Incidente del golfo de Tonkín

El USS Maddox primer protagonista del incidente.

El incidente del golfo de Tonkín fue una operación de falsa bandera organizada por los servicios
secretos de los Estados Unidos, para usarla como pretexto en su participación en la guerra de
Vietnam; en esta se simuló un falso ataque de fuerzas pertenecientes a Vietnam del Norte contra
barcos de la Armada de Estados Unidos en el Sudeste Asiático, que habían penetrado en aguas que
Estados Unidos reclamaba como internacionales, pero que Vietnam reclamaba como nacionales. Se
presentaron vídeos como pruebas de dichos ataques y esto le sirvió de pretexto al presidente Lyndon
B. Johnson para solicitar al Congreso una gran ampliación de las misiones militares que realizaban
los soldados destinados como asesores militares en Vietnam, y con ello, el comienzo de la
intervención masiva de los Estados Unidos en dicha guerra pasando de 60.000 soldados que ya
operaban en Vietnam a 500.000 en los momentos de mayor intensidad del conflicto.
Documentos desclasificados demuestran que efectivamente el incidente nunca ocurrió y que la
inteligencia estadounidense falsificó datos para justificar la posterior intervención.

Primer ataque
El 31 de julio de 1964 se inició la primera etapa de una patrulla en el golfo de Tonkín; aguas que
Vietnam reclamaba como de su soberanía, pero que Estados Unidos rechazaba. Inicialmente, una
patrulla de rutina, se convirtió en una acción defensiva con repercusiones mundiales. El 2 de agosto
de 1964, el USS Maddox, un navío de guerra en aguas internacionales a 28 millas de la costa de
Vietnam del Norte (según declaraciones de las autoridades estadounidenses en aquel momento), fue
interceptado por tres lanchas patrulleras de Vietnam del Norte. Las lanchas patrulleras, que estaban
armadas con torpedos, se acercaron a altas velocidades desde varios kilómetros de distancia. El
comandante del Maddox, el capitán John J. Herrick, ordenó a la tripulación del buque disparar a las
lanchas patrulleras si se acercaban a menos de 10.000 metros. Cuando lo hicieron, los marinos
norteamericanos dispararon tres rondas de advertencia a los barcos de Vietnam del Norte. Las
lanchas patrulleras estuvieron a 5.000 metros, y dos de ellas lanzaron los torpedos hacia el Maddox.
La nave alteró su rumbo para evitar los torpedos, que pasaron por el lado de estribor. En represalia,
el Maddox disparó contra los tres barcos de Vietnam del Norte con sus cinco baterías, las lanchas
patrulleras respondieron con disparos con sus ametralladoras. Cuatro aviones del portaaviones
USS Ticonderoga, llegaron al lugar, atacando a las tres lanchas patrulleras. La combinación de
fuego del Maddox y los aviones dañaron gravemente los tres barcos y les obligaron a retirarse a la
base de la que procedían. Varios norvietnamitas fueron heridos, y cuatro murieron. Ningún

estadounidense resultó herido y el Maddox no sufrió daños, uno de los cuatro aviones sufrió daños
en el ala, pero no por el fuego enemigo.

Segundo ataque
El 4 de agosto, el Maddox y su refuerzo, el USS Turner Joy, realizaron otra patrulla con el fin de
"mostrar la bandera". Esta vez sus órdenes indicaron que los barcos se fueran a patrullar a no más
de 11 millas (18 km) de la costa de Vietnam del Norte.1Durante la noche y la madrugada hubo mal
tiempo y mar gruesa, y los destructores recibieron señales de radar, sonar, y radio que creían parte
de otro ataque de la marina de Vietnam del Norte. Durante dos horas los barcos dispararon contra
objetivos de radar maniobrando con fuerza en medio de informes electrónicos y visuales de los
enemigos. A las 01:27h, hora de Washington, Herrick envió un cable en la que admitió que el ataque
no sucedió y que en realidad no había embarcaciones vietnamitas en la zona: «Un examen más
minucioso de la acción hace que muchos de los contactos notificados y torpedos disparados
parezcan dudosos. Efectos meteorológicos excepcionales en el radar y sonar además de hombres
demasiado ansiosos pudieron dar cuenta de muchos informes. No hay avistamientos reales ni
visuales por el Maddox. Sugiero evaluación completa antes de que se adopten nuevas medidas»
Desde entonces, numerosos testimonios han apoyado la hipótesis de que no existió el ataque del 4
de agosto, incluido el comandante militar de Vietnam del Norte Vo Nguyen Giap, quien en 1995
admitió el del 2 de agosto, pero afirmó que los hechos del día 4 de agosto nunca ocurrieron.2

Casus belli

Foto del USS Maddox el 2 de agosto de 1964, que muestra barcos de patrulla norvietnamitas en el Golfo de Tonkín.

El presidente Lyndon B. Johnson, en respuesta a estas agresiones, convoca al congreso el 7 de
agosto para pedir apoyo total para una intervención más directa del gobierno en la guerra como
represalia por los ataques del gobierno de Hanói.nota 1
El Congreso dio su apoyo al Presidente en una votación y autorizó el incremento de los bombardeos
sobre el norte, así como el incremento de las fuerzas americanas en la guerra; denominándose
Resolución del Golfo de Tonkin. Hoy en día se sabe, tras la desclasificación parcial de los archivos
secretos sobre la guerra, que el primer ataque al Maddox fue en realidad una trampa de la CIA para
buscar una excusa que involucrase al gobierno en la guerra,3 y que el segundo ataque nunca existió.
La publicación el 13 de junio de 1971, a través del diario New York Times, de los llamados
«papeles del Pentágono», un informe secreto elaborado por el Departamento de Defensa– de
conversaciones telefónicas entre el Presidente y Robert McNamara, secretario de defensa, donde se
desvelaba la existencia de operaciones secretas con el objetivo de provocar un ataque vietnamita
que justificara la escalada bélica.nota 2

Documentos recientemente desclasificados4proporcionaron todavía más pruebas de que el gobierno
de Johnson fingió el incidente del Golfo de Tonkin para intensificar la Guerra de Vietnam. Un
informe de la Agencia de Seguridad Nacional (NSA, por sus siglas en inglés) concluye: esa noche
no ocurrió ningún ataque.5

Notas
1. Las desclasificadas cintas presidenciales de LBJ tratan de la manipulación mediática del
acontecimiento, para magnificarlo como justificación para los ataques aéreos y la Agencia
Nacional de Seguridad falsificó datos de inteligencia para hacer aparecer como si dos barcos
estadounidenses se hubieran perdido.
2. El más significativo de los documentos desclasificados es un informe escrito en 2001 por
Robert Hanyok, historiador de la Agencia Nacional de Seguridad de EE.UU, donde se
afirma que los responsables del espionaje “distorsionaron deliberadamente” los datos,
demostrando la inexistencia del ataque. Según Hanyok los informes contenían “cambios en
las traducciones sin explicación y la mezcla de mensajes sin relación en una sola
comunicación”. El 90% de las comunicaciones relevantes interceptadas ese día a los
norvietnamitas fueron omitidas, recortando y pegando las otras para que dieran el resultado,
deseado pero irreal, de un ataque contra dos destructores norteamericanos. En realidad, tal y
como confirma Hanyok, los supuestos atacantes ni siquiera sabían la localización de los
destructores americanos USS Maddox y C. Turner Joy
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C. DIFFERENT POLICY PERCEPTIONS IN PLANNING
1. Two Basic Approaches: JCS and State-ISA
The principal planning agencies responding to the President's directive regarding Recommendations
11 and 12 were the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Department of State together with OSD/ISA, and
the two efforts took rather different approaches. The JCS responded literally to the instructions and
tasked CINCPAC to prepare an action program of border control and retaliatory operations with 72hour responsiveness and one of "graduated overt military pressure by GVN and U.S. forces" against
North Vietnam with 30-day responsiveness. The JCS preparation for near-term implementation of
these recommendations went beyond the usual contingency planning as indicated by their
instruction that CINCPAC's plan "permit sequential implementation" of the three actions. The JCS
approved the CINCPAC submission, as OPLAN 37-64, on 17 April 1964.
The State-ISA planning activity proceeded under the apparent belief that the actions included in
Secretary McNamara's Recommendation 12 were approved as contingency options, one or more or
none of which might be selected for implementation at some time in the future. In fact, State
believed the Secretary's categories of action were not in keeping with likely developments--"that
[cross-border] actions against Cambodia and Laos are dependent heavily on the political position in
these countries at the time, and that, in general, it seems more likely that we would wish to hold off
in hitting Cambodia until we had gone ahead hard against North Vietnam itself . . . there appear to
be reasons not to open up other theaters until we have made clear that North Vietnam is the main
theater and have not really started on it." Further, it questioned the utility of tit-for-tat retaliatory
actions because of (1) the difficulty of responding in kind, or in a fitting manner, to the most likelyterrorist-variety of VC provocations and (2) their inappropriateness for conveying "the picture of
concerted and steadily rising pressures that reflect complete U.S. determination to finish the job."
Accordingly, the State-ISA effort began by developing a political scenario designed to
accommodate only the graduated military pressures referred to in Recommendation 12. These were
divided into three major categories: (1) covert GVN action against North Vietnam with covert U.S.
support; (2) overt GVN action with covert U.S. support; and (3) overt joint GVN and U.S. action.
The two categories involving overt activities were conceived of as possible future developments,
contingent upon a Presidential decision that clearly had not been made.
2. Different Approaches: Perceptions of the Strategic Problem in Southeast Asia
The differences in approach taken in the two planning efforts cannot be explanned simply by the
obvious military and political division of labor. It is clear from documents of the period that there

was considerable coordination between the two groups, with the JCS planners looking to State and
ISA for political guidance and the latter group looking to the former for recommendations for
appropriate military actions. During the early months of 1964, these are well illustrated in the
different approaches taken to the problem of determining the extent and implicationsr of the
movement of men and supplies through Laos.
At the end of 1963 and early in 1964, there was general agreement among all Washington agencies
that we lacked adequate information concerning the nature and magnitude of whatever movement
of men and materiel was occurring along the Laotian infiltration routes. For example, citing the
"lack of clarity" on the "role of external intrusion" in South Vietnam, Walt Rostow urged William
Sullivan on the eve of his March visit to attempt to "come back from Saigon with as lucid and
agreed a picture" as possible on the extent of the infiltration and its influence on the Viet Cong. A
few days later, the Defense Intelligence Agency informed Secretary McNamara that "certain
intelligence gaps" were "related primarily to the types and amounts of weapons and materiel
coming into South Vietnam, [and] the number of Viet Cong personnel infiltrating into South
Vietnam . . ." To alleviate this situation, the JCS favored such measures as ground probes into Laos
by GVN reconnaissance teams and low-level reconnaissance flights over the trail areas by GVN and
U.S. aircraft. The State Department, supported by OSD/ISA, opposed such operations as potentially
damaging to our relations with the Laotian government.
In supporting its recommendations and in its comments on State-ISA proposals, the JCS argued that
an integrated approach should be taken to the security of Southeast Asia, with our actions in Laos
closely related to those taken on behalf of South Vietnam. They saw the key problem for all of
Southeast Asia as the DRV's aggressive intent. As they stated, "the root of the problem is in North
Vietnam and must be dealt with there." Moreover, they felt that reconnaissance operations into and
over Laos were justified because they saw Laotian security as dependent on that of South Vietnam.
"Laos," they argued, "would not be able to endure the establishment of a communist--or pseudo
neutralist--state on its eastern flank." They criticized our "self-imposed restrictions" as tending to
make the task in Vietnam "more complex, time-consuming, and in the end, more costly" and for
possibly signalling "irresolution to our enemies." Accordingly, they implied that the United States
should convince the Laotian Premier of the need to take direct action against the Viet Minh
infiltration through low-level reconnaissance and other cross-border operations--but above all, to
carry out these actions in order to impress the DRV with our resolve to deny its insurgents a
sanctuary. In the specific context of recommending these kind of actions, they stated "that the time
has come to lift the restrictions which limit the effectiveness of our military operations."
The State-ISA policy view also regarded Laos and Vietnam as parts of the overall Southeast Asian
problem, but in early 1964 their conception of how U.S. objectives might be achieved extended
beyond the need to thwart the communist guerrilla threat. In this view, policy success meant
"bolstering the capability of all free countries in the area to resist communist encroachment." This
required cooperating with the foreign governments of these countries and being careful not to erode
their authority or contribute to their instability. Thus, instead of cross-border ground probes or lowlevel reconnaissance missions, which might prove politically embarrassing to the shaky regime of
Laotian Premier Souvanna Phouma, the State-ISA view favored extending the mission of Laotian
ground reconnaissance teams, which had been sponsored covertly by the CIA with the Premier's
support. Moreover, this approach to policy included the view that, within the scope of broad
regional policy goals, solutions to problems in individual countries should be tailored to the unique

political context of each country. Insofar as Laos was concerned, this meant not only being sensitive
to Souvanna Phouma's political status, but also adhering to the letter and spirit of the 1962 Geneva
Accords, on which it was conceded the structure of a stable political future must be erected. In the
State-ISA view, the only alternative to this approach would be an eventual large-scale deployment
of U.S. ground forces to drive out the Pathet Lao/NVA forces.
The meaning of these different overall policy conceptions for the planning processes of April and
early May 1964 was that the U.S. Government was faced with a dilemma--whether to take remedial
military actions which might ease the short-term problems in South Vietnam or whether to
dramatize our commitment to all of Southeast Asia with the long-term solution in mind. The
dilemma was particularly complex because elements of one alternative were needed to enable
progress toward the other. Specifically, three accomplishments were considered vital to our longterm objectives in Southeast Asia: (1) to convince Hanoi, whose direction of the insurgencies was
certain, of our resolve to prevent the success of its aggressive policies; (2) to maintain the
cooperation of Souvanna Phouma and the Laotian neutralist political structure (which also required
the support of the Geneva members) and thereby preserve the framework of the 1962 Geneva
Accords; and (3) to build a stable, effective political authority in South Vietnam. Vital to the third
accomplishment was our major short-term objective--of permanently reversing the trends in the
guerrilla war in South Vietnam. These, in turn, were believed to be sustained in their currently
deteriorating direction by the infiltration of men and supplies from North Vietnam. The possibility
was recognized that determining the extent of this infiltration and eliminating it, if necessary, might
be a decisive element in a solution of the short-term problem.
However, the short-term solution involved potential threats to the long-term policy elements: the
most effective measures for obtaining the necessary intelligence involved actions likely to alienate
Souvanna and damage the political structure in Laos. Yet, some of this same kind of intelligence
would be important in convincing the Premier of the need to permit low-level reconnaissance flights
and other kinds of operations. On the other hand, the impact of the infiltration on the war in South
Vietnam was far from certain. For example, Ambassador Unger reported in December that the
recent use of the Laotian corridor was not extensive enough to have influenced significantly the
then intensive VC efforts in South Vietnam. Hence, if the desired military operations were
undertaken without Souvanna's approval, and it was discovered that the infiltration was not really
crucial to the war in the South, a long-term interest would have been compromised without
receiving any real short-term advantage.
To further complicate the picture, direct strikes against North Vietnam were being advocated as a
means to obtain both long and short-term goals. On the one hand, overt military actions had been
recommended to convince the DRV of our resolve. On the other hand, they were proposed as a
means to force Hanoi to stop the flow of material assistance to the South. Moreover, it was
generally agreed within policy circles that such actions must be supported by public disclosures of
the kind of convincing evidence of Hanoi's support for the VC that the Administration did not yet
possess.
By the end of March, one aspect of policy puzzle had been resolved. On 17 March, Ambassador
Lodge reported a long conversation between General Khanh and a Laotian representative, with
Souvanna's permission, at which a working agreement between military forces of the two
governments was obtained. Khanh and Phoumi Nousavan, Laotian rightist military commander,

arranged to resume diplomatic relations between the two countries during that week and came to
other more specific agreements as follows:
1. Laotians agreed to allow South Vietnam to have free passage in Southern Laos, to
create a combined Laotian-Vietnamese staff to use all the bases including Tchepone, and
to conduct bombardment with unmarked T-28 planes (in the areas where FAR
(Phoumi's) forces were engaged).
2. The 10-kilometer limit on hot pursuit is abrogated; commando raids and sabotage can
be undertaken without limit by combined Laotian and South Vietnamese units; South
Vietnamese officers will serve the Laotian units to provide added leadership.
Previously, President Johnson had indicated approval of cross-border ground penetrations into Laos
"along any lines which can be worked out between Khanh and Phoumi with Souvanna's
endorsement." Although asking Secretaries Rusk and McNamara to develop a joint
recommendation concerning U.S. participation in air strikes within Laos, the President went on to
state a position consonant with that of the State-ISA view:
My first thought is that it is important to seek support from Souvanna Phouma and to
build a stronger case before we take action which might have only limited military
effect and could trigger wider Communist action in Laos.
3. Planning Overt Actions on Contingency Basis (April-May)
The planning efforts of April and early May attempted to accommodate the remaining contradictory
aspects of the policy dilemma. On the same day he signed NSAM 288 approving Secretary
McNamara's visit report, the President sent the first of two closely spaced messages to Ambassador
Lodge that could have set the tone for the planning ahead. (Presumably the President's views were
communicated to the principal officials in the agencies involved in planning for Southeast Asia.)
Commenting on Lodge's critique of the McNamara report, he indicated favor for the Ambassador's
expressed preference for "carrot and stick" pressures short of overt military action, and specifically
"reserve[d] judgment on overt U.S. measures against North Vietnam." Three days later he cabled
confirmation that actions being studied with North Vietnam as a target were regarded strictly as
contingency planning.
Principal focus for the planning during April was OSD/ISA, with assistance from the Far Eastern
Bureau and the Vietnam Committee, in the Department of State, and from the JCS. During the first
three weeks of April, it developed three or four versions of scenarios of political actions "to set the
stage and to develop support both at home and abroad" for different categories of military action
against North Vietnam. Initially, the categories, and their scenarios, were regarded separately,
although the first "Covert SVN action against the North (with U.S. covert support)," was recognized
as the stage of political-military activity in which the United States was currently engaged. The
others, (1) covert U.S. support of overt GVN aerial mining and air strike operations and (2) overt
joint U.S. and GVN aerial reconnaissance, naval displays, naval bombardments and air attacks,
would necessarily have to follow. In subsequent versions, the planning evolved more explicitly
toward a continuous scenario in three sequential phases.
In each version, however, the "current" scenario included such political measures as: (1) a speech
by General Khanh stating GVN war aims; (2) a briefing for "friendly" senators and congressmen on
our aims in Southeast Asia and the problem of DRV directions of the VC; (3) public explanations of
U.S. policy toward South Vietnam; and (4) diplomatic discussions with the United Kingdom and the

North Atlantic Council. Each of the second scenarios, which came to be characterized by GVNUSAF/FARMGATE air operations, contained similar actions but placed emphasis on political
initiatives that would surface in Saigon rather than in Washington, "so as to maintain the credibility
of the sovereignty of the GVN." This stage also included such measures as: (1) another trip to
Saigon by Secretary McNamara for the specific purpose of obtaining General Khanh's agreement to
begin overt GVN actions against the North; (2) consultations with Thailand and the Philippines; (3)
Presidential consultations with key congressional leaders; and (4) public release of a new State
Department White Paper on North Vietnamese involvement in the insurgency. Each of the final
scenarios, which came to be associated with our overt responses to DRV/CHICOM escalations,
included diplomatic and political preparations for direct U.S. actions. Significantly, the scenarios
also incorporated initiatives leading to an international conference on Vietnam at Geneva.
The evolution toward a continuous sequential scenario reflects the influence of the JCS. Their
response to the 31 March draft: (1) called for approximate time-phasing of the various steps in "the
scenario"; (2) urged a fusion of the scenario with CINCPAC operational planning (OPLAN 37/64);
and (3) attempted to incorporate Secretary McNamara's requested border control operations into the
political actions recommended for the current time period. Moreover, the JCS developed a
"political/military scenario" for graduated overt military pressure against North Vietnam, as called
for in Secretary McNamara's Recommendation No. 12, 16 March 1964. Within this scenario the
JCS included "expanded U.S. overt military pressures" against the DRV. In effect, they outlined a
continually intensifying program of military pressures which increasingly involved U.S. military
participation.
Complementing the thrust of JCS advice, the next draft, 8 April, removed current political actions
from the list of political scenarios and treated them in a section entitled "Steps Which Should be
Taken Now." The current scenarios included: (1) GVN,: FARMGATE graduated overt military
pressures against North Vietnam; (2) separate Laotian and Cambodian border control actions; (3)
separate GVN retaliatory actions against North Vietnam; and (4) overt U.S. graduated military
pressures against North Vietnam. The detailed scenario for the GVN/FARMGATE operations was
reviewed by Mr. McNaughton with William Sullivan of the Department of State and Michael
Forrestal of the White House staff. The scenario version resulting from this conference, contains the
JCS-recommended time-phasing, in terms of D-Day minus X approximations. It also incorporates
specific military actions recommended by the JCS submission. Apparently, only this scenario and
the detailed description of "Steps Which Should be Taken Now" were circulated for comment by
other agencies. Apparently, this draft provided the basis for scenario discussions held in Saigon
among Secretary Rusk, Assistant Secretary William Bundy, CJCS Wheeler, Ambassador Lodge and
certain military and civilian members of the Country Team on 19-20 April 1964.
A later version was prepared on 20 April and forwarded to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, on
23 April. Significantly, it contained only three scenarios:
I. "Uncommitting" steps which should be taken now; II. GVN/FARMGATE graduated overt
pressures on DRV; III. Contingency Plan for U.S. overt response to DRV/CHICOM reactions. It
also carried the following comment concerning their relationship:
It should be noted that carrying out Scenario I does not necessarily commit the U.S. to
commence Scenario II; and that Scenario II may be carried out without requiring resort
to Scenario III. However, since Scenario II cannot be launched without our being
prepared to carry out Scenario III, you should assume that it may be necessary for the

