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Chapter 11
NSA in Vietnam: Building the Effort - The Early Years

Coehinchina is burning, the French and British are finished here, and we ought to clear out of

SoutheastAsia.
LtCol PeterA. Dewey'(OSS) writingfrom Saigon, 1945

Much has been said about the American decision to become involved in Southeast
Asia. The decision to intervene was hotly debated and controversial from the first.
Intervention resulted ultimately in the nation's most humiliating military debacle
(although by no means its first defeat). So many things went wrong that the failures
obscured the successes, but successes there. were. From both the military and the
cryptologic standpoint, it was a learning experience.

VIETNAM - THE COUNTRY

. Actually, three countries were involved: Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam. (Vietnam's
political geography is complex, involving as it does three separate areas: Cochinchina
(presently known as Cochin China) in the south, Annam in the center, and Tonkin in the
north.) But Laos was landlocked and primitive - it hardly counted - and Cambodia was
little more than a "Sideshow to War" (to use British writer William Shawcross's phrase).
Vietnam became the main show, the country where American lives and national prestige
were put on the line.

Vietnam (meaning,literally, "South Viet") had been settled by a Sino-Tibetan group
called th~ Viet, who had been pushed by Mongolian population pressures farther and
farther south. They fmally wound up in the Red River valley, a broad and fertile plain
suitable for wet rice cultivation. As they migrated ever farther south, however, they were
hemmed in by mountains, which cascaded, like boiling water, into-the South China Sea.
The Viets picked their way along the coast, inhabiting isolated valleys, until they finally
arrived at the broad Mekong delta. There were no mountains on the delta, and they
quickly converted it to rice-growing. As a result, Vietnam became long and thin in the
center, averaging no more than fifty miles wide along the Central Highlands, with two
large plains attached to each end. It has been compared in shape to a pole across the back
ofa farmer, with a basket ofrice on each end.

Vietnam was a meeting place of disparate cultures - primarily Indian and Chinese.
The Vietnamese warred fiercely with the armies of their neighbors, and they acquired a
reputation for recalcitrance and military prowess. Chinese sovereignty over the region,
strong during the Han dynasty (about a century before Christ), was reduced over time to a
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more or less nominal one. This was the situation when the French arrived in the mid­
nineteenth century. France established a tenuous hold on the country - solid in
Cochinchina, less sure in Annam, very loose inTonkin.

The French overwhelmed the Vietnamese with technology but had little chance to stay
permanently. Mter all, the Chinese, who lived next door, had never completely
subjugated the restive Vietnamese. French efforts were, in the long run, doomed by
distance and the stubbornness of the Vietnamese.1

French colonial rule came to an
effective end during World War II. The
Japanese retained a French colonial
government, but it was only a puppet,
and in 1945, faced with defeat, the
Japanese extinguished even this shred
ofFrench dignity. The Japanese defeat
left Vietnam without a government.'

What emerged was a government
of sorts, effective only~ the Red River
Valley to the north, under a
communist named Ho Chi Minh. The
remnants of the Japanese war machine
transferred formal power to Ho's
organization, the Vietminh, on 18
August. On 2 Septe~ber Ho declared
the independence of Vietnam. The
United States, mostly through OSS,
maintained distant contact with the
Vietminh during the war. The
opportunistic Ho, apparently hoping
for substantial American aid, even
adopted phraseology from the
American Declaration of Independence
when he declared Vietnam a sovereign
country. Ho Chi Minh in Paris. 1948
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Occupied with larger matters, Allied leaders were not exactly consumed with worry
over Vietnam. Roosevelt believed that colonial rule was fmished everywhere, and that
included Southeast Asia. But what to do with the former French properties was a more
difficult question. He toyed with the idea of giving it back to the French under a
trusteeship arrangement with independence guaranteed at a future date. He also offered
it to Chiang Kai-shek, who did not want it. (He had enough trouble at home.) FDR died
without resolving the issue, and Harry Truman had it on his plate.

At the State Department, a stealthy battle was going on between the Asianists, who
were promoting independence for all Asian countries, and the Europeanists, who did not
want a.dispute over the colonies to jeopardize postwar relations with Britain and.France.
The Europeanists won, and the United States informed France in May 1945 that the U.S.
recognized French claims to Indochina. It was decided that British forces would occupy the
south of Vietnam, while Chinese forces under Chiang would occupy the north, until
France could get some forces together to reoccupy its former colonies.

French troops eventually regained a tenuous hold oveJ:' much of Vietnam, especially
the southern portion. Meanwhile, negotiations continued with Ho, who, it will be
remembered, had already proclaimed independence and had effectively occupied much of
the north. But negotiations broke down in 1946, and outright warfare began. This period
ofconflict culminated in the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu in 1954.

Raving successfully ejected this latest occupying power from Vietnam, all that
remained for the Vietnamese was to formalize a separation. Divorce' court was held in
Geneva. It resulted in an independent and neutralist Cambodia and Laos and in a
Vietnam divided at the waist. The part north of the 17th parallel, effectively controlled by
the Communist forces under Ro, would become the Democratic Republic ofVietnam, while
the portion below the 17th parallel would establish its own government. At some point the
two would theoretically meet to hold elections of national reconciliation and reunite into a
single nation.

The United States had by this time become deeply involved in Vietnam's troubles.
American aid to the French mounted each year, and by the fall ofDien Bien Phu it came to
about 80 percent of French expenditures for the conflict. There were behind-the-sceri.es
talks of American air strikes to bolster the French position at the base, but at the last

.minute Eisenhower decided not to go ahead. At the peace conference, the Americans,
frightened of communist encroachment, did everything they could to hem in Ro's
government.

The Americans Enter the Fray

Once the war was over, the .United States effectively assumed responsibility for the
mess. When Ngo Dinh Diem, the new president in the south, refused to go ahead with
elections for fear oflosing them, he had full American support. By early 1956 the U.S. had
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assumed responsibility for arming and training Diem's army. According t~ historian
George Herring, \

\
The United States inherited from France an army of more than 250,000 men, ]Xlorly orga!#zed,

trained; and equipped, lacking in national spirit, suffering from low morale, and deficie~t in

officers and trainedospecialists ... 2 \

A military assistance group in Saigon steadily expanded in surreptitious ways be~ond the
Geneva-imposed limit of342 people, until it reached almost 700. \
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But the Bay ofPigs fIasco brought Kennedy up short. If American military power
could not secure a favorable outcome 90 miles from its shores, what might happen in an
obscure, landlocked Asian nation more than 12,000 miles from Washington? The
Pentagon estimated that at least 300,000 troops would be needed to maintain the pro­
Western government. So in late April Kennedy opted for a negotiated settlement and
agreed to U.S. participation in yet another Geneva conference.9 A precarious coalition
government emerged from the Geneva talks, but none of the three major factions was
happy, and within a .year the cease-fire was violated by the Pathet Lao. Once again
Kennedy mounted a show offorce, dispatching 5,000 Marines and infantrymen and two air
squadrons to Thailand. Again a coalition government was formed, but its long-term
chances for success were not bright. 10

Tep SECRET liMBM

L~os and the Beginnings ofDirect American Involvement

When Kennedy arrived in the White House, Laos, rather than Vietnam, seemed like
the crisis to watch. The 1954 Geneva settlement had initiated a period of tenuous
teetering between pro-Western and pro-communist sympathies, with a neutralist group
holding the balance ofpower. Eisenhower had tried to keep a pro-American party in power
through lavish subsidies, but in 1960 a series of coups pushed the government 1Irst toward
the East, then the West.' I

I I The outgoing \
Eisenhower administration succeeded in convincing Kennedy that American interest \
demanded a favorable outcome.7 \

\Wanting to appear firm, Kennedy had 500 Marines airlifted to the Thai side of the \
Mekong, which formed the border with Laos, while the carrier Midway moved into the \
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L...--T-h-e-t-95-4-Ge-n-e-v-a-ac-c-o-r-ds-m-a-d-e-it-e-xt-r-a-o-rd-i-n-a-n-'l-y-d-i-ffj-lc"'"u-I-t-t-o-o-p-e-r-a-te-in-s-o-u-t-h...../I
Vietnam. The Military AdVisory Assistance Group (MAAG) staff was already bloated and I~ .
obviously in violation of the agreements .,
Thailand was the obvious choice.

But the I
L...-T-h-81

-·,-Wl-'-t-h-a-I-o-ng-tr-a-di-'t';"i-on-of-i-n-d-ep-e-n-d"'"e-n-ce-(a-I-on-e-m-'-So-u-t-h-e-as-t-A-s-i-a,-t-h-e-y-h-a-d-n-llever been !
a Eur~pean colony), were skittish, and negotiations dragged on inconclusively for years. i
Then the Laotian crisis served to pry. open a crack in the door to Thailand,I (
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Hanoi Decides to Intervene in the South

At approximately the same time, Hanoi created a new group, MR 559 (so-named
because it was created in May 1959), within the General Directorate of Rear Services
(GDRS), to control infiltration into the south. Beginning with only 500 people, it
eventually expanded into a network of 40,000-50,000 military and. civilian workers. It
was organized into sixteen units called Binh Trams, battalion-size units in geographical
areas, each controlling the infiltration network through its region. This evolved into the
Ho Chi Minh Trail, which provided the wherewithal for revolution and invasion.15

In 1954 Hanoi had decided to work on the infrastructure in the north and to put off
attempted unification to a later date. But by 1959 the leadership decided that it must
expand in the south or else its southern cadres would wither and die. In the spring of 1959,
the leadership authorized resumption of armed struggle in the south, a decision that was
ratified by a Partymeeting in September 1960.

