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VIETNAMIZATION: THE PROGRAM AND ITS PROELEMS

Summary

The Nixon Administration's Vietnamization program encompasses a wide
range of American and South Vietnamese mctivities designed to help
South Vietnam defend itsalf against the Vietnamese Communists, the goal
belng to withdraw all or at least most of U.S. military forces from Vietnam.
The origins of Vietnamization date back to 1967, but President Nixon
expanded the program and broadened its objectives after he took office.
Since the spring of 1969, U.S. troop strength in Vietnam has dropped from
243,000 to below 200,000, Administration statements indicate that the
American troop level will reach 35,000 sometime in 1972. The Administration
has stated that the U.S5. will keep a residual force of this size in
Vietnam until all U.S. prisoners of war in the hands of the Communists
are released and until South Vietnam has a "chance" to defend itself,

Vietnamization has sought to develop multi-functional South Vietnam-
ese armed forces that can perform tasks essential to the country's security.
The Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN), supported by the Vietnamese
Air Force (VNAF), will be responsibls for defense against North Vietnamese
main foree units, particularly along or near South Vietnam's borders.
Behind the ARVN, territorial militia called Reglonal Forces and Popular
Forces provide security for pacified villages, hamlets, and cities; tha
militia is in turn backed by the People's Self-Defense Forces, which are

units of armed citizenry.
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To implement the program, the Vietnamese armed forces have been
increased in size from 700,000 in April 1968 to over 1,100,000, Emphasis
has been given to modernizing equipment and weaponry and upgrading the
long-neglected Regional and Popular Forces.

The major successes of Vietnamization to date lie in the assumption
by the Vietnamese of nearly all of the ground combat responeibility from
U.5. forees without any appreciable damage to South Vietnam's security.
Security, in fact, has gained considerably since 1968 with substantial
progress 1n pacification, particularly in the southern half of South
Vietnam. North Vietnam has not attempted amajor offensive since 1968, and
most of the large-unit fighting between North and South Vietnasmese troops
has taken place in Laocs and Cambodia.

Froblems and unanswered questions remain, however. The ARVN,largely
trained and equipped on the model of the TU.S. Army, lacks the firepower of
its American counterpart. The ARVN has suffered from a chrorically weak
loglsties system, and this is still a potential source of difficulty.

This is especially true with regard to air transport and supply, where the
South Vietnamese continue to be heavily dependent on the United States.
South Vietnam's air force has improved considerably since 1968; but even
when Vietnamization of the VNAF is completed in 1973-74, it will not be able
to carry out all of the functions presently performed by the U.S. Air Force
in Indochina.

These deficiencies heighten the importance of the residual force
question and of the functions & residual force would perform if one should

remain after 1972. The limited capabilities of the VNAF also raise the
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prospect that the United States may continue bombing of North Vietnamess
infiltration routes in Lacs snd Cambodia for the indefinite future.

South Vietnam's armed forces also suffer from leadership and morale
problems. These result partially from the class and social structure of
South Vietnamese society, which often pravents capable pecple from attaining
leadership positions in the ARVN and elsewhere. Only limited gains have
been made toward eliminating this situation. The often-discussed low
morale of the armed forces is the product of both war weariness and conditlons
of service. Attempts to improve morale have focused primarily on conditicns
of service; small gains have been made, mostly in the direction of allowing
service closer to one's home.

Enemy capabilities may have a decisive bearing on the ultimate success
or failure of Vietnamization. The United States Government apparently
believes that North Vietnam no longer has the military rescurces to wage
the big-battle war of the 1965-68 period. Rather, it sees the future of
the struggle as one primarily of protracted war. Critics of the Administration
have guestioned this assessment and have argued st various times that South

Vietnam lacks either the material resources or the will to survive in the

long run.
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1. Definition of Vietnamization

The Nixon Administratlion has given a very broad definition to 1ts
Vietnamization program, encompassing a host of American and South Vietnamese
activities within the Republic of Vietnam. In November 1970 Under Secretary
of State U. Alexis Johnson defined it for the House Subcommittee on Forelgn
Operations and Related Agencies as follows:

Vietnamization is on the nonmilitary side what is usually
ambraced in the term pacification'; that is, the extension of
Government control, Government services and the presence of the
fovernment within the countryside.

On the military side, Vietnamization means improving the
training, improving the equipment, and improving, in genseral,
the capabilities of the Vietnamese forces to deal with the
enemy they face.

These two things, together, mean & lesgening need for a
1.S. role and are thus what enable us to bring gbout a reduction 1/
of our forces without endangering the existence of this program.

President Nixon, in his foreign policy report to the Congress in February
1970, asserted that:
Vietnamization has two principel components. The first 1s the
strengthening of the armed forces of the South Vietnamese in
numbers, equipment, leadership and combat skills, and overall
capability. The second component is the extension of the
pacification program in South Vietnam.
The military aspect of Vi etnami zation—strengthening the capabilities
of South Vietnamese armed forces— is thus closely related to pacification,

for military security is a key element in the agsertion of the Governmeni

U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Appropriations.
Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1971. Hearings before Subcommittees of the
Committes on Appropriations. glst Cong., 2nd 8885., 1970. Washington,

I.5. Govt. Print. Off.: 1249.
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of Vietnam's control in the countryside. Other elements, both political
and economie, also affect the military aspects of Vietnamization. Most
Americans, however, think of Vietnamization strictly in terms of the
withdrawel of American forees from South Vietnam. The military aspect
of Vietnamization can, in this senme, include U.S5. troop withdrawel and
the upgrading of South Vietnam's armed forces. President Nixon has often
linked the two by describing the latter as a major factor in determining
the pace of the troop pullout. South Vietnamese military capabilities

have become increasingly important in this respect because of the lack of

progress in the Paris talks.

II. Origins of W tion

Offiecial public discussion of the concept of Vietnamization began In
1967 after nearly three years of full-scale U.5. combat involvement in
South Vietnam. General William Westmoreland, commander of U.S. forces in
Vietnam, in November 197 spcke of gradually turning cver the fighting to
the South Vietnamese in a National Press Club speech. He asserted that
in 1968 the United States would undertake "Phase ITI" of its war strategy,
which would include an upgrading of South Vietnam's Regional and Popular
Forces, providing the ARVN with new equipment to prepare it to "take on an
ever-inereasing share of the war," and turn "a major shara" of the frontline
def'ense of the IMZ to the ARVN. During "Phase IV," Westmoreland said,

U.5. forces could "begin to phase down" as the ARVN developed its capabilities.

The ARVN would "take charge of the final mopping up of the Vietcong" and
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L
would szhow that it can handle Vietcong.”™

Although the 1968 Tet offensive disrupted Westmoreland's strategy in
part, the Pentagon produced a plan shortly after the beginning of the Paris
negotiations in May 1968. It was based on the assumption that the United
States and North Vietnam would negotiate a mutusl troop withdrawal from
South Vietnam. Therefore, the plan set as its basic objective the upgrading
of the ARVN to enable it to handle a continued Vietcong insurgency. This
entailed partial modernization of the ARVN's weapons and equipment - to
Inelude small arms, vehicles, and radios, improvement of combat support
and logistics capabilities, and augmentation of the size and effectiveness of
the Vietnamese navy and air force. This program, however did not envisage
that the South Vietnamese armed forces would be able to deal with North

2/
Vietnam's army.

The Nixon Administration altered the May 1968 plan for two reasons.

The plan did not speeifiecally provide for a strategy of a unilateral,

phased American troop withdrawal; and, in Secretary Laird's view, it was

L/ Department of State Bulletin, December 11, 1967: 785-788

2/ U.5. Congress. House. Committee on Armed Services. Hearings on
military posture. Part I. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off. :7022-7023.
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too dependant upon m successful outcome of the Paris negotiations.