D-Day of Scenario III to occur as soon as 10 days after the D-Day of Scenario II.
Scenario III is a contingency plan of action which we would contemplate putting into
effect only if the DRV's or Chicom's reaction to Scenario II was judged by the President
to require overt U.S. response.
At the Saigon meeting, the concerns of the local officials for initiating some immediate measures to
relieve the situation in South Vietnam came into conflict with the longer-range scenario approach.
Ambassador Lodge "questioned the wisdom both of massive publicity and of massive destruction
actions before a well-planned and well executed diplomatic attempt had been made to persuade
NVM to call off the VC." He went on to propose communicating to Hanoi, through a third-country
"interlocutor," our intent to embark on a "carrot and stick program," combining the threat of
increasing air strikes with the granting of some assistance to the DRV. His supporting rationale
explicitly cautioned that the VC reaction to large-scale measures against the North might be violent
and damaging to the South Vietnamese economy. More significant may have been the fact that the
"large-scale measures" proposed in the scenario came quite late in the second stage, a stage that
may not have been entered--at least for some time.
What the Ambassador had in mind regarding a carrot and stick approach was not entirely new. It
had first been proposed in his memorandum to Governor Harriman on 30 October 1963. It was
raised again in cables to the White House on 20 February and 15 March 1964. Initially proposed in
the context of a scheme to encourage the neutrality of North Vietnam, the carrot and stick concept
envisioned a secret contract with Hanoi at which an ultimatum would be delivered demanding the
DRV's cessation of support for the VC insurgency. Rewards for compliance would include our
making available food imports, to help alleviate the known shortages affecting North Vietnam in
late 1963 (and early '64). In the case of non-compliance, we would undertake previously threatened
punitive strikes to which we would not admit publicly. What was new in the proposal of 19 April
were: (1) the suggestion for using a third country intermediary and (2) that one element of the
"carrot" might be our pledge to withdraw some U.S. personnel from South Vietnam. The latter
suggestion was criticized by William Bundy on the basis that we didn't yet know how many and
what types of American military personnel were needed in South Vietnam. Lodge countered with
the comment that "it would be very hard indeed for Ho Chi Minh to provide a salable package for
his own people and for other cornmunist nations unless we can do something that Hanoi can point
to, even though it would not be a real concession on our part."
The ensuing discussion, on a variety of points, provided an indication of some of Secretary Rusk's
paramount concerns, which may shed important light on later policy decisions. For example, he
sought opinions on the likely GVN reaction to a Geneva Conference specifically for Laos. In
another context, he stated "his concern that the extent of infiltration and other provisions of support
from the North be proven to the satisfaction of our own public, of our allies, and of the neutralists."
During a discussion of the availability of other Asian troops to fight in Vietnam, Secretary Rusk
stated "that we are not going to take on the masses of Red China with our limited manpower in a
conventional war." He also stated the opinion that the Chinese would not opt to intervene militarily
unless they felt they could count on Soviet support and that we could bring great economic pressure
to bear on the Chinese through our allies. While expressing the opinion that Hanoi's renunciation of
the Viet Cong would "take the heart out of the insurgency," he indicated doubt that elimination of
North Vietnam's industrial targets would have much of an adverse impact on it. Moreover, the

Secretary acknowledged the possibility that such an act "would have fofeited the 'hostage' which we
hold in the North . . . without markedly affecting the fight against the Viet Cong, at least in the short
run."
The major immediate outcome of the meeting was a decision to go ahead with the suggestion to
arrange for the visit of a third country interlocutor to Hanoi. On 30 April, Secretary Rusk visited
Ottawa and obtained an agreement from the Canadian Government to include such a mission among
the instructions for its new I.C.C. representative. According to the agreement, the new official, J.
Blair Seaborn, would: (1) try to determine Ho's attitude toward Chinese support, whether or not he
feels over-extended, and his aims in South Vietnam; (2) stress U.S. determination to see its
objectives in South Vietnam achieved; (3) emphasize the limits of U.S. aims in Southeast Asia and
that it wanted no permanent bases or installations there; and (4) convey U.S. willingness to assist
North Vietnam with its economic problems. Other results of the Saigon meeting consisted of a
variety of actions recommended by Secretary Rusk. Of these, only four were related to the issue of
military pressures against North Vietnam. These were recommendations to (1) engage "more flags"
in efforts directly supporting the GVN; (2) deploy a carrier task force to establish a permanent U.S.
naval presence at Cam Ranh Bay; (3) initiate anti-junk operations that would "inch northward"
along the Vietnam coast; and (4) enlist SEATO countries in an effort to isolate the DRV from
economic or cultural relations with the Free World.
4. Conflict of Short and Long Term Views: Caution Prevails
During the last week of April and the early weeks of May, the contention between those urging
prompt measures and those counseling a deliberate, cautious pacing of our actions continued. For
example, Walt Rostow urged Secretary Rusk to consider how difficult it would be to make a
credible case in support of actions to force Hanoi's adherence to the Geneva Accords if political
deterioration took place in Laos and South Vietnam. Predicting such an eventuality in the coming
months, he implied that the necessary actions should be taken soon. Similarly, Ambassador Lodge
continued to advocate prompt implementation of his carrot and stick approach including, if VC
provocations warranted, a well-timed reprisal just prior to Commissioner Seaborn's arrival in Hanoi.
These views were communicated to Secretary McNamara and William Sullivan during their visit to
Saigon, 12-13 May, and confirmed in a cable to the President three days later.
The JCS commented on the final version of the State-ISA political-military scenarios and criticized
them for not including the more immediate actions requested in NSAM 288: namely, border control
and retaliatory operations. Making a distinction between border operations already arranged for
(Recommendation 11) and those intended by Recommendation 12, they advocated incorporating in
the second-stage scenario retaliatory operations and overt military pressures against North Vietnam.
They also urged including border control operations of battalion-size or larger, low-level
reconnaissance by U.S. aircraft, and VNAF air operations in Laos that include strikes on bridges
and armed route reconnaissance. In justifying such actions, they stated:
.....military operations against the DRV to help stabilize the situation in the Republic of
Vietnam, and other operations planned to help stabilize the situation in Laos, involve the
attack of the same target systems and to a considerable extent the same targets.
Assistance in the achievement of the objective in the Republic of Vietnam through
operations against NVN could likewise have a similar result in Laos, offering the
possibility of a favorable long-term solution to the insurgency problem in Southeast
Asia.

However, the deliberate, cautious approach continued to hold sway. Secretary McNamara's trip to
Saigon, called for early in the second-stage scenario as a means to obtain General Khanh's
agreement to initiate overt operations against the North, did not include this purpose. On the
contrary, a week prior to the visit General Khanh had raised with Ambassador Lodge the issue of
putting his country on a fully mobilized war footing-accompanying it with a declaration that further
interference by Hanoi in South Vietnamese affairs would bring reprisals-and Secretary McNamara
was instructed to impress upon Khanh that such drastic measures and threatening gestures were
unnecessary at the moment. More important, it was stressed that the GVN "systematically and
aggressively demonstrate to the world that the subversion of the South is directed from Hanoi,"
through sending "capable ambassadors to the important capitals of the world to convince
governments of this fact." Moreover, while assuring General Khanh that our commitment to his
country and Laos "does not rule out the use of force . . . against North Vietnam," the Secretary was
advised to remind him that "such actions must be supplementary to and not a substitute for
successful counterinsurgency in the South"-and that "we do not intend to provide military support
nor undertake the military objective of 'rolling back' communist control in North Vietnam."
D. DEALING WITH THE LAOTIAN CRISiS
1. Laos in Danger: "Pressure Planning"
In mid-May 1964, a new factor entered the policy-shaping process-a factor which cast a shadow of
crisis management over the entire decision making environment. On 17 May, pro-communist forces
in Laos began an offensive which led to their control of a significant portion of the Plaine des
Jarres. On the 2 1st, the United States obtained Souvanna Phouma's permission to conduct low-level
reconaissance operations over the occupied areas. For several weeks the offensive threatened to
destroy the security of the neutralist-rightist position- and with it the political underpinning of U.S.Laotian policy. These developments lent a greater sense of urgency to the arguments of those
advisers favoring prompt measures to strengthen the U.S. position in Southeast Asia.
The most avid of those urging prompt action were the JCS. On 19 May they had recommended a
new, more intensive series of covert operations for the four-month Phase II under OPLAN 34-A.
[Doc. 161] On the 23rd, referring to their earlier recommendations to incorporate larger border
contol and retaliatoy operations and overt graduated pressures in the next-phase scenario, they
expressed opinions on the urgency of preparing for such actions. Particular emphasis was placed on
the need to consult with the GVN so that the necessary training and joint operational preparations
could take place. The JCS prodded State with the comment, "The Department of State should take
the lead on this but as yet has not," at the same time recalling that the operations in question had
been provided for under the approved CINCPAC OPLAN 37-64 (17 April 1964). In another plea for
prompt implementation, they argued that since these operations were to be plausibly deniable by the
United States, "efforts to create the necessary climate of opinion should not be, of necessity, too
time consuming."
Figuring prominently in the retaliatory operations and the graduated pressures advocated by the JCS
against North Vietnam were air strikes--some by the VNAF alone and some in cooperation with
USAF/FARMGATE and other U.S. air units. What they thought these kinds of operations could
accomplish varied according to the targets struck and the composition of the attacking force.
Assuming an air campaign ordered for the purpose of: (1) causing the DRV to stop supporting the
Viet Cong and Pathet Lao and (2) reducing its capability to renew such support, the JCS perceived

the following categories of accomplishment: Category A--They believed that undertaking "armed
reconnaissance along highways leading to Laos," striking "airfields identified with supporting" the
insurgents, and destroying "supply and ammunition depots, petroleum storage and military
(installations) connected with PL/VC support" would result in "a reduction of DRV support."
Category B--They believed that striking the "remaining airfields," destroying "important railroad
and highway bridges" and "depots in northern NVN," conducting aerial mining operations, and
bombing "petroleum storage in Hanoi and Haiphong" would result in a reduced "DRV military
capability to take action against Laos and the RVN." Category C--They cited the remaining
capability for effectively destroying the North Vietnamese industrial base.
In the same appraisal, the JCS went on to estimate the time required to achieve 85% damage against
the various target categories, using different force combinations in continuous operations. For
Category A, they estimated, it would take the VNAF alone more than seven months, if they could
sustain combat operations that long; the VNAF plus FARMGATE B-57's would require over two
months. By using, in addition, U.S. land and carrier-based air units readily available in the Western
Pacific, they claimed that targets in Category A could be eliminated in only twelve days; those in all
categories could be destroyed in 46 days. They added that sustaining this destruction on LOC
targets would require restrikes "conducted for an indeterminate period."
The JCS were not the only Presidential advisers to sense the urgency created by the situation in
Laos. Referring to "recent steps with regard to bombing operations in Laos and reconnaissance
which step up the pace," Secretary Rusk cabled Ambassador Lodge to seek suggestions for ways to
achieve greater solidarity in South Vietnam. He explained that in Washington, the fragility of the
situation in South Vietnam was seen as an obstacle to further U.S. military involvement in
Southeast Asia. As he stated, "We need to assure the President that everything humanly possible is
being done both in Washington and by the government of Vietnam to provide a solid base of
determination from which far-reaching decisions could proceed." Lodge's reply reflected a new
wrinkle in his usual proposals for prompt, but carefully masked actions. He expressed the attitude
that some kind of firm action against North Vietnam by U.S. and South Vietnamese forces was the
only way to bring about a significant improvement in the GVN effort. This view complemented an
apparently growing belief among Presidential advisers "that additional efforts within South Vietnam
by the U.S. will not prevent further deterioration there."
This belief, together with the threat presented by the Pathet Lao offensive, led to a resumption of
scenario development. However, in the new "crisis management" atmosphere, several new elements
affected the process. One was the fact that the latest scenario was prepared as a draft memorandum
for the President. Another was the expectation that it would be presented to and discussed among
the principal officials of the participating agencies, serving as an Executive Committee of the
National Security Council. And finally, the crisis in Laos apparently had focused advisory interest
primarily on one stage--that dealing with overt operations against North Vietnam. The scenario no
longer contained a section devoted to "uncommitting steps which should be taken now." The
rationale behind this shift of emphasis was explained to Ambassador Lodge, an outspoken critic of
both the overt approach and the scenario, by Secretary Rusk:
It is our present view here that [substantial initial attacks without acknowledgment]
would simply not be feasible. Even if Hanoi itself did not publicize them, there are
enough ICC and other observers in North Vietnam who might pick them up and there is

also the major possibility of leakage at the South Vietnam end. Thus, publicity seems
almost inevitable to us here for any attack that did significant damage.
2. A New Scenario: 30 Days of Sequential Politico-Military Action
On the same day that the JCS urged that the GVN be consulted regarding preparations for border
control and retaliatory operations, the new scenario of political and military actions was completed.
The scenario called for a 30-day sequence of military and political pressures coupled with initiatives
to enter negotiations with Hanoi (see Table 1). Military actions would not start until after "favorable
action on a U.S. Congressional Joint Resolution" supporting U.S. resistance to DRV aggressions in
Southeast Asia. Initially, the strikes would be carried out by GVN aircraft, but as they progressed,
USAF/FARMGATE and other U.S. air units would join in. These "would continue despite
negotiations, until there was clear evidence that North Vietnam had stopped its subversion of the
South." The negotiating objectives would be to obtain both agreement and evidence that (1)
"terrorism, armed attacks, and armed resistance stop" and (2) "communications on the networks out
of the North are conducted entirely in uncoded form."
Presented along with the scenario were assessments of likely communist reactions and the possible
U.S. responses to these moves. The most likely military reactions to the scenario actions were seen
as expanded insurgency operations, including possible "sizeable infiltration" of North Vietnamese
ground forces, and a drive toward the Mekong by Pathet Lao and North Vietnamese forces. The
Soviet Union was expected to intensify its diplomatic opposition to U.S. policies and China was
expected to (1) augment North Vietnamese air defense capabilities, and (2) successfully dissuade
Hanoi from any willingness (particularly after U.S. air operations began) to reduce its support of the
Viet Cong. To counter communist reactions, the proposal specified in each contingency that
intensified operations against North Vietnam would be the most effective option. In response to
intensified insurgency, considered the least intense (though most likely) alternative available to the
communist powers, the proposal included provision for augmenting South Vietnamese forces "by
U.S. ground forces prepositioned in South Vietnam or on board ship nearby."
The May 23, 1964 scenario read as follows: (Table 1)
1. Stall off any "conference on [Laos Or] Vietnam until D-Day."
2. Intermediary (Canadian?) tell North Vietnam in general terms that U.S. does not want
to destroy the North Vietnam regime (and indeed is willing "to provide a carrot"), but is
determined to protect South Vietnam from North Vietnam.
3. (D-30) Presidential speech in general terms launching Joint Resolution.
4. (D-20) Obtain Joint Resolution approving past actions and authorizing whatever is
necessary with respect to Vietnam.
Concurrently: An effort should be made to strengthen the posture in South Vietnam.
Integrating (interlarding in a single chain of command) the South Vietnamese and U.S.
military and civilian elements critical to pacification, down at least to the district level,
might be undertaken.
5. (D-16) Direct CINCPAC to take all prepositioning and logistic actions that can be
taken "quietly" for the D-Day forces and the forces described in Paragraph 17 below.
6. (D-15) Get Khanh's agreement to start overt South Vietnamese air attacks against
targets in the North (see D-Day item 15 below), and inform him of U.S. guarantee to
protect South Vietnam in the event of North Vietnamese and/or Chinese retaliation.
7. (D-14) Consult with Thailand and the Philippines to get permission for U.S.
deployments; and consult with them plus U.K., Australia, New Zealand and Pakistan,
asking for their open political support for the undertaking and for their participation in

the re-enforcing action to be undertaken in anticipation of North Vietnamese and/or
Chinese retaliation.
8. (D-13) Release an expanded "Jordan Report," including recent photography and
evidence of the communications nets, giving full documentation of North Vietnamese
supply and direction of the Viet Cong.
9. (D-12) Direct CINCPAC to begin moving forces and making specific plans on the
assumption that strikes will be made on D-Day (see Attachment B* in backup materials
for deployments).
10. (D-10) Khanh makes speech demanding that North Vietnam stop aggression,
threatening unspecified military action if he does not. (He could refer to a "carrot.")
11. (D-3) Discussions with Allies not covered in Item 7 above.
12. (D-3) President informs U.S. public (and thereby North Vietnam) that action may
come, referring to Khanh speech (Item 10 above) and declaring support for South
Vietnam.
13. (D-l) Khanh announces that all efforts have failed and that attacks are imminent.
(Again he refers to limited goal and possibly to "carrot.")
14. (D-Day) Remove U.S. dependents.
15. (D-Day) Launch first strikes (see Attachment C** for targets). Initially, mine their
ports and strike North Vietnam's transport and related ability (bridges, trains) to move
South; and then against targets which have maximum psychological effect on the
North's willingness to stop insurgency-POL storage, selected airfields, barracks/training
areas, bridges, railroad yards, port facilities, communications, and industries. Initially,
these strikes would be by South Vietnamese aircraft; they could then be expanded by
adding FARMGATE, or U.S. aircraft, or any combination of them.
16. (D-Day) Call for conference on Vietnam (and go to UN). State the limited objective:
Not to overthrow the North Vietnam regime nor to destroy the country, but to stop DRVdirected Viet Cong terrorism and resistance to pacification efforts in the South. Essential
that it be made clear that attacks on the North will continue (i.e., no cease-fire) until (a)
terrorism, armed attacks, and armed resistance to pacification efforts in the South stop,
and (b) communications on the networks out of the North are conducted entirely in
uncoded form."
The scenario was circulated among members of the ExCom and discussed during their meetings of
24 and 25 May. Apparently, modifications were made in the course of these meetings, as notations
in the SecDef files indicate scenario versions of 24, 25 and 26 May. In addition to the assessments
that accompanied the scenario proposal, the discussants had available to them an estimate of likely
consequences of the proposed actions, prepared by the Board of National Estimates, CIA, with State
and DIA assistance, and concurred in by the U.S. Intelligence Board.
The national estimate agreed essentially with the proposal's assessment of Soviet and Chinese
reactions and concluded that Hanoi's would vary with the intensity of the U.S./GVN actions. The
national intelligence boards believed that Hanoi "would order the Viet Cong and Pathet Lao to
refrain from dramatic new attacks, and might reduce the level of the insurrections for the moment"
in response to U.S. force deployments or GVN-USAF/FARMGATE attacks. The expected DRV
rationale, supported by Peking and Moscow, would be to bank on "a new Geneva Conference or
UN action . . . [to] bring a cessation of attacks" and to stabilize communist gains in Vietnam and
Laos. Communist agitation of world opinion would be employed to bring on the conference. If
attacks on North Vietnam continued, the intelligence boards saw Hanoi intensifying its political
initiatives, but also possibly increasing "the tempo of the insurrections in South Vietnam and Laos."

If these tactics failed to produce a settlement "and North Vietnam began to suffer considerable
destruction," the boards estimated:
We incline to the view that [DRV leaders] would lower their terms for a negotiating
outcome; they would do so in the interests of preserving their regime and in the
expectation of being able to renew the insurrections in South Vietnam and Laos at a
later date. There would nevertheless be a significant danger that they would fight,
believing that the U.S. would still not be willing to undertake a major ground war, or
that if it was, it could ultimately be defeated by the methods which were successful
against the French.
In its discussion of the problem of compelling Hanoi to halt the VC insurgency, the national
estimate emphasized that this depended on affecting the will of the DRV leaders. It stressed that the
measures called for in the scenario "would not seriously affect communist capabilities to continue
that insurrection," stating that "the primary sources of communist strength in South Vietnam are
indigenous." On the other hand, it predicted that withdrawal of material assistance from North
Vietnam would badly hurt the Pathet Lao capability. Because of the crucial importance of Hanoi's
will, the estimate argued that the DRV "must understand that although the U.S. is not seeking the
destruction of the DRV regime, the U.S. is fully prepared to bring ascending pressures to bear to
persuade Hanoi to reduce the insurrections." But, while comprehending U.S. purposes in the early
phase of the scenario actions, they may "tend increasingly to doubt the limited character of U.S.
aims" as the scale of the attacks increases. Fhe report adds:
Similarly, the retaliatory measures which Hanoi might take in Laos and South Vietnam
might make it increasingly difficult for the U.S. to regard its objectives as attainable by
limited means. Thus difficulties of comprehension might increase on both sides as the
scale of action mounted.
3. Rejection of Scenario: "Use Force If Necessary"
At its meeting on 25 May, the ExCom apparently decided not to retain the cenario approach in the
courses of action it would recommend to the President. At least, it abandoned the time-phasing
aspects of the series of actions contained in the scenario proposal, and it made explicit its purpose
not to embark on a series of moves "aimed at the use of force as an end in itself." The available
evidence is far from conclusive on the reasons why the scenario approach was cast aside, but it
seems clear that the potential for entering into an escalating conflict in which our limited objectives
might become obscured weighed heavily in the decision.
In addition to the evidence already cited, a strong indication of the ExCom's desire to avoid the
possibility of escalation is contained in the draft memorandum prepared for President Johnson, as a
result of the 25 May meeting. In this memorandum, it was recommended that the President decide:
. . . that the U.S. will use selected and carefully graduated military force against North
Vietnam, under the following conditions: (1) after appropriate diplomatic and political
warning and preparation, (2) and unless such warning and preparation--in combination
with other efforts--should produce a sufficient improvement of non-Communist
prospects in South Vietnam and in Laos to make military action against North Vietnam
unnecessary.
The recommendation was based on an explicit assumption "that a decision to use force if necessary,
backed by resolute and extensive deployment, and conveyed by every possible means to our

adversaries, gives the best present chance of avoiding the actual use of such force." Reflecting the
influence of the national intelligence boards' rationale concerning "U.S. preparatory and low-scale
action," the ExCom also stated the belief that "selective and carefully prepared military action
against North Vietnam will not trigger acts of terror and military operations by the Viet Cong which
would engulf the Khanh regime." What the ExCom meant by "selective and carefully prepared
military actions" is suggested by its request, on the same day, for JCS views on the feasibility of
telegraphing intended action through military deployments.
Despite its abandonment of the paced scenario approach, the ExCom proposed that many of the
actions incorporated in the scenario be undertaken. Although proposing a particular order for these
actions, the committee suggested that the sequence may need to be modified in reaction to specific
developments, especially in view of different choices available to the enemy. In addition to the
Presidential decision, the recommended actions included: (1) communication of our resolve and
limited objectives to Hanoi through the Canadian intermediary; (2) conducting a high-level
Southeast Asian strategy conference in Honolulu; (3) diplomatic initiatives at the UN to present the
case for DRV aggression; (4) formal and bilateral consultation with SEATO allies, including the
question of obtaining allied force commitments; (5) seeking a Congressional Resolution in support
of U.S. resistance to communist aggression in Southeast Asia; (6) periodic force deployments
toward the region; and (7) an initial strike against North Vietnam, "designed to have more deterrent
than destructive impact" and accompanied by an active diplomatic offensive to restore peace in the
area-including agreement to a Geneva Conference. Further, the ExCom recommended that in the
execution of these actions, all functional and geographic elements "should be treated as parts of a
single problem: the protection of [all] Southeast Asia from further communist encroachment."
If all of the decisions and actions contained in the draft memorandum were in fact recommended to
the President, all of them were not approved immediately. It is doubtful that the President made the
decision to use force if necessary, since some advisers were still urging the same kind of decision on
him in the weeks to follow. The plan to convey a message to Hanoi by Canadian channels was
carried out on June 18, but it may have been decided on already before the meeting, given the
earlier negotiations with Ottawa. The President did approve the calling of a conference in Honolulu
"to review for [his] final approval a series of plans for effective action" in Southeast Asia. U.S.
policy toward Southeast Asia was explained by Ambassador Stevenson in a major UN speech on 21
May. He did not address the Security Council on this subject again until 6 August, after the Tonkin
Gulf episode. It is doubtful if less publicized statements at the UN contained the "hitherto secret
evidence" suggested in the ExCom sessions as "proving Hanoi's responsibility" before the world
diplomats. It is likely that questions of consulting with SEATO allies, deploying additional forces to
Southeast Asia, and requesting a congressional resolution were held in abeyance pending that
meeting.
One of the kinds of developments which the ExCom thought would necessitate a flexible approach
to its proposed action sequence occurred prior to the Honolulu meeting. Its effect was to remove
some of the "crisis management" pressure from further policy deliberations. On 27 May, the Polish
Government proposed a conference format for Laos that avoided many of the undesirable features
of the Geneva proposals which had been supported by communist governments in the past. After
two days of deliberations, during which time Secretary Rusk departed for Nehru's funeral in New
Delhi, a policy group composed of several ExCom members determined that the United States
should attempt initially "to treat [the] Lao question separately from [the] SVN-NVN problem."

