capabilities of the President to discharge his duties are not
straightforwardly determined. There is, after all, no formal
Presidential job description. As Richard Neustadt has
pointed out, the President functions as government's clerk--
he does everything not done by someone else.32 The relatively
meager formal organizational structure of the Presidency
belies this fact, however, and it is with the formal
structure of the Executive branch that we begin our
examination of the President's role in war termination

policy-making.

The Formal Structure of the Presidency
It was no accident that the Founding Fathers were vague
about the Constitutional responsibilities of the Executive.33

Wishing to avoid the excesses of monarchical rule, they

32 Neustadt, Presidential Power, ch. 1.

33 The sections of the Constitution which pertain directly
to the office of the President are: Article II, Sections 1-4
; the Twelfth Amendment (election of the President), the
Twentieth Amendment ('Lame Duck'), the Twenty-Second
Amc.adment (number of Presidential terms), the Twenty-fifth
Amendment (Presidential Disability, vacancy in the Vice-
Presidency). 1In addition, of course, there are many useful
treatments of the Presidency from a Constitutional
perspective. See, for example, Edward S. Corwin, The

President: Office and Powers 1787-1957 (New York: New York
University Press, 1957); and Louis Fisher, The Politics of

Shared Power: Congress and the FExecutive, especially chapter
1.
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desired an office that would discharge the will of the people
in conjunction with, and checked by, the legislature and the

courts. Over the course of two centuries, it has been the

Constitutional provision of executive powers combined with
judicial buttressing that has given Presidents a
comparatively free hand in the conduct of this nation's
foreign affairs.3% The limits of Presidential power in
foreign policy-making has been an issue of some controversy
since the earliest days of the Republic, and maintaining the
fragile consensus within government on this issue is central
to the President's task of legitimating war termination
policies.

Since Roosevelt, and in the wake of World War II, the
formal organization of the Executive Branch has undergone
substantial change as a result of confronting a dramatically
altered international environment with unprecedented foreign
policy demands. Post~war realities have induced Presidential
attempts to expand the means with which to discharge the
burgeoning responsibilities of the Executive. Congress has

played its part, mandating extensive re-organization of the

34 a major Supreme Court decision in 13836 reinforced
Presidential practice and Congressional compliance with this
arrangement (United States v. Curtiss-Wright 299 U.S.). For
discussions of Presidential supremacy regarding the
formulation of foreign policy see Corwin, The President,
especially chapter 5, and Cecil V. Crabb, Jr. and Kevin V.
Mulcahy, Presidents and Foreign Policy Making From FDR to
Reagan (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: University of Louisiana
Press, 1986.)
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Executive branch on a number of occasions. Legislated
reorganization has accounted for significant alteration in
the office of the President since Congress passed the
Reorganization Act of 1939. The establishment of the
Executive Office of the President, incorporating the
Presidential Staff and the Bureau of the Budget, began a
trend of increased bureaucratization of government in
general, and the Executive in particular.35

These legislative modifications have often served to
reinforce interpretations of Constitutional ambiguity on
foreign policy in favor of the Presidency. Nearly without
exception, the legislative alterations have reflected
executive efforts to fix a perceived inability to discharge
its policy imperatives. Today, we see in the Presidency an
organization which has grown, in slightly over half a

century, from just under three dozen individuals to over 2000

35 There have been a number of post-war Presidential and
Congressional panels designed to review the operation of the
Executive Branch. The more significant of their number
include the Hoover Commission appointed in 1947 by Truman, a
second Hoover Commission, 1953-1955, the Heineman Task
Force, appointed in 1967 by Johnson, and the Ash Committee,
appointed in 1970 by Nixon. Invariably these committees
called for measures to populate and strengthen the Executive
Branch. Among the agencies established through legislative
action to deal specifically with foreign policy are the
National Security Council, the Department of Defense, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and a number of intelligence
organizations including the Central Intelligence Agency and
the National Security Agency. For discussions of increased
bureaucratization of the Executive Branch, see, Corwin, The
President, especially chapter 3; and Harold Seidman and
Robert Gilmour, Politics, Position, and Power, (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1986), especially chs. 2 and 3.
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with interests in, and responsibilities for, every aspect of
government. The foreign-policy apparatus of the Executive
accounts for a significant part of this growth. The
expansion of the Presidency, however, mirrors all of
government . Bureaucratic and Congressional staffs, as well
as every other federal agency have expanded in size and
complexity, making the President's task of control over even
those most immediately answerable to him impossible.
Truman's famous musing over Eisenhower's fate captured this

acute Presidential handicap completely.36

The Bureaucracy

The foreign policy bureaucracy consists of the President at
the logical center, the State Department, the Department of
Defense, the National Security Council and Central

Intelligence Agency.3?7 While Congress has organized itself to

36 nmriger1l sit here,' Truman would remark (taping his
desk for emphasis),' and he'll say, 'Do this! Do that!' And

nothing will happen.'" Quoted in Neustadt, Presidential
Power, p. 9 (emphasis original.)

37  There are, of course, extensive literatures which
analyze each of these agencies and their relationship with
the President. A small sample is cited here. For general
works on the bureaucracy of foreign policy see, "The
Organization of the Government for the Conduct of Forelgn
Policy", Ihe_BgbsxL_D‘_Muxnhy_cgmmlsalgn_nepgzt 7 vols.
(Washington D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1975);
Lincoln P. Bloomfleld, The Foreign Policy Process: A Modern
Primer (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1982);

and I.M. Destler, Presidents, Bureaucrats and Foreign Policy:
The Politics of Organizational Reform (Princeton: University

Press, 1972). For more theoretical treatments, see, Graham
T. Allison, Essence of Decision; Anthony Downs, Inside
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Bureaucracy; Morton Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and
Foreign Policy; Alexander L. George, "The Case for Multiple
Advocacy," [with a comment by I. M. Destler and Rejoinder by
A. L. George] in American Political Science Review 66
(September 1972): 751-795; Hugh Heclo, A _Government of
Strangers, and "OMB and the Presidency--The Problem of
Neutral Competence," in The Public Interest 38 (Winter 1975):
80-98; see also Heclo's "Issue Networks and the Executive
Establishment, " in The New American Political System, edited
by Anthony King, (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise
Institute for Public Policy Research, 1978): 87-124; and
John D. Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision: New

Dimensions of Political Analysis (Princeton: University
Press, 1974).

On the State Department see Dean Acheson, "The Eclipse of
the State Department," Foreiagn Affairs 49 (July 1971): 593-
606; John H. Esterline, and Robert B. Black, Inside Foreian
Policy: The Department of State Political System and its
Subsystems (Palo Alto, California: Mayfield Publishing
Company, 1975); and Graham H. Stuart, The Department of
State: A Hist £ i - : . P ’ ,
Personnel (New York: Macmillan, 1949). On the Department of
Defense see Demetrios Caraley, The Politics of Military
Unification: A Study of Conflict and the Policy Process (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1966); James Clotfelter,
TIhe Military in American Politics (New York: Harper and Row,
1973); Alexander L. George, David K. Hall and William R.
Simons, Ihe Limits of Coercive Diplomacy (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1971); Lewis J. Edlnger, "Military
Leaders and Foreign Policy-Making, " it
Science Review 57 (June 1963): 392-405; Robert A. Hanneman,
"Military Elites and Political Executives," Journal of
Political and Military Sociology 14 (Spring 1986): 75-89. On
the National Security Council and the Central Intelligence
Agency, in addition to the Bock volume, see Keith C. Clark
and Laurence J. Legere, eds., The President and The
Management of National Security, (New York: Praeger, 1969),
especially pp. 55-115; and I. M. Destler, "National Security
Management: What Presidents have Wrought,™ Political
Science OQuarterly 95 (1980): 573-588.

The memoirs of Presidents and their key aides are also
useful, if carefully interpreted, particularly regarding
perceptions of executive-department relations and the ways in
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participate in the foreign policy making process with its
committees on foreign policy, defense and intelligence in
both the House and Senate, it is the executive agencies
which represent the means by which the President discharges
policy and attempts to orchestrate domestic legitimacy for
those policies. Presidential appointments, both major and
minor, provide executive entree into these bureaucratic
agencies.

The existence of formal structures does not guarantee a
President smooth decision making or policy implementation
processes. As noted earlier, governmental institutions, like
all organizations, operate with complex sub-routines which,
contrary to expectations of process expediency, often make
any amount of production a marvel. Bureaucratic agencies are
in fact institutions which demand much from the President.
The President's task is to obtain policy results through the
bureaucratic conviction that the implementation of a
Presidential initiative sustains their existence.

The relationship between President and bureaucrat is an

uneasy one. Conflicting loyalties to department and the

which these perceptions drove working relationships. For
those especially relevant to the present work, see Lyndon B.
Johnson, int : i i
1963-1969 (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971);
Richard M. Nixon, RN: Memoirs (New York: Grosset and Dunlap,
1978); Gerald R. Ford, A_Time to Heal (New York: Harper and
Row, 1979):; and Henry A. Kissinger, White House Years
(Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1978), and Years of
Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1982).
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Chief Executive represent a dilemma for the appointed
bureaucrat, and this tension results in what is often seen as
'bureaucratic inertia' or ‘'organizational routine.' The
bureaucrat's resolution of demands and pressures confronts
the President as apparent bureaucratic biases and inaction.
Structures of government which exist to support and implement
Presidential policies often appear (and frequently are)
detrimental to an expedient process. But the President
cannot simply rely on the formal powers granted him under the
Constitution as Chief Executive or Commander in Chief of the
military to achieve policy results. A President must often

rely on personal resources to achieve his policy goals.

Presidential Resources

Presidential resources refer to the intangibles of office
and leadership. Some of these resources derive from the
prestige of the Presidency itself and the professional
reputation of the incumbent as a skillful player of the game,
and some derive from the political strength and popularity of
the incumbent.3® while distinct, it is important to realize
that the one cannot be fully separated from the other, as it

is the prestige of the office which allows a skillful

38 For a discussion of the fundamental importance of
Presidential prestige as a political resource, see Neustadt,
Presidential Power, ch. 4. See also Samuel Kernell, Going
Public: N St . £ p {d ial Lead hi
(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press, 1986), pp.
145-150.
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President to maximize his political strengths, and the
strength of the President which importantly affects the
prestige of the office.

As Neustadt has pointed out, the most meaningful
Presidential power is the power to persuade.39 The
President's persuasive ability, aside from personal skill,
derives some strength from the fact that he holds the highest
political office in the land and can thus claim a certain
political legitimacy for policy actions. Because the
President is alone in claiming a national constituency, the
‘health of the whole' gives him a powerful basis to generate
support for his policies.

Presidents attempt to translate their unique vantage point,
their powers and influence resources, and their total
experience in government into political leverage. This
experience, coupled with any significant non-governmental or
campaign associations the President may have, augments the
formal bureaucracy supporting the Executive, and provides the
President with many and varied contacts and potential
influence points on which to exercise political leverage.
These can be important coﬁtacts and leverages, particularly

in the closing stages of a war when the President perceives

39 Neustadt, Presidential Power, p. 32. Neustadt draws
again on Truman for this insight: "'I sit here all day trying
to persuade people to do the things they ought to have sense
enough to do without my persuading them...[t)hat's all the
powers of the President amount to.'"
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intense pressures to act in ways contrary to his own
preferences. The competing interests and pressures of the
various governmental agencies allows the President to
maneuver among them to prevent any one pressure from gaining
too much power. By preventing an empowered opposition from
forming, the President succeeds in sustaining legitimacy for
his own war termination policies.

The general public is also a Presidential resource,
representing at once a subject for and basis of Presidential
influence. The President's claim to a national constituency
represents a way for the Executive to circumvent bureaucratic
inertia or political opposition to his policies. A
President's special claim to the general public---his ability
to 'go public'---stems from the fact that he alone of all
elected politicians can claim legitimacy on the basis of the
greater national interest rather than narrow particular

interests to which members of Congress must attend.40

Presidential Incentives
What motivates the President to chose a particular war

termination policy? Three motivating influences appear to be

40 For an indepth discussion of 'going public,
particularly as a latter day phenomenon of the Presidency,
see Kernell, Going Public. For a discussion of how Nixon
used this technique to achieve policy legitimacy see, Aaron
Wildavsky's discussion of Nixon's 'Plebiscitary view of
Presidency,' in "Government and the People," pp. 45-59, in

Aaron Wildavsky, ed. Perspectives on the Presidency (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1975), p. 55.
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the most significant: re-election, popular acclaim, and
history's favor.4l

The political realities of public office-holding bear down
hard on every elected official, and the President is no
exception. The desire for re-election represents a
compelling motivation for first-term Presidents faced with
pressures to demonstrate policy success. Nevertheless, it is
difficult to determine precisely the extent of the electoral
motivation behind Presidential decisions and actions. Indeed,
President's themselves, often do not know the exact reasons
for their behavior. But we do know that Presidents, from the
moment of their election, are under severe time constraints.
They must initiate policies and, with luck, begin the process
of implementation to capitalize on successes or overcome
adversities in time for re-election---today 'in time for re-
election' means no more than two and one half to three years
into a term. Getting elected and staying in office is a
prime motivator of politicians and political behavior. As
Theodore Sorensen observed, politics is "...an ever-present
influence---counterbalancing the unrealistic, checking the

unreasonable, sometimes preventing the desirable, but always

41 For discussions of other Presidential incentives see,
Cronin, State of the Presidency, p. 182. Cronin cites
underlying incentives shaping Presidential performance as the
doing those things which are a) easy; b) urgent; c)
'Presidential.' Neustadt observes that a President's actions
are motivated by a need to a) ease his own conscience; b)
conciliate a faction; c¢) please a trusted counsellor; and d)

countervail opposing power (Presidential Power, p.87).
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testing what is acceptable."4?2 There is possibly no better
description of the re-election incentive as it applies to
Presidents in office.

Obviously, however, the prospect of another term in office
is not the only incentive which motivates a President. A
second term President, obviously less inspired by re-
election, is motivated instead by desires for popular acclaim
or 'history's favor.'

For people in general, and perhaps politicians in
particular, there is a genuine need to be popular. For
Presidents, popularity is important beyond reasons related to
personal prestige; it forms the basis of their political
strength as President. Without popular support, the
President has lost a valuable resource, and any public appeal
he may make to bypass a recalcitrant Congress or unresponsive
bureaucracy will be less effective.43 Clearly the President
has real incentives to maintain an acceptable level of
popularity with the general public for the political
advantage this popularity conveys.

Dreams of historical greatness tie into the personal
prestige derived from popularity to motivate Presidential
action. Men who have served as President have often found

themselves on the threshold or in the throes of an historic

42  rTheodore C. Sorensen, Decision Making in the White
House (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963), p. 44.

43 see Kernell, Going Public, especially chapter 6.
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moment, and have generally realized the moment for what it

was and as it would eventually be seen. Truman considering
Hiroshima, Kennedy staring down Khrushchev, Johnson
authorizing Rolling Thunder, and Nixon in Peking, are
examples. While obviously Presidents want to be remembered
for their successes, they are equally motivated by the
opposite possibility. That is, Presidents act as much to
avoid historical registry for the 'wrong' decision, as they
do to achieve fame.

In the final analysis, we might consider these incentives
as Presidential pressure on himself. That is, motivated by
re-election, for example, a President is moved to chose
certain policy positions or means of implementation that will
yield future electoral successes. In the termination of an
asymmetrical limited war, the President will attempt to
achieve as much of the original war aims as possible. If
unsuccessful, he will devalue those objectives based on what
he perceives can be achieved. Both of these techniques are
designed to cast the President and his policies in the most
favorable light.

Because the President is politically motivated, even in his
foreign policy actions, it is not unlikely that his
objectives may collide with those of other domestic groups.
These collisions can be catastrophic for the nation's war

termination policies.

The Dilemma of Terminating an Asymmetrical Limited War
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Though the powers of the President are generally perceived
as formidable, scholars have told us that while the
Presidency is at once too powerful, it is always inadequate.
The Presidency is

[a]lways too powerful because it is contrary to our
ideal of a 'government by the people' and always too
powerful, as well, because it now possesses the capacity
to wage nuclear war (a capacity that unfortunately
doesn't permit much in the way of checks and balances
and deliberative, participatory government). Yet always
inadequate because it seldom achieves our highest hopes
for it, not to mention its own stated intentions.%4

This points to the policy dilemma facing the Presidency in
war termination. Though immensely powerful by virtue of a
unique position at the cerfter of government, every President
is confronted with the task of accomplishing nearly
unattainable policy goals while accommodating, to greater or
lesser degrees, the expectations of policy outcomes and
pressure for their implementation, which the wvarious domestic
groups insist upon.

The President's tools for doing accommodating these
pr2ssures are essentially the bureaucracy surrounding the
Executive Branch and the personal and political resources he
can bring to bear tc generate results from this bureaucracy--
-both of which must function within the wider framework of
the entire government. The policy imperatives he advances,

and the points at which he applies pressure to achieve them,

depend, in turn, on his political motivations and incentives.

