
  Author’s Preface


  This is not a history of the two “Indochina Wars”—that fought by the French from 1946 to 1954 with their Vietnamese allies, and that fought by the South Vietnamese and their American allies since 1957—but a historical sketch of certain key developments in both wars, and of the men who fought on both sides. As a battlefield, Indochina is unlike any other fought over by Western forces previously, for warfare there assumes the aspect of what the French called “la guerre sans fronts”—a war without fronts—and, therefore, without secure rear areas. The term “Indochina” is used advisedly, for the war again involves all of Viet-Nam and Laos and the border areas of Cambodia; and the outcome of combat operations in South Viet-Nam will, of course, affect the whole of the Indochinese peninsula, Thailand included.


  No Western combat operations in recent decades quite resemble those fought for eight years from the Tonking highlands to the swamps of Camau. They are, in any case, wholly out of the range of American past experience. In sheer size alone, Indochina, with its 285,000 square miles, is larger than New Guinea, Burma, or the puny 85,000 square miles of Korea. In contrast to the treeless spaces of Korea, Indochina is covered to the extent of eighty-six percent with dense spontaneous growth and to the extent of at least forty-seven percent with outright jungle.


  While New Guinea or Burma, or the smaller Pacific Islands, offered similar terrain features to American troops during World War II, the whole tactical situation was so different as to make any valid comparison quite difficult. In the case of the Pacific Islands, the Japanese defenders used—as long as they could—the same weapons as the American forces and (making allowance for their greater frugality) were subject to the same logistical burdens. As American air and naval superiority became firmly established, the Japanese generally began the land battle cut off from their own rear supply lines, a situation which was never achieved in Indochina, or in Korea, for that matter.


  The Burmese theater never involved large bodies of American ground troops, and the only United States unit of regimental size which was involved in direct ground fighting, the 5307th Composite Unit (Provisional), better known as “Merrill’s Marauders,” remained in combat only from February until August 3, 1944, having suffered a fate which closely resembled that of many French units in Indochina later on.


  Another vital feature separates the Indochina war from other comparable situations in the Far East: the Japanese were as alien to the combat environment and, particularly, to its civilian population, as the Allies were. In fact—and this was true particularly during the last two years of World War II—the sympathies of the population were often with the Allies and against the Japanese. Allied-led guerrilla forces could operate with a fair chance of success in many areas occupied by the Japanese without being betrayed to them. In the case of the Indochina war, the French were definitely the “aliens” and the Communist-led Viet-Minh forces could count on the instinctive support of the native population. Where such outright support did not exist, as was true in certain heavily Catholic areas, well-applied terror could insure at least the neutrality of the population in the struggle. As will be seen later, almost nowhere did the French succeed in creating viable anti-guerrilla guerrilla forces, and French tactical intelligence was often faulty because of this Communist-created isolation of the French forces from the population in which it operated.


  In the case of two equally alien forces—the Japanese and Allies in Burma and the Pacific, the United Nations and the Chinese Communists in Korea—the force which will treat the native population with greater understanding and kindness will eventually gain its loyalty or at least its benevolent neutrality. In the case where only one side is alien, even his kindest acts can be used against him by the native adversary’s psychological warfare—and the psychological warfare of the Viet-Minh was one of the most effective of its kind.


  To this must be added the hard fact that, at the outset at least, the Indochina war was one of colonial re-conquest. As such, it suffered from a psychological handicap which hurt the French even with their own allies until the whole operation became “sanctified” when the Communist conquest of the Chinese mainland and the subsequent attack on Korea made Indochina an important pawn of cold war strategy in the Far East. This, of course, changed neither the psychological nor the terrain factors, and the belated influx of large amounts of American equipment—equipment that was largely unsuited to the kind of war being fought there—could, of necessity, affect very little the eventual outcome of that war.


  The Indochina war became deadlocked politically in 1948, when French political hesitations failed to make the Vietnamese nationalists an effective counter-force in the psychological struggle. It became strategically hopeless when the Chinese Reds arrived on Indochina’s borders late in 1949 and China thus became a “sanctuary” where Viet-Minh forces could be trained and refitted. And it was lost militarily as of 1953 when the cease-fire in Korea allowed the concentration of the whole Asian Communist war effort on the Indochinese theater.


  The dénouement of the Indochina war was, therefore, about as foreordained as that of a Greek tragedy. Yet, the French Union Forces fought well to the last; Frenchmen as well as Foreign Legionnaires, Vietnamese, Cambodians and Laotians as well as Algerians, Moroccans and Senegalese. Close to 95,000 men, including four generals and 1,300 lieutenants, died on the battlefield or behind the barbed wire of Communist prison camps.


  A book including factual accounts of a war can hardly be anything else but a collective enterprise. Many books have been written in France on various aspects of the Indochina war, most of which I have been able to consult in the course of my work. They are listed in the bibliography (appendix III) at the end of this book. In addition, the French Army in Indochina published two weekly magazines which, like Yank and the Stars and Stripes in the United States forces during World War II, left veritable gold mines of detailed information on various aspects of the war. Those publications, Caravelle and Nouvelles du Nord-Viet-Nam, not only brought official communiqués and views, but also stories contributed by unit reporters, biographies of various commanders, and a rather unique “Help Wanted” column: in it, soldiers or noncommissioned officers advertised in order to find men of similar rank and job who wanted to switch positions with them. It was not at all unusual to read the following:


  
    Sgt., Inf. Regt. South Viet-Nam, seeks exchange jobs with sgt., Mobile Group, North Viet-Nam. For details, write Box 709, Caravelle.

  


  Very often, the number and direction (from the southern to the northern theater, or to Laos) of the proposed exchanges (they were called “permutations”) was a good indicator of which way the war was going.


  In addition to those official magazines, a French group in Indochina produced a monthly magazine whose color photos, slickness and presentation stood in no way behind those of Life magazine. Each of its issues not only contained some excellent articles on Asian art or history—that is, on the larger cultural context in which the conflict was fought—but also some superb first-hand reports on combat operations written by local journalists of important overseas newspapers, or by Frenchmen in Indochina. Published by Robert (“Bob”) Aeschelmann, now the editor of Paris-Jour, Indochine—Sud-Est Asiatique constitutes perhaps the best first-hand record available on that tragic period of Indochina’s history. It often contained some extremely valuable articles on our Communist enemy, which I found out later came directly from French Intelligence and were one means of briefing the soldiers and officers on an important subject which they might otherwise not have read about. Indochine folded at the end of the war, in August 1954.


  The most valuable documentary source of them all is, however, the French Army’s historical records, where all the unit diaries and operation plans and reports are stored as the various commands make them available. In the case of the Indochina war, the complete closing-out of French forces in the Far East brought the almost totality of those files to the Service Historique de l’Armée behind the massive walls of the Fort de Vincennes at the outskirts of Paris.


  I shall be forever grateful to Monsieur Pierre Guillaumat, French Minister of the Armed Forces in the cabinet of President Charles de Gaulle until 1960, for giving me access to those files. Brigadier General de Cossé-Brissac, a survivor of Flossenburg concentration camp and a scholar in his own right, Director of the Service Historique de l’Armée since 1953, should be thanked here for his kind cooperation during my research in his services. Lt. Col. Jouin, head of the Overseas Section of the Historical Service, was unfailing in his patience and kindness in tracking down for me, in the maze of crates and shelves filled with files yet to be cataloged, the documents which I wanted to see. At no time was I asked to submit my notes or remarks to them for approval or censorship.


