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AUSTRALIA'S MILITARY COMMITMENT TO VIETNAM

This Paper, which the Government has had
prepared on the Australian involvement in
Vietnam, is tabled in accordance with the
Prime Minister's statement in the House of

Representatives on Tuesday, 13 May, 19§5.




AUSTRALIA'S MILITARY COMMITMENT TO SOUTH VIETNAM

This paper has been prepared in accordance with a direction
from the Prime Minister of Australia that an objective appraisal should
be made of Australia's military involvement in South Vietnam.

The decision in April 1965 to send a battalion for active
service in South Vietnam was the crucial issue in Australia's
commitment. However, that decision can only be interpreted in the
light of the development of Australian policy in the four preceding
years, and the significance of the decision only appears in the two
years following the decision when further forces were committed. This
paper is therefore presented in three parts:

Part 1 Australia - Vietnam 1961-64
Part 2 Australia - Vietnam 1965
Part 3 Australia - Vietnam 1965-67

To reduce the records of seven years of government (1961-67)
to a few pages must inevitably result in over-simplification and the
degree of over-simplification must be the measure of any distortion
which results. In highlighting the main issues involved there are
certain generalisations which can be made which will stand under
detailed examination. These generalisations are based only on official
documents and are concerned primarily with Australian provision of aid
of a military nature to South Vietnam. No account is taken of
Australia's domestic political issues, of party pressures or of public
opinion, all of which played a large part in explaining the decisions
and the negotiations mentioned in this paper.

Despite the fact that the Government of South Vietnam on
29 April 1965 announced that the Australian battalion was sent in
.response to a request from South Vietnam,this is not borne out by the
evidence of the documents.

There were requests for aid of various sorts from South
Vietnam to assist in its effort against growing communist insurgency,
but the requests for military aid were largely generated by initiatives
from the United States. These initiatives were political and not
military in motive. The United States did not need the military aid
but it did desire the military presence of its friends and allies in
order to show to the world that the United States was not alome in
its efforts against communism in South East Asia, to show that it was
not replacing French colonialism in the area and in order to re-assure
Governments indigenous to the area that members of SEATO were in fact
prepared to make a practical contribution to defence against communism.

In providing aid the Australian Government always insisted
that it should be acceptable to the South Vietnamese Government and
many assurances to that effect were received from Vietnam. However,
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in pursuing its paramount concern with the American alliance and
Australian forward defence interests the Australian Government over

a period of time showed in its actions and particularly in the process
of negotiations minimal consideration for Vietnamese wishes.

Nevertheless, the South Vietnamese attitude to the question
of military aid was somewhat equivocal. At first they believed that
they, the South Vietnamese, were capable of solving the problem of
insurgency and they were opposed to the possibility of Western forces
fighting on South Vietnamese soil and killing Vietnamese citizens
whether of the North or the South. However, with the growing success
of the insurgency and with the escalation of aid to the insurgents
from North Vietnam, China and the Soviet Union, successive South
Vietnamese Governments came to accept the realities of their political
and military weaknesses and were prepared to accept Western military
aid. This acceptance was often in response to American pressure.
However, opposition remained; this opposition was due in part to a
fear of the capital which opposition forces both in North and South
Vietnam could make out of a Western presence, and in part to the
national and military pride of the South Vietnamese people and
particularly of the Generals. This produced an official state of mind
which although prepared to accept a Western military presence as an
undesirable necessity was still reluctant to ask directly for military
aid. Moreover, there was widespread resentment of the increasingly
insensitive actions of Western Governments in pressing aid upon them.
Offers of aid could be accepted but direct requests were very
reluctantly forthcoming and on occasion, only under pressure.

Australian military assistance to South Vietnam was not at
any time in response to a request for defence aid from South Vietnam
as a Protocol State to SEATO as a Treaty organisation. Although
successive Australian Governments sought publicly to justify their
actions as being "in the context of'" or "flowing from" Australia's
membership of SEATO and the theory of the Protocol State or on the
ground that military assistance under SEATO could be on a bilateral
as well as a collective basis, the commitment was in fact made as a
projection of the forward defence policy to which they were committed.

Australian military aid to South Vietnam was in fact offered
and supplied in response to the known and frequently expressed wishes
of the United States for political support from its friends and allies,
even though the offer of a battalion rather than an agreement to meet
other specific requests from the United States was made to suit the
interests of the Australian defence development program.

The provision of military aid by Australia was decided upon
for political reasons and was in support of the fundamental aim of
Australian policy towards South Vietnam, which was to ensure the long
term defence interests of Australia. These were seen in terms of the
ANZUS and SEATO Treaties and the theory of forward defence against the
victory of communism in South East Asia, an area seen as vital to
Australia's future. This was a policy developed in Australia indepen-
dently of any outside pressure. The cornerstone of this policy was
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seen as a compelling necessity to commit the power of the United
States to the Asian area and thus to commit her to a

practical guarantee of active support to Australia through the ANZUS
and SEATO Treaties.

Australia's concern over the stability of South Vietnam as
part of the general defence against communism in South East Asia grew
in intensity in proportion to the growing success of communist
insurgency in South Vietnam. '

Despite Australia's concern over Indonesia and the possibility,
given Australian commitment in Malaysia, of over-committing Australia's
limited defence forces, the Australian Government wished to react
positively to American hints for assistance. A growing sense of
urgency as a result of insurgent success produced an increasing
willingness at the political level to make further military commitments
to the defence of South Vietnam. By December 1964 through January
1965 this reached a peak where Australia's policy makers, being most
anxious about what appeared to them to be hesitancy and confusion in
America's policy, were eager to convince the United States of the need
for more resolute policy and more active measures.

The Australian Government's four decisions 1965-67 to
increase combat forces in Vietnam were logical extensions of the
decision of April 1965. Negotiations concerning these extensions
illustrate once again the dominance in Australian official thinking
of the concept of forward defence, and the importance of the American
alliance. The negotiations also reveal once again constant United
States pressure at political, diplomatic and service levels. The
period is marked also by little concern with Vietnam's wishes and
national sensitivities.

There is one further problem which has been the subject of
public debate but about which it is difficult to come to an i
conclusion, that is the question as to when Australian force%?gecame
actively involved in combat situations. There is no doubt about the
official directives on this matter. When the first instructors were
sent to South Vietnam, the directive to their Commanding Officer
specifically precluded any activities other than those necessary to a
training role unless the prior consent of the Australian Government had
been obtained. Moreover, despite the wishes of the South Vietnamese
Government to concentrate the Australian instructors in a northern
province subject to insurgent activities, the instructors were located
in base training areas and not in any province likely to be over-run
by insurgents. However, the military authorities, recognising the
realities of the situation, suggested that the instructors would
probably be involved in combat situations produced by insurgent attacks.
Nevertheless, the official directive was given precluding any activity
other than the instructional role. When in May 1964 an additional 30
instructors were sent to South Vietnam it was then agreed that the
role of the AATTV should be extended to permit their employment in the
field at battalion and lower levels as advisers, and it was recognised
that, in the circumstances, casualties were to be expected. So that




-4 -

the official record is clear, the decision to permit instructors to
move into the field where it was probable that they would be involved
in combat situations was not taken until May 1964. However, whether or
not before May 1964 individual Australian instructors working with
American units participated as advisers in the sort of active patrol
activity that would bring them into '"combat situations' can only be
determined by a detailed examination of Australian and American unit
and command reports. Certainly, the Australian authorities knew on
23 May 1962 that' the United States advisers were involved in combat
situations - nor was this denied publicly, although it was somewhat
qualified in public announcements by the United States.
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AUSTRALIA - VIETNAM 1961-64

Early in October 1961 the Australian Government became
aware that the United States was so concerned at the situation in
South Vietnam that it was considering military intervention.
Australian intelligence sources took a similarly pessimistic view,
reporting during November 1961 that within six months Government
forces in South Vietnam might be incapable of mounting significant
offensive operations without massive assistance and that
intervention on the scale of at least two divisions would be
necessary if an adequate breathing space against Viet Cong attacks
were to be ensured. There were nevertheless doubts among some
Australian officials that such assistance would prove effective.
The Charge d'Affaires in Saigon admitted in November 1961 that he
had "serious doubts about the efficacy of introducing Western
ground troops', although he believed that President Diem and his
officials would welcome them; he suggested, however, that Western
naval and air forces could make an important contribution. The
Australian defence authorities considered that although foreign
intervention might contain and even eradicate Viet Cong control
(providing access through neighbouring borders could be sealed
off) it would not be capable of removing the Viet Cong influence
which had been felt by so many for so long.

On 17 November 1961 the Australian Ambassador in
Washington was officially informed that the United States was
considering increasing its assistance to the Republic of Vietnam,
although this assistance would be in the form of equipment,
transport, training and advisers rather than combat forces; an
indication of Australia's views and willingness to assist was
requested. The Australian Prime Minister replied on 26 November
that he was examining the possibility of increasing Australian
assistance to the Republic of Vietnam and hoped to be able to make
a decision after the coming Federal election.