44 cronin, The State of the Presidency, p. 22.
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Presid_.ats take bold foreign policy moves in an election
@ar, though only if they are calculated to succeed.

But in addition to competing domestic pressures, time
constraints, limited knowledge, and scant control over policy
implementation act to constrain Presidential action.45

Time constraints are imposed not only by the four year
duration of a Presidential term, but also by mid-term
elections and the time-frame of war. Given the pressures of
time, Presidents are loathed to rely exclusively on
bureaucratic processes for the implementation of their
policies. To achieve rapid successes, it is often desirable
that the solution to a problem be found from those which do
not heavily depend on agencies external to the White House

for their implementation.46

45 For an extended discussion of these and other obstacles
to quality decision-making, see the section on "Sources of
Impediments to Information Processing" in George,

46 An example of this is the increasing reliance on
Executive Agreements, as the means of solidifying
international understandings, as opposed to formal Treaties.
Treaties require two-thirds approval of the Senate, and this
process is often politically charged and potentially
embarrassing to the President. The Executive Agreement can
be seen as a means of centralizing the policy implementation
process to spare the President and those with whom the
agreement is made, unwanted disclosure of negotiating detail,
inordinate delay, and the political expense of controversial
agreement. For a discussion of the use of Executive
Agreements in this way see Toch Johnson and James M.
McCormick "Foreign Policy by Executive Fiat," Foreign Policy
?8 (Fall 1977): 117-138.
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Presidents cope with knowledge limitations by relying on
their experience--their own to choose competent advisers, and
that of the advisers they choose.??7 Though equipped with a
Cabinet system that divides Presidential ‘'experts' by
functional area, Presidents have not demonstrated any
hesitancy to call on whomever they chose for policy advice.
Though the President must obtain Senatorial confirmation for
key appointments, he requires no one's approval to dismiss
these appointees. 1Indeed, the 'key'-ness of a position is
ultimately determined by the President himself. Nixon's
limited use of Secretary of State Rogers and heavy reliance
on National Security Adviser Kissinger illustrates the degree
to which a President can circumvent other officials in his
administration and establish, what is for him, a more
agreeable and eminently more workable arrangement for policy
making.48

For policy implementation, the task is far more difficult,
though the Presidential desire for as much control as

possible here is no less than in the policy formulation

47  see George's discussion of the limits of Presidential
knowledge, their attempts to overcoming these limitations,
and the pitfalls which confront these attempts in
Presidential Decisionmaking, pp. 25-53. For other
discussions of limitations of Presidential decisionmaking,
see Cronin, State of the Presidency, pp. 332-336; and

Theodore Sorensen, Decision Making in the White House, pp.
24-42.

48 For a discussion of Nixon and his political appointees,

see Richard Tanner Johnson, Managing the White House, pp.
199-229.
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stage. As noted earlier, the bureaucracy exists to provide
the administrative underpinnings of the governmental process.
Often however, it is perceived as a nearly insurmountable
hindrance to that process.4? Bureaucratic pathologies often
manifest themselves as political setbacks, and Presidents
have sought ways to bypass the bureaucracy. One way is to
choose courses of action which reduce Presidential reliance
on the departments for critical aspects of policy
implementation. Thus Nixon used Kissinger to take the
initial, difficult steps paving the Presidential way to China
and the Soviet Union, and left the 'administrivia' of flight
schedules and meal plans to the State Department.

Another means of overcoming bureaucratic opposition and
inertia is through politicization of the bureaucracy.
Politicization is achieved through Presidential appointments
and increasing involvement on the part of White House
agencies in the political aspects of the policy-making
process such as translating political ideology into policy
and lobbying on behalf of that policy.59 One proceeds from
the other. As more political appointees infiltrate the
bureaucracy, more and more policy formulation and

implementation take on partisan colors.

49 For a discussion of the policy decision-implementation

dilemma for Presidents, see Cronin, State of the Presidency,
p.- 268.

50 Moe, "The Politicized Presidency, " p. 235.
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The question of 'neutral competence' surfaces with a
vengeance here. Neutral competence is a concept of civil
service in government which "...envisions a continuous,
uncommitted facility at the disposal of, and for the support
of, political leadership."5! Though perhaps theoretically
desirable, neutral competence is often considered to be
politically undesirable. A President wants institutions
which are responsive to his needs as a politician---he wants
'responsive competence,' not ‘'neutral competence;' hence his
efforts to populate the ranks of the bureaucracy with
political appointees.5?2

Increased bureaucratization, centralization of the
decision-making process in the White House, and greater
politicization of the processes of government are means by
which Presidents attempt to sustain policy legitimacy and
avoid the formation of empowered opposition which threatens
his war termination policies. These methods--—-
bureaucratization, centralization and politicization---are

emerging trends in the development of the Executive Branch in

51 Heclo, "OMB and the Presidency---The Problem of Neutral
Competence," p. 81. Heclo maintains that neutral competence
is desirable in government. He decries what he sees as an
erosion of the standards of neutral competence stemming from
"..a real... danger...that demands on government performance
are growing and...the need for continuity, executive branch
coordination, and independent analysis is increasing..."

52 Moe, "The Politicized Presidency," pp. 239, 244-245.
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the era of the modern Presidency.53 They are not merely one-
shot attempts by which Presidents have sought to achieve
their aims. Rather, they are manifested institutional
responses to pressures from the domestic political

environment.

Summary

This chapter has offered an institutional conceptualization
of domestic politics which focused on how various domestic
groups within this country might pressure war termination
policy making. 1In the United States, the President as the
locus of decision-making, confronts many preferences,
demands, and expectations from various groups trying to
influence war termination decision-making. In the face of
these pressures, the President attempts to sustain legitimacy
for his chosen policies by using the organizational structure
of the Executive Branch of government and the other resources
of his office. The President is motivated to formulate and
adjust policy by his desires for re-election, popular support
or history's favor.

The legitimation process represents the President's effort
to achieve politically acceptable and substantively prudent

courses of action in the process of achieving the ultimate

53 Noting this with particular reference to the Nixon
administration is Wildavsky in "Government and the People,"

in Wildavsky, ed. Rexspectives on the Presidency, pp. 56-57.

See also the discussion of 'peopling the government' in Crabb

and Mulcahy, Presidents and Foreign Policy Making, pp. 24-25.
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goal of ending a war. The Chief Executive attempts to shunt
off those pressures he does not feel compelled, or motivated,
to respond to, with the structures and resources of his
office. He addresses those pressures which he is unable to
shunt off, or those to which he desires to be responsive, or
which are perhaps even welcome.

Domestic groups such as Congress, Presidential advisers,
the press, the general public and the military, have complex
interests in war termination and act to influence
Presidential policy making. Knowing how and which interests
emerge from the principal domestic actors is important, but
it is also necessary to develop some understanding of how
those interests are translated into pressures on Presidential
decision making.

Some groups have the ability to exert pressure directly on
Presidential decisions. The power of the purse gives Congress
the opportunity for direct and relatively unambiguous
influence. For example, by cutting off funding for military
activity in and around Vietnam in early 1975, Congress
constrained the actions of President Ford who was trying to
respond to the request of the South Vietnamese for aid in the
face of a renewed offensive mounted by the North Vietnamese.
Other groups can effectively influence the President only
indirectly. Interest groups, though not addressed in this
study, are an example; they are better equipped to focus

their attention on individual Congressmen who have more
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narrow interests than the President as a function of their

smaller and more particularized constituencies.

In war termination major Presidential decisions, such as
whether to pursue military victory or seek peace, set broad
guidelines for the many lesser supplemental decisions which
are involved with policy implementation. Examples of these
lesser decisions include decisions to formulate and alter
one's terms for settlement, begin, halt or continue bLombing;
increase or decrease troop levels at what speed and in what
number; and begin, halt or intensify negotiations. But it is
the major decisions which reflect the response of the
President to what he perceives to be pressure from the
salient domestic publics.

One might think of such things as the rank ordering of
issues or objectives around which the war is fought and
negotiations‘are conducted, as major decisions. For example,
the maintenance of the Thieu regime was always a goal of our
effort in Vietnam (as well as in Paris), but it did not
always maintain a consistent location on our list of
priorities. Negotiations and the progress of the war, as
filtered through domestic politics, caused the decision-
makers to reassess at various times the value of this
objective. But issues of this type are not on the same scale
as the decision, arrived at in the Spring of 1968, to
undertake a major de-escalation of our effort in Vietnam, and

shift focus to ending the war rather than fighting it.
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A President is fundamentally politically motivated; he
must be sensitive to the political environment and end a
controversial war in a way that will safequard the national
interest and ensure his own political longevity. The problem
of accommodating the President's desire for re-election with
the substantive needs of foreign policy exposes two tensions
which exist in a democratic society. The first is the
tension which exists between the search for 'better
decisions' in ways which preserve the democratic process
while guaranteeing efficient government. The second pits the
requirement for rapid executive action against the rights of
the people to know what their government is up to. The
termination of an asymmetrical limited war often brightly

illuminates these tensions.

The following section consists of three chapters, each
corresponding to a major war termination decision: Johnson's
decision in 1968 to de-escalate; Nixon's choice of a complex
strategy involving withdrawals, negotiations and
Vietnamization in 1969; and the decision in January 1973 to
accept the terms of a formal peace treaty. If these chapters
demonstrate that it is the complex domestic political
inducements and pressures which yielded these major policy
choices of the war, in the face of systemic counter-demands
for policy, an important limitation of structuralism will be

established.
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Chapter 3

The Decision to De-Escalate the War

We are prepared to move immediately toward peace
through negotiations...in the hope that this action
will lead to early talks, I am taking the first
step to de-escalate the conflict. We are reducing-
—-substantially reducing---the present level of
hostilities. And we are doing so unilaterally and
at once.!

It is easy to forget that on the evening of March 31, 1968,
Lyndon Johnson did far more than merely tell America he would
not seek re-election. His stunning announcement about his
fate as President obscures, for many, the fact that at the
opening of his speech, he announced a halt to the bombing of
North Vietnam and an end to the rising commitment the United
States had been making on behalf of its South Vietnamese
ally. These announcements marked the beginning of the end of
the Vietnam war just as surely as Johnson's renouncing a
second term marked the beginning of the end of his public
life. The speech marked a turning point---for himself, for
the nation, and for the war.

Although the President's opening remarks suggested a

unified position within his administration seeking "...peace

in Vietnam and Southeast Asia,”™ the actual state of affairs

1 public Papers of Lyndon B. Johnson, 1968-69, (Washington,

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1970), 2 volumes. Volume

I: 469-476. [Hereafter referred to as Public Papers: LBJ.]




betrayed profound discord within his government. Johnson
himself had decided the direction and tone of the address
only two days before its delivery, and continued to revise
the text almost until the moment he looked into the
television camera. His even tone that Sunday night never
revealed the agonizing process of policy reassessment that
had plagued his administration. The decisions of March 31
lay rooted in events of the previous six months and reflected
those of a President awash in conflicting tides of policy-~
making in war.

The early months of 1968 saw many national crises and
personal challenges to the President. The USS Pueblo had
been seized January 22 by North Korean forces, requiring the
mobilization of over 150 aircraft to U.S. bases in South
Korea and the activation of nearly 15,000 reservists to
replace the units sent; a budgetary crisis of some proportion
loomed precipitously and menaced the entire political agenda;
political violence threatened in Western Europe; early
activity on the campaign trail exposed political opposition
within the ranks of the President's own party which was
dramatized by Eugene McCarthy's strong showing in the New
Hampshire primary and Robert Kennedy's announcement that he
would challenge for the Democratic Presidential nomination;
and in Vietnam, the Communist Tet offensive seemed to put the
lie to the official line that U.S. and South Vietnamese
forces had gained the upper hand in the war.

A major reassessment of policy could have hardly come at a
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less welcome moment, but this was not of Johnson's choosing.
In the throes of the Tet Offensive, the U.S. military,
supported by right-wing members of Congress, sought to force
the President to make the commitment to the war they felt had
long been needed. Their request for an additional 206,000
more troops to support military operations in Vietnam---
representing a 40% increase over current numbers---cast the
basis for the entire U.S. combat effort in a new light.
Congressional opposition to the administration's war policies
mounted, mirroring public sentiment; and one by ever more
significant one, Johnson's top advisers reversed their
earlier support for the war and urged him to halt the bombing
of the North and begin to reduce the number of U.S. troops in

the South.

The present chapter considers Johnson's decision to de-
escalate the war in Vietnam---a change iﬁ policy thatn
reversed a trend begun four years earlier. These events
symbolize a profound shift from 'war fighting' to 'war
ending.' The decisions of 1968 reveal a President
increasingly weary of the political struggle at home and ever
more frustrated by apparently successful battlefield results
whose cumulative political effect brought the U.S. no closer
to victory. The following pages discuss how these same
realities combined to undermine the strength of the political
will of the nation to continue the war. This loss of resolve

to continue the struggle meant that the costs associated with
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the war, particularly in terms of human life, would no longer
be supported. Thus Johnson, unable to sustain sufficient
domestic legitimacy for his policies, took steps to institute
change.

The announcements of March 31 revealed a President who
genuinely desired to end the war, and de-escalation
represented the first step toward that goal by casting off
policies the administration had established and followed
since 1964. Johnson's migration to policy change began
taking shape in the Fall of the previous year; the story of

March 1968 begins in September 1967.

The Gathering Storm

The autumn of 1967 brought uneasy relief to the heat of a
politically explosive summer. July and August had seen anti-
war protests and race riots dominate American politics, and
these events pointed to an ever-widening gulf in U.S.
politics between the government and the people. Combined
with the domestic unrest, the war accentuated the distance
between the margins of American politics.

Within government, the 'hawks,' right-wing Republicans and
conservative Democrats imbued with an enduring cold war
mentality, saw the Vietnam conflict through an 'east-west'
prism. The war was a part of the global struggle with
Communism. If we did not rally to our ally's side in

Vietnam, they reasoned, the countries of Southeast Asia would
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fall like dominoes and the Communists would be encouraged to
pursue their designs of global hegemony elsewhere. The
failure of the U.S. in Vietnam would mean that they could do
so with impunity. The 'doves' were a far less homogeneous
group than their conservative counterparts. An amalgam of
committed pacifists, student radicals and anti-war liberals,
the doves challenged the administration with equal vigor from
the opposite pole, convinced that the entire enterprise in
Vietnam was folly. Middle America, predictably, occupied the
ground between these extremes, but as the war continued, and
the increasing economic and manpower requirements of the war
began to be felt, more and more people grew weary--—-
frustrated with an apparent lack of progress.?
In August 1967, Johnson had made a successful appeal to

Congress for a ten percent tax surcharge which would

.continue for so long as the unusual expenditures
associated with our effort in Vietnam require higher

revenues."3 Until this point the costs of the war had been

2 gJohn E. Mueller, "Trends in Popular Support for the Wars
in Korea and Vietnam, " American Political Science Review 65
(June 1971): 358-75; Peter W. Sperlich and William L. Lunch,
"American Public Opinion and the War in Vietnam," Western

Political Quarterly 32 (March 1979): 21-44, and Sidney Verba,
et. al., "Public Opinion and the War in Vietnam," American

Political Science Review 61 (June 1967): 317-33
3 Ppublic Papers: LBJ, 1967, volume II, p. 737. The

details of this request appear in Johnson's "Special Message
to Congress: The State of the Budget and the Economy,"

August 3, 1967. Public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, pp. 733-
740.
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absorbed by the economy, a practice whose delayed effects
were making themselves increasingly felt. A Gallup poll
taken shortly after the tax increase indicated that for the
first time, a majority of Americans thought the war in
Vietnam was a mistake.4

The administration, though cautious, remained optimistic.
Reports from earlier in the year, which gave qualified
endorsement to the notion that the U.S. had turned the tide
and indeed could eventually 'win' this war, had begun a flow
of official memoranda, message traffic and studies, the
cumulative effect of which advanced the idea that successful
progress was being made in the war, and military victory
could indeed be achieved.® The only question that remained
to be answered was, when?

In the early years, the answer to that question was thought
to reside largely in the results of the military's combat
efforts. Though the Johnson administration sought to end the
fighting via diplomacy numerous times, the regime of Ho Chi

Minh proved remarkably adept at playing the political game of

4 A compilation of the trend in public support for the war
during the period 1969 through 1969, containing, of course,
the period relevant to the present chapter, in contained in

Ihe Galiup Opinion Index 52 (October 1969): 1-15.

