o)
C
©
o>
£ 9
o
= 9
a8
Cw®
O 4
B <
S 2
+— @©
n O
c
o O
O

ERDC/CERL TR-14-7

ERDC

INNOVATIVE SOLUTIONS
US Army COI’pS for a safer, better world
of Engineersg,

Engineer Research and
Development Center

Department of Defense Legacy Resource Management Program

Vietnam and the Home Front:
How DoD Installations Adapted, 1962-1975

Ellen R. Hartman, Susan |. Enscore, and Adam D. Smith June 2014

Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.



The US Army Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC) solves the
nation’s toughest engineering and environmental challenges. ERDC develops innovative
solutions in civil and military engineering, geospatial sciences, water resources, and
environmental sciences for the Army, the Department of Defense, civilian agencies, and
our nation’s public good. Find out more at www.erdc.usace.army.mil.

To search for other technical reports published by ERDC, visit the ERDC online library
at http://acwc.sdp.sirsi.net/client/default.

Cover Photo: SP4 Doug Reitmeyer (San Jose, CA) and SP4 Mike Speegle (right),
stop their motorcycles beside an Army Recruiting sign. They are cycling cross-
country to talk with young Americans about the Modern Volunteer Army. (Photo by
SP4 Chuck Noland at Akron, OH, 1971; source: NARA CC84854).


http://www.erdc.usace.army.mil/
http://acwc.sdp.sirsi.net/client/default

Department of Defense ERDC/CERL TR-14-7
Legacy Resource Management Program June 2014

Vietnam and the Home Front:
How DoD Installations Adapted, 1962-1975

Ellen R. Hartman, Susan I. Enscore, and Adam D. Smith
Construction Engineering Research Laboratory
US Army Engineer Research and Development Center

2902 Newmark Drive
Champaign, IL 61822

Final report

Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.

Prepared for Department of Defense Legacy Resource Management Program (full funding sponsor)
Alexandria, VA 22350

Under Project 12-518, “Vietnam and the Home Front: How DoD Installations Changed, 1962-1975”"



ERDC/CERL TR-14-7

Abstract

In the United States, the buildup for the Vietnam War included
construction of mission-related buildings and structures to support the
war. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires
federal agencies to inventory and evaluate their cultural resources, usually
as they near 50 years of age. The Vietnam-related structures are about to
turn 50 and there is no existing historic context describing the
development, construction, and use of these facilities. A broad overview
from 1962 through 1975 highlights the Vietnam-influenced construction
that created facilities on many installations. This new construction
augmented the existing World War ll-era infrastructure that became
heavily utilized in support of the Vietnam War. By providing a broad
foundation of the U.S. military’s involvement in Vietnam, this report can
be utilized to develop more detailed research that will lead to
identification and evaluation of Vietnam-era facilities at Department of
Defense military installations in the United States. This report’s historic
context provides military cultural resources professionals with a common
understanding for determining the historical significance of Vietnam-era
facilities, greatly increasing efficiency and cost-savings of this necessary
effort.

DISCLAIMER: The contents of this report are not to be used for advertising, publication, or promotional purposes.
Citation of trade names does not constitute an official endorsement or approval of the use of such commercial products.
All product names and trademarks cited are the property of their respective owners. The findings of this report are not to
be construed as an official Department of the Army position unless so designated by other authorized documents.

DESTROY THIS REPORT WHEN NO LONGER NEEDED. DO NOT RETURN IT TO THE ORIGINATOR.
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Unit Conversion Factors

Multiply By To Obtain
feet 0.3048 meters

inches 0.0254 meters

miles (U.S. statute) 1,609.347 meters
square feet 0.09290304 square meters
square miles 2.589998 E+06 square meters
square yards 0.8361274 square meters
tons (2,000 pounds, mass) 907.1847 kilograms
yards 0.9144 meters
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Executive Summary

In the United States, the buildup for the Vietnam War included
construction of mission-related buildings and structures to support the
war. These structures are about to turn 50 years old and there is no
existing historic context describing the development, construction, and
use of Vietnam War mission-related facilities. This report, funded by the
Legacy Resources Management Program, fills that gap to provide a broad
historic overview from 1962 through 1975, highlighting the Vietnam-
influenced construction that created facilities on many installations.

The overview nature of this report is meant to provide common ground for
understanding the need for construction on military installations in
support of the conflict in Vietnam. This overview is planned to be
supplemented by more detailed reports that focus on important historical
trends that drove construction. As a result, this overview of historic
context does not provide determinations of eligibility or character-defining
features of property types. Those aspects of property evaluation will be
part of the subcontext reports.

This report does, however, identify several thematic areas related to
stateside construction in support of the war effort under which
significance can be defined: (a) ground training, (b) air training, (c) special
warfare, (d) schools, (e) housing, (f) medical facilities, and (g) logistics
facilities. Subcontext reports on the themes of ground training and air
training (specifically the role of helicopters) are currently being produced.

The primary findings of this report, apart from the thematic areas
identified, serve to distinguish construction related to the Vietnam War
from that associated with previous conflicts in two main ways: the high
level of available building stock and the long duration of the war. When
the troop buildup for Vietham was instituted, most military installations
still retained a large number of World War 11 (WWI1) buildings which
were then pressed into use as necessary to support increased troop levels.
Additionally, a substantial building modernization construction and
rehabilitation program had begun in the 1950s and was still underway at
the start of the Vietnam War.
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Consequently, there was no need to repeat the massive WWII effort to
establish and fully construct working installations in a few months time. In
actuality, one of the ways the Vietnam War differed from previous 20t
century conflicts was the decade-long duration of the conflict. With no
need for massive amounts of new facilities, and a period of construction
lasting many years, there was no major overarching construction program
across the Department of Defense as a response to the U.S. military
activities in the Vietnam War. As a result, there was also no large-scale
effort to produce standardized designs to be replicated across the county.
Aside from creating new training areas to accommodate new training
methods (e.g., “Quick Kill” ranges and Viet Cong villages), construction
was largely piecemeal and focused on specialized training needs.

For cultural resource management purposes, several types of buildings
likely to have been constructed in large numbers during this period are
covered under existing program comments (e.g., Unaccompanied
Personnel Housing Program Comment (barracks) and the Ammunition
Storage Facilities Program Comment). Although most barracks were built
as part of barracks complexes that contained other standard building
types, the other buildings in the complexes (except for mess halls) are not
covered under the UPH Program Comment. While a large amount of
family housing was constructed during this period, it was ancillary to the
thematic areas, and it is now largely privatized and out of DoD authority
for making NRHP determinations of eligibility.
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1.1

1.2

Methodology

Background

Congress codified the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA),
the nation’s most effective cultural resources legislation to date, in order to
provide guidelines and requirements for preserving tangible elements of
our past. This was done primarily through the creation of the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Contained within this piece of
legislation (Sections 110 and 106) are requirements for federal agencies to
address their cultural resources, which are defined as any prehistoric or
historic district, site, building, structure, or object. Section 110 requires
federal agencies to inventory and evaluate their cultural resources. Section
106 requires the determination of effect of federal undertakings on
properties deemed eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP.

What the Department of Defense (DoD) constructed at U.S. installations
in response to the efforts in Vietnam has significance for the NRHP at the
national level. For all areas of significance identified for this Vietnam War-
era construction, they would be significant under Criterion A and also have
the potential for significance under Criterion C. For either criterion, the
property must still retain its integrity from the period of significance from
1962 through 1975. Properties constructed in the United States to support
the Vietnam War effort must still convey a sense of historic and
architectural cohesiveness through their location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

Objective

The objective of this effort was to research, analyze, and compile a broad
historic context to illustrate how DoD installations in the United States
were affected by the conflict in Vietnam. Since very little has ever been
researched and written about DoD construction history from 1962 through
1975, this effort looked at the broad history of construction on the home
front and highlighted areas that need more in-depth research; in that way,
this report is unlike most historic contexts which include a list of
important building types, integrity analyses, and character-defining
features. In addition, this report contains proportionately more
information about the Army, relative to other military services, as a result
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1.3

of the Army having proportionally both more troops in Vietnam and more
installations in the United States.

Approach
1.3.1 Project funding

Under a Military Interdepartmental Purchase Request (MIPR), the
Engineer Research and Development Center-Construction Engineering
Research Laboratory (ERDC-CERL) was retained by the DoD Legacy
Resources Management Program to complete a broad historic context of
the Vietnam War years from 1962 through 1975.

1.3.2  Previous reports

While there are thousands of books, journal articles, and studies on what
the United States did in Vietnam, very little has been written regarding
how the DoD reacted to the conflict at its own installations in the United
States. No previous reports or studies were found that discuss the
construction programs in the United States related to the Vietnam War for
the DoD during the period of significance from 1962 through 1975. Several
reports did cover aspects of construction during this period such as the
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (UPH) historic context and the
Ammunition Supply Point historic context.1.2

1.3.3 Research design

ERDC-CERL researchers developed a preliminary list of research
guestions that shaped initial investigations. The researchers developed
these questions based on previous experience with similar historic
contexts. The primary focus of the research was to determine how the
DoD'’s architectural legacy resulting from the Vietnam War during the
years of 1962 through 1975 impacted DoD installations across the United
States. Another focus was to develop how NRHP eligibility criteria may be
applied to the properties constructed during that time span. Research
guestions included the following: What role did each military service have

1 Kathryn M. Kuranda, et al., Army Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (UPH) During the Cold War
(1946-1989), (Frederick, Maryland: R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. for the U.S. Army
Environmental Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, 2003).

2 Kathryn M. Kuranda, et.al. (R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.), Army Ammunition and
Explosives Storage During the Cold War (1946-1989), (Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD: U.S. Army
Environmental Command, 2009), 8-10—8-11.
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during the Vietnam War era? Which entities designed and constructed the
majority of the properties during the Vietnam War era? What was left
from that era?

The overview nature of this report is meant to provide common ground for
understanding the need for construction on military installations in
support of the conflict in Vietnam. This overview was always planned to be
supplemented by more detailed reports that focus on important historical
trends that drove construction. As a result, this overview historic context
does not provide determinations of eligibility or character-defining
features of property types; this information will be part of the subcontext
reports.

This report does, however, identify several thematic areas related to the
stateside construction efforts in support of the war effort under which
significance can be defined: (a) ground training, (b) air training, (c) special
warfare, (d) schools, (e) housing, (f) medical facilities, and (g) logistics
facilities. Subcontext reports on both the themes of ground training and
air training (specifically the role of helicopters) are currently being
produced.

Literature review

Due to the lack of secondary sources and previous reports related to the
DoD construction during the period of significance, researchers initiated a
literature review of books, archival repositories, and online resources
related to the Vietnam War. The following places were contacted and/or
searched:

e National Archives and Records Administration (College Park,
Maryland; Washington, DC)

e Library of Congress

e University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Library

e ERDC Library

e Pentagon Library

e U.S. Office of History, US Army Corps of Engineers (online USACE
field histories and email)

e Marine Corps History Office

e Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps (HQMC) Records, Reports and
Directives Mgmt Section (email)

e Archives and Special Collections Branch, Library of the Marine
Corps, Quantico, Virginia (email)
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e Air Force History (online)

e Air Force Historical Research Agency (online and email)

e Air Force Historical Studies Office (online)

e Air University, U.S. Air Force (online)

e Air Force History Index (online)

e Air Force Civil Engineering History Office, Tyndall, AFB

e U.S. Army Center of Military History (online and email)

e Naval History and Heritage Command [Naval Historical Center]
(online)

e Navy Library

e Texas Tech University, The Vietnam Center and Archive (online)

e Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) (online)

e Individual military installations and bases (phone calls and email)

e Individual military museums (mostly online)

e Online searches

Found items were entered into a spreadsheet and noted with location and
pertinent details (please see Appendix).

Sources

Once the literature review was completed, the researchers determined that
the best method for determining “what happened where” and “what was
built where” was to trace military decisions in Vietnam back to the United
States. This method was necessary because the majority of existing
Vietnam War-related material addresses military action in theater. To
develop a context for what changes were made to military facilities in the
United States, researchers correlated events that occurred in Vietnam to
corresponding locations in America. Two research assistants utilized the
vast resources of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC)
library system, and one of the ERDC librarians utilized the online library
catalog search functions provided through the ERDC library system to
search for both primary sources and secondary sources (see Appendix B).