  However, even the best documents cannot replace the direct experience of field research. As a candidate for a doctorate degree, I was able to be in Indochina during the crucial year of 1953, and as a Frenchman who had formerly served with a Moroccan division I was given the courtesy by many units of accompanying them into their areas of operation. Since my whole first trip to Indochina was entirely financed out of my own savings and not from the liberal donations of various foundations, I doubly appreciated that hospitality.


  Living with the men who were doing the fighting, I came to know and respect many of them throughout Indochina. Not being a journalist, I was not given the special attentions to which the press was subject and thus escaped the various operations specially staged for it at times. This made me miss many of the contacts with the great or near-great who, from time to time, came to the area. On the other hand, I met many a soldier, French or Asian, who could tell me in his own terms what it was like to be out along the defense perimeter, wet and afraid; and learned how it felt to pry off a few leeches or to struggle with dysentery, for I had had to do it several times myself and hadn’t liked it. But after a while it knocked the intellectual superciliousness out of me.


  The upshot of my personal experiences and interviews which I could not use for my research went into a diary in the form of letters to the American girl who is now my wife. In those I tried to render the feeling of the atmosphere in which we were living and in which this war was being fought. Sometimes, there were touches of gaiety to the grimness, and sometimes there was pathos, because that is the way a human being behaves, no matter what. I feel that it has a place in a book on any war as long as wars are not entirely fought by button-pushing automatons.


  Rather than run the risk of forgetting anyone in particular from among the many people who were so kind to me during my wartime stay in Indochina, I would like to remember here the units themselves with whom I was associated during that time: the 1st Chasseurs Blindés (Armored Cavalry) and Airborne Group No. 1 based in Hanoi; the Autonomous Zone North-West (ZANO)—the official name for the ill-fated Lai-Chau airhead behind Communist lines; the 1st Vietnamese Mobile Group, then in Hung-Yen; the 3d Foreign Legion Regiment in Bac-Ninh; the Quang-Yen training center for Vietnamese commando forces; the 5th Cuirassiers (Armor) at Thu Dau Mot; and the Liaison-Pacification Offices for North and South Viet-Nam. Lastly, I wish to thank the pilots of the late General Claire L. Chennault’s “Flying Tigers” whose free-riding passenger I often was during their airlift operations in North Viet-Nam and Laos.


  During my stay in Laos in the summer of 1959 on a research project of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), I was able to add some more pieces to the overall puzzle of the Indochina war, thanks to the faithful friendship of acquaintances from previous trips and the unflagging hospitality and support of the Royal Laotian authorities, civilian as well as military. While I was in Samneua Province, Brigadier General Amkha Soukhavong, commander of the Laotian Army’s northern zone, enabled me to visit directly most of the outposts in his command thanks to the acrobatics of Captain Catry, a French civilian pilot with the “Air Laos” civilian airline. Farther to the north, Major Tiao (Prince) Sibolavong Sisaleumsak, the commander of the Namtha sector facing Red China, also proved a perfect host during my stay with the 13th Volunteer Battalion.


  A research grant by the Rockefeller Foundation and some additional teaching at the Royal Institute of Administration in Cambodia permitted me in 1961-62 to do further research for the present edition of this book. Consultation of new documents in Paris in 1963-64, thanks to the authorization of Monsieur Pierre Messmer, the successor of M. Guillaumat as France’s Minister of Defense, allowed me to improve and flesh out events described in previous editions, particularly those dealing with air and naval operations. Renewed field investigations, notably in usually inaccessible North Viet-Nam, as well as the many letters which I have received from interested readers, both French and American; added further incentive to include in this book new information about what can in all fairness be called the “Second Indochina War.” The first round of it ended in the defeat of the pro-Western forces in Laos in 1962. Its second round in Viet-Nam is, at the time of this writing, in deep jeopardy.


  This book would have never been undertaken without the friendly advice and encouragement of Colonel Rodger R. Bankson, U.S. Army, former Editor-in-Chief of the Military Review of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth; and would have never become an acceptable manuscript without the patience and friendly interest of Marshall Andrews, author of Disaster Through Air Power, and a military analyst with the Research Analysis Corporation in Washington, who sacrificed long hours he could have devoted to his own writing to help me with mine, and who kindly consented to author the Foreword.


  The persons and events presented in this book are in all cases true and authentic to the best of my knowledge and belief. Only in a very few cases did I change the name of persons involved in order to spare additional grief to their surviving family members or embarrassment to themselves.


  A letter which accompanied a Certificate of Appreciation which I received from the Department of Defense in 1961 referred in part to my “tireless efforts to secure the facts and data as they are, and not as one wishes them to be.” This has been my guiding principle in all my research work, no matter how painful the process is at times to national pride or to widely held prejudices. I am therefore happy to claim sole responsibility for all views and opinions expressed in this book.


  Howard University, Washington, D. C. B. B. F.


  September 1964


  How War Came


  WAR came to Indochina in the wake of the crumbling of the European colonial empires in Asia during World War II. When France lost the first round of that war in June 1940, Japan found the moment ripe to take over additional real estate in Asia in preparation for her own further conquests. Indochina, then held by a force of about 70,000 French troops equipped with completely obsolete material—there were 15 modern fighter planes and one operational tank company in the whole country—found itself faced with the territorial appetites of both Japan and her sole ally and satellite in Asia, Thailand. In true Axis fashion, Thailand signed a non-aggression pact with France on June 12, 1940.


  Open warfare between French Indochina and Thailand began on January 9, 1941. The French at first lost some ground, but began to counterattack as reinforcements arrived along the Thai border. On the seas, one old French cruiser sank one-third of the whole Thai fleet in a naval engagement off the island of Koh-Chang on January 17, and Japan, seeing that the war was turning against its pupil and ally, imposed its “mediation” between the two parties. A cease-fire began on January 28, followed on March 11, 1941, by an agreement in which the French were forced to surrender to Thailand three provinces in Cambodia and two provinces in Laos.


  However, and this is a well-ignored fact in the United States, the French already had fought a short but bloody war with the Japanese in September 1940—more than one year before Pearl Harbor. On June 19, 1940, a few days before France signed an armistice with the Axis in Europe, the Japanese government asked the French to let Imperial troops pass through North Viet-Nam in order to attack the Chinese Nationalists through their “back-door” in Yunnan. This move was also designed to cut off the flow of American supplies for General Chiang Kai-shek’s forces through the port of Haiphong. The British, under similar Japanese pressures, were to close the port of Singapore to such shipments as of June 27, and to close for a time the Burma Road, a few months later.


  Even before the Japanese ultimatum, General Catroux, then Governor-General of Indochina, had sent a purchasing mission to the United States in order to acquire 120 modern fighter planes as well as modern antiaircraft guns, already fully paid for by France under contracts passed earlier. But on June 30, the French ambassador in Washington wired Catroux that his request had been turned down by Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles, because,


  
    . . . considering the general situation, the Government of the United States did not believe that it could enter into conflict with Japan and that, should the latter attack Indochina, the United States would not oppose such an action.*

  


  Secretary of State Cordell Hull, in his memoirs, confirms the fact, adding that, “with Japan in control of key points in Indo-china, we were reluctant to sell any additional equipment to Indochina,” hoping that Indochina would “delay and parlay and hold out to the last minute against Japanese demands,” since, in Hull’s view, “Japan would not dare make a military attack at this time.”**


  Unfortunately, all the American assumptions then made proved wrong within a few weeks. When the French had asked for U.S. equipment, Indochina was not yet occupied by Japan, and the equipment might have helped them to “delay and parlay” from a better position of strength. And the Japanese did “dare make a military attack” when the French, poorly armed as they were, refused to give in under pressure.