:==.==========================:1,..-------------=====:=!,\
~
i

\
\

\
I In 1965 ASA \ \

~be-g-an--:'b-u'"l'il~di~·n-g-a-II18J~':"'·o-r"":'in-t':""e-rc-e-p"':"t-s"':"it:-e-a-:t-:U:O;-:d-or-n-,-a-:T=:-h8.1-:·~to-w-n-:-in--:'th;-e"""":fa-r----'north, near the \ \

Mekong River. Called Ramasun Station, it'became the location for an FLR-9 antenna, and .~
at the height of the Vietnam War, it housed over 1,000 ASA and AFSS cryptologists.14 ;EO
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RamBsun Station, 1968. Consisting oftents

and vans, there were few permanentbuildings and as yet no FLR-9.
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NSA Expands Cryptologic Involvement

./EO 1. 4. (c)
../i EO 1. 4. (d)

.' .,' !P. L. 86- 3 6
.... ! II \

.... j l \
.:; !\ \

I I "i \ \" .

,

The nascent Kennedy administration adopted an ini~i~lly c:iutious lineitow,ard
Vietnam. The U.S. government had troops in the South~ but they were still cailed
"advisors," and the numbers were limited. At the time, ~h~ only SJUINT involvem,~nt ~.?-.~.._ __ ..
th~ Irelationship'with'the SoutnVietn~inesEl"SIG~NT-SerVice-:--"Th~te--w~re OGA
no American cryptologists in the countrY,1 / i I \

But as the number of American "advisors" expl}~ded, so di<J:\he cryptologic presen~e.
In early 1961 the chief of the MAAG in Saigon ad~ised Maxw¢ll Taylor (chairman of t~e
JCS) during one of his trips through Saigon thlit the ARVN (Army of the Republic '!>f.., - \
Vietnam) had no SIGINT capability. This touched off a deb~te back in the United Stat~s

about the advisability ofexpanding in Vietn~.pi.18 ! : I \
At NSA. Admiral Frost directed a complete evaluatiol\l>fsIGINTin Southeast A~ia,an4

from that came a new plan to expand the 9~YPtologic pres~nce. Essentially, two plars wer~
written. The first was called SABERTOOfu, and it involved noncodeword assistande to th~,
SIGINT services 0 Vietnam., - .-
L- ..J The second, called WHITEBIR,CH, would involve the establ~shment

ofa mobile ASA intercept unit with Morse, voice, amiHFDF positions. NSA was s~eptical
of the voice positions because ASA had few qualifieq/Vietnamese linguists, but theiAgency
approved the plan despite the reservations. 19 . I

The new NSA plan also envisioned a beefed-up collection posture. In addftion to
expanding the cryptologic presence inl lA-SA would introduce people dire~tIy into
Vietnam for the first time. The burden of field processing would fall most heavily on the
sites in the Philippines. It also called for an "Evaluation Center" in Saigon to i~tegrate

SIGINT with other intelligence for the chief of the MAAG. When General Paul ~arkins
showed up in February 1962 to become the first COMUSMACV (Command~r, U.S.
Military Assistance Command Vietnam), this became the Current IntelligeJce and

1

Planning Branch, J2, and was housed in the MACV building, originally loc~ted in
downtown Saigo~. 20 I

!

Before Harkins arrived, NSA interests had been served by a TDY arrange~~nt. In
Apri11962, however, the flrst permanent NSA representative,1 Iwas on
board. His arrival was accompanied by vigorous protests by the Army. Secretary of the
Army Zuckert sent a scorching letter to Assistant Secretary of Defense John Rubel
protesting the assignment. "This action," he said, "would result in removing these SIGINT
resources from the control of military commanders in the area.... Generally, responsive­
ness to intelligence requirements of CINCPAC and COMUSMACV would be dependent
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upon the decisions of a national level agency, far removed from their areas of
responsibility...." He proposed that all SIGINT assets in the area be placed under the
operational control ofMACV. It was the opening shot of a war within a war, the struggle
to control SIGINT assets in Southeast Asia.21

..' !EO

/,,// ll.4.(d)

.... [[EO
,....... 11.4. (c)

The second step was to approve an Army COMINT unit in Vietnam in support of
counterinsurgency planning. The National Security Council then required that the
results obtained by that unit be shared with the South Vietnamese to the extent needed to
launch rapid attacks on the Viet Congo 23

The Buildup of Cryptologic Assets

The first ASA troops began arriving in May 1961. They were under cover, wore
civilian clothes, and were prohibited from carryi~g military identification cards. They
found spaces in an RVNAF hangar on Tan Son Nhut Air Base and lived downtown at the
Majestic Hotel.. Working areas were set up inside the hangar by piling boxes of C-rations
seven feet high to make rooms. A few of the officers had desks, but the analysts worked at
tables constructed of plywood and scrap lumber. Since there were few chairs, the tables
were hoisted four feet off the ground so analysts could stand. Needless to say, there was no
air conditioning, and the troops sweltered in the tropical heat.24

The unit was called the 3rd Radio Research Unit C3rd RRU). Operationally it was
called USM-9J, subordinate to USM-9 in the Philippines. The original processing mission
consisted mainly oUraffic collected by the South Vietnamese SIGINT service, which was at
the time composed of only about 100 officers and men. They had two collection sites, at
Saigon and Da Nang, and soon established a third site at Can Tho in the Delta. They were
operating with equipment left over by the French or provided by CIA. Among the assets
that they had inherited from the French were three DF stations and all the equipment,
which happened to be of World War II vintage. In 1961 CIA gave them six ANIPRD-1
mobile HFDF sets. When 3rd RRU began processing, the main input was the DF bearings
from the South Vietnamese.25 .

Meanwhile, ASA advisors conducted classes in DF, traffic analysis, and intercept for
the Vietnamese under the SABERTOOTH program. They were supposed to hold the
classification to noncodeword, but the line between SIGINT and non-SIGINT was very shaky,
and it was crossed regularly.26
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The focus of the operation, t~0'6'~h, was OF. IASA set up ~~"'HfDF net, called
WHITEBIRCH. Because of availa~ility, the ANtrRD-4 was the equipment ~f'e~oice. Three
sets were mounted in vans ~na positioned at Nha trang, Can Tho, and Bien:···ij:oa,with
control in Saigon. The T~rtf~RU ~as also receivin~ bearings from an ASA site~ II ~sltes In VIetnam, and theL I ARVN
operated its own three stations at Pleiku, Da Nang, and Ban Me Thuot, and the results
were supposed to provide direct support to the South Vietnamese Army.'J:7

The WHlTEBIRCH net was a failure. It had t~e lowest fix rate in the Pacific, and it was
constantly short of manpower. This dismal state of affairs was due primarily to the
circumstances surrounding its mission. In the dense and humid tropical jungles, the
ground wave faded to imperceptibility in only a few miles. The sky wave came down at
such a steep angle that the existing OF equipment (the ancient TRD-4s) could not cope
with it. Moreover, the skip zon~ between ground and sky waves was almost ninety miles,
meaning that most of the ASA sites were located in a skip zone. When inadequate
maintenance and unreliable communications were added to the woes of WHITEBIRCH, it
was clear that the system would not do the job.28

Frustrated, ASA turned to the mobile PRD-ls now owned by the ARVN. These were
effective, but only if the DF set was within five to fifteen miles of its target. To.be that
close to a ve transmitter was often a dangerous proposition, but they tried it anyway. On
31 December 1961, they found out how dangerous it was. An ARVN DF operation
returning to Saigon from the DF site at Ha Tien (on the southern coast) was ambushed by'
ve. Nine ARVN soldiers were killed, along with Sp4 James T. Davis, the ASA advisor.
Davis was later called by President Johnson the first American soldier to die in Vietnam.
The 3rd RRU compound was named Davis Station, thus adding to the immortality of the
unfortunate Davis.29 ASA had come to a full stop on the DF problem, and until they solved
it, the amount of direct SIGINT assistance that they could provide to the ARVN forces was
limited.

The next group 'of SIGlNTers to arrive in Vietnam were the Marines, who sent a
training detachment from Fleet Marine Force in Hawaii. They originally set up next to
the ARVN SIGlNT operation in Pleiku, and as such were completely cut off from direct
contact with other U.S. SIGINT units. This proved unsatisfactory, even for training.80

In 1962, the' cryptologic community decided to move its main base ofoperation to Phu
Bai. A large ABA site was constructed, and it became the center of SIGlNT operations for
Vietnam. The Marines decided to move in with ASA, but the Air Forc.e Security Service
was more standoffish. Da Nang was the center of air operations, arid AFSS located its
principal site there to support the Seventh Air Force.
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Entrance to the WHITEB1RCH compound
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At the time, the Vietnamese problem was entira~\~':~l:'m.," .rve _oiee
swirled about, and in February196~~'" tntercepted some voice
traffic emanating from a low-levelC= . F net in Vietnam. ABA tried but,
right up until the Tonkin Gulfincidentof1964, had not intercepted any.31

As cryptologic resources expanded, the question of operational control occupied
increasing attention both in Saigon and in Washington. The Army continued to insist that
MACV should control all cryptologic reso~ces in theater. During Admiral Frost's tenure
as DlRNSA, a compromise of sorts was worked out. When the first ASA resources arrived
in country, Admiral Frost delegated operational control to ASA and recognized the further
delegation of control-to the commander of the MAAG (later MACV). This gave MACV a
handhold but kept the strings ultimately tie.d to DIRNSA.32

In 1963 General Wheeler (chairman of the Joint Chiefs) negotiated directly with
General Blake. They arrived at a new' compromise whereby NSA would continue to
control major, ilXed sites like Phu Bai, while operational control of ABA's direct support
units (DSUs) would be delegated to ABA, and thence to the supported Army commander.
This was actually more 'restrictive than the original decision, and it was made more
onerous by the edict that when MACV wanted additional units under its control it would
have to submit the request through the lengthy and cumbersome. chain'ofcommand which
ran through Hawaii.33