The new Laird plan, as drafted in the spring of 1969, expanded both the
program and its objectives. Vietnamization, as defined by Laird, now
aimed at making the South Vietnamese armed forces capable of dealing with
a continuing North Vietnamese presence in the South. This, meccording to
Laird, would allow the United States to begin withdrawlng troops from
Vietnam. Laird outlined the new program to the Senate Armed Sarvices
Committee in March 1569:

I regret to report, however, that I see no indleation

that we presently have a program adequate to bring about a
gsignificant reduction in the U.S. military contribution in
South Vietnam. The current operating assumption as stated to
me is that even the currently funded modernization program for
the South Vietnamese forces will equip the South Vietnamese
forces only to withstand the VC insurgents that would remain
after all North Vietnam forces had been withdrawn to North
Vietnam. Also the presentation given to me by the MACV Staff
was based on the premise that no reduction in U.S. personnel

would be possible é? the absence of total withdrawal of North
Vietnamese troops.

Laird proposed as a new objective for the program "the effective amssumption

by the RVNAF /Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces/ of a larger share of combat
operations from American forces" so that "U.S. foreces ean in fact be with-

drawvn in substantial numbers." He voiced his more pessimistic view of the

1/ U.S5. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Appropristions.
Subcommittee on Department of Defense. Department of Defemse appropriations
for 1971. Part I. Hearings before the subcommittee. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess.,
1970. Washington, U.5. Gowt. Print. Off.: 310-311.

2/ U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Armed Services.
Hearings on Military Posture. Part I. 9lst Cong., 2nd mess., 1970: 7023.




CRS-8

Paris negotiations by saying that "U.S. forces cannot remain in sub-

stantia]l mumbers indefinitely to contain the North Vietnamese threat, if

L/

a negotiated settlement proves unobtainable."

III. ¥ on .S. Troop Withdrawals
A. Phases of the Frogram

Under the Nixon Administration's Vietnamization program, the
reduction of the U.S. force level in Vietnam has not been solely dependent
on the success of the Paris talks. Early in his Administration, President
Nixon established three criteria to determine the pace of troop withdrawals:
progress in the negotiations, the level of enemy activity, and the upgrading
of South Vietnamese military capabilities. Accomplishment of the last of
thess, amccording to the President, gave him the flexibility to continue
removing American forceas even if the Communists would not negotiate an
acceptable solution to the war. Vietnamization thus became an alternative
to the negotiationa. U. S. officials have stated that troop withdrawals
to date have been carried out largely in accordance with progress in the
training and equipping of the South Vietnamese.

Vietnamization, as linked with U.S. troop withdrawals, involves three
phases as deseribed by Secretary Laird during Congressional testimony in

Fabruary 1970:

y Ihidl’ PF- ?GEJ-TDEA-



CRS-9

Phase 1 is the period during which the U.5. ground combat
role is transferred to the forces of South Vietnam.

Phase 2 involves the transfer of logisties and support
activitlies to the Republic of Vietnam.

Phase 3 envisages a asmall r?nnj.u.'l.ug U.5. military
advisory group in South Vietnam.1

The timetable for completion of each phase remains obscured, and there
obviously is an overlapping of Phases 1 and 2. The Administration has
rafused to set a timetable for the withdrawal of all U.S5. forces. In the
past, the President and others in the Administration have mrgued that such
a timetable would remove the incentive for the Communists to negotiate;
for by acceding to North Vietnam's demand that the United States set a
date for total withdrawal, Washington would lose a bargalning tool--the
threat of a continued U.S5. military presence--to extract concessions from
the Communists.

B. The Residual rca Que I

ntil early 1971, Administration officlals indicated that under

Phase 3 of Vietnamization the United States intended to maintain a "residual
force™ in South Vietnam more or less permanently cnce the bulk of American
forces had withdrawn. It was expected, these officials said, that a
residual forece would have essentlially an "advisory" role. Secretary Laird
told the Subcormittee on Defense, House Committee on Appropriations, on
November 1B, 1969, that:

1/ U. 5. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Appropriations.
Subcommittes on Department of Defense. Department of Defense Appropriations
for 1971. Part I. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970. Washington, U.S5. Govt.
Print. Off.: 31l.
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If negotiations are not successful, I would assume that some

U.5. troops would remain in Tul’iﬂi?m but not at the same levels
that are in Korea or in Burope.

He want on to describe the mission of the residual force:

The U.5. forces stationed in Korea and West Germany are there
to mest a very different type of threat and under different

circumstances; therefors, the situation in South Vietnam does
not provide a relevant comparison with the situation in those
two countries. As the security situation stands now in South

Vietnam, it is our intm:i?n to move toward a MAAG/U.S. Advisory
Force as soon as possibl

Laird told the same subcommittee in Pebruary 1970 that "there may be

some similarity" between a Vietnam residual force and U.5. forces

presently in South Korea, but he added that:

We do not envision the military advisory group in Phase 3 of

the Vietnamization program as being the same size force as we
have in Korea.

Again, stressing the permanent character planned for such a force, Laird

declaraed :

Under the Vietnamization program in the third phase, we antieipate

that a military assistance mission will remain in Vietnam. This will

not be as large a force as the one we have in Korea at the present
time, nor will it be a large force like the one we have in Europe.

would be a military assistance ion, and we would have this re-
guirement for scome time to come.

It

1/ Niksch, Larry A. Statements by Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird

on the concept of a U.S5. "Residual Force" in South Vietnam. U.5. Library
Congress, Congressional Research Service, April 12, 1971: 2,

2 Ihid.

3/ Ibid., p. 3.

4/ Ibid., p. &
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The Nixon Administration rewised its poliey on a residual force early in
1971, tying it more closely to the Paris negotiations. While a number of
factors may have influenced this change, including inecreasing dissatisfaction
in the United States over the course and length of the war, it is apparent
that a major reason has been growing concern over the prisoner of war issue.

Beginning in February 1971, the President developed seemingly new
eriteria for & residual force. He spoke of keeping a residual force in
South Vietnam until (1) the Communists released American priscners of war
and (2) Vietnamization had progressed to a point where South Vietnam had
a "chance" of succesafully resisting a Communist takeover. During an
interview with six newspapermen on April 16, 1971, the President summarized
his position:

But it will be necessary for us to maintain forces in South

Vietnam until two important objectives are achieved: One, the

release of the priscners of war held by North Vietnam in North

Vietnam and other parts of Southeast Asia, and, two, the

ability of the South Vietnamese to develop the capacity to

defend themselves against a Gummi?t take-over——not the sure

capacity, but at least the chance.

The President also made it clear that the Administration no longer
envisioned a permanent residual force:

Qur goal, however, is a total withdrawal. We do not have as

a goal a permanent r2?16u41 force, such as we have in Korea
at the present time.Z

New York Times, April 17, 1971.
Ibid.

R
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The President stressed in the interview that the residual foree would

inelude air powsr:

Az far as Mr. Laird's statement was concerned, what he was
referring to was that pending the time we can have a total
withdrawal consistent with the principles that I laid dowm

in my speech last week, it will be necessary for the United
States to retain air power and to retain some residual foress.l/

The President further discussed his eriteria during an April 29 news

conferenca. He once again stated the conditions for a total U.S5. withdrawal :

The Americans are coming home, and we will achieve our goal of
a total withdrawal. But that goal will be achieved only when
wa also get our prisoners of war back, and when the South
Vietnamese develop the capability to have g chance to defend
themzelves against a Communist take-over.

