McNaughton Memo to Goodpaster
On ‘Forces Required to Win’

. Excerpts from memorandum from Assistant Secretary McNaughton to
Lieut. Gen. Andrew J. Goodpaster, assistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, July 2, 1965, “Forces Required to Win in South Vietnam,” as provided

in the body of the Pentagon’s study.

Secretary McNamara this morning
suggested that General Wheeler form a
small group to address the question, “If
we do everything we can. can we have
assurance of winning in South Vietnam?”
General Wheeler suggested that he
would have you head up the grow and

that the group would be fairly small.
Secretary McNamara indicated that he
wanted your group to work with me
and that T should send down 2 memo-
randum suggesting some of the ques-
tions that occurred to us. Here are our
suggestions:

1. I do not think the question is
whether the 44-battalion program (in-
cluding 3d-country forces) is sufficient
to do the job although the answer to
that question should fall out of the study.
Rather, I think we should think in terms
of the 44-battalion build-up by the end
of 1965, with added forces—as required
and as our capabilities permit—in 1966.
Furthermore, the study surely should
look into the need for forces other than
ground forces, such as air to be used
one way or another in-country. I would
hope that the study could produce a
clear articulation of what our strategy
is for winning the war in South Viet.
nam, tough as that articulation will be
in view of the nature of the problem.

2. I would assume that the questions
of calling up reserves and extending
tours of duty are outside the scope of
this study.

3. We must make some assumptions
with respect to the number of VC. Also,
we must make some assumptions with
respect to what the infiltration of men
and material will be’ especially if there
is a build-up of US forces in South
Vietnam. I am quite concerned about the
increasing probability that there are reg-
ular PAVN forces either in the II Corps
area or in Laos directly across the bor-
der from II Corps. Furthermore, I am
fearful that especially with the kind of
build-up here envisioned, infiltration of
even greater numbers of regular forces
may occur. As a part of this general
problem of enemy build-up, we must of
course ask how much assistance the
USSR and China can be expected to give
to the VC. I suspect that the increased
strength levels of the VC and the more
“conventional” nature of the operations
implied by larger force levels may imply
that the often-repeated ratio of “10 .to
1” may no longer apply. I sense that
this may be the case in the future,. but
I have no reason to be sure. For exam-
ple, if the VC, even with larger forces
engaged in more “conventional” type
actions, are able to overrun towns and
disappear into the jungles before we
can bring the action troops to bear, we
may still be faced with the old “ratio”
problem.

4. 1 think we might avoid some spin-
ning of wheels if we simply assumed
that the GVN will not be able to in-
crease its forces in the relevant time
period. Indeed, from what Westy has
reported about the battalions being
chewed up and about their showing some
signs of reluctance to engage in offen-
sive operations, we might even have to
ask the question whether we can expect
them to maintain present levels of men
-—or more accurately, present levels of
effectiveness.

5. With respect to 3d-country forces,
Westy has equated the 9 ROK battalions
with 9 US battalions, saying that, if he
did not get the former, he must have
the latter. I do not know enough about
ROK forces to know whether they are
in all respects “equal to” US: forces
(they may be better in some respects

and not as good in others). For pur-
poses of the study, it might save us
time if we assumed that we would get
no meaningful forces from anyone other
than the ROKs during the relative time
frame. (If the Australians decide to send
another battalion or two, this should not
alter the conclusions of the study sig-
nificantly.)....

9. At the moment, I do not see how
the study can avoid addressing the ques-
tion as to how long our forces will have
to remain in order to achieve a “win”
and the extent to which the presence
of those forces over a long period of
time might, by itself, nullify the “win.”
If it turns out that the study cannot
go into this matter without first getting
heavily into the political side of the

question, I think the study at least
should note the problem in some mean-
ingful way.

10. I believe that the study should
go into specifics—e.g., the numbers and
effectiveness and uses of the South Viet-
namese forces, exactly where we would
deploy ours and exactly what we would
expect their mission to be, how we
would go about opening up the roads
and providing security for the towns as
well as protecting our own assets there,
the time frames in which things would
be done, command relationships, etc.
Also, I think we should find a way to
indicate how badly the conclusions
might be thrown off if we are wrong
with respect to key assumptions
or judgments. ...