S See, for example, Meeting Notes File, Box 2, September
1, 1967-April 29, 1968; and National Security Files,
Confidential File, Country File Vietnam ND 19/CO 312,
October-December 1967, Lyndon B. Johnson Library, Austin
Texas. See also, The Pentagon Papers, Senator Gravel
edition, 4 volumes (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971), IV, pp.
389-92.
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international negotiations. Public and private
communications from Hanoi were rarely consistent, and the
Communists scornfully rejected nearly every U.S. suggestion
that the adversaries talk peace. By 1966, it became clear
that the North Vietnamese would not negotiate, or even accept
conditions for beginning talks if reciprocal concessions were
a prerequisite. Hardened by what he perceived to be an
immutable and duplicitous adversary, Johnson became convinced
that the way to the negotiating table was via the
battlefield. Clearly Washington wanted peace in Vietnam, but
Johnson believed a strong, anti-communist government in South
Vietnam was necessary to ensure this and that could only be

guaranteed by the presence of U.S. military power.®

From the moment LBJ authorized the first aerial bombardment

strikes and the first major ground troop deployments to South

6 According to Allan Goodman: "Once at war, Washington's
strategy for terminating it depended on success on the
battlefield. 1In President Johnson's mind, achieving a
position of strength became an essential prerequisite for
negotiations. The President quickly realized that such a
position was not likely to be achieved rapidly merely by
strengthening the GVN. It was essential at the same time to
increase military pressure on North Vietnam and thus compel
Hanoi to negotiate." The Lost Peace (Stanford, California:
Hoover Institution, 1978), p. 24. Over the course of three
years, the U.S ground force commitment grew from 23,000 in
December 1964 to almost 450,000 in December 1967, and, as the
level of American military activity grew, the possibility of
a negotiated settlement shrank. The bitter and largely
fruitless experience of attempting to negotiate with Hanoi
coupled with the widened ground war and its reported progress
generated and supported the feeling in Washington that the
war could be 'won' through the military defeat of the North
Vietnamese.
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Vietnam in 1965, the uniformed services became the chief
advocates of a military solution to the war. The military
naturally pressed hard for the resources thought necessary to
a successful and expedient prosecution of the conflict.

Their combat experience in this century had validated a
strategy and doctrine of war fighting which traced its roots
to a deep-seated American preference to avoid unnecessary
loss of human life in war. Complex military organization,
massive firepower and modern technology were the hallmarks of
the 'American way of war,' and the Vietnam experience would
be no different.

As the war in Vietnam developed, two distinct elements of
the American effort emerged: ground combat and aerial
bombardment. While the ground war belonged to the Army, the
air war, code-named "Rolling Thunder," was conceived and
executed principally by the Air Force with support from the
Navy. For reasons relating to his desire to maintain the
costs of the war at minimum levels, Johnson relied heavily on
the air war to achieve the objectives in Vietnam.? The
ground war, once underway however, offered unintended
competition to the aerial effort for the limited resources

which the President was willing to commit to the war. The

7 For a detailed and critical treatment of the Rolling
Thunder operation, see the book by former Department of

Defense analyst James C. Thompson, Rolling Thunder:
Understanding Policy and Program Failure (Chapel Hill:

University of North Carolina Press, 1980.)
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administration's close control over the allocation of men and
materiel committed to the war effort would be something which
the military would fight throughout the duration of active
combat in Vietnam. One side-effect of the two distinct
military combat efforts was that the institutional
differences among the services, particularly the Army and Air
Force, were cast in sharp relief. These long-standing, and
often not so subtle, inter-service rivalries had been brewing
since the formation of the Air Force in the wake of World War

II.

The combination of events which led President Eisenhower to
adopt a strategic doctrine of 'massive retaliation' formed
the basis of, and justification for, the institutional rise
of the Air Force to a prominent role in this nation's
defense. Threatening nuclear retaliation to Communist
aggression, the Eisenhower administration relied on the Air
Force as the military agent who would make good that threat.
Throughout the 1950s the Army struggled to maintain a

significant role in national defense.8

8 In the wake of World War II, with the establishment of
the Air Force and the institution of the strategic doctrine
of 'massive retaliation,' the Army's frustration with its
rapidly diminishing responsibilities and prestige bubbled to
the surface in a series of articles published in the New York
Times ir May 1956. For an indictment of the policies which
the Army labored under during the Eisenhower years, see
Maxwell Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet (New York: Harper,

1960). See also David Halberstam, TIhe Best and The Brightest
(New York: Random House, 1969), especially pp. 472-477.
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With the election of John F. Kennedy in 1960 and the

rejection of 'massive retaliation' in favor of 'flexible
response, ' the Army anticipated a change in national policy
to their advantage. They did not, however, correctly
anticipate the nature of that change. Kennedy's concerns
over what he perceived to be Soviet intentions to instigate
and abet wars of "national liberation" throughout the Third
World, led him to envisage a fighting force capable of waging
war at the lower end of the intensity spectrum.? Kennedy's
notion of a military organization equipped to wage counter-
insurgency warfare led to the development of Special Forces
within the Army. He confronted stiff opposition, however,
from the Army's leaders who desired a return to national
command emphasis on the Army's capability to fight mid-

intensity conventional war.10

9 See, for example, his address at West Point in June

1962. Public Papers: JFK, 1962, pp. 452~55.

10 Krepinevich, The Army in Vietnam (Baltimore: Johns-
Hopkins University Press, 1986), pp. 29-33. This volume
details the military's resistance to insurgency doctrine, and
suggests that the Army's institutional commitment to mid-
intensity doctrine---large forces combined with superior
weaponry and massed firepower—---was the principal cause of
failure in Vietnam. Krepinevich's work countervails the
institutional self-criticism of the Army represented best in
the work of Harry Summers, On Strateqgy: The Vietnam War in
Context (Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: Strategic Studies
Institute, U.S. Army War College, 1982). Krepinevich rejects
Summers' claims that lack of strategic resolve, the failure
on the part of the civilian leadership to secure popular
backing for the war, and a strangulating control on the war
by non-military leaders contributed to the defeat.

Interested readers should also see General Bruce Palmer's
very competent treatement of the military in Vietnam, The
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The young president persistently directed the Army to
expand its doctrinal notions and institute a Special Forces
program commensurate with the administration's emphasis on
counter-insurgency. The Army's means to resist this unwanted
mission, however, proved formidable. Rejecting the notion
that counter-insurgency warfare required any particular
skill, the Army remained convinced that because of its
doctrinal emphasis on large forces supported by superior
technology and massive firepower, conflicts which required
less could be easily handled by simply ‘scaling down.'ll 1In
simple terms, the massive organization and established
operations of the Army militated against counter-insurgency
doctrine.

As a result, the Army marginalized the study and
development of unconventional warfare and indeed, were "still
reviewing the concept" when Lyndon Johnson was elected
President in 1964.12 Though Special Forces operations went on
in Vietnam, the bulk of the ground effort was committed to
fighting conventional warfare as the Army had developed the

concept. The military's view was that this nation wins its

I!!lent}!‘fjlle Year War: America's Mj]jtar}! Role ipn Vietpam
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984); and David R, Palmer,

Summons of the Trumpet (San Rafael, California: Presidio
Press, 1978.)

11 Krepinevich, Army in Vietnam, pp. 36-38.
12 1pid., p. 40.
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wars through an effective strategy of attrition. Through the
steady application of heavily equipped units supported by
massive firepower, the U.S. would inflict unacceptable losses
on the enemy while preventing the same in return.

In Vietnam a major problem with this strategy was the
fact, eventually recognized by McNamara and a number of
secondary advisers, that the enemy controlled the rate at
which his forces were attritted by manipulating the timing,
location, and tempo of the major battles.l3 This argument did
not surface in the early years of the war, but when it was
made public in August of 1967 in Senate Preparedness Sub-
Committee hearings, it gave the opponents of the war a strong
basis from which to challenge the military's efforts to
obtain additional resources for combat. Because the war
represented the commitment of that most precious of national
resources---the country's youth---the ground effort
continually struggled with both domestic opposition and with

the air campaign, for its essential means to wage war.

An important but subordinate part of the ground war was the
less glamorous and nearly impossible task of pacification; a
program designed to relieve the South Vietnamese citizens

residing in the provinces from the fears of Viet Cong

13 gee the below discussion of the Hearings Before the
Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the

Committee on Armed Services, Air War Against North Vietnam,
90th Congress, 1lst session, August 25, 1967. See also

Krepinevich, Army in Vietnam, pp. 188, 190.

112




reprisals for supporting the Saigon regime. The operational
concept called for an entrenched defense of provincial
villages and towns, supported by mobile counter-insurgency
units which would ferret out and eliminate Communist
elements. Pacification of the countryside was a key to
achieving U.S. objectives in Vietnam. Most officials widely
recognized that success in the war hinged on achieving two
goals: containing the Communist advance and establishing a
politically stable government in Saigon. From the earliest
days of U.S. involvement in South Vietnam, pacification was
seen as vital to achieving the latter goal.

In May 1967 the Civil Operations and Revolutionary
Development Support (CORDS) program had been implemented
under the direction of former Special Assistant to President
Johnson, Robert W. Komer. This latest effort at pacification
was the step-child of earlier efforts such as the ill-fated
Strategic Hamlet and Phoenix programs.l4 Over the course of
the war, claims that various percentages of South Vietnam
were under the ‘control' of Saigon, or 'pacified, ' belied a
truly precarious reality. 'Pacification ' often vanished
with the daylight or with the departure of allied troops.

The program never achieved the degree of success necessary to

14 gee the Pentagon Papers, II, pp. 515-623, and Thomas W.
Scoville, "United States Organization for Pacification
Advice and Support in Vietnam, 1954-1968" (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
1976) .
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underpin the Government of South Vietnam.l5 Thus conventional

combat bore the heaviest burden of the ground war.

By Autumn 1967, with both the ground and air wars in full
swing, domestic criticism of the war---particularly the air
campaign---began to mount. Public criticism was fueled to a
large degree by media accounts of the bombardments' massive
destruction, and official misgivings stemmed from concerns
that the effects of the bombing had reached the 'flat of the
curve, ' and its continuation brought undesirable political

effects upon the administration.l® While opponents to the war

15 In November 1967, the Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam (MACV) defined Pacification as the "military,
political, economic and social process of establishing or re-
establishing local government responsive to and involving the
participation of the people. It includes the provision of
sustained, credible territorial security, the destruction of
the enemy's underground government, the assertion or re-
assertion of political control and involvement of the people
in government, and the initiation of economic and social
activity capable of self-sustenance and expansion. The
economic element of pacification includes the opening of
roads and waterways and the maintenance of lines of
communication important to economic and military activity."
For a discussion of 'the other war' of pacification, see
Robert W. Komer, "Bureaucracy does its Thing: Institutional
Constraints on U.S.- GVN Performance in Vietnam," Rand

Research Report R-967 (August 1972), pp. 110-118; and
Krepinevich, Army in Vietpam, pp. 215-233.

16 According to one former Department of Defense official,
there was a growing sense that the bk~~*ing raids were not
justified by either their mounting operational costs or the
yield of their operations. That is, the material costs of
the program continued to rise but the ratio of yield to
expenditures had leveled off. When coupled with the growing
criticism of the program, officials within DoD, notably
McNamara, began to take a considerably more critical look at
the entire operation. Interview with Alain Enthoven, May 4,

1988. See also Gelb and Betts, The Irony of Vietpnam: The

114




felt that there was too much bombing, the military, and its

supporters, felt there was too little.

Designed to impede and reduce the flow of enemy troops and
supplies across the intra-Vietnamese border and to impose an
ever higher price on the North for its aggression in the
South, the bombing campaign was intentionally limited. The
military's opposition to the limitations stemmed from the
feeling that the target restrictions imposed by the White
House violated basic tenets of sound air war doctrine.

For "Rolling Thunder" to be successful, the military
believed they needed to hit the enemy at three strategic
points: at the source of war related materiel; along the
routes by which supplies moved to the front; and on the
battlefield itself, to increase the enemy's consumption of
scarce and vital supplies such as ammunition and fuel. The
military maintained that the United States' aerial effort,
and consequently the ground war, could be made immeasurably
more effective if the source of war supply---the ports---were
hit. The freedom to strike these targets was all the more
important because the weather restrictions of the monsoon
season allowed effective bombing only from the middle of May

to the middle of September each year.l7?

System Worked (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution,
1979), p. 148.

17  Townsend Hoopes, Limits of Intervention (New York:
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The growing domestic dissatisfaction with the bombing grew,
in part, from accounts of New York Times correspondent
Harrison Salisbury who had traveled to North Vietnam earlier
in the year and filed a series of sensational reports
detailing how U.S. bombing raids routinely struck civilian
targets and claimed hundreds of non-combatant lives.l8 These
reports combined with the increasing, and often dramatically
divergent, official and media accounts of activity in Vietnam

to spawn what Walter Lippmann called the 'credibility gap' of

David McKay Company, 1969), pp. 76-81. Hoopes, a former
Under Secretary of the Air Force during this period, has
suggested that in addition to being restricted to the fair
weather months, the aerial campaign was also hampered by
bomber inaccuracies. Hoopes observed that Air Force
preoccupations with the development and fielding of strategic
nuclear forces after World War II resulted in the service's
neglect of tactical air operations. He writes: "It was...a
little publicized fact that bombing inaccuracies had improved
hardly at all in the period between Korea and and Vietnam.
Shrouded in professional embarrassment, the explanation was
traceable to the Eisenhower-Dulles era and the strategy of
'massive retaliation." Throughout that period most of the
Air Force money, operational energies, and creative research
was applied to the development of strategic nuclear
forces...while tactical aviation was starved and neglected.
Even the few tactical fighter-bombers developed in those
years were build and programmed as nuclear weapons carriers,
and since pinpoint accuracy is not a necessity with nuclear
weapons, no one devoted much attention to advancing the art
of precision delivery." Limits of Intervention, p. 78.

18 gee Harrison E. Salisbury, Behind the Lines: Hanoi:

December 23, 1966-Japuary 7, 1967 (London: Secker and
Warburg, 1967). For analysis of the Salisbury reports and

their impact, see Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 135; "Civilians
Weren't the Target, But...," and "Behind Enemy Lines,"
Newsweek, January 9, 1967, pp. 17-18, 61-62, respectively;
and James Aronson, The Press and the Cold War (Indianapolis:
3obbs-Merrill Company, 1970), pp. 181-245,
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the Johnson administration.l19

Johnson himself was acutely aware of the controversy
surrounding his bombing policies. Since halting bombing
raids during Christmas 1966, a series of bombing pauses were
ordered, in order both to encourage the North to negotiate

and to alleviate domestic concerns.?0 These pauses were often

13 see Lippmann's two-part article in the Washington Post,
March 28, 1967, p. Al?7, and March 30, 1967, p. A21. Also,

Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 455; and Herbert Y. Schandler,
U ki £ p ident: I i Jol i the Viet W
(Princeton: University Press, 1977), p. 49.

20 A total of 14 complete or partial pauses were ordered
over the period December 1966 through March 1968:

23 Dec 66 Partial (within 10 nautical miles [NM] of
center of Hanoi)/78 days
24 Dec 66 Complete/48-hours
31 Dec 66 Complete/48-hours
8 Feb 67 Complete/6 days ('Tet' truce)
22 May 67 Partial (as above) /18 days
23 May 67 Complete/24-hours
11 Jun 67 Partial (as above)/ 59 days
24 Aug 67 Partial (as above) /60 days
24 Dec 67 Complete/48-hours
31 Dec 67 Complete/48-hours
3 Jan 68 Partial (within 5 NM of center of
Hanoi) /88 days
16 Jan 68 Partial (within 5 NM of center of
Haiphong Harbor) /75 days
29 Jan 68 Complete/48-hours (broken by initiation
of Communist Tet Offensive)
31 Mar 68 Partial (north of 20th parallel) /214 days

Johnson suspended bombing completely and finally on November
1, 1967. Table data drawn from Memo, Walt Rostow to the

President, March 6, 1968, filed in "Vietnam 6A Bombing Pauses
in Vietnam 1/66-3/68" in National Security File, Country File

Vietnam, Box 93, LBJ Library; and Pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 8-
17.
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the source of great frustration to the administration,
however. Despite private indications from Hanoi that such a
move would generate a willingness to negotiate seriously,
North Vietnam invariably adopted a public stance that they
would consider negotiations only following an unconditional
bombing halt. Moreover, Hanoi often used these pauses to
reinforce troops in forward deployment. Failing to
accomplish anything with the pauses, the Administration would
resume the bombardment, and would try to expose Hanoi's
duplicity. The administration always renewed the bombing
attacks with the claim that it would not take unilateral and
unreciprocated acts to bring the war to an end. Such strong
language inevitably resulted in renewed domestic criticism

for the Johnson White House.Z2l

Senior officials in the administration constantly debated
the best course of action to follow in the air war. 1In a
memorandum to President Johnson dated May 19, 1967, entitled
"Future Actions in Vietnam," McNamara had opposed a request

by the JCS to expand the bombing campaign. In a carefully

21 For administration accounts of the relationship between
bombing pauses and negotiations, see Johnson, The Vantage
Point: Perspectives on the Presidency: 1963-1969 (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971), pp. 250, 252, 253-5, 257,
266-9, 493-6, 501-5, 508-510, 514-16; and George Christian,
Ihe President Steps Down (New York: Macmillan, 1970), pp. 34,
and 73-4. For more critical assessments of the Johnson
administration's handling of this relationship, see Daniel
Ellsberg's Papers on the War (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1972), passim; and Theodore Draper, Abuse of Power (New York:
Viking Press, 1967), pp. 183-7.
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argued presentation, he observed three reasons for the
bombing: to retaliate against the north and to l1lift the
morale of forces in the South; to increase pressure on the
North to end the war; and to "reduce the flow and/or increase
the cost of infiltrating men and materiel from North to
South."22

Regarding each of these objectives, he noted "{w]e should
not bomb for punitive reasons if it serves no other
purpose...[i]lt costs American lives; it creates a backfire of
revulsion and opposition by killing civilians; it creates
serious risks; it may harden the enemy."™ Insofar as the
second objective is concerned, he wrote that the North
"...can and will hold out at least so long as a prospect of
winning the ‘'war of attrition' in the South exists."™ The
interdiction mission had similarly failed to demonstrate
success: "...it now appears that no combination of actions
against the North short of destruction of the regime or
occupation of North Vietnamese territory will physically
reduce the flow of men and materiel below the relatively
small amount needed by enemy forces to continue the war in
the South."23

McNamara's assessments were backed-up by CIA analysts who

reported:

22 peptagon Papers, IV, p. 171.
23 Ibid.
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Twenty-seven months of U.S. bombing of North
Vietnam have had remarkably 1little effect on
Hanoi's overall strategy in prosecuting the war, on
its confident view of long-term Communist
prospects, and on its political tactics regarding
negotiations. The growing pressure of U.S. air
operations has not shaken the North Vietnamese
leaders' conviction that they can withstand the
bombing and outlast the U.£. and South Vietnam in a
protracted war of attrition. Nor has it caused
them to waver in their belief that the outcome of
this test of will and endurance will be determined
primarily by the course of the conflict on the
ground in the South, not by the air war in the
North,24

The dissenting views of McNamara, shared by a number of
other secondary officials, formed the basis of internal
administration opposition to the military's ever present and
ever more insistent calls for an expanded and unconstrained
bombing campaign. But aside from the internal cleavages
developing within the administration, the bombing had become
exceedingly problematic, both in Vietnam and in the United
States. Militarily, it had failed to convey any decisive
advantage, and yet continued to exact an ever higher price in
terms of lost pilots and aircraft the longer it went on.
Domestically, the bombing raids were the primary source of
the growing dissatisfaction with the administration's
handling of the war.