The first Australian initiative came, however, from:the
Ambassador in Washington who reported on 5 December that 23
demonstrable Australian support for the Republic of Vietnam would
make a very favourable impression on the United States Administration
and suggested that Australia might supply counter-insurgency )
training personnel, small arms and ammunition. These suggestions
were discussed by representatives of the Departments of External
Affairs, Defence, Navy, Army and Air on 14 December. It was
clear from this meeting that the motivation for providing
assistance was predominantly political and that the Services were
unwilling, for manpower reasons, to make more than a token
commitment to the Republic of Vietnam. Accordingly the Ambassador
in Washington was informed on 19 December that while Australia
could supply some small arms and ammunition it could make no more
than a token contribution in training.
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Suggestions from the United States Administration that
Australia should give military aid to the Republic of Vietnam were
clearly initiated by the State Department rather than the Pentagon.
The United States military authorities in Saigon told the
Australian Ambassador to the Republic of Vietnam in December 1961
that no Australian assistance was required in either training or
the supply of arms and ammunition. The United States Ambassador
to the Republic of Vietnam said, however, that he regarded an
early increase in the Australian contribution (he appears to have
had in mind the use of military persomnnel at least for the protection
of civilian projects) as a matter of the highest importance. On
16 February 1962 the Australian Ambassador in Washington reported
that there had been considerable resistance in the Pentagon to the
use of non-American foreign military personnel in South Vietnam,
but that the Pentagon had now agreed to a State Department
proposal to ask Australia for counter-insurgency and jungle fighting !
instructors, ‘

During March 1962 Australia received two approaches from
the Republic of Vietnam on the question of military assistance.
On 13 March the Australian Ambassador in Saigon reported that the
Republic of Vietnam's Assistant Defence Minister had asked if
Australian military instructors in Malaya could assist in the
training ({in Malaya) of the Vietnzmese Civil Guard. On 31 March
President Diem wrote tc the Australian Prime Minister, setting out
the Republic of Vietnam's case against the communists and noting
that the Republic "has been compelled to appeal for increased
military assistance and support from Free World countries to help
prevent it from being overwhelmed". The message concluded by
requesting that Australia should condemn communist aggression.

Between February and May 1962 Australian policy moved
towards military assistance to South Vietnam. On 16 February the
Ambassador in Washington cabled a recommendation that any American
request should be considered favourably because the provision of
even a handful of instructors would help make Australia's mark
with the United States Administration. On receipt of this cable
the Minister for External Affairs asked the Minister for Defence
if the Australian Army could supply suitable officers for training
work in South Vietnam and the latter replied on 14 March that
while Australia could make no more than a token contribution in
training it would be possible to make available 10 officers and
some warrant and non-commissioned officers. At the ANZUS Council
meeting in Canberra on 9 May the Prime Minister told Admiral H.D. Felt,
Commander of the United States Pacific Fleet, that Australia was
willing to supply instructors and this decision was endorsed by
Ministers on 15 May, provided that a request was received from
the Republic of Vietnam. Although Felt admitted that Australian
military assistance was not at that time needed, he said that
America regarded our military presence in South Vietnam as most
important and suggested that we might also supply two radar patrol
ships, engineer units, a signals unit and one transport aircraft.




These suggestions were made known to Ministers on 15 May and although
no specific decisions were made it was agreed that any early
disposition of Australian military forces in South East Asia should
be at the request of the Government involved and preferably carried
out as part of a SEATO operation, to avoid the appearance of a non-
Asian intervention. Two days later the defence authorities agreed
that Australia should offer up to 30 Army training personnel and

one Dakota transport aircraft,but Felt's suggestion of two radar
patrol vessels was not approved.

On 24 May 1962 the Minister for Defence announced
publicly that Australia was providing military instructors "at the
invitation of the Government of the Republic of Vietnam'". The
correctness of this claim is,however, a matter of interpretation,
unless the Republic of Vietnam's appivaches in March are to be
considered a sufficient invitation. The Australian offer was
communicated to President Diem on 1C May by Admiral Felt, who had
flown straight to Saigcn from the ANZUS meeting. Diem was
reported to have expressed great satisfaction. On 18 May the
Republic of Vietnam'’s Ambassador in Canberra informed the Department
of External Affairs that his Government accepted with pleasure
Australia’s offer of instructors, but there appears to have been
no direct approach by Australia until 25 May, when the Ambassador
in Saigon handed a coupy of the Defence Minister’s statement
(already made public in Australia) to Diem; the latter again
expressed great satisfaction and asked for his appreciation to be
conveyed to the Australian Government,

Military sdvisers recognised that Australian instructors
would be liable to Viet Cong attack at any time and would probably
have to carry arms. The probability that they would become
involved in operations against the Viet Cong was not explicitly
stated in the Defence Minister's public announcement, although it
could be argued that it was implied. However the official
directive to the Commander of the force forbade any activity other
than training.

There remained only a decision on how the Australian
instructors were to be employed. The Government of the Republic of
Vietnam at first wanted them to establish an independent jungle
training school in the northern province of Quang Ngai, an area in
which Diem feared a Viet Cong breakthrough. Diem's reasoning
appears to have been that commitment to such an area (he likened
it to the Dardanelles) would encourage a deeper Australian
involvement and that any disaster there might lead to massive
third nation intervention. The future leader of the Australian
team visited Quang Ngai and reported that it would be a difficult
but challenging project within the capacity of the team,but it was
strongly opposed by both United States and Australian army
authorities, the latter arguing that it was an area of high Viet
Cong activity in which the team would be likely to become involved
in action outside the instructional field; there was, in any case,
no United States logistic support available and it was undesirable
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to have to depend on South Vietnamese forces. It was then
recommended that the team be divided and integrated with United
States staff, 4 instructors going to headquarters in Saigon, 22 to
three locations in the Hue area and 4 to Duc My (near Nha Trang).
The allocation of the instructors to training establishments was
announced by the Minister for Defence on 26 July 1962, approval of
the terms of the announcement having already been received from the
Republic of Vietnam. The Minister for External Affairs was
obviously disappointed that the political impact of the Australian
contribution should have been diminished by the team's dispersal
and integration with the United States instructors. Three months
later the Minister for External Affairs asked the Minister for
Defence if more inscructors could be provided for South Vietnam,
but this suggestion was opposed by the Army because of the strain
it would place on manpower resources.

The next request for assistance came on 14 February 1963
when the Australian Ambassador in Saigon reported that the United
States might ask Australia for a small R.A.A.F. component. He
recommended sympathetic consideration of such a request on the
grounds that the Americans believed that they were winning the war
and that it was time for Australia to make a contribution and get
some share of the credit. The Ambassador was told that Australia
would prefer not to receive such a request and he communicated this
to the United States authorities in Saigon, but on 2 April Australia
nevertheless received a United States request for one Dakota
squadron and 16 additional pilots. The real difficulty posed by
this request was the need to explsin a change from a non-combatant
to a combatant role to the Australian public. The formal reason
for refusal, which was conveyed to Admiral Felt on 4 April 1963,
was that the possible re-equipment of R.A.A.F. transport with
Caribou aircraft made the supply of Dakotas impossible. The
following month the United States again asked for 16 R.A.A.F,
Dakota pilots, the request being re-inforced by representations
from the Republic of Vietnam'’s Ambassador in Canberra on 24 May
1963. Defence opposed the request because of manpower shortage
and although External Affairs saw some merit in accepting it was
decided that the Army training team was sufficient to demonstrate
Australian support for the United States.

At the April 1964 SEATO Council meeting in Manila it was
agreed that members should if necessary be prepared to take further
concrete steps to support the Republic of Vietnam. On 6 May 1964
the United States Embassy in Canberra delivered a note to the
Department of External Affairs which emphasised President Johnson's
desire for more free world countries to '"show their flags" in
South Vietnam, listed existing non-American assistance and suggested
that Australia, New Zealand and the United Kingdom might between them
provide a range of army and air training personnel, pilots,
reconnaissance aircraft, forward air controllers, communications
engineers, shipyard advisers and medical and dental teams. A few
days later the United States Embassy in Canberra delivered a more
detailed 1list of items specifically requested from Australia. It
included:
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- a minimum of 6 three-man battalion adviser teams
- an additional training cadre for corps centre

- additional special forces personnel

- a helicopter unit

- a fixed wing observation and liaison unit

- a fixed wing transport unit

- 2 or 3 surgical teams.

Both the Australian Embassy in Washington and the
Department of External Affairs urged that the American request
should be considered sympathetically. The former cabled on 11 May
1964 that while it was appreciated that there were physical
limitations to what the Commonwealth could do it was recommended
that we should make as prompt and positive a response as possible.
South Vietnam was an area in which we could, without disproportionate
expenditure, pick up a lot of credit with the United States. Our
objective should be to achieve such an habitual closeness of relations
with the United States and sense of mutusl alliance that in our time
of need (the possibility of a crisis in relations with Indonesia) the
United States would have little option but to respond as we would
want. In Canberra a Departiment of External Affairs memorandum
suggested thatr, while the value of the Australian training team
should not be underestimated, our main object in providing
additional assistance was that of supporting the United States and
encouraging Thailand. The Minister for External Affairs appears to
have shared these views, sending a cable to the Embassy in Washington
on 14 May which said '"We should like the United States Government to
know that we are anxious to reply promptly and sympathetically to
their suggestions'.

The United States proposals were referred for consideration
to the relevant defence advisers who reported that South Vietnam was
a key strategic area and that if it fell the West would be unlikely
to hold Laos, Cambodia and Thailand; this would in turn make the
future of Malaysia, Indonesia and the “hilippines very uncercain. A
further argument in favour of increased assistance was that it would
influence the obligation which the United States might feel to
Australia in an emergency. After examining the resources and
commitments of the types of persomnel and equipment requested they
recommended that Australia could offer:

- an additional 30 N.C.O.s for the army training team
- an army dental team

- an army driving/servicing instructional team together
with a light aid workshop detachment

- a detachment of 6 Caribou transport aircraft
(by October 1964).

It was also recommended that the rule of the army training team
should be extended to permit its employment in the field at battalion
and lower levels as advisers. These recommendations were accepted
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by Ministers on 29 May. It was recognised that Australian casualties

must be expected if the army training team were to be employed in the
field. '

Details of the Australian decision were cabled immediately
to the Australian Ambassador in Saigon with instructions to inform
the Government of the Republic of Vietnam. The Vietnamese Ambassador
in Canberra was informed the same day and reminded of his earlier
discussions with the Department of External Affairs. The Ambassador
agreed that Australia could announce that the increased aid was being
made after consultation with the South Vietnamese and United States
Governments. The Australian Ambassador in Saigon later reported that
Acting Foreign Minister Mau had expressed warm appreciation of the
decision and agreed with the reference to prior consultations with
the South Vietnamese and United States Governments.