Reasoning that "if [a] satisfactory Lao solution [were] not achieved, [a] basis should have been laid
for possible subsequent actions that would permit our dealing more effectively with NVN with
respect [to] both SVN and Laos," the group decided to recommend to the President that he accept
the Polish proposal. Integral to the approach would be a "clear expression of U.S. determination. . .
that U.S. [is] not willing [to] write off Laos to [the] communists," and assurances to Souvanna
Phouma "that we would be prepared to give him prompt and direct military support if the Polish
Conference was [sic] not successful." With respect to our larger objectives in Southeast Asia, the
proposed discussions among representatives of Laos, the I.C.C. and the Geneva co-chairmen would
have the advantage of permitting Souvanna to continue to insist upon his preconditions for any
resumed 14-nation conference, and would avoid the issue of Vietnam.
E. THE QUESTION OF PRESSURES AGAINST THE NORTH
With the policy line and the courses of action for dealing with Laos deternined, and with the
Laotian military situation having become somewhat stabiized, the Administration turned to the
broader issues of its Southeast Asian policy. These were among the principal concerns of the
Honolulu Conference, 1-2 June 1964.
1. The Honolulu Conference: Defining the U.S. Commitment
The Honolulu Conference was approached with the realization that the "gravest decisions are in
front of us and other governments about [the] free world's interest in and commitment to [the]
security of Southeast Asia." The State Department saw such decisions focusing on three "central
questions": 1) Is the security of Southeast Asia vital to the United States and the Free World? (2)
Are additional steps which carry risks of escalation necessary? (3) Will the additional steps
accomplish our goals of stopping intrusions of Hanoi and Peking into South Vietnam? The
Conference apparently began with the answer to the first question as a basic assumption. Again
State:
Our point of departure is and must be that we cannot accept [the] overrunning of
Southeast Asia by Hanoi and Peiping.
In addition to considering specific proposals for improving conditions in South Vietnam
(Administration officials entered the Conference with another assumption that "we must do
everything in our power to stiffen and strengthen the situation in South Vietnam"), the discussions
in Honolulu were intended to help clarify issues with respect to exerting pressures against North
Vietnam.
2. At Honolulu: Exerting Pressure on NVN
In preparation for the conference, CINCPAC and COMUSMACV had been asked by JCS Chairman
Taylor to develop their views on such questions as:
(1) What military actions might be taken in ascending order of gravity to impress Hanoi
with our intention to strike NVN?
(2) What should be the purpose and pattern of the initial air strikes against NVN?
(3) What is your concept of the actions and reactions which may arise from the
progressive implementation of CINCPAC 37-64 and 32-64? How may NVN and
Communist China respond to our escalating pressures?
(4) If at some point Hanoi agrees to desist from further help to VC & PL, how can we
verify fulfillment? How long should we be prepared to maintain our readiness posture

while awaiting verification?
(5) What help should be sought from SEATO nations in relation to the situation (a) in
Laos? (b) in SVN?
Just prior to the conference, the JCS also submitted their views, to which General Taylor did not
subscribe. Expressing concern over "a lack of definition" of U.S. objectives, the JCS asserted that it
was "their first obligation to define a militarily valid objective for Southeast Asia and then advocate
a desirable military course of action to achieve that objective." With its basis identified as "military
considerations," they then made the recommendation that:
. . . the United States should seek through military actions to accomplish destruction of
the North Vietnamese will and capabilities as necessary to compel the Democratic
Government of Vietnam (DRV) to cease providing support to the insurgencies in South
Vietnam and Laos. Only a course of action geared to this objective can assure that the
North Vietnamese support of the subversive efforts in Laos and South Vietnam will
terminate.
However, the JCS went on to note that "some current thinking appears to dismiss the objective in
favor of a lesser objective, one visualizing limited military action which, hopefully, would cause the
North Vietnamese to decide to terminate their subversive support . . ." Drawing a distinction
between destroying DRV capability to support the insurgencies and "an enforced changing of policy
. . . which, if achieved, may well be temporary," they stated their opinion that "this lesser objective"
was inadequate for the current situation. They agreed, however, to undertake a course of action to
achieve this lesser objective as an "initial measure."
What the JCS proposed as this "initial measure" were a pair of sustained attacks to destroy target
complexes directly associated with support of the communist efforts in Laos and South Vietnam.
Military installations at Vinh, which served as a major resupply facility for transshipping war
materiel into Laos, and a similar facility at Dien Bien Phu were recommended. In support of these
operations, which would require U.S. participation to achieve "timely destruction" as necessary to
achieve the objectives, the JCS stated a need to demonstrate forcefully that our pattern of responses
to Hanoi's aggression had changed. They argued:
We should not waste critical time and more resources in another protracted series of
"messages," but rather we should take positive, prompt, and meaningful military action
to underscore our meaning that after more than two years of tolerating this North
Vietnamese support we are now determined that it will stop.
Aside from the JCS, whose views were not shared by their spokesman at Honolulu, the main voices
in support of the idea of attacking the North in early June 1964 seemed to come from Saigon. But
this source of advocacy seemed to anticipate short-term impacts on South Vietnam, rather than
ultimate effects on the DRV. On the way to Honolulu, Secretary Rusk had talked with General
Khanh, who argued that South Vietnam could not win against the Viet Cong without some military
action outside its borders. In particular, the General urged clearing out the communist forces in
eastern Laos, who might move across the border and attempt to cut South Vietnam in two, with the
implication that GVN forces could carry out the task if given air support. He also favored attacks
directly on North Vietnam, but said that they "should be selective and designed to minimize the
chances of a drastic communist response."

At the conference's initial plenary session, Ambassador Lodge also argued in favor of attacks on the
North. In answer to Secretary Rusk's query about South Vietnamese popular attitudes, which
supported Hanoi's revolutionary aims, the Ambassador stated his conviction that most support for
the VC would fade as soon as some "counter-terrorism measures" were begun against the DRy. He
urged "a selective bombing campaign against military targets in the North" and predicted this would
"bolster morale and give the population in the South a feeling of unity." When asked by Mr.
McCone how the political differences among Vietnamese leaders might be overcome, he stated the
opinion that "if we bombed Tchepone or attacked the [NVN motor torpedo] boats and the
Vietriamese people knew about it, this would tend to stimulate their morale, unify their efforts and
reduce [their} quarreling."
If other comments, either pro or con, were made at the plenary session about the desirability of
attacking North Vietnam, they were not reflected in the record. General Westmoreland discussed the
"military and security situation" in South Vietnam and apparently did not mention the potential
impact of measures against the North. Similar discussions of the military situations in Laos and
Cambodia apparently did not include the subject either. The discussion of North Vietnam, as
indicated by the record, was limited to assessments of the DRV's military capabilities, particularly
its air defenses, and their implications for the feasibility of an air attack. Policy aspects of air
operations against the North were not mentioned.
On the second day of the conference, possible pressures to be applied against orth Vietnam were a
prominent subject. However, as reported by William Bundy, the main context for the discussion was
Laos-what might have to be done in the event the current diplomatic track failed or the military
situation deteriorated. Not contemplated, it seems, were initiatives against the North to relieve the
current levels of pressure on Laos or South Vietnam. Rather, considerable attention was given to
preliminary steps that would need to be taken in order to prepare for actions necessary within the
context of a Laotian military contingency.
One such step would be consultation with allies who might contribute to a ground force contingent
needed for the defense of Laos. The UK and other SEATO nations were cited as particularly
important contributors. The conferees agreed, however, that contingency preparations for Laos
should be undertaken outside the SEATO framework. As Secretary Rusk pointed out, "Souvanna
Phouma might well call on individual SEATO nations for help, but was less likely to call on SEATO
as an organization." Besides, the French and Pakistani were expected to be obstructive and the
Philippines Government was regarded as presenting a constant threat of untimely leaks. Consensus
was reached that the starting point for our bilateral consultations should be Thailand, since that
government's confidence in the sincerity of the U.S. commitment seemed particularly needful of
being shored up. At the meeting, Ambassador Martin echoed the themes which he had reported
earlier in cables--that the Thais were not convinced that we meant to stop the course in Southeast
Asia and probably would not participate in or permit allied troop build-ups in their country without
firmer assurances than had been given in the past.
Another preliminary step discussed by the conferees was the desirability of obtaining a
Congressional resolution prior to wider U.S. action in Southeast Asia. Ambassador Lodge
questioned the need for it if we were to confine our actions to "tit-for-tat" air attacks against North
Vietnam. However, Secretaries McNamara and Rusk and CIA Director McCone all argued in favor
of the resolution. In support, McNamara pointed to the need to guarantee South Vietnam's defense
against retaliatory air attacks and against more drastic reactions by North Vietnam and Communist

China. He "added that it might be necessary, as the action unfolded . . . to deploy as many as seven
divisions." Rusk noted that some of the military requirements might involve the calling up of
reserves, always a touchy Congressional issue. He also stated that public opinion on our Southeast
Asian policy was badly divided in the United States at the moment and that, therefore, the President
needed an affirmation of support.
Next, the discussion turned to present estimates of communist reaction to attacks on North Vietnam:
General Taylor summarized the present Washington view, to the effect that there would
certainly be stepped-up Viet Cong activity in South Vietnam, Communist Chinese air
might be sent to North Vietnam, Hanoi itself might send some ground forces south
(though probably only on a limited scale), and there was the final possibility that the
Communist Chinese would respond with significant military action. As to the last, he
made clear that he did not visualize a "yellow horde" of Chinese pouring into Southeast
Asia, and that air interdiction could have a significant effect in reducing the number of
forces the Communist Chinese could send down and support . . . In any case, he said
that the military judgment was that seven ground divisions would be needed if the
Communist Chinese employed their full capabilities in the dry season, and five
divisions even in the wet season. The needed five-seven divisions could come in part
from the Thai and others, but a major share would have to be borne by the U.S.
Secretary McNamara said that before we undertook attacks against the North, we
certainly had to be prepared to meet threats at the level stated by General Taylor. Mr.
McCone agreed with this point, but when on to say that there was a serious question
about the effect of major deployments on Communist Chinese reactions. The
intelligence community was inclined to the view that the more substantial the
deployment, the greater the possible chance of a drastic Communist Chinese reaction.
General Taylor commented that under present plans it was not contemplated that we
should have deployment of all the potentially necessary forces at the outset. We were
thinking along the lines of a brigade to the northern part of South Vietnam, two to three
brigades to Thailand, considerable naval deployments, and some alerting of other forces
in the U.S. and elsewhere. Even this, however, added up to a significant scale of
activity. . .
Secretary McNamara noted that all this planning was on the basis that a really drastic
communist reaction was possible, and was not based on any judgment that it was
probable. The best current view was that appropriately limited attacks on the North
would not bring in Communist Chinese air or North Vietnam or Communist Chinese
ground forces. However, it was still essential that we be prepared against these
eventualities.
Ambassador Lodge asked whether the Communist Chinese could not in fact mount
almost any number of forces they chose. General Taylor and Admiral Felt said they
could not do so and support them to the extent required . . . Secretary McNamara then
went on to say that the possibility of major ground action also led to a serious question
of having to use nuclear weapons at some point. Admiral Felt responded emphatically
that there was no possible way to hold off the communists on the ground without the use
of tactical nuclear weapons, and that it was essential that the commanders be given the
freedom to use these as had been assumed under the various plans. He said that without
nuclear weapons the ground force requirement was and had always been completely out
of reach. General Taylor was more doubtful as to the existence or at least to the degree
of the nuclear weapon requirement, and again the point was not really followed up.

Secretary Rusk said that another possibility we must consider would be the Soviets
stirring up trouble elsewhere. We should do everything we could to minimize this risk,
but it too must be considered. He went on to stress the nuclear question, noting that in
the last ten years this had come to include the possibility of a nuclear exchange, with all
that this involved.
General Taylor noted that there was a danger of reasoning ourselves into inaction. From
a military point of view, he said that the U.S. could function in Southeast Asia about as
well as anywhere in the world except Cuba. Mr. McCone made the point that the
passage of the Congressional resolution would in itself be an enormous deterrent. This
led to brief discussion of the text of the resolution, which was read by Mr. Sullivan . . .
Discussion then shifted to what the Viet Cong could do in South Vietnam if we struck
the North. General Westmoreland thought there was not a significant unused Viet Cong
capability, but Ambassador Lodge thought there was a major capability for terrorism
and even for military action against Saigon, and that in sum the Viet Cong 'could make
Saigon uninhabitable.'
Finally, the conferees dealt with the crucial question of how soon the United States and the GVN
would be prepared to engage in wider military actions should the need arise. For several reasons,
the consensus seemed to be that such actions should be delayed for some time yet. "Secretary Rusk
thought we should not be considering quick action unless the Pathet Lao lunged toward the
Mekong." Discussion yielded several things we could do in the interim to strengthen the current
government position in Laos (i.e., re-equip Kong Le's neutralist forces as an aid to Phouma's FAR;
back Souvanna's demand for preconditions before any reconvening of the Geneva Conference;
support the RLAF T-28 operations). General Taylor pointed to the prior need to educate the
American public regarding U.S. interests in Southeast Asia. Secretary McNamara thought this
would require at least 30 days.
Generals Taylor and Westmoreland then listed a number of military factors that affected the
question of timing, although stating that these referred to "an optimum military posture":
1. The additional Vietnamese aircraft would not be available until July for two
squadrons and September for another. However, B-57's could be introduced at any time
and operated on a FARMGATE basis.
2. There were logistic factors, shipping requirements, and the call-up of some logistic
reserve units involved in having five-seven divisions ready for action, and these would
take two months to be sorted out properly.
3. It was desirable if not essential to build up military manpower in South Vietnam. He
would like to be in a position to have 12 battalions that could be freed for deployment
along the Laos border.
4. The rainy season was a factor precluding any substantial offensive in the panhandle
area until mid-November.
They added that General Khanh's political base was not as strong as we wished and that it might not
be so until the end of the year. This factor was also cited by other conferees as being a reason for
delay.
3. The Need to Refine Plans and Resolve Issues
Immediately following the Honolulu Conference, its Chairman, Secretary Rusk, reported to
President Johnson, presumably making some recommendations. Although a record of this

discussion is not available, Ass't Secretary Bundy's brief to Rusk just prior to his White House
meeting may provide a clue to the thrust of the Secretary's remarks. Citing a "somewhat less
pessimistic estimate" of conditions in South Vietnam, the "somewhat shaky" but hopeful situation in
Laos, and the military timing factors reported above, Bundy counseled taking more time "to refine
our plans and estimates." Criticizing CINCPAC's presentation on military planning, he stated that it
"served largely to highlight some of the difficult issues we still have." These he identified as: "(1)
the likely effects of force requirements for any significant operations against the [Laotian]
Panhandle"; (2) the trade-off between the precautionary advantages of a major build-up of forces
prior to wider action and the possible disadvantages of distorting the signal of our limited
objectives; (3) the sensitivity of estimates of communist reactions to different levels and tempos of
a military build-up; and (4) the need for "more refined targeting and a clearer definition of just what
should be hit and how thoroughly, and above all, for what objective."
In particular, Bundy emphasized to Secretary Rusk the need for immediate efforts in the
information and intelligence areas. These were needed, he said, "both for the sake of refining our
plans and for preparing materials to use for eventual support of wider action if decided upon"particularly to support the diplomatic track in Laos. He called for "an urgent U.S. information
effort" to "get at the basic doubts of the value of Southeast Asia and the importance of our stake
there . . ." However, noting the problem of "handling the high degree of expectations flowing from
the conference itself," Bundy recommended "careful guidance and consideration of high-level
statements and speeches in the next two weeks" to assure that our posture appeared firm.
Rusk was accompanied at the White House meeting by other high-ranking Honolulu conferees.
Bundy's reactions to Honolulu were forwarded to Secretary McNamara, Mr. McCone and General
Taylor prior to the meeting. Events which followed the late afternoon meeting of 3 June provide an
indication of the discussion that probably occurred.
4. The Aftermath of Honolulu
The importance of combining appearances of a firm posture with efforts to reduce public doubts on
U.S. interests in Southeast Asia apparently struck a responsive chord in the White House. In the
military area, the President apparently recognized the need for more and better information, but did
not convey a sense of urgency regarding its acquisition. Possibly just following the meeting,
Secretary McNamara expressed his wish to discuss North Vietnamese targets and troop movement
capabilities with the JCS on 8 June. The following day, he communicated interest to the Joint Staff
in obtaining "facts and statistics" on Haiphong harbor traffic; existing plans for mining the harbor;
impacts of such operations on different import categories; and alternative DRV importation
facilities. On the other hand, non-committing military actions which could improve our image in
Southeast Asia were given immediate approval. On the same day he received the request for
Haiphong mining information, the Director of the Joint Staff informed the Army of a McNamara
directive calling for "immediate action . . . by the Army to improve the effectiveness and readiness
status of its materiel prestocked for possible use in Southeast Asia." Specifically, the Secretary
ordered (1) augmenting the stockage at Korat, in Thailand, to support a ROAD Infantry Brigade and
(2) giving first priority at the Okinawa Army Forward Depot to stocking non-air-transportable
equipment required by an airlifted ROAD Infantry Brigade. In keeping with the Administration's
current policy rationale, the augmentation of contingency war stocks in Thailand was given
extensive press coverage.