DF Goes Airborne

The ambush of Davis and the ARVN DF team in December 1961 brought about a
scramble for a better system. The safest thing would be to put the mobile DF sets on
airplanes. This technique had been tried as early as World War I, and the French had
employed ARDF aircraft in their struggle with the Vietminh, with good results. But the
technical barriers were serious. The problem was in the interference of ground and sky
waves. Aircraft were up high enough to receive both, and the accuracy ofthe bearing was
degraded because, while the on-board system tried to read the direction of the signal from
the ground wave, the aircraft itself acted as a huge antenna for the sky wave, which
arrived from a different direction.54

An ASA engineer, Herbert S. Hovey Jr., went tp work on the problem and was joined
by a team from the Army's ~aboratory at Ft..Monmouth, New Jersey. Knowing of the
French ARDF effort but not knowing what technique.they used, Hovey experimented with
different techniques and various aircraft. He tried rotary-wing options, but found that the
rotor blades created too much turbulence. Hovey imally settled on the U-6A, a single­
engine fixed-wing aircraft widely available in Vietnam. Instead of using the almost
universal (in DF arrangements) loop antenna, he used antennas flXed on the leading
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Herbert S. Hovey(second Crom right) and an early U-6 ARDF-configured aircraft

A 3rd RRU ANIPRD·l short-range DF set
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Entrance to Davis Station, Saigon

edge of each wing, about forty feet apart; with the receiver in the center. This turned the
aircraft itself into a large HF antenna. The aircraft' had to be pointed directly at the
signal, thus creating an aural null 'on the pilot's gyrocompass-, To create the aural null, the
pilot fishtailed the aircraft back and forth, going into and out of the maximum signal
strength. He would then fly at the signal from three different angles, the three lines of
bearing thus constituting a fix. This peculiar flying technique solved the problem.S5

ASA sent the first DF-equipped U-6 to Vietnam in March 1962. It was an instant
success. In May 1962 the ARVN successfully struck. a VC unit based on ARDF fixes.sll In
Decemb~rof that year, when an ASA ARDF ilx located a VC radio transmitter in the
northern Delta, American advisors under General Harkins 'used the intelligence to plan
an assault on what they thought would be a communist unit of no more than 120 men. The
ARVN 7th Infantry Division was employed in the action and swooped into the. area by
helicopter early on the morning of 3 January 1963. Instead, they ran into a unit of more
than three times that many, which stood and fought. The resulting battle of Ap Bac was a
turning ~int in the war fo~ both the VC (which found that it could confront and defeat a
main ARVN force) and for the Americans, who concluded .that they would have to become
more directly involved. The battle was initiated based on an ARDF fix.57
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The value ofARDF was quickly recognized. It became the most important advance in
the employment of SIGINT for tactical applications in the war and the principal targetting
tool for MACV. NSA boxed up this valuable technique within its own sphere ofcontrol by
declaring that·· the ARDF aircraft were simply outstations of the WHITEBIRCH net, w~ch
was already a CCP resource. ARDF was to become the battleground on which the JCS and
NSA fought for ultimate control of SIGINT in Sou.theast Asia. It was easily the most
divisive issue in the entire intelligence community.38

INTO THE MIRE

The troops wiD march in; the bands will play; the crowds will cheer; •.. and infour days everyone

will have forgotten. Then we will be told we have to send in more troops. It's like taking a drink.

The effect wears off, and you have to take another.

JohnF. Kennedy, 1961

While all this was going on, the Kennedy administration was assessing its chances in
Southeast Asia. The fll'st thing Kennedy did was to gather information, using the time­
honored technique of a fact-finding team. In the spring of 1961 he sent Walt ~stowand
his personal military advisor, Maxwell Taylor, to Saigon. They came back very
pessimistic. The Diem regime was crumbling and would require a large infusion of
American troops and material. They recommended that some 8,000 American "advisors"
be sent to Vietnam under the doak ofproviding "flood relief." Averell Harriman, the long­
time advisor to Democratic presidents, and Chester Bowles, a senior diplomat, both
doubted that the corrupt and repressive Diem regime could be adequately shored up, and
he urged Kennedy to call a new Geneva conference and negotiate a settlement. But
Kennedy had just emerged from the disgraceful Bay ofPigs incident and was in no mood to
be perceivedby either the Soviets or the American public as a "negotiator.,,39

But he also rejected the Taylor-Rostow proposal as transparent. Instead, he
compromised, increasing the size of the aid mission but failing to increase it enough to
make a big difference. All the while he was disturbed by the narrowness and inflexibility
ofthe Diem regime. To have a happy ~ndingin Vietnam, it would be necessary to obtain a

more reasonable.ndcompeUmt::::~_i~;~~=------------r4; (c)

I-----~__I
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USIB decided to back away from SIGINT collaboration with the ARVN, and USM-626
(the former USM-9J in Saigon) was instructed to stop providing certain technical data. At
the same time, NSA made plans to move most SIGINT operations to Phu Bai and to make it
aU.S.-only site.43

The USIB decision, prompted by NSA, created an uproar in the field. Harkins
protested and was backed up by Huntington Sheldon, the CIA official who watched over
SIGINT for the intelligence community. Moreover, General Khanh, the RVNAF chief of
staff, refused to authorize a solely American operation at Phu Bai, thus holding the super-

. SIGINT site at Phu Bai hostage to a continued close SIGINT relationship. In the end, Khanh,
Harkins, and Sheldon won. Admiral Frost issued a revised and liberalized interpretation
of the USIB edict, and the Americans exited the controversy with as much grace as
possible.44

The Diem Coup

Riven by internal dissent, the Diem regime was tottering by 1963. The regime was
controlled by Diem and his corrupt family, and no reform appeared possible. The last
straw was a Buddhist revolt against the strongly Catholic Diem regime. The uprising
began in May 1963 and became marked by self-immolations by Buddhist monks. When
confronted by such opposition, no regime could last.45

Even Diem knew it and began exploring a negotiated settlement with the north. To
the Kennedy administration, this looked like a way out. The JCS prepared a plan for a
phased military withdrawal beginning later in 1963. The first 1,000 troops were actually
withdrawn before the plan came to a halt.46

But negotiations were never begun. .In early November the generals in Saigon rose
against Diem, with the knowledge, ifnot the active connivance, of the American embassy.
Diem and his brother Nhu were captured ~nd, in a twist which was not in the original
script, executed, apparentl):' on the orders of General "Big" Minh. Minh took over the
government, beginning a series of revolving door regimes, each weaker and less popular
than the previous one. The JCS withdrawal plans were shelved. Later in the month
Kennedy was dead, and a new president had to look again at the morass in Vietnam.47
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The Cryptologic Expansion of 1964

With withdrawal plans on hold, the new DIRNSA, General Blake, directed a relook at
the American cryptologic posture in Southeast Asia. Blake decided to accept Phu Bai as
the super-site for Vietnam, with major resource additions there and at other sites in the
Philippines and Vietnam. Collection from Thailand would also increase, and Udorn was
selected as the Thailand super-site. In early summer, with Maxwell Taylor (the new
ambassador in Saigon) lining up behind it, Blake took the plan to Fubini. They agreed
that most resources for the new effort would be transferred from existing SIGINT problems
I le:!{~~Pt for some assets already targetted on Southeast Asia that would
be moved to the mainlandl . \..

SIGINT resources would al~~··be··ne~ded for a major ~~w.pperation, under the general
rubric ofOPLAN (Operation Plan) 34A~This..:was a JCS plan td sJ,lpport South Vietnamese
infiltration and unconventional warfare operatio-ns.. The SIGINT ~\fpport for OPLAN 34A,
called KIT KAT, would come mainly from vans flown i~1 F~··th~.. PhiliPpines and
located at Phu Bai. A new SIGINT Support Group in SaigonwouJd proyide..MACV with
direct support to OPLAN 34A.49 . .... ... ..

Communications still represented a sore point. SIGINT exited Vietna~·th;Q~gl.t..an
Army communications center in Saigon that was known for its cramped quarte;s·:~rif,h,.
ancient equipment Worse, it was an HF shot to the Philippines, and in the heavy tropical··"'/EO
atmosphere HF was even less reliable than usual. Reliability ranged from 30-75 percent, ! 1 . 4. (c)

t bl fi 50 .! EO
an unaccep a e 19ure. ! 1.4. (d)

DCA came up with a solution. A submarine cable was installed between Nha Trang!
and the Philippines, and by the mid-60s all cryptologic communications were being route~

through the cable (dubbed «Wetwash"). Circuit reliability leaped upward.51 !
This development had a major impact on SIGINT operations in Vietnam. T,he

submarine cable could take higher circuit speeds, and it was possible to ship much m,bre
SIGINT back and forth. This led to the feasibility of sending encryPted traffic back to a
central processing center - at first in the Pacific (Clark AB andl Jand
later all the way back to. NSA. It changed the way SIGINT was done in the theater, ut it

. also increased the suspicion of tactical commanders who preferred to rely on their own
people from ASA rather than on some unseen computer far away.

AFSS Comes to Vietnam

The Air Force Security Service did not actually start its Southeast Asian operations in
Vietnam. Like the Army, it arrived in Thailand in early 1961 to provide SIGINTsupport for
the Laotian crisis. I ,·········EO 4 ( ). 1. . c

/
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I I~~;:~::.n the ground in._OCCupied/'the
tiny AFSS intercept unit that had been there since the summer of 1960. Spaces 1"ere so
cramped that at one point a Russian linguist wound up transcribing his intercep~d tapes .
in the shower room. But like the Laotian crisis itself, the SIGINT support oper~tion lost
.steam, and by spring NSA had cancelled the deployment.52 /

Vietnam was a ground war, and the U.S. Air Foree did not get involved ~~ a big way
until 1964. The Air Force did, however, set up a tactical air control system/beginning in
Jan~ary1962. The unit was located atop Monkey Mountain near Da Nang, which would
give American radars the longest possible reach. /

Along.with the Air Force contingent of 350 people came an AFS,S CCU (COMINT

Contingency Unit), consisting of two H-1 vans airlifted from Clark Air aase and a mobile
AFSSO, also in a van. A smaller intercept and SSO effort was locate¢at Tan Son Nhut,
but the hearability was bad, and the intercept unit was soon reloca~a to Da Nang. The
next year AFSS reorganized its Southeast Asian assets, designatiny./ran Son Nhut as the
headquarters, with subordinates at Da Nangl J .