But while differences on policy were developing among

officials in the upper levels of the Department of Defense,

24 The CIA memorandum was written in May 1967 as part of
the administration's comprehensive review of the bombing

program. Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 168.
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an interesting aspect of the military's constant call for
combat resources became apparent. Despite the subtle rivalry
between the Army and the Air Force for prominence in the war
effort, the institutional differences among the services did
not prevent military commanders, in near unanimity,
consistently and strongly pressing the advantages of an
unfettered air war. Air Force leaders argued that
unrestrained aerial bombardment would allow the fullest, and
therefore successful, expression of air power. The
underlying rationale for unleashing this massive destructive
capability was that a successful air war would demonstrate
that the Air Force could not only carry the brunt of this
particular war, but also establish its long-term strategic
importance in national defense.

Ground commanders promoted the air war because they
genuinely believed that bombing pauses in the North resulted
in increased American and South Vietnamese casualties in the
South.25 They were frustrated that this association might not
be made by civilian policy makers or observers outside
government, who might be inclined instead to attribute rising
casualty rates to generally poor military performance, or

worse, a lack of leadership on the ground.

25 fThe comments by General Wallace M, Green, Commandant of
the Marine Corps, in an address given during one of the
Administration-mandated bombing pauses typifies this view:

"We have stopped [the bombing, and] we suffer additional
casualties as a result." Vital Speeches 33 (June 1, 1967):
509-512, p. 512.
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But precisely because of the magnitude of its destructive
capability, the air war was held in check by the White House
who was fearful that it could lead to the Soviet Union or the
People's Republic of China joining the war.26  The
possibility that the bombardment could have such unintended
consequences meant that the military were never completely
successful in wresting control of the bombing away from the
White House. The military did, however, achieve at one point
or another, the opportunity to attack nearly every major
target they requested.2’ Nevertheless, the military grew more
and more critical of what they believed to be undue and
incorrect handling of the war by senior civilian officials,

and they sought avenues to make this displeasure known.28

Tensions between Secretary of Defense McNamara, who
increasingly felt that the bombing was yielding only marginal
results, and the military, who gave essentially unqualified
support to the program, erupted in August at hearings before
the powerful and largely conservative Senate Preparedness
Committee chaired by Senator John Stennis. Joined by

Senators Strom Thurmond and Harry Birch, Stennis came down

26  pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 172, 474-5. Johnson, The
Vantage Point, p. 369.

27 Interview with Alain Enthoven, May 4, 1988. Gelb and
Betts, The Irony of Vietpnam, p. 136.

28 gee "Next for LBJ-'Agonizing Reappraisal'," U.S. News

and World Report, August 14, 1967, pp. 32-34, and Pentagon
Papers, IV, p. 199.
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squarely on the side of the military, and used these hearings
to give public air to resentments which had been brewing for
some time across the Potomac.

In a thinly veiled attempt to discredit the Defense
Secretary, expose what they believed to be his isolated
opinions, and thereby remove him as an obstacle to military
requests for unrestrained bombing, the committee heard
testimony from every senior military officer associated with
the air war. McNamara, recently returned from Saigon, was
the only civilian called.?9

In his statement before the committee on August 25 McNamara
defended the Administration's policy, and observed that
increased bombing and fewer target restrictions, as desired
by the military, would not yield results appreciably
different from the current effort.

A selective, carefully targeted bombing
campaign, such as we are presently conducting...can
and does render the infiltration of men and
supplies more difficult and more costly. At the
same time, it demonstrates to both South and North
Vietnam our resolve to see that aggression does not
succeed. A less discriminating bombing campaign
against North Vietnam would, in my opinion, do no
more. We have no reason to believe that it would
break the will of the North Vietnamese people or
sway the purpose of their leaders. If it does not
lead to such a change of mind, bombing the North at

any 1level of intensity would not meet our
objective .30

29 pentagon Papers, IV, p. 197. See also pp. 200-204.

30 wstatement of Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara
Before the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, Friday, August 25, 1967."

123




McNamara further argued that, given the North's demonstrated
ability to endure extraordinary privation while continuing to
wage war, expectations that an expanded bombing campaign
would lead to victory sooner than under the current policies,
were unwarranted.

Inclined to sympéthize with the military and their
supporters who claimed that the tight control exercised by
civilians over the operation accounted, in large measure, for
the inability of the campaign to bring decisive results, the
committee's summary report issued August 31 indicted the
policies which the administration had been following:

That the air campaign has not achieved its
objectives to a greater extent cannot be attributed
to inability or impotence of airpower. It attests,
rather, to the fragmentation of our air might by
overly restrictive controls, limitations, and the
doctrine of ‘'gradualism' ...The top military
leaders of this country are confident that the Port
of Haiphong can be closed, the land lines of
communication to China interdicted, and Hanoi's
receipt and distribution by sea and land routes of
war-sustaining materiel greatly reduced by Air
Force and Navy aviation if they are permitted to do
so...in view of the unsatisfactory progress of the
war, logic and prudence requires that the decision
be with the wunanimous weight of professional
military Jjudgement...the cold fact is that [the
administration's current] policy has not done the
job and it has been contrary to the best military
judgement. What is needed now is the hard decision
to do whatever is necessary, take the risks that
need to be taken, and apply the force that is

Filed in "Office Files of George Christian (Press Secretary
to President Johnson]: Classified-George Christian [142] in
Office Files of George Christian, Box 12, LBJ Library.
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required to see the job through.3!

Johnson had hoped to blunt the effects of the committee's
hearings and assuage the right wing by approving the
military's most recent request for additional bombing targets
the day the sessions opened.32 1In the wake of the committee's
final report, he downplayed the significance of the policy
differences in a news conference held September 1 at the LBJ
ranch.33 1In truth, Johnson took a dim view of the whole
affair, but particularly McNamara's testimony, believing that
it exposed division within his administration and underscored
rumors that criticism of his policies was as intense from

within the executive bureaucracy as without.

Though McNamara's appearance before the Stennis committee
was the first public evidence of the distance between his
position on the war and that of the military, this was not
the first time, nor was he the first top level adviser, to
voice a variety of objections (though often inconsistent with
each other) to Johnson's handling of the war. Differences
among the members of the President's inner circle trace their

origin to the earliest years of his administration.

31 uy.s. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services.

Air War Against North Vietnam, Parts 1-5. Hearings before
the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, 90th Congress,
lst Session, August 1967.

32 pentagon Papers, IV, p. 198.
33 public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, pp. 816-825.
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When Johnson assumed the Presidency in 1963, many key
advisers continued to hold the same positions they had had
under Kennedy, and in the beginning, Johnson took pains to
accommodate himself to the system under which they operated.34
But for LBJ, these would always be Kennedy's men and
eventually they almost all resigned or were replaced as he
sought to establish his own advisory system to reflect his
own political agenda and personal style of leadership.3%

Not all departures were of the President's choosing.
McGeorge Bundy, Johnson's first National Security Adviser,
had gone to the Ford Foundation and was replaced by Walt
Rostow. Robert Komer, former special assistant to Johnson,
had gone to Vietnam in May 1967, taking up the post of aide
to General Westmoreland in charge of pacification. George
Ball, Undersecretary of State and resident administration

critic of the war, resigned in September 1966.36 Chester

34 poris Kearns, Lyndon Johnson and the American Dream
(New York: Harper and Row, 1976), p. 174-6.

35 For various treatments of Johnson's leadership style,
see James David Barber, The Presideptial Character:

Predicting Performance in the White House (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1977), pp. 32-43; Joseph G. Bock,

White House Staff and the National Security Assistant (New
York: Greenwood Press, 1987), pp. 61-82; Cecil V. Crabb,

Jr. and Kevin V. Mulcahy, Presidents and Foreign Policy

Making From FDR to Reagan (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
University Press, 1986), pp. 198-236; Richard Tanner Johnson,

Managing the White House (New York: Harper and Row, 1974),
pp. 159-198; and Kearns, Lyndon Johnson and the American
Dream, passim.

36 By way of preamble to the much celebrated Draft
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Cooper, former assistant to McGeorge Bundy on the National
Security Council Staff had gone on to work for Averell
Harriman at the State Department, and Bill Moyers, a former
close personal friend and adviser to Johnson, who had served
for a time as the President's press secretary, left under
acrimonious circumstances in 1966, and was replaced by George
Christian.37

Like Presidents before him, but perhaps even more so,
Johnson was bound in important ways to the operation of his
predecessor. Kennedy's untimely death, the desirability of
maintaining the principal staff intact to preserve some
continuity, and Johnson's own involvement as Vice-President
in the Kennedy system, offered little opportunity, even if he
had been so inclined, for Johnson to immediately construct a
completely new foreign policy apparatus. Moreover, though
Johnson was markedly different from Kennedy, he did resemble
his predecessor in several respects. Both made use of
informal coordination mechanisms between staffs and among

principal advisers and had little use for frequent, formal

Presidential Memorandum of May 1967 that reviewed the bombing
campaign and offered recommendations for Presidential action,
Deputy Secretary of Defense John J. McNaughton observed: "I
fear that 'natural selection' in this environment will lead
the Administration itself to become more and more
homogenized---Mac Bundy, George Ball, Bill Moyers are gone.
Who next?" (Rentagon Papers, IV, p. 479.) For one discussion
of George Ball's position within the administration see,

Halberstam, Best and Brightest, pp. 596-605, 763-765.
37 christian, The President Steps Down, p. 12.
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staff meetings. Both viewed the NSC staff as an extension of
their personal staffs, and both saw their key advisers as
generalists to be organized on an ad hoc basis to allow the
fullest representation of policy options.38 Johnson however,
was far more overbearing than Kennedy and preferred to foster
confrontation and tension among his advisers to achieve
agreement rather than allow a policy to emerge through
discourse.

Under Johnson, the generally collegial atmosphere and habit
of open debate which had often combined to make the policy
process under Kennedy relatively effective, did not obtain
the same measure of success. The lack of institutionalized
arrangements for information sharing worked as long as key
individuals did not perceive the exchange in win-lose terms.
But Johnson's confrontative style trickled down to the staffs
and coordination problems began to emerge particularly
regarding the timeliness and validity of the information
exchanged. As Johnson began to experience considerable and
sustained domestic criticisms for his handling of the war in
Vietnam, relations within the ranks of his advisers grew

tense.

o e === F5ii@ Opservers have claimed that tensions were exacerbated

by the presence of Walt W. Rostow who replaced McGeorge Bundy

as Johnson's National Security Assistant in April 1966.

38 gee the discussion in Bock, The White House Staff and
the National Security Assistant, pp. 61-75.
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Rostow often acted as a conduit of information and
instruction between Johnson and the staff and drew objections
from administration insiders who saw Rostow selectively
filtering the information LBJ received.3? As one official
later wrote, Rostow was strong advocate of the
administration's war policies and labored to present opposing
views; his ability to offer the President all sides of an
issue was often criticized for erring on the side of
selectivity and exclusion.49

Rostow's own views of Vietnam were intellectually
reassuring to the President, and this fact gave him
particular advantage at a time when the President was
increasingly needy of reassurance. With Bill Moyers'
departure, in particular, from the White House in 1966,
Rostow's control of the information chain served to fuel
allegations that Johnson was losing touch with the
operational and political implications of his policies.4l
Because much of the realigning of the advisory circle
resulted from issues connected with the Vietnam War, those
who remained either held positions which were generally

compatible with the President's, or had, like William Bundy,

39 Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, pp. 59-62. Bock, Ihe
W&mnﬁ_ummw i i i [4
especially pp. 67-75, and notes to Chapter 5, pp. 75-82.

40 Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, p. 60.

41 Bock, The White House Staff and the National Security
Assistant, pp. 67-71.
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subordinated their substantive concerns to their over-riding
sense of service to the executive.42 But the homogenizing of
views within the administration did not trouble Johnson as
much as the growing discord outside its ranks.

Recognizing that external criticism was mounting, Johnson
went on the offensive in an effort to mobilize support for
his policies. 1In a major address on Vietnam on September 29
in San Antonio, Texas, the President stressed that his
administration was making every effort to secure peace:

I know there are other questions on your minds,
on the minds of many sincere, troubled Americans:
'Why not negotiate now?' so many ask me. The
answer is that we and our South Vietnamese allies
are wholly prepared to negotiate tonight. I am
ready to talk with Ho Chi Minh, and other chiefs of
state concerned, tomorrow. I am ready to send a
trusted representative of America to any spot on
this earth to talk in public or private with a
spokesman of Hanoi. We have twice sought to have
the issue of Vietnam dealt with by the United
Nations---and twice Hanoi has refused. Our desire
to negotiate peace---through the United Nations or
out---has been made very, very clear to Hanoi---
directly and many times through third parties.43

He then proposed what would later become known as the 'San
Antonio Formula: "The United States is willing to stop all
aerial and naval bombardment of North Viet-Nam when this will
lead promptly to productive discussions. We, of course,

assume that while discussions proceed, North Viet-~Nam would

42 pavid Halberstam argues that this began to occur among
administration officials as early as 1964. Best and

Brightest, p. 440.
43 public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, p. 879.
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not take advantage of the bombing cessation or limitation.44
Johnson recalled in his memoirs that this position was more
moderate than earlier U.S. pronouncements; the language was
deliberately more accommodating, and Johnson observed that he
was not asking the North to pledge anything or make any
demonstration of not taking advantage of the halt to resupply
or reinforce their units in the South. This formulation had,
to his mind, "...made it clear that we were prepared to
‘assume' they would not take advantage of the cessation. All
we asked was that a cessation of bombing would lead promptly

to peace talks and that those talks would be 'productive.'"45

The bombing pause proposal had, in various forms, surfaced
before, The failure of the North Vietnamese to respond in
any meaningful way formed the basis for the administration's
justification for continued bombing. Every time Johnson
ordered a partial halt to the bombardment, the North
Vietnamese invariably countered that they would not be
coerced into talking, that the bombing had to be halted,
unconditionally, before they would agree to discuss prospects
for peace. Over the course of the previous year the White
House had expended some effort to understand just how

'‘unconditional' that demand was, but always with frustrating

44 1piq.

45 Johnson, Vantage Point, p. 267.
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results.46

The frustration was due in part, no doubt, to the
conflicting signals which the U.S. often sent out. The San
Antonio address was no different. Despite the President's
memoirs, which recall the San Antonio formulation as 'new,’ a
different image of Johnson's intent was conveyed just one day
after delivering the speech. When questioned at an LBJ ranch
news conference on Septemier 30 as to whether the formulation
of the bombing-talks arrangement was in fact new, Johnson
replied:

I will let that speech stand for itself...[t]he
statement last night has been made before, It was
made, as I said, time and time again, it was made
in recent press conferences...when I made
substantially the same statement. It represents
official Government policy, namely, that we are
trying every way we can to find any way to sit down
at any time, any place, with these people and talk
about the possibilities of peace...I did not intend
last night---I did not feel that I had any
requirement to submit only new material....I did

not mean that I felt the criteria of the speech had
to be [sic] something new in it .47

Throughout the Fall, the administration was forced to

confront several unpleasant realities: the aerial campaign,

46 See Memo, Rostow to the President, October 20, 1967,
filed in "Vietnam 6E 10/67-5/68, Bombing Pause Discussion by
U.S." and Memo, Rostow to the President "Negotiating Attempts
on Vietnam, December 29, 1967 with "The Record of Vietnam
Peace Bids, no author, filed in "Vietnam 6C Peace
Initiatives: General International Initiatives
(Retrospective Accounts) 1961-1968." National Security File
Country File Vietnam, Box 95, LBJ Library.