In non-military areas, the President apparently encouraged further examination of the vital issues
which impacted on national commitment and public support. Soon after the 3 June meeting, work
was begun under State Department guidance to assemble information in answer to some of the
prevalent public questions on Southeast Asian involvement. For example, on 10 June, the
Department of Defense was asked to furnish responses to 27 questions developed in State, as a fallout of the discussions in Honolulu. Similar questions became a frequent focus for interdepartmental
correspondence and meetings in the coming weeks. Paralleling this effort was an examination of the
desirability of requesting a Congressional resolution. On the same day that OSD received State's
request to furnish information, an interagency meeting was held to discuss the implications which a
resolution would have for the U.S. policy position and the public rationale which its acceptance
would demand. The relative advantages of having or not having a resolution were also considered.
To supplement recommendations coming from Honolulu, the President apparently sought additional
guidance to help sort out the alternatives available to him. Soon after receiving reports from the
Honolulu conference, he sent a request to Walt Rostow to prepare a public statement for him,
detailing a Governmental view of U.S. policy and commitments in Southeast Asia. As most likely
expected, the rationale and discussion which resulted took a more aggressive approach than the
prevailing views at Honolulu and were not used. In fact, President Johnson did not deliver a major
policy address during the coming weeks, relying on news conferences and speeches by other
officials to state the official view. In contrast to the Rostow approach, his news conference of 23
June and Secretary Rusk's speech at Williams College, 14 June, emphasized the U.S. determination
to support its Southeast Asian allies, but avoided any direct challenge to Hanoi and Peking or any
hint of intent to increase our military commitment.
In addition, the President asked his advisers the basic question, "Would the rest of Southeast Asia
necessarily fall if Laos and South Vietnam came under North Vietnamese control?" On 9 June, the
Board of National Estimates, CIA, provided a response, stating:
With the possible exception of Cambodia, it is likely that no nation in the area would
quickly succumb to communism as a result of the fall of Laos and South Vietnam.
Furthermore, a continuation of the spread of communism in the area would not be
inexorable, and any spread which did occur would take time-time in which the total
situation might change in any of a number of ways unfavorable to the communist cause.
The statement went on to argue that the loss of South Vietnam and Laos "would be profoundly
damaging to the U.S. position in the Far East," because of its impact on U.S. prestige and on the
credibility of our other commitments to contain the spread of communism. It did not suggest that
such a loss would affect the wider U.S. interest in containing overt military attacks. Our island base,
it argued, would probably still enable us to employ enough military power in the area to deter Hanoi
and Peking from this kind of aggression. It cautioned, however, that the leadership in Peking (as
well as Hanoi) would profit directly by being able to justify its militant policies with demonstrated
success and by having raised "its prestige as a leader of World Communism" at the expense of the
more moderate USSR.
5. Sources of Moderate Advice
The strength of the Board's warning was weakened by two significant caveats. The first linked the
estimate's less-than-alarmist view to a clearly "worst case":

This memorandum assumes a clear-cut communist victory in these countries, i.e., a
withdrawal of U.S. forces and virtual elimination of U.S. presence in Indochina, either
preceded or soon followed by the establishment of communist regimes in Laos and
South Vietnam. The results of a fuzzier, piecemeal victory, such as one staged through a
"neutralist" phase, would probably be similar, though somewhat less sharp and severe.
The second indicated that even in the worst case, the United States would retain some leverage to
affect the outcome. They argued that "the extent to which individual countries would move away
from the U.S. towards the communists would be significantly affected by the substance and manner
of U.S. policy in the period following the loss of Laos and South Vietnam."
The largely moderating tone of this estimate of the degree to which U.S. vital interests were in
jeopardy in Southeast Asia tended to be reinforced by the views of the President's highest-level
advisers on military matters. On his way to the Honolulu Conference, CJCS Taylor had forwarded
without detailed comment the JCS recommendation for courses of action in Southeast Asia. On 5
June, after his return, he submitted highly critical comments, together with his preferred alternative
to the JCS proposal, to Secretary McNamara. Five days later, the Secretary communicated his
approval of General Taylor's views and no doubt conveyed the flavor, if not the details, of them to
the White House.
The nature of these views shared by the President's two top military advisers indicates a rejection of
the concept of trying to force the DRV to reverse its policies by striking North Vietnam with
punishing blows. The JCS had stated the view that only by initiating military actions designed to
destroy the DRV's will and capabilities could we reasonably expect to compel it to terminate its
support of the insurgencies in South Vietnam and Laos. But they had expressed their support of
certain recommended limited actions as "an initial measure" directed toward causing the DRV "to
decide to terminate their subversive support." General Taylor argued that these two alternatives
were not "an accurate or complete expression of our choices." He suggested three patterns from
which the United States "may choose to initiate the attack on North Vietnam," in descending order
or weight:
a. A massive air attack on all significant military targets in North Vietnam for the
purpose of destroying them and thereby making the enemy incapable of continuing to
assist the Viet Cong and the Pathet Lao.
b. A lesser attack on some significant part of the military target system in North Vietnam
for the dual purpose of convincing the enemy that it is to his interest to desist from
aiding the Viet Cong and the Pathet Lao, and, if possible, of obtaining his cooperation in
calling off the insurgents in South Vietnam and Laos.
c. Demonstrative strikes against limited military targets to show U.S. readiness and
intent to pass to alternatives b or a above. These demonstrative strikes would have the
same dual purpose as in alternative b.
Stating a personal preference for the second, he noted the probability that "political considerations
will incline our responsible civilian officials to opt for [the third] alternative." Therefore, his
recommendation to the Secretary was that the JCS be asked to develop a strike plan based on the
assumption that a decision was made to implement the third alternative.
It is clear that the JCS not only preferred the larger attacks--directed against both DRV capabilities
and will--but intended that they be implemented in the near future. However, there is no indication
that the CJCS urged prompt implementation--even of the limited measures he linked with pressures

against DRV will alone. Neither view was supported with an explanation of why it was expected
that the preferred course of action might be successful or with any analysis of what lesser results
might lead to in the way of next steps by either side or of likely public reactions.
6. The President Decides
The Presidential reaction to these various patterns of advice and the different assessments of
national interest is not evident in the available documents. However, it can be surmised from the
pattern of events surrounding the effort to obtain a Congressional resolution. As will be recalled, a
resolution was recommended to the President in late May as one of a series of events to include the
Canadian's mission to Hanoi, the Honolulu Conference, and consultations with allies. It also fit in
with the emphasis on public information and a firm posture that stemmed from the Honolulu
meeting. Its intended purpose was to dramatize and make clear to other nations the firm resolve of
the United States Government in an election year to support the President in taking whatever action
was necessary to resist communist aggression in Southeast Asia.
The week of 8 June saw the planning for a Congressional resolution being brought to a head. By 10
June there was firm support for it on the part of most agencies, despite recognition that obtaining it
would require a vigorous public campaign, a likely requirement of which would be a "substantial
increase in the commitment of U.S. prestige and power to success in Southeast Asia." Therefore, at
the meeting held on that day, five basic "disagreeable questions" were identified for which the
Administration would have to provide convincing answers to assure public support. These included:
(1) Does this imply a blank check for the President to go to war in Southeast Asia? (2) What kinds
of force could he employ under this authorization? (3) What change in the situation (if any) requires
the resolution now? (4) Can't our objectives be attained by means other than U.S. military force? (5)
Does Southeast Asia mean enough to U.S. national interests?
By June 12, after a temporary diversion caused by Souvanna Phouma's withdrawal and
reaffirmation of permission to continue the reconnaissance flights, much of the rationale in support
of the resolution was formulated. Even though the Administration did not expect "to move in the
near future to military action against North Vietnam," it recognized that significant changes in the
local situations in both Laos and South Vietnam were beyond our control and could compel us to
reconsider this position." Although our diplomatic track in Laos appeared hopeful, and our now
firm escorted reconnaissance operations provided an image of U.S. resolve to complement the
Polish negotiating scheme, we needed to he able to augment this posture in the event negotiations
stalemated. If Souvanna were to become discouraged, or if Khanh were to view our efforts to obtain
a Laotian settlement as a sign of willingness to alter our objectives, we would need additional
demonstrations of our firmness to keep these leaders from being demoralized. Since additional
military actions in Laos and South Vietnam did not hold much promise, actions or the strong threat
of actions against the North might need to be considered. For these reasons, an immediate
Congressional resolution was believed required as "a continuing demonstration of U.S. firmness and
for complete flexibility in the hands of the Executive in the coming political months."
A crucial interagency meeting was held at the State Department on 15 June to hold final discussions
on the recommendation for a resolution to he sent to the President. The meeting was scheduled from
the White House and included Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, their principal advisers on the
subject, and McGeorge Bundy. On the afternoon of the meeting, a memorandum was distributed by
Bundy to the participants, which provided a rather clear picture of current White House attitudes

toward the resolution--and by implication, of the President's judgment on the issue of preparing to
take harder measures against North Vietnam.
The memorandum dealt with one subject only--"actions that would remain open to us in varying
combinations in the event that we do not now decide on major military operations against North
Vietnam and do not now decide to seek a Congressional resolution." It then listed under the
categories of "military" and "political," those actions which were within an acceptable range of U.S.
capability, as follows:
Possible military actions
a. Reconnaissance, reconnaissance-strike, and T-28 operations in all parts of Laos.
b. Small-scale reconnaissance strike operations, after appropriate provocation, in North
Vietnam (initially VNAF?).
c. VNAF strike operations in Laotian corridors.
d. Limited air and sea deployments toward Southeast Asia, and still more limited ground
troop movements. (Major ground force deployments seem more questionable, without a
decision "to go north" in some form.)
Political actions
a. Internationally--a continued and increased effort to maximize support for our
diplomatic track in Laos and our political effort in South Vietnam. Higher authority
particularly desires a maximum effort with our allies to increase their real and visible
presence in support of Saigon.
b. Laos--an intensive effort to sustain Souvanna and to restrain the right wing from any
rash act against the French. Possible increase of direct support and assistance to Kong
Le in appropriate ways.
c. South Vietnam--rapid development of the critical province program and the
information program, strengthening of country team, and shift of U.S. role from advice
toward direction; emphatic and continued discouragement of all coup plots; energetic
public support for Khanh Government.
d. In the U.S.--continued reaffirmation and expanded explanation of the above lines of
action, with opposition to both aggressive adventure and withdrawal, and a clear open
door to selected action of the sort included in above Possible military actions.
The files contain no record of the discussion that occurred at the 15 June meeting, but in this
memorandum, the guidance provided from the White House was evident: Unless drastic measures
were provoked from "the other side," there were still a number of political and military actions
available which appeared to enable the United States to demonstrate an increasingly firm resistance
without the need to risk major escalation. Moreover, such actions would not risk embarking on a
depth or direction of commitment in which the United States would sacrifice policy flexibility. As
the White House memorandum concluded, the actions were listed with the assumption that "defense
of U.S. interests is possible, within these limits, over the next six months."
II. JULY-OCTOBER 1964 *

* A number of pages were missing from the manuscript for Subsections A, B, and C. However, the
available material has been included, in spite of these gaps, to give the reader at least the flavor of
the material contained therein.

A. PROLOGUE: ACTIONS AND PROGRAMS UNDERWAY
Several forms of pressure were already being applied against North Vietnam by July of 1964.
Moreover, contingency plans for other forms--should political and military circumstances warrant a
decision to use them--were continually being adjusted and modified as the situation in Southeast
Asia developed.
The best known of these pressures was being applied in Laos. Since 21 May, U.S. aircraft had flown
low-level reconnaissance missions over communist-occupied areas. In early June Premier Souvanna
Phouma both gave and reaffirmed his permission for armed escort of these missions, which
included the right to retaliate against hostile fire from the ground. This effort was supplemented at
the end of the month when the United States decided to conduct transport and night reconnaissance
operations and furnish additional T-28 aircraft and munitions to support a Royal Laotian
counteroffensive near Muong Soui. This decision came in response to Souvanna's request, in which
he equated the protection of Muong Soui with the survival of the Laotian neutralist army. Air strikes
conducted by the Royal Lao Air Force, with T-28s obtained from the United States, were later
credited with playing a major role in the success of the RLG's operations.
Other actions obviously designed to forestall communist aggressive intentions were taken in
different parts of Southeast Asia. In June, following the Honolulu strategy conference, State and
Defense Department sources made repeated leaks to the press affirming U.S. intentions to support
its allies and uphold its treaty commitments in Southeast Asia. U.S. contingency ground-force
stockages in Thailand were augmented and publicly acknowledged. Revelations were made that
USAF aircraft were operating out of a newly constructed air base at Da Nang. Moreover, the base
was characterized as part of a network of new air bases and operational facilities being developed in
South Vietnam and Thailand. On 10 July, the Da Nang base was the site of a well-publicized Air
Force Day display of allied airpower, including aircraft from a B-57 wing recently acknowledged to
have been permanently deployed to the Philippines from Japan.
Less known were parallel actions taken within the Government. U.S. resolve to resist aggression in
Southeast Asia was communicated directly to North Vietnam by the newly appointed Canadian
member of the International Control Commission, Blair Seaborn. Stressing that U.S. ambitions
were limited and its intentions were "essentially peaceful," Seaborn told Pham Van Dong that the
patience of the U.S. Government was not limitless. He explained that the United States was fully
aware of the degree to which Hanoi controlled the Viet Cong.
[Several paragraphs missing]
The next DE SOTO Patrol did not occur until 31 July, on which the U.S.S. Maddox was restricted to
a track not closer than 8 n.m. off the North Vietnamese mainland. Its primary mission, assigned on
17 July, was "to determine DRV coastal activity along the full extent of the patrol track." Other
specific intelligence requirements were assigned as follows:
(a) location and identification of all radar transmitters, and estimate of range
capabilities; (b) navigational and hydro information along the routes traversed and
particular navigational lights characteristics, landmarks, buoys, currents and tidal
information, river mouths and channel accessibility, (c) monitoring a junk force with
density of surface traffic pattern, (d) sampling electronic environment radars and
navigation aids, (e) photography of opportunities in support of above. . .

Separate coastal patrol operations were being conducted by South Vietnamese naval forces. These
were designed to uncover and interdict efforts to smuggle personnel and supplies into the South in
support of the VC insurgency. This operation had first been organized with U.S. assistance in
December 1961; to support it a fleet of motorized junks was built, partially financed with U.S.
military assistance funds. During 1964 these vessels operated almost continually in attempts to
intercept communist seaborne logistical operations. As Secretary McNamara told Senate
committees:
In the first seven months of this year [1964], they have searched 149,000 junks, some
570,000 people. This is a tremendous operation endeavoring to close the seacoasts of
over 900 miles. In the process of that action, as the junk patrol has increased in strength
they [sic] have moved farther and farther north endeavoring to find the source of the
infiltration.
In addition to these acknowledged activities, the GVN was also conducting a number of operations
against North Vietnam to which it did not publicly admit. Covert operations were carried out by
South Vietnamese or hired personnel and supported by U.S. training and logistical efforts. Outlined
within OPLAN 34A, these operations had been underway theoretically since February but had
experienced what the JCS called a "slow beginning." Despite an ultimate objective of helping
"convince the North Vietnamese leadership that it is in its own self-interest to desist from its
aggressive policies," few operations designed to harass the enemy were carried out successfully
during the February-May period. Nevertheless, citing DRV reactions tending "to substantiate the
premise that Hanoi is expending substantial resources in defensive measures," the JCS concluded
that the potential of the OPLAN 34A program remained high and urged its continuation through
Phase II (June-September).
[Several paragraphs missing]
B. THE TONKIN GULF CRISIS
Several of the pressuring measures recommended to the White House in May or June were
implemented in conjunction with or in the immediate aftermath of naval action in the Tonkin Gulf.
It is this fact and the rapidity with which these measures were taken that has led critics to doubt
some aspects of the public account of the Tonkin incidents. It is also this fact, together with later
Administration assessments of the Tonkin Gulf experience, that give the incidents greater
significance than the particular events seemed at first to warrant.
1. The First Incident
What happened in the Gulf? As noted earlier, U.S.S. MADDOX commenced the second DE SOTO
Patrol on 31 July. On the prior night South Vietnamese coastal patrol forces made a midnight attack,
including an amphibious "commando" raid, on Hon Me and Hon Nieu Islands, about 19° N.
latitude. At the time of this attack, U.S.S. MADDOX was 120-130 miles away just heading into
waters off North Vietnam. On 2 August, having reached the northernmost point on its patrol track
and having headed South, the destroyer was intercepted by three North Vietnamese patrol boats.
Apparently, these boats and a fleet of junks had moved into the area near the island to search for the
attacking force and had mistaken Maddox for a South Vietnamese escort vessel. (Approximately
eleven hours earlier, while on a northerly heading, Maddox had altered course to avoid the junk
concentration shown on her radar; about six hours after that--now headed South--Maddox had
altered her course to the southeast to avoid the junks a second time.) When the PT boats began their

high-speed run at her, at a distance of approximately 10 miles, the destroyer was 28 miles from the
coast and heading farther into international waters. Two of the boats closed to within 5,000 yards,
launching one torpedo each. As they approached, Maddox fired on the boats with her 5-inch
batteries and altered course to avoid the torpedoes, which were observed passing the starboard side
at a distance of 100 to 200 yards. The third boat moved up abeam of the destroyer and took a direct
5-inch hit; it managed to launch a torpedo which failed to run. All three PT boats fired 50-caliber
machine guns at Maddox as they made their firing runs, and a bullet fragment was recovered from
the destroyer's superstructure. The attacks occurred in mid-afternoon, and photographs were taken
of the torpedo boats as they attacked.
Upon first report of the PT boats' apparently hostile intent, four F-8E aircraft were launched from
the aircraft carrier Ticonderoga, many miles to the south, with instructions to provide air cover but
not to fire unless they or Maddox were fired upon. As Maddox continued in a southerly direction,
Ticonderoga's aircraft attacked the two boats that had initiated the action. Both were damaged with
Zuni rockets and 20mm gunfire. The third boat, struck by the destroyer's five-inch guns. . .
[Several paragraphs missing]
Vietnamese coastal targets--this time the Rhon River estuary and the Vinh Sonh radar installation,
which were bombarded on the night of 3 August. The more controversial of the two, this incident
occurred under cover of darkness and seems to have been both triggered and described largely by
radar and sonar images. After the action had been joined, however, both visual sightings and
intercepted North Vietnamese communications confirmed that an attack by hostile patrol craft was
in progress.
At 1940 hours, 4 August 1964 (Tonkin Gulf time), while "proceeding SE. at best speed," Task
Group 72.1 (Maddox and Turner Joy) radioed "RCVD INFO indicating attack by PGM P-4
iminent." Evidently this was based on an intercepted communication, later identified as "an
intelligence source," indicating that "North Vietnamese naval forces had been ordered to attack the
patrol." At the time, radar contacts evaluated as "probable torpedo boats" were observed about 36
miles to the northeast. Accordingly, the Task Group Commander altered course and increased speed
to avoid what he evaluated as a trap. At approximately 2035 hours, while west of Hainan Island, the
destroyers reported radar sightings of three unidentified aircraft and two unidentified vessels in the
patrol area. On receiving the report, Ticonderoga immediately launched F-8s and A-4Ds to provide
a combat air patrol over the destroyers. Within minutes, the unidentified aircraft disappeared from
the radar screen, while the vessels maintained a distance of about 27 miles. Actually, surface
contacts on a parallel course had been shadowing the destroyers with radar for more than three
hours. ECM contacts maintained by the C. Turner Joy indicated that the radar was that carried
aboard DRV patrol boats.
New unidentified surface contacts 13 miles distant were reported at 2134 hours. These vessels were
closing at approximately 30 knots on the beam and were evaluated as "hostile." Six minutes later
(2140) Maddox opened fire, and at 1242, by which time two of the new contacts had closed to a
distance of 11 miles, aircraft from Ticonderoga's CAP began their attacks. Just before this, one of
the PT boats launched a torpedo, which was later reported as seen passing about 300 feet off the
port beam, from aft to forward, of the C. Turner Joy. A searchlight beam was observed to swing in
an arc toward the C. Turner Joy by all of the destroyer's signal bridge personnel. It was extinguished
before it illuminated the ship, presumably upon detection of the approaching aircraft. Aboard the

Maddox, Marine gunners saw what were believed to be cockpit lights of one or more small boats
pass up the port side of the ship and down the other. After approximately an hour's action, the
destroyers reported two enemy boats sunk and no damage or casualties suffered.
In the meantime, two patrol craft from the initial surface contact had closed to join the action, and
the engagement was described for higher headquarters- largely on the basis of the destroyers' radar
and sonar indications and on radio intercept information.
[Several paragraphs missing]
Returning from this session shortly after 1500, Secretary McNamara, along with Deputy Secretary
Vance, joined with the JCS to review all the evidence relating to the engagement. Included in this
review was the communications intelligence information which the Secretary reported, containing
North Vietnamese reports that (1) their vessels were engaging the destroyers, and (2) they had lost
two craft in the fight. In the meantime, however, messages had been relayed to the Joint Staff
indicating considerable confusion over the details of the attack. The DE SOTO Patrol Commander's
message, expressing doubts about earlier evidence of a large-scale torpedo attack, arrived sometime
after 1330 hours. Considerably later (it was not sent to CINCPACFLT until 1447 EDT), another
message arrived to the effect that while details of the action were still confusing, the commander of
Task Group 72.1 was certain that the ambush was genuine. He had interviewed the personnel who
sighted the boat's cockpit lights passing near the Maddox, and he had obtained a report from the C.
Turner Joy that two torpedoes were observed passing nearby. Accordingly, these reports were
discussed by telephone with CINPAC, and he was instructed by Secretary McNamara to make a
careful check of the evidence and ascertain whether there was any doubt concerning the occurrence
of an attack. CINCPAC called the JCS at least twice more, at 1723 and again at 1807 hours, to state
that he was convinced on the basis of "additional information" that the attacks had taken place. At
the time of the earlier call Secretary McNamara and the JCS were discussing possible force
deployments to follow any reprisals. On the occasion of the first call, the Secretary was at the White
House attending the day's second NSC meeting. Upon being informed of CINCPAC's call, he
reports:
I spoke to the Director of the Joint Staff and asked him to make certain that the
Commander in Chief, Pacific was willing to state that the attack had taken place, and
therefore that he was free to release the Executive Order because earlier in the afternoon
I had told him that under no circumstances would retaliatory action take place until we
were, to use my words, 'damned sure that the attacks had taken place.'
At the meeting of the National Security Council, proposals to deploy certain increments of OPLAN
37-64 forces to the Western Pacific were discussed, and the order to retaliate against North
Vietnamese patrol craft and their associated facilities were confirmed. Following this meeting, at
1845, the President met with 16 Congressional leaders from both parties for a period of 89 minutes.
Reportedly, he described the second incident in the Gulf, explained his decisions to order reprisals,
and informed the legislators of his intention to request a formal statement of Congressional support
for these decisions. On the morning following the meeting, The Washington Post carried a report
that none of the Congressional leaders present at the meeting had raised objections to the course of
action planned. Their only question, the report stated, "had to do with how Congress could show its
agreement and concern in the crisis."
[Several paragraphs missing]

increase pressures for an international conference or that the DRV was testing U.S. reactions to a
contemplated general offensive-have lost some credibility. Subsequent events and DRV actions
have appeared to lack any consistent relationship with such motives. Perhaps closer to the mark is
the narrow purpose of prompt retaliation for an embarrassing and well-publicized rebuff by a muchmaligned enemy. Inexperienced in modern naval operations, DRV leaders may have believed that
under cover of darkness it would be possible to even the score or to provide at least a psychological
victory by severely damaging a U.S. ship. Unlike the first incident, the DRV was ready (5 August)
with a propaganda blast denying its own provocation and claiming the destruction of U.S. aircraft.
Still, regardless of motive, there is little question but that the attack on the destroyers was
deliberate. Having followed the destroyers for hours, their course was well known to the North
Vietnamese naval force, and its advance units were laying ahead to make an ambushing beam attack
fully 60 miles from shore.
The reality of a North Vietnamese attack on 4 August has been corroborated by both visual and
technical evidence. That it may have been deliberately provoked by the United States is belied to a
considerable degree by circumstantial evidence. Operating restrictions for the DE SOTO Patrol
were made more stringent following the first attack. The 11 n.m., rather than 8 n.m., off-shore
patrolling track indicates an intention to avoid--not provoke--further contact. On 4 February the
rules of engagement were modified to restrict "hot pursuit" by the U.S. ships to no closer than 11
n.m. from the North Vietnamese coast; aircraft were to pursue no closer than 3 n.m. Given the first
attack, the President's augmentation of the partol force was a normal precaution, particularly since
both Ticonderoga and C. Turner Joy were already deployed in the immediate vicinity as supporting
elements. Moreover, since the augmentation was coupled with a clear statement of intent to
continue the patrols and a firm warning to the DRV that repetition would bring dire consequences,
their addition to the patrol could be expected to serve more as a deterrent than a provocation.
The often alleged "poised" condition of the U.S. reprisal forces was anything but extraordinary.
U.S.S. Constellation was well out of the immediate operating area as the patrol was resumed on 3
August. In fact, one reason for delaying the launching of retaliatory air strikes (nearly 1100 hours, S
August-Tonkin Gulf time) was to permit Constellation to approach within reasonable range of the
targets. Target lists from which to make appropriate selections were already available as a result of
routine contingency planning accomplished in June and July. In preparation for the resumed DE
SOTO Patrol of 3-5 August, the patrol track was moved farther north to make clearer the separation
between it and the 34-A operations. The ways in which the events of the second Tonkin Gulf
incident came about give little indication of a deliberate provocation to provide opportunity for
reprisals.
2. Broadening the Impact
[Several paragraphs missing]
bomber squadrons have been transferred from the United States into advance bases in the Pacific.
Fifthly, an antisubmarine task force group has been moved into the South China Sea.
It is significant, relative to the broader purpose of the deployments, that few of these additional
units were removed from the Western Pacific when the immediate crisis subsided. In late September
the fourth attack aircraft carrier was authorized to resume its normal station in the Eastern Pacific as
soon as the regularly assigned carried completed repairs. The other forces remained in the vicinity
of their August deployment.