The final arrangements were, however, delayed by doubts as
to whether all the assistance offered was actually needed. Mau told
the Australian Ambassador on 1 June that Australia could take it
that there was a requirement for all aid items proposed, but the
United States Charge d'Affaires and military authorities in Saigon
subsequently stated that there was no military requirement for the
army dental teams, the army driving/servicing instructional team or
the light aid workshop detachment. They suggested that Australia
should instead send an additional 25 aray training personnel. 1In
consequence the public arnouncement of Australia’s increased
commitment made by the Minister for Defence on 9 June omitted the
items mnot required by the United States authorities, but noted that
consultations were proceeding for the provision of some 20 army
instructors in addition to the 60 already definitely committed. The
text of the Minister’s statement were forwarded to Saigon to allow a
parallel anncuncement there, but the Vietnamese were given no prior
warning of the changes in the Australian contribution. The Vietnamese
Foreign Minister was also given the text of the announcement and on
15 June he wrote to the Australian Ambassador expressing his '"keen
satisfaction'" at the imminent arrival of 30 new instructors and the
Caribou aircraft and at the prospect that 20 other technicians
might also be sent. On 17 June the Austrelian Ambassador reported
that the Embassy in Saigon had been mildiy embarrassed by
successive instructions from Canberra to inform the Vietnamese of
Australia's decision to provide additional aid, to ask the
Vietnamese if these items were needed and then, having been assured
that they were needed, to inform the Vietnamese cthat some of them
would not be provided. _

The United States military authorities’® request for a
third group of Australian army advisers was supported by a senior
Australian officer who visited Saigon in June 1964 and the team was
increased in number from 60 to 83. The team suffered its first
combat casualty (one socldier had been accidentally killed on 1 June
1963) on 6 June 1964 when Warrant Officer K.G. Conway was killed
during a Viet Cong attack on a special forces camp 55 miles west
of Da Nang.



assistance to the Australian Minister for Air, who was then visiting |
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During July 1964 the Prime Minister of the Republic of
Vietnam, Gereral Khanh, addressed a written appeal for assistance to
the Heads of Government of 34 countries, including Australia. As
translated and published ir Saigor on 25 July the letter expressed the
firm hope '"that your government will kindly grant us all the support
you deem possible and oppertune in order to help us successfully fight
the Communist aggressior'. In Australia’s case this written approach
was followed up on 5 August by the Republic of Vietnam's Ambassador
in Canberra, who called on the Acting Secretary of the Department of
External Affairs to formally thank Australia for assistance already
given and to request 'continuing help'. There was no direct Australian
response to these requests, although the Minister for External Affairs
wrote to a number of countries commending General Khanh's appeal.

The Austr=zliar Governmert contivued to view with concern
the deterioratirg political and military situation in Scuth Vietram.
On 3 September 1964 the Minister for Exterral Affairs sent a cable to
all Australian representatives ahroad emphasising that our national
interests were to

- help a government ir South Vietram which would
contirue to fight the Viet Coong, oppose North
Vietram ard give some hope of eventually unifying
the courtry

- retain an ectiva United Stases prescnce in
South Vietnam
-« prevent a failurs in South Vietnam which would lead
to a collapse of the will to resist in other countriex.

Australia also sought fo gain a clearer idea of how far the
Americans were prepared to commirt themeelves in Vietnam, but it be-
came evidert that the Uritesd Statez would maintain only a helding
operation until afrer the November prasidential election. Once the
election was over the momentum of American policy, encouraged by the
ever-worsening situation in Vievnam, began to inirease. The
Australian Minic<ter for Exterval Affairs, who visited Washirgton in
late November, was tcld by Defecce Secretary McNzmatra that if it
became necessary to apply increased pressure on North Vietnam by air
attack it would be very helpful tc bave Australian aircraft either
participating or staundirg by to protect Thailand, Laos and South
Vietnam. McNamara said that the United States wculd be looking
chiefly for a public demonstration of Australian support. On &4
December 1964, White House Adviser William Bundy gave the Ambassador
in Washington a clearer indication of the direction of American policy.
This envisaged that, although the instability of the Government of
the Republic of Vietnam at presert precluded a sharp new program, any
further dramatic activity by the Viet Cong would be opposed by air
strikes in North Vietnam acd the stationing of surface-to-air missiles
and one division or two battalions of Urited States marines near the
border between North and South Vietnam. Bundy said Australia might
contribute 200 extra combat advisers to such a force, but he did not
have in mind the use of Australiar fighter aircraft.

O 10 December 1964 the Republic of Vietnam Prime Minister
(Huonng) made a strong direct request for increased Australian military |

|
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Saigon. Huong asked for more army instructors and air assistance
and argued that Australia'’s security depended on the survival of
South Vietnam; the Americans, he said, felt lonely and hesitant in
their present position and needed stiffening by the support of
nations like Australia. However, the Australian Ambassador
believed that this request was inspired by the United States.

No doubt prompted by the trend of events in Washington,
Defence already had increased Australian assistance under
consideration when Huong's appeal was received. On 11 December a
committee reported that Australia could supply:

- one infantry battalion

- one squadron of the SAS Regiment

- 16gistic support elements

- approximately 10 additional army instructors

-  HMAS 'Sydney''and 2 frigates/destroyers for
transporting the above.

Three days later, however, the Prime Minister received a message
from President Johnson which suggested that Australia provide:

- 200 additional combat advisers
- minesweepers

- LSTS

- salvage and repair ships

- hospital ships.

The list appears to have been drawn up without an adequate knowledge
of the equipment of the Australian srmed services, which did not
possess any of the last three items. The recommendation from
Defence, reported on i6 December, was that Australia could supply

17 more instructors (bringing the team in Vietnam up to a total of
100), but that commitments in Malaysian waters would make it
undesirable and perhaps impracticable to offer any minesweepers.

The Prime Minister sent a personal message to President Johnson on
18 December informing him that Australia was unable to supply

either the ships requested or any significant number of army
instructors. Australia was however willing to send representatives
to discuss the possible positioning of United States, Australian and
New Zealand troops in the northern parts of South Vietnam. This was
followed by a cable from the Minister for External Affairs to the
Australian Ambassador in Washington on 22 December which emphasised
that while Australia was not qualifying her support for the American
effort in South Vietnam, it was important to know how far the

United States was prepared to go and what would be the outcome of
escalation and/or negotiation.
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AUSTRALIA-VIETINAM 1965

The Decision

The fundamental reasons for Australia's providing
combatant ground forces in South Vietnam in 1965 are vividly
demonstrated in negotiations between the time in December 1964 when
Australia agreed to contingency staff talks concerning the possibility
of sending troops to South Vietnam, and the actual offer of the
battalion in April 1965. -

The basic concept behind the Australian action was that of
forward defence. This rested in turn on a belief in the fundamental
strategic importance in Australia’s defence of the South East Asia
area, and on the necessity to prevent the spread of communism and
political instability in the area. Given Australia’s military
weakness, this policy had to depend for success upon membership of
ANZUS and SEATO, and above all upon the presence of the United
States in the area. To this end it was Australia’s aim to ensure
that the United States did not waver in its commitment to South East
Asia and to support the American presence politically, diplomatically
and if niecessary militarily. It was believed that only by these
methods could real meaning be given to the ANZUS Agreement and
Australia‘’s defence be assured. All these elements appear in the
following review of Australia’s diplomatic activity during the
period January to april 19o5.

On /7 January 1965 Australia’s Ambassadors in Washington and
Saigon were informed that Ministers were gravely concerned at the
outlook in Vietnam and recognised the necessity of taking whatever
steps were possible to advance Australia’s vital interest in securing
success in South Vietram. On 3 January Washington reported long
discussions with the United States officials as to their purpose and
aims, from which it became clear that military staff talks with
Australia must remain i1n suspense until the political situation in
Saigon was stabilised. The Australian Ambassadour supported the
United States idea of applying progressive pressure to North Vietnam
in order tc bring Hancl to mnegotiate. A further report received on
the 7th from Washington explained that United States policy was once
again in the doldrums, nor was it expected that mounting military
pressure upon North Vietnam would be decided upon even after the
American elections. Apparently the President preferred that the
United States should "muddle along" in South Vietnam trying to do
better with policies which had not succeeded in the past. Again on
13 January the Embassy in Weshington reported that the political
situation in Saigon was not suitable for the introduction of phase 2
of America's plans for escalating pressure. The United States was
not prepared to move. In Australia on 13 January military
authorities made an assessment of the current military situation and
concluded that the prospects of victory had become more remote.
They were convinced that without strong and stable leadership or
without the introduction of a new factor such as counter action by
the United States or other nations the situation would deteriorate
further.
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At departmental consultations in Canberra on 15 January, it

was decided that Australia should be forthcoming with the Americans
and that she should encourage the United States to plan for phase 2
(that is for air strikes between the 17th and 19th Parallels
directed against infiltration from the North). Australia’s
willingness to take part in military talks was once more expressed.
On 16 January in Saigon the Americans again raised the question of
Australian aid, saying that the greatest need was for combat
advisers. The next day the Australian Government decided to promise
full public and diplomatic support for the United States if that
country decided upon increased military activity. However on the
19th the Embassy in Washington reported that the United States was
still worried over Saigon’s political instability but that military
staff talks with Australia would be relevant if the situation
improved.

On 19 January lengthy Ministerial instructions were sent
from Canberra to Washington. Once again the Ambassador was informed
of Australia’s grave concern at the outlook and instructed that he
should take advantage of any opportunity to bring certainty to
American policy and planning. He was to be tactful because of the
disproportion in power between Australia and the United States, but

he was to suggest that Australia would give full public and diplomatic

support if the United States were te initiate air strikes against
North Vietnam's infiltration system. He was informed that the
Government did not believe that the Viet Cong threat was negotiable
at that stage, but the Government was also worried about the
Indonesian situation and would not support a call for a Geneva
Conference if air strikes resulted in such a suggestion. When these
views were put to Bundy on 21 January his reply was that the
President would surely say that if we were so concerned then why
could we not contribute 50 more instructors? The necessities of
Australian defence expansion were again explained. Bundy again
pointed out that there could be no escalation in Vietnam until the
Saigon Government proved itself. The Ambassador made three points
to Bundy: he emphasised Australia’s anxiety over the situation in
South Vietnam, that it seemed to be that a coherent plan for
increasing pressure on North Vietnam was no longer in operation, and
that Australia was willing to give what help was possible. He
concluded his report by saying that Australia must keep up the
pressure.