47 presidential News Conference from LBJ Ranch: September

30, 1967. Public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, pp. 883-4.
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which consumed the lion's share of public debate over the
war, had over the two and one half years of its operation,
failed to reduce the flow of men and supplies from the North
to the South in any meaningful sense, and further, had failed
to demonstrat. any success in breaking the enemy of his will
to continue the struggle. Moreover, progress in the
Pacification program came slower than expected.4® And in the
United States, the number of the Americans opposed to the war
was steadily increasing and the press and opposition leaders
in Congress no longer allowed the administration to discharge
even the smallest element of its war policies unscrutinized.4®
As the most visible aspect of administration policy, the
bombing had become the focal point for domestic opposition to
the war. While those who opposed bombing on moral grounds
and those who felt the United States should deal North
Vietnam a massively destructive aerial blow lay at the
extremes of the debate, the intense frustration with Rolling
Thunder centered around its utility. The enormous cost and
destructive power of raid after raid had failed to bring the
war any closer to a conclusion, and this demonstrated
infeasibility brought the desirability of the program into

serious question. Many felt the war could only be concluded

48 on the slow pace of Pacification, see Carroll
Kilpatrick, "Gains Gradual In Pacification, Komer Reports,"

Washington Post, November 22, 1967, p. AS.

49 By October, Johnson had a domestic approval rating of

only 38%. Gallup Opinion Index 29 (November 1967), p. 2.
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through a negotiated settlement and the North would not
negotiate unless there was an unconditional halt to the
bombing. To get any progress toward concluding the war, the
bombing had to cease.

This view was opposed by the military leadership and
conservative Senators who objected to halts or pauses in the
the bombing because they believed it gave the North the
opportunity to reinforce and refit its troops in the South; a
move which would ultimately lead to heavier American
casualties. Among this group were hardliners who,
unpersuaded that negotiations were worthwhile, believed that
only military victory would secure U.S. objectives in
Vietnam. They were joined in this view, not surprisingly,
by the South Vietnamese government.

The Thieu regime knew that compromise with the North would
require accommodating, to some measure, the NLF Communists in
the South. From their view this, of course, was impossible.
Fighting was the only way out.

The press and opposition groups began to weigh the toll of
the war against the official estimates of progress and future
success.>® The discrepancies they highlighted widened thc

administration's 'credibility gap' even further. Within

50 See, for example, William Tuohy, “Newsmen's View of

Viet War Fails to Match U.S. Optimism,"™ The Los Angeles
Times, October 29, 1967, pp. 1, 10; and Ward Just, "The

Heart-Mind Gap In the Vietnam War," Washington Post,
November 19, 1967, pp. Bl1-2.
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government too, dissent which had been stewing quietly for
some months began cautiocusly bubbling to the surface. Long
pessimistic, analysts in Washington at DoD, the State
Department, and CIA vented their misgivings in a series of
departmental studies and reports.>5!

State Department experts challenged the official claims of
progress and the justification that the U.S. was fighting in
Vietnam to defend against the expansion of Chinese
Communism.32 They did not share the view of their,Secretary
whose words at a December press conference evoked the .image
of a menacing Chinese dragon poised to attack nations whom

the United States did not defend.53 They saw, despite the

51  of two major studies in the two major studies conducted
in the Department of Defense in the Fall of 1967---JCS's
"Study of the Political-Military Implications in South East
Asia of the Cessation of Aerial Bombardment and the
Initiation of Negotiations," (SEA CABIN) and IDA's JASON
division report, the latter is clearly more critical of the
bombing campaign. For a discussion of the SEA CABIN and

JASON studies see, Pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 217-25.

52 gee for example, Gelb and Betts, lIrony of Vietnam, pp.
167-8

53 Dean Rusk news conference of October 12, 1967.
"...there will be a billion Chinese on the Mainland, armed
with nuclear weapons, with no certainty about what their
attitude toward the rest of Asia will be...the free nations
of Asia...don't want China to overrun them on the basis of a
doctrine of the world revolution...we are not picking out
Peking as some sort of special enemy. Peking has nominated
itself by proclaiming a militant doctrine of the world
revolution, and doing something about it."™ (Pentagon Papers,
IV, pp. 681-2). His words were echoed by Vice-President
Humphrey in Doylestown, Pennsylvania on October 15 who said

that world peace was threatened by a "...militant, aggressive

Asian community, with its headquarters in Peking

China...[t)lhe threat to our security is in Asia. And we are
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hostile rhetoric of Mao Tse Tung, a nation whose domestic
problems threatened the country with self-collapse. CIA
analysts in Washington generally shared this view. Their
skepticism regarding the purpose for which the U.S. was
fighting, coupled with their grim assessment of the progress
that had been made, directly countered the reports from CIA
elements in Saigon.5% However, the assessments of these
second and third-tier officials did not persuade senior
policy makers who in these months were preoccupied with

diffusing criticism from outside the administration.

November saw repeated illustrations of the differences
between official administration positions on the war and the
reports of the media. Government officials continued to
insist that positive progress was steadily being made, while
the news media in the Capital, fueled by reports from the
hundreds of newsmen on the ground in Vietnam, claimed
otherwise. U.S. offices in Saigon buttressed the optimistic
claims of the White House with a maze of official cables and
reports which did lead one toward optimism (though they often

appeared irreconcilable~--with calls for increased resources

fighting there not only for the Vietnamese, but for ourselves
and the future of our country."

54 Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, pp- 94-5. The stark
difference between Washington and Saigon groups of both the
State Department and CIA would resurface again under Nixon,
particularly during the reassessment of Vietnam policy wkich
occurred in the formative months of his administration.
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juxtaposed with claims of improving conditions.) By official
measurement, the cumulative effect of the military's effort
in South Vietnam was having the desired effects. American
casualty rates were leveling off and declining, the influx of
new technology and improved tactics combined for more
effective ground operations, 'free elections' had been held
in the South (though admittedly with less than desired
results), and the ARVN was showing signs of growing
competence.>5

The view from the media could hardly have been more
disparate. Reporters 'on the ground,' saw no evidence that
the North was easing up through a loss of will. Saigon was as
corrupt as ever, and the ARVN remained all but completely
ineffectual. By revealing the 'truthful details', as they
saw them, the media implicitly claimed sole authority to
relate the accurate story of Vietnam, often rejecting out of

hand, official press releases and battle accounts.5® The

55 gee the memoranda filed in "ND 19/CO 312 Vietnam-
Situation In," National Security File, Confidential File
Country File Vietnam, ND 19/CO 312 October-December, 1967,
Box 73, LBJ Library.

56 See Neil Sheehan's penetrating biography of former Army
Lieutenant Colonel John Paul Vann .or the fantastically
disparate images and attitudes toward the war which developed
between Washington and officials with extended time in
country. A Bright Shining Lie (New York: Random House,
1988) . See also Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 455, Hoopes, Limits
of Intervention, p. 98-104.

For interesting discussions of some of the factors which
reportedly biased media coverage of the war on the ground in
Vietnam, see, Kathleen Turner, Lyndon Johnson's Dual War:
Vietnam and the Press (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
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media, capitalizing upon and, to a degree, providing the
basis for a growing mistrust of official reports of progress
in the war, slowly gained the upper hand in the credibility
war waged on the home front, giving shape to the changing
political will of the nation.

The administration tried to counter by emphasizing, as it
had all year, positive progress in the war.>? BAmbassador

Bunker and General Westmoreland were recalled from Saigon to

1985), pp. 218-219. Later, in an analysis of the media
coverage of the Tet Offensive of 1968, Peter Braestrup,
correspondent for The Washington Post and The New York Times
would write: "...the collective emanations of the major
media were producing a kind of continuous black fog of their
own, a vague conventional 'disaster' image, which few newsmen
attempted to reexamine and which few news managers at home
sought to question. 1Indeed, in the case of Newsweek, NBC,
and CSB, and of photo displays by others, the disaster theme
seemed to be exploited for its own sake.™ The Big Storyv:

H the 2 . p | Televisi R ted l
Interpreted the Crisis of Tet 1968 in Vietnam and Washington.
2 volumes (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1977), vol. 1,
p. 706 [hereafter referred to as The Big Storv]. For
Braestrup's general assessment of the factors that influenced
reporting on the war, see volume 1, pp. 705-728,.

57T For a sampling of official remarks which portrayed
generally positive progress in the war see, for example:
Johnson's new conference of August 18 (Public Papers: LBJ,
1967, book II, pp. 788-796), and address before the National
Legislative Conference in San Antonio, September 29 (Public
Papers: 1LBJ, 1967, book II, pp. 878-9). On LBJ's general
optimism regarding U.S. progress, see the news conferences of
November 1 and November 17 (Public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book
II, pp. 971 and 1049, respectively); and Joint Statement
following discussions in Canberra with President Thieu
(Public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, p. 1180). See also
Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 228, and Larry Berman, Lyndon
Johnson's War (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1989),
especially pp. 114-138.
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assist in the effort. 1In a major publicized address to the
National Press Club, Westmoreland observed emphatically: "I
am absolutely certain that whereas in 1965 the enemy was
winning, today he is certainly losing."58® Appearing shortly
thereafter with Bunker on television, the General reported
that the war effort was at the point where the "...the end
[had become] to come into view."59 Even William Bundy,
normally one to shun public exposure, optimistically observed
that there was "...light at the end of the tunnel."$0 1In
truth, little had changed on the battlefield to warrant these
sweeping claims. And despite the administration's concerted
effort to put a winning face on the war, the press continued
its unrelenting criticism.

Johnson became even more galvanized in his conviction that
he would not be saddled with the responsibility for having

lost the war and relaxed some restrictions which he had

58 Quoted in the Washington Post, November 22, 1967, p.
A6. For an example of the media reaction to the speech, see
George C. Wilson "War's End in View, Says Westmoreland, "
Washington Post, November 22, 1967, pp. 1, A6; James Reston,
"Washington: Why Westmoreland and Bunker are Optimistic,"
New York Times, November 22, 1967, p. 46; and Chalmers M.
Roberts, "General's Timetable Calls for Victory After '68
Voting, "™ Washington Post, November 22, 1967, p. AS8.

59 For Westmoreland's recollection of these events, see,

A _Soldier Reports (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1976),
p. 284-5.

60 walter Issacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1986), p. 679-680. Little did
Bundy, and others, realize that the 'light at the end of the
tunnel' was the headlight of the express train coming the
other way.
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placed on the bombing campaign. On November 15, he briefly
lifted the quarantine on bombing of Haiphong and the harbor
was attacked for the first time. The military finally had
the target they had desired since 1965. If the hardliners
were right and Hanoi could be bombed to the negotiating
table, this was a firm step in that direction.

Despite this dramatic move, Johnson was clearly losing room
in which to maneuver his policies. By November, Gallup polls
indicated that 52 percent of Americans polled disapproved of
the President's handling of the war, though for reasons tied
mainly to the bombing. Paradoxically, these same polls
showed that 63% opposed U.S. withdrawal from South Vietnam,
and that same 63% thought the U.S. 'should either continue or
step up the fighting in Vietnam.®}

In Congress, Senate moderates such as Case of New Jersey,
and Morton and Cooper from Kentucky criticized the President
for what they called "irresponsible escalation" of the war,
and lent their names to the ranks of those calling for
negotiations and the U.S. to take the first step to de-
escalate the conflict by halting the bombing of the North.
Johnson could ill-afford this erosion of Congressional
support, and he countered by 'going public' with his dilemma
in a masterful appearance at a televised news conference on

November 17.

61 Gallup Opinion Index 30 (December 1967), pp. 2, 39.
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When asked for his assessment of U.S. 'progress and
prospects in Vietnam, ' Johnson gave an emotional response:

Our American people, when we get in a contest of
any kind...want it decided and decided quickly:;
get in or get out. They like that curve to rise
like this [indicating a sharp rise] and they like
the opposition to go down like this [indicating a
sharply declining line]l]. That is not the kind of
war we are fighting in Vietnam...it doesn't move
that fast...we are moving more 1like this
[indicating gradual rise]. They are moving more
like this [indicating decline]...We are making
progress. We are pleased with the results that we
are getting. We are inflicting greater losses than
we are taking...overall we are making progress. We
are satisfied with that progress. Our allies are
pleased with that progress...%2

Johnson received glowing marks for his performance in part
because he truly believed progress was being made, not only
in the ground war, but in other areas as well. The Thieu
regime, appearing to make strides toward stabilization in
Saigon gave Johnson cause for optimism. His beliefs were
reinforced by the supportive words of his political intimates
and the plethora of memoranda, reports, and studies which
made their juided way to his desk.63

Perhaps because its air war was under such sustained

criticism and the fact that it was largely distinct, in the

62 pyblic Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, pp. 1048-9,

clarification original.

63 sSee the discussion in Pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 228-232.
See also CINCPAC Measurement of Progress in Southeast Asia as
of 31 December 1957 (CINCPAC ser: 00404-68 23 February 1968)
filed in "Vietnam 2 C (7) General Military Activity,"
contained in Declassified and Sanitized Documents From
Unprocessed Files (DSDUF) Vietnam, Box 70, LBJ Library.
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minds of many, from the efforts on the ground, the
Administration rarely cited the results of bombing raids in
its public pronouncements on the war, opting instead to use
reports from the ground war to structure its public claims of
the war's general progress. Intentionally or not, the result
of such a strategy---the formulation of official postures by
'trading off' between air and ground operations---presented
often in vague impressionistic language, created the overall
effect of painting an optimistic portrait of U.S. progress in
the war.®%4 For this, however, it somehow became obscured that
the administration's optimism reflected the combination of
two factors: the institutional biases of a professional
military naturally desirous of victory; and an increasingly
smaller circle of advisers whose collective loyalty to the
President and awe of his presence within an executive

administration burdened with the responsibility for the war,

64 See, for example, Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 217. A sense
of the administration's optimism can be had from other
remarks of the President at that November news conference,
Public Papers: LBJ, 1967, book II, pp. 1045-1055. 1In
addition to the media accounts cited earlier, see alsoc Roy
Reed, "Bunker Sees President; Predicts Saigon Gain in '68,"
New York Times, November 14, 1967, pp. 1, 3; Carroll
Kilpatrick, "Westmoreland Sees U.S. Phaseout in '69,"
Washington Post, November 17, 1967, pp. 1, A6; Ward Just,
"The Heart-Mind Gap in the Vietnam War, Washington Post,
November 19, 1967, pp. Bl-2; Peter Grose, "War of Attrition
Called Effective by Westmoreland," New York Times November
20, 1967, pp. 1, 4. Johnson recalls the his own upbeat view
of the situation in ¥Yantage Point, pp. 261, 376. See also
Walt W. Rostow, Diffusion of Power (New York: Macmillan,
1972), pp. 452, 457; and "Vietnam: War Tide Turning to
U.s.?," L.S. News and World Report, November 27, 1967, pp.
50-53.
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had clear interests in stressing the positive effects of its
policies.65

In truth, Johnson's was a troubled administration. The
effects of quiet policy divisions within the ranks of his
advisers, highlighted by McNamara's appearance before the
Stennis committee, emerged in plain view when, on November
28 in a move that surprised even McNamara, Johnson announced
the nomination of his Defense Secretary to the chairmanship

of the World Bank.66

65 By December 1967, those who were closest to the
President advising him on Vietnam offered little more than
reassurances that the President's policies were correct and
appropriate. Significantly, these advisers shared two
distingyuishing characteristics---the conviction that
Johnson's policies were right, and the fact that nearly all
been involved in the major decision-making since 1964. The
experience of the war and Johnson's personality had trimmed
their numbers and galvanized their dependency on each other.
On the relationship between Johnson and his advisers, see
George Christian, The President Steps Down, pp. 9-10, 15;
Hubert Humphrey, The Education of a Public Man (Garden City,
New York: Doubleday, 1976)), p. 325; and Doris Kearns,

r PP. 318-323.