He was msked if the two conditions were inseparable--in other words, could
a total withdrawsl take place if one of the conditions wes realized

bafore the other. He answered:

The residual forece, I think first, Mr. Lisagor, with regard to

the POW's will be indefinite. In other worda, if the North Vietnamese
are so barbaric that they continue to hold our POW's, regardless of
what we do with regard to withdrawal, then we are going to keep a
residual force no matter how long it takes.

Second, however, with regard to the abllity of the South Vietnamese
to defend themselves..., we have a very pood idea when that will
oceur. And as soon as that eventuality ocmurs, we will be able to
move on that.

1/ Ibid. Administration plans for the Vietnamese Air Force (to be discussed
later) indicate that the President may have been referring to alr power in
areas outside South Vietnam, such ms Laos and Cambodia.

2/ Mashington Fost, April 30, 1971.
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So, I think I am answering your question by saying, in effect,
that the two are separable. OUme will occur before the other,

unless the North Vietnamese do move on the POW's.

The President appeared to be saying that progress in the Vietnamization
program still constituted the main criterion for determining the pace of
troop withdrawals, but that once South Vietnam had reached a certain level
of capability, the second eriterion, release of the prisoners, would then
govern the withdrawal of remaining American forces. President Nixon
emphasized the importance of a definite Communist commitment to release
the prisoners. The President's words left the impression that he didn't
believe the North Vietnamese would make such a commitment any time soon,
for he said: "One/the point at which South Vietnam reaches the capability
to defend itself/will oecur before the other /release of the prisoners/
unless the North Vietnamese do move on the POW's."

The President emphasized the duality of his criteria in his news
conference of November 12:

If we do not get a negotiated settlemsnt, then it ls necessary

to maintain a residual force for not only the reason--and this 1s,

of course, a very primary reason--of having something to negotiate

with, wilth regard to our prlsoners, but it is also essentisl to do

8o in order to continue our role of leaving South Vietnam in a

position HE e it wlll be able to defend itself from a Communist
take-over.

Ibid.
Washington Post, November 13, 1971.

e




DEElaring that "oyp goal ig to eng the Ameripan invol vement in Vietnam
befora the end op this Year," he added that .

If that ﬁugntiutinn_g? does not work, we wily do it by withdrays]
through '-"ietnamizntin::n, but ir FOW's are Still retaineg by North

Vietnam, ip order to haye any bn:gaining Position gt all with the
ln'iﬂtnammm, Lthe North Uiatnanuaa, We will have to continue ¢
retain a residual foree in Vietnam, ang We will have tq continue
the Possibility of air strikes on the North Vietnamege,

At anothep point, he 8gain linked poy release to g total 1,3, troop
withdraya) ;

out...that ir when we hag 540,000 in Fiﬁ"l:nam, that had nq effact

i MNey York Times, January 3, 1972,
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I would say this, looking to the future, that as T have Just

pointed out, that when we come down to the end, as far gs our

own involvement in Vietnam is concerned, the question of whether

or not they will return our prisoners in exchange for a total

American withdrawal is one they will have a chance tg answer, .,1/
The President thus appeared to be setting the POW issue as the sole
eriterion for total withdrawal st some future time but not at the present.,
A gtatement of clarification issued by the White House added to this
impression in pointing up that South Vietnam's future was still g
determining factor in 1.8, policy. ¥ Thus, taken together these statements
imply that while sometime in 1972 (parhaps after the President's trip to
Moscow and Peking) the President would decide that South Vietnam hag
reached the point of having a "chance" to defend itself, thus eliminating
that criterion, he had not yet reached that decision.

The Administration reacted cautiously to the Vietcong's proposal
of July 1, 1971, which provided that if the United States set a date for
the withdrawal of "he totality of U. S, forces," the "parties" would
"agree on the modalitiss" of FOW relesse. Actual POW releases and troop
withdrawals would "begin on the same date and will end on the same date."
The Administration stated that certain points marked a change in the

Communi st negotiating position but that other points were unacceptablae.

1/ TIhid.
2/ Washington Post, January 4, 1972. The statement asserted that President
Nixon was "not dropping" his commitment to South Vietnam by tying a totsl
U.S. troop withdrawal solely to POW release. Tt alan asserted: "We are not
dropping our desire and gur eriteria that the South Vietnamese have a chance
to determine their own future, "
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The U.5. negotiators in Paris have attempted to gain from the North
Vietnamese and Vietcong a clearer definition of certein points in the
proposal, and U.3, officials have intimated that these pointe may mask a
Communist demand for more concessions than a troop withdrawal in exchange
for a release of U.S. ;urisl:nrual-rﬂl.l‘illr Crities of the Administration have urged
that the President set a troop withdrawal date to secure the release of the
prisoners; they argue that a complete troop withdrawal will satisfy North
Vietnam's conditions for prisoner release. On a telecast of April 7,
President Nixon announced a new 100,000-man troop withdrawal, which would
bring the American troop level in Vietnam down to 184,000 by December 1,
1971. In March, Secretary Laird went into some detail with regard to the
expected troop withdrawal rate in 1972, He told newsmen on March 16 that:

The President has made it very evident that we will contlinue to

withdraw at the rate of 3,000 men & week, and this program will
continue to go forward.

When asked if this meant that, in accordance with the projected rate of

1/ On January 25, 1972, President Nixon disclosed that Presidential adviser
Dr. Henry Kissinger had undertaken secrst negotiations with the North
Vietnamese in Paris. According to the President, Kissinger had initlally
proposed a military settlement based on a U.5. troop withdrawal date, release
of priscners and a cease-fire throughout Indo-CHina. Hanol, according to

the President, rejected the plan and insisted that a settlement provide for
the end of all forms of U.S5. aid and support of the South Vietnamese
Government. In October, the United States secretly offered an eight point
plan linking a troop withdrawal, prisoner relsase, cease-fire, and elections
in South Vietnam supervised by an election commission in which the Vietcong
eould participate. President Thieu offered to resign one month before such
glections. The President disclosed his offer on January 25, because the
North Vietnamese, he said, had not responded to the proposal.
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scale-down, the U.S5. troop level would reach 50,000 by the end of 1972,
Laird replied:
According to the time schedule which has been announced by the
President of the United States, you're a better mathematician than

I am, but I think that your figures would check out in ann_?da.nca
with the President's time schedule which he has announced.

In short, Laird thus appeared to confirm reports that projected the troop
withdrawal course down to the point of a residual force.

In announcing a troop withdrawal of 100,000 men between May 1 and
Dacember 1, 1971, President Nixon accelerated the rate of withdrawal from
12,000 to 14,285 men per month. On November 12, he announced that 25,000
men would be withdrawn in December 1971 and 20,000 men in January 1972,
thus leaving 139,000 in Vietnam on February 1, 1972. The President stated
on January 2, 1972, that the next withdrawal would be at the same rate
(22,500 men per month) or possibly at a higher rate.y

Press reports early in August cited Pentagon staff plans calling for
the maintenance of a 43,000-man U.5. foree through 1972. In September,
Orr Kelly, military writer for the Washington Star, stated that Pentagon
officials now believed that the U.S5. troop level would be down to the size

of a residual forece by the spring of 1972. U.5. military sources in Saigon

Congressional Record, March 16, 1971: E129,
New York Times, January 3, 1972.