Primary sources

Through the literature review and research assistants’ review of library
resources, the main primary sources for discovering the history of what
the DoD constructed on its installations in the United States during the
period of significance were:

e DoD Annual Reports (digitized in the UIUC Library);
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e Department of the Army Continental Army Command (CONARC)
Annual Histories (U.S. Army Center of Military History at Fort McNair,
DC);

e monographs related to the Army buildup for Vietnam (U.S. Army
Center of Military History);

e oral interviews from Vietnam War veterans (Library of Congress);

e U.S. Congressional appropriation bills (digitized in the UIUC Library);

* photographs (National Archives in College Park, Maryland);

e Air Force Annual Reports (digitized at the Air Force Historical Studies
Office);

» digitized items ranging from individual training certificates to
interviews to government documents on training (The Vietnam Center
and Archive at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas); and

e online histories of Vietham from the United States Army Heritage &
Education Center at the United States Army War College, Carlisle
Barracks, Pennsylvania.

Secondary sources

The researchers culled through as many secondary sources as possible and
found the divisions, brigades, battalions, and units that had served in
Vietnam and traced as many of them as possible back to their duty stations
on the installations located in the United States. Secondary sources were
those biographies and histories written regarding duties and time served
in Vietnam during the period of significance.

1.3.4 Site visits

One researcher conducted a site visit to Marine Corps Base Camp
Pendleton, California, to tour buildings and structures from the period of
significance and to collect historical information and data from Camp
Pendleton. The site visit occurred in October 2013.

In addition to the site visit, two members of the research team traveled to
Washington, DC, to gather information from the Library of Congress, the
National Archives in downtown, and the National Archives located in
College Park, Maryland.
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1.4

Authors

This project was conducted by ERDC-CERL in Champaign, Illinois. The
authors were Susan Enscore (Ph.D) with over 20 years experience in
military history; Adam Smith (M.Arch), with 15 years experience in
military architectural history; and Ellen Hartman (M. Landscape Arch),
with 4 years experience in military landscape architectural history. In
addition, the project utilized two research students from UIUC for general
background research (Tina Chui, M.Arch; and Martin Smith, MA).
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2 The Cold War and the Conflict in
Southeast Asia

The United States’ involvement in Southeast Asia throughout the 1950s,
1960s, and 1970s was caused by a wide range of political interests and by
complicated and often-convoluted global political thinking. The reasoning
for what would later become a 10-year conflict in Vietnam was closely
intertwined with the conflict between capitalism and communism known
as the Cold War—the larger, more complex set of political events that
developed throughout the mid-to-late 1940s into the early 1990s.
Throughout the Cold War, the DoD was involved in multiple missions,
programs, and campaigns that stretched resources across the services. The
financial demands of the Cold War ultimately affected the funding
available for Vietnam-related construction in the United States.

2.1 Post World War Il

The use of atomic bombs by the United States that ended World War 11
(WWI1) also marked the beginning of the Cold War (1945—1991). Rather
than a hot war waged through the exchange of gunfire, this new,
protracted conflict stemmed from sustained political and military tension
between two superpowers who held dominance across the globe in a
bipolar opposition. The resulting conflict was also unique because the war
potentially threatened the very existence of humanity by nuclear
annihilation—a stark reality of the period that was unimaginable to
previous generations.

Although the United States and the Soviet Union were allies during WWII,
at the end of that war tensions between the two newfound superpowers
quickly developed, as each country worked toward developing postwar
political ideologies. The United States’ leaders were particularly troubled
by the Soviet Union expanding its sphere of influence by politically and
economically backing communist forces in countries such as Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, Greece, Turkey, Korea, and Vietnam. From the U.S.
perspective, the Soviet Union appeared to be an aggressor nation with a
mission of world conquest.
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2.2 Policy of containment

Fearing that if one country fell to communism then a “domino effect”
would ensue and communism would spread to surrounding nations, the
administration of President Harry S. Truman adopted a policy in the late
1940s of opposing communism anywhere in the world. The idea became
known as “containment,” and it meant that the United States had
committed to fund, support, or even engage in combat to halt or deter the
spread of communist ideals. This policy of containment would eventually
precipitate U.S. involvement in wars fought in Korea and then Vietnam.3

To stop the spread of communism and the influence of Communist-bloc
nations, the United States adopted what was its central, overarching policy
during the Cold War—global military containment. First used by diplomat
George F. Kennan in his 1946 “Long Telegram,” containment expressed
anticommunist sentiment that believed much more was at stake in the
Cold War. As Kennan described the situation, the Soviet Union wanted no
less than world domination, and there was a master plot by the Soviet
Union that “[U.S.] society be disrupted, our traditional way of life be
destroyed.”#4 Kennan and U.S. Cold War-era leaders argued forcefully that
the United States must not allow communism to spread beyond the
borders of the Soviet Union. The United States would rely on the policy of
containment to provide the ideological justification for economic spending
that prioritized national defense and financed defense contractors. During
this period and utilizing anticommunist rhetoric, the United States vastly
expanded its geographic reach by constructing military bases around the
globe, financing new jet-engine aircraft fighters, and building aircraft
carriers and nuclear-powered submarines.>

2.3 Expanding spheres of influence

Though described by U.S. leaders as a struggle between its own free-
market democratic ideals and a totalitarian communist state that denied
civil liberties, the Cold War is best understood as the attempt by both sides
to expand their respective spheres of influence, particularly throughout

3 George C. Herring, America’s Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950-1975. (New York:
McGraw-Hill, Inc, 1996), 11.

4 George F. Kennan, “Long Telegram.” Telegram written 22 February 1946 in reply to U.S. Treasury.
Accessed online: http://www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/coldwar/documents/episode-1/kennan.htm.

5 John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American National Security Policy
during the Cold War (Oxford University Press, Inc.: New York, 2005), 24-36.
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the developing world. Even with the Bandung Conference (1955) which
crystallized the Non-Aligned Movement, many former colonies of Old
Europe felt compelled to align with one or the other superpower. In so
doing, they formed neocolonial bonds of compliance with the Soviet Union
or the United States in which the superpowers’ economic and political
interests held sway over a given country’s self-determination.6

The foundation for U.S. and Soviet Union interventions into other
countries (beyond the immediate post-WWI1 divisions) was laid in the late
1940s when the Soviet Union blocked access to West Berlin. The Berlin
Blockade, as it was called, is regarded as the first major international
crises of the Cold War (24 June 1948—12 May 1949). The blockade’s
intention was to force Western powers to allow the Soviet zone to supply
Berlin with resources, giving the Soviets control over the city. The
blockade initially halted all Western Allies’ rail, road, and canal access to
the Allied-designated sectors of the city. Not to be easily defeated, the
Western Allies organized airlifts to carry supplies to West Berlin. The
resulting massive airlift campaign prevented an all-out war, but the
incident highlighted the military strengths and weaknesses of the two
emerging superpowers.’

Both the United States and the Soviet Union had benefits and drawbacks
to their political ideologies, both of which were manifested in their military
might. In the late 1940s, the Soviets held a substantial advantage in
conventional forces, while the United States was still the sole possessor of
the atomic bomb. Faced with escalating military tensions and postwar
budgetary restrictions, leaders in the United States soon came to view
nuclear weapons as a relatively inexpensive means to offset any Soviet
military advantage while also being politically acceptable. Recognizing the
economic and political benefits of atomic weapons quickly led the United
States to begin producing smaller, more powerful nuclear bombs while
still dramatically reducing its defense budget.8

The United States further extended its influence to other nations in April
1949 with the political and military alliance known as the North Atlantic

6 Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American National Security Policy during the
Cold War, 264.

7 Adam Smith, et al., FLW Rolling Pin Barracks and Associated Buildings Context and Inventory.
ERDC/CERL SR-07-8. (Construction Engineering Research Laboratory: Champaign, IL, June 2007), 17-
18.

8 John Lewis Gaddis, The Cold War: A New History (New York, NY: The Penguin Group), 225.
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Treaty Organization (NATO). NATO was originally comprised of the
United States, Canada, and ten west-European countries with Greece,
Turkey, and West Germany joining over the next six years. The NATO
treaty provided for U.S. military assistance to Western Europe in the event
of a Soviet-backed invasion. The U.S. nuclear bomber force was viewed as
a cheap and effective solution to fulfilling its NATO commitment.
Innovative technological developments produced the B-36
intercontinental bomber, which had the power to be launched from
military bases in the United States to threaten targets deep within the
Soviet Union. The United States viewed NATO as a defensive alliance, but
Soviet officials saw NATO as an organization with the ultimate aim of
pushing the Soviet Union back to its prewar position. In response, the
Soviet Union created its own alliance with other communist governments
in Eastern Europe. This alliance was formalized in 1955 with the signing of
the Warsaw Pact.®

2.4 Continuing nuclear development

In 1949—the same year NATO was organized—Soviet scientists detonated
their first atomic bomb. The event signaled an end to the U.S. monopoly
on nuclear firepower and provided the impetus for the United States to
develop the even more powerful hydrogen bomb. A few months after the
Soviet atomic detonation, Chinese communist revolutionary Mao Zedong’s
Red Army defeated the forces of Chiang Kai-shek, the long time ally of the
United States. As a result of this defeat, Mao established the People’s
Republic of China, through which the Soviets consolidated their alliance
with the Chinese. This turn of events made it appear to the United States
that a billion people had joined the enemy camp. With the Soviet atomic
bomb test and China’s shift to communism, the United States significantly
altered its defense policies throughout the 1950s and 1960s, resulting in an
immediate buildup of nuclear and conventional forces.10

In late 1952, the Cold War acquired a new and far more disturbing
character when the United States detonated the world’s first
thermonuclear device, the hydrogen bomb. Only ten months later, the
Soviet Union detonated their first hydrogen bomb. As a result, the security
of the United States was far from being ensured because, for the first time
in history, two competing powers possessed the means to entirely destroy

9 Adam Smith, et al. FLW Rolling Pin Barracks and Associated Buildings Context and Inventory. 18.
10 jbid.
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the human race. The corresponding defense policy in America came to be
known as “massive retaliation.” An idea that relied on the long-range
bombers of the Air Force’s Strategic Air Command (SAC) as the most
effective deterrent to a possible Soviet nuclear attack. The threat of a
devastating retaliation on targets in the Soviet Union, it was thought,
would deter any unprovoked nuclear attacks.!!

2.5 Superpower tensions escalate

While the Cold War’s passive-aggressive tensions escalated, both
superpowers recognized the futility of engaging in mutually assured
destruction. In the United States, this realization sparked a debate over
what type of war the nation should be prepared to fight—general versus
limited, nuclear versus conventional—or what combination of these types
of war would be acceptable. Ultimately, with the stalemate imposed by
preventing a nuclear holocaust, the United States and the Soviet Union
had few options for deciding military victory in the battle between the
ideologies of democracy and communism. Nevertheless, the pervading
tensions between the east and west and between democracy and
communism occasionally and violently erupted onto tangible battlefields.
The Berlin Blockade served as a precursor to the Cold War physical tactics
to be employed in Korea in the 1950s; similarly, the Cuban missile crisis in
the early 1960s preceded Vietnam in the 1960s and early 1970s.12

After WWII and the Allies’ division of Europe, Germany became center
stage for the Cold War. Tensions had been brewing in Berlin for several
years when in 1961, John F. Kennedy was elected president of the United
States.3 Around this time and while still resenting the Western powers’
occupation of Berlin, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev initiated a
diplomatic push for control of the entire city. Controlling Berlin was
strategically important to the western allies, who viewed Berlin as a
primary front again Soviet expansionism. Initially, Khrushchev attempted
to go through diplomatic channels to gain control of the city, but after
these failed, he threatened war. In response, Kennedy called for a large

11 Karen J. Weitze. Cold War Infrastructure for Air Defense: The Fighter and Command Missions,
prepared for Headquarters, Air Combat Command, (Langley Air Force Base, VA. Sacramento, CA: KEA
Environmental, Inc., November 1999), 13.

12 Adam Smith, et al., FLW Rolling Pin Barracks and Associated Buildings Context and Inventory, 19.
13 jbid., 20.
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military buildup.4 Under this retaliation, Khrushchev backed down and
moved to construct a physical wall that divided to the city into eastern and
western zones. The wall only served to raise tensions further, however, as
access through the established checkpoints became increasingly
problematic. By the fall of 1961, U.S. tanks had taken up residence at
Checkpoint Charlie, a main crossing point. On 27 October, ten Soviet tanks
came within 100 yards of the checkpoint. Both sides prepared for battle
and a 16-hour standoff ensued. Despite all resources being put on high
alert, the stand-off ended quietly, when Kennedy asked Khrushchev to
withdraw the Soviet tanks, and said he would do the same.!5> Both sides
were aware of how close they had come to war.