Monkey Mountain
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Da Nang remained the only AFSS unit of any size in the war zone. By 1964 USAFSS
had two Da Nang sites, one atop Monkey Mountain and one at the air base below. Security
Service successfully resisted an NSA master plan to move the unit to Phu Bai, arguing
that hearability was better at Da Nang and that they should be closer to the supported
commander:54

In March of the same year, the ACRP returned to Southeast Asia. It arrived on the
heels of reports that PRC-North Vietnamese military relations were becoming closer.

L.- 4NSA initiated ACRP collection to follow this activity, and a new program, I
called QUEEN BEE CHARLIE,I Jb.~gan flying missions out of \
I . 1··In.J.~!~_~ follow-on operation, QUEEN BEE DELTA, con~~.~ting of two Rc-yos'l \

O 'ng missions ove~·Thai.~~~..~:ery othe.. r day. Ini~ny procesSin~.~as done at ,\
·t.plap!i..:\'Vere bemg drawn upto·tran.~f.er the entire effort to Da Nan~. That same \, \

year, eNavy beg~·flYirig·EC~121.an.gEA3B c~ilectors·in.t.he GulfofTonkin..ss.···.... 'II

Air Foree ARDF trailed ASA into ··~:~~~~~t···A~ia:······In:~~;~2::~AFSS-tried...Qu~···HF·DF ~
programs using two different platforms, a B-26 and a C-47. The ARDF--;ffoii::hiid::th~;;:J

EO
strong personal support of General LeMay, then the Air Force chief of staff. From the 1 . 4. (c)

beginning, however, the program was engulfed in controversy.

The first problem was control. The Air Force wanted the ARDF program to be purely
tactical, unattached to NSA, operating in a noncodeword environment. NSA, however,
insisted that it come under the direct control of USM-626, as outstations of the
WHlTEBIRCH net. The program was thus placed under double ignominy - within the
cryptologic system and under the thumb ofthe Army.

Moreover, the Air Force insistence that it be noncodeword resulted in non-SI­
indoctrinated people being assigned to it. USM-626 was at first prohibited from passing
technical data to support the AFSS effort. This was soon straightened out, and all the Air
Force people were SI cleared, but it was a bad start for a program.

Finally, the system did not work. It used larger aircraft but did not do well against
low-power signals. The Air Force Security Service left the theater to do more research.58

. The next year AFSS was back, this time with a second ARDF system produced under a
Navy contract and installed on an Air Force plane under Project HAWKEYE. It was more
sophisticated than the Army system. using computers and l~ger, more capable aircraft.
But it, too, did not work, and at the end of the year ASA continued to have the only
effective ARDF system in Southeast Asia.57

The small AFSS effort in Vietnam betokened the lack of an air war. They were not
engaged in war - they were just waiting in case an air war happened. They hadn't long to
wait.

HANDLE VIA TALENT KE 2nOLE eeMINtI' "ONTROI,SYSTEMSJOINTLY
NOTR,ELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS

513 TO,. 5EERET I:JMBRA



l'QP 5EEAt:I' l:IMB(tk-

USA.32 operations vans, 1964.
Tbls complex was located on the plains at the root orMonkey Mountain.
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The Desoto Patrols
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THE CRISIS IN THE GULF

Well, I am the guy who rose from the ashes, and twenty years later telling you I saw it, and there

were no boats.

Adm. James B.Stockdale, Navy pilot, concerning the 4 August attack

In the many years of conflict in Vietnam, no single incident stands out as more
controversial than the 4 August 1964 incident in the Gulfof Tonkin. In it, two American
destroyers patrolling in international waters were supposedly shot at by North
Vietnamese gunboats. In retaliation, an angry president launched the Irrst air raids on
the North, and a few days later Congress passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, giving
Lyndon Johnson a free hand to deal with North Vietnam in whatever manner he felt best
suited the situation. For America, it was the beginning of an apparently irrevocable
descent into the maelstrom.

.../EO
..,/ 1.4. (c)

../ ../

The attack on the destroyers originated with the Desoto patrols. These we~ibegunin
1962 as patrolling" operations along the Chinese coast. There were thr~~/objectives:
intelligence collection, realistic training, and assertion of freedom of t4e"" seas. Naval
Security Group detachments on board pursued the collection O~LINT and naval
COMINT. However, to naval authorities the mission of freedom of the seas clearly stood
IlrSt, and training second; intelligence was the third priority. By December, the patrols
had been extended to the coasts of Korea and North Vietnam.58 The rationale was to
support special operations under OPLAN 34A.

OPLAN 34A stemmed from CIA covert operations whieh had been going on since the
early·1960s under various names. Most of these involved the nighttime eoastal insertion
of ARVN commando forces, whose mission was sabotage. By early 1964 the Army had
taken over most of the operations, under OPLAN 34A. The Desoto patrols were extended
to North Vietnam primarily to provide SIGINT support to the commando raids.59 In addition

I

to NSG afloat detaehments on board Desoto eraft, the Army was tasked with SIGINT

support from positions atPhu Bai.60

The operations got ofT to a very bumpy start in February 1964, but they eventually
smoothed out. Although there was considerable behind-the-curtains eontroversy about
their effectiveness, the raids were having at least harassment value by July 1964. The
tiny North Vietnamese navy was beginning to pay them elose attention.61

North Vietnam eould mount only a modest defensive threat. Their first-line
eombatants were twenty-four Swatow motor gunboats acquired from the Chinese over a
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period ofyears. More threatening, however, were twelve Soviet-built motor torpedo boats
delivered to Haiphong in late 1961, capable ofIlfty-two-knot speeds. These, in addition to
a few minesweepers, subchaser and district patrol craft, represented the North
Vietnamese navy.62

The 2 August Maddo.r Patrol

The increasing harassment value of OPLAN 34A was certain to make the North
Vietnamese more belligerent. On 1 August NSA went on record as warning the Navy that
their own Desoto patrols might be in danger of attack.83 A day earlier, the destroyer
Maddox had begun a patrol in the GulfofTonkin.llo&

On 2 August the North Vietnamese decided to attack the Maddox. During the
morning hours, two SIGINT units, a Navy intercept unit in the Philippines (USN-27) and a
Marine detachment collocated with ASA at Phu Bai (USN-414T), reported that North
Vietnam's naval headquarters had directed preparations for attack. This series of reports
was flashed to Captain Herrick, the task force commander on board the Maddox, as the
morning wore on. The information was sufficiently unsettling that Herrick questioned the
day's patrol, considering it to be an "unacceptable risk."65

Just after noon, USN-27 interc~pted a message from one of the coastal control
authority at Port Wallut to one of the Swatows: "Use high speed to go together with the
.enemy following to launch torpedoes." USN-27 issued a Critic on this inflammatory
declaration, and Herrick had it in hand almost an hour before the attack was launched. It
was preceded and followed by other North Vietnamese messages leaving no doubt that
they were headed for a major engagement. It could, of course, have referred to the 34A
operations that had been going on earlier, but Herrick knew nothing of those operations.
He had to assume that the North Vietnamese meant him - and he was right.ll6

At about ·1600 local, three PT boats launched a high-speed attack on the Maddo:JC.
Herrick replied with surface fire, and within half an hour the torpedo boats withdrew.
About that time air cover showed up, commanded by Admiral (then Commander)
Stockdale from the carrier Ticonderoga. Stockdale's crew shot up the fleeing torpedo
boats, sinking one and putting another out ofaction.67

Meanwhile, the two SIGINT stations continued to monitor North Vietnamese
communications, keeping Herrick informed ofwhat was happening on the other side. The
patrol made for the mouth ofthe Gulfand withdrew. Back at Fort Meade, NSA declared a
SIGINT Readiness Bravo.68

There was no doubt of the attack. N.ot only was it launched in broad daylight, but it
was preceded and followed by communications (intercepted by the Navy and Marines)
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Track ofthe Maddo%,31 July-2 August 1964

Captain John J. Herrick. commanderofDestroyer Div 192,
with Captain Herbert,L. Ogier, commander of the Maddo%
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making the entire attack procedure and objectives crystal clear. SIGINT gave impeccable
warning. and Herrick came to rely on it almost implicitly.

The Johnson administration chose not to reply militarily to the attack. But at the
White House the mood was grim, and there was a feeling that they could not let another
such attack pass unnoticed.