Other actions taken by the Administration in the wake of Tonkin Gulf were intended to
communicate to various audiences the depth and sincerity of the U.S. commitment. On the evening
of 4 August, in conjunction with his testing of Congressional opinion regarding reprisal action,
President Johnson disclosed his intention to request a resolution in support of U.S. Southeast Asian
policy. This he did through a formal message to both houses on 5 August. Concurrently, identical
draft resolutions, the language of which had been prepared by executive agencies, were introduced
in the Senate by J. William Fuibright (D., Ark.) and in the House by Thomas E. Morgan (D., Pa.)
and co-sponsored by bipartisan leadership. Discussed in committee on 6 August, in response to
testimony by leading Administration officials, the resolution was passed the following day--by
votes of 88 to 2 in the Senate and 416 to 0 in the House.
Despite the nearly unanimous votes of support for the Resolution, Congressional opinions varied as
to the policy implications and the meaning of such support. The central belief seemed to be that the
occasion necessitated demonstrating the nation's unity and collective will in support of the
President's action and affirming U.S. determination to oppose further aggression. However, beyond
that theme, there was a considerable variety of opinion. For example, in the House, expressions of
support varied from Congressman Laird's argument, that while the retaliation in the Gulf was
appropriate such actions still left a policy to be developed with respect to the land war in Southeast
Asia, to the more reticent viewpoint of Congressman Alger. The latter characterized his support as
being primarily for purposes of showing unity and expressed concern over the danger of being
dragged into war by "other nations seeking our help." Several spokesmen stressed that the
Resolution did not constitute a declaration of war, did not abdicate Congressional responsibility for
determining national policy commitments, and did not give the President carte blanche to involve
the nation in a major Asian war.
Similar expressions were voiced in the senior chamber. For example, Senator Nelson sought
assurances that the resolution would not tend to commit the United States further than . .
[Several paragraphs missing]
addition to repeating points made earlier, Seaborn's second message conveyed the U.S.
Government's uncertainty over DRV intentions in the 4 August attack and explained that subsequent
U.S. deployments of additional airpower to South Vietnam and Thailand were "precautionary." In
addition, the new message stressed: (1) that the Tonkin Gulf events demonstrated that "U.S. public
and official patience" was wearing thin; (2) that the Congressional Resolution reaffirmed U.S.
determination "to continue to oppose firmly, by all necessary means, DRV efforts to subvert and
conquer South Vietnam and Laos"; and (3) that "if the DRV persists in its present course, it can
expect to suffer the consequences."
Thus, in the immediate aftermath of the provocation handed the U.S. Government in the Tonkin
Gulf, the Administration was able to carry out most of the actions recommended by its principal
officials early in the summer. By the same token, it was reducing the number of unused measures
short of direct military action that had been conceived as available for exerting effective pressure on
the DRV. In effect, as it made its commitments in Southeast Asia clearer it also deepened them, and
in the process it denied itself access to some of the uncommitting options which it had perceived
earlier as offering policy flexibility. Meanwhile, other events were also having the effect of denying
options which had been considered useful alternatives to strikes against the North.
C. 1. [Title and several paragraphs missing]

over Southeast Asia and the likelihood that back-corridor discussions of the Vietnamese problem
would be an almost inevitable by-product. In time such a procedure might be useful, but for the
balance of 1964 it was to be avoided in order to promote GVN stability and encourage a more
vigorous GVN war effort.
The pressure for a Geneva-type conference had been building ever since the resumption of fighting
in Laos in May. The chief protagonist in the quest for negotiations was France, who first proposed
reconvening the 14-Nation Conference to deal with the crisis on 20 May. What made French policy
so dangerous to U.S. interests, however, was that its interest in a Geneva solution applied to
Vietnam as well. On 12 June, DeGaulle publicly repeated his neutralization theme for all IndoChina and called for an end to all foreign intervention there; on 23 July he proposed reconvening
the 1954 Geneva Conference to deal with the problems of Vietnam.
The Soviet Union's return to the 14-Nation formula in July (it had endorsed the original French
proposal before indicating willingness to support the 6-Nation approach) indicated solidarity in the
communist camp. The call was endorsed by North Vietnam on the following day. Communist China
first announced support for a 14-Nation Conference (on Laos) on 9 June, repeating this through
notes to the co-chairman calling on the 13th for an "emergency meeting." On 2 August, the Chinese
urged the USSR not to carry out its threat to abandon its co-chairman role, apparently viewing such
a development as jeopardizing the possibilities for a Geneva settlement.
Great Britain also urged the Russians to stay on, and during the last days of July it attempted to
make arrangements in Moscow to convene a 14-Nation assembly on Laos. The negotiations failed
because Britain insisted on Souvanna's prerequisite that the communists withdraw from positions
taken in May and was unable to gain Soviet acquiescence. However, U.S. leaders were aware that
Britain's support on this point could not be counted on indefinitely in the face of increasing pressure
in the direction of Geneva.
In the meantime, however, Laotian military efforts to counter the communist threat to key routes
and control points west of the Plaine des Jarres were showing great success. As a result of a
counteroffensive (Operation Triangle), government forces gained control of a considerable amount
of territory that gave promise of assuring access between the two capitals (Vientiane and Luang
Prabang) for the first time in three years.
In effect, the government's newly won control of territory and communication routes in central Laos
created a new and more favorable balance of power in that country, which in the perceptions of the
administration should not be jeopardized.
[Several paragraphs missing]
firmness in the event negotiating pressure should become compelling.
Reactions to this tentative policy change were unfavorable. It was seen as likely to have a
demoralizing impact on the GVN. It was also seen as possibly eroding the impression of strong U.S.
resolve, which the reprisal air strikes were believed to have created. For example, Ambassador
Taylor cabled:
. . . rush to conference table would serve to confirm to CHICOMS that U.S. retaliation
for destroyer attacks was transient phenomenon and that firm CHICOM response in
form of commitment to defend NVN has given U.S. "paper tiger" second thoughts. . .

In Vietnam sudden backdown from previously strongly held U.S. position on [Plaine
des Jarres] withdrawal prior to conference on Laos would have potentially disastrous
effect. Morale and will to fight and particular willingness to push ahead with arduous
pacification task . . . would be undermined by what would look like evidence that U.S.
seeking to take advantage of any slight improvement in non-Communist position as
excuse for extricating itself from Indo-China via [conference] route. . . .
Under circumstances, we see very little hope that results of such a conference would be
advantageous to us. Moreover, prospects of limiting it to consideration of only Laotian
problem appear at this time juncture to be dimmer than ever. . .
2. Concern Over Tonkin Reprisal Signals
Contained in Ambassador Taylor's views was yet another of the Administration's reflections on the
impact of the Tonkin Gulf incidents. Officials developed mixed feelings regarding the effect of the
Tonkin reprisals for signaling firm U.S. commitments in Southeast Asia. On one hand, it was
conceded that the reprisals and the actions which accompanied them represented the most forceful
expression of U.S. resolve to date. Improvements were perceived in South Vietnamese morale, and
the combination of force and restraint demonstrated was believed effective in interrupting
communist momentum and forcing a reassessment of U.S. intentions. On the other hand, they
reflected concern that these effects might not last and that the larger aspects of U.S. determination
might still be unclear.
Several officials and agencies indicated that our actions in the Tonkin Gulf represented only one
step along a continually demanding route for the United States. They expressed relief that if a
persuasive impression of firmness were to be created relative to the general security of Southeast
Asia, [words illegible]
It should be remembered that our retaliatory action in Gulf of Tonkin is in effect an
isolated U.S.-DRV incident. Although this has relation . . . to [the] larger problem of
DRV aggression by subversion in Viet-Nam and Laos, we have not (repeat not) yet
come to grips in a forceful way with DRV over the issue of this larger and much more
complex problem.
Later, he decribed a need for subsequent actions that would convey to Hanoi that "the operational
rules with respect to the DRV are changing." Assistant Secretary of State Bundy believed that Hanoi
and Peking had probably been convinced only "that we will act strongly where U.S. force units are
directly involved . . . [that] in other respects the communist side may not be so persuaded that we
are prepared to take stronger action He saw the need for a continuous "combination of military
pressure and some form of communication" to cause Hanoi to accept the idea of "getting out" of
South Vietnam and Laos. CINCPAC stated that "what we have not done and must do is make plain
to Hanoi and Peiping the cost of pursuing their current objectives and impeding ours. . . . Our
actions of August 5 have created a momentum which can lead to the attainment of our objectives in
S.E. Asia. . . . It is most important that we not lose this momentum." The JCS urged actions to
"sustain the U.S. advantage [recently] gained," and later cautioned: "Failure to resume and maintain
a program of pressure through military actions . . . could signal a lack of resolve."
What these advisors had in mind by way of actions varied somewhat but only in the extent to which
they were willing to go in the immediate future. Bundy stressed that policy commitments must be
such that U.S. and GVN hands could be kept free for military actions against DRV infiltration

routes in Laos. Ambassador Taylor, CINCPAC and the JCS urged prompt air and ground operations
across the Laotian border to interrupt the current (though modest) southward flow of men and
supplies. Both Taylor and CINCPAC indicated the necessity of building up our "readiness posture"
to undertake stronger actions-through additional deployments of forces and logistical support
elements and strengthening of the GVN political base.
The mood and attitudes reflected in these viewpoints were concrete and dramatic expressions of the
increased U.S. commitment stemming from the Tonkin Gulf incidents. They were candidly summed
up by CINCPAC in his statement:
. . . pressures against the other side once instituted should not be relaxed by any actions
or lack of them which would destroy the benefits of the rewarding steps previously
taken.
Increasingly voiced by officials from many quarters of the Administration and from the professional
agencies were arguments which said, in effect, now that we have gone [words missing] go no
further;
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destruction of specific targets by aerial bombardment or naval gunfire. They could be supported by
such non-destructive military actions as aerial reconnaissance, harassment of civil aviation and
maritime commerce, mock air attacks, and timely concentrations of U.S. or allied forces at sea or
near land borders. Following a line of reasoning prevalent in the Government during the early 60's,
Rostow observed that a target government might well reduce its insurgency supporting role in the
face of such pressures because of the communists' proverbial "tactical flexibility."
The thesis was subjected to a rather thorough analysis in OSD/ISA and coordinated with the
Department of State. The nature of this review will be discussed on later pages and in a different
context.
3. Accompanying Pause in Pressures
The foregoing policy assessments were conducted in an atmosphere relatively free of even those
pressure measures that preceded the Tonkin Gulf crisis. Since
the force deployments of 6 August, little military activity had been directed at the DRV. U-2 flights
over North Vietnam and reconnaissance of the Laotian Panhandle were continued. Military
operations within Laos were limited to the consolidation of gains achieved in Operation Triangle. A
deliberate stand-down was adopted for all other activities-including DE SOTO Patrols and the
GVN's covert harassing operations. The purpose of this "holding phase," as it was called, was to
"avoid actions that would in any way take the onus off the Communist side for [the Tonkin]
escalation."
However, during the "holding phase" some of the administrative impediments to wider military
action were cleared away. One measure that was taken was to relax the operating restrictions and
the rules of engagement for U.S. forces in Southeast Asia. This was accomplished in response to
JCS urging that attacking forces not be permitted sanctuaries from which to regroup and perhaps
repeat their hostile acts. Prior rules had not permitted pursuit of hostile aircraft outside South
Vietnam or authorized intercept of intruders over Thailand. Under the revised rules of 15 August
1964, U.S. forces were authorized to attack and destroy any vessel or aircraft "which attacks, or
gives positive indication of intent to attack" U.S. forces operating in or over international waters

and in Laos, to include hot pursuit into the territorial waters or air space of North Vietnam and into
the air space over other countries of Southeast Asia. "Hostile aircraft over South Vietnam and
Thailand" could be engaged as well and pursued into North Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia.
Another prerequisite to wider military action that was accomplished was the combined GVN-U.S.
planning for cross-border ground operations. By 16 August, this had proceeded to such an extent
that COMUSMACV believed it necessary to seek approval of the concept. MACV made the request
despite explicit comment that the concept was "an overly ambitious scheme." Presumably, he
considered it likely to be ineffective militarily, but perhaps important in stimulating more vigorous
GVN efforts. Whatever his particular reasons at the time, MACV repeated the recommendations
later in the month as part of several measures to be taken inside and outside South Vietnam. These
were designed "to give the VC a bloody nose," to steady the newly reformed South Vietnamese
government, and to raise the morale of the population. However, the earlier MACV cable had
already acknowledged what must have been one of the Administration's key inhibitions against
undertaking cross-border actions: General Westmoreland stated, "It should be recognized that once
this operation is initiated by the GVN, U.S. controls may be marginal."
The period of the "holding phase" was also a period of significant developments within South
Vietnam. Ambassador Taylor's initial report (10 August) made clear that the political situation was
already precarious, giving Khanh only a 50-50 chance of staying in power and characterizing the
GVN as ineffective and fraught with conflicting purposes. In Taylor's view, the leadership in Saigon
showed symptoms of "defeatism" and a hesitancy to prosecute the pacification campaign within
South Vietnam. Meanwhile, however, its popular support in the countryside seemed to be directly
proportional to the degree of protection which the government provided. In view of this shaky
political base, General Khanh seized upon the occasion of post-Tonkin euphoria-apparently with
Ambassador Taylor's encouragement-to acquire additional executive authority. On 7 August,
announcing the necessity for certain "emergency" powers to cope with any heightened VC activity,
he proclaimed himself President and promulgated the Vung Tau Charter. This action, which gave
him virtually dictatorial power over several aspects of South Vietnamese life, met with hostile
reactions. In late August, Khanh's authority was challenged in the streets of Saigon, Hue and Da
Nang, during several days of student protest demonstrations and clashes between Buddhist and
Catholic groups. In response to student and Buddhist pressures primarily, he resigned his recently
assumed post as President and promised that a national assemblage would be called to form a more
popularly based government. On 3 September, Khanh returned to assume the premiership, but
clearly with weaker and more conditional authority than before the government crisis.
Meanwhile, as the GVN's lack of cohesion and stability was being demonstrated, the infiltration of
communist forces into South Vietnam may have been on the increase. At least, belief in an increase
in the rate of this infiltration apparently gained currency in various U.S. agencies at this time. The
documents available to this writer from the period neither refute nor substantiate the increase, but
several of them contained references to this perception. For example, a State Department
memorandum, dated 24 August, acknowledged a "rise and change in the nature of infiltration in
recent months." Later analyses confirmed that increases had taken place, but the precise period
when this [words illegible].
Possibly influencing the judgments of August was the fact that increased communist movement of
men and supplies to the South was expected, resulting in part from a DIA assessment (7 August) of
the most likely DRV reactions to the Tonkin reprisals. Moreover, the State Department's analysis of

next courses of action in Southeast Asia had made "clear evidence of greatly increased infiltration
from the North" an explicit condition for any policy judgment that "systematic military action
against DRV" was required during the balance of 1964. And leading officials from several agencies
were beginning to feel that such action might be inevitable.
The combined effects of the signs of increased VC infiltration and of continuing upheaval in Saigon
caused great concern in Washington. The central perception was one of impending chaos and
possible failure in South Vietnam. Among several agencies, the emerging mood was that some kind
of action was urgently needed-even if it had the effect merely of improving the U.S. image prior to
pulling out. It was this mood that prevailed as the period of "pause" drew to a close.
D. Next Courses of Action
By early September a general consensus had developed among high-level Administration officials
that some form of additional and continuous pressure should be exerted against North Vietnam.
Though Laos was relatively stabilized, the situation there was recognized as dependent ultimately
on the degree of success achieved in solving the problems of Vietnam. Pacification efforts within
South Vietnam were regarded as insufficient by themselves to reverse the deteriorating trends in
that country. As a result, officials from both civilian and military agencies were anxious to resume
and to extend the program of military actions against communist forces outside its borders.
1. Strategy Meeting In September
How to go about this was a problem of great concern to top-level officials (the President, Secretary
Rusk, Secretary McNamara, General Wheeler, Ambassador Taylor, CIA Director McCone) as they
assembled in Washington on 7 September. The main purpose of the meeting was to discuss with
Ambassador Taylor future courses of U.S. and GVN action, particularly as related to the
implications of the recent political upheaval in Saigon.
The alternatives presented for discussion were based largely on responses to the tentative analysis
circulated by the State Department in mid-August. Replies from CINCPAC and the Saigon and
Vientiane embassies had been circulated, and they provided the basis for a number of questions
which Ambassador Taylor's party was asked to be ready to discuss. JCS reactions to the analysis
and to the earlier replies were submitted to the Secretary of Defense with the specific intent that
they be considered at the meeting and presumably were passed to other participating agencies.
OSD/ISA views were prepared by Assistant Secretary McNaughton on 3 September and were
known at least to Assistant Secretary of State Bundy. [Doc. 188]
Just prior to the meeting, the JCS urged that General Wheeler, their Chairman, propose a course of
action involving air strikes against targets in North Vietnam appearing on the JCS-approved, 94target list. This kind of action had been recommended before--most recently on 26 August, in
response to the Department of State analysis--as a means of "destroying the DRV will and
capabilities, as necessary, to continue to support the insurgencies in South Vietnam and Laos." What
made this proposal particularly significant was that it called for deliberate attempts to provoke the
DRV into taking action which could then be answered by a systematic U.S. air campaign.
According to the JCS scheme, the campaign "would be continuous and in ascending severity," with
its tempo and intensity varied as required by enemy reactions. Targets would eventually include
airfields, bridges, railroads, and military installations.

Whether or not or in what form General Wheeler presented this proposal to the assembled officials
on 7 September is not indicated in the documentary sources available. The JCS belief in the
necessity of bombing North Vietnam was discussed, as was some of their rationale. Made explicit,
for example, was their argument that there was no reason to delay the bombing since (in their view)
the situation in South Vietnam would only become worse. That the idea of deliberately provoking a
DRV reaction was discussed in some form is indicated in a record of the consensus arrived at in the
discussions. [Doc. 191] However, the JCS were not the only officials who favored such an idea.
Assistant Secretary McNaughton's "Plan of Action" (3 September 1964) also called for actions that
"should be likely at some point to provoke a military DRV response." The latter, in turn, "should be
likely to provide good grounds for us to escalate if we wished."
The principal conferees did not believe that deliberately provocative actions should be undertaken
"in the immediate future while the GVN is still struggling to its feet." However, they apparently
reached a consensus that they might recommend such actions--"depending on GVN progress and
Communist reaction in the meantime"--by early October.
The reasons cited for their opposition to provocative acts were also applied in rejecting proposals
for an immediate bombing campaign. The GVN was expected to be too weak for the United States
to assume the "deliberate risks of escalation that would involve a major role for, or threat to, South
Vietnam." In the discussion, Mr. McCone observed that undertaking a sustained attack on the DRV
would be very dangerous, due to the weakness and unpredictability of the political base in South
Vietnam. Secretary Rusk stated the view that every means short of bombing must be exhausted.
Secretary McNamara affirmed his understanding that "we are not acting more strongly because
there is a clear hope of strengthening the GVN." But he went on to urge that the way be kept open
for stronger actions even if the GVN did not improve or in the event the war were widened by the
communists. It is interesting to note that the President asked specifically, "Can we really strengthen
the GVN?"
Even though the principals did not accept the JCS proposal and apparently did not agree with their
assessment of the chances for improvement in South Vietnam, they did indicate accord with the JCS
sense of the gravity of the U.S. predicament. In response to General Wheeler's statements that "if
the United States loses in South Vietnam, it will lose all of Southeast Asia" and that its position
throughout all of Asia would be damaged, both McCone and Rusk indicated agreement.
Ambassador Taylor stated the view that the United States could not afford to let Ho Chi Minh win
in South Vietnam. Secretary Rusk added the consideration that the whole world doubted our ability
to pull it off.
The meeting resulted in consensus among the principals on certain courses of prompt action to put
additional pressure on North Vietnam. The following measures were recommended to the President
for his decision:
1. U.S. naval patrols in the Gulf of Tonkin should be resumed immediately (about
September 12). They should operate initially beyond the 12-mile limit and be clearly
dissociated from 34A maritime operations.
2. 34A operations by the GVN should be resumed immediately thereafter (next week).
The maritime operations are by far the most important.
3. Limited GVN air and ground operations into the corridor areas of Laos should be
undertaken in the near future, together with Lao air strikes as soon as we can get
Souvanna's permission. These operations will have only limited effect, however.