On 26 January the Ambassador reported that the Australian
Prime Minister visiting Washington shared the anxiety at the way
things were going and thought he might assure the President that we
would support him politically and militarily if pre-emptive landings
became necessary. On 28 January the Acting Prime Minister agreeing
with the Minister for External Affairs sent a message to the
Australian Prime Minister in London expressing the view that
Australia should be concerned to sustain the Americans in their
commitment to Vietnam while Australia was doing its share in
Malaysia.



- 15 -

On 29 January the Minister for Defence raised with the
Americans in Saigon the possibility of stepping up the campaign. On
2 February the Ambassador in Washington reported that we needed to
do all in our power to strengthen the American resolve, to follow a
firm line based on a credible threat against North Vietnam. It was
suggested also that an attempt should be made to clarify the extent
of the United States commitment to ANZUS. With this last point the
Minister for External Affairs disagreed, preferring to concentrate
on the essential purpose which he supposed was to remove any
hesitation on the part of the Americans and with Australia’s
limited resources to go with them but not rush out in front. On
4 February Forrestal in Canberra explained that support for
America from other countries and Australia was needed because it
was important politically. In reply Forrestal was informed that it
was feasible for Australia to make & combat battalion available for
service in South East Asia if the Australian Government so decided.

On 7 February Washington reported South Vietnamese and
United States air strikes against targets in North Vietnam in
retaliation for Viet Cong attacks on United States bases and
barracks. Australian Ministers supported the action. On 9 February
the Australian Minister four Defence told Governor Harriman in
Washington that Australia was still ready to enter into military
staff talks concerning phase 2 operations just as the Prime Minister
had told President Johrsun the previous December. On 10 February
the Minister for Defence reported from Washington that the United
States was at the edge of entering phase 2 and again pointed out,
this time to Bundy, that Australia was ready to enter military
staff talks. He referred to Australia’s own need for 1,000
instructors, which explained our inability to meet United States
requests of this type. When the Minister raised the possibility of
a SEATO operation in Vietnam, Bundy pointed out that for SEATO to
operate South Vietnam woculd hsve to appeal for help and he doubted
that this was wise four fear of retusal by some members. The same
day the Australian Ambsssador commented on the new spirit of urgency
and robustness in the United States Administration, and believed
the beginning of phase 2 wa- close. However the stage was not yet
reached where staff talks could begin. The Minister for External
Affairs repeated that the Australian aim should be to remove any
hesitation on the part of the Americans and within our limited
resources to give what aid we could. On 18 February the Minister
repeated to Washington his strong support for all the Americans had
done and his hope that in the immediate situation the only
determinant of American action would be the effect such action
would have in checking aggression and strengthening morale in
Saigon. On 20 Tebruary came the news that the United States was
prepared to inaugurate the staff talks and believed that it would be
necessary to put in substantisl ground forces but not in the style
of pre-emptive landings as in the phase 2 plans. This was
reinforced by a report that the United States was not at present
considering any initiatives which might lead to peace talks. On
24 February Australia officially agreed to participate in the
talks but emphasised that this was not an agreement to contribute
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ground forces, and that further information as to the planned use of
forces wasrequired. Full departmental consideration followed in
Canberra. Emphasis was again laid on the strategic importance of
South Vietnam and the necessity to give public and diplomatic
support to the American program of increased pressure on North
Vietnam. More information on United States thinking was requested.
On 29 March the Government informed its Ambassador in Washington
that their firm support for America's present action was based on
the belief that in the present circumstances it would check
aggression, restore confidence in South Vietnam and lead towards
an acceptable settlement.

On 4 April the report on the staff talks in Honolulu was
received in Canberra. The conclusion was that the United States
wished to have a contribution of Australian forces in South Vietnam.

If approved, it was assumed that s request from the South Vietnamese
Government would fellow. The Australian representative at the talks
believed that Australia should offer a battalion to the defence of
such a strategically important area. On 6 April Australian military
authorities confirmed the recommendation, believing that it was vital
to Australia's strategic interests to have a strong United States
military presence in Scuth East Asia, and that it was essential to
show a readiness te assist the United States to achieve her aims in
South Vietnam. Australia should therefore cffer a battalion. Omn |
7 April the Government agreed to the recommendation and on 8 April |
received a message from Saigon that the United States was pleased with}
the Honolulu tslks xand that their vfficials had once more stressed the
value in South Vietnam of "Third Country'" flags. 1t was also |
reported that the Premier of the Republic of Vietnam, Dr Quat, 1
appreciated the military requirement but had to move cautiously in \
view of possible opposition from nationalist elements.

On 9 April the Government decision was explained to the
Australian Ambassador in Washington. The Government had agreed tc
accede to what amounted to a request even though the United States
had stopped short of making a formal request. The Government
believed that the Australian battalion would be important in itself
and of great importance in present and future Australian-American
defence relationships. 1t was decided also that when informing the
United States Government of the decision to offer a battalion it
should be pointed out that this would disperse Australian forces
further and would thus limit the Government's military capacity
elsewhere in South East Asia and New Guinea. Therefore Australia
must look for support from both the United States and British
Governments in dealing with difficulties elsewhere.

However, it was not until 13 April that the Ambassador
reported that he had made the offer of a battalion. The delay is
explained by the effect of President Johnson'’s address at Johns
Hopkins University: it was thought that this address indicated that
the United States was again considering the possibility of
negotiation, i1n which case the offer of a battalion would have been
inappropriate. The offer was made to the Secretary of State on

.- 13 April and the Secretary responded that the President would be
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most appreciative and that in his own opinion the sooner the battalion
was provided the better. The Ambassador also reported that the
Secretary had taken the point that the further dispersal of Australian
forces might require Australia to look for support from the United
States and that the President was fully aware of the United States
commitment pursuant to the ANZUS Treaty.

The Matter of the Reguest

In the first instance, therefore, the offer of troops by
Australia was made to the United States and not to South Vietnam.

Article IV paragraph 3 of the SEATO Treaty stipulates that
"no action on the territory of any state designated under paragraph 1
of this Article or in any territory so designated shall be taken
except at the invitation or with the consent of the government
concerned'". As the Australian Government used the 'umbrella' of the
Treaty publicly to justify its policies in South Vietnam, the
question of invitation or consent on the part of the South Vietnamese
Government requires consideration.

The Australian Government was aware of and participated
with the United States in attempts to elicit the necessary formal
request. These effurts took place between 9 and 29 April. The
negotiations reveal the methods used and the degree of spontaneity
behind the Vietnamese rejuest.

On 9 Aprii the Australian Ambassador in Washington
reported that the request would have to come as a matter of form
from the South Vietnamese Government. He added that the State
Department had given instructions that Quat should be specifically
asked to request Australia to supply the battalion.

Despite earlier reports that South Vietnam had been
informed of Australia’s willingness to contribute if requested, on
12 April the Australian Ambassador in Washington reported that he
had been advised that General Taylor, the United States Ambassador
in Saigon, had not yet raised the question of the Australian battalion
with the South Vietnamese Government. On the previous day the
Australian Ambassador in Saigon had reported that, given South
Vietnamese nationalist sensitivity and the fragility of the political
front, he saw advantages in having prior consultations with the
South Vietnamese rather than simply having them informed by the
Americans that Australia would respond to a request. Otherwise,
Australian action would be seen as implying that the Australian offer
was prompted exclusively by American advice and the relationship
with the United States, and that Australia was indifferent or
insensitive to Vietnamese needs, taking their eventual request for
granted and not considering them genuinely independent. On 13 April
the Australian Ambassador in Saigon reported that in Taylor’s opinion
it would be better if he, together with the Australian Ambassador,
called upon Quat when the time came to inform him of the Australian
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Government's readiness to supply a battalion if requested. However
in Washington the American view seemed to be that expressed by
Rusk, also on 13 April, that it would be better for Taylor, by
himself, to sound out Quat before Australia'’s offer was made.

After discussion among Ministers in Canberra as to
whether or not they should work only through the Americans, it was
agreed on 21 April that the American and Australian Ambassadors
should together see Quat in order to obtain agreement from the
Vietnamese. However in Washington Bundy's reaction to this
suggestion was that it would be better for Taylor to see Quat first
to make the point that Australia was ready to contribute if
requested, and only then should the Australian Ambassador approach
the South Vietnamese. The Australian Ambassador again pressed for
a joint approach, to which Bundy now agreed. However in Saigon on
24 April Taylor in fact followed the course outlined by Bundy and
raised the matter with Quat by himself. As a result, the Australian
Ambassador in Saigon on 24 April sought and on 27 April obtained
Canberra's approval to see Quat alone but he was unable to do so
until 2§ April.