Washington Post, August 5 and 6, 1971.
Washington Star, September 14, 1971.

p LN
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Eave some credibility to Kelly's account by reportedly saying that the
Ameriean fighting role would formally end June 30, 1972, and that an
advisory/support assistance group of 40,000 to 50,000 would replace the present
Military Assistance Command setup. President Mixon on January 2, 1972,
iﬂﬂicu‘tﬂg that he was thinking of a 25,000 to 35,000-man residual force
in 1'5"?2.&
Another important question that could affect the duration of a residual
force is the functions such & force would perform. It may be assumed that
a forece performing = variety of functions would be more permanent than a
group limited to administering the U.35. military aid program. Secretary
Lalrd has conslstently stated that Phase 3 would constitute s military
advisory mission; but as shown by the policy of the Kennedy Administration,
such a mission could have a variety of roles. Thess could inelude such
Fields of activity as logisties, engineering, air support, and air transport
(helicopters), This question was reportedly the subject of a broad policy
review by the Administratian during the summer of 1971.
C. U.s. dround Combat Role

By May 1, 1971, the Vietnamization program was slated to be at
or near the end of Phase 1, the assumption of the "ground combat role" by
South Vistnam, Administration statements indicated, however, that some

L/ Washington Star, September 18, 1971. New York Times, September 19, 1977,
2 New York Times, January 3, 1972.
New York Times, June 16, 1971.
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American forces would be engaged in combat after that date. In January
1971, Secrstary Laird and other Pentagon spokesmen set July 1971 as the

time South Vietnam would take over "combat responsibility." T[.5. forces,
they asserted, would have a "security mission" of protecting U.5. logisties
and support persomnnel; and in this capacity, they could become involved

in combat. Laird on January 11, 1971, told reporters in Saigon that U.S5.
forces would remain "ready to pursue and ready to seek out the enemy when
the time -;'r.':111tls.“l'ilr Secretary of the Army Stanley Resor stated in May 1971
that South Vietnam would assume the major ground combat responsibllity by
"the end of the summer." Resor said that the United States had already
withdrawn 70 percent of all ground mansuver battalions and that 34 still
remained. These, he said, would be engaged in "active defense," which he
described as small-unit patrolling action designed to protect U.S5. bases

and support troops. However, he refused to rule out larger-scale operations.
U.S. military sources in Saigon stated in September 1971 that at the conclusion
of the withdrawal period ending December 1, 1971, the United States would
have left in Vietnam 20 combat maneuver battalions compared to a high of 112
in April 1969. By mid-November, the number of combat maneuver battalions

had reportedly fallen to 19, with a total stremgth of under 20,000 men.

Washington Post, January 12, 1971.
Ibid., May 18, 1971.

Washington Star, September 18, 1971.
Washington Post, November 13, 1971.

eSS
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President Nixon summarized the U.5. combat role in his news

conference of November 12, 1971:

Well, the combat role, let us understand, based on the casualties,
as far as the offensive situation in concerned, is already concluded.
American troops are now in a defensive position. They, however,
will defend themselves, and what casualties we have taken--they are
vary small--will be taken in that defensive rola.

You will find, as you analyze the battlefield reports...that the
offensive activity, search and destroy, and all the other activity
that we used to undertake, are now being undertsken by the South
Vi etnamese.l/

IV. Vietpnamiza

A. Training and Fouipment

Vietnamization seeks as its primary objective the assumption by

the South Vietnamese Armed Forces of the total responsibility for military
security within South Vietnam. In the context of m war that is part con-
ventional and part guerrilla, this entails the development of a multi-
function force that can carry out several types of security-related tasks.
Under the present plan, South Vietnam's regular army forces (assisted by
air and naval forces) will be responsible for defense against North
Vietnamese main force units, particularly along or near South Vietnam's
borders. Behind the ARVN, South Vietnam's territorial militia, the Reglonal
Forces (RF) and Popular Forces (PF) handle provincial and village-hamlet
security against Vietcong guerrillas. The Regional Forces generally operate

on the province level, while the Popular Forces eoncentrate on smaller

1/ New York Timea, November 13, 1971.
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localities, particularly wvillages and hamlets. Within the villages and
hamlets themselves (and in the eities), plans call for the Peoplds
Self-Dafen=e Forces, units of armed citizenry, to assume the security
responsibility inereasingly.

To implement Vietneamization, the size of South Vietnam's armed forces
has been increased pubstantially, and the South Vietnamese have received
considerable quantities of new weapons from the United States. The size
of the armed forces (army, navy, air force, Regional Forces and Popular
Forces) grew from about 700,000 in April 1968 to over 1,100,000 at the end
of 1970--an increase of 40 percent. Since then the size of the armed
forces has leveled off. The regular army (ARVN) reached a strength of
427,500 in July 1971; its total strength is expected to reach 450,000,
organized into ten infantry divisions and one airborne division. The navy
and air force mmbered about 40,000 and 45,000, respectively, in July 1971.

Much of the growth of South Vietnam's armed forces has been achieved from
expansion of the Regional Forces and Popular Forces--from 305,000 in April
1968 to over 515,000 today. Moreover, in 1968, the Government decided to
train and arm the Peoples Self-Defense Forces. However, while the People's
Self-Defense Forces presently number some three million members, only
400,000 weapons have so far been issued to them.

In the early stages of Vietnamization, the U.5. Command emphasized

modernization of South Vietnamese weaponry. By the end of 1969, the

1/ New York Times, July 12, 1971.
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United States had supplied M-16 rifles to all ARVN and RF and PF units.
The ARVN also received 1,200 tanks and armored vehicles, 30,000 machine
guns, 4,000 mortars, more than 500 heavy artillery pieces, 20,000 radios,
and 25,000 jeeps and tmc}:a.y Offieials in the U.S. Military Assistance
Command reportedly pointed out at that time that except for helicopter
and fighter planes, the Vietnamese armed forces had received more than
% percent of their fundamental requirements. Ganeral Earle Wheeler,
Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff, stated in Congressional testimony
early in 1970 that:

Although general shortages still exist throughout the regular

military forces, these regular forces have been uniformly

supplied with their basiec military equipment needs and all

units are at or near their authorized equipment levels.

We ura also continuing to equip the Regional and Popular Forces.

By the summer of 1971, South Vietnam's navy had received over 600
ships and naval craft from the United States. South Vietnam's air force
strangth climbed from 20 squadrons in 1968 to 36 squadrons in 1971.

The People's Self-Defense Forces have not received modern equipment,
and there are apparently no plans to turn over M-16's to them. The 400,000

weapons distributed thus far are generally obsolete, consisting of such

items as World War II-vintage M-1 rifles and shotguns.

L/  Washington Post, December 14, 1569. New York Times, October 4, 1969.
U.5. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Armed Services.
Hearings on Military Posture. Part I. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970,

p. 7610.

2/ lNew York Times, October 4, 19%69. Buckley, Tom. The ARVN is Bigger

and petter, but--. MNew York Timea Magazine, Oct. 12, 1969: 122,

3/ U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Armed Services.
Hearings on Military Posture. Part I. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 6913.
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Training has also been improved and incressed. By the end of
1969, a total of 100,000 Vietnamese solders and militia members were in
attendance at 25 schools and 33 training centers. In 1969 about 93, 000
students completed one or more of the advanced military courses in the
schools, compared to 44,000 in 1966. The number of South Vietnamese
recelving specialized training in the United States quadrupled from
1,600 to 6,000 per year by the beginmning of 1970.

B. The ARVN

l. Ac ta
The accomplishments of South Vietnam's armed forces to date
lie in these aread: (a) improved combat performance; (b) the takeover of
ground combat responsibility from the United States; and (3) gains in
pacification security. The 427,000-man regular army (ARVN) is responsible
for much of the success in the first two categories. Regional and Popular
Forces account for the third.