  Abandoned by both their allies and their own government in France which, under German pressure, had begun to negotiate an accord with the Japanese, the French troops in Indochina were quite alone. While the negotiations were going on, Japanese troops, on September 22, 1940, at midnight, crossed the North Vietnamese border at Lang-Son and Dong-Dang and began to attack the French border forts on a front of 45 kilometers. Fierce fighting began around the forts, which held out until they ran out of ammunition. Two days later, Japanese aircraft bombed the port of Haiphong and on the evening of September 24, a Japanese naval landing force began to unload troops at Haiphong for a march on Hanoi. A total of eight hundred Frenchmen were killed in the two days of fighting but the situation was hopeless. Marshal Pétain’s government in France, prodded by events in Indochina, signed the agreement permitting the Japanese to station troops in the area, and General Nishihara, the Japanese officer negotiating with the French, termed the attack a “dreadful mistake.” But the deed was done, and Indochina was lost to the Japanese.


  As the whole Pacific was engulfed in the war fifteen months later, the desperate French fight was soon forgotten, and all that remained of it in the memory of Allied statesmen was that the French had signed an agreement with the Japanese and thus had “collaborated.” Soon, this ban on dealing with the French in Indochina was even extended to those who were fighting the Japanese in the resistance movements. As Secretary of State Cordell Hull noted in his memoirs, the President instructed him on October 13, 1944, that “nothing” was to be done “in regard to resistance groups or in any other way in relation to Indochina.”


  Thus, when the Japanese, in a surprise attack on March 9, 1945, destroyed and captured whatever French troops and administrators remained in Indochina, this order apparently was executed to the letter, in spite of the desperate pleas for help by the succumbing French garrisons. In the words of General Claire L. Chennault, the famous commander of the “Flying Tigers” and, in 1945, of the 14th Air Force,


  
    . . . orders arrived from Theater headquarters stating that no arms and ammunition would be provided to French troops under any circumstances . . . I carried out my orders to the letter but I did not relish the idea of leaving Frenchmen to be slaughtered in the jungle while I was forced officially to ignore their plight.*

  


  The northern garrisons, which had hidden some of their heavy weapons in secret caches and were on a permanent alert status, fought to the death; at Lang-Son, the Japanese in a blind rage beheaded French General Lemonnier and the civilian administrator, Governor Auphelle, under the eyes of the defenders when both refused to call upon Lang-Son’s garrison to surrender. A small body of troops under General Alessandri fought its way out to Yunnan, only to be interned by the Chinese Nationalists as if they were unfriendly aliens instead of allies.


  On March 11, 1945, the Japanese forced the Emperor of Annam to proclaim the end of the French protectorate and the “independence” of his country under Japanese “protection.” The spell of French overlordship in Indochina was broken forever.


  In the meantime, native guerrilla groups had begun operations late in 1944 in the remotest areas of North Viet-Nam and in the neighboring Chinese provinces of Yunnan and Kwang-Si. They were led by two able Communist leaders, Ho Chi Minh and Vo Nguyên Giap. Ho, under various aliases, had been a Communist since 1920; and Giap, the military “brains” of the group, also had been a Communist since the earliest beginnings of the movement in Indochina. Lung Yun, the local Chinese war lord who supported them (and who died in 1962 in Red China), knew this, but it apparently was unknown in Chungking, wartime headquarters of the Chinese Nationalists.


  Soon, posing as “nationalist guerrillas” only interested in evicting both the Japanese and French imperialists from their native country, these “Viet-Minh” acquired a reputation far in excess of their military accomplishments. Those, according to Allied sources, were limited to the attack of a small Japanese gendarmerie post at the Tam-Dao mountain resort. But the fact remains that, after the collapse of the French, the Viet-Minh* were the only pro-Allied movement of any consequence in the country. American O.S.S. missions and some weapons were parachuted to them.


  When V-J Day dawned, the Viet-Minh were the only group of any size in Viet-Nam to exploit the power vacuum existing in the area. Their Communist training gave them an unbeatable head-start over the small idealistic nationalist groups which now began to squabble over details while the Communists were taking over the country under their very noses. A small book published by Truong Chinh, then the secretary general of the Indochinese Communist Party (ICP), which is completely unknown in the West, shows clearly how the Viet-Minh took over the country and the anti-colonial revolution. On August 13, 1945, the ICP met at the village of Tan Trao, in the hill province of Tuyen-Quang. According to Truong Chinh,


  
    . . . the ICP met in a National Congress, decreed the general uprising, and put into place the Vietnamese democratic republican regime . . . The National Congress began at the very moment when the order of general insurrection had been given. Thus, its session was rapidly closed . . .


    In the course of this history-making Congress, the ICP proposed a clear-cut program: guide the rebels so as to disarm the Japanese before the arrival of the Allies in Indochina; to take over the power that was in the hands of the Japanese and their puppets; and to receive, as the authority in control of the country, the Allied forces coming to demobilize the Japanese.**

  


  The passage is self-explanatory. The worst of it is that the program was carried out to the last detail by the Viet-Minh; the fact that the troops which came to northern Indochina were Nationalist Chinese (those in the South were British) further aggravated the situation. Not only did the Chinese not retrieve from the Viet-Minh the many excellent Japanese weapons which they had had the time to acquire and hide—for it took the Chinese about three months to come down from Yunnan on foot—but in addition, they sold large amounts of their own brand-new American lend-lease weapons to the Communist revolutionaries.


  A French expeditionary force of less than two divisions was allowed to re-enter North Viet-Nam in February 1946 under the terms of an agreement negotiated by the French with the Viet-Minh (which, in the meantime, had proclaimed a republic on September 2, 1945) and the Chinese Nationalists. But the Viet-Minh had had about ten months in which to establish their administration, train their forces with Japanese and American weapons (and Japanese and Chinese instructors), and kill or terrorize into submission the genuine Vietnamese nationalists who wanted a Viet-Nam independent from France but equally free of Communist rule. The first round of the war for Indochina already had been lost for the West before it had even begun.


  The French managed to lose the second round—that of political negotiations—through their own stubbornness and their unwillingness to see the situation as it was: they had been defeated, through their own fault and that of their allies; and they did not have the overwhelming military force needed to make a military test of strength between themselves and the Viet-Minh which would be so obviously hopeless for the latter that they would not attempt it. And France, in 1946, seemed a likely bet for Communist domination herself. The French forces sent to Indochina were too strong for France to resist the temptation of using them; yet not strong enough to keep the Viet-Minh from trying to solve the whole political problem by throwing the French into the sea.


  The outbreak of the Indochina war can be traced back to that single, tragic erroneous estimate—which, in some ways, resembles the Communist gamble in Korea, and, in the long run yielded equivalent results: the partition of Viet-Nam in one case, and the continuance of partition in the case of Korea.


  Once full-scale hostilities had broken out, the French, for budgetary and political reasons, could not immediately make the large-scale effort necessary to contain the rebellion within the confines of small-scale warfare. During the first phase of active operations, that is, between December 1946 and November 1949, the French simply sought to take the whole Viet-Minh force into a series of ever-widening classical “pincers.” Particularly during the autumn of 1947, a fairly ambitious undertaking, dubbed “Operation Lea” and combining daring paratroop drops with deep armored stabs, sought to wipe out the revolution by capturing its top leaders.