Meanwhile on 26 April the Australian Ambassador had
reported from Washington that Quat had not yet given his agreement
and that no one knew when he would do so. It was felt that Taylor
would have to speak to Quat again if he did not reply very soon.
The Australian Government on 27 April indicated that it was
anxious that a request should be obtained as early as possible, but
on the same day Saigon sgain advised Canberra that because of
Vietnamese sensitivities it would seem desirable in any public
announcement to include references both to the Vietnamese request
and to prior consultations among the Vietnamese, the United
States and Australian Governments. On 28 April the Australian
Ambassador in Saigon expressed a hcpe that the Vietnamese could be
given prior guidance on the content cf the Prime Minister’s planned
statement as consultation with them on the present proposal had
been minimal. He also reported that Quat had on 27 April welcomed
the Australian Government's offer and agreed to an announcement by
the Australian Prime Minister of the decision te provide a
battalion in response to a Vietnamese request. Later, on 29 April,
the Ambassador reported that Quat had not handed him a formal
written request but had agreed verballiy. In an endeavour to
formalise matters the Ambassador planned to hand a note to the
Vietnamese Secretary of State, Bui Diem, confirming the Australian
offer, the Vietnamese acceptance of it and their expression of a
request for the despatch of the force. Also on 29 April, Buil Diem
agreed to send a letter acknowledging the Ambassador’s letter and
confirming the Vietnamese Covernment’s request. Later the same day
Quat's letter, which the Australian Government accepted as a r=zquest,
was despatched. This letter stated that the Ambassador's letter
confirming Australia’s offer had been received, that the Republic of
Vietnam confirmed its acceptance of that offer and requested the
despatch of the battalion on the basis discussed. Also on 29 April
the Australian Government announced that, being in receipt of a
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request from the Government of South Vietnam and after close
consultation with the United States, it had been decided to provide
an infantry battalion for service in South Vietnam. The terms of
this announcement had been communicated to Washington before receipt
of the letter from Dr Quat of 29 April. The Vietnamese Government's
official communique issued on the subject and dated 29 April began
"Upon the request of the Government of the Republic of Vietnam the
Government of Australia today approved the despatch to Vietnam of an

infantry battalion ...".

Despite this communique, it would then appear that, the
offer of the battalion having been made by Australia first to the
United States, the two Governments together (with the United States
predeminating) subsequently arranged for the formal request from
South Vietnam.

In terms of Article IV paragraph 3 of the SEATO Treaty,
however, the further question as to whether Australian military aid
was acceptable to South Vietnam and whether Australian combat
forces were in that country with the consent of its Government needs
to be examined.

Prior to April 1965 there had been other requests from the
Government of South Vietnam and frequent expressions of appreciation
of aid supplied. The request made in general terms by President Diem
in March 1962, the request for pilots made by Ambassador Tran Van Lam
in May 1963, General Khanh's wide and general appeal in July 1964
and the appeal by Prime Minister Huong in December 1964 have been
placed in their context in the chronological survey of Australian-
Vietnamese Relations 1961-64. There is no evidence in Australian
documents to show that the requests by President Diem, by Ambassador
Tran Van Lam and General Khanh were prempted by external pressure,
although it is notable that the Ambassador’s request for pilots was
received while Australia was considering a similar request from the
United States. However, in the case of the strong direct request
from Prime Minister Huong, and ¢f the request from Dr Quat, there is
evidence of such pressure. The conclusion suggests itself that
although the south Vietnamese authorities were initially reluctant
to request external military forces as distinct from general
support of a military nature and continued to display this reluctance
in varying degrees, they were brought to accept the necessity of
such forces by persuasion and by the weakness of their own position,
and they did on various occasions indicate that the forces were
appreciated and welcome. Consequently, the Australian military
presence in South Vietnam can clearly be said tu have received their
consent.
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The Relevance of SEATO

The documents show quite clearly that Australian troops
were not sent to South Vietnam as part of or in response to
SEATO Council Planning, nor were they sent in response to an
appeal to SEATO as a collective organisation from South Vietnam
as a Protocol State of SEATO. 1In the following paragraphs the
mass of evidence in the documents to support this conclusion is
condensed to a brief summary.

As early as 15 May 1962 the Australian Government de-
cided publicly to justify non-combatant, and later combatant
military aid to Vietnam as being in accord with or in the context
of SEATO. This decision taken by Ministers seems to have been
taken without any departmental advice. It was not until August
1964 that any serious analysis by officials of the relevance of
SEATO appears on the files. This analysis began by admitting
frankly that Australian assistance was in fact given in response
to the wishes of the United States that Australia should provide
some military assistance to Vietnam in the form of a services
"presence'". The analysis then went on to argue that it was un-
wise to endeavour to justify Australian aid as being covered by
a public treaty such as SEATO or in terms of Article IV of paragraph
1 of the SEATO Agreement. This was because the Government of
South Vietnam had not formally invoked SEATO, because of the
non-combatant role of our forces, as well as the very small re-
sponse they represented. It was pointed out that Article II
would be a more appropriate justification as it provided for
self help and mutual aid to counter and prevent subversive
activities directed from outside a given state. However, under
the terms of the Protocol, Article II did not apply to Protocol
States. However, it was suggested that paragraph 2 of Article IV
would provide a '"useful umbrella" to justify Australian action.
This Article provided that "If in the opinion of any of the
parties the inviolability or the integrity of the territory or
the sovereignty or the political independence of any party in
the Treaty area or of any other state or territory to which the
provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article from time to time apply
is threatened in any way other than by armed attack, or is
affected or threatened by any fact or situation which might en-
danger the peace of the area, the parties shall consult
immediately in order to agree on the measures which should be
taken for the common defence'.

Because the South Vietnam Government never invoked
SEATO as a Treaty Organisation and because of the difficulties
of interpretation involved in any attempt under these circum-
stances to use the Treaty provisions as a justification for
Australian action, the Government preferred not to specify any
particular provision of the Treaty, but to argue in general
terms that Australian action was in accordance with Australia'’s
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obligations under the Treaty. More specifically while using

the Treaty as a "useful umbrella", justification was based upon
three arguments. The first was that South Vietnam was in the
Treaty area and was for the purposes of Articles IV and III
designated a Protocol State. The second argument accepted past
interpretations made of the Treaty by the United States and
argued that the Treaty obligation was individual as well as
collective and that therefore obligations could be fulfilled

by bilateral agreementsas well as by collective action. Thirdly,
it was argued that a collective SEATO policy had been in exist-
ence and maintained over a period of time. In support of this,
reference was made to three Resolutions of the SEATO Council:
that of 29 March 1961 which noted with concern the efforts of

an armed minority with external aid acting in violation of the
Geneva Accord to destroy the Government of Vietnam,and declared
its firm resolve not to acquiesce in any such take-over; that
of 1963 in which the Council expressed the hope that Vietnam
with external support could maintain its advance towards
economic stability and international security; and that of

1964 when the Council gave special attention to the deteriorating
situation in Vietnam, the official communique stating (with
France abstaining) that the Council agreed that member states
should remain prepared if necessary to take concrete steps
within their respective capabilities in fulfilment of their obli-
gations under the Treaty.

Immediately before the Honolulu staff talks Departments
gave some consideration to 'the credibility of maintaining the
view that what we had in South Vietnam flows from our SEATO obli-
gations'". As a result it was clearly realised that the arguments
represented above were exceedingly weak in view of the conspicuous
absence of any collective SEATO activity. Moreover it is notable
that, when the Australian Government came to explain to the United
Kingdom the crucial military staff talks which took place in
Honolulu in March 1965 between Australia and the United States
concerning the provision of military aid to Vietnam, Australia
represented to the United Kingdom that these were informal talks
arising out of ANZUS affairs. No suggestion was made that these
crucial talks as a result of which Australian combat troops were
committed to Vietnam, were in any way part of a SEATO operation.

Again, the status of Australian forces in Vietnam was
not governed by any authority deriving from SEATO but was based
upon an exchange of letters with the President of Vietnam giving
Australian troops in that country diplomatic status on the model
of the Pentilateral Agreement on Mutual Defence Assistance in
Indo-China concluded in 1950 between the United States, Vietnam
and other Governments.

No matter what the theoretical arguments which could
be raised concerning the relevance of SEATO to Australian
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action, in practical terms the facts are clear.

Although the Government of South Vietnam at different
times appealed to the Heads of Government of over thirty
countries, it did not at any time appeal to SEATO as a collective
treaty organisation. Because there was no request of this type,
the SEATO plans devised by SEATO military advisers specifically
to assist a Protocol State and to counter communist insurgency
in South Vietnam were not used, nor could the Treaty Organisation
operate. There is certainly nothing in the documents to suggest
that the sending of Australian troops was the subject of a SEATO
Council decision.

Not only did South Vietnam not appeal to SEATO but the
United States Government was for a variety of reasons specifically
opposed to the use of SEATO as the machinery by which increased
military aid could be introduced into South Vietnam. As a result,
several Australian suggestions to the United States that any
Australian aid should be related to SEATO received no support.

In its early thinking before the commitment of United
States combat forces, the United States occasionally suggested
that the situation in South Vietnam might require SEATO oper-
ations and very occasionally hinted that SEATO provided a justi-
fication for its presence. But the real justification was
always based upon the fact of a bilateral agreement and not
upon the SEATO argument. Moreover, the fact is plain that
American military plans for aid to Vietnam were not of direct
relevance to SEATO and in fact on occasion were in conflict with
SEATO military planning. This was known and understood by
Australian military planning authorities, and was specifically
mentioned in the Homolulu talks. Because of these facts
neither the United States nor Australia, when reporting its
action in Vietnam to the Security Council, did so in terms of
SEATO.

In the light of the above evidence and no matter what
the theoretical possibilities of arguing as to whether or not
Australian action could possibly be justified in terms of the
SEATO Treaty, the fact is apparent that Australian troops were
not sent to Vietnam as part of a SEATO operation or as a result
of consultations among the SEATO powers as a treaty organisation.
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AUSTRALTA - VIETNAM 1965-67

The four decisions made by Australian Governments to increase
troop levels in Vietnam (announced on 18 August 1965, 8 March 1966,
20 December 1966 and 17 October 1967 respectively) were all essentially
a logical extension of the 1965 decision to send combat forces to
Vietnam, and a measure of the importance placed on the American
alliance. General support for United States policies in Vietnam did
not necessarily mean unqualified approval of policies of escalation,
nor was it conceded that Australia should increase her forces in
Vietnam progressively as the United States increased its own troop
levels there. Successive Governments retained control of the timing,
extent and nature of Australia’s added commitments in Vietnam, and
each decision was taken in accordance with assessments of changes in
the political and strategic circumstances of the region and with due
regard for the Government's total defence program and its domestic
commitments. But the opticn of refusing to increase troop levels was
never considered.

The dominant influence throughout the period was pressure
from Americans at political, diplomatic and service levels for
Australia to increase her commitment in Vietnam. Australia‘s contri-
bution was, of course, too small to be very significant militarily:
the chief United States motive was the need to prove that her Vietnam
policies had the support of other countries, and the more United States
policies were called into question, the more she required her allies
publicly to proclaim support. At the end of the period under review
here the pressure which she exerted was described as "extremely strong".