66 TInterview with Alain Enthoven, May 4, 1988. Enthoven
recalled that McNamara summoned him and a colleague to his
office to learn what they knew of the World Bank. McNamara's
conversation and manner clearly indicated to his assistants
his surprise at the move. See also Hoopes, Limits of
Intervention, pp. 90-1. See also, Richard Harwood, "McNamara
Nominated to World Bank: Resignation Date Still Undecided, "
Washington Post, November 28, 1967, pp. 1, A7; Carroll
Kilpatrick and Chalmers M. Roberts, "McNamara Job Shift Stirs
Capital,"™ Washington Post, November 29, 1967, pp. 1, 4;
Chalmers M. Roberts, "McNamara Curtain Lifts After an Ordeal
of Silence,"™ Washington Post, November 30, 1967, pp. 1, AS8;
Carroll Kilpatrick, "Questions Persist on McNamara Move, ™
HWashington Post, December 1, 1967, pp. 1, A7; and George C.
Wilson, "No Intention to Change War, Joint Chief's Chairman

Says," HWashington Post, November 30, 1967, p. Al0.

143




Unforeseen political ramifications of the besieged policy
also became manifest at this time. Only two days later,
while the press was awash in speculation over McNamara's
move, Eugene McCarthy announced that he would challenge LBJ
for the Democratic nomination for President and the Senate
voted unanimously to urge the President to seek a solution to
the war through the United Nations.67

Over these months, Johnson reacted to the increasing unrest
by adopting a stance of the besieged leader at war, drawing
an example from others who had shared his position and his
predicament-—--Abraham Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin
Roosevelt. He used more than one public occasion to tutor
the press:

There has always been confusion, frustration and
difference of opinion when there is a war going
on....I don't have to remind you of what happened
in the Civil War. People were here in the White
House begging Lincoln to concede and to work out a
deal with the Confederacy when word came of his
victories...you know what Roosevelt went through,
and President Wilson in World War I...[nlow when
you look back upon it, there are very few people
who would think that Wilson, Roosevelt or Truman

were 1in error. We are going to have this
criticism,. We are going to have this

67 wWarren Weaver, Jr., "M'Carthy to Fight Johnson Policies

in 5 or 6 Primaries, New York Times, December 1, 1967, pp. 1,
40; Andrew J. Glass, "McCarthy Plans to Oppose LBJ in 4 to 6
States: Seeks to Take Vietnam Issue to the People, "
Washington Post, December 1, 1967, pp. 1, A4; David S.
Broder, "RFK Test Seen," Washington Post, December 1, 1967,
pp. 1, A4; and Robert C. Albright, "Senate Asks Bid to U.N.
to Seek Vietnam Peace," Washington Post, December 1, 1967,
pPpP. 1. A4,
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difference.. .58

In acknowledging the debate Johnson felt confident he held
the right position., Earlier in November, he had called upon
a select group of former diplomats, soldiers, governmental
officials, and senior statesmen to get their views on his
policies and the prospects for success. Officially referred
to as the Senior Advisory Group on Vietnam, the 'Wise Men,'
as they were generally known, assembled on November first and
second to receive a series of briefings both on the military
situation and the diplomatic overtures which the

administration had pursued in the interest of peace.®3 The

68 LBJ Press Conference November 17, 1967, Public Papers:
LBJ, 1967, book II, p. 1051. Illustrations of Johnson's own
actions within a larger historical context occur throughout
his memoirs. See for example, pp. 103-4, 323-4, and 553 in
Ihe Vantage Poipt.

69 Present at these meetings were: Dean Acheson,
Secretary of State under Truman; George Ball, former
Undersecretary of State and resident 'dove' of the
administration; General of the Army Omar Bradley; McGeorge
Bundy, LBJ's former National Security Adviser; Clark
Clifford, close personal adviser to the President; Douglas
Dillon, former Secretary of the Treasury under Kennedy;
Arthur Dean, US armistice negotiator in Korea; Abe Fortas,
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court; Henry Cabot Lodge,
former US Ambassador to Vietnam; Robert Murphy, former senior
State Department official under Eisenhower; and Maxwell
Taylor, former Army General and Ambassador to Vietnam under
Kennedy. See "[November 1, 1967 Meeting of Foreign Policy
Advisors (President did not attend)],"™ and " [November 2, 1967
Meeting with Foreign Policay Advisors on Vietnam]" in White
House Central Files, Meeting Notes File, Box 2, September 1,
1967-April 29, 1968, LBJ Library. There are several accounts
of the role of the 'Wise Men' during November 1967. See, for
example, Schandler, Unmaking of a President, pp. 64-5,
Issacson and Thomas, Wise Men, pp. 676-681; and Maxwell D.
Taylor, Swords and Plowshares (New York: W.W. Norton, 1872),
pp. 377-8.
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reaction of the group was supportive. General Omar Bradley
urged Johnson to remain steadfast in prosecuting the war and
Clark Clifford assured the President that the war was indeed
‘right and necessary.'’? Johnson felt reassured. Leaving
the meeting he noted "a sense of clarity and calmness in the

group;" he would press on.’!

By year's end, U.S. troops in Southeast Asia numbered
approximately five hundred thousand, American casualties
exceeded twenty thousand, and the prospects for victory were
as uncertain as ever. The tonnage of ordnance delivered over
North Vietnam had long ceased to defy accounting, but North
Vietnam demonstrated no lack of wherewithal to continue the
fight---their material losses apparently made up by the
Soviet Union and China. At home, the media, community
leaders, prominent scholars, members of Congress and former
administration officials joined the ranks of those whose
dissatisfaction with the administration's policies compelled

them to stand up in opposition.

70  When the attendees were questioned about whether the
United States should get out of Vietnam, the minutes of the
November Meeting record 'unanimous agreement' that the U.S.
should stay. Particular comments appear in the complete
notes on the Cabinet Room meeting and luncheon with foreign
policy advisers on November 2, 1967. Memo, Jim Jones
[Assistant to the President] to the President undated,
contained in " [November 2, 1967 Meeting with Foreign Policy
Advisors on Vietnam]" White House Central Files, Meeting
Notes File, Box 2, September 1, 1967-April 29, 1968, LBJ
Library.

71  1Issacson and Thomas, The Wise Men, p. 680.
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The President fervently believed that the United States had
a vital interest in seeing that Vietnam was not lost to
Communism, and Johnson persisted in his belief that the North
would eventually wither in the face of the clear military
superiority of the United States. A dwindling cast of
advisers with consonant views supported the President.
Triumph on the battlefield would eventually vindicate his
policies, and these thoughts made the burden of policy
dissent within his nation bearable. But Johnson knew only
too keenly that his country was torn by this war; victory
though coming, had to come soon.

In the rest of the country, however the hard questions
being asked as winter set in, revolved around the issue of
whether the U.S. was, in fact, winning the war. Indeed, if
the United States was not fighting to impose military defeat
on North Vietnam, what would it take to force Hanoi to cease
its aggression in the South??2 What would it take to end this

war?

72 That the United States did not seek the military defeat
of North Vietnam was made repeatedly in official statements.
See, for example, the statement by U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations Arthur J. Goldberg on October 10, 1966.

"...We do not seek to overthrow the Government of North Viet-
Nam...we do not ask of North Viet-Nam an unconditional
surrender or indeed the surrender of anything that belongs to

it..." (for excerpts of this and other official
justifications for the war, see Pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 626-
684.) See also the testimony of Admiral U.S. Grant Sharp at

the Stennis committee hearings in August 1967. Air War
Against North Vietnam, part 1, p. 5.




The Winds of Change

On December 29, 1967, North Vietnamese Foreign Minister
Nguyen Duy Trinh announced that Hanoi 'would' hold talks with
the United States once the U.S. had ended the bombing and
'all other acts of war.' U.S. officials attempted to
diminish the significance of the remark, but this formulation
did represented a change from earlier pronouncements in which
North Vietnam had indicated that a bombing cessation 'could'
lead to talks.”’3 1In a less publicized response to Trinh's
statement, perhaps to test the extent of Hanoi's sincerity,
LBJ reinstituted a bombing prohibition within five nautical
miles of Hanoi and Haiphong. Further, in his State of the
Union Message to Congress, the President relaxed U.S.
expectations for negotiations, calling for 'serious'
negotiations instead of 'productive talks' as he had in San
Antonio. But in that same speech, perhaps to placate Senate
hawks who feared that the President was going ‘'soft', Johnson
also cautioned North Vietnam '...not to take advantage of our
restraint as they [had] in the past.' Because the announced
bombing limitation was combined with the President's harsh

words, it probably sent confusing signals to Hanoi. They

73 see the transcripts of "Foreign Minister's Interview
with Australjan Journalist Wilfred Burchett"™ Hanoi VNA
International Service in English 0150 GMT 28 January 1967,
and "Trinh: Talks Will Follow U.S. War Acts Halt," delivered
29 December 1967, Hanoi VNA International Service in English,
1603 GMT, 1 January 1968, filed in "7 I 1954-1968 Documents
Pertinent to the War and Its Genesis,"™ National Security
File, Country File Vietnam, Box 103, LBJ Library.
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responded in late January by rejecting the San Antonio
formulation as a ‘habitual trick' of the Johnson
administration.74

This exchange, as others before, reveals how complex
political relationships within nations can influence
relations between belligerents at war.

In the United States, Senate hawks and the military exerted
nearly constant demands on the White House that the U.S.
assume a more aggressive stance in the war. They called for
full mobilization and fewer restrictions in the air war.
Other Congressmen, however, reacti.g to the 47% of the
American people dissatisfied with the President's handling of
the war, desired no additional troop deployments prior to the
Presidential elections in the Fall.’5 Johnson responded to
these conflicting pressures by resisting calls that the air
war be completely halted while at the same time refusing to
authorize troop deployments in the numbers which current
force levels could not support. The President's dilemma was
familiar: control the costs of the war without appearing
unsupportive of the military.

Accusations that the United States shouldered too much of
the war effort added to the domestic friction. To diffuse

this criticism the administration quietly pressured the Thieu

74  pentagon Papers, IV, p. 233.

75 Gallup Opinion Index, Februacy, 1968, p. 3; Hoopes,
Limits of Interveption. p. 117.
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government to draft Vietnamese men in the 18-20 year old
cohort, and Westmoreland announced that 1968 would see a
greater share of the war burden borne by the South
Vietnamese.”’® And to counter allegations that South Vietnam
was an unworthy and corrupt ally, Saigon began a highly
publicized drive to clean house and improve its efficiency
and relationship with the population.

None of the initiatives was new, however, and few informed
observers held real hope that these actions would result in
meaningful progress toward drawing the war to a close. A
wearying sense developed that 'more of the same' was about

all the Johnson administration could manage.

In his 1968 State of Union message delivered January .7,
the President had reiterated the theme that progress was
being made in the war: "...elections have been held in
Vietnam...the enemy has been defeated in battle after
battle...the number of South Vietnamese living in areas under

Government protection has grown..."77 The Republicans

76 COMUSMACV message dated 091633Z February. National
Security File, National Security Council History March 31st
Speech, Boxes 47-49 [hereafter referred to as NSC History of
the March 31 Decision], LBJ Library. Unless otherwise
specified, all message traffic cited is contained, largely in
chronological order, in the folders marked vol. 1 through 4
in Boxes 47 and 48. See also, Executive Summary, p. 14,
contained in "March 31st Speech, vol. 1," Box 47. In his
memoirs, Westmoreland does not acknowledge Washington's
pressure on Saigon to mobilize, representing it rather as an

independent decision. A_Soldier Reports, p. 406.
77 public Papers: LBJ, 1968-69, book I, pp. 25-33.
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countered with their own televised 'State of the Union,' in
which Senator John Tower of Texas castigated the 'self-
defeating policy of gradualism' followed by the Johnson
administration and urged a more aggressive policy with an
increase in the bombing raids.78
The growing domestic debate on the war continued to center
on the bombing. The military pressed the fact that bombing
pauses in the North led to increased American casualties in
the South, and opponents challenged this, claiming that the
bombing, in addition to being morally reprehensible, simply
was not getting the job done. In a lengthy memo to McNamara
in mid-January 1968 Townsend Hoopes, Undersecretary of the
Air Force, argued stridently for a bombing cessation.
Claiming that "only the most tenuous relationship" existed
between bombing cessations and increased American casualties
and arguing for a new ground strategy in the interest of
reducing U.S. casualties, Hoopes wrote:
A decision to halt the bombing would accordingly
seem to require a corollary decision to alter the

aground force strategy ({but there are] political
difficulties [with this switch]. Abandonment of

78 These words, however, did not reflect the majority
sentiment of his party. In reality the Republicans were
keenly divided over just what the best policy for dealing
with the war should be. Some, like Senators John Cooper of
Kentucky and Jacob Javits of New York, favored a negotiated
settlement to the war, while hard liners, represented by the
position of Senator Tower, believed the war should be brought
to a conclusion through the application of decisive military
means, such as an intensified bombing campaign. See Terry
Dietz, Republicans and Vietpam: 1961-1968 (New York:
Greenwood Press, 1986), pp. 130-1.




the extreme aspects of the present strategy of
attrition would require a more explicit
acknowledgement than now exists that military
victory is not in the cards...To the charge that
such a de-escalatory shift would yield control of
large pieces of territory to the Viet Cong, the
answer must be that much territory claimed by the
allies 1is in fact held so fleetingly and
superficially as to constitute no control...owing
to the political linkage between the bombing of the
North and U.S. casualties in the South...our highly
discretionary ground strategy is a major obstacle
to a bombing cessation...if the [administration]
wishes to be free to decide the bombing issue on
its merits, it cannot avoid coming to grips,
concurrently, with the need to arrest and reduce
U.S. casualties through a significant scaling-down

of the ground war. 9

Hoopes' memo also addressed the fringes of a far less
conspicuous, though certainly no less fervent debate within
the administration concerning a general troop mobilization.
Mobilization involved a call-up of Reserve and National Guard
forces for duty to reinforce regular units fighting in
Vietnam or as strategic back-up in the event of other
international crises. Johnson had long ago decided against
ordering a wartime mobilization of this nation's able-bodied
manpower, considering it politically costly and economically
undesirable.

Senior commanders categorically opposed this decision. They
believed that the President's position threatened the

military's ability to meet contingencies world wide, and

79 Memo from Hoopes to McNamara, January 18, 1968. Cited
in Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, pp. 132-3. McNamara did
not solicit this memo from Hoopes, and Hoopes does not
indicate if the Secretary of the Air Force, Harold Brown,
concurred in its content.
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ultimately worked against an expedient military solution in
Vietnam. By putting the nation on a war-time footing through
a general mobilization, the generals believed the war could
be brought to a successful and more rapid conclusion. They
were unsuccessful in persuading the President to relent,
however, and had to settle for piecemeal increases in the
numbers of soldiers sent to combat.80

The President's continued resistance to ordering a full
mobilization for war reflected several considerations: his
desire to avoid national distraction from domestic programs,
his sensitivity to the increasing public dissatisfaction with
the war (dissatisfaction which the Johnson believed would
only intensify if more soldiers were sent to Vietnam), and
his recollection of the experience of President Kennedy
during the Berlin Crisis of 1961. In response to the
construction of the Berlin Wall in August of that vyear,
Kennedy had called up the Reserves but had never ordered

their deployment, and this move was later soundly criticized

80 1t is interesting to note that though deployments were
made incrementally, the total numbers of troops on the ground
in Vietnam reflect a nearly 2,200% increase over the four
year period from the end of 1964 to the end of 1968:

End of Year U.S., Forces Strength

1964 22,310
1965 124,310
1966 385,300
1967 485, 600
1968 536,000

(Stanton, Vietnam Order of Battle, p. 333.)
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as having been unnecessary. Johnson wanted to avoid a
similar charge.

Though Johnson feared the worst, the reaction of the
general public to a mobilization was actually hard to gauge.
Polling data indicated that the public clearly opposed
sending additional American troops in combat (possibly
because it was felt that this action led to increased
American casualties), but that same public opposed a
unilateral withdrawal from Vietnam.8l The policy dilemma was
real, and few in Government could offer any solutions. The
bombing therefore, continued, simply because no real

alternative presented itself.82?

Mounting domestic dissatisfaction with the war reflected
that in a profoundly fundamental sense the conflict had begun
to lose its legitimacy. Objections had arisen on several
fronts. First, if the United States had gone into Vietnam to
contain Chinese or Soviet Communism, the emerging reality

that the U.S. confronted less of a threat than originally

81 Richard A. Brody and Sidney Verba, "Hawk and Dove: The
Search for an Explanation of Vietnam Policy Preferences,"
Acta Politica 7 (July 1872): 285-322; pp. 310-11.

82 Everett M. Dirksen, a prominent Republican Senator
from Illinois who often advanced the conservative critique of
Johnson's handling of the war observed in a January 14, 1968
interview: "What are we going to do other than what the
President is doing right now? We can't retreat, we can't
pull out and we can't get the other side to negotiate." (New

York Times, January 15, 1968, p. 5)
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imagined, seriously weakened this justification.®83 Moreover,
the daily reports of destruction from aerial bombardment had
begun to generate a vague moral unease among the public.
Coldly efficient, the bombers passed repeatedly over North
and South Vietnam, often not even seeing their targets but
wreaking untold destruction. As people came to learn more of
the air war, principally through media accounts, an
impression of indiscriminate and impersonal warfare entirely
disarticulated from the political objectives of the war
developed--—-and the political objectives were, to many,
themselves ambiguous. Finally, it appeared that the
administration's style of Vietnam policy-making offered
nothing beyond restatements of existing programs. Unable to
devise a policy that would yield decisive results on the
battlefield and yet be politically acceptable to the American
people, the White House waited and hoped for something to

break in the war. It did not have long to wait.