The 4. August Patrol

After assessing the 2 August attack, the administrati.on decided to keep the Maddox in
the Gulf at least through the 7th to assert freedom of the seas and to add a second
destroyer, the Turner Joy, which had been part of the Ticonderoga task force. With two
vessels, Herrick headed back to the Gulfon the 3rd.69

After spending the day near the coast of North Vietnam, Herrick withdrew both
vessels to the central Gulf of Tonkin for the night. Through intercepts of Vietnamese
radar transmissions, he knew that he was being silently shadowed by at least one North
Vietnamese PT boat. Moreover, this tended to be confirmed by reporting from San Miguel
that one ofthe Swatows involved in the previous day's activity (T-142) had been ordered by
a naval authority to "shadow closely." During the night a 34A task force shelled a radar
station and a security post, fleeing to Da Nang at daylight.70

Herrick believed his vessels were in imminent danger, but the next morning he was
nonetheless ordered back to the area of the previous two days' patrol. The Maddox and
Turner Joy loitered in the general area where the 2 August attack had taken place. At
about 1700 they turned back toward the central Gulfto spend the night.71

At about the same time that Herrick was ordering his two-vessel task force back to the
central Gulf, the Marine detachment at Phu Bai issued a Critic on an intercepted message
from Haiphong ordering three of the boats involved in the 2 August attack to make ready
for military operations that night. To Herrick this was very oIninous, since he had been
shadowed by a North Vietnamese vessel or vessels the night before. Based on this and
follow-up messages from Phu Bai, he sent a message stating that he believed that the
Vietnamese were preparing to attack.72

At 2041, the Maddox appeared to pick up radar contacts on North Vietnamese PT
boats. For the next four hours, the Maddox and Turner Joy zigzagged through the central
Gulf, apparently pursued and attacked by unknown and unseen vessels. The crews of the
two vessels claimed to have had radar and sonar contacts, torpedo wakes, gun flashes, and
searchlights, and fired repeatedly at whatever seemed to be attacking them. When air

I
cover showed up from the Ticonderoga task force (led by Stockdale), the pilots could not see
any boats, but it was an unusually murky night with very low overcast and poor
visibility.73
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The American destroyer TurMrJoy
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After the engagement, San Miguel reported that T-142 claimed to have shot down two
"enemy planes" and that "We sacrificed two comrades but are brave and recognize our
obligations.,,74

Back in Washington, the events in the Gulf grabbed everyone's attention. The initial
indication that somet@ng was afoot was the Critic and follow-up from Phu Bai. These
were called over to DIA from NSA just after 8 A.M. By 0900 copies of the reports were
distributed to McNamara and Wheeler, and McNamara called the president at 0912. This
kicked offa long train ofactions that spanned the entire day.75

Thus forewarned, the president had no trouble believing that an attack had actually
taken place once he received the fust news at 1100. McNamara convened a meeting to
discuss possible retaliation. At a lunch with Rusk, McNamara, Vance, McGeorge Bundy,
and John McCone, Johnson authorized an aerial strike on North Vietnamese targets. But
soon thereafter, the White House was looking at a message from Herrick casting doubts
about the attack. Adverse weather conditions and "overeager sonarmen" may have
accounted for many of the alleged contacts. Based on this, Admiral Sharp in H~waii

(CINCPAC) phoned McNamara to recommend that the air strike be delayed until they
received more defInitive information. At that time a retaliatory air strike, scheduled for
0700 Vietnam time, was only three hours away.76

Soon a.rter, Sharp received the new information about the supposed shooting down of
enemy aircraft and the sacrifice of two .vessels. Sharp, Admiral Moorer (CNO), and
Johnson all became convinced that an attack had taken place, and Johnson authorized
Pierce Arrow (the bombing attack on North Vietnam) to proceed. It was delayed almost
three hours, though, and came very close to preceding Johnson's televised address to the .
nation announcing the Gulfincident and the American response. 77

The sequence ofevents at the White House was driven largely by SIGINT. The reliance
on SIGINT even went to the extent of overruling the commander on the scene. It was
obvious to the president and his advisors that there really had been an attack - they had
the North Vietnamese messages to prove it.

But to the analysts working the problem at NSA, things did not appear to be so
obvious. The preplanning messages could, after all, have been referring to reactions to the
Desoto patrols. Or the entire series of messages might have been old traffic referring to
the attack on the 2nd. NSA sent out frantic requests to the units involved (Phu Bai and
San Miguel) to forward their raw traffic. NSA also requested verification from SIGINT

intercept operators on the Maddox and Turner Joy. The ships' operators had nothing ­
their intercept capability (all VHF voice) was completely blocked by the ships' radios
during the period of the incident. As for the mainland intercept, it took hours to obtain,
and the fIrst NSA follow-up was issued without the benefit of the messages intercepted in
the field. 78
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The first NSA report indicated that the vessels supposedly planning for operations on
the night of the 4th apparently did not participate in the events regarding the Maddox and
Turner Joy. A subsequent wrap-up on 6 August homed in on the 2 August attack (easy to
substantiate), conveniently avoiding the direct issue regarding the 4 August incident.79

The NSA analyst who looked at the traffic believed that the whole thing was a
mistake. The messages almost certainly referred to other activity - the 2 August attack
and the Desoto patrols. The White House had started a war on the basis of unconfirmed
(and later-ro-be-determined probably invalid) information.8o

There had been no dissembling in the White House. The messages looked valid, and
Lyndon Johnson had come to be a believer in SIGINT. When he ordered the attacks, he was
sure he was right. He wasn't, and it was not until NSA. analysts laboriously pieced
together the SIGINT information over a period of days that it became obvious how big a
mistake had been made. The Johnson administration defended its actions in public for
years, but the reality eventually sank in. Even the president was heard to say in later
years, "Hell, those dumb stupid sailors were just shooting at flying fish. ,,81

Some months previously, William'Bundy (deputy secretary of defense) concluded that
Johnson would need some sort ofcongressional endorsement for the expanding American
role in Vietnam. He felt that a declaration of war was too blunt an instrument, and its
chances in Congress were slim. What was needed, he believed, was a joint resolution,
similar to that which Congress had given, to Eisenhower during the Quemoy and Matsu
crisis in 1955. Bundy drafted a resolution that gave the president the right to commit
forces to the defense ofany nation in Southeast Asia menaced by communism. 82

The resolution was ready by June 1964, and the Pentagon had already identified some
ninety-four targets in North Vietnam, in case the president should direct military
retaliation. Everything was ready but was put on hold. Some sort of provocation would be
needed. The Tonkin Gulf crisis was just such a provocation. The administration hustled
the resolution through Congress with only two dissenting votes. It was shepherded
through the Senate by the chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, William
Fulbright.sa

The Tonkin Gulf Resolution did not become a political issue until three years had
passed. In July 1967, with antiwar passions heating, a reporter .for the Arkansas Gazette
quoted a former radarman on the Maddox as saying that North Vietnamese vessels had
not been in the Gulf that night and that he believed his radar contacts had actually been'
reflections of the Turner Joy. This ~rticle came to Fulbright's attention. This appeared to
wipe out the rationale .for the resolution, and Fulbright, who was being gradually
converted to the antiwar cause, feIt that he had been hoodwinked, perhaps deliberately, by
the White House in 1964. He began gathering the relevant material, including SIGINT

reports obtained from the Department of Defense. When he felt he had enough, he
convened a hearing on the Gulfcrisis.84
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The hearings, held in February 1968, made the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution infamous
and converted it into a weapon in the hands of the antiwar activists. During the
proceedings, Fulbright managed to cast considerable doubt that the 4 August attack ever
took place. Inconclusive radar and sonar hits, mysterious weather conditions, the lack ofa
single verifiable ship sighting - all were used to beat down the Johnson administration's
contention that the retaliatory action and the resolution itselfwere justified.

But the central contention of the hearings became the SIGINT. When Fulbright
brought McNamara to the stand, the secretary of defense kept referring to «intelligence
reports of a highly classified and unimpeachable nature...." He meant, of course, the
SIGINT reports that, first, indicated that the Swatows should prepare for nighttime
operations, and, second, contained the after-action reports alleging that aircraft were shot
down and the loss of the two boats. The committee kept pressing McNamara and
eventually dragged out of him virtually the full texts of the messages involved.
McNamara resisted, but it was very hard to defend his actions without resorting again and
again to his most convincing pieces ofevidence.85

These public disclosures damaged the SIGINT source - all the messages had been from
decrypted North Vietnamese naval codes which were still in use in 1968. But it did not sell
the case to the disbelieving committee, despite McNamara's contention that "No one
within the Department ofDefense has reviewed all of this information without arriving at
the unqualified conclusion that a determined attack was made on the Maddox and Turner
Joy in the Tonkin Gulfon the night of4 August 1964.,,88

In fact, not all DoD people were sold on this contention. NSA, for one, had failed to
fully support the administration's position. It had conirrmed the 2 August attack but had
never confirmed the 4 August engagement. The Agency had concluded that the two
Swatows instructed to make ready for action that night had never participated in the
action with the Maddox and Turner Joy. The after-action reports could have referred to
the 2 August engagement.

But it didn't really matter. The administration had decided that expansion of
American involvement in Vietnam would be necessary. Had the 4 August incident not
occurred, something else would have. Another expansion ofthe war occurred the following
February, following the mortaring of an American installation at Pleiku. McGeorge
Bundy said at the time, "Pleikus are like street cars. If you miss one, another will come
along." He could have been talking about the GulfofTonkin crisis.
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Chapter 12
From Tonkin to Tet - The Heart ofthe War

THE PRESIDENT EXPANDS THE WAR

Retaliation during the GulfofTonkin crisis was a one-shot affair, but it indicated that
the administration was edging toward ~ore active involvement. It did. not. of course,
dissuade the North Vietnamese. In November the Viet Cong (VC) mortared the air base at
Bien Hoa. only two days before the U.S. elections. Johnson regarded this as a bald affront.
Then, on Christmas Eve, they bombed an American officers' billet in downtown Saigon in
broad daylight, ·killing two and wounding sixty-three. This further hardened American
attitudes and made direct intervention the following year more likely.l . .

Late in 1964. SIGINT began noting a strange communications pattern for the North
Vietnamese 325th Infantry Division. Th~ division headquarters at Dong Hoi opened
communications with entities that controlled the infiltration routes into South Vietnam.
Sometime thereafter, SIGINT (together with ARDF fixes) showed the 325th moving south,
first into Quang Tri Province (just below the DMZ) and later all the way to the Central
Highlands. It was the fIrst move of a regular NVA division into the South, and it pointed
to a new and considerably more dangerous phase of the war. No longer were the ARVN
facing an insurgent Viet Cong movement - they were up against North Vietnamese
regulars.2 The 325th was in South Vietnam to prepare for the rainy season offensive, and
it would create a bloody hell for the unlucky ARVN units in its path.