  “Lea” would have been a hazardous undertaking under any circumstances. In the Indochina of 1947, it was, furthermore, a wild gamble at finishing the whole war in one single master stroke. There were two reasons for this: at home, the French legislature was beginning to balk (as parliaments are always prone to when faced with military operations in peacetime) at the cost of the Indochina war and the French government had promised it to reduce the French forces the re from 115,000 to 90,000 men; and also, a small rebellion had broken out in the Texas-sized island of Madagascar off the east coast of Africa and 15,000 French troops were urgently needed there. Thus, the French High Command felt compelled to use all its available reserves before they would be withdrawn altogether. On the French side, twenty battalions and support units totaling 15,000 men were thrown into the fight to “crack” Ho Chi Minh’s main redoubt. On the Communist side, more than 40,000 well-armed men defended a 100-by-100 mile triangle of Tonkin’s most inaccessible jungles and mountain crags.


  The French plan provided for a concentric attack by three columns: the Airborne Half-Brigade under Lieutenant Colonel Sauvagnac (known after the initial of its leader as “Groupment S”); a main force of three armored, three infantry and three artillery battalions, reinforced by an engineering and a transport battalion, under Colonel
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  Appendix I GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS


  Note: French abbreviations in most cases carry periods between the capital letters, while American abbreviations do not. For the sake of simplicity, periods have been omitted here in all cases.


  [image: ARVN BAR BM BMC BMI BV CAT CIDG CP DNA DZ FOM FUP GAP OATAC (VN) (US) (Pr) (Fr) (Fr) (Fr) (US) (VN) (US) (Fr) (US) (Fr) (Fr) (Fr) (Pr) Army of Viet-Nam. Browning Automatic Rifle. Bataillon de Marche. or in lOme cases, Bataillon Montagard. Bordel Mobile de Campagne. Bataillon de Marche lndochinois. Bataillon de Yolontaires, Laotian Army static units. Civil Air Transport, Taiwan-based American-owned private airline. Civilian irregular defense groups. Command Post. Division Navale d' Assaul. also referred to as DinassautFrench tactical naval units for river warfare. Drop Zone, term also used by French Army. France d'Outre-Mer, Overseas French territories from 1945 to 1958. FOM food rations were tropical-type rations. Forces de rUnion Francaise, (US) French Union Forces -collective term for French forces in Indochina, including native forces under French command. Groupement Alroportl, airborne regimental combat team. Groupement Aerien Tactique, French Air Force Tactical Group. Staff unit responsible for one of Indochina's five air commands: Cambodia, Laos, South, Central and North Viet-Nam. GCMA (Fr) Groupement de Commmandos Mixtes Aéroportés [The French word Mixte, in military parlance, may stand for Joint, Miscellaneous, Provisional, Composite,” etc.]. Composite Airborne Commando Group. Transformed in December 1953 into GMI.]


  [image: GM (Fr) Groupement Mobile. mobile repnental combat team. Some armored sroupa existed. known as Groupement Blindl, (GB). GMI (Fr) Groupement Mixte tflntuvention, Composite Intervention Group. Administrative headquarters for French-native raider and guerrilla groups operating behind Communist lines. GVN (VN) Government of Viet-Nam. LCM, Lcr, LST, LSSL, L VT US Navy designations for landing vessels MAAG (US) MAC-V (US) MLR (US) NVN (VN) PFAT (Fr) of various types. Military Assistance Advisory Group. Military Assistance Command, Viet-Nam. Main Line of Resistance. Navy of Viet-Nam. Personnel Flminin de r Armle de Tee, Female personnel of the French Ground Forces, equivalent of the US WAC' .. PIM (Pr) Prlsonniers-lntuMs Militaire Military and civilian prisoners of the French forces. PK PW REI (Fr) Poste kilomitrique, Military post designated by number of kilometers from a fixed point of reference, e.g., PK 22. (US) Prisoner of War. (Fr) Rigiment Etranger d'iniantme, Foreign Legion Infantry RW RICM (Fr) RVNAF(VN) SKZ (VN) Regiment. Revolutionary Warfare. Rigiment d'Intanterie Coloniale du Maroc. Republic of Viet-Nam Armed Forces. Sung Khong Giat nast word pronounced Ziat1, Vietnamese Communist term for recoilless rifle. IDKQ (VN) Tieu-Doan Kinh-Quan, Vietnamese Nationalist commando VC (VN) VNAF (VN) VPA (US) battalions. Viet-Cong: Communist South Vietnamese forces. Viet-Nam Air Force. Viet-Nam People'. Army. official designation of Vietnamese Communist forces.]


  Appendix II COMPARISON BETWEEN FRENCH AND U. S. LOSSES


  FRENCH AND AMERICAN LOSSES, INDOCHINA AND KOREA


  [image: French (Indochina Total U.S. Forcel Union Forcel States) Loues Korea Dead or misaiD, 75,867 18,714 94,581 29,166 Wounded ...... 65,125 13,002 78,127 105,785 Total Casualties 140,992 31,716 172,708 134,951]


  FRENCH AND AMERICAN LOSSES (KILLED ONLY) SINCE 1914


  [image: Period U.S.A. France 1914-18 . ........... 130,000 1,894,000 1939-45 . ........... 325,464 580,000. 1950-53 . ........... 29,166 1946-54 75,867 . 1961-64 ............ 225 1954-62 18,800. Totals ........... 484,855 2,568,667]


  a. See table on following page.


  b. Laos and South Viet-Nam.


  c. Does not include French losses in Korea.


  d. Algeria.


  STREET WITHOUT JOY FRENCH LOSSES DURING WORLD WAR II


  [image: Battle of France (1939-40) .......................... Free France (1940-45) ............................. French. Underground .............................. P. W.'. in Germany .............................. . Executed as hostages .............................. . Killed in concentration camps .................... ... Civilians killed by Allied bombinl .................. . Civilians killed by German and Allied around operationa . 92,000 58,000 24,000 43,000 30,000 200,000 66,000 67,000 580,000 Alsatians drafted into German Army and killed in action. 38,000 French pro-Nazi collaboratoR killed by Underaround ... 40,000 Grand total ................................ 658,000]


  Appendix III REPORT ON VIET-NAM


  [Note: The following report on the situation in Viet-Nam was presented to the annual meeting of the Association of the U.S. Army in Washington on October 23, 1963 (i.e., eight days before the overthrow of the Diem regime by the Vietnamese Army), by Brigadier General Frank A. Osmanski, J-4 of MAC-V at the time. The text is as introduced in the Congressional Record of November 6, 1963, with the exception of about twenty words referring to a short film. I have added footnotes where I felt that the text needed amplification or contained what, in my view, constitutes factual errors.—B.B.F.]


  This report on Vietnam will be neither profound nor prophetic but the optimism it will reflect sincerely is genuinely that of General Harkins, whose greetings I am charged to bring to this conference.


  General Collins has explained the strategic importance of the Republic of Vietnam.


  I shall report on the military situation there, under four headings: “Terrain, Weather, and Enemy”; “Friendly Forces”; “Counter-Insurgency Strategy and Tactics”; and “Results to Date.”