On January 23, North Korean patrol boats seized an American

intelligence vessel, the USS Pueblo, in the Sea of Japan,

83 with the exception of certain top-level officials,
notably Dean Rusk, the notion that the ideological
significance of the Soviet Union and Chira in Vietnam was
less important than their material support to the North
Vietnamese began to emerge as early as the Summer of 1967.
The view of undifferentiated, expansionist Communism gave way
to a sophisticated understanding of the truly complex Soviet-
Vietnamese, Sino-Vietnamese and Sino-Soviet relationships.
See, for example, Pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 484-6. Gelb and
Betts, Irony of Vietpam, pp. 269-70.
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claiming it had violated North Korean waters. This action
came only a few days after North Korean irregulars attempted
a raid on the official residence of South Korean President
Park. These incidents combined with generally strained
relations between North and South Korea to unnerve Seoul.

The U.S., however, could take little meaningful action.
Bogged down in Vietnam, the President had few military
options. In a limited show of force, a number of aircraft
were sent to U.S. bases in South Korea, and nearly 15,000
reservists were mobilized in the United States to replace the
deployed units. Addressing the nation on January 26, the
President condemned the action of North Korea and alluded to
diplomatic efforts underway to get the vessel back.8? But the
administration hardly had time to dwell on this crisis. Four
days later, in Vietnam, the truce declared for the Vietnamese
Lunar New Year, Tet, was shattered as the Communists launched

a sweeping and unprecedented attack on South Vietnam.

The Communist Tet Offensive was a massive, multiple front
assault on major South Vietnamese towns and cities. Viet
Cong sappers infiltrated the U.S. Embassy grounds in Saigon
and U.S. marines defending the compound required additional
paratroopers to stave off the attack. Fighting erupted in

every province of South Vietnam, from Quang Tri in the north

84 gee the folder "Pueblo" in the Files of George
Christian, Box 4, LBJ Library.
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to Quan Long in the south. Hanoi had hoped that by achieving
surprise they would achieve a decisive military advantage,
which, coupled with an expected uprising of the South
Vietnamese people against the Thieu regime, would compel the
U.S. to withdraw its forces and depart the country.B83

As a strategy for victory however, the Tet Offensive was a
complete failure for the North. Within twenty-four hours of
the initial assaults nearly every Communist advance was
reversed. No spontaneous general uprising occurred, and Viet
Cong forces suffered irreparable damage. Though heavy
fighting continued for some weeks, the main thrust of the
offensive was broken.

On February second the President held a news conference
stressing the degree to which the Communist offensive had
failed.86  Tet did, in fact, represent a clear battlefield
victory for U.S. and South Vietnamese forces, and the
performance of the ARVN surprised even American military
officials who had been harboring grave doubts regarding their

ability to withstand the rigors of combat.87 But the

85 On the Tet Offensive see Don Oberdorfer, Tet!,
especially chapter 2 for background material on the view from
the North; Rostow, Diffusion of Power, p. 460; David R.
Palmer, Summons of the Trumpet (New York: Ballentine, 1984),
Herbert Schandler, The Unmaking of a President, especially
chapter 4; and Tran Van Don, Qur Endless Waxr (Novato,
California: Presidio Press, 1978), pp. 174-176.

86 public Papers: LBJ, 1968-1969, book I, p. 155-163.

87 See, for example, the discussion in Pentagon Papers,
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administration's reports of victory were lost in the domestic
furor that erupted in the wake of Tet.

The fact that the North was able to mount an offensive of
the size and scope it did completely undermined claims that
the administration had been making all along of significant
progress in the war. Graphic images of the embassy assault,
the battle for Hue, and the siege of Khe Sanh conveyed to the
public by the media, stunned the American public and made
official optimism appear foolish.88 Though the administration
had anticipated an enemy action for some months, the public
simply was not prepared for the dramatic scenes of Tet. As

one analyst observed, Tet had become a "...symbol of how

IV, pp. 398-9. Schandler, Unmaking of a President, p. 78.

88 The dramatic photograph of the head of South Vietnam's
national police summarily executing a Vietcong terrorist
(carried on the front page of the February 2, 1968 New York
Times) remains an indelible image of the war. See also,
"Embassy Attack a Fight to Death," New York Times, February
1, 1968, p. 14; Charles Mohr, "Hue is Embattled: Other
Cities Besieged-Allies Bomb Foe in Cholon Area," New York
Times, February 1, 1968, pp. 1, 14; Gene Roberts, "Village
Endures Night of Terror," New York Times, February 1, 1968,
pp. 1, 14; Charles Mohr, "Offensive is 'Running Out of
Steam, ' Says Westmoreland," New York Times, February 2, 1968,
pp. 1, 12; Carroll Kilpatrick, "LBJ Calls Uprising Failure:
President Sees Repulse of New Drive," MWashington Post,
February 3, 1968, pp. 1, Al0; Sir Robert Komer, "Viet Reds'
Drive was a Giap Masterstroke," Washington Post, February
11, 1968, p. A8; "Hanoi Attacks and Scores a Major Blow," and
Everett G. Martin, "The Devastating Effect on the People," in
Newsweek, February 12, 1968, pp. 23-31, 32, respectively; and
Gene Roberts, "Foe's Shells Hit 37 Vietnam Cities and Saigon
Field," New York Times, February 18, 1968, pp. 1, 4.
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illusory the progress claimed in the war had been."89

The military, although anticipating a communist move for
some months, were themselves caught off guard by the scope
and intensity of the Tet offensive. 1In an interview years
later, General Westmoreland observed: "The extent of this
offensive was not known to us, although we did feel it was
going to be widespread. The timing was not known...I did not
anticipate that they would strike in the cities and make them
their targets." Assenting in this, Johnson later wrote:

...Tet was...a shock, in one degree or another,

to all of us.. We knew that a show of strength was
coming; it was more massive than we had
anticipated. We knew that the Communists were

aiming at a number of population centers; we did
not expect them to attack as many as they did. We
knew that the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong
were trying to achieve better coordination of their
countrywide moves; we did not believe they would be
able to carry out the level of coordination they
demonstrated, We expected a large force to attack;
it was larger than we had estimated.99

The American military puzzled over the assault.3l As a
strategic maneuver, it was a disaster for the Communists, and
U.S. officials tried to understand what the North had
realistically hoped to gain. Senior commanders simply did not

expect so serious a challenge to the overwhelming military

superiority of the combined U.S. and South Vietnamese

89 Goodman, The Lost Peace, p. 62.
90  Jgohnson, Vantage Point, p. 385.

91 Krepinevich, Army and Vietnam, p. 239.
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military. Nor did they, knowing that allied forces had
clearly defeated the enemy's offensive, expect the domestic

backlash in the United States that resulted.9?

In the States, the offensive proved to many, that despite

repeated aerial bombardment and reported setbacks on the

92 For the domestic impact of the Tet Offensive,
particularly on the administration and official Washington,
see: Tom Wicker, "Vietcong's Attacks Shock Washington," New
York Times, February 2, 1968, pp. 1, 13; Murrey Marder, "U.S.
Experts Concede Gain by VC," Washington Post, February 3,
1968, pp. 1, Al13; New York Times editorial of February 8,
1968, p. 42; Lee Lescase and Murrey Marder, "U.S. and
Vietnam: Test in Battle, Tension at the Top," Washington
Post,, February 11, 1968, pp. 1, Al6, A20; Max Frankel, "A
Resolute Stand: President Won't Halt Bombing-Predicts
Khesanh Victory," New York Times, February 12, 1968, pp. 1,
12; Walter Lippmann, "A Crumbling Policy," Newsweek,
February 12, 1968, p. 21; "Westmoreland Criticized for
'Deluding' Congress," New York Times, February 12, 1968, p.
3; "Mansfield Warns of War Realities," W r imes,
February 12, 1968, p. 8; Hugh Sidey, "Shaken Assumptions
About the War," Lifg Magazine, February 16, 1968, p. 32B;
"Switches By Press on War Reported,™ New York Times, February
18, 1968, p. 9; Murrey Marder and Chalmers M. Roberts, "Reds'
Offensive Leaves U.S. with Maze of Uncertainties,™ Washington
Post, February 26, 1968, pp. 1, A8; and Warren Unna,
"Fulbright Asks Policy Review, Washinaton Post, February 26,
1968, pp. 1, A9; "Troop Increase 'Probably' Needed,
Westmoreland Says,"™ Washington Post, February 26, 1968, pp.
1, AlQ.

The Marder/Roberts Washington Post article of February 26,
1968, closes with a remarkably prescient observation:

Official Washington agrees, as Secretary of
State Dean Rusk recently expressed it, that the
Vietnamese war in all its dimensions 1is now
approaching a 'climactic' point. Some others here
[in Washington, D.C.] believe that the breaking
point could readily come before the presidential
election in November-but not necessarily to the
advantage of either Mr. Johnson's election chances
or his place in history.
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ground, the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong were still able to
coordinate and conduct a major operation. Tet shattered
whatever vision there was that an end to the war could be
brought about quickly at the existing level of resource
commitment.?3 More than this, however, it convinced many that
the military effort of the United States thus far in the war
had been all but completely ineffective in forcing the North

Vietnamese to capitulate.?4

The irony of the Tet Offensive is that while it led to the
establishment of a military advantage for the U.S. and South
Vietnamese forces, it dealt a devastating blow to the

administration's strategy for fighting the war. In analytic

93 =as Henry Kissinger would later note: "...the Tet
offensive marked the watershed of the American effort.
Hencefnrth, no matter how effective our actions, the
prevalent strategy could no longer achieve its objectives
within a period or with the force levels politically
acceptable to the American people. This realization caused
Washington, for the first time, to put a ceiling on the
numbers of troops for Vietnam. Denied the very large
additional forces requested, the military command in Vietnam
felt obliged to begin a gradual change from its periphery
strategy to one concentrating on the protection of populated
areas. This made inevitable an eventual commitment to a
political solution and marked the beginning of the quest for
a negotiated settlement."™ "“The Viet Nam Negotiations,"

Foreign Affairs 47 (January 1969): 211-34, p. 216.

94 The following observation is taken from the Pentagon
Papers: "One of the inescapable conclusions of the Tet
experience that helped to shape [the] decision [to change
strategies] was that as an interdiction measure against the
infiltration of men and supplies, the bombing had been a near
total failure. Moreover, it had not succeeded in breaking
Hanoi's will to continue the fight." (Pentagon Papers IV, p.
232) .
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terms, the Tet Offensive provided the United States with a
clear structural opportunity to press its battlefield
advantage and completely destroy the overextended North
Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces, thereby forcing Hanoi to
capitulate. Yet the United States was unable to capitalize
on its advantage. The domestic dissatisfaction with the
administration's handling of the war had become too great;
just at the moment when conditions appeared to favor a
military victory for American and South Vietnamese forces,
U.S. domestic constraints on further military involvement
reached their peak. The assertions (made then and which can
still be heard) that Tet was a decisive military victory for
the United States and South Vietnam, proclaim a hcllow truth-
--the overwhelming triumph in the Spring of 1968 did not
precipitate an end to the war which reflected that wvictory.
Instead, the domestic aftershock of Tet effectively paralyzed
the Johnson White House and instigated a major review of war

policy within the administration.

The growing realization that things could simply not go on
as they had mobilized the opposition within the government.
Paul Nitze, Deputy Secretary of Defense, captured the views
of Paul Warnke and other senior DoD officials in an internal
memo, writing that the United States could not continue to
"reinforce weakness." He called for Lhe Vietnam policy to be

evaluated within the larger context of U.S. global
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commitments.95 The President reacted to the mounting
criticism by reaffirming his faith in the military.%¢ Despite
his personal feelings and the inside knowledge that Tet had
been more disastrous for North Vietnam than the United

States, however, the President confronted the real
possibility that the U.S. might suffer an embarrassing

defeat, and took a firmly aggressive public stance to bolster
the political will of the nation.

Amid the crisis surrounding the possible loss of the
besieged Khe Sanh, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
General Wheeler, saw in Tet an opportunity to force Johnson
to order a call-up of the Reserves. During February and
March 1968, Wheeler and Westmoreland exchanged a series of
messages to determine the immediate troop requirements to

prevent the loss of the city.3?7 Recognizing that the

95 Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, pp. 145-6. See also
"More of the Same Won't Do," Newsweek, March 18, 1968, p.
25.

96 Johnson recalled: "...I detected among a few advisers a
sense of pessimism far deeper than I myself felt. I had much
greater confidence in Westmoreland and his staff in Vietnam
than many people in Washington, especially Pentagon

civilians." Yantage Point, p. 398.

97 The White House was very aware of the experience of the
French at Dien Bien Phu in 1954, and were more than a little
uncomfortable with the obvious parallels that would
inevitably be drawn. A number of memos detailing the
similarities between the two campaigns appear among the
documents of the period. See, for example: Memo, MG William
DePuy to Director, Joint Staff, undated, subject: Comparison
of the Khe Sanh Campaign with Dien Bien Phu. Filed in "Walt
Rostow-Memos to the President, vol. 63, Feb 17-21, 1968, in
DSDUF files, Box 3, National Security File, Aides File, LBJ
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administration desperately desired to avoid defeat in Khe
Sanh, particularly since the timing of the siege coincided
with the anniversary of the 1954 Communist victory at Dien
Bien Phu, Wheeler urged Westmoreland to request the forces he
needed to avoid defeat. "The United States Government is not
prepared to accept a defeat in South Vietnam;" he wrote,

"In summary, if you need more troops, ask for them."98
Westmoreland, who had been reluctant to request additional
forces, replied to General Wheeler that he would "...welcome
reinforcements at any time they [could] be made available.®99
But three days later he requested, in far clearer and more
urgent terms, an accelerated deployment of forces already
programmed: "I now have approximately 500,000 U.S. troops...I

have been promised 525,000, which according to present

Library. The siege of Khe Sanh is dramatically covered in
"The Dusty Agony of Khe Sanh," Newsweek, March 18, 1968, pp.
28-37.

98 cJgcs message dated 080448Z February 1968 (NSC History
of the March 31 Decision). Wheeler reiterated this advice in
a cable sent to Westmoreland the following day: "...my
sensing is that the critical phase of the war is upon us, and
I do not believe that you should refrain from asking for what
you believe is required under the circumstances." CJCS
message dated 090021z February (NSC History of the March 31
Decision) .

99  COMUSMACV message dated 091633Z February (NSC History
of the March 31 Decisjion). Westmoreland later recalled that
"it seemed to me that for political reasons or otherwise, the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were anxious to send
me reinforcements...My first thought was not to ask for any,
but the signals from Washington got stronger." (reported in

Schandler, Unmaking of A President, p. 97.)
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programs will not materialize until 1969. I need these
525,000 troops now...I therefore urge that there be deployed
immediately a marine regiment package and a brigade package
of the 82d [Airborne Division] and that the remaining
elements of those two divisions be prepared to follow at a
later time. Time is of the essence."100

In response to Westmoreland's ‘request,' the JCS forwarded
to the President a study detailing its implications. Without
the immediate call-up of approximately 120,000 reservists,
they reported, deploying troops to Vietnam would leave the
United States ill-equipped to handle other contingencies
which might arise. This was no trivial concern, as the
Pueblo incident so vividly illustrated. In a remarkable
action, the JCS recommended against meeting Westmcreland's
request. Their memo to the President urged that 'the
decision to deploy reinforc=ments be deferred and that no
deployment be made "...without concomitant callup of Reserves

sufficient at least to replace those deployed and provide for

100 comusMmacv message dated 12061272 February (NSC History
of the March 31 Decisijon). General Maxwell Taylor, when
asked by the President for his comments on this cable,
replied that he found it "hard to believe that this cable is
written by the same man as the preceding one,
091633Z...(t]his new one is clcar, crisp and sounds like an
unambiguous call for additional help in minimum time."
Taylor went on to advise the President to meet Westmoreland's
needs. Memo, Taylor to the President, dated February 12,
1968, subject: Comments on General Westmoreland's Cable of
February 12, 1968. Filed in "March 31st Speech, o0l. 8,
Excerpts and Taylor's Memo,"™ in National Security File, NSC
History, March 31st Speech, Box 49, LBJ Library.
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the increased sustaining base requirements of all
Services."101

By recommending against the deployments, the JCS appeared
to countermand the very action they had worked so carefully
to evoke from Westmoreland. Upon examination, however, this
move reflects a subtle attempt by the JCS to overcome the
President's intransigeance on the mobilization issue. Up to
this point in the war, the troops deployed to Vietnam did not
reflect the requirements of the battlefield, but rather the
numbers which could be supported by existing force levels in
the absence of a general mobilization. As noted earlier,
Johnson was clearly not sanguine regarding the political
repercussions of taking such a step.