After a brief respite, tensions again flared, this time much closer to the
United States. The United States had located missiles in Turkey, which
Khrushchev regarded as too close to the Soviet Union for comfort.
Khrushchev retaliated by placing missiles on the Cuban coast, where a new
communist regime had recently won control. On 14 October 1962,
American spy planes captured images of the missile sites, catapulting the
Kennedy administration into a fierce debate about the appropriate U.S.
response. Options ranged from air strikes to naval blockade to land
invasions. A naval blockade was identified as the most effective option,
and on 21 October, 180 Navy ships were sent to block incoming Soviet
military materials. The American actions instigated an alert for Warsaw
Pact forces, and Khrushchev threatened to sink the Navy ships. Four days
later, on 25 October, the United States began intercepting ships, while
Kennedy prepared an invasion force as well as sending two aircraft
carriers toward Cuba. Concurrent to the military initiatives, diplomatic
efforts were also thrown into high alert. In a turn of events, the Russians
made the first offer to dismantle the missiles if the United States promised
not to invade Cuba. Further intense negotiations on 26 and 27 October
resulted in an agreement with several provisions, one of which was an
unwritten commitment from the United States to remove its missiles from
Turkey.16 Ultimately, the standoffs in Berlin and Cuba were both relatively
peaceful examples of Cold War military tactics.

14 Sheila A. McCarthy and Roy L. McCullough, Fort Hood Military Family Housing of the Cold War Era:
McNair Village & Chaffee Village, (Omaha, NE: Midwest Regional Office, National Park Service, 2003),
24,

15 Smith, et al. FLW Rolling Pin Barracks and Associated Buildings Context and Inventor, 20.
16 jbid. 20-21.
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The tensions of the Cold War impacted the postwar decolonization
movements from Old Europe that occurred throughout Asia and Africa.
While there was no hot war between the Soviet Union and the United
States, the two powers engaged in proxy wars—conflicts primarily in the
developing world in which each superpower indirectly supported the
fighting though military aid, assistance, and training—all characteristics of
U.S. involvement in Vietnam. In general, the United States and its Central
Intelligence Agency-backed forces had been aligned with Europe’s colonial
past and were fiercely anticommunist, while the Soviet bloc and China
supported national liberation movements that opposed foreign
interventions by the West.17

2.6 Transitioning military strategy

In contrast to the Cold War conflicts described above, the conflict in Korea
was the first serious military engagement of the United States since WWII.
Although initially the United States was reluctant to join the United
Nations in defending South Korea from the communist North Korean
invasion, eventually the United States became one of the primary
contributors to the effort. Because the United States previously had
committed to the policy of global containment, there was little choice but
to engage militarily. The Korean War ultimately served as an important
testing ground for American military ideology and technology.

The decision to get involved in the Korean conflict caught the United
States in a period of transition. The location of the Asian country and the
traditional ground combat tactics used by the aggressors also meant that
U.S. nuclear strategy was rendered ineffective. After WWI1, many of the
U.S. industrial plants had been mothballed under the assumption that
traditional weaponry was not as necessary in the Cold War climate.
Additionally, U.S. military advisors assumed the Korean conflict would be
short lived, and so they advised the president and Congress not to invest
too heavily in the effort. All these situations created problems; the United
States would become more and more involved in the war over the next
three years during which its troops fought with WW|1I-era weaponry,
before the conflict finally resolved in a truce.

President Kennedy expanded the military strategy lessons learned through
the Korean War into a policy of flexible military response as Cold War

17 Gaddis. The Cold War: A New History, 24-36.
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tensions escalated.!8. In 1961, Kennedy established a more involved,
interventionist national strategy that increased the importance and
capacity of the nuclear strike force as well as developed the
counterinsurgency capabilities of the military, providing the President
with increased flexibility in ordering military responses.® The notion of
deploying a flexible response changed the military’s operating tactics
during the Vietnam War.

The Korean War, the Berlin Blockade, the Cuban missile crisis, and new
policies of global containment and flexible response illustrated ways the
United States needed to diversify its military operations to meet the ever-
changing demands and definitions of combat in the post-WWI1, Cold War
world. The challenges of adapting to the new Cold War climate affected all
aspects of the military and would subsequently alter the built environment
of defense installations.

Military construction during the Cold War was determined by the unique
demands of the technology-driven escalation of power. Although Cold War
nuclear combat was never physically realized, defense construction in
anticipation of that war was widespread across the United States and the
globe. On the home front, most DoD facilities were physically augmented
to accommodate the new combat tactics while specific Cold War defenses
included the Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line—radar-monitoring sites
spread throughout the arctic to spot an incoming Soviet missile strike; a
variety of missile launch sites scattered throughout the country to counter
a possible air attack; and monitoring sites such as Cheyenne Mountain
that connected the increasingly complex web of defense infrastructure.20

The Cold War lacked a clearly defined geography, but the conflict in
Vietnam polarized aspects of the Cold War into a physical hot war.
Technological advances did contribute to the conflict, but ultimately the
Vietnam War relied heavily on human involvement, and defense facilities
were rapidly modified to meet the necessary increases in personnel,
manufacturing, and logistical support. U.S. involvement in Vietnam was
classified as a “limited” war, a concept that promised not to expend all of

18 Dr. Philip Shiman, Forging the Sword: Defense Production during the Cold War. USACERL Special
Report 97/77 (USACERL: Champaign, IL, July 1997), 46-49.

19 Stephen L. McFarland, A Concise History of the U.S. Air Force.(Washington, DC: Air Force History and
Museums Program, 1997), 57-58.

20 David F. Winkler, Searching the Skies: The Legacy of the United States Cold War Defense Radar
Program. (United States Air Force Air Combat Command: Langley AFB, VA, June 1997), 26-28.
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the nation’s resources in the conflict. Though limited, the Vietnam conflict
brought widespread changes to the American military, from the
reinstatement of the national draft to a diversified military strategy that
not only included nuclear weapons, but also utilized Special Forces
personnel who could deploy quickly and act effectively.2! By the end of the
Vietnam War, the U.S. military had drastically transformed itself through
significant changes in military strategy, weapons systems, combat
training, and relationships with the American people.

21 David F. Winkler. Training to Fight: Training and Education during the Cold War. USACERL Special
Report 97/99. (Washington, DC: Department of Defense Legacy Program, Cold War Project & The
United States Air Force Air Combat Command, 1997), 59-60.
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3 The U.S. Military: Involvement in Vietnam

While the United States postured with the Soviet Union during the Cold
War, the conflict in Vietnam required drastically different planning,
execution, and operational requirements. Although the concentration of
fighting was focused in North and South Vietnam, the conflict spread
throughout Southeast Asia where the United States was also militarily
involved in Cambodia, Laos, and Thailand. The war began gradually but by
its end, it was the longest military engagement of the United States, one of
the most costly in both human and materiel measures , and one which the
United States was unable to secure a clear military victory over an
underestimated enemy.22. 23

Simultaneously pursuing the Cold War containment while conducting a
hot war in Vietnam strained the U.S. military, and as the financial
demands of Vietham came to overshadow most military decisions and
operations, increasingly few resources were allocated for anything other
than the Vietnam conflict. In this way, mobilizing and supporting the
Vietnam War undoubtedly impacted the rate of military construction in
the United States. However, the urgency of the conflict and its gradual
intensification led to reactive construction efforts that closely
corresponded to the immediate demands of ever-changing combat
requirements. The piecemeal approach of the building activity in the
United States must, therefore, be explained through the major events that
occurred in theater, including the advisory campaigns and combat
operations. As the war’s demands intensified throughout the 1960s,
military operations were streamlined to focus on meeting those demands
with the most minimal outlay of resources on the home front.

Officially, the United States escalated its involvement in the conflict in
August 1964, when President Lyndon B. Johnson revoked existing
restrictions on combat in the aftermath of the Gulf of Tonkin incident.24
However prior to 1964, the United States had already been providing
military advisors to the South Vietnamese military for a decade. Even in its

22 Qver the 18 years the United States was militarily involved in Vietnam, $150 billion was spent on the
war effort and more than 58,000 military personnel lost their lives in the conflict.

23 Herring. America’s Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950-1975, x.
24 ibid., 133-137.
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advisory role, the United States was already heavily involved in military
operations while working closely with the South Vietnamese government.
After the war escalated in late 1964, the conflict would last almost another
decade until President Nixon withdrew most U.S. troops by 1973. The U.S.
military’s involvement in the Vietnam War is commonly divided by
historians into three major periods: the advisory years (1954—1964), the
buildup (1965—-1968), and withdrawal (1969—1973).25 The following is a
concise summary of the politics, events, and effects of the very complicated
and resource-intensive Vietnam War.

3.1 Advisory years (1954-1964)
311 French rule

The involvement of the United States in Vietnam came after a long period
of foreign rule and civil unrest in Southeast Asia going back to the early
1800s. The French had colonized what was then known as Indochina in
the 1850s, which led to a nearly 100-year French occupation of the area by.
Although the Americans distrusted the new French government and
General Charles de Gaulle, the United States sent the 14t Air Force to
support them in their efforts to fight the Japanese in Indochina.2é By the
time the Japanese surrendered in August 1945 to end WWII, the United
States had already enlisted the support of Ho Chi Minh—the communist
leader of the Viet Minh2’—for intelligence and assistance with rescuing
downed 14t Air Force pilots from Indochina.28

Although Vietnam was not directly related to the WWI1 European Theater,
the Allied Chiefs of Staff at the Potsdam Conference decided to
temporarily divide Vietnam at the 16t parallel for the purposes of
operational convenience. It was also agreed that the Japanese forces would
surrender in two parts: those in Saigon and the southern half of Indochina
would surrender to British forces, while Japanese troops in the northern
half would surrender to the Chinese. In the north, after the Japanese

25 A few American citizens and diplomats stayed in Vietnam until the fall of Saigon on 30 April 1975.

26 Ronald H. Spector, Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960, (Carlisle Barracks: Center for
Military History, United States Army, 1983), 28-33.

27 The Viet Minh were a national independence coalition formed to seek independence for Vietham from
the French Empire.

28 Spector, Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960, 39.
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surrendered, the communist Viet Minh coalition stepped into government
control with no opposition.2°

After the Japanese surrender, the French retained control of the southern
half of the country. Although the United States was significantly involved
in French retaliation efforts, by December 1945 the United States had
withdrawn its troops during the civil war in the south.30.31 The French
retained an uncertain control over South Vietnam while fighting the
communists for power in the northern half for another eight years until
French forces were overwhelmingly defeated at Dien Bien Phu in 1954.
With this defeat, France withdrew its troops and Vietnam was again
divided, this time along the 17th parallel with the communists retaining
control of North Vietnam.32

3.1.2 U.S. aid to South Vietnam

In the opinion of U.S. observers, by the summer of 1954 the National Army
of Vietnam had experienced a “complete breakdown of combat capabilities
since the ceasefire and the stopping of supplies from the United States.”33
Another problem for the South Vietnamese government was the influx of
Catholic refugees from North Vietnam. Although the French had
previously committed to help with evacuation, the great numbers of people
wanting to move rendered the French incapable of addressing the task.
Formally, on 7 August 1954, the South Vietnamese government requested
help from the United States for the refugee situation. In response, the U.S.
Navy under the direction of a newly established Evacuation Staff Group
and General John W. O’Daniel from the Military Advisory Group, formed a
special group (Task Force 90) to evacuate the Vietnamese and French
wanting to leave the north. The evacuation lasted until May 1955, with
Task Force 90 moving 311,000 of the 800,000 refugees.34

Although the U.S. Navy was assisting with relocating refugees, by the end
of 1954, U.S. advisors were reluctant to begin a long-term military training
program unless specific conditions were met such as the establishment of

29 Spector, Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960, 58.

30 jbid., 56-60.

31 ibid., 77.

32 McCarthy and McCullough, Fort Hood Military Family Housing, 27.

33 Spector. Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960., 225 (quoting MAAG Monthly Activities
Report No. 21 for Aug 54, 751G.5-MSP/9-2254, records of Dept of State).