4. We should be prepared to respond on a tit-for-tat basis against the DRV [against
specific and related targets] in the event of any attack on U.S. units or any special DRV/
VC action against SVN.
The purposes for these measures were conceived as: (1) "to assist morale in SVN," (2) to "show the
Communists we still mean business," and (3) "to keep the risks low and under our control at each
stage."
2. Implementing Actions
These recommendations (and presumably the purposes) were approved by the President and became
the basis for a program of limited (though not continuous) pressures exerted against North Vietnam
from mid-September to mid-December 1964. On 10 September, the White House issued a National
Security Action Memorandum [Doc. 195] which authorized immediate resumption of the DE SOTO
Patrols and prompt discussions with the Government of Laos to develop plans for cross-border
operations. It also authorized resumption of 34A operations following completion of the DE SOTO
Patrol, with the additional guidance that "we should have the GVN ready to admit that they are
taking place and to justify and legitimize them on the basis of the facts of VC infiltration by sea." It
is significant that although this order, in effects authorized the initiation of Phase III (October
through December) of the covert operations under OPLAN 34A, it specified contrary to the
provisions of Phase III that "we should not consider air strikes under 34A for the present."
Naval Operations. The resumption of naval patrol and covert maritime operations off the coast of
North Vietnam did not proceed exactly as planned. The destroyers U.S.S. Morton and U.S.S.
Edwards embarked on the third DE SOTO Patrol on 12 September. On the night of 14 September
[words illegible]
Approximately 40 minutes after first contact and after firing a warning shot, Morton and Edwards
opened fire, both scoring hits. Subsequently, on two separate occasions after the target images had
disappeared from the radar, new contacts appeared and were fired on at a range of approximately
8,500 yards, hits again being indicated for both vessels. In all, Morton fired 56 five-inch and 128
three-inch rounds; Edwards fired 152 five-inch and 6 three-inch rounds. There were no rounds or
torpedoes reported coming from the radar contacts. Later on the 18th (Washington time), President
Johnson suspended the DE SOTO Patrols; they were not to be resumed until February 1965.
In the aftermath of the third destroyer incident in the Tonkin Gulf, covert GVN maritime operations
were not resumed until October. President Johnson authorized reactivation of this program on the
4th, under very tight controls. The proposed schedule of maritime operations had to be submitted at
the beginning of each month for approval. Each operation was approved in advance by OSD (Mr.
Vance), State (Mr. L. Thompson or Mr. Forrestal) and the White House (Mr. McGeorge Bundy).
During October, these included two probes, an attempted junk capture, and ship-to-shore
bombardment of North Vietnamese radar sites. Later, they included underwater demolition team
assaults on bridges along coastal LOC's. Unlike the DE SOTO Patrols, these unacknowledged
operations continued throughout the year.
Actions in Laos. Operations in the Laotian Panhandle took shape with fewer unpredictable
developments. On 11 September, representatives of the U.S. missions in Laos, Thailand and
Vietnam met in Saigon to discuss implementation of the NSAM 314 provisions for cross-border air
and ground operations. {Doc. 196] Regarding air operations, they agreed that if their primary
objective was military in nature, "sharp, heavy" and concentrated attacks would be needed and that

U.S. and/or VNAF/FARMGATE forces would be required. If their impact was intended to be
primarily psychological (presumably affecting both communists and the GVN), they believed that
the operations could be more widely spaced, relying primarily on Laotian T-28s with some U.S.
strikes on harder targets. In view of Souvanna Phouma's reported opposition to VNAF strikes in the
Panhandle, the representatives conceded that the slower paced operation with RLAF aircraft offered
the best course. However, they saw a joint Lao, Thai, RVN and U.S. operation as particularly
desirable, were it not for the time required to arrange it. As one means of symbolizing four power
support for the operation, they recommended that the Thai Government be approached regarding
use of the Korat base by participating U.S. aircraft.
Regarding cross-border ground operations, the representatives agreed that the southern and central
Panhandle offered terrain and targets consistent with the available GVN assets. Although it was
recognized that accompanying U.S. advisers might be necessary to assure the success of the
operations, the planners acceded to Vientiane's objections that such a flagrant violation of the
Geneva Accords would endanger the credibility of our political stance in Laos. Subsequent to the
meeting, the Vientiane Embassy removed a reservation expressed earlier and cleared the way for
company-size penetrations of up to 20 km along Route 9, near Tchepone. At the conference this
operation was considered of high priority with respect to infiltration traffic into South Vietnam.
The mission representatives agreed that, once the operations began, they should not be
acknowledged publicly. In effect, then, they would supplement the other covert pressures being
exerted against North Vietnam. Moreover, while the Lao Government would of course know about
the operations of their T-28s, Souvanna was not to be informed of the GVN/U.S. operations. The
unacknowledged nature of these operations would thus be easier to maintain. Accordingly, the
representatives recommended to Washington that Vientiane be authorized to approach the Laotian
Government regarding initiation of T-28 operations. On the other hand, the Administration was
asked to approve ground operations in three specified areas of the Panhandle.
Over two weeks passed before these recommendations were acted on. In the meantime, the JCS also
submitted proposals for implementing NSAM 314, requesting immediate authority to implement air
operations in the Panhandle. Endorsing the main theme of the mission representatives, they called
for combined action by RLAF T-28s and U.S. aircraft which would provide "suppressive fire" and
attack heavily defended bridges. The JCS also sought authority to initiate GVN ground intelligence
collection and target reconnaissance patrols in the Laotian corridor.
On 6 October, authority was given to Vientiane Embassy to urge the Laotian Government to begin
T-28 air strikes "as soon as possible." The RLAF targets were to be selected from a previously
coordinated 22-target list, a few of which were designed for U.S. YANKEE TEAM strikes, but they
were to exclude Mu Gia Pass. The latter mission was known to require U.S. escort and suppressive
fire, and a decision on whether to authorize such U.S. operations had not yet been made in
Washington. Moreover, neither had the Administration authorized YANKEE TEAM strike missions
against the tougher Panhandle targets. [Doc. 204]
Administration rationale on the issue of U.S. participation in the Panhandle air strikes is not clear
from the sources available to this writer. Contemporary intelligence estimates indicated the
communist responses were likely to be limited to (1) increases in antiaircraft deployments in the
area, (2) propaganda attacks and (3) possible sabotage of U.S.,/GVN supporting bases. However,
Washington's viewpoint on another Laotian request for air support may be significant. With respect

to air strikes against targets along Route 7, in support of the RLG cornpaign to consolidate its
holdings west of the Plaine des Jarres, Administration rationale was as follows:
[material missing]
[to} defer decision on Route 7 strikes until we have strong evidence [of] Hanoi's preparation for
new attack in [the Plaine des Jarres~l, some of which might come from RLAF operations over the
Route.
On 13 October, one day before the initial RLAF attacks, U.S. strikes were again requested on four
defended targets near Nape and Tchepone. They were to accompany T-28 strikes on communist
military installations and supply points in the northern part of the Panhandle. The significance of
these operations, and U.S. participation in them, was indicated a few days earlier in another meeting
among representatives of the three missions. It was reported at this time that it was probable "that
ARVN will be unable [to] afford detachment [of] any significant ground capability for [the Laotian]
Corridor in [the] foreseeable future." Therefore, air operations would offer the only dependable
means of corn-batting VC infiltration through Laos. The participants recorded "unanimous
agreement that U.S. participation in air operations in [the] corridor is essential if such operations are
to have desired military and psychological impact." Emphasizing that the initiative for these
operations came from the United States Government, they pointed out that failure to participate
could result in loss of control over them and could even jeopardize their continuation. At minimum
the group recommended that U.S. aircraft fly CAP (combat air patrol) over the RLAF aircraft, as
requested by the Laotian Government and as permitted by a "relatively minor extension" of existing
U.S. rules of engagement.
CAP missions were approved, but U.S. air strikes against communist LOCs in the Laotian
Panhandle were not authorized until much later in the year. Cross-border ground operations did not
receive authorization at any time during the period covered in this study.
3. Negotiating Posture in Laos
One reason for the delay in requesting Laotian air strikes in the Panhandle was the need to await the
uncertain outcome of discussions in Paris among leaders of the three Laotian political factions.
Since 27 August, when they first met, the three Princes (Souvanna Phouma, Souphanouvang, and
Boun Ourn) had reached an impasse on conditions to accompany a ceasefire. Souvanna Phouma
insisted on communist withdrawal from positions won in the May offensive and had proposed
neutralization of the Plaine des Jarres under I.C.C. supervision. On 15 September, when it seemed
that further negotiations had become fruitless, Prince Souphanouvang offered to withdraw
communist forces from the Plaine in return for discussions leading to a new 14-Nation Conference.
The following day, Souvanna countered with a proposal that a cease-fire begin on 1 October and
attempted to verify and make more explicit the mutual concessions. The pro-communist leader
balked over stipulated guarantees, such as I.C.C. supervision, that pro-communist forces would in
fact withdraw and be replaced by neutralists. However, on the 2 1st, the leaders arrived at [words
illegible] and preliminary conditions for reconvening a Geneva conference.
The narrow margin by which the cease-fire agreement failed to come about dramatized the delicate
nature of the Administration's diplomatic position in Laos. Having agreed to support the tripartite
discussions prior to the Tonkin Gulf incidents and prior to the political upheaval in Saigon, it felt
constrained to go along with them-particularly if they served to forestall movement toward a
Geneva-type negotiation. However, a Laotian cease-fire was not compatible with current

perceptions of U.S. interest even if it resulted in communist withdrawal from the Plaine des Jarres.
Ambassador Unger pointed out the contradictory nature of our position in his reply to the State
Department's mid- August analysis of future U.S. courses of action. Ambassador Taylor emphasized
the need to maintain the option of operations in the Panhandle in his reply also, and the September
discussions in Washington confirmed that his view was shared by most of the President's advisors.
One could conclude that the United States was fortunate that Prince Souphanouvang was so
intransigent on the issue of I.C.C. supervision. It is also possible that in insisting on this provision to
the leftist prince Souvanno Phourna "knew his man"--perhaps reflecting perceptive American
advice.
Certainly the course of the tripartite discussion followed a pattern commensurate with prior U.S.
calculation. In an assessment of future courses of action used as the basis for the policy analysis
cabled to affected interested embassies and CINCPAC by the State Department, Assistant Secretary
Bundy characterized U.S. strategy with the statement, "We would wish to slow down any progress
toward a conference He then referred to a specific negotiating position proposed by Ambassador
Unger (a proposal for tripartite administration of the Plaine des Jarres) as "a useful delaying
gambit." Significantly, this proposal was advanced at Jaris by Souvanna Phouma on 1 Septemberillustrating the fact that Souvanna was carefully advised by U.S. diplomats both prior to and during
the Paris meetings. Other features of Souvanna's negotiating posture which apparently were
encouraged as likely to have the effect of drawing out the discussions were insistence on communist
acceptance of (1) Souvanna's political status as premier and (2) unhampered operations by the
I.C.C. It will be recalled that the latter point was the issue on which progress toward a cease-fire
became stalled.
It is important to note here that the State Department recognized that Souvanna Phouma might well
act on his own and feel compelled to move toward a conference, even at the price of a cease-fire. In
such an event, our position was to be dependent on conditions in South Vietnam:
[quotation illegible]
It is apparent from this and other documents that GVN stability and morale were perceived by the
Administration as the principal pacing elements for Southeast Asian policy in the post-Tonkin
period.
4. Anticipation of Wider Action
Through most of the strategy discussions of early autumn, South Vietnam was the main focus of
attention. However, with increasing frequency its political and military conditions were referred to
in a new way. More and more it was being evaluated in terms of its suitability as a base for wider
action. Ambassador Taylor cautioned that "we should not get involved militarily with North
Vietnam and possibly with Red China if our base in South Viet Nam is insecure and Khanh's army
is tied down everywhere by the VC insurgency." At the September meeting, Mr. McCone criticized
the actions recommended by the JCS as being very dangerous because of the current weakness of
the GVN base. On 23 September, Walt Rostow wrote to Ambassador Taylor of the need for building
a more viable political system in South Vietnam "which will provide us with an adequate base for
what we may later have to do."
General Scheme. The kind of operations for which "an adequate base" was increasingly considered
essential is evident in a number of strategy discussions of the period. Moreover, it is clear that
several officials shared the expectation that these operations would begin early in the new year. It

will be recalled that the series of actions recommended to President Johnson by his top advisers at
the end of May-most of which had been completed within a few days of the Tonkin Gulf incidentswere intended to culminate, if necessary, in a strike against North Vietnam accompanied by an
active diplomatic offensive that included agreement to a negotiated settlement. Further, Phase III of
the approved contingency OPLAN 37-64, developed in response to NSAM 288, provided for the
application of overt graduated pressures against North Vietnam-primarily air strikes. These were to
be carried out by the GVN, but which would also include operations by U.S. air and naval forces.
Deployments of additional forces to Southeast Asia in early summer and in the immediate aftermath
of the Tonkin Gulf incidents were based on force requirements identified to support this plan. Its
perceived significance during the post-Tonkin period was indicated when Ambassador Taylor
reported that the objectives of the U.S. Mission in Saigon included preparation to implement
OPLAN 37-64 "with optimum readiness by January 1, 1965."
Subsequent strategy discussions reflected the extent to which the new year was anticipated as the
occasion for beginning overt military operations against North Vietnam. Both the State
Department's mid-August strategy analysis and the working paper on which it was based indicated
that the "limited pressures" (subsequently authorized by NSAM 314) would extend "tentatively
through December." However, these actions were perceived as "foreshadowing systematic military
action against the DRV," which "we might at some point conclude. . .[was appropriate, depending
on the] situation in South Vietnam, particularly if there were to be clear evidence of greatly
increased infiltration from the north.") Should specific provocations not occur, a contingency target
of 1 January 1965 was indicated:
. . .in [the] absence of such major new development [incidents or increased infiltration],
we should probably be thinking of a contingency date for planning purposes, as
suggested by Ambassador Taylor, of 1 January 1965.
The working paper elaborated more fully than the cable the kind of preliminary actions considered
necessary to set the stage. Some of this elaboration was provided in suggested language changes
penciled-in by OSD prior to an interagency meeting called to discuss its contents. Referring to air
strikes in the Panhandle (proposed to begin in September), a suggested OSD addition stated: "The
strike should probably be timed and plotted on the map to bring them to the borders of North
Vietnam at the end of December." The main body of the text suggested that the January operations
include "action against infiltration routes and facilities" as "probably the best opening gambit." It
explained that "the family of infiltration-related targets starts with clear military installations near
the borders [and] can be extended almost at will northward." The "next upward move" was
suggested to include action against "military-related targets," such as "POL installations and the
mining of Haiphong Harbor" and "key bridges and railroads." The purposes perceived for these
operations was "to inflict progressive damage that would have a meaningful cumulative effect."
Ambassador Taylor viewed 1 January 1965 as a "target D-Day" before which the U.S. Mission and
the GVN should develop "a posture of maximum readiness for a deliberate escalation of pressure
against North Viet Nam." The nature of this escalation was perceived as "a carefully orchestrated
bombing attack on NVN, directed primarily at infiltration and other military targets." It would
consist of
U.S. reconnaissance planes, VNAF1 FARMGATE aircraft against those targets which
could be attacked safely in spite of the presence of the MIGs, and additional U.S.
combat aircraft if necessary for the effective execution of the bombing program.

He qualified this assessment with the observation, "We must always recognize, however, that events
may force [the] U.S. to advance D-Day to a considerably earlier date." The reason for this
qualification was Taylor's concern that the GVN might not be able to sustain its authority until
January. Thus, in order to "avoid the probable consequences of a collapse of national morale" it
would be necessary, he felt, "to open the campaign against the DRV without delay."
Similar assessments of timing in relation to more vigorous military action against North Vietnam
were made in OSD,/ISA. The immediate measures proposed in McNaughton's draft "Plan of Action
for South Vietnam" (3 September) were conceived not only as means to provoke North Vietnam
into responses justifying U.S. punitive actions. They were also believed to make possible the
postponement "probably until November or December" of a decision regarding the more serious
escalation. In McNaughton's terminology the latter were referred to as "a crescendo of GVN-U.S.
military actions against the DRV," but they included a variety of possibilities:
The escalating actions might be naval pressures or mining of harbors; or they might be
made up of air strikes against North Vietnam moving from southern to northern targets,
from targets associated with infiltration and by-then-disclosed DRV-VC radio command
nets to targets of military then industrial importance, and from missions which could be
handled by the VNAF alone to those which could be carried out only by the U.S.
It is clear, however, that what was contemplated was a pattern of gradually mounting pressures
intended to impress the DRV with the increasing gravity of its situation.
Records of the September conference do not indicate that a decision was made relative to an explicit
January contingency date. In several respects they do make clear that the possibility of escalation at
the end of the year was considered. For example, hope was expressed that the GVN would grow
stronger over the following two to three months--by implication, strong enough to permit "major
deliberate risks of escalation" or "deliberately provocative" U.S. actions. Directly related to this
hope was the intention of having the GVN admit publicly to its conduct of maritime operations
against North Vietnamese coastal installations and communications. The aim was "to justify and
legitimize them on the basis of the facts of VC infiltration by sea." It was believed that this step
would be useful in establishing a climate of opinion more receptive to expanded (air) operations
against North Vietnam when they should become necessary.
Reservations. By October 1964, therefore, there was a general belief among the President's top
advisors that it would probably be necessary eventually to subject North Vietnam to overt military
pressure. Many were convinced, however reluctantly, that it would not be possible to obtain an
effective solution to the problem of DRV sponsorship of the insurgency in South Vietnam or a
practical solution to the political strife in Laos without such direct pressure on the instigators of
these problems. The earlier views of most of the principal advisors had been clearly contingent
upon a major reversal-principally in Laos--and had been advanced with the apparent assumption
that military actions hopefully would not be required. Now, however, their views were advanced
with a sense that such actions were inevitable. Moreover, they were advanced despite the
perspective afforded by a number of critical evaluations of the use of military pressure. In addition
to the studies made during the first half of 1964, all of the principal advisory agencies had reviewed
a detailed critique of the so-called "Rostow thesis" just prior to the September strategy conference.
The critique was accomplished in OSD/ISA with inputs and coordination from State's Policy
Planning Council. The assigned task was to make "a thorough analysis of and report on the Rostow
thesis that covert aggression justifies and must be fought by attacks on the source of the

aggression." Copies were distributed to the Washington recipients of the Rostow paper, including
the White House, Department of State, Department of Defense, the JCS and each of the services.
In their summary analysis of the thesis, the critiquers emphasized two variables which would
determine its utility: (1) the extent of the commitment of the nation furnishing external support and
(2) the extent to which the insurgency affected vital U.S. interests. With regard to the former
variable, they described "three fundamental conditions" which would have to exist to achieve
success "in cases where the external opponent is committed to the extent of the North Vietnamese."
The opponents would have to be persuaded that: (1) the United States was "taking limited actions to
achieve limited objectives;" (2) "the commitment of the military power of the United States to the
limited objective is a total commitment-as total as our commitment to get the missiles out of Cuba
in October 1962;" (3) the United States has "established a sufficient consensus to see through this
course of action both at home and on the world scene." Further, unless such an opponent were so
persuaded, "the approach might well fail to be effective short of a larger U.S. military involvement."
Essential to creating the necessary conviction of U.S. intent on the part of the opposing government,
the analysis argued, was a firm image that the President and the U.S. public were in agreement that
vital national interests were at stake. Unless vital interests were clearly at stake,
the limited military actions envisaged would not only involve much greater political
costs at home and abroad . . . but there would be much greater risk that the program
would not be effective except at high levels of involvement and risk, and that it might
be allowed to fall short of such levels.
Assuming that vital U.S. interests were assessed as being at stake by an Administration in some
unspecified case, the critiquers went on to outline some additional "conditions for success." First, an
Administration would have to present a solid case to the U.S. Congress and public and to our allies
that the external support provided by the target nation was instrumental in sustaining the insurgency.
In the interest of making its public case conclusive, "the U.S. would have to be prepared to expose
intelligence data." Second, it would have to identify enemy targets "such that limited attacks and the
threat of further attacks would bring great pressure on him to comply." Third, the U.S. Government
would have to be able to communicate its case to the target nation "including the high degree of
U.S. commitment and the limited nature of our objective." This would involve controlling both the
U.S. and its ally's actions "to convey limited objectives, minimizing incentives to comply." Finally,
it would have to be capable of determining enemy compliance with our demands.
The critiquers' analysis included an assessment of the costs and risks to be incurred in applying the
thesis and cautioned against its adoption as a general declaratory policy:
Given present attitudes, application of the Rostow approach risks domestic and
international opposition ranging from anxiety and protest to condemnation, efforts to
disassociate from U.S. policies or alliances, or even strong countermeasures. . .
Currently, then, it is the Rostow approach, rather than the measures it counters that
would be seen generally as an "unstabilizing" change in the rules of the game, an
escalation of conflict, an increasing of shared, international risks, and quite possibly, as
an open aggression demanding condemnation . . . particularly in general terms or in
abstraction from a specific, immediately challenging situation.