Statistics employed to measure combat efficiency, including "kill ratios,"
plus the findings of many independent observers indicate that there has been
8 significant improvement in combat performance of some ARVN units. Better
training and weaponry account for a good part of this; but other factors,
such as leadership, the development of the Regional and Popular Fur-c:es,_
and changes in military command persomnel, have also contributed. The

South Vietnamese kill ratio now stands at 5 enemy to 1 South Vietnamese

1/ Washington Post, February 23, 1970. New York Times, October 4, 1969.
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overall, and rises to as high as 10 to 1 in some encounters. This

compares to a common ratio of 1.5 to 1 in 1965. The ARVN now accounts

for four-fifths of enemy killed (mlthough a portion of this is due to

U.5. air power), and the South Vietnamese now take the tulk of allied
casualties. South Vietnamese casualties in 1970 included 20,914 killed,
compared to 103,638 enemy killed. South Vietnamese killed in 1971, to October
1, totaled 17,322; enemy killed for the same period reportedly totaled

87,418.

Some South Vietnamese units have displayed an outstanding performance
since 1968 while others have shown at least some improvement. The First
Division falls into the former category. In 1969, it took over defense of
the IMZ from the departing U.S, Marines. In the spring of 1970, the First
Division defeated the 27th North Vietnamese Regiment, which had erossed
the uquaf The First Division suffered severe casualties in the fighting
in Laos during February and March 1971, and most observers report it
generally gave a good account of itself. Since taking over from U.S. forces
in Military Region I, the First Division, although thinly spread, has
suffered no significant setbacks in defending South Vietnam's northern

provinces.

1/ Sink or Swim. Far Eastern Economic Review. v. LXVIII, May 28, 1970: 22
2/ Washington Post, April 6, 1970.
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The ARVN Seventh Division, long rated as one of the poorest South
Vietnamese units, took over operations in the Mekong Delta from the U.S5.
Ninth Division in 1969. By February 1970, the Christian Science Moniter
reported that the Seventh "has suffered severe setbacks" in the Delta.

The Govermnment reacted by replacing the Division commander with a former
brigade commander of South Vietnam's Airborne Division, one of the ARVN's
best. Sinee then, the Seventh has suffered no serious setbacks, but it
should be noted that the allied operation in Cambodia of May-June 1970
relieved the Delta of North Vietnamese pressure.

By the beginning of 1971, South Vietnamese foreces had assumed most
of the ground combat responsibility from U.S5. +troops. South Vietnamese
casualties in 1970 were more than four times the U.S5. total. By the end
of the year, American combat deaths were running below 30 per week, and
by October 1971 they had fallen below 10 per week. According to news
reporta, many of the American deaths resulted from mines and booby traps
rather than direct engagement with the enemy. ARVN battalions, not
American, were making most of the forays on the ground. Pentagon statistics
show that the ARVN in 1970 conducted 9,904 ground cperations of battalion
slze or larger while Americans and other allied units conducted B39, or
roughly cne-twelfth as many. By way of comparison, American and other allies
conducted one-fifth of the ground operations in 1968 and one-third in -l 967,
For the firat slx months of 1971 the ARVN conducted 4,579 operationa of
battalion size or larger to 387 for the United States and other allies, for

a ratic of about 12 to 1 as in 1970.

1/ Christian Science Monitor, February 10, 1970.
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Following the allied operation in Cambodia in May-June 1970, South
Vietnamese forces took over defensa of the South Vietnam-Cambodia bordar
in the 11 provinces closest to Saigon in Military Region III. By August
1970 the ARVN was defending South Vietnam's entire border with the exception
of a small area in Military Region IT (Central Highlands) guarded by a
brigade of the First Cavalry Division. During the shift in Military
Region III, 1.S. forces moved to inner and more securs positions nearer
to Saigon. U.5. forces continued to hold the primary responsibility in
Binhdinh Province along the eoast in Military Region II through 1970, but
they are presently being phased out of Binhdinh. In Military Region I
(nerthern South Vietnam), ARVN forces had by the latter part of 1970
assumed the primary combat burden near Khesanh and in the Ashau Valley.
By mid-1971, South Vietnamese forces had ground combat responsibility for
the entire length of South Vietnam's border with Cambodia and Laos.

The quick reversal of U.S. and South Vietnamese roles in Military
Reglon IIT after the Cambodian incursion of May-Tune 1970 was the result
of the allied attack., Capturs of the Parrot's Beak and Fish Hook sanctuaries
eased enemy pressure in that ares significantly. Moreover, elimination of
the Cambodian pert of Sihanoukville as a funnel for enemy supplies to

Military Regions IIT and IV was a major factor in the sharp decrease in

1/ New York Times, August 12 and 23, 1970.
2/ Ibid., September 12, 1971.
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Communist activity there since early 1970. Peter Osnos of the
Washington Post concluded after a survey of the Delta region that:

A year of fighting in the former Communist sanctuaries of

Cambodia appears to have achieved an important allied

objective--maintaining a stable secup ty slituation in South

Vietnam's populous southern regions.

Oanos' statement points up the major success of Vietnamization and
the ARVN to date: that the ARVN has assumed nearly all of the ground combat
responsibility inside South Vietnam without any appreciable damage to
South Vietnam's security. The trends in pacification (see section E.,
below, for a discussion of the subject) continue to be generally favorable,
and North Vietnam has not attempted any large-scale offensive since 1968,
Particularly within the last two years, most of the fighting between North
and South Vietnamese forces involving large-unit sction has occurred in
Cambodia, where the ARVN has, for the most part, been succasaml.y Supporters
of Vietnamization argue that the South Vietnamese operations in Cambodia and
Laos have kept the enemy off balance and have prevented Hanol from launching
large-scale attacks against South Vietnam. Thus, they say, in terms of the
overall U.S. objective of preserving an independent, non-Communist South

Vietnam, Vietnamization has succeeded to date. Critics of Vietnamizatlon

1/ Washington Post, October 5, 1970. Columnist Joseph Alsop reported
that evidence uncovered at Sihanocukville by U.S. intelligence indicated
that 21,000 tons of enemy supplies passed through the port per annum before
its closure. President Nixon said in his foreign policy message of February
1970 that most of the Communist supplies for the southern half of South
Vietnam had come in through Sihanoukville,

Washington Fost, May 28, 1971.
3/ The ARVN withdrawal from Snoul in June 1971 has been the only sig-
nificant South Vietnamese defest in Cambodia in 18 months of fighting there.
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point out, however, that the ARVN's performance in Cambodia and Laos has
been uneven. They also speculate that Borth Vietnam may be deliberately
walting until all American forces are withdrawn before launching an all-out
assault on South Vietnam.
2.  ARVN aigns in 0) and Lace )
Many observers have pointed to operations in Cambodis in

May—June 1970 and Laocs in February-March 1971 as significant tests of the
ARVN's performance. The combined U.S. and South Vietnamese operations in
Cambodia in May and June 1970 were designed to clean out Vieteong/North
Vietnamese sanctuaries along the border and provide an additional six to
eight months' time to implement the Vietnamization program. President
Nixon on June 30, 1970, said that ten major operations had been launched
against a dozen of the most significant base areas with 32,000 American
troops and 48,000 South Vietnamese participating at various times. U.S.
ground combat units were restricted to a zone extending only to 21.7 miles
from the border, but South Vietnamese forces engaged in combat actions
over a much broader area of Cambodia.

By nearly all accounts, the ARVN performed well in Cambodia. The
ARVN was aided by favorable (flat) terrain and weather conditions which
permitted it to operate on a conventional scale, fully employing its
armored units. Given these advantages, the ARVN was able to conduct
wide-ranging operations in Cembodia over the two-month period and, with the
Americans, largely succeeded in driving the North Vietnamese out of their
torder sanctuaries. Peter Kann of the Wall Street Journal reported from

Cambodia in July 1970 that:
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Even long-time eritiecs concede that ARVN has been operating
afficiently and effectively--at least by its own standards of
operation within South Vietnam. Regiments that rarely ventured
out on anything more taxing than a two-day operation in South
Vietnam have been constantly on the move and in contact with

enemy forces for six to eight weeks in Cambodia,

South Vietnamese operations in Cambodia are all the more
impressive in that many have been cnnductﬂifbﬂyund the range of
American logistical and firepower support.