34 Spector. Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960, 226-227.
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a stable government. But with the unstable Diem government, Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles thought that stabilizing the National Army of
Vietnam through training was an efficient way of enabling the South
Vietnamese government. The National Security Council and President
Dwight D. Eisenhower agreed on 12 August 1954 to approve U.S.
assistance in creating Vietnamese military forces for internal security.
Under this plan, the National Army of Vietnam was reorganized as the
South Vietnamese (SVN) Army. A few days later, the U.S. State
Department told the French government that the United States was
assigning a training mission to the Military Assistance Advisory Group
(MAAG) in Vietnam (MAAG-V). In February 1955, the United States
assumed the training of the SVN Army from the French forces and by 1961
more than a thousand Vietnamese personnel were trained in the United
States each year, although much of the training occurred in South
Vietnam.35

The United States Air Force (USAF) was also involved in South Vietnam in
the mid-1950s, when the United States agreed to support France’s efforts
to regain control in Southeast Asia. The agreement between the United
States and France was in response to France’s agreement to active
participation in NATO. As a result, the United States sent munitions,
aircraft, mechanics, and technicians to repair and maintain the American
equipment. Most of the USAF’s involvement in Vietnam throughout the
1950s was provided through military aid and air transports that reinforced
French Air Force units. The MAAG-V air section had been formed in 1951,
and it continued to provide a small number of Air Force officers and
enlisted men to advise and help strengthen the South Vietnamese Air
Force. Still, in the mid-to-late 1950s, U.S. advisors were unaware of just
how involved in Vietham the United States would become. In early 1956,
the French began to phase out its forces and United States assumed full
responsibility for training the SVN Army. In that transition, the United
States inherited an army of over 250,000 soldiers that were poorly
equipped and poorly trained. The American military advisors were sent as
a team from the MAAG, which had invested millions of dollars to
reorganize, equip, and train the South Vietnamese Army.36 This effort
extended through the late 1950s and cost the United States more than

35 Spector. Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960, 239.
36 Stanley Karnow, Vietnam: A History (New York, NY: Penguin Books, 1997), 10.
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$1 billion in assistance to South Vietnam.37 To facilitate the distribution of
resources, the MAAG created a branch specific for Vietnam and activated a
350-member team to administer the U.S. military equipment that was
provided to the South Vietnamese military. The team was called the
Temporary Equipment Recovery Mission (TERM) and brought the overall
American personnel level in Vietnam to 692 by 1956.38 In 1957, the Far
East Air Forces was renamed Pacific Air Forces, and the headquarters was
relocated from the Philippines to Hickam Air Force Base (AFB), Hawaii.3?

While still acting in the capacity of advisors in the mid-1950s, U.S. military
strategists were analyzing what military operations would be required if
North Vietnamese forces were to invade South Vietnam. Operations with
or without atomic weapons were evaluated as the Joint Chiefs of Staff
considered what was needed to “repulse and punish overt Viet Minh
aggression” and to “destroy the Viet Minh forces and take control of North
Vietnam.”40

Two years later in 1958, personnel levels across all branches of the military
remained relatively static, while the military began restructuring and
adopting new technology and combat strategies that were becoming
important in Vietnam. For example, the 335t Tactical Fighter Squadron at
Eglin AFB, Florida, received the first group of F-105B Thunderchief
fighter-bombers as the importance of counterinsurgency warfare tactics
was being realized. To foreshadow the later importance of Vietnam, the
newly appointed Naval Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet, Admiral
Herbert G. Hopwood, almost immediately warned policy advisors in
Washington that the People’s Republic of China and the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam (the official name of North Vietnam) were becoming
increasingly aggressive in Southeast Asia.4!

Although the military was gradually becoming more involved in the
conflict in Vietnam, overall military staffing was being reduced due to
budget restrictions. In 1959, the Army had 861,964 officers and enlisted

37 Joel D. Meyerson, United States Army in Vietnam: Images of a Lengthy War, Fort McNair: US Army
Center of Military History, 1986, 36.

38 Colonel Raymond K. Bluhm Jr., ed., The Vietnam War: A Chronology of War. (New York: Universe
Publishing, 2010), 36.

39 jbid., 42.
40 Quoted in Spector. Advice and Support: The Early Years 1941-1960, 270.
41 Bluhm Jr., The Viethnam War: A Chronology of War, 44.
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men, the lowest total since 1950.42 Nevertheless, during this time the
MAAG-V was effectively developing the South Vietnamese military. By the
early 1960s, the United States was becoming increasingly committed to
the anti-communist efforts in Vietnam, which enmeshed the American
military to the nationalistic conflict between North and South Vietnam,
but it still operated under the assumption that the South Vietnamese Army
would eventually be able to resist the communist forces on their own.

To assist with this anti-communist effort, in early 1961 the USAF
supported the South Vietnamese with “six squadrons available for
combat—one fighter jet, two transport planes, two liaison craft, and one
helicopter.”43 Although the South Vietnamese armed forces were
restructured to resemble the U.S. military (with ground, sea, and air
components), the Viet Cong continued to fight as a guerrilla army that was
organized and trained to swiftly strike in ambushes and engaged in acts of
terrorism, which caused problems for the then nuclear-focused USAF.

At the outset of the 1960s, the United States continued its commitment to
advising the Republic of Vietnam’s military without much overall impact
to the operations of the American armed forces. In 1960, the final year of
the Eisenhower administration, the overall size of the U.S. Army was
873,078 personnel with 760 U.S. military serving in Vietnam. By the end
of the year, the number of military personnel in Vietnam rose to 900,
while overall personnel levels in all branches of the armed forces remained
relatively stable.44 In September of 1960, the 5t Special Forces Group, 1st
Special Forces was activated at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. Eventually, the
5th Special Forces Group was given overall responsibility for the special
operations conducted in Vietnam.4>

3.1.3 Increasing American aid to South Vietham

The military momentum in Vietnam that was building throughout the late
1950s began to be actualized by late 1960 and into 1961. The American
forces’ efforts in Vietnam were further reinforced when President Kennedy
signed the Treaty of Amity and Economic Relations in 1961, “declaring

42 jbid., 48.

43 John Schlight. A War Too Long: The History of the USAF in Southeast Asia. (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1996), 4.

44 Bluhm Jr., The Vietnam War: A Chronology of War, 52.
45 ibid., 55.
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intention to render military aid to the Republic of Vietham.”46 The Soviet
Union was providing support to the Pathet Lao, a communist political
movement and organization in Laos, and Kennedy resolved to make a
stand in South Vietnam to stop the spread of communism.47 As part of
Kennedy’s tough stance on communism, his administration in its first 21
months had increased the size of the Army’s Special Forces by 150
percent.48 By the end of 1962, there were 11,000 U.S. officers and enlisted
men in Vietnam, including pilots assisting on combat missions.4°

Consequently, the Army’s presence in Vietnam was increased through the
early 1960s in support of the military’s advisory role. After President
Kennedy increased the strength of the Special Forces he then greatly
enlarged their role in South Vietnam.5° Although the Special Forces in
Vietnam originally offered support and mediation between the South
Vietnamese officials and ethnic groups, the range of Special Forces’
activities quickly grew as political animosities between the two factions
developed. The initial support of the Army’s Special Forces was with
village defense programs, but these programs evolved to include
sponsorship of offensive guerrilla activities, border surveillance, and
control measures.5!

With President Kennedy’s policy of extending military aid to Vietnam, the
military’s advisory activities expanded and the MAAG-V was reordered to
form the U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) on 8
February 1962. Prior to 1962, operational engineering activities were
centrally directed from Saigon under the United States Naval Support
Activity. MACYV differed in that it had a direct line of command from its
headquarters in Saigon to the Pacific Command Headquarters in Hawalii.
The first head of MACV was General Paul D. Harkins, who established a
contract system between the U.S. Army and Japan for facilities
engineering services. The contractor selected was the American firm of

46 | t. Gen. Caroll H. Dunn. Vietnam Studies: Base Development in South Vietnam, 1965-1970.
Washington, DC: Department of the Army, 1991, 6.

47 Meyerson, United States Army in Vietnam, 77.
48 Winkler, Training to Fight: Training and Education During the Cold War, 60.
49 Meyerson, United States Army in Vietnam, 69.

50 Stewart, ed. American Military History Volume II: The United States Army in a Global Era, 1917-2003,
294,

51 ibid.
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Pacific Architects and Engineers.52 Until President Johnson’s escalation of
the U.S. commitment in Vietnam, military leaders did not see a need to
deploy U.S. engineering troops to Vietnam. As a result, military
construction in Vietnam was accomplished through a mix of military
personnel and contracted civilians.

In December 1961, the first helicopter transportation company arrived in
South Vietnam. Although the importance of aviation in Southeast Asia was
yet to be proved, within three years all of the South Viethamese Army
divisions and corps were supported by Army helicopters.53 The
development of Army aviation was a hallmark for Army operations during
the war; it was also a contentious development that revived an ongoing
disagreement between the Army and the Air Force over their roles and
missions. However, the geography of Vietnam as well as the conditions of
the roads dictated methods of transportation that relied less on traditional
ground-based logistics. As war operations developed, helicopters were
used for transporting men and supplies, reconnoitering, evacuating
wounded, and providing command and control; thus, helicopters became
the foundation for Army airmobile and air assault tactics. The evolution of
airmobile tactics included armament by first adding machine gun-wielding
door gunners and later, adding rockets and mini-gun arms to helicopters
that protected troop carriers and delivered fire support to troops on the
ground.>*

As the debate continued, the Army expanded its own “air force,”
demonstrating in 1963 and 1964 that helicopters could successfully replace
land-based transportation for mobility as well as provide more effective
fire support than ground artillery. By 1965, the 1st Cavalry Division
(Airmobile) was created as the first airmobile unit in the Army. The
helicopter’s effect on organization and operations in South Vietham was
equivalent to the influence of mechanized forces in WWII. Likewise, the
technical concepts of airmobility were rooted in cavalry doctrine and
operations, and these concepts further developed between 1961 and
1964.55

52 General Harkins was succeeded 20 June 1964 by General William Westmoreland (Dunn, Vietham
Studies: Base Development in South Vietnam, 13, 14).

53 Stewart, ed. American Military History Volume II: The United States Army in a Global Era, 1917-2003.
296.

54 ibid., 297.
55 ibid.
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As the U.S. military continued to provide an increasing amount of advisory
assistance to the South Vietnamese, the Kennedy administration decided
that encouraging economic development and a stable society were
necessary to halt the spread of communism throughout the country. In
1961, the United States took military measures to reinforce American
support of the Diem government. Included in these measures was a
buildup of Air Force personnel throughout 1961, which was to symbolize
American concern and to continue improving the military skills of the
South Vietnamese armed forces. The buildup also allowed for the U.S.
military to prepare for a potentially greater involvement. For the USAF,
this meant that in September 1961, the first permanent unit was assigned
to install radars to begin monitoring air traffic at Tan Son Nhut Air Base in
South Vietnam. The USAF continued to train the South Viethamese in the
operation and maintenance of the equipment, but the core group of 67
USAF officers and airmen would form the initial nucleus of what would
become the tactical air control system for the vast fleet of South
Vietnamese and American aircraft.>6

While the Army and Air Force had been assisting in South Vietnam, the
Marine Corps was the first service branch to officially deploy to Vietnam.
Initial operations were conducted in the Mekong Delta during April—
September 1962, while the task unit was based at Soc Trang. Then in
September 1962, the task unit was reassigned to support operations from
Da Nang near the 17t parallel that divided North and South Vietnam. The
task unit had been relocated because the Marine helicopters provided
superior lift capabilities in the mountainous terrain.>’

Increased use of aircraft highlighted the poor conditions of South
Vietnam’s infrastructure which necessitated that the U.S. military build its
own logistical facilities. The incoming American forces were reliant on
equipment needing extensive infrastructural support that was lacking in
Vietnam. Consequently, the U.S. military had to engage in a massive
construction program to house incoming units and provide them with
operational and logistics facilities. An entire military infrastructure had to
be built from the ground up including ports, warehouses, roads,

56 Schlight, A War Too Long: The History of the USAF in Southeast Asia, 5.

57 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1963 (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 1964), 191.
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cantonments, airfields, maintenance facilities, and a communications
network among other necessities.>8

The advisory role of the U.S. military had little overall effect on the
growing frequency and intensity of clashes between the Viet Cong and the
South Vietnamese. Although the American government was reluctant to
admit to the expanded role the U.S. military was taking in the country, the
USAF began to directly engage in combat missions. Between 1961 and
1964, the USAF continued its advisory role, but its role was expanded to
include developing night tactical operations that dropped flares and, as
early as 1962, it began testing defoliation strategies on the jungle to expose
enemy cover. Additionally throughout 1962, the USAF became
increasingly involved in combat because Viet Cong activity had intensified
and U.S. personnel were granted permission to engage the enemy under
certain conditions, particularly those beyond the capabilities of the South
Vietnamese air force. During the same year, the 2d Air Division was
assigned as the command-and-control authority for USAF units in
Vietnam, an assignment that lasted until 1966.5°

Continued instability of the South Viethnamese government was heightened
by insurgent attacks from the north.60% As a result, in early 1963 the
number of U.S. military personnel in Vietham was increased to about
14,000. Those stationed in Vietnam were to assist the South Vietnamese
government in resisting communist subversion. The U.S. Navy provided
training, airlift, communications, and advice to Vietnamese forces as well
as administering an extensive military assistance program while working
under the direction of the MACV. The stated objective of the military’s
assistance efforts was to “help the people of Vietham maintain their
independence and territorial integrity of their country.”¢! The buildup of
in-country personnel was the result of an increased intensity in the
communist guerillas’ campaign of terror, propaganda, and armed attack
throughout the preceding years. After careful field study, in 1963 the U.S.
military determined that the objective for helping the South Vietnamese
win the war involved not only standard training in counterinsurgency
operations and in the use and maintenance of United States materiel, but

58 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1966 (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 1967), 6.