  TERRAIN, WEATHER, AND ENEMY


  The Republic of Vietnam comprises three terrain regions: the central highlands, the central lowlands, and the Mekong Delta. The highlands are virgin country with tropical rain and bamboo forests and a broad grassy plateau at their center; inhabited by mountain migratory tribesmen; with a climate conducive to tea, coffee, and a little rice. The lowlands are a generally dry coastal plain with sand dune growths; a sedentary agrarian people; and insufficient rice for lack of water. The delta has bountiful rice paddies, a coastline of mangrove swamps, a central plain of reeds, and a maze of canals; is peopled by scattered1 rice-farmers and fishermen; and its heavy seasonal rainfall causes annual flooding. The nature of the counter-insurgency is vastly different in each of these regions.


  The weather in the Republic of Vietnam is hot and humid, with two distinct seasons, wet and dry, which vary by region in response principally to two monsoons annually. Rainfall and sunshine are alternately intense, temperatures average 80° Fahrenheit, and there are about 10 typhoons a year and frequent high winds.


  The enemy is the Vietcong, the VC, meaning Vietnamese Communist, for which cadres and arms caches were left behind2 when Ho Chi Minh ostensibly led his followers north in 1954. VC forces are of three strata: hardcore, guerrillas, and porters. Hard-core companies3 are outfitted in khaki twill with steel or bamboo helmets and carry modern United States or bloc-country arms. Guerrillas wear the standard dress of the Vietnamese peasant, black cotton or satin pajamas, and carry obsolescent French or self-manufactured weapons. Porters wear as little as a loincloth and are unarmed. VC nonexplosive weapons include caltrops, spike-traps, poisoned darts, and even enraged water buffaloes. In a sense their physical endurance, patience, and ingenuity are also VC weapons, for they have been known to live in dark tunnels for weeks, to remain underwater for long periods by breathing through hollow reeds, and to lie in ambush for as long as 48 hours. The VC wage their war from their ancestral strongholds in the U Minh Ha Forest, Plaine des Jones, war zones C and D, and the Do Xa area; and from trackless provinces which they dominate, myriad small hidden bases, deep caves and long tunnels, and other safe havens. VC-initiated incidents are of four types; propaganda, terrorism, sabotage, and armed attacks. Their logistic support is from five sources: levy on the peasantry, import from other countries, capture from Government of Vietnam (GVN) forces, local purchase, and self-production.


  FRIENDLY FORCES


  The Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces (RVNAF) consist of a regular army, air force, and navy (including a marine corps) and three paramilitary forces: the civil guard, self-defense corps, and special forces. In addition there are the civilian irregular defense groups (CIDG), including hamlet militia, mountain scouts, border surveillance units, and trail watchers; and then such semiautonomous but gun-bearing patriotic organizations as the Republican Youth, Catholic Youth, and Women’s Solidarity Movement. Assisting and advising these are the U.S. Military Assistance Command of about 14,000 and a small Australian Army Training Team.4 Collaterally the civilian field agencies of the GVN ministries, the U.S. Operations Mission and the U.S. Information Service contribute to the civil aspects of the counterinsurgency. In gross numbers the military, paramilitary, and police forces of the counter-insurgency out-number the VC about 5 to 1.5


  STRATEGY AND TACTICS


  The strategy of the counter-insurgency is three-pronged: the strategic hamlet program, field operations, and psychological operations and civic action.


  These three methods intermingle. In essence, the strategy is to win battles and to win people.


  The strategic hamlet program is the Republic of Vietnam’s national program to physically and ideologically separate the people from the VC and to win their support and confidence by providing them security, democratic government, and social and economic development. The program consists of (1) clear and hold operations, (2) province rehabilitation, and (3) portions of the CIDG program.


  Clear and hold operations clear the VC from, and deny them, a specified area intended as the site of a strategic hamlet.


  Province rehabilitation executes Province-prepared and nationally approved civil-military plans providing financial and supply support for the establishment of strategic hamlets.


  Those portions of the CIDG program associated with the strategic hamlet program are designed to develop home-defense units for strategic hamlets.


  Strategic hamlets, originally conceived as a defense against VC attack, now have become a means for effecting political, economic, and social progress. The Government of Vietnam has recognized this development and considers that the strategic hamlet is primarily the point of impact of a political and social revolution which will serve as a foundation for economic progress.


  Field operations are directed variously at securing sites for strategic hamlets, destroying the VC logistic structure, killing or capturing VC’s, or gaining or regaining control of Government of Vietnam territory. They are of three basic types:


  (1) Clear and hold operations, executed in direct support of the strategic hamlet program, with the mission to clear an area of, and deny it to, the VC during the construction phase of a strategic hamlet.


  (2) Fix and destroy operations, based on specific intelligence, with the mission to contact and destroy VC forces or installations; and


  (3) Search and clear operations, with the mission to destroy or clear VC from an area of suspected activity. In addition, reconnaissance, security, and search and rescue operations and ambushes are conducted.


  Psychological operations and civic action each consist of two related programs. Psychological operations are aimed, first, at supporting the strategic hamlet program by rationalizing the need for rural citizens to move to, or at least to organize into, a more secure locality and by providing them the incentive toward self-development for political, social, and economic improvement. The other aspect of psychological operations is directed at the softer strata of the VC, to whom radio and loudspeaker broadcasts and airdropped or artillery-fired leaflets are aimed, primarily to induce them to avail themselves of chieu hoi, the “open arms” or “welcome home” amnesty program.


  Civic action is aimed at improving the socio-economic welfare, political integration, and personal security of the citizenry through Federal [sic] support, education, and self-help. Its two basic programs are civic action proper and medical civic action. Civic action proper advises, trains, and assists hamlet inhabitants in setting up local government and trains both the hamlet administrators and citizenry in building and establishing physical facilities such as marketplaces, schools, dispensaries, information centers, chapels, pagodas, and water supply points and in formulating and administrating programs of self-help and scientific improvement in education, agriculture, stockraising, and disease control. Medical civic action trains local nurses and directly treats local people. To date almost 600,000 treatments have been given by medical civic action teams at an average cost of $1 each. Coordinated with the supporting U.S. military medical civic action program are the USOM medical projects as well as Medico, CARE and Hope.


  The tactical principles and techniques which are proving successful in the counter-insurgency are essentially those, especially of small-unit tactics, which have been taught in U.S. service schools for years. The tactical problem remains to find, fix, and destroy the enemy. Of prime importance in the tactical operations of the counterinsurgency is the heliborne strike.


  RESULTS


  The military events of this past year in the Republic of Vietnam have contributed substantially both to the development of improved counterinsurgency techniques and toward ultimate victory for the Republic of Vietnam.6


  In order that its training advice to the Republic of Vietnam AF may be effective and timely, MAAG-Vietnam publishes a series of “Lessons Learned,”7 which are the after-action distillate from both the extollable and deplorable experiences of actual combat. In the main they reiterate and reemphasize the timetested fundamentals taught in current U.S. military doctrine at our service schools. With content particularly derived from counterinsurgency experience in Republic of Vietnam are lessons learned about U.S. Army helicopter operations, M-113 operations, Vietcong ambushes, organization and employment of artillery, province rehabilitation operations, psy war and civic action, the limitations of paramilitary forces such as the CG, SDC, and hamlet militia, and guidelines to U.S. advisors with Allied forces.