On the other hand, the controlled, limited military actions implied in the Rostow
approach would be far more acceptable to the extent that they were seen to follow from
Presidential conviction of vital national necessity in a specific context, and even more to
the extent that this conviction were shared by Congress and the U.S. public.
An attempt to legitimize such actions in general terms, and in advance of an emergency
situation, would not only be likely to fail, but might well evoke public expression of
domestic and allied opposition and denunciation . . . from opponents that would make it
much more difficult for the President to contemplate this approach when an occasion
actually arose.
They went on to point out that accepting the Rostow thesis as a principle of U.S. declaratory policy
would require making it public before applying it. The need to be assured of "Congressional and
other public support in carrying through the thesis in a given case" would require this. Therefore,
the analysts concluded, "It would be exceedingly unwise to make the Rostow thesis a declaratory
policy unless the U.S. were prepared to act on it"--but then only if we were assured of the public
commitment and the capability to achieve success.
With regard to the applicability of the thesis to the contemporary situation in Southeast Asia, the
critiquers summarized their views as follows:
. . .the situation in Vietnam and Laos is the only one in which a strong case can be made
that the two major indications for the Rostow approach are made: the ineffectiveness of
alternatives and vital U.S. interests. Even in this case the degree of U.S. interest, the
degree and acceptability of the risks, and the potential effectiveness of this approach are
subject to question. In particular, the likelihood and the political costs of failure of the
approach, and the pressures for U.S. escalation if early moves should fail, require
serious examination.
5. Differing Agency Policy Views
In describing the evolution of Administration strategy, this account has previously emphasized the
points of general agreement among the President's advisors. Its purpose has been to describe the
existence and sense of a policy consensus that had emerged by mid-October. However, significant
differences of opinion existed among the various advisory agencies regarding what actions should
be taken and how soon they should be initiated. These differences can be discerned with respect to
five issues: (1) whether and how soon the GVN maritime operation should be acknowledged; (2)
the desirability of tit-for-tat reprisals; (3) how best to cope with enemy reactions to increased
pressures on the DRV; (4) the degree of GVN/U.S. readiness required before increasing the
pressures; and (5) the relationship perceived between increased pressures and negotiations.
JCS views. Senior military officials differed among themselves on the first three issues. CINCPAC
apparently perceived difficulties resulting from official acknowledgments of GVN maritime
operations and sugested that press leaks would [words illegible]. General Wheeler [words illegible]
operations and thereby enable their scope and effectiveness to be increased. However, he was not
supported by the service chiefs. They opposed surfacing the GVN operations until they could
become associated with the DE SOTO Patrols "or until the United States is prepared openly to
support MAROPS militarily." All of these officials agreed that it was necessary to undertake
reprisals for a variety of hostile VC or DRV actions. In particular they wanted U.S. responses to be
greater in degree, not necessarily matching in kind, than the provocations. Where they came to

differ was on the desirability of deliberately provoking DRV actions to which we could then
respond. After the September White House meeting only the Air Force Chief of Staff and the
Marine Commandant favored this approach.
Differences with respect to preparation for coping with enemy reactions to harsher pressures
centered around the issue of committing greater numbers of U.S. ground forces to South Vietnam.
CINCPAC, supporting General West-moreland's request, urged provision for deployment of Marine
and Army units to provide security for U.S./GVN operating bases. The JCS disagreed and
disapproved a request to make such adjustments in OPLAN 37-64, on grounds that since VC
capabilities were still questionable it was preferable not to precommit U.S. forces in the manner
urged. At issue concurrently was an Air Force proposal to reduce the number of ground forces
provided for in the event of a large scale DRV/CHICOM intervention in Southeast Asia and to reply
more heavily on tactical air capabilities. The other chiefs disagreed, but the controversy concerning
the relative emphasis on ground and air forces for the defense of Southeast Asia was to occupy JCS
attention for several months to come.
Regarding the issue of readiness to increase pressures on North Vietnam and the role of
negotiations, the military chiefs were in agreement throughout the period. Soon after the Tonkin
Gulf incidents they urged prompt implementation of more serious pressures using U.S. air
capabilities. They opposed B-57 training for the VNAF, citing its limited pilot and supporting
technical resources which would be needed for counterinsurgency missions. In response to
warnings that we should not get deeply involved in a conflict in Southeast Asia until we were surer
of the GVN's commitment, they replied that "the United States is already deeply involved." They
went on to recommend preparations for deploying the remaining OPLAN 37-64 forces needed for
mounting a U.S. air strike program against North Vietnam. While the JCS did not address the
subject of negotiations explicitly during this period, their statements implied a lack of interest in a
negotiated solution to the Vietnam problem. At every opportunity they reiterated their
recommendation that we should attack North Vietnamese will and capabilities as necessary to force
a DRV decision to halt its support and direction of the insurgency.
Saigon Embassy views. Ambassador Taylor opposed the views of his former military colleagues on
most issues. Prior to the September meeting, he expressed objections to the idea of surfacing or
leaking to the press the nature of GVN maritime operations. He also opposed tit-for-tat retaliation
bombing for the reason that it was "likely to release a new order of military reaction from both
sides, the outcome of which is impossible to predict." He saw enemy ground assaults as a greater
threat to U.S. bases in South Vietnam than enemy air attacks and supported the deployment of US.
ground force units for base security purposes. This was to occur after the beginning of GVN/U.S.
ground and air cross-border operations into Laos. However, not unlike the Chiefs, one of the criteria
he employed in shaping his recommendation was the avoidance of a major U.S. ground force
commitment.
Ambassador Taylor's views were apparently based on an underlying rationale that actions to counter
the VC/DRV aggression should not outstrip the GVN and that if it could be avoided, the conflict
should not be escalated to a level beyond South Vietnamese capacities to manage it. Although
believing firmly that the United States would have to apply direct pressure against North Vietnam
eventually, to force her to abandon her objectives, he felt that the major burden of this effort should
be borne by the GVN. Thus, his support for U.S. base security deployment was based in part on
concern lest ARVN units be tied down in such roles and, thus, unavailable for more free-ranging

combat. Similarly, in August, the Embassy favored immediate initiation of B-57 training for the
VNAF to enable it to play a substantial role in the overt air attacks envisioned for 1965.
This training--like Saigon's discouragement of U.S. eagerness to negotiate in Laos--was also
advocated for its value in bolstering the GVN's morale and determination to continue fighting
against its communist enemies. This same consideration was at the root of the Ambassador's belief
that any negotiations which affected South Vietnam should be avoided until North Vietnam was
subjected to more forceful military pressures. He also felt that communication with Hanoi should be
preceded by a thorough discussion and understanding of our limited war aims with the GVN.
The Ambassador's basic concern that the GVN be capable of and committed to supporting the
evolving levels of war effort against the communists was indicated in his response to the political
upheaval in Saigon. Earlier, his recommendations had included the option of opening "the [airl
campaign against the DRV without delay," in the event of threatened collapse of the Khanh
Government. The objective was to have been "to avoid the possible consequences of a collapse of
national morale." At the September meeting and subsequently, however, after Khanh had already
been forced to step down from GVN leadership once and his new government had [words illegible]
the Ambassador opposed overt action [words illegible] urged instead [words illegible].
OSD views. OSD and OSD~ISA views were clearer on some issues than on others. For example, the
source documents indicate their consistent support for surfacing the GVN maritime operations.
Similarly, it is clear that OSD continually regarded negotiations as a necessary process for
terminating the insurgency in South Vietnam and a program of increased pressures against the DRV
as a means of improving the U.S. bargaining position. Like other agencies, it saw negotiations as
something that should not be entered into until the pressures were hurting North Vietnam, but it
emphasized that the pattern of pressures should make clear our limited aims.
Equally consistent but less explicit were OSD views on GVN/U.S. readiness to mount overt attacks
on North Vietnam. Secretary McNamara was concerned that too early initiation of air action against
North Vietnam might find the United States unprepared to cope with the consequences. At the end
of August he directed the JCS to study and report on POL and ordnance stocks available to carry out
approved contingency plans to combat a large-scale communist intervention after the expenditures
required for the pattern of attacks which they proposed against North Vietnam. He also asked for
specific recommendations on next steps to be taken in the event destruction of the proposed JCS
targets did not destroy the DRV will and capability to continue. Mr. McNaughton's "Plan of Action"
was intended to make unnecessary any decision concerning larger operations until late in the
autumn. Morever, it was designed explicitly "to create as little risk as possible of the kind of
military action which would be difficult to justify to the American public and to preserve where
possible the option to have no U.S. military action at all." In September, OSD/ISA was on record as
favoring the initiation of bombing against North Vietnam--after suitable provocation by Hanoi. But
by mid-October the OSD view was apparently that overt actions against the North should be held
off at least until the new year.
With respect to the other issues, the most consistent aspect of OSD views was their prudence. Its
attitudes toward tit-for-tat reprisals are not really clear. Soon after Tonkin Gulf, OSD notified the
JCS that the events there precluded any further need for their work on retaliation scenarios in
support of NSAM 288. Then, just three weeks later, the McNaughton "Plan of Action" proposed
deliberate provocation of DRV actions to permit U.S. retaliation--but as a means to begin a gradual

squeeze on North Vietnam, not merely tit-for-tat reprisals. Mr. McNamara's own views do not
appear except by implication, in that he did not indicate any opposition to them when shown
William Bundy's draft summation of the September meeting consensus. Prudence was again the
dominant feature of OSD views on preparations to cope with possible enemy reactions to the
harsher pressures. For example, "on several occasions" Secretary McNamara expressed to the JCS
his interest in the possibility of countering a massive Chinese intervention in Southeast Asia without
the need to introduce large numbers of U.S. ground forces.
[material missing]
proposal to reduce provisional ground force levels for Southeast Asian defense concluded that the
issue remained "open." It was critical of that particular study because of its methodology and
assumptions. Later, however, Mr. McNamara supported the JCS in their disapproval of the MACV
request for allocation of additional ground force units for base security purposes.
State views. Various documents make it clear that there were several different points of view
prevalent within the State Department during the period in question. Reflected here are those
channeled through the Secretary of State or communicated to the Department of Defense, usually
through the Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs. With few exceptions, the courses of action
followed by the Administration were those advocated by State. Its proposal for B-57 training for the
VNAF was apparently overruled on the basis of JCS recommendations, but otherwise its support for
measures to further strengthen the GVN and for pressuring actions other than overt military attacks
throughout 1964 prevailed. Its support for the acknowledgement of GVN maritime operations failed
to materialize only because of objections on the part of the GVN itself.
State Department views on the other issues, likewise, were reflected in U.S. policy positions.
Reprisals for VC acts that could be matched with fitting responses were favored in principle but
were not necessarily to be carried out in all instances. Escalation through such responses was seen
as useful for purposes of assisting GVN morale, but State did not believe that steps should be taken
to bring about such situations just yet. It did, however, acknowledge that deliberate provocations
might be useful in the future. Negotiation of a Vietnam solution through an international conference
was viewed as inevitable, but it should be permitted only after hurting North Vietnam and
convincing South Vietnam of U.S. resolve to achieve its objectives. Moreover, Secretary Rusk,
Assistant Secretary Bundy and Counselor Rostow were each known to view avoidance of a
commitment of U.S. ground forces to Southeast Asia as an important element in policy.
CIA views. With the exception of Mr. McCone's opinions rendered in the September strategy
meeting, available CIA documents provide no policy recommendations. However, they do contain
assessments bearing directly on the policy issues discussed previously-particularly with respect to
enemy reactions to the measures contemplated. For example, intelligence estimates indicated little
likelihood that intensified maritime operations would result in retaliation against GVN naval bases.
Similarly, they predicted few serious consequences in response to U.S. limited tit-for-tat reprisal
strikes. Rather, the CIA believed that communist responses would be limited to defensive measures,
increased propaganda, and additional logistical assistance from China. In the event our reprisal
actions were "heavier and sustained," the DRV was expected first to attempt to dissuade the United
States through international political moves, [words illegible]

CIA estimates of communist reaction to systematic U.S./GVN air attacks on North Vietnam were
less certain. While acknowledging "substantial danger" that the DRV might decide to send its own
armed forces on a large scale to Laos and South Vietnam,
("Hanoi might assume that United States would be unwilling to undertake a major
ground war, or that if it was, it could ultimately be defeated by the methods which were
successful against the French.")
they thought it more likely that Hanoi would choose a more conservative course. They reasoned that
"the DRV might calculate that it would be better to stop VC activity temporarily than risk loss of its
military facilities and industry," but that they would make no meaningful concessions "such as
agreeing to effective international inspection of inifitration routes." In any event, the CIA did not
believe that Chinese intervention was likely unless the United States should strike the Chinese
mainland or unless U.S./GVN forces should attempt to "occupy areas of the DRV or communistheld territory in Northern Laos." It indicated that both North Vietnam and Communist China wished
to avoid direct conflict with the United States and would probably "avoid actions that would in their
view unduly increase the chances of a major U.S. response" against them.
Rather than outright military victory in South Vietnam, CIA estimates indicated belief that the
communists expected to gain control through a "neutralist coalition government dominated by proCommunist elements" that would come about "soon." This concern over the threat of neutralism
had been voiced at the September meeting by Mr. McCone and was quite prevalent among
intelligence discussions of the period. Altogether, it created a rather gloomy impression of GVN
readiness to support sustained overt operations against North Vietnam and absorb likely VC
countermeasures. In October the picture became even gloomier as a result of an intelligence
assessment which described continuing deterioration of the South Vietnamese political situation and
predicted even more:
. . .we believe that the conditions favor a further decay of GVN will and effectiveness.
The likely pattern of this decay will be increasing defeatism, paralysis of leadership,
friction with Americans, exploration of possible lines of political accommodation with
the other side, and a general petering out of the war effort.
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13 Marzo 2008
La Agencia de Seguridad Nacional (NSA) reconoce que el gobierno mintió en incidente del golfo
de Tonkín que sirvió para iniciar la agresión USA a Vietnam.
El reciente incidente en el golfo Pérsico recuerda al incidente del Golfo de Tonkín y revela más
mentiras de la administración USA.
Alfredo Embid.
La Agencia de Seguridad Nacional (NSA) reconoce que el incidente del golfo de Tonkín nunca
existió.

Golfo de Tonkín en Vietnam.
Documentos recientemente desclasificados proporcionaron todavía más pruebas de que el gobierno
de Johnson fingió el incidente del Golfo de Tonkin para intensificar la Guerra de Vietnam. Un
informe de la Agencia de Seguridad Nacional (NSA, por sus siglas en inglés) concluye: "esa noche
no ocurrió ningún ataque". (1)

El barco USA supuestamente atacado y el presidente Johnson.
El ataque inventado de 1964 contra buques de guerra estadounidenses supuestamente perpetrado
por barcos de Vietnam del Norte fue utilizado como excusa para incrementar los bombardeos y el
despliegue masivo de soldados en la guerra de agresión contra Vietnam.
Hemos detallado este fraude histórico en anteriores boletines documentadamente. Ver boletines (2a)

Foto: Mapa de las incursiones en aguas norvietnamitas de los barcos USA durante el supuesto
incidente de Tonkín.
La actual declaración de la NSA no hace si no confirmar nuestras anteriores denuncias.

Foto: el presidente Johnson mintió.
Reconocer la coartada para iniciar la guerra falsificando la historia equivale a reconocer un crimen
de guerra por agresión que costó la vida a mas de 2 millones de vietnamitas y a más de cincuenta
mil soldados USA.
Un crimen doble, ya que se bombardearon las cosechas con venenos químicos, cuyas consecuencias

siguieron padeciendo los hijos y los nietos de los vietnamitas afectados por el agente naranja. Unos
crímenes de guerra reconocidos por el derecho internacional que permanece impune. Recientemente
la corte de apelación a desestimado las demandas de las víctimas vietnamitas como explicaremos en
nuestro próximo boletín. (2b)
Reciente incidente en el golfo Pérsico recuerda al incidente del Golfo de Tonkín.
A pesar de las declaraciones del director general de la AIEA que ha afirmado reiteradamente que
NO hay ninguna prueba de que Irán este construyendo armas atómicas. Ver boletines (3)
A pesar de que el informe de las agencias de inteligencia establece que Irán no representa ninguna
amenaza nuclear inmediata. (4)
La campaña de demonización y las provocaciones siguen su curso.
La administración USA ha hecho oídos sordos
Bush dijo al periódico israelí Yediot Ahronot que " Irán es una amenaza y que el [NIE] no
disminuye esta amenaza en ninguna medida, si no que la hace aún más evidente. "
El 6 de enero según Estados Unidos 5 lanchas rápidas de la Guardia Revolucionaria iraní se
aproximaron a unos 460 metros de tres buques de guerra estadounidenses en el Estrecho de
Hormuz, cerca de la costa iraní y amenazaron con volarlos antes de retroceder antes y de que los
buques estadounidenses abrieran fuego. El mensaje decía : "Vamos hacia ustedes. explotaran dentro
de pocos minutos."
Los detalles iniciales del incidente fueron proporcionados exclusivamente por el vice-almirante
norteamericano Kevin Cosgriff, comandante de la 5e Flota USA basada en Bahreïn,
Un mensaje advirtió a los buques USA que estaban a punto de estallar. cundo 2 lanchas iraníes se
acercaron al barco USS Ingraham y largaron cajas blancas en su camino.
Les navíos USA elevaron su " nivel de alerta ", y el incidente se acabó en menos de 30 minutos.
El Pentágono describió el incidente como una seria provocación y lo ha utilizado para intensificar
las tensiones en el Golfo curiosamente coincidiendo justo antes de la primera visita larga de Bush a
Oriente Medio.
"Este fue un acto muy provocativo por parte de los iraníes y pudo haber estado muy cerca de
resultar en un altercado entre nuestras fuerzas y sus fuerzas," dijo Stephen Hadley, asesor de
seguridad nacional del presidente George W. Bush, en camino a Israel junto al líder estadounidense.
(5)
El portavoz del Pentágono, Bryan Whitman, describió el comportamiento iraní como un acto "
irreflexivo, temerario y potencialmente hostil".
El portavoz de la Casa Blanca para la seguridad nacional , Gordon Johndroe, habló de "actos
provocadores, susceptibles de degenerar en un incidente peligroso". (6)
El secretario de Defensa , Robert Gates, declaró que el incidente era " preocupante " y que " el
riesgo de escalada es real ".
El portavoz del Departamento de Estado Sean McCormack dijo: "Exhortamos a Irán a que se
abstenga de cualquier tipo de acción provocativa que pueda llevar a incidentes peligrosos en el
futuro… Nuevamente, en parte lo que estamos intentando hacer es asegurarnos de que no le resulte
fácil a los iraníes tener un comportamiento ilícito o antiético a los intereses de la región o de
Estados Unidos". (7)

El Presidente Bush dijo: "Nuestros buques se desplazaban pacíficamente cerca de la frontera iraní,
en aguas territoriales -aguas internacionales- y las lanchas iraníes aparecieron y actuaron de manera
muy provocadora. Y fue un gesto muy peligroso de su parte. Lo dejamos muy en claro,
públicamente, y conocen nuestra postura, que es que si atacan nuestros buques afrontarán
consecuencias graves, así de simple".
El ministerio de Asuntos Exteriores iraní ha minimizado el alcance del incidente, calificándolo de "
incidente ordinario " que " se produce de vez en cuando entre los dos bandos " (8)
Irán mantiene que el incidente fue una "identificación ordinaria" marítima que terminó sin
hostilidad tal y como se muestra en las escenas del vídeo del Cuerpo de Guardias de la Revolución
Islámica (CGRI).
Funcionarios iraníes dijeron que la administración Bush ha inflado el incidente
desproporcionadamente coincidiendo con la visita a Oriente Medio de Bush en un intento de apoyar
su mensaje de que Irán es una "amenaza" para la región y para el mundo. (9)
Estados Unidos presentó un video de 4 minutos y 20 segundos con audio tomado desde uno de los
barcos que fue difundido obedientemente por las TV de todo el mundo.
Irán acusó a Estados Unidos de falsificar imágenes de video que muestran a las lanchas rápidas
iraníes aproximándose a los buques de combate estadounidenses. (10)
Un portavoz de la Guardia Revolucionaria iraní denunció que el vídeo había sido montado con
imágenes de archivo y que la banda sonora además era un montaje, es decir una fabricación.
Por el contrario Irán presentó otro video con una banda sonora simultánea y creíble que no
contienen nada fuera de lo normal en una patrulla de vigilancia e identificación rutinaria de sus
aguas territoriales. (11)
La traducción del persa al inglés de los mensajes intercambiados puedes encontrarla en el enlace
siguiente. (12)
El video presentado por los medios de comunicación occidentales en resumen era una chapuza ya
que no había en el audio sonido de fondo del ruido de los barcos como inevitablemente debería
haberse grabado y la voz del mensaje amenazador estaba claramente superpuesta. Ni que decir tiene
que los medios occidentales no presentaron ni el video iraní, ni sus pruebas, ni sus protestas.
¿Propaganda Iraní?
No
Pocos días después la versión oficial naufragaba debido a las declaraciones de los propios miliares
que estaban en el lugar de los hechos.
Varios oficiales incluyendo a los mandos de los barcos supuestamente agredidos describieron el
incidente como habitual confirmando la versión de los iraníes.
El comandante en jefe del crucero de misiles guiados Port Royal, uno de los tres barcos
"amenazados", el capitán David Adler, desestimó la historia del Pentágono y dijo que no se había
sentido amenazado por el abandono de las cajas blancas en el agua en una reunión con periodistas el
lunes.
Los comandantes navales negaron que se había estado cerca de disparar contra los iraníes. El viceAlm. Kevin Cosgriff, comandante de la 5 ª Flota, negó la historia oficial en una conferencia de
prensa el 7 de Enero.

Una semana después, James Jeffery, comandante del destructor Hopper, otro de los buques USA
supuestamente "amenazados", dijo a los periodistas que los iraníes se habían alejado "antes de
llegar al punto en el que es necesario abrir fuego". (13)
Sólo dos semanas antes, en Diciembre 19, el USS Whidbey Island, un buque de guerra anfibio,
había hecho disparos de advertencia después de una pequeña embarcación iraní se acercó a alta
velocidad. Pero ese incidente a pesar de ser mucho mas grave ni siquiera había sido notificado
públicamente. (14)
El hecho de que ese incidente, a pesar de ser mucho mas grave ya que hubo disparos, no fuera
notificado públicamente indica claramente el oportunismo del despliegue de medios utilizado en el
incidente de enero coincidiendo con la visita de Bush a la zona.
El teniente John Gay de la Marina estadounidense reconoció a AFP que le era imposible saber si el
mensaje de amenaza emanaba de las lanchas iraníes. (15)
El Comandante Lydia Robertson, portavoz de la 5ª flota en Bahrain, reconoció el 10 de enero que la
Marina no podía estar segura de que el mensaje proviniese de lanchas iraníes. (16)
Estando así las cosas el 11 de enero el portavoz del Pentágono Geoff Morrell no tuvo más remedio
que desmentir la primera versión, mintiendo de nuevo. "Nadie en el ejército ha dicho que la
transmisión emanó de los barcos iraníes", dijo Morrell. (17)
Simultáneamente el mismo día se difundía en varios medios una información surrealista, según la
cual este peligroso incidente naval con Irán podría deberse a un bromista.
El periódico USA Navy Times informó que el mensaje podía ser obra de un bromista que se divierte
perturbando las comunicaciones entre los navíos, conocido en el sector con el apodo de "Filipino
Monkey" (el mono filipino). (18)
Lo siento, no disponemos fotos del mono filipino pero sí de este otro.