In contrast to the Americans, the Vietnamese only intermit-
tently exerted pressure on Australia to increase her military aid to
their country. However, before Australia’s biggest troop increases
(the commitment of the second and third battalions) discussions took
place between the Australian and Vietnamese Governments. These discus-
sions did not, according to official spokesmen, result in specific
Vietnamese requests for mcre troops. Despite Australia's concern that
her increased assistance be justified in terms of Vietnamese requests,
in three of the four cases of increased Australian assistance it was
considered unnecessary to ask the South Vietnamese Gevernment for a
formal request for aid. The South Vietnamese Government was merely
informed of the decision either shortly before or after the announcement
by the Australian Govermment. Twice the Vietnamese Government and the
Australian public were informed that the increase was in pursuance of
earlier requests and once that it was as a result of continuing consul-
tations between the two Governments.

The First Increase

The first increase in the numbers of Australian combat troops
in Vietnam was prompted by a request from President L.B. Johnson to the
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Prime Minister on 26 July 1965. ju:t 2. the United States was about to
increase her own forccz to 44 battalicn: and te endor:c the "search
and destroy" strategy. Similar requests were sent to other countries:
the United States wanted a '"clear :ignal to the world - and perhaps
especially tc Hanci - of the :olidarity cf inrernational support for
resistance to aggrezsicn in Viatnam and for a peacceful settlement in
Vietnam".

In a cevering ncte, the United States Charge d'Affaires in
Canberra said that he had been azked tc state that the United States
fully recognised ths difficultic: that weculd be inveolved in any
additional Australian ccnlributicon ir Vietnar during 1965, but it
hoped that when the full :cope cf United Stiates deoizicns became known,
the Australian Government micght =al:-o taks additicrnal build-up measures
that would permit an earlicv sentsibution than preent military plans
would allow.

The Prime Minicztcr zeked Yor inme diare advice on the request,
as when United States' plans were publizly srncunced it might be
necessary for the Auztralisn Gevernment te zive Zome pizblic indication
of its own position abcut addiricnal =:rictarce.

When the reoque :t wa first zoni idered in the Department of
External Affair: it was ststed that "in the iom-diste futuve. it is
clear that we can cnly lcek fer weirginal extra —cntritutions”", of which
"the mest attrsctiss in pelitical terme i the ides ¢f building up the
battalion te a batrle grouwp'". Depzvimental sdeissos deubted that
Australia chould plan for s two-katt-licn «fiert in Scuth Vietnuam
early in 1966, c¢r thet, vt i€ culh plens wooy avpxcr+4. the United
States rhould be inferwed c¢f them., (lven the vriocrtainties in
Indcnesia, Malaysiz and New Guines, ro soch decicion sheuld be taken
without "a :careful cxaminaticn in the light of continuing ‘Jnited States
and British pclicie: in Seuth Esst A-is" - and rhis hsd net been done.

At 3 mecoting cn 29 Julv 1963, Sorvice 2nd Departmental
advisers cvonsidered what cculd b dene within Acotrslis' s prescnt
capabilitics. An additicnal 25 men _culd be derparched, but if there
were any intention c¢f sinding a svecord bantslion, the Army needed to
have an immaediate decicqiern ia order te plan fer de:patch in February
or March 1966. Threc criteria were sugge-ted for making a recommenda-
tion tc the Goverrment - what w2” nece:=ary for the military cffort in
Vietnam, what wa: necestary to continue Lo atrract American support in
the area, and what would sati=fy Av<tr:lise piablis opinion - and on all
three counts it seemed unneces s vy te ceomit an extra battalion. In
the following menth, thercfores, the Mini~ter for Defence recommended
to his colleugues that Australia sheould:

(a) build the Infantry Battalicr intce a Battalien Group
bv the addition ¢f ancillary - supporting units;

(b) retain the Naticnal Scrvice intake at the existing
figure of &,400 pcr annum, Lo be reviewed at the
end of 1966;
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(c) authorise the Army to plan and prepare on the
assumption that a second battalion might be
committed in March 1966;

(d) restrict on a need-to-know basis knowledge
of the planned build-up and its objective;

(e) 1inform the Americans that we were unable to
contribute more than the forces indicated in
(a) and explain why.

Departmental advice to the Minister for External Affairs,
tendered on 16 August 1965, stressed the impossibility of forecasting
future events in the Malaysia-Singapore-Indonesia area, and urged
again that for this reascn no formal indication should be given to the
United States "that we are planning to make a second battalion avail-
able for service in Vietnam in 1966", though she should be told of
the planned increase in the National Service intake, and that
Australia's capacity would be reviewed in 1966. The Department also
thought that Australia should aveid any commitment to "progression",
i.e. that as the Americans increased their forces so Australia should
do more.

When Ministers considered the question they endorsed
recommendations (a) and (b), but directed that no planning or prepara-
tion whatever should be made on the assumption that an additional
battalion or any other additional forces would be committed to Vietnam.

The Australian Embassies in Washington and Saigon, and the
High Commissions in London and Wellington were informed of the Govern-
ment's decision on 17 August, and asked to inform the Governments to
which they were accredited. The Washington Embassy was told that "we
would like you to present it in a way that will make the greatest
favourable impact on the Americans'.

There is no evidence in official documents that the South
Vietnamese Government had made any request for further Australian
military aid at this time. Nor is there any firm evidence to suggest
that the Vietnamese were consulted on the question before 18 August,
the day the Australian Government announced its decision. The view was
expressed in Australia that it would be necessary to confirm with the
Government of South Vietnam that the further contribution of forces
remains acceptable, but the message actually sent to the Australian
Embassy in Saigon was simply to "inform'" the South Vietnamese Government
of the decision, "in context of a step in pursuance of their earlier
request'.

There were delays in decyphering in Saigon, but the message
was conveyed to the Acting Prime Minister of the Republic of Vietnam on
18 August, some hours before the official announcement in Canberra
(which took place at 8 p.m. in the House of Representatives). The
Chairman of the National Leadership Committee, Major General Nguyen Van
Thieu, expressed pleasure that the Australian force was being built up.
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He asked what the possibilities were if, at some time in the future,
the Vietnamese Government were to make a request for additional forces.
The following day the Vietnamese Ambassador to Australia called on the
Secretary of the Department of External Affairs to convey his Govern-
ment's "thanks and appreciation'" for the increased Australian military
aid.

The Second Increase

The background to the second decision to increase Australian
troop levels in Vietnam (announced on 8 March 1966) was very different
from that to the first in so far as no formal request was received
from the United States or, until the last minute, from South Vietnam.
In fact, Australian Ministers and officials went to considerable
trouble to ensure that no such request should be made until the Austra-
lian Government was ready to give serious consideration to the matter.
There was nonetheless very intensive lobbying and hinting by the United
States for over four months before the announcement. In Washington,
Saigon and Canberra, United States diplomatic and service officials
made it abundantly clear that the United States hoped that Australia
would increase her Vietnam force, while Australian Mjinisters, whenever
questioned publicly, stated that no formal request for increased aid
had been received.

Towards the end of 1965, United States officials took a
gloomy view of the Vietnam situation. In Saigon, United States Defence
Secretary McNamara in an infermal talk with the Australian Ambassador*
said that the United States had been surprised by the strength and
violence of the enemy reaction to the American introduction of ground
forces. The chcice for the United States as he saw it was between
putting in still more trcops - Vietnamese, American and others - or
accepting eventual defeat, and the United States would not accept
defeat. McNamara thought that there would be a long and costly military
effort and that neither the military situation nor the preparations
made by the Vietnamese were far enough forward for pacification to be
undertaken on any significant scale. He agreed that negotiations would
carry many dangers as things stood at present. In asking for the
Ambassador's assessment of the situation McNamara also asked him,
whether action against North Vietnam should be intensified and whether
Australia could send a second inrfantry battalion to Vietnam. The
Ambassador said the second question was for the Australian Government
to decide, but he was certain that any request would receive prompt and
serious consideration.

During December 1965, there were reports of discussions on
many occasions: the Minister for External Affairs during his visit to
Saigon in December 1965 said that both the Americans and the South
Vietnamese raised the question of additional assistance; the Ambassador

* United States Ambassador Lodge, Generals Wheeler, Sharpe and
Westmoreland were also present.
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in Washington reported talks with Bundy and with Harriman (who passed \
on President Johnson's thoughts as '"background for our decision");

and the United States Ambassador in Canberra spoke to the Prime
Minister. There were also talks in Canberra between United States
Embassy and Departmental officials, and in Washington between the Head
of the Australian Joint Services Staff and Pentagon officials.

The Australian Government was in no doubt, therefore, about
the desire of the United States Government to see an increased Austra-
lian contribution. Ministers, however, saw no need to rush into a
decision: 1if an extra battalion were committed it could not be done
before March or April 1966; the defence group did not favour further \
piecemeal contributions; and a decisien should await the outcome of \
ministerial discussions with the United Kingdom in the latter part of ‘
January 1966.

of what increases could be made to the forces in Vietnam, and finalised
their report cn 10 February, after the completion of the British
defence review, and after the Prime Minister had defended the United
States' resumption of bombing North Vietnam. The planners outlined
possibilities rather than making recommendations but, as the Depart-
mental representative explained to the Minister fcr External Affairs,
the balance of opinicn waz that Australia shculd contribute euncugh

land fcrces to make up a task ferce.

|
In the New Year defence planners began a detailed examination ‘

Consideration by Ministers was further deferred pending the
visit of United States Vice-President Humphrey, although at a press
conference with Humphrey the Prime Minister was quoted Aas zaying that
Australia had been considering for some time what more could usefully
be done in Vietnam. He denied American pressure on Australia and said
that the United Statez had made no request.