The South Vietnamese success in Cambodia was a major factor in the
decision to turn over South Vietnam's border defense to the ARVN, By
early June, American and South Vietnamese military planners reportedly
decided that the ARVN was ready to assume the bulk of the defense of the
southern half of South Vietnam's frontier. This aree was soon axpanded
to inelude much of the northern and northwestern border. In making this
decision, Ameriecan officials in Saigon and Washington were described as
"surprised and elated" over the South Vietnamese performance in Cambodia.

The ARVN incursion into Lacs (February-March 1971) had more mixed
results. Most observers believed that the South Vietnamese had at best
only partially achieved the allied objective of disrupting Nerth Vietnamese
infiltration over the Ho Chi Minh Trail; even a White House "fact sheat"
of April 3 evaluating the operation was cautious in drawlng long-range

conclusions. U.S5. intelligence sources did assert that by the end of the

1/ Wall Street Journal, July 21, 1970.
2/ New York Times, June 11, 1971.
3/ Ibid.
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operation the flow of supplies down the Trail was only one-fifth the normal
flow for that time of yeu.r.y Independent observers pointed cut that in
the irtial stages of the ARVN push, U.S. officers believed it would continue
until May and that the South Vietnamese might drive as far as 25 miles west
of Techepone. As it turned out, the ARVN took and held Tehepone for only
a few days in March before retreating; by the last week in March, the ARVN
had withdrawn from Laocs under heavy pressure from the North Vietnamese.

Widely publicized accounts near the end of the campaign of South
Vietnamese soldiers fleeing Laos tended to create the impression of an army
unwilling to fight, but many if not most observers on the scene concluded
that on the whole the South Vietnamese fought well. A Far Emstern Economic
Heview correspondent, who was highly critical of the operation, stated that:

It was not their fault, primarily. Considering the

relatively short time they have been given to

develop military skills to match those of their

enemies, the South Vietnamese soldiers in Laos did
not do too badly.3/

1/ Washington Post, March 28, 1971.

2/ Ibid. March 28 and 29, 1971. Watershed for a War. Far Eastern
Economic Review, V. LXXI, March 27, 1971: 16.

3/ Watershed for a War. Far Eastern Economic Review, March 27, 1971: 16.
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Washington Post correspondent Peter Jay made this evaluation:

As it was, the South Vietnamese fought their way out
of a difficult situation with competence and bravery,
despite occasional well-documented moments of panic.
But there was no concealing the fact that they were
badly outnumbered and in rapid retreat.l/

Daniel Southerland of the Christian Science Monitor gave a

gimllar assessment:

Despite the ferocity of the North Vietnamese counter-
attack in Laos, many South Vietnamese soldiers,
heavily outnumbered, appeared to have acquitted
themselves well, and often splendidly.2/

1/ Washington Post, March 28, 1971.
2/ Christian Science Monitor, March 24, 1971.
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These and other observers laid the blame for the operation's
shortcomings en poor planning and an unrealistic view of conditions the
ARVN would face in Laos. Allied intelligence, it was charged, was at
fault for grossly underestimating North Vietnam's capacity to defend its
redoubt in southern Laos. As it was, by March the North Vietnamese were
able to assemble nearly 30,000 crack troops against the 20,000-man ARVN
forcs. Moreover, the North Vietnamese already had substantial anti-
‘aireraft installations in the area, which, coupled with the generally bad
weather, limited allied air support and supply. Air supply was particularly
impertant to the South Vietnamese, for the mountainous terrain in southern
Laos made the ARVN almost entirely dependent on it. The intensity of
anti-aircraft fire may be measured by the approximately 270 U.5. helicopters
reportedly shot down by March 6, less than a month after the operation began.
During at least one major battle between North and South Vietnamese forces,
intense North Vietnamese ground fire prevented American hellcoptlers f'rom
reinforeing and resupplying a besieged ARVN fire base.

Besides North Vietnamese ground fire, poor monsoon weathar conditions
often limited air operations, thus giving North Tietnamesa troops time to

prepare for a counterattack. The mountainous terrain, some of the worst in

1/ gtershed for a War. Far Eastern Economic Review, March 27, 1971: 16.
2/ MNew York Times, February 24, 1971.
3/ 1bid., March 7, 1971. The U.S. Command's final figures showed 608
helicopters damaged with 104 permanently lost.

Ibid., February 24, 1971.
5/  Ibid.
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Indochina, prevented the ARVN from employing its armor as it had done in
Cambodia. PFinally, there iz the gquestion of whether the South Vietnamese
should have reinforced the ARVN in Laos instead of withdrawing when they
did. President Thieu apparently personally ordered the withdrawal against
the advice of the U.S5. Command, which favored committing more trunpﬂ.y

South Vietnam's casuslties in the Lacs campaign totaled some 5,000,
including more than 1,000 killed. This represented one-fourth of the ARVN
force that went into Laos and testified to the heavy fighting there. While
the administration claimed that the operation enhanced Vietnamization by
creating confidence among the South Vietnamese, other observers argued
that some of South Vietnam's best unitas, including the First DMvision and
airborne and ranger units, were badly mauled, thus reducing South Vietnam's
overall military effectiveness. According to the South Vietnamese military
command, four to six of the ARVN's 22 combat battalions in Laos had
Theavily ed" the eneny--a suphemism that means they were rendered
ineffective.

Yot, the allied claim that over 13,000 North Vietnamese were killed
in the fighting may be wvalid, since North Vietnam did not try to take
advantage of the ARVN's weakened military condition in the northern provinces
of South Vietnam by launching a major offensive. The Nixon Administration
in a private White House memorandum reportedly estimated that the 13.;30{1

figure "may be low."

1/ Washington Post, March 29, 1971, Abrams, Arnold. Better Believe It, Dick.
Far Eastern Economic Review, v. LXXII, April 10, 1971: 7.

2/ Washington Post, May 24, 1971.

3/ Ibid., March 26, May 24, 1971.

4/ Ibid., May 24, 1971.



CRS-34

3. Deficiencies
In examining ARVN deficiencies, many eritics end observers

of Vietnamization have compared the South Vietnamese army with its American
counterpart. In some respects, comparisons can be made, because the ARVN
has been largely trained and equipped on the American model. The ARVN, like
the U.S. Army, has emphasized fire power. Heavy air and artillery support
have been a major ingredient in ARVN successes to date. This is particularly
true of ARVN units operating in remote areas along South Vietnam's frontier
or in Laos and Cambodia. In these areas, where North Vietnamese forces
often outnumber or equal the South Vietnamess, superlior firepower has proven
to be the difference between vietory and defeat. John Paul Vann, at that
time echief of the U.S5. pacification effort in the Mekong Delta, took special
note of this in testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
February 1970

The reason I believe this is that in nearly every given set

battle that I have reviewed in Vietnam wherein a conventional

ARVN force met a conventional North Vietnamese force or a

conventional U.S. force met a conventional North Vietnamese

force, the winner was always our gide. The reason was that our

side had air and artillery and the other gide d1d not.