Arguments against mobjilization were many and varied. State
Governors, recalling the unrest of the previous summer,
balked at the suggested diversion of National Guard units to
combat in Vietnam. In Washington, the position of
administration opponents such as Fulbright and Kennedy were
well known, but more moderate Cougressmen had made it clear
that «n extensive call-up would not be welcomed in this, an

election year. Conservatives, such as Senator Richard

101 Memo, General Earle Wheeler, CJCS, to the President,
dated February 27, 1968, subject: Military Situation and
Requirements in South Vietnam, contained in "Memos on
Vietnam: February-August 1968," and Report of the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, on Situation in Vietnam and MACV Force
Requirements, contained in "Memos on Vietnam: February-March
1968, " in Papers of Clark Clifford, Box 2, LBJ Library. See

also, Rentagon Papers, IV, pp. 541-2.
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Russell, the powerful chairman of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, opposed further troop increases in Vietnam unless
accompanied by a substantial step-up in the bombing.102 The
President's decision to mobilize troops would clearly mean
widening the war, at home---through the inevitable
repercussions of a general call-up, and in Vietnam, through a
required intensification of the bombing campaign.

The President's political position was becoming tenuous,
and decision-making in Vietnam was beginning to have serious
implications for Johnson's entire policy agenda. In the 1966
elections the Republicans had gained 50 seats in Congress,
weakening the President's political base of support. His
policies in Vietnam were eroding that support even further,
and the 'Great Society' stood in jeopardy. Johnson could
not sell a general mobilization to Congress for an
increasingly unpopular war because he could not afford to
alienate completely those politicians whose help he needed to
implement his domestic program.

The President's Vietnam strategy had been a mixed bag of
bombing, troop deployments, and diplomacy designed to keep
options open. But the apparent inability of these efforts to
bring the war any closer to a conclusion generated the
widespread feeling that his approach to the conflict simply

was not getting the job done. Something would have to

102 pentagon Papers, IV, p. 588; Westmoreland, A Soldier
Reports, p. 436.
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change, and Johnson realized this.

On February 12 the President met with several key advisers
to discuss the situation in Vietnam and evaluate General
Westmoreland's requirements.l103 Addressing MACV's need for
reinforcements to handle the situation at Khe Sanh, the
President ordered the immediate deployment of approximately
10,000 troops. But this was merely a stopgap measure.
Johnson knew that the time had come for a major decision, and
his options appeared to be three: continue the
administration's current policies in Vietnam and hope that
the timing and sequencing of bombs, troops and talks would
this time prove fruitful; significantly widen the war by
gearing up the economy to support a war effort and ordering a
general mobilization; or, as increasing numbers urged, halt
the bombing, limit the troops deployments and seek a
resolution to the conflict at the negotiating table.

The President was loathed to choose. He preferred to keep
his options open, as the policies he had been following in
Vietnam illustrated.l04 He naturally inclined toward
maintaining the course he had set, but Westmoreland's

request confronted him with an implicit argument that the war

103 present were McNamara, Rusk, Rostow, Maxwell Taylor,
Clark Clifford, Richard Helms (Director CIA), and General
Wheeler,

104 Fror Johnson's thoughts on 'keeping one's options

open, ' see Yantage Point, p. 366.
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should be widened, and the President was forced to define the
strategic direction. Johnson attempted to defer the choice
which events and organizations had foisted upon him, and used
the next 45 days to mount a last-ditch effort to salvage the
vestigial legitimacy of his current policies.

On February 13 the President met again with his advisers to
consider the mobilization question in depth. Wheeler pressed
for the move, McNamara demurred. The President, faced with
unpleasant options and confronted with disagreement among his
staff principals, instructed his advisers to consider the
problem and present him with a recommendation.l05 To obtain a
first hand report of the situation on the ground in Vietnam,
Johnson dispatched Wheeler to Saigon on February 21.

In Vietnam, Wheeler and Westmoreland both recognized that a
major decision regarding the conduct of the war was

imminent .106 The generals, though concerned with the

105 Johnson, The Vantage Point, p. 386. In a memo
designed to structure the study, Johnson clearly indicated
his preference to explore every option, short of a general
mobilization, that could be taken to meet Westmoreland's
request. See Memorandum from the President to the Secretary
of State and the Secretary of Defense, dated February 28,
1968, in "Southeast Asia {[Draft Memorandum for the
President], in Papers of Clark Clifford, Box 3, LBJ Library.
There is some dispute that the President had given a clear
directive to the Clifford Task Group. See Schandler,

Unmaking of a President, 136-7, and note 121 below.

106 gcs message dated 1720172 February 1968, NSC History
of the March 31 Decision. Westmoreland recalled later in an
interview that "...the President and his advisors were
receptive to proposals concerning a new strategy. There were
signals from both Washington and the United States Pacific
Command (CINCPAC) in Hawaii indicating that a reappraisal of
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immediate situation in Khe Sanh, were mindful too of the
impact a major policy decision in Vietnam would have on other
factors. They felt that U.S. forces around the globe had
been drained to precariously low levels and believed the
strateg.c reserve needed to be reconstituted in order to
avert disaster from unanticipated crises. They collaborated
on a request for troops which would both meet the demands of
the war, back fill seriously depleted units deployed
worldwide, and repopulate the operational reserve whose ranks
were decimated.

They proposed a mobilization of approximately 206,000
troops to be accomplished in three phases: 108,000 by the
first of May, 42,000 by September first, and 55,500 by

December.107 General Wheeler recalled later that he and

national policy might result in lifting the previously

imposed troop ceiling."™ (Schandler, Unmaking of a President,
p. 106.)

107 Report of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, on
Situation in Vietnam and MACV Force Requirements, dated
February 27, 1968, contained in "Memos on Vietnam: February-
March 1968." Papers of Clark Clifford, Box 2, LBJ Library
[hereafter cited as "MACV Force Requirements".]

An indication of the subtle ways in which institutional
biases worked to shape policy is illustrated by the fact
that, included in the troops request were 15 tactical
fighter squadrons which were required to maintain the
existing ratio of air support to ground forces. The
underlying rationale for this ratio was never analyzed. One
Air Force Official present at the Department of Defense
consideration of the request in late February 1968, reasoned
that the lack of careful assessment of the actual air-to-
ground force requirements was because this "...was a matter
of some delicacy i1n Army-Air Force relations because it
touched the boundary line between the assigned roles and
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Westmoreland agreed that only the first of these increments
would be earmarked for Vietnam and intentionally designed the
entire package to correct what, from their perspective, was a

dangerous imbalance in U.S. global forces.108

The complex generation of this controversial troop request
illustrates the extent to which domestic political factors
dominated Vietnam policy making. The immediate situation in
Vietnam simply did not demand the numbers represented in
their request; indeed, Westmoreland was optimistic regarding
his prospects for success even in the absence of
reinforcements (indeed, he had to be coached to submit a
request at all). But Wheeler realized that the President
would never order the call-up if he believed things could be
managed with current levels. The President would have to be
convinced that the immediate situation in Vietnam demanded
drastic action. Before returning to Washington, Wheeler
dispatched a lengthy cable to McNamara and Johnson which
painted a rather gloomy picture of the situation U.S. forces

faced in Vietnam.

missions of the two services. If the Air Force did not
provide close air support in a ratio satisfactory to the
Army, that would strengthen the Army's argument for
developing its own means of close support. Already, through
the development of helicopter gunships of increasing power,
speed, and sophistication, the Army had pressed against that
boundary." (Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, pp. 161-2).

108 cited in Schandler, Unmaking of a President, pp. 110-
11.
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Writing that Westmoreland faced serious and sustained
pressure from the enemy, Wheeler observed: "MACV will be hard
pressed to meet adequately all threats. Under these
circumstances, we must be prepared to accept some
reverses."109 But the Chairman knew only too well that the
President was not prepared to accept any reverses and
emphasized that Westmoreland could not be expected to hold
the slim advantage he currently had. Success, he argued,
ultimately lay in aggressively regaining the battlefield
initiative.110 Substantial numbers of additional troops would
be required to implement this strategy, and Wheeler knew
this.

With this pessimistic view of the situation in Vietnam, the
Chairman hoped to capitalize on the President's desire to
avoid a major setback in the war. By requesting 206,000
additional troops, Wheeler sought both to reinforce
Westmoreland and to reconstitute the strategic reserve,

though this latter justification was never mentioned in his

109  wmaACV Force Requirements." In a summary Memorandum
for the President dated February 27, 1968, subject: Military
Situation and Requirements in South Vietnam, Wheeler's
saturnine prose painted an exceedingly bleak picture: "It is
the consensus of responsible commanders that 1968 will be the
pivotal year. The war may go on beyond 1968 but it is
unlikely that the situation will return to the pre-TET
condition. The forces committed and the tactics involved are
such that the advantage will probably swing one way or the
other, during the current year." His words resonate today
with an irony only histcry provides.

110 wMACV Force Requirements."
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message to the President. Wheeler felt that a healthy
reserve would allow the U.S. to meet global contingencies
(the worst of which, arguably, was the total collapse of the
ARVN, an event which would compel the U.S. to assume the war-
fighting burden entirely) and give the military necessary
flexibility to pursue a more aggressive strategy in the war.
But General Wheeler neglected to discuss scenarios which
could develop if the situation in Vietnam became less grave,
and he did not tie the request to his desire for a
reconstituted strategic reserve.lll

On February 27 the President and his advisers reviewed
Wheeler's cable. McNamara, in his final days as Secretary of
Defense, spoke out sharply against the increase. He reminded
the President of the memo he had sent in November which
called for a bombing cessation, an officially declared troop
ceiling and a thorough review of U.S. policy in Southeast

Asia.l1l2 with the current force levels in Vietnam standing at

111 1n an interview some years later, Wheeler himself
acknowledged the omissions: "I emphasized how Westy's forces
were badly stretched, that he had no capability to redress
threats except by moving troops around. I emphasized the
threat in I Corps [the northernmost tactical region of South
Vietnam]. More attacks on the cities were, I said, a
possibility. I argued that Westy needed flexibility and
capability. I talked about going on the offensive and taking
offensive operations, but I didn't necessarily spell out the
strategic options. John B. Henry, "February, 1968." FEoreign
Policy 4 (Fall 1971): 3-34, p. 24.

112 Memo, McNamara to the President, November 1, 1967,
subject: A Fifteen Month Program for Military Operations in
Southeast Asia; and Memorandum of the President for the File,
dated December 18, 1967, filed in 'Vietnam [March 19, 1970,
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510,000, the request for an additional 206,000 troops
represented a 40% increase, and McNamara argued that the
President could not be sure that this action would bring the
U.S. any closer to a solution in Vietnam.

Clark Clifford, McNamara's replacement, later recalled how
General Wheeler's message shocked the White House.l13 The
optimism based on the cultivated image that the U.S. had the
upper hand in the war was shattered. The report from Wheeler
gave the President and his advisers the impression that
disaster was all but imminent if troops in the numbers
Westmoreland requested were not forthcoming. The President

had to make a decision.

The dilemma Johnson faced was, in part, his own making. By
refusing to mobilize the country for war as the military had
persistently requested almost since the ground effort began,
the President had instituted a policy of piecemeal troop
level increases to the current figure of over one-half
million. Denying the military at this point would be to deny
the efficacy of his own policy---a policy which reflected the
need to balance many factors, the principal one of which was

keeping the costs of the war within the tolerance of the

Memo, Rostow to the President 'Decision to Halt the Bombing'
with copies of Documents] 1967, 1968 [I] in National Security
File, Country File Vietnam Box 127, LBJ Library.

113 Henry, "February, 1968," p. 23.
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political will of the people and out of competition with
other items on the President's agenda---particularly his
domestic agenda.

The "Great Society," Johnson's chief domestic program,
served to constrain in important economic and philosophic
ways the level of commitment the President was willing to
give to the war. Attempting to avoid strains on the economy
and misdirected fiscal priorities, Johnson never called for
the mobilization and build-up necessary to launch a war in
earnest .14 His failure to do so aided, in part, the reliance
on bombing as the principal means of war fighting in the
early years. Bombing was the most economical way to wage
war, and economy was one of the chief recommendations of the

aerial campaign.l15

Persuaded by Wheeler's cable that the situation .onfronting
U.S. troops was critical, the President could not arfford to
postpone fulfilling the request and have to face possible
future charges that the Jdsfeat of U.S. forces resulted from

his hesitancy at this moment.l1® On February 28, the

114 Fpor Johnson's thoughts on the relationship between his
chief domestic program and foremost foreign policy concern

see, IThe Vantage Point, pp. 314-21, 406-7.

115 Aside from the cost-effectiveness of the bombing, the
President was firmly convinced that the North Vietnamese had
demonstrated that they could not be trusted to negotiate an
end to the conflict; they had to be forced to do so.

116 The following excerpt from the Pentagon Papers
captures the dilemma: "A fork in the road had been reached.
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President named Clark Clifford, the new Secretary of Defense,
to head an ad hoc task force to examine the military's
request for additional troops, beginning what one official
account called the "A to Z Reassessment" of U.S. policy in
South Vietnam.117

The Task Force consisted of advisers from the Defense and

State Departments, the White House, and the CIA.118 At the

Now the alternatives stood out in stark reality. To accept
and meet General Wheeler's request for troops would mean a
total U.S. military commitment to SVN [South Vietnam]---an
Americanization of the war, a callup of reserve forces,
vastly increased expenditures. To deny the request for
troops, or to attempt to again cut it to a size which could
be sustained by the thinly stretched active forces, would
just as surely signify that an upper limit to the U.S.
military commitment in SVN had been reached." (RPentagon

Papers, IV, p. 549).

117 Pentagon Papers, IV, p. 549. Clifford recalled his
mandate as somewhat more restricted than Johnson. He wrote
later: "We were not instructed to assess the need for
substantial increases in men and materiel; we were to devise
the means by which they could be provided. Clark Clifford,
"A Viet Nam Reappraisal." FEoreign Affairs 47 (July 1969%5):
601-22, p. 609. The President recalled seeking a wide
ranging analysis of alternatives, Vantage Point, p. 394. A
memo from Clifford to the members of the Task Force entitled
"Outline for Subjects and Division of Labor on Viet Nam Staff
Study," calls for alternative courses of action available to
the U.S. and North Vietnamese, implications of Westmoreland's
troop request and negotiation alternatives to be explored,

and seems to support Johnson. (NSC History of the March 31
Decision). See also, Rentagon Papers, pp. 549-550.

118 Members of the Task force were Clifford, Deputy
Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze, Undersecretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs, Paul Warnke and Goulding
for DoD, Rusk, Katzenbach, William Bundy, Phillip Habib from
the State Department, General Wheeler from the JCS, Richard
Helms of the CIA, Walt Rostow representing the White House,
Fowler of the Treasury Department and Maxwell Taylor as
special adviser. Secretary of State Dean Rusk and outgoing
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initial meeting of the group, the momentum of the current
policy dominated everyone's evaluation of the state of
affairs. Senior advisers---Rusk, Rostow, Taylor, Wheeler,
and Fowler---favored meeting the request and getting on with
the war, while analysts on the second tier---Habib,
Katzenbach, Nitze, and Warnke---opposed the move and argued
for a policy change.l1?

Wheeler advanced the hard line, supported by Rostow and
Taylor. Westmoreland's situation demanded immediate and heavy
reinforcéﬁéhtrxge argued, and this would also be a move that
would set the stage for military victory. The Tet offensive
had been Hanoi's best shot and it failed; the enemy was
conpletely exposed and irreparably weakened as a result.120
Nitze, Warnke and Katzenbach countered. There was no
convincing evidence that the enemy was irreparably weakened,

indeed the JCS own report was evidence to suggest that his

Secretary of Defense McNamara attended only one meeting of
the group on March first.

119 por a discussion of the Task Force see: Henry,
"February, 1968," pp. 25-29; Johnson, The Vantage Point, pp.
392-4, 397-9; Pentagon Papers, IV, pp. 252-262, 549-584;
Hoopes, Limits of Intervention, pp. 171-181. For a detailed
discussion of the Task Force, its deliberations and
recommendations, see, "Vietnam Alternatives-Backup Material;"
"Draft Memorandum for the President-Alternative Strategies in
Vietnam, 1 March 1968;" and "The White House (Vietnamese
War)" folders contained in the Papers of Clark Clifford, Box
2, LBJ Library; and Schandler, Unmaking of A Presidepnt, pp.
121-176.

120 schandler, Unmaking of a President, pp. 157-61.
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residual strength was a force to be reckoned with.12l The
Task Force ended its deliberations by recommending little
change in the current strategy, and the final report
reflected the conclusions of a divided group. It
specifically called for a) an immediate deployment of 20,000
troops; b) Presidential approval of reserve mobilization,
coupled with larger draft calls and lengthened combat duty
tours; <¢) reiteration of the San Antonio formula, but no
new diplomatic initiatives on negotiations; and d)
intensified bombing.122

Clifford forwarded the draft memorandum to Johnson on March
7 and met with the President the following day to discuss the
findings. The Secretary of Defense, a lo