59 jbid., 6.
60 McCarthy and McCullough, Fort Hood Military Family Housing, 28-29.
61 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1963, 8.
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also advice in the field on the best tactics to be employed and the most
effective use in combat of the weapons and equipment furnished.62

During this time, the Navy was operating with an emphasis on missiles,
submarines, and aircraft carriers, but the shift toward counterinsurgency
tactics left the Navy somewhat lacking in operational readiness.
Nevertheless, as the United States crept toward direct combat in Vietnam,
the U.S. Navy was the strongest in the world with the Pacific Fleet
numbering 434 ships including 13 attack and antisubmarine aircraft
carriers. Although the Navy was operationally prepared for conventional
combat, the unique political and organizational circumstances of the
Vietnam conflict meant it had to employ unconventional tactics to
surmount the presented obstacles.63

By late 1963, when then Vice-President Lyndon Johnson took the oath of
office following President Kennedy'’s assassination, the United States had
been assisting the Vietnamese state below the 17t parallel for nearly a
decade.54 After assuming office, President Johnson continued the policy of
American military involvement in South Vietnam, to maintain the
American commitment to containing the spread of Communism. At the
start of Johnson'’s presidency, U.S. involvement in Vietnam remained a
low priority that was overshadowed by Johnson’s social programs agenda.
Nevertheless, Johnson wanted to project a firm stance in Vietnam and as
his term in office proceeded, he became more and more embroiled in the
politics of keeping the military in Southeast Asia. By the end of 1963,
Johnson had increased troop levels in Vietnam to 20,000 while offering
assurances that the U.S. would stand firm, but not over commit in
Vietnam. However, this stance was merely a prelude to the escalation in
the conflict and troop requirements that would soon take place.6>

Specifically, in 1963 the personnel strength of the Marine Corps increased
from 175,000 to 190,000. The increase in personnel provided the
manpower for three combat-ready division/wing teams as well as the
formation of a fourth team. Additionally, during 1963 the Marine Corps’

62 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1963, 8.

63 Richard L. Schreadley, From the Rivers to the Sea: The United States Navy in Vietnam (Annapolis, MD:
United States Naval Institute, 1992), 53.

64 James M. Carter, “A National Symphony of Theft, Corruption and Bribery: Anatomy of State Building
from Iraq to Vietham” in Iraq: Tactics, Lessons, Legacies and Ghosts. John Dumbrell and David Ryan,
eds. (New York, NY: Routledge, 2007), 92.

65 McCarthy and McCullough, Fort Hood Military Family Housing, 28-29.
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amphibious lift capacity was improved through a commission for new
amphibious transport and assault ships, with the assault ships being
designed for vertical assault missions.%6 Additionally, the personnel
strength of the Navy had risen from 627,000 on 30 June 1961 to 665,000
two years later. Nevertheless, the Navy had problems retaining personnel.
The manpower requirements to meet the crisis in Southeast Asia were
intense. Although more and more personnel were needed for the Vietnam
conflict, the overall strength of the Navy and Marine Corps decreased by
the end of the year because of the phase-out of the Cold War Distance
Early Warning (DEW) Line. To meet the personnel requirements for
Vietnam, the Navy issued a call for volunteers, to which 17,000 responded.
The increased personnel requirements of Southeast Asia also necessitated
a reduction of manning levels in the shore establishment and the Atlantic
Fleet.67

In 1964, military assistance to South Vietnam continued as one of the most
critical missions of the U.S. Armed Forces. Communist aggression
continued throughout the country and was supported by the government
of North Vietnam. The United States maintained its pledge, dating back to
1954, to support the South Vietnamese with increased economic and
military assistance in their fight for independence.68 The number of
military personnel in the country had risen in 1964 from 14,000 to 16,000
by 30 June.®9

3.14 Gulf of Tonkin incident

The United States was further entwined in the Vietnamese conflict when,
on 2 August 1964, the North Vietnamese deliberately attacked the U.S.
destroyer Maddox. The Maddox was on a routine patrol in the Gulf of
Tonkin 30 miles offshore when three North Vietnamese patrol boats
attacked. The destroyer retaliated with assistance by aircraft from the
carrier Ticonderoga, and together they were able to ward off the attack
and damage all three patrol boats. The attacks served as a warning to the
United States which the North Vietnamese underscored the following day.
The U.S. responded by stating that “the U.S. Government expects that the

66 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1963, 191.
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authorities of the regime in North Vietnam will be under no
misapprehension as to the grave consequence which would inevitably
result from any further unprovoked offensive military action against U.S.
Forces.”’0 In return, President Johnson ordered air strikes on North
Vietnamese bases and critical infrastructure, and Congress passed the Gulf
of Tonkin Resolution on 7 August, providing the president authority to
take “all necessary measures” to defend United States and allied forces,
and, most importantly, to “prevent further aggression.”’! After the
incident, Johnson instructed the Navy to continue patrols, but doubled the
forces in the area to two destroyers. The Navy was also instructed to
retaliate to any attack in international waters with the objective of
destroying the threat.”2

Two days later on 4 August 1964, U.S. Navy destroyers were on patrol 65
miles off the coast of North Vietnam when they were attacked by a force of
North Vietnamese PT boats. Under the new orders to destroy, the Navy
retaliated and sank four of the PT boats and damaged others before the
North Vietnamese broke off the engagement.”3 The attacks in the Gulf of
Tonkin provided the tipping point that prompted President Johnson and
his advisors to initiate a forceful military response. The U.S. response of
additional deployments to Southeast Asia included an attack carrier air
group, land-based tactical air squadrons, and antisubmarine forces for the
South China Sea, plus selected Army and Marine Corps forces were put on
alert for possible movement.’#

The retaliation strikes ordered by Johnson destroyed or damaged 25 patrol
boats and 90 percent of the oil storage facilities at Vinh. At the time, there
was some Congressional questioning of the need for retaliation, but the
majority of politicians viewed these events as providing the reasoning to
stand firm in Vietnam. Although Johnson decided to not escalate the war
immediately, the strikes against the North Vietnamese committed the
United States to further action. The result was a gradual escalation of the
war in which Johnson removed all restrictions on U.S. military
involvement, allowing U.S. personnel to directly engage in combat without
the guise of training or advising the South Vietnamese. Without the
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restrictions on military operations, the U.S. military rapidly built up its
forces in Vietnam.’

By late 1964, both the South Vietnamese and the Viet Cong were poised to
increase their stake in the war. Although President Johnson acted
cautiously in committing large ground combat forces to South Vietnam, in
March 1965 he authorized the Army to begin deploying to Southeast Asia
almost 20,000 logistical troops—the main body of the 1st Logistical
Command.’® A few weeks later, Johnson approved sending the first Army
combat unit (173d Airborne Brigade) to Vietnam. Upon arrival, the 173d
moved to secure the air base at Bien Hoa, just north of Saigon. The arrival
of the 173d Airborne witnessed the United States’ military strength passing
50,000, but the American ground forces had yet to engage in full-scale
combat.

3.2 Troop buildup (1965-1968)

By 1965, Johnson continued publicly to support a resolution to the conflict
but behind the scenes, intelligence was showing that an American defeat in
Vietnam was possible. Nevertheless, increased interest from China and the
Soviet Union in North Vietnam and a direct attack on U.S. forces at Bien
Hoa encouraged further U.S. involvement. With an unstable government
in South Vietnam, Washington’s military commitment in the region was
tested. Military advisors concluded that action needed to be taken to avoid
a total collapse in South Vietnam and that aerial bombing campaigns were
less risky than deploying ground forces. Airpower was found to be the
solution to a complicated problem.?”

Viet Cong aggression continued to increase in severity until in 1965, the
organization underwent a fundamental change in character.”® According
to U.S. military advisors, that character change indicated a communist
decision to make an all-out attempt to overthrow the government of South
Vietnam.” The aggression of the communist forces was due in part to the
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instability of the Republic of Vietham throughout the early 1960s. From
November 1963 to June 1965, the government of South Vietnam
underwent five major personnel changes that ended with Lt. Gen. Nguyen
Van Thieu as Chief of State and Air Vice-Marshal Nguyen Cao Ky as Prime
Minister. During this time, the rapid turnover of key military personnel
had a negative impact on combat operations as well as disrupted the
nation’s political and economic structure.80

The Viet Cong used the disruption in leadership to build up their forces. In
1964 alone, Viet Cong fighters increased from 95,000 to 170,000 and by
June 1965, their number exceeded 205,000.8! Previously, the Viet Cong
had relied on local recruitment but by 1964, they started bringing in large
numbers of indigenous North Vietnamese personnel. The indigenous
North Vietnamese were inducted into the armed forces specifically for
duty in South Vietnam. In late 1964, the first regular units of the North
Vietnam Army infiltrated South Vietnam; their forces would reach a total
of 14 battalions by June 1965.82 Not only was the influx of North
Vietnamese a threat, but the troops also carried with them the latest types
of communist weapons. Because of the shortcomings in the South
Vietnamese government and communist forces’ capitalization on that
instability, the U.S. military began transitioning to a more direct role in
the Vietnam conflict. In July 1965, President Johnson made up his mind to
catapult the United States into the Vietnam War.

The first major augmentation of U.S. combat forces in Vietnam arrived in
July 1965. These forces included two Marine Corps battalions along with
two Army brigades. The following month, four more Marine battalions
arrived in Vietnam. Additional troops were deployed during October and
included another Marine brigade. By November 1965, the total U.S.
strength in the country was increased to more than 153,000, which
included 34 maneuver battalions supported by combat and service support
units as well as shore-based fighter and attack squadrons. The increase in
troops brought about a massive in-theater construction program to
provide personnel with operational and logistical facilities. Permanent
ports, warehouses, roads, cantonments, airfields, maintenance facilities,
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and communications networks were built from the ground up while in the
interim period, temporary facilities met basic operational needs.83

The initial mission of the Marine battalions and Army brigades was to
secure tactical base areas to launch future operations and to clear roads to
these areas. Tangentially, the first major U.S. offensive in August 1965 was
Operation STARLIGHT, launched by the Marines. The operation was a
successful amphibious-airmobile strike against enemy forces near Chu Lai,
where the Marines defeated the Viet Cong by inflicting heavy casualties.
The U.S. Marines also worked with the South Vietnamese. A combined
operation in the | Corps area against the Viet Cong resulted in more than
400 recognized Viet Cong dead as well as large quantities of their supplies
and equipment captured or destroyed.84

Troop buildup of Army personnel continued throughout 1965 and
subsequent years. By the end of 1965, the American military presence had
increased to 175,000. This increase included the newly activated 1st
Cavalry Division (Airmobile), the 1st Brigade, the 101st Airborne Division,
and all three brigades of the 1st Infantry Division. Throughout 1966 and
1967, three light infantry brigades were activated along with the 9th
Infantry Division and the 4t and 25t Infantry Divisions. Deployments in
1966 increased troop levels in Vietham to 385,000, and by the end of 1967
levels approached 490,000. In all, Army personnel accounted for nearly
two-thirds of the overall total of the U.S. military in Vietnam throughout
the war.85

By 1965, Navy operations were dominated by the military’s involvement in
Vietnam. As the situation in Vietnam was expanded from one of alert
readiness to a wartime operation, both the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets
provided additional men and ships to the Western Pacific area.86 By the
end of the year, approximately 80,000 Navy seamen supported military
operations in Southeast Asia. The Navy supported the land-based efforts
of U.S. forces by stationing at least three aircraft carriers off the coast of
Vietnam. The Navy aircraft launched from those carriers accounted for
roughly half of the air strikes against North Vietnam, while also furnishing
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air support south of the 17t parallel.8” Additionally, the Navy’s cruisers,
destroyers, and patrol aircraft worked in tandem with U.S. Coast Guard
vessels and Vietnamese naval forces to patrol the 1,100 miles of sea
approaches to South Vietnam.88 Navy personnel also acted as advisors to
the Vietnam River Assault Groups and ran patrols in the interior
waterways as well as just off the coast in conjunction with the inshore
patrol; other Navy personnel assisted the 500-ship Junk Force of the
South Vietnam Navy.89

With the increased military involvement, the U.S. Navy was also providing
support onshore. In 1965, the Navy Headquarters Support Activity in
Saigon provided billeting, provided hospital and clinic services, operated
the port terminal office, and performed many housekeeping functions. The
2,000-strong Seabees provided technical labor to build airfields and
support facilities in the jungle environment. At the same time, over 1,400
Navy doctors and hospital corpsmen were attached to combat troops of the
Marine Corps or were members of the Civic Action Medical Teams that
cared for Vietnamese civilians.90

Additionally, in 1965 the participation of the Fleet Marine Corps onshore
in Vietnam had grown from a 500-man helicopter transport unit to a
Marine Expeditionary Force of 19,530 Marine and Navy personnel. The
air/ground team protected vital air and logistic installations and expanded
areas of operation necessary for security. By year’s end, Marine forces
were in the Hue-Phu Bai, Da Nang, Chu Lai, and Qui Nhon areas to
provide search-and-destroy patrols and regimental-sized operations to
clear and hold significant areas.!