Despite this advantage, ARVN units are often not as well equipped as
American units and do not have as much firepower. In February 1970, when
U.S. officials were saying that the ARVN had received more than 90 percent

of its fundemental requirements, an ARVN infantry division of 14,000 had

1/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Commitiee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. Hearings before the Committee on Forelgn

Relations. Olst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.:
116.
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approximately 1,100 trucks as compared with 3,240 trucks for a 17,000-man
U.5. infentry division. To take another item, radlos, the ARVN divi=ion with
1,400 compared to 3,338 for the Amaricana.y

Today, the ARVN is equipped primarily with the M-41 Walker tank, a
light tank which is no longer used by American fnraea.y The M-41's armor
is believed superior to that of the Soviet-made PT-76 light tank, which the
North Vietnamese used in Laos; but it is Inferior to the Soviet T-34 and
T-54 medium tanks, which North Vietnam also possesses. The standard ARVN
field pleces are the American 105 mm. and 155 mm. howitzers, but it is
doubtful that the South Vietnamese have these in the same quantity as the
Mmericans. The ARVN has armored cavalry squadrons but no armored divisions.
Rifle company equipment is similar to that used by U.S5. Army rifle companies
aexcept that the South Vietnamese do not have the 75 mm. recoilless rifla.

The ARVN has suffered in the past from a weak loglsties system, and this
remains a potential source of difficulty as American forces depart. The
weakness lies in both air transport shortages and organization at the ground
level. At the beginning of 1970, for example, the U.S. Adir Force was flying

70 percent of the transport supply for the ARVN. U.8. officers sdmitted

1/ ‘Washington Post, February 23, 1970.

2/ Institute for Strategic Studies. The Military Balance, 1971-1972.
London, 1971: 52. The ARVN has some 200 M-4l's plus M-24 and AMX-13

light tanks.

3/ Ibid., p. 51. North Vietnam is estimated to have 50 T-34's, 60 T-54's,
and 300 PT-76's.

4/ New York Times, July 12, 1971.

5/ Washington Star, December 29, 1969,
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sarly in 1970 that while the South Vietnamese were developing a logistics
system, U.S. forces would have to perform much of the logistics functions
for even the highly-regarded ARVN First Diviainn.y Secretary of the Army
Stanley Resor stated bluntly in March 1970: "The ARVN logistic system is
weak". In March 1971 he gave a similar assessment:

The Vietnamese military logistics must be improved to allow

the South Vietnamese troops to fight on a sustained basis.

This is most important, for with the departure of more and

more Americans, the Vietnamese must eventually devise their 3/

own system of handling and transporting supplies of all kinds.

In mid-November 1971, Pentagon officials were describing the South Vietnamese
armed forces as ecritically short of skilled, middle management logistics
and technical personnel.

Phase II of Vietnamization is supposed to make the South Vietnamese
self-sufficient in logisties. However, some experts, including Sir Robert
Thompson, the British counterinsurgency authority who has advised President
Nixon, reportedly believe that South Vietnam will need logistics assistance
for gome time to come. Administration sources are reportedly grappling
with the problem of what functions the residual force envisaged in Phase ITT
will parform. A multi-function residual foree would continue logistics

assistance to the South Vietnamese.

1/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committes on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 52%.
2/ U.8. Congress. House of Representatives. Commitiee on Armed Services.
Hearings on Military Posture. Part I. O9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 7613
3/  U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Armed Services.
Hearings on Military Posture. Part I. 92nd Cong., lst sess., 1971.
Washington, U.3. Govt. Print. Off.: 2668,

Washington Post, November 13, 1971.
5/ Washington Star, April 14, 1971.
é/ New York Times, June 16, 1971.
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Another major problem for the ARVN is air transport and supply. In
particular, the ARVN's mobility in the past has largely been dependent on
the approximately 3,000 helicopters the U.5. Army has had in Vietnam.

(The importance of helicopters in direct air support of ARVN forces will
be discussed in connection with South Vietnam's Air Forece.) At the
beginning of 1970, for example, 75-80 percent of the helicopters used by
the elite First Division were American. In the Delta, the United States
flew 90 percent of the helicopter support missions for South Vietnamese
forces. By May 1971, U.S. helicopters were flying about half of all
helicopter missions for the ARVN.

The impertance of helicopter mobility has often been shown in operations
in remote areas of South Vietnam or Laos and Cambodia where South Vietnamese
forces and supplies must be brought in quickly to attack the Communists or
reinforce ARVN troops already there. In 1969, the First [vision, which
assumed primary responsibility for the defense of the demilitarized zone,
began to use helicopters extensively in remote areas of northwestern South
Vietnam. Helicopter mokility enabtled the First Division to engage the North

Vietnamese quickly in this region. The helicopters were supplied mainly by

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
December 1969. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970. Washington, U.S5. Govt. Print.
Off.: 9. U.S. Congress. Semate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, pp. 468-469, 558.
2/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 123.

New York Times, May 20, 1971.

4/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 562.
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particular, the ARVN's mobility in the past has largely been dependent on
the approximately 3,000 helicopters the U.5. Army has had in Vietnam.
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beginning of 1970, for example, 75-80 percent of the helicoptera used by
the elite First Dvislon were American. In the Delta, the [nited States
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f::rces.gf By May 1971, U.G5. hali;;ptara were flying about half of all
helicopter missions for the ARVN.

The importance of helicopter mobility has often been shown in operations
in remote areas of South Vietnam or Laos end Cambodia where South Vietnamese
forces end supplies must be brought in quickly to attack the Communists or
rainforce ARVN troops already there. In 1969, the First Division, which
assumed primary responsibility for the defense of the demilitarized zone,
began to use helicopters extemnsively in remote areas of northwestern South
Vietnam. Helicopter mobility enabled the First Division to engage the North

Vietnamese quickly in this region. The helicopters wers supplied mainly by

1/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Helations. Vietnam:
December 1969, 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970. Washington, U.S. Covt. Print.
Off.: 9. U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Folicy and Prospects, 1970. Olst Cong., 2nd seass., 1970, pp. 468-469, 558.
2/ U.8. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospecta, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 123.
3/ New York Times, May 20, 1971.

U.5. Congress. Senate. Committee on Forelgn Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 562.
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the U.5. 10lst Airborne Mvision from its pool of 450 helicopters.
The South Vietnamese incursion into Laos in February-March 1971, in which
the First Division played a major role, was heavily dependent on U.S.
helicopter support for both transport and firepower. At the height of the
operation, U.S5. helicopters were reportedly flying over 1,000 sorties a day
into Laos, carrying supplies, evacuating wounded, and providing air cover.
During heavy fighting at Krek in eastern Cambodia in September, U.S5.
helicopters and fixed-wing aireraft airlifted several thousand South
Vietnamese troops into the Krek area to reinforce ARVN unite under heavy
North Vietnamese attack. Lt, Genersal Nguyen Xuan Thinh, deputy commandar
of ARVN forces in Cambodia, stated that South Vietnamese forces could not
have held their positions at Krek without the various forms of U.S, air
support. He noted that helicopter support was vital, especially for resupply.
South Vietnamese aireraft and helicopters accounted for only 40 percent of

the troop and supply missions and 25 percent of the helicopter gunship

Christian Science Monitor, December 30, 1969,

New York Times, March 7, 1971; February 24, 1971.

Washington Post, September 30 and October 1, 1971,

Washington Post, September 30, 1971. Washington Star, October 8, 1971.

g
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1/

missions during the Tighting at Krek.

Under the Vietnamizstion program, South Vietnam's Adr Force, which
will provide helicopter support to the ARVN, will have 500 to 600
helicopters by 1974, but this falls far short of the 3,000-3,500
possessed by the Americans. A shortfall of this magnitude will obwviously
affect ARVN capabilities, particularly its ability to carry out future
operations in Laos, Cambodia, and remote border areas in South Vietnam.
This will be especimlly true where the terrain prohibits the use of armor
and transport vehicles. It would seem that another incureion into Laos cn
the scale of 1971 is unlikely, end if the battle for Krek is an indication
of things to come, the ARVN may find itself in increasing difficulty in

Canmbodla as the U.S5. withdraws.