The president now knew what the American people did not - that North Vietnamese
regulars were in the South. All that remained was for another provocation to take place.
He had not lo.ng to wait. On 6 February 1965, the Viet Cong rocketed the American and
South Vietnamese facilities at Pleiku, killing 8 Americans and wounding 108, bringing
newspaper headlines and extensive television coverage. At the time, press coverage had
the effect ofpushing the administration into retaliation. (A few years later it would have
the opposite effect.) Twelve hours later American A-4 Skyhawks and F-8 Crusaders were
launched from the 7th Fleet against Dong Hoi (whence the 325th and other units had
staged on their way south).

Twenty-one days later President Johnson institutionalized the pattern of isolated
retaliation by starting daily bombings of the North and the Ho Chi Minh Trail in Laos.
The operation, called Rolling Thunder, was planned to last eight weeks, but in April Earl
Wheeler, JCB chairman, informed the president that it had had no effect at. all on the
North. So Johnson directed that it continue until it had an effect.S

The attack on Pleiku almost shouted out the vulnerability of American troops and
equipment. With the initiation ofRolling Thunder, U.S. aircraft were at Da Nang almost
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constantly, and they required protection. The U.S. commander, General William C.
Westmoreland, asked Johnson for a defensive force, and the president obliged. On 8 March
the fust Marines splallhed ashore at Da Nang, beginning the American deployment of
ground combat troops to the theater.4-

The commitment of ground forces, once begun, became an inexorable upward spiral.
In May, Westmoreland asked for a totalof 185,000 by the end ofthe year, and 100,000 in
1966. Johnson sent Secretary of Defense McNamara to Saigon to find out what was
happening. The secretary returned with a gloomy assessment - Westmoreland was
actually understating the need, and the U.S. would need an additional 200,000 in 1966.11

.·········..··P. L. 86-36
Operation Starlight and the Ia Orang Campaign ...- ...- ---- .

SIGINT was still small-time in Vietnam, but it was grQwing:··l~··August1965, with new
American troops swarming ashore almost every..day;··:ASA SIGINT and ARDF located a new
enemy communications terminal ne.~.r..thE(liii;rinebase at Chu Lai. III Saigon, the NSA
representativel ltoOk··the item to Brigadier General Joseph A. McChristian,
the J2, who passed it to Lieutenant General Lewis Walt, who commanded the Marines in
Vietnam. Walt discussed it directly with his SIGINT people at Phu Bai and became
convinced ofits validity. He began planning a major entrapping operation. The VC forces,
who had hoped to surprise the Marines, became themselves surprised and overcome in the
operation, called Starlight. Starlight was a turning point in the direct employment of .
SIGINT and ARDF in operational planning.6

Ia Orang, the first significant campaign by a large force of NVA regulars, began as an
attempt hy the NVA 325th Division to cut Vietnam in half in the Central Highlands. In
the process, the 325th attacked a Special Forces camp at PleiMe; about twenty-five miles
south of Pleiku. ARVN forces attempted to rescue the troops trapped inside but were
ambushed by two NVA regiments of the 325th, the 32nd, and 33rd, with heavy casualties.7

Following the engagement, the NVA retreated up the Ia Dx:ang Valiey, with the First
Cavalry (Airmobile) in pursuit. Owing to the recent success in Starlight, the American
forces had five ARDF aircraft in support. Moreover, for the first time the ARDF crew had
the capability to pass fIXes directly to the ASA Direct Support Unit (DSU) supporting the
ground forces. ARDF fIXes followed the 325th elements retreating up the valley until they
were cornered at the Chu Pong Massif. The 1st Cavalry, employing helicopters in pursuit
for the first time, and supPorted by B-52 air strikes, devastated the NVA. The two
regiments suffered up to 60 percent casualties and were no longer an effective fIghting
force. The remnants retreated into Cambodia. During the action, the 33rd was so
concerned about the Americans appearing to know their location that they concluded that
they had spies in their ranks.s
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~e SIGINT Deployment

To support American ground forces, ASA built Phu Bai into the largest ASA field site
in the world, almost 100 positions. Together with the 3ni RRU in Saigon and the 9th in
the Philippines, ASA had substantial fIXed site assets.9

The fIXed sites were augmented by SIGINT tactical assets. ASA tactical units began to
arrive with each incoming Army organization. Each unit normally had five manual Morse
positions along with short-range DF~dVHF intercept equipment.1o

NSA's concept of direct support was that, since the problem was centrally controlled
from Hanoi, the SIGINT effort should remain centralized. NSA continued to exercise
overall control from Fort Meade. In Vietnam, collection management authority (CMA)
was divi~ed into three areas, roughly corresponding to the division of American forces.
USM-626 at Tan Son Nhut was CMA for the southern part of the country, USM-808 at Phu
Bai for the northern portion, and USM-604 at Pleiku for the central area.ll

Following its relocation to Phu Bai, the Marine SIGINT detachment became the DSU in
support of the III MAF (Marine Amphibious Force) in the north. Eventually the Marines
established DSUs like the Army and wound up with the same sort ofa decentralized SIGINT

support arrangement, with small detachments composed of only a few positions each
collocating with combat units. Lacking their own ARDF assets, the Marines received ASA
ARDF support.12 :::::;;::,:"'·EO

.................../ 1.4. (c)

Air Force Security Service SIGINT collection from Vietnam itself ~.as·tiio~.e,··ijm:ited.
The unit at Da Nang expanded quickly once Rolling Thunder beg!:ln,"but it..neV:~J'··~·qualled
the huge ASA contingent. This was not true, however, ofthe ACRP e£t:9rt:'" USAFSS had a
contingent of four RC-130s at Da Nang, which ex.,parided to six i.p..·l9·67, .bY'· the device of
raiding airborne assets in Europel t·..··..···· . /

Beginning in 1967, a new ACRP program begag....fIyi~g in ..S~~theast Asia. This
program consisted of the far larger and more capabb3"RC-135s..belonging to a new unit at

1 I·····With SAC front-end crew~

and USAFSS oollectors, the RC-135s fl~:W"very long (often in excess of seventeen-hour)
missions into the GulfofTonkin. TlufRC-130s continued to fly out ofDa Nang until the
end of the year, when thel . luJrlt took over the entire mission.14

Operational control arrangements continued to cause friction. NSA opposed
fragmentation, while the Army insisted that field commanders should directly control all
cryptologic assets supporting them. This became a critical issue when Ar~y units began
independent operations.

In mid-1965 a new arrangement was hammered out between Rear Admiral Schulz of
NSA and Brigadier General Eddy, deputy commander of ASA. Under this Schulz-Eddy
agreement, when DSUs were in active support of an ongoing tactical operation the field
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commander would control them. When they were back in garrison, control would revert to
ASA's designated field site (either Saigon, Pleiku, or Phu Bai). NSA continued to control
all fixed field sites, to the loud disapproval ofMACV.15

The second control issue to arise in 1965 concerned the air problem. Brigadier General
Roele «ROcky" Triantafellu, the deputy chief of staff for intelligence at 7th Air Force,
proposed that an organization be established in Saigon which would produce a daily recap
of the status of North Vietnamese air and air defense systems. But what Triantafellu
wanted and what NSA was prepared to deliver were very different. Triantafellu had in
mind an Air Force Security Service organization, all blue-suiOOrs working for 7th Air
Force. NSA countered by proposing an NSA unit, manned only partly by uniformed Air
Force people. This nasty scrap continued until NSA won in March 1966. The resulting
organization, called the SIGINT Support Group (SSG), consisted primarily of Air Force
people, but was under NRV control.16

The very next year, MACV itself got intO a struggle with NSA over the positioning of
cryptologic assets. In this case, MACV requested that a SIGINT pr<!cessipg center be
established in Vietnam, to bring processing closer to the fighting. By 1967, however.
MACV was swimming against the tide. NSA had moved processing back toI l

I lFort.Meade-.and..was..D.9.t~9.9.~.t. ..~..,:~~~ge directions. SIGINT centralization was \
"in," and MACV did not get its processing center.i·f ···..· · ··..·· _.·· · ··..·..·· ··J

EO
1. 4. (c)
EO
1.4.,(d)

In the beginning, ARDF was the exclusive domain of the Army. Starlight and the Ia
Drang campaign had demonstrated the benefits ofclose ARDF support, and ASA expanded
its assets rapidly. By the end ofthe year, there were four aviation companies in Saigon, Da
Nang, Nha Trang, and Can Tho. The first two supported I FFV (First Field Force
Vietnam) in the north, while the second supported II FFV. ARDF had clearly become a
coveted asset.18

In 1966 the ARDF picture became suddenly complicated. The Air Force deployed a
new ARDF program, called PHYLLIS ANN. The Air Force considered ARDF to be an EW
asset, and even in the test phase in 1962 had refused to submit to any sort of central
control from the SIGINT system. The Air Force eventually conceded to bring its ARDF
testing under cryptologic control, with USAFSS back-end operators and ASA technical
support. (At the time, an ASA unit, USM-626 at Tan Son Nhut, was the tasking and
technical support authority for Vietnam, and this made the pill doubly bitter.) But since
the equipment was unsatisfactory technically, the issue of command and control beca~e
moot with the departure ofthe test aircraft.19
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PHYLLIS ANN EC-47 ARDF aircraft
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PHYLLIS ANN was different. The equipment, mounted in C-47s; was good - just as
accurate as the ASA systems, but because of technical factors, the C-47s (now called EC­
47s) could shoot more DF shots in an hour than the Army aircraft. The Air Force Security
Service,activated the 6994th SS on 15 April 1966, at Tan SOn Nhut, to man the ARDF
positions. Soon they had detachments at Da Nang, Nha Trang, and Pleiku. A total of
forty-seven EC-47s were deployed to the theater.2o