3.2.1 Combat requirements

The challenging environmental conditions of Southeast Asia, such as the
hot dry summers that alternated with seasons of torrential rains in dense
jungles and much of the Mekong Delta, demanded that aerial tactics be
used in combat. As early as 1961, the Army had realized that helicopter
transport was the fastest and most reliable way of to move troops and
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supplies, to reconnoiter, to evacuate wounded, and to provide command
and control on the battlefield. Throughout the conflict, Army airmobile
and air-assault tactics evolved first to include machine-gun door gunners,
then rockets and miniguns were later used to suppress enemy fire around
landing zones. 92

With these developments in Army aviation capabilities, the disagreement
between the Air Force and Army was revived in regard to the roles and
missions of each service. The close air support of the Air Force was
neglected in favor of the Army’s own “air force,” which continued to
develop because it was enabled by the Kennedy administration’s interest
in expanding the concept of air mobility to all types of land warfare. The
Army also received encouragement from Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara to test an experimental air-assault division. Between 1963 and
1964, the Army demonstrated that helicopters could successfully compete
with ground vehicles for mobility and fire support. As a result, in 1965 the
1st Cavalry Division (Airmobile) was created. It was the first unit of its kind
in the Army and was located at Fort Benning, Georgia. Soon after the
division was activated and trained, it began deployment to Camp Radcliffe,
An Khe, in the Central Highlands of Vietnam.®3

The Army’s adoption and increased use of helicopters was contentious, but
there were additional disagreements between services regarding the
buildup of American forces in South Vietnam and how to engage the
enemy. The result was that the Air Force was caught between different
command structures that divided the control of all aerial operations in the
country between the Air Force, Army, and Marines.

In July 1963, in opposition to requests from the headquarters of the Pacific
Air Forces to bring Army aviation under Air Force control, Army General
Paul D. Harkins created a separate air operations section to direct the
predominantly helicopter-based Army and Marine Corps aviation. The two
control systems for aerial operations complicated the USAF operations,
rendering it difficult for the Air Force to act effectively.94
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Due to the ongoing political concerns of the American public against
becoming militarily involved in Vietnam and the Kennedy and Johnson
administrations’ wish to seem pro-peace, the USAF’s role in South
Vietnam officially remained advisory through 1964, but with a growing
increase in combat-related activities. During this time, the USAF was also
attempting to transition between the military strategies of the nuclear-
based massive response tactics and Kennedy'’s recently formulated flexible
response. As a result, the USAF was not fully equipped, suitably trained, or
doctrinally prepared for the combat requirement of military action in
Southeast Asia.%

Although contentious, the division of interservice specialties allowed an
increase in airstrikes and bombing campaigns by the Army, Air Force,
Navy, and Marine Corps. These air assaults continued even in the face of
growing concern that defeat was possible in the near future. In February
1965, the North Vietnamese attacked a U.S. Army barracks in Pleiku,
killing nine Americans. The president ordered an immediate retaliation
strike called FLAMING DART, which consisted of reprisal strikes
previously planned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Continued attacks by the
North Vietnamese prompted the administration to initiate ROLLING
THUNDER, a program of intensified air attacks by the U.S. Air Force, U.S.
Navy, and the Republic of Vietnam Air Force.% Almost immediately,
ROLLING THUNDER was under pressure to be expanded. With
intelligence reports warning of a steadily deteriorating military situation in
South Vietnam, President Johnson allowed a gradual expansion of the
bombing programs and relaxed the restrictions under which they were
carried out. Additionally, to ensure greater destruction, the use of napalm
was authorized along with allowing pilots to strike alternative targets
without prior authorization if original targets were inaccessible. These
changes solidified the role of U.S. airpower in the Vietnamese conflict.
Nevertheless, as the air war was expanded so were ground forces. 97

Ground forces were called to Vietnam under the assumption that the
expanded air war would cause retaliatory attacks. In late February 1965,
General William Westmoreland requested two Marine landing units to
protect the Da Nang air base. In opposition to the request, there was a
guestion of whether American combat forces were trained appropriately

95 Schlight. A War Too Long: The History of the USAF in Southeast Asia, 23.
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for guerilla warfare in jungles. In early March, two battalions of Marines
were welcomed ashore at Da Nang. Three months later, with the air
campaigns not getting the job done, McNamara, General Maxwell D.
Taylor, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that an additional 40,000
U.S. ground forces would be sent to Vietnam.28

By the end of 1965, Marines were operating in the areas of Hue-Phu Bai,
Da Nang, Chu Lai, and Qui Nhon. The Marines’ missions progressed from
initial defense, to a patrolling search-and-destroy phase, through
regimental-size operations devoted to clearing and holding significant
areas. The result of these operations was tallied as 515 Viet Cong killed or
captured and 280 suspects taken into custody.99

The Marine Corps’ personnel strength for 1965 was programmed at
191,069, but after restructuring, it was 190,187. Personnel retention was
an ongoing problem, but the Marine Corps met its personnel quota
through volunteer recruiting.190 A year later, another 55,000 men were
provided to the Marine Corps to support a new division and its supporting
units, bringing the year-end total of Marines in Vietnam to about
262,000.101 By the end of 1966, two of the new divisions’ brigades were
activated and combat ready. In addition to the new division, the Marine
Corps also established communications, engineer, and military police
units. Other strength increases brought units already deployed to Vietnam
to full strength, expanded the training and support base, and provided a
rotation pipeline.102

In 1966, combat operations in Vietnam continued at a high level. U.S.
ground forces engaged in more than 350 battalion-size or larger
operations during the last half of 1966 compared with 200 during the first
half of the year. U.S. ground forces also partnered with other friendly
forces and participated in more than 160 joint operations in 1966.
Additionally, U.S. aircraft flew a total of almost 300,000 sorties in 1966,
up from 40,000 flown in 1965.103
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The Air Force was divided between four related air wars in the Southeast
Asian conflict. The longest standing was the air war in South Vietnam. In
February 1965 after a Viet Cong attack on an American detachment at
Pleiku, President Johnson removed all remaining restrictions on the use of
jets in South Vietnam. Johnson also terminated the requirement that a
South Vietnamese observer or trainee needed to be onboard an aircraft
during aerial strikes. The other three air wars were an offensive in North
Vietnam and operations in northern and southern Laos. All air conflicts
were intertwined but presented the USAF with unique operational
requirements. In Vietnam, the Johnson administration assumed South
Vietnam could be defended through a gradual intensification of the air war
against the North while introducing American soldiers and Marines into
the South. 104

Throughout 1965, Viet Cong activities escalated and openly directed
attacks on U.S. forces. With remaining restrictions on combat lifted, the
American military was committed to defeating the enemy. At the end of
1965, American ground forces numbered 23,000; four years later, the
number rose to 536,000. With full military engagement and troop growth
in Vietnam, the mission of the USAF changed from training and advising
the South Vietnamese to full-scale combat in support of American and
South Vietnamese ground troops in the open, if not actually a declared war
against the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong. The military strategy of
the U.S. Commander in Vietnam, General William Westmoreland,
involved search-and-destroy missions that required the USAF to provide
air support for ground troops.105

The 7t Air Force served as the Air Component Command of the MACV
after its reactivation on 28 March 1966. The 7t Air Force was located at
Tan Son Nhut Air Base and assumed responsibility for the operations of
the ten primary USAF bases in South Vietnam. The divisions, wings, and
squadrons that comprised the Seventh Air Force deployed from several
bases in the United States, including:

e England AFB, Louisiana
e Holloman AFB, New Mexico
e Clark AFB, Philippines
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e Paine Field, Washington (Air Defense Command)
e Myrtle Beach AFB, South Carolina
e Mountain Home AFB, Idaho 106

The 13t Air Force also served in Southeast Asia, with troops deploying
from the following bases in the United States:

e George AFB, California
e McConnell AFB, Kansas
e Otis AFB, Massachusetts

Although the Army flew the majority of helicopters in Vietnam, the USAF
also used helicopters for search-and-rescue missions and for special
operations. Other than heavy bombers, the USAF also used a variety of
other types of aircraft in Vietham—fighter-bombers supported the ground
forces as well as aircraft designed for psychological warfare which included
dropping leaflets or broadcasting from loudspeakers. Transports were also
converted into gunships and were used to defend fortified villages and
outposts, attack enemy soldiers, escort road convoys, drop flares for
attacking fighters, fly armed reconnaissance, prohibit the movement of
enemy forces and supplies, and direct some air strikes.197 The USAF
played a critical support role for the military mission, but that role was
often overshadowed by inter-service politics and ill-defined mission
requirements.

During 1966, ground forces operations conducted between January and
June were particularly effective. An operation that combined units of the
1st Air Cavalry Division and Korean and Vietnamese forces cleared the 11
Corps coastal plain area.198 This operation began in late January 1966, and
it continued for 42 days. During that time, nearly 2,400 enemy
combatants were Kkilled and 700 were captured, while enemy fortifications
in the area were destroyed. Another operation executed in early March
combined U.S. Marines with South Vietnamese troops. In the operation,
the troops trapped a North Vietnamese regiment in a valley northwest of
Quang Ngai in the I Corps area. After a four-day battle, 532 of the enemy

106 Compiled from John T. Correll, The Air Force in the Vietnam War. (Arlington, VA: Aerospace Education
Foundation, December 2004).

107 Schlight, A War Too Long: The History of Air Force in Southeast Asia, 22.

108 The U.S. military divided South Vietnam into four zones, Corps | - IV. These zones were located
southward from the Demilitarized Zone through the Mekong Delta, with Corps Zone 1 the most
northward.



ERDC/CERL TR-14-7

38

were killed and 24 captured. Then in early May, a brigade of the U.S. 25th
Infantry Division moved to thwart a major offensive by North Vietnamese
units in the Il Corps zone. Units of the 1st Cavalry Division joined the battle
after the enemy was engaged, resulting in over 700 Communists killed and
100 captured.109

Naval operations in Southeast Asia were executed by the 7th Fleet, which
had three attack aircraft carriers almost continuously stationed in the
China Sea. In October 1966, the role of naval gunfire was expanded to
include waterborne logistic craft along the coast of North Vietnam. By
1967, there were over 28,000 Navy personnel in Vietnam with an
additional 75,000 assigned to the 7t Fleet.10 Part of the Navy’s Vietnam
campaign included the Special Landing Forces of the 7t Fleet. This Navy-
Marine team provided amphibious capabilities in Southeast Asia and
provided commanders with a flexible option when addressing the enemy
along the coastline. The Fleet Marine Force units were organized into a
battalion landing team supported by a medium helicopter squadron. The
Special Landing Forces were maintained aboard Amphibious Readiness
Group ships.11!

As the war in Vietnam intensified in 1966, the Marine units were
conducting 400-500 small unit actions during each 24-hour period, in
addition to larger operations.12 These types of operations greatly helped
the Marines and were essential in separating the Viet Cong from the
populace. The results were such that in 1966, the 111 Marine Amphibious
Force controlled over 1,185 square miles, whereas a year before they
controlled no real estate in South Vietnam.113

Marine Corps forces stationed near the demilitarized zone (DMZ) were
involved in counteroffensive operations between July and October 1967.
During this time the forces repulsed successive Communist attempts to
infiltrate the eastern sector of the DMZ. In November, units of the 111
Marine Amphibious Force launched a series of operations in the Khe Sanh
plateau area to protect the western sector of the DMZ. The Marine force of
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three battalions was joined by one detachment of the Army Special Forces,
one Vietnamese Army Ranger battalion, and one Vietnamese Civilian
Irregular Defense Group. Working together, the forces were directed to
hold their position during the monsoon season that lasted until early April.
The troops were supplied by airlift and supported by long-range artillery
and air strikes including over 2,600 B-52 sorties.114

The need for additional ground forces paved the way for more troops to be
sent from the United States, and the American military advisors quickly
learned that getting into war was far easier than getting out.'> Ground
operations escalated quickly between 1965 and 1967. The main combat
tactic of the conflict was an aggressive strategy for ground operations
based on searching out and then destroying the enemy, which would
continue throughout the war and require many thousands of personnel.