Thus it was: nct until 3 Maxch 1966 that Ministers finally
decided to replace the force cof scme 1,400 men with a substantially
enlarged centribution of forces in the form of a self-contained
Australian task force of zome 4,500 personnel under Australian command.
When he told Precsident Johnson of the decizion the Prime Minister
commented that his military advisers considered that the provision
of a force of this size represented the upper limit of Army capacity,
having regard to existing military commitments in Malaysia. Further-
more, while they advised that the force could be sustained, they had
made it clear that short of a major emergency it would not be practic-
able to enlarge it. The Government had believed that the task force
would be the most militarily effective contribution Australia could
make to the allied affort in South Victnam and it judged that it should
go so far at that time, in consequence of the high importance of the
issues at gtake in Socuth Vietnam and to make a clear demonstration of
Australian support for the massive efforts of the United States.

During the monthes preceding this decision, the Australian
Government was no more anxious to receive a formal request for more
military assistance from South Vietnam than it was to receive one from
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the United States. In an interview with the Vietnamese Foreign Minister
in December 1965, the Minister for External Affairs made it clear that
"the position was that when we were ready to receive a request we would
let him know and he would make one'. The Vietnamese subsequently
restricted their efforts to making the Australians "informally aware"
that Vietnam would welcome increased aid. In December 1965 Air Vice
Marshal Nguyen Cao Ky, "made what was almost a request' to the Austra-
lian Minister for External Affairs for army and air force assistance,
and Ky repeated this request to an ABC interviewer. Foreign Minister
Tran Van Do, while agreeing not to make a formal request, added that
the Vietnamese Gevernment would, of course, welccme any reinforcement
of the Australian force in Vietnam even if these reinforcements were
relatively small.

In the following months there seems to have been no further
communication between the Austral ian and Vietnamese Governments on this
question, until on 19 February the Australian Prime Minister was quoted
as saying: ''we hope to anncunce socn what Australia can do to supple-
ment our present forces in Vietnam'. The Australisan Ambassader to the
Republic of Vietnam quickly suggested that any such announcement should
be preceded by "adequate prior conrultation with the Vietncmese", in
order that it would appear that the Australian decision was taken in
response to a Viestnamese razther than an Amervican request. He al:zo
suggested, as had a member cf the Department cf External Affairz, chat
a formal recguest for aid chould be scught frem the Vietnameze Gevernment.

Air Vice Marshal Ky showed immediite interest in the Prime
Minister's reported statement, and the Australisn Ambasrsador assured him
"that no decizion had yect been taken but that we would communiczte with
the Vietnamese Govarnment az scon as possible after any such deciszicn
was reached'". The Ambasszador also infeormed the Auctralian Goveornment
that Ky was repcrted to have saild previcusly that existing arrangements
would not cover any further military forces that Australia might wish
to send to Vietnam: ''there would have to be a zpecific reguest from
the Government of Vietnam'.

On & March the Australian Government notified its Ambassader
in Saigen that it had decided upor tha commitment cf the zecond batta-
lion, and instructed him to advise Ky of this fact and work out with
him the terms of a letter of request. The letter was to indicate that
it constituted the firal formal step following a zeries of consultaticns
and should be available fcr publicaticn. It should be a request in
general terms only.

The letter was duly cbtained from Ky and its contents cabled
to Australia on 7 March 1966. It concluded: "The Govarnment of the
Republic of Vietnam wishes to request the Australian Government for any
increased military contribution which it might be able tc make in the
present situatiocn'". The following day the Vietnamese and Australian
Governments announced the decision simultancously at 8.45 p.m. (AEST).

The Australian Ambaszador in Saigon reported that Major
General Nguyen Van Thieu and Air Vice Marshal Ky expressed appreciation
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of the Australian Government's decision to replace the battalion with
a Task Force and of the continued moral support which this implied.

The Third Increase

Towards the end of 1966 United States administrative,
diplomatic and Service officials again indicated that, as United
States presidential adviser William Bundy put it, a possible extra
Australian contribution was "a subject on our minds'". But perhaps
because of recognition of Australia’s determination to avoid receiving
a formal request during the previous year and appreciation of the
internal difficulties an election posed for the Australian Government,
there seemsto have been greatly reduced pressure from the United States.

The impetus for the third increase in Australia’s contribu-
tion came clearly from the Prime Min.ster after he increased his major-
ity in the November 1966 election, and the speed at which he desired to
move surprised officials and the Minister for External Affairs.

Immediately after the election he told the Secretary of his
Department that he wanted very early Cabinet consideration of sending
an extra battalion to Vietnam, and that he did not want to wait to
consider the question in the light of a review of needs and capabilities
early in the New Year., He asked for a study of all pessibilities in-
cluding particularly (1) sending an additional battalion from Australia;
and (2) re-deploying the battalion at present in Malaysia.

The Minister for Exterral Affairs then asked the Australian
Ambassador in Washington for a personal report of any indications of
further thinking in the United States. The Ambassador replied that
the Embassy had centinued to receive hints from contacts in the
White House, the State Department and the Pentagor that an additioral
military contribution from Australia would be greatly appreciated by
the Administratior and that American hopes of further support from
the United States® allies stemmed as much, and perhaps more, from inter-
national and interral political considerations as from military
necessity. The Ambassador referred to Johnson's reed te seek Con-
gressional approval for a large increase im his budget the following
January and to the conflicting pressures on one side from the
liberals to "accept negotiations and dangerous concessions to the
Communists'" and on the other from those who wanted to escalate the
war with a view to getting it over quickly. The Ambassador believed
that Australia’s ability to influerce the President's response to
these conflicting pressures would be related to the scale of her
military contribution and the readiness with which it was made. He
suggested that if the fact of an additional contribution would be
at least as important as the nature of szuch a contribution, this might
provide more flexibility in the Government's consideration of the
‘problem.

When Service and Departmental advisers presented their
report on 13 December they opened it with a survey of the state of the
war. They thought that the military situation in Vietnam had improved
over the previous twelve months, but that given the allied forces then
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available, defeat of the military aggression from North Vietnam and of
the Viet Cong was unlikely to be achieved for some considerable time.
Concurrently they saw a need for progress to be made in pacification
and civil reconstruction, but this could only be achieved at the expense
of the availability of forces for military operatioms. Thus the rate of
progress in defeating aggression from North Vietnam and of pacification
was directly related to the size of allied forces available. The report
canvassed several options open to the Government in regard to all three
Services and thought that while the most effective addition to the

Army Task Force would be a third infantry battalion, early deployment
would pose considerable problems. (Because of these the Army had
recommended against the provision of a third battalion before August
1967.) There were, however, increases (totalling approximately 900
troops) which were needed to overcome known deficiencies in the exist-
ing forces, some of them specifically recormmended by the Commander of
the Task Force. Anxiety was expressed about making changes in the
Australian contribution tc the Commonwealth Strategic Reserve given

the situation in the Malaysia~Indonesia region, and it was agreed that
any such variations should be discussed with the United Kingdom before
any decision was made. As a general observation, the advisers stated
that it was furndamental to Australian defence policy that we sheuld
make a contribution to the security of South East Asia which was
consisternt with our national resources and with our vital interests in
the securing of the area against communist encroachment. On these
broad strategic grounds they had previcusly recommerded amnd the Govern-
ment had approved a substantial Australian force contribution in the
present conflict in Vietnam. There were elements 1n the present situ-
ation including the state of the war, the continuing build-up of

United States forces and the apparent expectation in the United States
Administration thar Australia and other allies would increase their
commitments,which suggested that s further increase in the Australian
contribution would be appropriats., The nature and timing of arny in-
crease were matters for determination by the Government.,

The Goverrrment accepted thelr advice against di<patching a
third battalion and irterfering with arvangements regardirg the
battalion then in Malaysia. 1t decided to increase the total number
of personnel serving with the Australian Forces in Vietram by more
than one-third to a total of 6,300, with increased numbers coming
from all three Services. The Army component was to be raised from
4,370 to 5,200, The Australian Ambassador in Washington was told of
the decision on 16 December, and asked to check points of detail and
acceptability with the United States Administratior so that the
Australian Government could make the earliest possible announcement.
He reported back to Carberra on the same day that United States De-
fence Secretary McNamara had expressed particular gratification that
Australia was increasing the level of her grournd forces. Urited
States approval of details was veported on 19 December.

There is pro documentary evidence that the Government of the
Republic of Vietnam was covnsulted about or given prior notification of
this third increase in Australia‘’s forces in Vietnam. The Department
of External Affairs advised in a memorandum of 19 December 1966 that it
did not seem necessary or desirable to seek a specific request from the
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South Vietnamese on this occasion. The memorandum added, however, that
there had been a continuing emphasis on consultations with South Vietnam
and with the other allies (illustrated, for example, by the Prime i
Minister's visit to Saigon in April and Washington in June-July and the
recent Manila Conference*). In any event, the broad terms of Ky's

letter of 7 March, together with the continuing consultations at

various levels seemed to provide a satisfactory basis for maintaining
that the additional forces were prcvided at South Vietnam's request.

It was suggested that, after the proposed aid increase had been made
public, a South Vietnamese announcement of the increase could be useful
if it emphasised the continuing ccnsultations between our two Gecvern-
ments and with the other allies and drew attention to the increasing
North Vietramese aggression.

It was in fact some hours after the Australian Prime Minister
had anncunced the increased aszsistance in general terms on 20 December
that the Australian Ambassador in Saigon was instructed te inferm Air
Vice Marshal Ky cf the decision. The information was conveyed through
Foreign Minister Dc, who agreed to say that a letter of request was not
necessary because the two Governments had been in centinuous consulta-
tion for some time, that Australia was fully aware of Vietnam’s
requirements, and that in mzking further ferces available Australia
was acting in the spirit of the Manila Couference.

The Fourth Increase |

Expression of American interest in increased Australian aid to
Vietnam during the first half of 1967 fcllowed much the same pattern as
the previcus year: the United States made no fecrmal request to Austra-
lia for an additicnal commitmer.t in Vietnam, but United States military
sources in Saigen snd Waszhington made American wishes quite clear to
Australian cfficials.