  MAAG-Vietnam also has published and keeps current a manual on the “Tactics and Techniques of Counter-Insurgency Operations,” which is excellent.7


  Under the Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Command Vietnam (Comusmacv) there is a Joint Operations Evaluation Group, Vietnam (JOEG-V), whose director has two functions: first, to represent the U.S. Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA) in the combined U.S.-RVN Combat Development and Test Center-Vietnam (CDTC-V); and, second, to evaluate from the U.S. joint viewpoint the results of tests conducted by CDTC-V and the two U.S. service test agencies in RVN: the U.S. Army Concept Team in Vietnam (ACTIV) and the U.S. Air Force Test Unit (AFTU). The more significant of their tests of equipment and tactics are the following:


  In May of this year test was completed of a version of the C-123 aircraft, modified to shorten landings. This aircraft demonstrated improved capabilities to carry heavy loads into short fields.


  Another test project completed by the Air Force, in which the Army was interested, was that of the U-10B helio-courier plane. Its report recommended that further tests and evaluation be conducted to select an aircraft better suited to perform the counter-insurgency mission.


  The AR-15 Armalite rifle is still being tested in the Republic of Vietnam. Prospects for its wider use are favorable.


  Motor convoys in RVN are frequently subjected to costly ambushes, in some of which U.S. advisors have been killed. These ambushes are extremely short in duration and characterized by murderous fire from VC automatic weapons. Countermeasures are being developed to enable troops to survive the withering fire of these ambushes and to launch a superior barrage of area fire in return. New techniques for moving and escorting convoys are being explored and new weapons systems are being developed.


  Communications are often a problem in RVN because the terrain or atmospheric conditions tend to limit the range and performance of standard radio sets. A new family of radio antennas, which can be fabricated locally and used with the standard radio sets already issued, is being developed to overcome this problem.


  The U.S. Air Force Test Unit is also in the process of testing a tactical air positioning system (TAPS) and a tactical air control system (TACS), the results from which are still pending.


  The ACTIV test program so far has been concerned with four general areas of operation: Army aircraft, armored personnel carriers, Army engineering know-how, and Army communications and electronics equipment.


  In the field of Army aviation, there have been significant evaluations of the operation of armed helicopters, Mohawks, and Caribous. It has been found that these aircraft substantially enhance the operational capabilities of the ground forces and that they can survive in a counter-insurgency environment, that indeed the losses have been remarkably low when measured against sorties and hours flown or missions successfully accomplished.


  Perhaps the most interesting test conducted to date has been that of the armed helicopter. ComUSMACV has on numerous occasions paid tribute to the outstanding accomplishments of Army and Marine helicopter units, both armed and transport, in support of the counterinsurgency.


  The testing of the Mohawk in target acquisition continues in the southern part of Vietnam, following the completion of initial tests in a surveillance role in the north. The tests have demonstrated that a limited number of Mohawk aircraft, decentralized and placed under the control of the division, are compatible with ground operations and that this aircraft is well suited for the accomplishment of the full range of counterinsurgency reconnaissance missions, excepting those requiring large area coverage.


  Caribous, as used in RVN for tactical transport of troops and materiel, have proved to be exceptionally versatile because of their capability to take off and land on short, unimproved runways without damaging them. At present the Caribous in the Republic of Vietnam are assigned to the southeast Asia airlift system but so far some of them have invariably been further allocated to the direct support of the U.S. senior corps advisors. These Caribous are proving to be effective in both the forward area transport and centralized airlift roles.


  In the field of armored personnel carrier utilization, both M-113’s and M-114’s were tested. M-113’s are used in Republic of Vietnam both for their intended purposes and in the role of tanks, which is feasible because the Vietcong lack armor and antitank weapons. However, numerous modifications have had to be made to transform the M-113 into a more suitable counterinsurgency fighting vehicle. To protect machine guns mounted on it, the M-113 has been modified with a gun shield and cupola. The M-113 has performed well, particularly in the flat rice paddies of the Mekong Delta, where its cross-country mobility was hampered only by the many canals. To overcome this obstacle, several techniques have been developed, among them brush fill, block and tackle, capstan and anchor, aluminum balk bridging, and push bars. On the other hand, the M-114, although present in Republic of Vietnam, has not been employed nearly so extensively as the M-113. As a first generation vehicle, several changes will be required before it will achieve full operational compatibility with the M-113, a third generation vehicle.


  Among the most productive of ACITV’s evaluations has been the test of U.S. Army engineer teams, called engineer control and advisory detachments (ECAD’s), which have been introduced to provide engineering assistance and direction for small construction projects of benefit to the rural population. Materials for the ECAD’s projects were supplied by ACTIV, USOM, and the local government at minimal cost and labor was provided by local civilians. During the 120-day period of the test, 2 ECAD’s supervised the construction of 96 projects ranging from simple pigsties to a 200-foot bridge. It has been concluded from their activities, as well as from the activities of the parallel U.S. Navy Seabee training advisory teams (STATS), that small, well-trained engineering teams can successfully implement civic action aspects of counter-insurgency operations.


  In the area of communications and electronics, ACTIV has been engaged in confirming the suitability of current communications doctrine and developing new concepts, techniques, and hardware for use in counter-insurgency operations, such as a new heliborne command post utilizing the UH-1B helicopter equipped with additional radio equipment, a heliborne public address set for psychological operations, a new navigation system for Army helicopters, and the introduction of high frequency single-sideband radios into Army aircraft.


  Now, a note about U.S. Army helicopter maintenance, which plagued all Army personnel for the first 6 months after the introduction of the CH-21’s into the Republic of Vietnam.8 The maintenance problems which have arisen have been concerned essentially with defective rotor blades, engines, and control cables in the CH-21’s and, more recently, with drag-struts and magneto assembly arms in the CV-2B’s and main mast bearings in the UH-1B’s. These problems have all been solved so that, whereas a year ago the CH-21’s were operating at about 50 percent average availability for about 25 hours average flying each per month, the present averages for all U.S. Army aircraft in the Republic of Vietnam are 70 percent and 50 hours, with twice the original numbers of aircraft now on hand.


  About a year ago it was discerned that all programs necessary to the winning of the counter-insurgency would by spring 1963 be either completed or in process definitely toward satisfactory completion.9 The MAAG advisory detachments had in the preceding year expanded manifold, had extended down to battalion level, and were being effective in advising, persuading, and assisting the RVNAF toward victory. The combat intelligence network was complete and tied together with adequate communications. Additional U.S. aviation units and MAP-provided armored personnel carriers had enhanced the mobility of the RVNAF. Adequate sealift and airlift systems would soon be established and operating on a combined basis for the movements support of operations. The formal training of the RVNAF was well underway, oriented on such subjects as security, shooting, small unit tactics, and lessons learned from recent operations. The program to resettle the Montagnards and train them into hamlet militia, strike forces, trail watchers, and scout detachments was in full swing. U.S. Special Forces detachments had been introduced in significant numbers and Vietnamese Special Forces were being developed. The CIDG forces were being trained. Modern battle equipment was in country. The strategic hamlet program had been formalized and was beginning to be put on a planned basis with programed support. It all asked to be used in a concerted effort to beat the VC.


  The national campaign plan was conceived to concert that effort. All ministries of the Government of Vietnam, branches of the Republic of Vietnam AF, and allied supporting agencies were cooperatively and coordinately to intensify their actions to help defeat the Vietcong. Significant progress can now be reported.


  The intensity of operations measured in terms of the percentage of available forces on the average engaged in daily combat, has been rising steadily, to the point where it is now about 2½ times what it was a year ago.


  In the last months Republic of Vietnam AF operations of battalion or larger size have at times doubled in number over what they had been when the NCP10 was initiated and small-unit actions have increased by 50 percent. On the other hand, Vietcong-initiated actions have remained essentially unchanged in numbers. Republic of Vietnam-initiated operations outnumber Vietcong-initiated incidents about 10 to 1.