When PHYLLIS ANN aircraft arrived in theater, the issue of control and tasking of
ARDF assets erupted into a three-cornered donnybrook. Seventh Air Force continued to
regard them as EW assets and demanded complete tasking control. Westmoreland was
equally insistent that all ARDF assets should be tasked centrally (i.e., by MACV). NSA
was willing to see central tasking in theater, but insisted that ARDF was a cryptologic
asset whose ultimate owner 'was itself. In the Agency's opinion, it had simply delegated
temporary operational control to the commanding general ofASA in 1961.21

By June of 1966, MACV had won the fight for in-theater control. EC-47s would be
tasked by a central ARDF tasking center called the ACC (ARDF Coordination Center),
collocated with Westmoreland's J2 in Saigon. Seventh Air Force continued the struggle
throughout the war, but it could not get support from even PACAF (Pacific Air Force) for
its position.22

The struggle for control went all the way to the deputy secretary of defense. In 1966,
Cyrus Vance ruled that ARDF was an EW asset and would be controlled by Westmoreland
through his J2. The victory was only temporary, however. Two years later, Deputy
Secretary Paul Nitze reversed Vance, holding that ARDF was 8".ctually a cryptologic
technique and that it would be placed in the CCP. In the meantime, the ARDF controversy
had spawned a compromise document, MJCS 506-67, an effort to cut the SIGINT Gordian
knot (see p. 475).23

Search and Destroy

Westmoreland's strategy was to get American troops out ofa defensive posture and out
into the countryside on search and destroy missions. This placed a premium on unit
mobility. The SIGINT support for these sweep operations consisted basically ofASA. tactical
units with small numbers of Morse positions, supplemented by low-level voice and short­
range DF. To this mix was added the ARDF fixes flashed from aircraft to the ABA units on
the ground and intercept from major SIGINT stations like Pleiku and Phu Bai. This
pattern, initiated in 1965 during the Ia Drang campaign, became the dominant system in
1966 and 1967, during the height of tactical operations.
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The ARDF control center in Saigon.

Shown In 1989, it was ajoint Army.Air Force facility.
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ASA tactical SIGINT units provided direct support for a bewildering number of military
operations during 1966. They came in all flavors: MasherlWhite Wing, Paul Revere,
Nathan Hale, John Paul Jones, Geronimo, Attleboro, and many more. One was like the
next.

An example was Paul Revere II, an operation in the Central Highlands in July and
August. SIGINT Slupport consisted largely of ARDF iIXes from aircraft that were, for the
first time, allocated, based, an~ flown in a direct reporting, close support role from the
command post of the supported commander.u The historical debate over the effectiveness
of Westmoreland's strategy should not obscure the significant contributions of SIGINT.

Some of the tactical oper~tionswere initiated based on SIGINT information, and most were
prosecuted using updated SIGINT.

A second type was the riverine operation. Used primarily in the Mekong Delta and
other low, marshy areas of the country, it was basically a waterborne search and destroy
mission. But the difficult terrain, and lack of large-unit VC operations, made riverine
'operations frustrating and largely ineffective. This went as well for the SIGlNT support.
Working with the Navy and Marines, ASA would deploy low-level voice intercept (LLVI)
and short-range direction finding (SRDF) teams on boats. Because of a lack of good
linguists, the LLVI teams were generally ineffective. The SRDF operations proved to be
no more successful on water than on dry land. Bearings were divergent and frequently
produced no intersection at all.25

Army Security Agency was willing to go wherever it was necessary to collect and
support. Sometimes units would be choppered to the tops of mountains.'One such
operation placed an intercept team on top ofBlack Widow Mountain, an aptly named peak.
in a remote corner ofTay Ninh Province at the Cambodian border. This was VC territory,
and it turned out to be one of ASA's most dangerous operations. As if enemy operations
were not enough, the weather was atrocious - winds as high as eighty knots, heavy rain,
low ceilings (which prevented helicopters from landing most of the time), and high
humidity that would destroy intercept equipment in short order. But after only a four-day
test cut short by hostile fire, NSA concluded that it was the only way to get Cambodian
I IvHF..air/gl'ound..eommu.n.i~.~.t!~!l:~..?:~~~~ ..!.r.~t.J:I:}eaving a TRS in the South
China Sea. Since TRSs were on the way out, Black Widow MounWIi..·was..on··the··way··in;..····EO

So in May 1968 the ASA team was back, this time supposedly permanently. 1 . 4. (c)

The second time around the team lasted two weeks. At that point, a VC attack killed
one ASA operator and wounded another, and caused numerous casualties to the collocated
Special Forces unit. The operation was'withdrawn by helicopter at the iust break in the
weather. 28
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Black Widow Mountain \
\

Another successful technique was wit:etap. NSA developed various wiretap systenls,
but they were uniformly dangerous to install. American or ARVN soldiers had to
penetrate VC territory (especially risky in Laos, where most of the landlines were), rn\d
the landline, attach the tap to the line, and get out of the way. The VC would periodicati>,
sweep the line, and early wiretap systems required the Americans or ARVN to stay in th~

vicinity and, when a sweep came by, hurriedly detach the tap and get back into the bush..
Later versions did not require a stay-behind person. Some taps looked like Vietnames~
insulators and thus would not be viewed as possible taps. Still later, the U.S. develope4
poles that could be dropped by helicopter into the jungle near a landline.28 \

Predictions \
~

The highest intelligence art form is prediction. One ofthe mostintensive activities in \
the war was the attempt to predict VC and NVA offensives - when, where, and how many. \

TOPSECREi UiViBRA

However, the value of operations
like Black Widow Mountain spawned
an effort to locate intercept equipment
on mountain tops and to remote the
signal to a safer location. That way,
only the equipment would be exposed. "
The effort, called EXPLORER, wa,s"::::>

developed at NSA in on~.jhf~'
months, wit ;OOnald
Oliver, and eing the
key players. The first EXPLORER

operation lasted for almost a year
before it was destroyed. But during its
lifespan it was highly.effective. In
ideal conditions ASA could intercept
the traffic from the EXPLORER system,
forward it to NSA for decryption, and
'have the decrypted text back in
country in some four hours.27
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But in 1964, concurrent with increased NVA involvement in the south, ASA began to
intercept Morse communications pertaining to VC military operations. As the Morse nets
expanded, NSA began to recover the velNvA military structure through traffic analysis.
The Agency ~dentified the formation offive new organizations: MR TTH (Military Region
Tri-Thien-Hue), NVA 3rd Division, B3 Front, Headquarters Southern Subregion, and VC
9th Division. The Binh Gia campaign at the end of 1964 showed the first extensive use of
Morse to set up and' coordinate a local campaign.so

From then on, through painstaking traffic analysis and DF, the cryptologic
community was able to discover communications patterns that indieated attacks. By 1967
it had become an a.rt form, and many NSA seniors contend that past a point (probably in
1965 or 1966), the SIGINT system predicted every major VC or NVA offensive. This
included date, point ofattack, and units involved.

Indicators varied from battle to battle but almost always included the activation of a
"watch net:' contingency communications which indicated that the headquarters would
soon deploy to a different location. Concurrently, a forward element would be activated,
and would establish communications with the headquarters, which, until it moved, would
become the rear element. It became important to locate the forward element and to track
the movement of the headquarters. At a point in the operation, it would disappear from
communications. When it reappeared, it would be in the area of the battle, and it would
then be critical to locate it, usually through ARDF.

Other indicators ~ould usually be present, including the use of unusual cipher
systems. changes in message volume, the appearance of operational planning messages
I I"indi.~~~~ons ofincreased intelligence collection, and heightened
logistics activity. Plain text and the"deer-y.p,tion of low-level ciphers were important, but
most of the work was done solely through ~"'~ombinatiQp." of ARDF and traffic analysis.
Greatly aiding this effort was the fact that the VC and NV1\"used..,th~ , I
throughout the war. The U.S. had the book completely recovered and used thls,to..la.~ntny i
the units involved.s1 ' J

lEO
11. 4. (c)

Infil~anon I

A second resounding SIGINT success was in tracking North Vietnamese infiltration on !
the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Until the fall of 1967, this was done through a combination of !
photography, SIGINT (primarily traffic analysis), pris~ner interrogations, and the like. It I
was a complex problem, which admitted ofno easy answers. The U.S. did not, in fact, have I
a good handle on infiltration. '

Then, in October 1967 RC-130 intercept 0 erators began picking up LVHF voice
passing logistics information. The messages emanated from Vinh,1..- ......
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a key logistics center on...tbe..TtaiI:'j~~·~··:~ve the DMZ. Most of the messages pe~~eJ to
I . rhich'NSA decided must represent groups ofinfiltrators on the '¥raiI. !

NSA eventually broke out the entire Trail group system and was able to Jeter~!me
with fair accuracy virtually every group moving onto the Trail, where it was ~~aded, ~nd

when it would probably ardve. Some of the groups proved to be specialists Jike medjics,
while others were simply combat soldiers, augmentees for an offensive or rep¥icement~for
casualties. Late in the war, infiltration numbers were assigned to integraX units rather
than individuals. The surprising bonanza came to be c!illed the "VinhWind~w."32 i

The Vinh Window was very big news. MACV now knew where the ~{ggest stratbgic
push would come based on projected au~entees to a given frontal area oimilitary re~on.
The White House thought it had unlocked the key to the magic door, an~ David McM~nis,
NSA's representative to the W~ite House Situation Room, spent jnuch of his ~ime
explaining the intricacies of trail groups. CIA cast aside much of ,its methodology of
determining infiltration numbers ana simply accepted the SIGINT nU~bers as virtuall~ the
final answer.S3 /!