From Washington on 1§ April 1967 the Australian Minister fcr
External Affairs reported a meeting with United States Defence Secretary
McNamara on the progrezs of tha war. McNamara had no doubt that America
could no lenger lese the war, but they still had the problem of winning
and that could be leng snd hard and theve was no casy way whizh could
point directly tovicierv. After considerabla discuscion of United
States operations and the slow progress of negetiations, McNamara asked

% The Manila Summit Conference, attended by the political leaders and
foreign ministers of Ausztralia, The Republic of Korea, New Zealand,
the Philippines, Thailand, the United States and the Republic of
Vietnam, wse¢ held in the Philippines on October 24-25 1966, "to
consider the conflict in South Vietrnam and to review their wider
purposes in Azia and cthe Pacific". 1Iun the Joint Communique releaczed
after the Conference, the participating nations declared their pur-
pcse to be peace in Scuth Vietnam and throughout the Azian and
Pacific area. Hcowever thazy were also determirned '"that the South
Vietname:ze people shall not be conquered by aggressive force and
shall enjoy the inherent right tc choose their own way of life and
their own form of government. We shall continue cur military and atll
other effcrts as firmly and as leng as my be necessary in close
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the Minister's views about the present level of forces and said that
more troops could do more tasks but they brought with them political,
economic and psychological problems. McNamara then illustrated the
value of more troops by pointing to the specific task in Phuoc Tuy
province being carried out by the Australians with two battalions and
commenting that clearly we could do the same task more quickly with
three. If the Defence Secretary also elaborated on the problems, the
Minister did not report it, nor did he report any comment of his own
on the specific issue of the trcop increase.

But if United States probings of Australian intentions were
not particularly inzistent during the first half of the year, the
rising level of public controversy ir America over policies of escala-
tion in Vietnam soon made the United States Administration more anxious
to demonstrate that United States policies had the moral and practical
support of her allies. Thus, President L.B. Johnson on 13 July brought
the whole gquestion of increases in troop levels into the public arena
when, tcgether with Defence Secretary McNamara and Generals Wheeler and
Westmoreland, he indicated in a press statement that the United States
would discuss increased contributicns with her allies. A week later
the White House announced the vizit of presidential advisers Maxwell D.
Taylor and Clark M. Clifford to Asia, Australia and New Zealand. Mean-
while on 15 July President Jchnson wrote to the Prime Miaister pointing
to the need for additicnal effort, but nct making a specific request.

The political zitustion in the United States was analysed by
the Australian Charge in Washington on 25 July. He reported a fluid
gituation comprising many conflicting trends in copirion, increasing
public scepticism about the war, and although he did ncot. think the
tasiz American cemmitment tc Vietrnam was being called into question ha
feared that if, fellowing the United Kingdom's anncunced intentions to
withdraw from Scuth Eazt Asia, America’s allies gave a negative response
to proposals for more troops it would have a dispropcrticnately adverse
effect on United States opinion. Under these circumstancez Australia‘s
response, as the mcst zignificant Westernm ally, was of particular
importance.

The Clifford-Taylor tsalks held at the very end of July were
broad-ranging rather than narrowly fccussed cn the question of troop
levelz. A number of papers, including z summary of rain talking pcints,
were prepared in the Departments of External Affairs and Defence for
the use of Ministers. These cover political prospects in South Vietnam,
the pacification program, prospects for negotiations, communist use of
Laos and Cambodia, United States plans in regard to bombing as well as
the issue of troops. Amongst other things the summary ncoted that the
relatively optimistic picture of the military situation givcn by the
President in his message to the Prime Minister contrasted with our own
military assessments and with some private United States assessments.

It noted also that the Revolutionary Develcpment program had been making
very slow progress and the South Vietnameze Army was not yet giving it
adequate support. On the question of troops, military adviszers exprez-
sed the view that in conzidering any future contributions of forces to
South Vietnam a tank squadron and additional helicopter support =zhould
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be given first priority. (A request for the tank squadron had been
received from the Australian Commander in Vietnam and defence advisers
supported the request.) They suspected that a contribution on these
lines would prcbably fall short of what the United States would have
liked from us, i.e. more ground forces, but sgugested that Taylor and
Clifford might not be fully aware of the important implications of the
British White Paper for future Australian defence arrangements.

At the talks themselves the Australian attitude was not to
deny the substance of the United States view that there was a need for
publicly declared allied solidarity and greater effort, but to bring
into the equation the very considerable stretch already in Australia's
military and economic effort, not only in Vietnam but elsewhere, and
the new pcssibility in the light of recent British decisions that wider
responsibilities would fall on us. For Australia, "effort'" was not to
be measured simply in terms of the Vietnam commitment.

The Clifford-Taylor tzlks thus provided a forum for a mutual
exchange cof views; they led to nc immediate decision on the part of the
Australian Government.

Defence and departmental officials continued tc consider the
details of pessible further commitments with noe great enthusiasm, By
18 August 1967 they had reached agreement that commitment ¢f 2 third
battalion would pose many difficulties; instead they favoured making
available the additions to the Task Force which had been requested by
the Commander in Vietnam. There was, however, a division cf opinion
over whether 3 positive recommendaticn against providing 3 third
battalion shculd be made. There could be an embarrassing zituation, it
was cfuggested, if the Government were subsequently asked if it had acted
upon the views of its official advisers. Although this suggestion met
with some opposition, the weight of cpinion was that the rcquests for
additional forces received frem the Ccmmander of the Tack Force shcould
be recommerded on military grcunds; cther pessible contributions should
be listed for Government conzideration, and the dicadvantages of provid-
ing a third battalicn shculd be enumerated.

Minizters on 6 September decided in prirciple te commit the
third battalion to Vietnam, but did not set the date for the announce-
ment.. Thus when the Prime Minister spoke with the United States
Ambassador to Australia on 7 September, he told him only that he should
let the President know that "we were not going to zleep', but that
there were some important difficulties and complexities in the situation
for the Government, such as the implicationz of British withdrawal plan=
our budgetary situation, the local pelitical scene in terms of the
Senate election and the Capricornia by-election due shortly, and uncer-
tainties still surrocunding some aspects of the Vietnamese elections.
There was nevertheless a will to assist.

Just az the Prime Minister had given the impetus to an early
decision on troop levels at the end of 1966, =0 now he would seem to
have provided the initiative in determining that Australia should offer
more than, by implication, its defence advisers had recommended. When
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the Australian Treasurer was in Washington in early October (and under
instructiocns neot to inform the President that Australia would provide a
third battalion), he referred to the Prime Minister's leadership in

making clear to Ministerz 'what the issues involved in Vietnam were ...
and the critical importance of our 2ssociation with the United States'.

In reporting thiz meeting with the President, the Treasurer
stated that the pressure put upon him to have our decision indicated
quickly to Johnson was '"extremely ztrong', and that the Australian
Ambassador, who was also present, could not remember stronger pressure
being brought to bear.

In re:ponse, the Treasurer explained to the President
Australia's various commitments. The following dav (3 October 1967)
he suggested to the Prime Mjnister that the President should be told
personally and contidentially what Australia proposed to do, and on 6
October the Prime Minister did so in a message sent to the Australian
Ambassador in Washington for tranazmiszion to the White Housze.

He told the President of Australia’s plans in regard to the
Malaysia-Singapcre region where, he said, what happened in the longer
term would be determined in large part by the outceme of Vietnam and
by the extent cof co-operation by the ccuntries in the region in main-
taining their own sccurity. He suggested that Australiz’= continued
military presence wculd depend on resching :ome understanding with the
United State: in the event of seriouz trcuble developing in the
Malaysia-Singapotrec region. He thought it desirzble to dizcuss the
United States’® interest in the security and stzbility of South East Asia
generally, the bezaring of this on the cecurity of the Malaysia-Singapore
region and the part in this security which Aurtrelia and New Zasland
could play.

In Vietnam, he zaid, Acvstralia'c fcrces would be increased by
some 1,70C men tc bring the numbers to over §,000, arnd this, he azsured
the President, put Australia at the full stretch 2f preczent and planred
milicary capacity. He added that t¢ actempt to ge beyornd this weuld
involve the Government: in military, eccnomic and pelitical decicions
which he and his ceolleagues weuld regard as publicly unazceptable in the
existing climate cf opinicn apart frcm other considerations ¢f naticnal
policy.

Az in the case of the decisicen in March 1966 to commit the
second battelion, there waz consultation between the Australian and
Vietnamese Governments before the third battalion was committed. During
a visit to Saigomn in late July 1967, the Minister for the Axrmy discussed
the Aistralian force in Vietnam with both Vietnameze and American offi-
cials. He declared, however, that neither the Vietnamese ncr the
Americans had made a specific reguest for more Australian treop:z.

There iz, further, indirect cvidence that some menths later
the Republic of Vietnam's Ambazzador to Australia conveyed to the
Secretary of the Department of External Affairs "an indication of a
wish on their /the Vietnamese/ psrt to have whatever additional support
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we can provide".

There followed a suggestion on 10 October 1967 from a senior
member of the Department of External Affairs. Although he no longer
thought it necessary to seek a specific formal request from the Vietna-
mese Government for additional Australian forces he thought it important
that the Vietnamese should be informed of our intention well in advance
of the announcement on 17 October. On 14 October the Australian
Ambassador in Saigon was asked to notify the Vietnamese Government of
the decision, which was described as having been taken in the light of
previous requests by the Vietnamese Government for such military assist-
ance as the Australian Government was able to provide, a request which
the Vietnamese Ambassador in Canberra had confirmed that month. The
Australian Government saw this decision as being in fulfilment of the
undertaking made by the Manila Conference Powers to continue military
aid to South Vietnam as long as aggression continued there.

The Ambassador informed the Vietnamese Foreign Minister of the
decision to increase military aid on 16 October, and the latter
"expressed appreciation'. After the Australian announcement of the
decision on 17 October, Directory Chairman Thieu publicly welcomed the
troop increases and praised both the military and civil activities of
Australian and New Zealand troops in Vietnam.