  Secret bases of the Vietcong which had not been entered by other than the Vietcong in 14 years have since been reconnoitered, invaded, and fought through with signal success.11


  Vietcong casualties have been considerably higher than those of the Republic of Vietnam AF, with an overall favorable ratio of about 4 to 1 for killed in action and 3 to 2 overall.12


  Losses of weapons have averaged close to even on both sides.13 While admittedly, the weapons being lost to the Vietcong are better quality than the crude home-made ones being captured from them, the loss of any weapon by the Vietcong is more nearly disastrous to them than is the loss of even a fine weapon to the Republic of Vietnam AF because of the great disparity in supporting logistic systems.


  Whereas the volume of Vietcong antiaircraft fire seems to be increasing and the quality of VC antiaircraft weapons may be improving, it is still limited principally to .30 caliber rifles and only a few machineguns.


  The Vietcong are limited logistically for food and medicines in the highlands and for weapons everywhere; and they are gradually losing the support of the people as sources of funds, intelligence, and recruits.14


  Defectors from the Vietcong are surrendering themselves at a rate twice what it was a year ago. On the other hand, the rate of Republic of Vietnam AF desertions has steadily decreased.15 Moreover, villagers are now more readily disclosing information of the Vietcong to the Republic of Vietnam AF and the provincial administrators.


  The Chieu Hoi16 program is swelling with returnees who wish to forswear and repent their misadventures into communism.


  While infiltration of Vietcong personnel and material is known to take place, the exact volume and trend are still imponderables. Nevertheless, large groups and quantities are not involved, the infiltration of cadres is dropping significantly, and smuggling is the biggest problem.17


  The strategic hamlet program has progressed from 40 percent of hamlets completed and 45 percent of population included as of January 1, 1963, to a present position of about 75 percent completion both as to construction and population included, with another about 15 percent currently under construction. Although the program will soon be completed, much still remains to be done to bring some of the earlier hamlet construction and organization up to more recently established standards.18


  Most significantly of all, the Government of Vietnam gained in the year between July 1962 and July 1963 some 6 percent in effective control of the rural population whereas the Vietcong during the same period lost 10 percent. (The apparent discrepancy of 4 percent is a gain in the neutral or undecided category, wherein the population have switched at least from being Vietcong-oriented to being neutral, in effect a further gain for the Government of Vietnam.)19


  The Government of Vietnam gain in area control is less spectacular, only 1 percent in the past year; in fact, in a sense, it is overshadowed by a Vietcong statistical gain of 5 percent in the neutral or previously uncontrolled areas. In simple terms, this signifies that the Government of Vietnam has gained in the populated areas—that is, has won people—whereas the Vietcong have extended their control over relatively uninhabited areas—that is, has gained control of territory.20


  The security of road movement is a cogent index to gains by the Government of Vietnam. Many roads which a year ago were death traps by ambush are now traveled regularly by unescorted or lightly escorted Republic of Vietnam AF military convoys.


  The railroad, too, is now more fully used. Whereas until September 1962 all night traffic had been suspended for fear of attack from ambush, trains now run 24 hours every day.21


  There are economic indicators also of Government of Vietnam gain in the past year; rice is again available for export and its price is stable.22


  Finally, despite some recent distraction caused by the Buddhist and student demonstrations and the rumors of coups, the attitude of the Government of Vietnam and of its public servants is definitely in the vein to solve, in this order of priority, its dominant problems of communism, disunity, and underdevelopment.23


  There have, of course, been costs for this progress, some of them serious. Whereas strategic hamlets are being built at an average cost of only about $5 per person accommodated, there are more than 1,000 Vietnamese casualties monthly; and U.S. casualties in personnel and aircraft have not been insignificant:


  For the 21 months between January 1, 1962, and October 15, 1963, there were 63 U.S. killed, 348 U.S. wounded, and 5 U.S. missing; and for the 9 months between January 1963 and October 1963, while many U.S. aircraft were shot down or crashed, not all were lost.


  Finally, what of the prospect for ultimate victory? In January 1963, Admiral Felt, CINCPAC, predicted here in Washington that the counterinsurgency in RVN would be won “within 3 years.” General Harkins is on record as saying he considers that a “realistic target date” but “believes we can do even better.” More recently, Secretary McNamara and General Taylor reported to President Kennedy “their judgment that the major part of the U.S. military task (in the republic of Vietnam) can be completed by the end of 1965.” General Don, Acting Chief of the Joint General Staff of the Vietnamese Armed Forces, declared just 2 weeks ago that victory will be achieved in the war against the Vietcong in 1964. These stand as the authoritative predictions.24


  The remaining battles will be fought most savagely in the delta, the traditional stronghold of the Vietcong,25 where they are most numerous and deeply entrenched, where strategic hamlets are the most difficult to build and the program for building them got off to a late and sporadic start,26 and where counterinsurgency operations are the most strenuous and the death throes of the Vietcong will be most violent. It is there that the toughest fighting and the fiercest Vietcong reactions are still in prospect before final victory will be won.


  Footnotes


  
    1 One could hardly call the heavily-populated Mekong Delta population “scattered.” The Delta contains 50 percent of the total population of South Viet-Nam.


    2 There are also infiltrators from the North, as shown in the ICC report quoted in chapter 15; 1964 U.S. estimates speak of about 3,000-4,000 infiltrators a year.


    3 There existed full-fledged hard-core VC regiments (about 2,500 men each) as early as May, 1961. To speak of “companies” only is to downgrade enemy strength or organizational ability. Furthermore, VC forces do not come in the three strata cited but in hard-core units, regional units, and local militia. There are in addition porter units and Dich-Van political-administrative units.


    4 There also existed in Viet-Nam since 1962 a British Military Advisory Mission under R. K. G. Thompson, particularly concerned with the Strategic Hamlets. A British colonel was killed flying in a U.S. helicopter in 1964. A small New Zealand force arrived later in 1964.


    5 That proportion is correct. It has not substantially changed in four years of build-up on both sides. A 10-to-1 ratio is usually required to defeat an insurgent force. (Cf. the speech made by the Chairman of the State Department’s Policy Planning Council before the Special Warfare School, Ft. Bragg, on June 28, 1961.)


    6 For an opposite view on developments of that period, see Secretary of Defense McNamara’s statements January-March, 1964.


    7 This publication is unavailable to the public.


    7 This publication is unavailable to the public.


    8 There was no mention of trouble with various fixed-wing aircraft types, although personnel then in Viet-Nam was openly complaining about them even then, and earlier.


    9 That estimate is pretty typical of the highly overoptimistic view of counterinsurgency timetables then held in Saigon.


    10 National Campaign Plan.


    11 “This refers to the stab into “Zone D,” which, by the time the report was made, already had been withdrawn.


    12 “It takes a 10-to-1 “kill ratio” or better to make a dent into an insurgent force. In fact, VC forces have been increasing their strength steadily since 1961. For the first half of 1964, the loss ratio for the first time reached a dangerous 1-to-1 figure.


    13 Even by official reports (overoptimistic because ARVN units, whenever possible, attempt to under-report weapons losses), 1963 weapons losses ran at 2.5-to-1 in favor of the VC, And while ARVN weapon losses can indeed be replaced more readily from US stocks, the qualitative improvement which captured US automatic small arms makes to VC ordnance is noteworthy and worrisome.