3.2.2 Increasing recruit levels

Beginning in 1966, the total requirements for new active-duty military
personnel in the United States ranged between 890,000 and 990,000,
compared with the annual averages of about 560,000 throughout the early
1960s when overall active duty strength was less than 2.7 million.
Emphasis was placed on increasing voluntary recruitment, but in 1967
about 60,000 less enlisted than in 1966. Because of the high overall
enlistment levels, only the Army had to resort to induction to meet quotas.
The draft calls during July—December 1966 averaged 34,000 a month.116
At the time, projections called for a reduction in personnel drafted during
the following year. However, the Army had entered into a replacement
cycle for the relatively large number of draftees called up in 1966, which
subsequently increased draftee personnel totals. Additionally, the Army
had resorted to procuring medical personnel such as physicians, dentists,
and other specialists through the Selective Service System from the mid-
to-late 1960s.117

Although the Army resorted to draft calls to obtain sufficient enlisted
soldiers, other programs were effective in recruiting and retaining officers.
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Active duty officer candidate training programs provided a significant
portion of the new officers required in 1968 and 1969. In 1968, 34,000
new officers graduated from the programs with the majority being Army
officers. In 1969, 23,500 officers graduated—10,000 Army, 7,000 Navy,
3,500 Marine Corps, and 3,000 Air Force. In addition to the active-duty
officer training programs, the Senior Reserve Officers Training Corps
(ROTC) was an important source of commissioned officers. In 1969, about
263,000 students were enrolled in ROTC courses.118

“Project 100,000” was a unique initiative that granted eligibility for all
military branches to men previously deemed unfit for military service.
Between October 1967 and September 1968, the military enlisted 100,000
recruits who previously would have been disqualified due to either
educational deficiencies or correctable physical defects. The program
operated under the auspices that once these individuals were exposed to
“modern instructional techniques,” they would be productive members of
the military. In the first year of the program, 49,000 men were accepted
with a basic training completion rate of 96 percent.119

These programs fulfilled the increasing demand for troops in Southeast
Asia. Initial estimates for personnel requirements in 1968 were about
470,000 troops, but this number was revised after General Westmoreland
requested additional recruits. By December 1967, there were 485,000
troops in South Vietnam, but the total would eventually grow to
525,000.120

3.2.3 In-theater infrastructure and construction efforts

Ever-increasing in-country construction to support the war rapidly
outpaced the capabilities of local Vietnamese contractors and engineers,
prompting the first U.S. Army engineer units to be deployed to South
Vietnam in 1965.12! The first unit was the 35th Engineer Group from Fort
Polk, Louisiana, which arrived at Cam Ranh Bay on 9 June. Command was
centralized under a single brigade, the 18th Engineer Brigade from Fort
Campbell, Kentucky.?2 The 18th Engineer Brigade arrived in Vietnam in
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early September 1965, and within a few weeks, engineer units already
there were consolidated under operational command of the brigade.123
Other units arriving in the next few months included the 159th Engineer
Group (Construction), 937th Engineer Group (Combat), 70th Engineer
Battalion (Combat), and the 20th and 39th Engineer Battalions.124 AlImost
half the equipment that arrived at this time came from the Army
Reserves.125 On 11 February 1966, the Military Assistance Command
Directorate of Construction (MACDC) was established by Secretary of
Defense McNamara to supervise all DoD construction in Vietnam.126

However, the South Vietnamese infrastructure was not sufficient for the
buildup required; there were few ports, and Saigon (40 miles up the
Saigon River) was the only one capable of handling larger supply ships.
Likewise, there were few airports that could accommodate military
aircraft.12’” From 1964 to 1965, funding growth for construction
engineering grew from $384,000 to over $4 million; engineering activities
for 5,000 personnel at six sites grew to 48,000 personnel at eleven sites.128
By 1965, Saigon’s port had been augmented by a deep draft port at Cam
Rahn Bay, with shallow draft ports located at Nha Tang and Qui Nhon. To
supplement these facilities, the Army also offloaded cargo from coastal
ships to beaches.129

By the 1965 buildup in Vietnam, the USAF still operated modified
equipment that had been designed for nuclear war, further hampering its
effectiveness. For example, the USAF dropped high-explosive bombs from
aircraft such as the F-105 as well as transported stocks of conventional
munitions to be used in the conflict. In addition to not being appropriately
prepared for the conflict, the USAF in Southeast Asia needed to also set up
a “workable organizational structure in the region, improve the area’s
inadequate air bases, create an efficient airlift system, and develop
equipment and techniques to support the ground battle.”130 Poor
operating conditions also clouded USAF operations; the air bases in South
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126 jbid., 18.

127 Ploger, Vietnam Studies: US Army Engineers 1965-1970, 7.

128 |bid., 28-29.

129 |bid., 107.

130 Schlight. A War Too Long: The History of Air Force in Southeast Asia, 23.
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Vietnam were inadequately constructed to accommodate American
aircraft.

Because of the existing conditions, the 1965 scheduled deployment of jet
fighter squadrons was delayed. Only three airfields in South Vietnam had
runways that accommodated jet aircraft: Tan Son Nhut, Bien Hoa, and Da
Nang. Improvements began immediately to these three air bases as well as
construction of three new bases along the coast at Cam Ranh Bay, Phan
Rang, and Qui Nhon. These major building campaigns were undertaken to
bring the infrastructure up to operational capacity and were directed by
MACDC, which controlled all construction within Vietnam. Consequently,
the USAF construction efforts competed with all other in-country
construction projects, workers, and materials. Because of the continued
focus on the ground war, many of the USAF facilities projects received
low-priority status.13! Compounding problems in the construction of these
bases led the USAF to secure approval to build a fourth base. For this base,
the Air Force (not the Army Corps of Engineers) contracted and
supervised the construction. This base was located near Tuy Hoa and was
completed more than a month ahead of schedule. The field housed the first
of three F-100 squadrons. 132

As larger bases were modified to accommodate jet aircraft, Nha Trang was
designated as the home for USAF helicopters and aircraft for psychological
warfare as well as gunships. Four squadrons of O-1 Bird Dog observation
aircraft and four squadrons of C-123 transports were positioned
throughout the country.133 As the demand for aerial transports increased,
the USAF had trouble integrating all transport activities in the country.
Disagreements between the Chiefs of Staff of the Army and Air Force
helped distinguish Air Force transport missions from the Army’s. As a
result, Air Force crews and mechanics began to move onto Army airfields,
slowly establishing their own “maintenance, supply, reporting, and
operating procedures.”134 The construction activity was reflected in the
1965 Air Force budget which originally contained $69.7 million for
operations in Southeast Asia. This number was increased through further
reprogramming and additional funding requests, to eventually total
$598.8 million. Of that total, Air Force programmed $61.6 million for

131 Schlight, A War Too Long: The History of the USAF in Southeast Asia, 24.
132 jbid., 24-25.

133 jbid., 24.

134 ibid., 26.
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construction projects in direct support of Southeast Asia operations.
Additionally, the Air Force obligated $2.2 million for various minor
construction projects and $3.6 million for ammunition storage facilities.135

Over the next several years, construction activity raged across the country
in an effort to keep pace with the constantly increasing levels of troop
deployment. Numbers of engineer troops also increased, with the majority
coming from Fort Belvoir, Virginia, and Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, the
two main Army engineer training installations.136 Engineer deployment
reached its peak in 1968 with 30,000 Army engineering officers and
enlisted men deployed to Vietnam.137 Engineering units were praised for
their efforts throughout the war.138

3.2.4 Tet Offensive and year of transition

Militarily, the United States and South Vietnam seemed to be succeeding
until a surprise attack by North Vietnamese troops hit more than 100
South Vietnamese cities and military targets at once during a national
holiday on 30 January 1968. The impacts of the Tet Offensive, as the
attacks were collectively called, were major and served as a turning point
in the war. Although the inroads made by the communists in this attack
were not sustained, it was a decisive public relations disaster for the
United States. It became apparent to the American populace that the war
might in fact be “unwinnable,” leading to heightened protests and
dwindling political support for the war. However, from the viewpoint of
military advisors, the offensive came as a shock that illustrated the enemy
was still capable of attacking in force, and that an end to the war was a
long way off.139

At the time of the Tet Offensive in 1968, 493,000 U.S. personnel were
deployed to South Vietnam. Nevertheless, President Johnson ordered an
airlift of 11,000 more troops from the United States, which included
elements of the 27th Marine Regimental Landing Team of the 5th Marine
Division and the 3d Brigade of the 82d Airborne Division. By 1968, the
major Marine Corps units in Vietnam were the 1stand 3d Marine

135 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1965, 336.
136 Meyerson, United States Army in Vietnam: Images of a Lengthy War, 175.
137 Ploger, Vietnam Studies: US Army Engineers 1965-1970, 8, 179.

138 jbid., 178.

139 Jeffrey J. Clarke. Advice and Support: The Final Years, 1964-1973, (Washington, DC: Center of
Military History, 1988), 291.
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Divisions, the 26t and 27th Regiments of the 5th Marine Division, and the
reinforced 1st Marine Air Wing.140

The immediate American military response to the attacks was the
deployment of the 3d Brigade, 82d Airborne Division, and a U.S. Marine
Corps regiment to South Vietnam on 13 February. By the end of the
month, U.S. Army General Earle Wheeler had arrived in the country to
assess the situation; not liking what he saw, he requested 206,000
additional American troops. The troop request was controversial and
heightened growing public and political opposition to the war. Amid the
brewing turmoil, President Johnson announced that he would not run for
another term. He authorized only a token increase in troops (13,500) and
was reducing the air campaign against North Vietnam to hasten the start
of negotiations. However, if the American forces were going to withdraw,
the South Vietnamese military needed its own increase in troops as well as
procurement of modern equipment. 141

Throughout the rest of 1968, military planners worked toward creating a
strategy that allowed for American withdrawal without destabilizing the
government of South Vietnam. Although plans and strategies for
withdrawal were formulated, a definitive way out of South Vietnam
remained undefined.

3.3 Withdrawal (1969-1973)

With President Johnson not pursuing a second term, newly elected
President Richard M. Nixon announced a new plan called
“Vietnamization” in the spring of 1969. The plan was a process for
increasing South Vietnamese troop capability with a planned drawdown of
United States troops throughout that year.142 Personnel withdrawal was
rapid; troop strength had been reduced to 250,000 by 1970, to a mere
24,000 by December 1972, with the last troops leaving on 29 March
1973.143 By 1974 (for the first time in ten years), no U.S. Army combat
units were engaged in military operations in Southeast Asia.

140 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1968, 6.
141 jbid., 292-293.

142 Meyerson, United States Army in Vietnam, 179; McCarthy and McCullough, Fort Hood Military Family
Housing, 28-31.

143 Meyerson, United States Army in Vietnam, 183.
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Vietnamization was also an effort to return the country’s operations back
to South Vietnam'’s leaders. Straightforward on paper, the plan’s execution
met with participation problems. Nevertheless, the steady withdrawal of
American troops continued throughout 1970, 1971, and 1972. As early as
1971, MACV began planning for a total U.S. withdrawal as early as the first
of November 1972. But as the American troops were reduced, the South
Vietnamese military was engaged in heavy combat on several fronts. South
Vietnamese operations into Cambodia and Laos during 1971 were fiercely
opposed, and in early 1972 the North Vietnamese retaliated in the Easter
Offensive. Fighting was intense, with high casualty and equipment losses.
Nevertheless, the process of extraction continued; a final accord between
the United States, South Vietnam, and North Vietnam provided a military
truce, the return of American prisoners of War (POWSs), and the final
termination of all U.S. military activities in Vietnam by the end of March
1973. During this time, the United States once again assumed an advisory
and training role.144

The American policy of Vietnamization officially ended on 23 January
1973. The agreement stipulated the complete withdrawal of all American
military forces from South Vietnam (including advisors) as well as ceasing
all military activities. The North Vietnamese agreed to a ceasefire and the
return of American POWSs. The negotiations for the ceasefire agreement
were led by National Security Advisor Dr. Henry A. Kissinger and were
often long and arduous. Eventually, the threat of the new Congress cutting
off all military and economic assistance to Saigon led North Vietnam to
comply.145

Although effective, Vietnamization and the drawdown was a complex
undertaking. After the United States withdrew its military support,
Cambodia, South Vietnam, and Laos fell to Communist-supported
insurgent movements and invasions in the spring of 1975. In early May,
the South Vietnamese government fell to the Viet Cong and its North
Vietnamese allies just three weeks after U.S. diplomatic and military
personnel left Phnom Penh, Cambodia, before its takeover by communist
party followers known as the Khmer Rouge. In Saigon, American
diplomats and military personnel were evacuated off the roof of the
embassy in April 1975, creating a shocking image of defeat for the United

144 Clarke, Advice and Support: The Final Years, 1964-1973, 449-460.
145 jbid., 491-492.
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States. At the time, the coalition government in Laos continued its
governance, but it eventually succumbed in August to a takeover by the
Pathet Lao.146

As defeat in Southeast Asia cascaded through the countries supported by
the United States, many of those countries’ citizens requested political
asylum from neighboring, non-communist governments or from the
Western world. In support of the asylum seekers, a $405 million refugee
resettlement program was signed by President Gerald R. Ford on 21 May
1975. The program was designed to provide federal assistance to the
surging numbers of Viethnamese and Cambodians who were seeking
political asylum as their governments fell. Included in the totals were 91
Vietnamese and 132 Cambodian military personnel who were attending
Army schools during that time.147

Part of the resettlement program included airlifting orphans to the United
States. In April 1975, the first wave of orphans arrived at the Presidio of
San Francisco. Subsequent transports were received at Fort Benning,
Georgia, and Fort Lewis, Washington, where reception centers were
established. Throughout the duration of the orphan resettlement program,
the Army provided temporary housing and care for 1,853 of the 2,715
orphans evacuated to the United States before turning them over to
voluntary adoption agencies.!48

A refugee camp was also established on Guam after the Joint Chiefs of
Staff directed its construction on 22 April 1975. Two thousand Army
troops were deployed to the island to build a tent city to house more than
50,000 refugees. At the same time, the Joint Chiefs directed the Army to
reopen Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, and establish a refugee intake center
there.1® Within twenty-four hours of notification, 1,800 troops were
deployed to Fort Chaffee and had readied it for operation. Within a week,
the first group of refugees arrived. Later in May, a second refugee center
was established at Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania.150 Throughout the
remainder of the year, requests for asylum in the United States remained

146 U.S. Army, Department of Army Historical Summary Fiscal Year 1975. Accessed online:
http://www.history.army.mil/books/DAHSUM/1975/ch02.htm#B2.