Además hay otro punto importante. Se dijo que los buques estaban en aguas internacionales. Ver
declaración de Bush precedentemente citada.
Pero hay un pequeño problema : NO hay "aguas internacionales" en el Estrecho de Ormuz, entre las
aguas territoriales de Irán y Omán según el doctor L. Kaveh Afrasiabi. Este justifica su opinión
haciendo una amplia revisión del derecho marítimo internacional que rige en el estrecho de Ormuz
muy documentada incluyendo las violaciones que está haciendo Estados Unidos del mismo. Te
invito a consultar directamente su artículo en el siguiente enlace. (19)
Al margen de esto, el mas elemental sentido común cuestiona el hecho que unas lanchas ligeras
representen una amenaza contra 3 barcos de guerra (alguno de más de 9.000 toneladas) armados con
la tecnología mas sofisticada como señala Michel Chossudovsky.
(20)

La "amenaza".
Los buques "amenazados" eran los siguientes:
USS Hopper (DDG-70) Arleigh Burke-class destructor equipado con misiles de crucero
Tomahawk.

USS Hopper (DDG-70) (source: US Navy)

Tomahawk.
El crucero USS Port Royal CG73 equipado con misiles Tomahawk y Harpoon , cañones Phalanx
CIWS 2, que disparan munición de uranio ademas de helicópteros Sikorsky SH-60 y Seahawk
LAMPS III.

USS Port Royal CG73

misil Harpoon

cañones Phalanx CIWS 2
La fragata USS Ingraham equipada con lanzaderas de torpedos Mark 46 torpedos y helicópteros
LAMPS III.

fragata USS Ingraham
Estos barcos son una pequeña parte de la V flota USA estacionada en la zona. Recuerda que la V
flota es la más importante de EEUU. Está dotada de portaviones con caza - bombarderos y
submarinos nucleares.
En total cuenta con unos 20,000 hombres a bordo y 3,000 en tierra.

Portaviones USS Harry S. Truman.

Portaviones USS Harry S. Truman
Además el portaviones USS Harry S. Truman, cargado de aviones caza - bombarderos F-18,
acababa de incorporarse al golfo dos días antes. Junto a el sus barcos de acompañamiento
destructores y fragatas. (21)
Así que de cualquier modo la amenaza que pudieron representar los botes iraníes para buques
armados con munición de uranio y con misiles y torpedos teledirigidos es algo completamente
impresentable. Es parte de la escalada de provocaciones a todos los niveles USA contra Irán

Imagen: El texto dice en 1960 un presidente americano llevó al país a la guerra utilizando pretextos
falsos. Cuando las cosas se pusieron feas el secretario de defensa culpó a los medios de
comunicación por ser demasiado negativos. El precio de estas políticas se pagó con la sangre de
demasiados jóvenes americanos ( y de más de 2.000.000 de vietnamitas).
El pié de las imágenes propone reemplazar la fecha de 1960 por la de 2003 (2ª guerra de agresión a
Irak) y releerlo. Propongo recordar esto cuando llegue la fecha en la que, con argumentos
igualmente falsos, se justifique iniciar la próxima guerra de agresión a Irán. Propongo recordar
también otras coartadas para iniciar las guerras de agresión USA que he analizado en detalle en el
boletín nº 173. (22)
Este no es el primer incidente que se produce en las atiborradas aguas del golfo Pérsico como ya
informamos anteriormente. (23)
Ni tampoco probablemente sea el último...
Así que vale la pena entender como se manipulan las noticias.
Todos los elementos de la historia que el Pentágono había dado a los corresponsales fueron
desacreditados no solo por los iraníes sino también por los militares USA presentes en la zona como
hemos visto. Pero los medios de desinformación de masas como siempre se guardaron mucho de
publicar los desmentidos y la historia oficial quedó grabada en las mentes de los aborregados
consumidores de noticias cumpliendo así eficazmente su función de incrementar la demonización
de la próxima víctima.
Es preciso saberlo y estar prevenidos para cuestionar el siguiente, ya que como en el caso de
Vietnam, un incidente fabricado de este tipo puede ser el pistoletazo de salida para iniciar la guerra.
Y recordemos que en este caso se utilizarán las nuevas bombas atómicas que es preciso probar en
vivo.
Alfredo Embid
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La tradición estadounidense de los autoataques

De Tonkin al 11-S

Documentos desclasificados demuestran que al ataque del Golfo de
Tonkin, que sirvió de pretexto para lanzar la guerra de Vietnam,
nunca existió
Lo sabíamos, los dijimos, y ahora ellos nos lo han confirmado. Los incidentes del Golfo de
Tonkin, donde supuestamente barcos torpederos norvietnamitas derribaron dos
destructores norteamericanos, nunca existieron. Fueron una elaborada operación de
inteligencia para justificar la escalada bélica en Vietnam, exigida por los círculos del
complejo militar industrial.
De Tonkin al 11-S hay un hilo que une todas las actuaciones imperiales norteamericanas:
necesitan generar un ataque –bien realizado por ellos mismos, bien consentido, bien
provocado, bien “virtual”, como en el episodio del Golfo vietnamita– para romper las
resistencias de la sociedad norteamericana, hasta empujarla a la fuerza a respaldar al
Imperio.

El falso incidente del golfo de Tonkin tenía como objetivo proporcionar a la Casa Blanca munición política para justificar la
implicación norteamericana en la guerra contra Vietnam.

Lo que pasó realmente en Tonkin
El incidente del Golfo de Tonkin se trató de una operación de
inteligencia, destinada a inventar un ataque, con el objetivo de
proporcionar a la Casa Blanca de Lyndon Jhonson munición política
para justificar la implicación norteamericana en Vietnam.
El 4 de agosto de 1964, Washington comunica que dos destructores norteamericanos que
navegaban por el Golfo de Tonkin han sido agredidos por barcos torpederos
norvietnamitas. El secretario de Defensa estadounidense, Robert McNamara anuncia que
“hay pruebas inequívocas de un segundo ataque no provocado contra EEUU”.
Estos incidentes serán el motivo esgrimido para obligar al Congreso norteamericano a
conceder plenos poderes a Johnson (el sucesor de Kennedy) para iniciar la escalada bélica en
Vietnam, demandada por los sectores más duros del complejo militar industrial.
Hasta aquí la historia oficial, a la que habría que catalogar con el lema de algunos telefilmes:
cualquier parecido con la realidad es pura coincidencia. Ya sabíamos –por la publicación el 13
de junio de 1971, a través del diario New York Times, de los llamados «papeles del
Pentágono», un informe secreto elaborado por el Departamento de Defensa– de conversaciones
telefónicas entre el Presidente y Robert McNamara, donde se desvelaba la existencia de

operaciones secretas con el objetivo de provocar un ataque vietnamita que justificara la
escalada bélica. Ahora sabemos lo que muchos teníamos como algo más que una sospecha: el
segundo ataque nunca existió, fue un simple invento, una especie de “Cortina rasgada” –la
película de Hitchcock donde EEUU es capaz de inventar una guerra inexistente–. Y lo sabemos
porque lo dicen ellos. La inteligencia estadounidense acaba de desclasificar nuevos
documentos que confirman que el gobierno de EEUU falsificó información para “fabricar” un
ataque como el de Tonkin.
El más significativo de los documentos desclasificados es un informe escrito en 2001 por
Robert Hanyok, historiador de la Agencia Nacional de Seguridad de EEUU, donde se afirma
que los responsables del espionaje “distorsionaron deliberadamente” los datos, demostrando la
inexistencia del ataque. Según Hanyokm los informes contenían “cambios en las traducciones
sin explicación y la mezcla de mensajes sin relación en una sola comunicación”. El 90% de las
comunicaciones relevantes interceptadas ese día a los norvietnamitas fueron omitidas,
recortando y pegando las otras para que dieran el resultado, deseado pero irreal, de un ataque
contra dos destructores norteamericanos. En realidad, tal y como confirma Hanyok, los
supuestos atacantes ni siquiera sabían la localización de los destructores americanos USS
Maddox y C. Turner Joy.
Se trató de una operación de inteligencia, destinada a inventar un ataque, con el objetivo de
proporcionar a la Casa Blanca de Lyndon Jonson munición política para justificar la
implicación norteamericana en Vietnam.

¿Y por qué no compararlo con el 11-S?

La historia de EEUU está repleta
de la necesidad de acudir a
autoataques –provocados,
permitidos, virtuales o
directamente organizados– para
justificar las voraces ambiciones
de los círculos más militaristas.

Rumsfeld daba por sentado en el 2000 que es
probable que el proceso de transformación de
EEUU en «la fuerza dominante del futuro» se
prolongue durante mucho tiempo si no se
produce «algún acontecimiento catastrófico y
catalizador, como un nuevo Pearl Harbor». Meses después sucedió
el 11-S. ¿Casualidad?
Muchos son los comentaristas que han relacionado las revelaciones sobre la inexistencia
del ataque norvietnamita en Tonkin con las mentiras sobre las armas de destrucción
masiva en Irak. Según estas interpretaciones, persiste la tradición de los gobiernos
norteamericanos de justificar su implicación en las guerras a base de mentiras. Pero ésta
es la hipótesis más dulce, más suave para los centros de poder norteamericanos.
La realidad nos muestra otra mucho más brutal: en Tonkin se fabricó un autoataque virtual,
inexistente pero que fue presentado por los servicios secretos, gobierno y prensa como real y
tangible, y que provocó el mismo efecto político que si se hubiera producido: propiciar la
entrada en una guerra, quebrando la resistencia de la población norteamericana.
La historia de EEUU está repleta de la necesidad de los centros imperiales más agresivos de
acudir a autoataques –provocados, permitidos, virtuales o directamente organizados– para
justificar las voraces ambiciones de los círculos más militaristas. Sucedió con el hundimiento
del acorazado Maine en La Habana, con el bombardeo de Peral Harbor… y con el 11-S.
Inmediatamente después de producirse el atentado contra las Torres Gemelas, escribimos en el
nº 17 del De Verdad de 2001: «Es muy posible que la cadena de horrendos ataques haya sido
obra de los talibanes, pero esto no altera la sustancia del problema. También en Pearl Harbor el
ataque fue obra de los japoneses. ¿Es creíble pensar que los talibanes, creados, financiados,
armados y formados por la CIA para combatir la invasión soviética de Afganistán, no estén
infiltrados de algún modo por ellos? ¿Nos quieren hacer creer que el FBI o la CIA no sabían
nada de esto? No podemos decir en qué consiste la trama, no disponemos de las fuentes de
información necesarias. Pero si ellos hicieron la guerra bajo la consigna de «Recordad el
Maine», ahora SI; ahora todos los pueblos del mundo tenemos que recordar El Maine, recordar

Pearl Harbor, recordar el asesinato de Kennedy.... Porque no tendremos los datos, pero sí la
memoria».
Dos años más tarde, el ex ministro de medio ambiente de Tony Blair, representante del ala
izquierda del laborismo que se opuso con firmeza a la guerra de Irak, hacia un repaso de todos
los puntos oscuros sobre la investigación del 11-S, aportando datos que demostraban como
importantes aparatos de Estado norteamericanos tenían conocimiento de los atentados de
Nueva Cork meses antes de producirse.
Las investigaciones colocaban ante la pista con tal precisión que sólo la decisión de enterrarlas
en el cajón de un despacho central permitió el desenlace del 11-S que todos conocemos. Los
servicios de espionaje norteamericanos acumularon desde diciembre de 2000 numerosos
indicios de que Bin Laden preparaba un gran atentado en EE UU y conocían desde años antes
los planes de Al Qaeda de utilizar pilotos suicidas para destruir edificios con aviones. Varios
servicios de inteligencia de países árabes habían advertido a Washington de la inminencia de
un ataque de Al Qaeda sobre territorio estadounidense. Y miembros del FBI han denunciado la
paralización, por parte de las cúpulas de la Agencia, de investigaciones que iban encaminadas a
desmantelar la trama terrorista antes de los atentados. Incluso el 6 de agosto de 2001, los
servicios secretos norteamericanos pusieron a disposición de Bush un informe titulado: «Bin
Laden decidido a golpear en EE UU», donde se especificaba el posible secuestro de aviones
comerciales
El ex ministro británico concluía su artículo con un veredicto contundente: «Con semejantes
antecedentes, no resulta sorprendente que haya quienes han visto en la incapacidad de EEUU a
la hora de prevenir los atentados del 11-S el montaje de un magnífico pretexto para atacar
Afganistán con una guerra que, sin duda alguna, había sido cuidadosamente planificada con
antelación. No faltan antecedentes. Los archivos nacionales de EEUU han puesto de manifiesto
que el presidente Roosevelt recurrió exactamente a esta argucia en relación con Pearl Harbor el
7 de diciembre de 1941. Se recibieron por adelantado noticias de los ataques, pero la
información nunca legó a la flota estadounidense. La consiguiente indignación nacional
convenció a la hasta entonces reticente opinión publica a entrar en la II Guerra Mundial
De manera semejante, el borrador del PNAC (Proyecto para un Nuevo Siglo Norteamericano,
organización a la que pertenecen Donald Rumsfeld o Dick Chenney) de septiembre del 2000 da
por sentado que es probable que el proceso de transformación de EEUU en «la fuerza
dominante del futuro» se prolongue durante mucho tiempo si no se produce «algún
acontecimiento catastrófico y catalizador, como un nuevo Pearl Harbor». Los atentados del 11
de septiembre permitieron que EEUU apretara el botón de adelante en una estrategia que se
corresponde exactamente con las prioridades del PNAC que, de no haber sido así, habría
resultado imposible de llevar a la práctica».

Tradiciones norteamericanas: los autoataques
La historia de EE UU está plagada de auto-ataques que han
permitido su expansión hasta convertirse en la principal
superpotencia mundial.
Cada una de las guerras que han transformado a los EE UU en la principal potencia
mundial han estado precedidas de una supuesta agresión externa cuya principal
repercusión ha sido la de movilizar a la sociedad norteamericana hacia las necesidades y
costes que requiere la expansión del Imperio. Pero existen múltiples pruebas de que cada
una de estas agresiones han sido en realidad auto-ataques, unas veces organizados por
ellos mismos, otras provocados o simplemente consentidos. La historia de EE UU está
plagada de auto-ataques que han permitido su expansión hasta convertirse en la principal
superpotencia mundial.

1836.- El Alamo...
(autoataque consentido)
La «tradición» americana en esta práctica se remonta al siglo XIX. En 1836, el general
mexicano Santa Ana puso sitio al fuerte El Alamo, donde había acantonadas fuerzas de EE
UU. El objetivo de la acción era someter Texas, que había sido «invadida» por miles de
estadounidenses allí afincados. Doce días después, el asedio concluyó con la muerte de los
defensores del puesto. El general San Huston, que estaba cercano al lugar, no acudió, sin
embargo, en auxilio de los sitiados. Pero sí derrotó a Santa Ana después en San Jacinto. Los
americanos prefirieron sacrificar El Alamo para, tras la segunda victoria al grito de «¡Recordad
El Alamo!», anexionarse Texas y luego invadir México, al que arrebataron California, Arizona
y parte de la frontera.
1898.- Hundimiento de El Maine... (autoataque)
El 15 de febrero de 1898, una explosión provoca el hundimiento del acorazado norteamericano
Maine en las aguas cubanas, provocando la muerte a 264 marineros y 20 oficiales. EEUU
acusó de manera inmediata a España, pero hoy sabemos- entre otras informaciones por una
investigación de la marina estadounidense- que fueron los propios norteamericanos los que
autoinmolaron a sus compatriotas. España no sólo negó cualquier implicación, sino que apoyó
la creación de una comisión de investigación internacional, incapaz de actuar debido al rotundo
rechazo estadounidense.
La génesis se sitúa cinco años antes, cuando los jingoes, equivalentes a los actuales halcones,
decidieron que el Caribe era la llave para su expansión por el continente. Un mes antes de los
incidentes Theodor Roosvelt (entonces vicesecretario de Marina y posteriormente presidente,
representante directo de los sectores más agresivos) declara que “hemos reunido una flota que
arrasará el Caribe”. Será el imperio mediático de Hearst, el ciudadano Kane de Wells, quien,
en colaboración directa con Roosvelt, preparará el clima de guerra. Desde un año antes, los
corresponsales de sus periódicos enviarán crónicas inventadas desde Cuba denunciando la
crueldad de los españoles. Días antes del hundimiento de El Maine, el mejor dibujante del New
York Journal, Frederick Remington, es enviado a Cuba para cubrir una guerra inminente.
Escribió a su jefe unas líneas desde La Habana: «Aquí no hay ninguna guerra. Pido que se me
haga regresar». Hearst le telegrafió la siguiente respuesta: «Quédese allí. Suminístrenos
dibujos, yo le suministraré la guerra». Horas después del atentado, antes de que se distribuyera
ninguna información, Hearst, imponiéndose al director del periódico, publica en portada: “El
Maine partido en dos por un infernal artefacto del enemigo”. “Recordad el Maine” va a ser el
lema de una persistente campaña dirigida a vencer las resistencias de la sociedad
norteamericana hacia la entrada en una guerra.
Tras la guerra, EEUU se anexiona los restos del imperio colonial español (Cuba, Puerto Rico,
Filipinas...). Inicia el siglo XX como el único guardián del continente americano y la doctrina
Monroe «América para los americanos» convierte a EEUU en una gran potencia imperial.

1941.- Bombardeo japonés a Pearl Harbor... (autoataque permitido)
El 8 de diciembre de 1941, la aviación japonesa bombardea la base naval norteamericana en
Pearl Harbor (Hawai). Una parte importante de la flota estadounidense en el Pacífico es
destruida, y 2.500 militares perecen en el ataque. En 1993, la publicación por parte del
servicio secreto británico de 1.300 documentos permitió conocer que Churchill conocía de
antemano los planes de ataque japonés. La información se la había suministrado Washington.
Los servicios de inteligencia norteamericanos habían descifrado los códigos e interceptado los
mensajes entre el Gobierno japonés y sus embajadores, agentes y espías en todo el mundo de
forma que las altas autoridades de Washington conocían secretamente la creciente disposición
del Gobierno japonés a ese ataque.
No sólo no procedieron a avisar a su propios soldados, ni a tomar las medidas de seguridad
necesarias, sino que colocaron un anzuelo.

Días antes del ataque, desplazaron de Pearl Harbor los portaviones, que luego serían decisivos
en la superioridad militar yanqui, y reunieron una buena cantidad de navíos secundarios, pero
que constituían la oportunidad que estaba esperando el militarismo nipón.
Lo que antes era un rechazo popular, y también de la mayoría de representantes políticos, a la
entrada en la contienda bélica se transforma en la movilización general de La derrota de
Alemania y el desgaste sufrido por las potencias europeas vencedoras provocó que EE UU se
convirtiera en una superpotencia con capacidad de acceder a la supremacía global.
1963.- Asesinato de Kennedy... (autoataque)
«Cada día que pasa siento un mayor temor del poder que ha alcanzado el complejo militar
industrial», la frase pronunciada por el presidente Eisenhower al finalizar su mandato, es la
clave para comprender uno de los episodios no aclarados de la reciente historia
norteamericana.
El 22 de Noviembre de 1963 el presidente Kennedy es asesinado en Dallas, casi 40 años
después sigue sin resolverse la incongruente versión oficial del magnicidio. Hasta una película
de Hollywood señala a la CIA y al Pentágono como los autores materiales de los hechos.
Ante las evidencias del complot para su eliminación las comisiones de investigación, la policía
y sobre todo los servicios secretos, se empeñaron en eliminar pruebas y atribuir el homicidio a
un individuo (Lee Harvy Oswald) que, tras ser detenido, es asesinado. La famosa “teoría de la
bala”, por la cual un solo proyectil había herido a tres personas siguiendo una trayectoria
inverosímil, es la única base de la culpabilidad de Oswald.
Los sectores más duros del Imperio no podían tolerar en plena guerra fría su política de
apaciguamiento. La enorme popularidad de Kennedy aconsejó la solución final de eliminar el
obstáculo por la fuerza.
Joan Arnau
[Volver al sumario]
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What's new?

On 30 November 2005, the National Security Agency (NSA) released the first installment of
previously classified information regarding the Vietnam era, specifically the Gulf of Tonkin
incident. This release includes a variety of articles, chronologies of events, oral history interviews,
signals intelligence (SIGINT) reports and translations, and other related memoranda.
The Gulf of Tonkin incident, like others in our nation's history, has become the center of
considerable controversy and debate. It is not NSA's intention to prove or disprove any one set of
conclusions, many of which can be drawn from a thorough review of this material. Instead, through
this and subsequent public releases, we intend to make as much information as possible available
for the many scholars, historians, academia, and members of the general public who find interest in
analyzing the information and forming their own conclusions.

Release Contents
• Chronologies of Events
• Miscellaneous Memoranda and Notes
• Material relating to proposed "History of Southeast Asia" article by NSA Historian William
Gerhard, circa 1972
• Articles
• Oral History Interviews
• Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) Reports (R) and Translations (T) Mar 64 - Oct 64
• Related Command and Technical Messages from 02 Aug 64 to 26 Aug 64
Please Note: These historical documents are PDF images of formerly classified carbon paper and
reports that have been declassified. Due to the age and poor quality of some of the PDF images, a
screen reader may not be able to process the images into word documents. In accordance with
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, individuals may request that the
government provide auxiliary aids or services to ensure effective communication of the substance
of the documents. For such requests, please contact the Public Affairs Office at 301-688-6524.
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NSA: “No ocurrió ningún ataque” en el Golfo
de Tonkin
TITULAR 10 ENE. 2008
Documentos recientemente desclasificados proporcionaron más pruebas de que el gobierno de
Johnson fingió el incidente del Golfo de Tonkin para intensificar la Guerra de Vietnam. El presunto
ataque de 1964 contra buques de guerra estadounidenses perpetrado por vietnamitas del norte fue
utilizado como excusa para incrementar los bombardeos y el despliegue de soldados en Vietnam.
No obstante, un informe de la Agencia de Seguridad Nacional (NSA, por sus siglas en inglés)
concluye: “esa noche no ocurrió ningún ataque”.