    14 For an opposite view, see Secretary McNamara’s statements of 1964. Officially it was conceded that the population effectively controlled by the VNG dropped from 51 per cent in January 1963 to 34 per cent in the spring of 1964.


    15 As of mid-1964, the opposite is true.


    16 “Open Arms” surrender program. A total of 12.067 persons surrendered during the first year of its operation, to February 18, 1964, including women. The low number of weapons returned (less than 1 to 100 returnees) seems to indicate that many returnees are non-hard-core personnel and often simply peasants caught in a VC-controlled area.


    17 This contradicts high-level official statements as to danger of North Vietnamese infiltration and urgent necessity to create effective border controls.


    18 Large-scale difficulties with the Hamlet program had been known to specialists for more than a year. They were openly admitted in December, 1963.


    19 See Note 14.


    20 The Mekong Delta is one of the most densely-inhabited areas of Viet-Nam, and one of the richest. The statement made was not supported by fact when it was made, nor was it correct by mid-1964.


    21 Heavily-escorted trains run on certain stretches, but at an incident rate of at least 3 a week. Civilian road traffic is largely subject to paying “taxes” levied by the VC.


    22 The rice exported in 1963 (300,000 tons as against 1.5 million tons in peacetime) had largely paid “taxes” to the VC. In addition the US imports close to $30 million of various foods to Viet-Nam which should normally be a food surplus area.


    23 The “distraction” of Buddhism was to end eight days later in the murder of Ngo Dinh Diem. Two previous attempts at murdering Diem also came from the Vietnamese armed forces.


    24 For changed views on those predictions, see previous chapter.


    25 Significantly, the Mekong Delta had never been a “traditional” VC stronghold. “Zone D” is north of Saigon in the jungle, and Camau Peninsula is far beyond the Mekong. During the earlier Indochina War, the Buddhist sect forces and the Catholic militiamen of Ben-Trê held the Communist thrust in fairly effective check. It is a measure of the unawareness of the situation which prevailed in Saigon that the Mekong Delta was allowed to deteriorate to the extent it did.


    26 The Strategic Hamlet program’s “Operation Delta” in fact started in the Mekong area.

  


  Appendix IV A MILITARY BIBLIOGRAPHY OF INDOCHINA


  Note: This is not a general bibliography on Indochina but one which concentrates entirely on books or articles dealing with the military situation from 1945 to 1964. There exist several English-language bibliographies which can be consulted for more general readings.


  1. Strategy and General Background


  Bonnet, Gabriel (Col.), Les guerres insurrectionnelles et révolutionnaires. Paris: Payot, 1958. (New psychological warfare concepts based upon experience in Indochina.)


  Catroux (Gen.), Deux actes du drame indochinois. Paris: Plon, 1959. (Evaluation of military tactics by former head of French Inquiry Commission.)


  Dinfreville, Jacques (pseud.), L’opération Indochine. Paris: Editions Inter-Nationales, 1953. (View on overall strategy by senior officer.)


  Lancaster, Donald, The Emancipation of Indochina. New York: Oxford University Press, 1961. (Best English-language book on Indochina, 1940-1955.)


  Laniel, Joseph, Le drame indochinois. Paris: Plon, 1957. (Reply to General Navarre’s book by French Premier at time of battle of Dien Bien Phu.)


  Marchand, Jean (Gen.) L’Indochine en guerre. Paris. Pouzet et Cie, 1955. (Most comprehensive military history of Indochina from 1870 to 1954.)


  Navarre, Henri (Gen.), Agonie de l’Indochine. Paris: Plon, 1956. (Book by the last wartime French commander-in-chief, showing decisions which led to defeat.)


  Paret, Peter, and John W. Shy, Guerrillas in the 1960’s. New York: Praeger, 1962. (Brief but good statement of guerrilla theories.)


  Perrault, Gilles, Les parachutistes, Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1961. (Study on the socio-psychological aspects of the use of elite forces.)


  Prosser, Lamar McFadden (Maj.), “The Bloody Lessons of Indochina,“ The Army Combat Forces Journal. Washington, June 1955.


  Trinquier, Roger (Col.), Modern Warfare: A French View of Counterinsurgency. New York: Praeger, 1964. (“Modern War,” to the author, means “Revolutionary War.”)


  2. Land Warfare


  Ainley, Henry, In order to die. London: Burke, 1955. (Combat experiences of an Englishman serving with the Foreign Legion in Cambodia.)


  Baldwin, Hanson W., “A Hell of a Place to Have to Fight in.” New York: Life, March 31, 1961. (Evaluation of terrain and battle conditions in Indochina.)


  Bauer, Hans E., Verkaufte Jahre. W. Germany: C. Bertelsmann Verlag, 1957. (Combat experiences of a German serving with the Foreign Legion in Tonking and North Africa.)


  Boyer de la Tour (Gen.) Pierre, De l’Indochine à l’Algérie—Martyre de l’Armée Française. Paris: Les Presses du Mail, 1962. (Memoirs of former French commander-in-chief, South Indochina; contains complete reprint of French counter-insurgency regulations applied in South Viet-Nam.)


  Dejean, Maurice, “The Meaning of Dien Bien Phu,” United States Naval Institute Proceedings. Annapolis, July 1954. (Views on military situation in Indochina after Dien Bien Phu, by the then French High Commissioner to Indochina.)


  Durdin, Tillman, “Life and Death on Hill 135,” The New York Times Sunday Magazine. February 28, 1954.


  d’Excideuil, Henry, Rizières sanglantes. Paris: Peyronnet, 1954. (Notes in the form of a novel of a captain commanding native commando groups.)


  Ely, Paul (Gen.). L’Indochine dans la tourmente. Paris: Plon, 1964. (Memoirs of the last French commander-in-chief in Indochina, particularly valuable on America’s role in the battle of Dien Bien Phu.)


  Fall, Bernard B., “The Navarre Plan,” Military Review. Fort Leavenworth, December 1956.


  Graham, Andrew (Lt. Col.), Interval in Indochina. London: St. Martin’s Press, 1956. (Notes by former British military attaché.)


  Grauwin, Paul (Maj.), Seulement médecin. Paris: France-Empire, 1956. (Notes of French medical officer stationed in Indochina for more than ten years.)


  Indochine—Sud-Est Asiatique. Monthly magazine, Saigon 1950-1954. (One of the best single sources on various types of combat operations.)


  Jeandel Paul (Rev.), Soutane noire—Béret rouge. Paris: Editions de la Pensée Moderne, 1957. (Experiences of a chaplain in a paratroop battalion captured by the enemy.)


  de Pirey, Philippe, Opération Gâchis. Paris: La Table Ronde, 1954. (A soldier tells about the “mess” (gâchis) and “snafus” attending the Indochina war.)


  Lartéguy, Jean. The Centurions. New York: 1962. (Novelized but accurate account of psychological impact of Indochina war on French Army.)


  Rénald, Jean, L’enfer de Dien Bien Phu. Paris: Flammarion, 1954. (A hasty but not too inaccurate report on North Viet-Nam during the last battles by a reporter who was on the spot.)


  Riessen, René, Le silence du ciel. Paris: Editions de la Pensée Moderne, 1956. (Paratroop commando operations as seen by a junior noncommissioned officer.)


  Roy, Jules (Col.), La bataille dans la rizière. Paris: Gallimard, 1953. (Battle impressions of a senior air force officer who was in Indochina as an observer and who was also familiar with the war in Korea.)
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