Washington Star, October 8, 1971. South Vietnam made another push into
Cambodia at the end of November 1971. While the Government of Vietnam placed
a heavy veil of secrecy around the operation, it appeared that it involved up
to 15,000 men and was intended to relieve North Vietnamese pressure on Phnom
Penh and possibly capture North Vietnamese base areas some 20 miles east of
the Cambodia-South Vietnam border near Chup. However, reports on November
27 and 28 indicated that the drive was more limited in scope with emphasis
placed on a logistics buildup and 1ittle offensive action in the direction
of Chup. Lt. General Thinh stated on November 27 that he did not expect
the South Vietnamese to fight any heavy engagements with the enemy during
the operation. (See Washington Post 21, 23, 24, 28, 1971; New York Times,
November 21, 23, 24, 1971.)

New York Times, May 20, 1971. This compares to 100 at the beginning
of 1969. '
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The United States, however, reportedly believes that Scuth Vietnamese
forces will have to use ground forces again to attack the Ho Chi Minh Trail
in Laos. Statements by U.S. officials in October and November 1971
suggested that the United States would like to end the bombing of the trail
in 1973 or 1974. These officials said that when this happemns, South
Vietnam will have to rely increasingly on its ground forces to check North
Vietnamese fl._l:nil‘i1'I:.:l:-eri:.j.r:;»r.t.g’IIIr

U.5. officials have stated in the past that the United States does
not wish to see the ARVN develop in the image of the U.5. Army. They have
often voiced thi® sentiment in reference to the helicopter and mobility
gap between U.5. and South Vietnamese forces. Secretary Laird and other
afficials leel that South Vietnam can compensate for the lack of helicopter
mobility through a better strategic positioning of ARVN and through the
allied roadbuilding ]:rr~nug;1r11u11|.J"‘IIr The current roadbuilding program calls for
about 2,500 miles of national and interprovincial all-weather roads. As of
Jenuary 31, 1971, about 1,500 miles or 59 percent had been completed. The
U.5. Army is expected to complete 1,700 miles of the program, with the

South Vietnamese taking care of the rest. The South Vietnamese in mid-1370

1/ New York Times, October 29, 1971. Washington Post, November 13, 1971.
Washington Star, November 10, 1971.

2/ Washington Star, November 10, 1971. Washington Post, November 13, 1971.
3/ U.5. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Ammed Services.
Hearings on Military Posture. Part I. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970.
Weshington, U.5. Govt. Print. Office: 6918. U.S5. Congress. House of
Representatives. Committee on Appropriations. OSubcommittee on Department
of Defense. Department of Defense Appropriations for 1972. Part I. Hearings
Bafore the Subcommittee. 92nd Cong., lst sess., 1971. Washington, U.B.
Govt. Print. Office: 41B.

4/ U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Appropriationms.
Subcommittes on Department of Defense. Department of Defense Appropriaticna
for 1972. 92nd Cong., lst sess., 1971, pp. 418, 501.
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1/
began working on 300 miles of road network.

The road program is probably limited in the more inaccessible areas
of South Vietnam such as the Central Highlands and the far northwest. Thus
while valuable, it may not totally make up for the loss of U.S5. air
transport mobility.

Some observers and South Vietneamese cfficers dispute Secretary Laird
and contend that the ARVN has, indeed, been modeled after the U.3. Army
to an extreme degree. General Thinh said after the battle of Krek that:
"Vietnamese units are trained to use the same tactics as the Americans,
sc we must have the same airpower." While Thinh may have been concerned
primarily with securing the best equipment for his troops, some American
crities have argued that the U.S. training of South Vietnamese helicopter
pllots has bean needlessly lengthy because of the requirement to teach
English to all trainees, which adds six months to a year to the total
course of instruction. This, they claim, limits any significant incresmse
in the number of South Vietnamese Alr Force helicopter pilots. The eritics
insist that South Vietnam's helicopter capability could have been increased
over the current planned level if the Wnited States had organized helicopter
schools in South Vietnam with instruction in ‘-fiutnumeamy

In summary, Vietnamization's achievements to date still leave several

unanswered questions, the answers to which will determine the ultimate

1/ Ibid., 501, 711.
2/ Washington Post, October 10, 1971.
3/ Washington Post, June 16, 1971. New York Times, May 20, 1971.
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the ARVN's failure to commission enlisted men in the field who have
demonstrated leadership Eﬂpabﬂitiﬂﬂ.ylﬂﬂtﬂﬂﬂ, winning a commission in the
ARVN often involves a man's family background, wealth, and political
influence. Because a high level of formal education is required for
admittance to Officer Candidate School (0CS), the junior officer ranks ere
largaly reserved for members of South Vietnam's elitse. ARVN soldiers of
peasant background with little formal eduecation have much less chance for
advancement beyond the level of non-commissioned officer. Under American
prodding the Government of Vietnam has taken some steps to lncrease the
number of non-commissioned officers admitted into OCS, but many observers
doubt whether the officer corps will mctively encourage such an effort.

The uneven lower-level officer leadership has had sdverse effects on
the ARVN performance. The ARVN has often been unableto launch the kind of
small-unit operations below the battalion level which U.S. officers consider
necessary to combat the guerrilla tactics of the enemy. In addition,
Junior officer leadership is so related to performance and discipline in
the enlisted ranks that the deficlencies among ARVN junior officers have
contributed to the ARVN's overall morale problems. The class distinetion
between officers and enlisted men can obviously impalr communication and
a spirit of solidarity between the two groups, which is necessary for the

smooth functioning of any army.

L/ U.5. officials also point out that the rapld expansion of South Vietnam's
armed forces since 1968 has placed a strain on the supply of leadership talent.
Buckley, p. 132. Los Angeles Times, August 13, 1969. New York Times,

January 26, 1971; July 12, 1971.
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The desertion problem is probably the ARVN's biggest morale headache.
Since 197, an average of about 100,000 members of South Vietnam's armed
forces have deserted every year with the bulk of the desertions coming
from the AHW.H Most of the deserters, according to U.S. officials, do not
go over to the Communists but, instead, return to their homes. There, they
sometimes Jjoin local Regional and Popular Force units. U.S. officials
point to the "family problem" as the main cause of desertion. ARVN
.enlisted men serve for the duration of the conflict at a pay level too
low to support their families (§15-#20 & month for an enlisted man).
Allowances may boost income to about $40 per month. The ARVN leave system
is practieslly non-existent. Thus, there 1s considerable pressure to desert
and return home to support the family.

The same pressures help cause the dissatisfaction and discipline
problems in the ARVN enlisted ranks, which observera have cited continuously
since Vietnamization began. Reports coming out of Vietnam in Aupust and
September 1971 indicate an upsurge of looting, murder, and robbery involving
ARVN soldiera. The New York Times quoted Henry B. Cushing, senior American

adviser in Quangngai Province, as saying that the ARVN erime situation was

1/ U.S5. Congress. Senate., Committee on Foreign Relations. Vietnam:
Policy and Prospects, 1970. 9lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 532.

2/ U.S. Congress. House of Hepresentatives. Committee on Appropriations.
Subcommittee on Department of Defense. Department of Defense Appropriations
for 1971. Part I. 9st Cong., 2nd sess., 1970, p. 437. New York Times,
Jamuary 26, 1971.

3/ HKansas City Times, August 19, 1971.

4’ New York Times, January 26, 1971.