147 ibid.
148 bid.
149 jbid.
150 jbid.
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strong, so the refugee centers continued operating through December 1975
with the joint office remaining active for some time afterward.5!

151 U.S. Army, Department of Army Historical Summary Fiscal Year 1975.
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4 Thematic Areas of Construction in the
United States during the Vietham War

Military construction initiatives in the United States during the Vietnam
War were unlike the physical growth experienced across the country in
response to previous wars. For previous wars, preparations included
widespread building campaigns that expanded existing bases and created
a network of new installations. The facilities for WWI and WWII were
designed to accommodate the demands of the military at war. Most often
the physical changes to bases were to meet the demands of increased troop
levels that needed housing and training. Both permanent and temporary
housing was built, and training facilities were modernized to address the
technological advances of warfare. In part, the Vietnam War-era
construction efforts in the United States followed a similar pattern; the
difference was there were no cohesive design standards, architectural
style, or other unique identifying characteristics. Construction in support
of the Vietham War was centered on economy, both financial and
temporal. Buildings were built rapidly to accommodate the most urgent
requirements of the battlefield. In that capacity, Vietham War-era
construction was executed quickly and often adapted existing facilities for
use. The result was a building campaign that was often constrained by
budgets and was not clearly executed as a cohesive effort, but rather as
infill projects or as part of a larger modernization trend that occurred
throughout the military during the 1950s and 1960s.

Although the Vietnam War was a proxy military engagement, the physical
demand on installations was entirely different than those brought about by
the overarching Cold War. In this regard, the facilities and infrastructure
of Vietnam-related construction efforts comprised a historically distinct
time period (1962—1975), while also falling under the umbrella of the Cold
War period. Because the U.S. involvement in the Vietnamese conflict was
limited to an advisory role for so long, many of the early effects of the war
were concentrated in Vietnam and did not immediately affect military
facilities in the United States. To train the South Vietnamese Army, many
facilities were constructed in Vietnam and consisted of housing, ranges,
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and other facilities.152 During the late 1950s and early 1960s, the United
States was ramping up a large-scale infrastructure modernization
campaign in South Vietnam; many of the changes in the United States
consisted of updating housing and support facilities to encourage soldier
retention.

The gradual manner in which the United States became involved in the
conflict in Vietnam also had a significant effect on how the stateside
military environment was changed to respond to war’s demands. Although
the buildup for the Vietham War included the adaptive reuse of facilities
and the construction of many mission-related buildings, structures, and
infrastructure, the initiation of these programs was gradual and included
many decisive factors such as incorporating technological advances and
the challenges that were encountered in surmounting the terrain and
environment of Vietnam. Other factors that would eventually influence the
construction efforts in the United States was the early reliance on Special
Forces and the guerilla tactics used by the North Viethamese and Viet
Cong. Due to these and other complex factors, the U.S. Army was the
primary fighting force involved in the Viethamese conflict, while the Navy,
Marines, and Air Force played vital, yet supportive roles. Consequently,
the Army’s built environment was most changed by the response to the
Vietnam War.

The conflict in Vietnam also brought about major changes in the way the
U.S. military engaged in combat. Conducting a war in Southeast Asia
demanded radically different tactics than previous wars in which the
United States victoriously dominated. The geography of Vietnam
presented the first tactical challenges where the muddy Mekong Delta, the
densely forested mountain jungles, and extensive rice paddies created
prime conditions for hiding the Viet Cong and supporting guerilla warfare.
Guerilla fighters used snipers, ambushes, and raids against the organized
South Vietnamese forces along with political tactics of terror, extortion,
and assassination against citizens to reinforce their support. In response to
guerilla combat, the United States emphasized companies, squads, and
individual soldiers and simple weaponry to counter the insurgents. But
because the Vietnamese terrain was so unlike what U.S. forces had trained
for, the U.S. advisors harnessed the technological advances in aviation that

152 Brigadier General James Lawton Collins, Jr., The Development and Training of the South Viethamese
Army, 1950-1972, in the series “Vietnam Studies,” (Washington, D.C.: Center of Military History, 1975),
34.
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had been made throughout the 1950s and reduced ground-based
operations. As a result, the Vietham War was characterized by the
increased use of helicopters in all aspects of military functions—from
transporting troops and supplies to providing aerial artillery support.
Addressing guerilla warfare in jungle terrain and the heavy reliance on
aerial operations changed the face of U.S. planning, training, and
construction programs during its involvement in Southeast Asia.53

Throughout the 1950s and early 1960s, the United States conducted covert
political and psychological military operations in Vietnam in support of a
sympathetic South Vietnamese leader. Special military forces, such as the
Army Rangers, were heavily used to execute these covert operations, which
led to an overall increase across all services in Special Forces training.

With the Kennedy administration in office, the military faced major
changes at the outset of 1961. As the new Secretary of Defense, McNamara
was a force who brought lasting historic changes in military organization,
changes in procurement, and the implementation of modern,
sophisticated planning and accounting techniques based on statistical
analysis. McNamara used his experience in data analysis from private
industry to streamline military operations. By 1962, the Army had been
reorganized based on McNamara’s systems approach. Historically, the
Army was organized into seven technical services that included the
Quartermaster Corps, Ordnance Corps, and the Chemical Corps. Under
the new reorganization, the Army was divided into a series of commands
and subcommands. McNamara eliminated all of the Army’s technical
service chiefs, except for the Chief of Engineers and the Surgeon General.
In their place, McNamara created three functional commands, which took
important responsibilities away from the Chief of Engineers. Instead, the
Army Combat Developments Command (ACDC) assumed responsibility
for engineer training and military doctrine, while the Office of Personnel
Operations took over the career management of engineer officers. The
Army Materiel Command (AMC) assumed engineer supply and equipment
development functions.154 Four years later, the Navy was also restructured,
replacing its historic bureaus with system commands.155

153 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1961, 16.

154 Thomas G. Mahnken, Technology and the American Way of War since 1945 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2010), 116.

155 Shiman, Forging the Sword: Defense Production during the Cold War, 69.
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The overall trend throughout the early 1960s was to economize military
operations. Although the intention to economize remained as the military
mobilized to meet the demands of Vietnam, the reality was that the
requirements of the war far exceeded what planners had projected. One of
the major stumbling blocks was moving new recruits through basic and
advanced training, and then readying them for the standard twelve-month
deployment to Southeast Asia.

The reorganization of the military was part of a larger initiative by
McNamara to cut wasteful spending and operations, including reduced
appropriations for all types of military construction. The dedication of
McNamara to his cause extended to eliminating government production
facilities. At the end of the Korean War, the government had instigated a
program of reducing the number of facilities in its inventory, especially
ones that were older or no longer useful. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s,
the number of government-held plants declined and reliance on
contractors increased. McNamara was particularly bothered by the need
for Navy shipyards and Army arsenals. Both types of facilities came under
heavy pressure to justify their costs and existence. During McNamara'’s
tenure and throughout the 1960s, the military’s industrial facilities were
greatly reduced.156

Although many of the changes to the built environment in the United
States included adapting existing facilities to accommodate the unique
demands of Southeast Asian combat, the Army also continued to acquire
land during this time. As the United States was increasing its military
involvement in Vietnam during 1965, the Army acquired fee title to
123,397 acres of land. Of the total land acquired, Fort Carson, Colorado,
and the Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado, were expanded by 28,242 acres
and Fort Riley, Kansas, was expanded by 5,593 acres. In Hawaii, 87,420
acres that had been formerly used by the Army under temporary rights
from the Territory of Hawaii were subsequently set aside pursuant to the
provisions of Section 5d, Public Law 86-3, 86th Congress. The remaining
lands acquired in 1965 were used for the expansion of Army Air Defense
Command facilities and for the construction of reserve centers.157

156 Shiman. Forging the Sword: Defense Production during the Cold War, 69-71.
157 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1965, 193.
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As the Army grew in response to the demands of the Vietnam War, cost
savings through base closures and consolidations were also being enacted
to streamline operations. As a result, by 1965 several major installations
were slated for future inactivation or classified as excess. These
installations included among others: Fort Jay, New York; Hampton Roads
Army Terminal, Virginia; New Orleans Army Terminal, Louisiana; and
Brooklyn Army Terminal, New York.158

Nevertheless, the urgency of the force buildup for Vietnam did not allow
sufficient time for preparing normal budgetary detail. Instead, additional
budget requirements were financed on an interim basis, pending requests
for fiscal year 1966 supplemental appropriation the following January.
Accordingly, the President transmitted to the Congress on 4 August 1966 a
budget amendment providing for a Southeast Asia Emergency Fund of
$1.7 billion to gear up the production machine and initiate construction of
the most urgent facilities at home and abroad. Military personnel costs
and operation and maintenance costs were to be financed under the
emergency authorities already included in the pending Defense
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1966.159

No large construction programs were specifically linked to the Vietnam
War. To describe the physical effects the Vietnam War had on the stateside
built environment, this chapter is organized by service and then by
thematic areas for each service as related to potential significance. Because
each branch addressed the demands of the war somewhat differently, each
section is further divided into categories that reflect areas of major change.
For example, each branch’s training was modified to account for the
conditions faced in-theater. Likewise, the sudden influx of troops
necessitated increases in housing, personnel support facilities, and
training areas. Because of the urgency created by the Vietnam War,
existing structures—often WWI1I facilities—were adapted across the
military for reuse as housing, classrooms, or other high-priority functions
(Figure 1). Many WW!II barracks were used to house enlisted recruits
(Figure 2). A mock European village constructed for WWII training at Fort
Campbell was reused for helicopter crew training exercises (Figure 3).

158 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1965, 193.
159 DoD, Department of Defense Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1966, 46.



ERDC/CERL TR-14-7

53

Figure 1. A repurposed building served as the reception station at Fort Ord,
California, May 1965 (NARA SC615944).

Figure 2. The 2nd Training Brigade’s hand-to-hand combat field at Fort Polk,
Louisiana, showing WWII temporary buildings in the background, February 1967
(NARA SC636721).
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Figure 3. An Army UH1 “lIroquois” helicopter descends into a preexisting mock village
during the 101st Airborne Division exercises at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, March 1963
(NARA SC601654).

Fort Campbell illustrates an Army installation that underwent both new
construction (Vietnam-specific and broader modernization program) and
adaptive reuse of existing facilities. The designation of the installation as a
large recruit training base in 1966 had specific facility needs met with
WWII temporary structures:160

When the Army Advanced Training Center was to be opened in 1966, the
post planning group decided that over 500 World War Il buildings along
the axis of Indiana Avenue from 11th Street to 50th Street would be used
for training and as living quarters. Thus, rather than being demolished,
these buildings were renovated and restored even as they were being
used. The requirement to train new soldiers was so urgent that many of
the buildings remained occupied while being renovated by civilian
contractors. Because of this situation, cadres did much of the final
preparation for the occupation of billets.

160 Smiran Chanchani, Leah Konicki, and Lena Sweeten, The Historic Context for the Cold War at Ft.
Campbell, Kentucky (Cincinnati, OH: BHE Environmental, Inc., 2006), 59.
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Changes to the military’s built environment that were directly related to
the Vietnam War effort are difficult to distinguish among the Cold War
and general base improvement efforts that were also underway during the
early 1960s through the 