. I I
In Asia, the ACRP program was swept up in a tidal wave of re,quirements relating to

the Vinh Window. The RC-135 unit which had only recently ~brme~ Iwas
pressed into premature service. The RC-l30 program, which w~s eliminated in: favor .of
the RC-l35s by the end of the year, was replaced in the fall ot 1968 by a new program
called COMFY LEVI, RC-130s with roll-on SIGINT suites for the ;back end. The Air Force
Security Service received authority to transcribe the most crit~al tapes in the aircraft an.d
downlink the information to the Security Service unit Sit Da Nang in midflight.
Untranscribed voic~ tapes began to pile upl ras demands overwhelmed
resources.Sol •

The significance of the Vinh Window could not be overemphasized. Every intelligence
agency adopted its own interpretation of the figures, and infiltration estimates varied to
some degree depending on what agency one listened to. CIA's counts were probably the
most accurate, but were not t~e only ones reaching the White House. The National
Indications Center, in a 1968 study of the phenomenon, stated that"... the SIGINT material
which is now available is not only of value for estimating the strengths of Communist
forces in South Vietnam, but also is a significant factor in assessing their future plans and
intentions.,,1llS
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The services had very few Vietnamese .---------..;....-------,
linguists, and those they had were little
better than school trained. In 1964
USAFSS requested authority to establish
native-born South Vietnamese as linguists
to transcribe voice tapes to be collected at
Da Nang in support of 34A operations.
After studying the problem, NSA
concurred with a Vietnamese transcription
operation, but established it, not at Da
Nang, but in Saigon. The DANCER project
(as it was called) was established in
January 1965, using 3rd RRU SABERTOOTH
spaces, with three South Vietnamese
linguists.38

iOPSECREi UMBRA

The Dancers

The eryptologic community in Southeast Asia had been overwhelmed with
Vietnamese voi~e long before the Vinh Window. The problem began in late 1964, when
the first voice intercepts began to flood the SIGINT system. What had been entirely a Morse
problem suddenly had a new dimension to it.

,
'\

\
\

\
\.
\

By May 1965, USAFSS was processing \

Vietnamese voice o££l I·nets. \,.
being collected by the ACRP program at .

Da Nang. The program in Saigon was I ~he-only.femaleD~~-;=:=::::::::::::~~::::~::::~::''':;EO
.not productive, partly because ABA could hear no Vietnamese voice fromthat:::}ocatfon. EO
Since Da Nang was the ground processing point for ACRP inter~!ilPtp.::it:wa§:a~~idedto move
the DANCER program north - ultimately it wo~.~.g....~p.:::at:::b6tltDa Nang and Phu Bai
(selected because NSA believedl ·········..·······"f01nID:unications could be heard from that

location>' DANCER recr~.its.··eame from the SABERTOOTH program and were vetted byI potitll'vietnameSeSIGINTOrganization.37
.

Originally employed to transcribe voice tapes, DANCERs eventually became qualified
in a wide variety of skills. They proved to be skilled at various traffic analytic recoveries,
and they were soon an absolutely essential asset to any SIGINT operation in South
Vietnam. By 1966, ASA units were intercepting LLVI communications and needed
DANCERs to go to the field with them. This effort became Project SHORTHAND. Because the
U.S. had run through the supply oflinguists available from the South Vietnamese SIGINT
Service, ASA, under SHORTHAND, obtained authority to recruit from other sources within
the South Vietnamese government.33
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The SIGINT Role in the American War

During the period of maximum American involvement on the ground, SIGINT
developed from an arcane. art form to a day-to-day bulletin on enemy dispositions. Most
commanders interviewed after the fact estimated that SIGINT comprised anywhere from 40
to 90 percent of their intelligence, depending on the availability of POWs. Every sizeable
unit deployment hadits ASA Direct Support Unit (DSU), which gave it access to ARDF
and a pipeline into the national SIGINT system. Many commanders used the information
for daily battle planning.39

A properly employed DSU thus became an essential resource. But it had warts. As in
Korea, the LLVI effort was sometimes fruitless because of the difficulty of getting good
linguistic support; an insufficiently trained linguist was sometimes worse than no linguist
at all. South Vietnamese linguists under the DANCER and SHORTHAND programs were
spread very thin and were often not available.

EO
1. 4. (c) Moreover, short-range DF proved a dubious asset, especially in the Delta, where there

..... were fewer targets. To the extent that DF was successful, it was generally ARDF.

.............. ARDF sometimes overwhelmed other intelligence sources. Tactical commanders used
......... it for daily targetting, and it became the primary source for targetting information in the

............ entire war. Used effectively, it was irreplaceable. But sometimes a commander would
........... blast a patch ofjungle just because a transmitter had been heard there.. The VC and NVA

........... eventually became skilled at remoting their transmitters, just because of such American
···t~ndencies. There was still no substitute for understanding the source.

······\L\nd much of the difficulty that the SIGINTers found themselves in stemmed from an
unappr~ciativeaudience. Very few commanders had any training in SIGINT. In the 1950s
it had be'e~ kept closeted, a strategic resource suitable only for following such esoteric
problems a:~ INow that it was "coming out of the
closet," a generation ofofficers received OJT under flfe.

Some did well; some not so well. For every example ofthe proper use of tactical SIGINT,
there was the opposite instance, where the source was either not believed or not used
properly. No intelligence source was so technically complex or so difficult for the layman
to understand. The lessons from the "American War" (1964-1968) were still being
absorbed more than twenty years later.

The Air War

The air war began with the daily bombing of the North in March 1965. Like the
ground waJ;, 'the air war was a messy business organizationally. It involved three different
air elements.
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Seventh Air Force was the largest component. It had six tactical fighter wings and a
tactic~l reconnaissance wing spread around Southeast Asia. Headquartered at Tan Son
Nhut, 7th AFhad a Control and ReportIng Post on a hilltop called Monkey Mountain, near
Da Nang. This was where command and control of tactical missions were executed. and
this was where Air Force Security Service chose to set up shop.40

In the Gulf was Task Force 77. a carrier task force belonging to 7th Fleet. The Navy
launched Rolling Thunder missions from the carrier decks. and it had its own control
authority, called Red Crown.41

The First Marine Air Wing. under III MAF, operated out ofairfields in northern South
Vietnam. Although used almost exclusively for close air support in South Vietnam, they
also flew some missions over the North.42

Finally there was SAC. The Strategic Air Command launched B-52 strikes over both
North and South Vietnam. flying out of Andersen Air Force Base, Guam; U-Tapao,
Thailand; and Kadena. Okinawa.43

In response, the North Vietnamese, with a third-rate air force and practically no
technological sophistication. had fashioned a competent if not overwhelming defense.
Proceeding from the visual observer stage in the late 1950s, North Vietnam had
introduced Soviet radar systems, and by the mid-1960s it had some 150 radar sites and 40
radar reporting stations. The North Vietnamese navy also had radar sites along the coast.
primarily to keep track of enemy ships. They had a small group of MIG-17s and MIG-21s
which they carefully husbanded. They also introduced hundreds of AAA 'sites across the
country and in late 19.65 begari installing SA-2 sites. American air strikes by no means

,went unimpeded."

F~shioningthe SIGINT Warning System - HAMMOCK /

Following the Gulf of Tonkin crisis. 7th AF (then called 2nd Air Division) re~i~sted
SIGINT support for air missions north of the DMZ. Security Service began Pla~Fng an

'EO 1. 4. (el
P.L. 86-36
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expansion of its unit at Da Nang (6924th SS, or USA-32) to provide some sort of Tactical
Report (TACREP) service.46

What developed initially was a system called HAMMOCK, which became operational in
December 1965. HAMMOCK consisted offive manual Morse intercept positions at USA-32,
copying North Vietnamese air defense communications which reflected MIG activity.
USA-32 could pass warning information to 7th AF when, and only when, the tracking fell
within the theoretical range ofAmerican radar. (There did not actually have to be a radar
located at the hypothetical point; the postulated existence of such a radar was enough,.)
The information was supposed to be validated at the Tactical Air Control Center (TACC)
at Tan Son Nhut, which would convert the SIGINT plot to a geographical coordinate and
then send it on to the Control and Reporting Post (CRP) at Monkey Mountain. The CRP
could warn the aircraft in jeopardy and would also pass the information via KW-26­
secured circuit to Red Crown in the Gulf.

If communications were down, USA-32 could go directly to a Security Service
detachment at the CRP, where the information was converted from the grid system and
passed to an uncleared CRP controller. This was much faster, but everyone was nervous
about security because there were so many uncleared people in the facility.47

Needless to say, this convoluted system was less than satisfactory. It relied, in the
iIrSt instance, on manual Morse tracking passed within the North Vietnamese air defense
system, which introduced a delay of several minutes. It was burdened by so many
communications relays and authorization authorities that it had little chance to get
anywhere in time. HAMMOCK plots generally reached someone who could warn a fighter
pilot anywhere from twelve to thirty minutes after the fact. The average time ofreceipt to
Red Crown was nineteen minutes. The Navy was profoundly unimpressed and chose to
rely on its on-board cryptologic detachments. The Navy operators had little experience
with North Vietnamese air defense systems, but at least they could warn within a few
minutes ofreal time.48 ' ,

Despite this, HAMMOCK was better than nothing. On 27 April 1966, the U.S. got its
iust conf1rmed MIG shootdown based on warning information provided by HAMMOCK. But
the requirement to check everything with the TACC in Tan Son Nhut got the Air Force
Security Service in the middle of a jurisdictional dispute between 7th AF and its
subordinate CRP on Monkey Mountain. Itwas not the right way to run a war.49

The ultimate answer was not. manual Morse tracking, anyway - it was intercept of
VHF air/ground communiCations by the RC-130 QUEEN BEE DELTA aircraft flying in the
GulfofTonkin. The ACRP often had the information that pilots needed to avoid being shot
down, or to do some shooting down themselves. Security restrictions, however, prevented
its use.

The cropper came in April 1965, when two F-105s were shot down by MIGs. The
orbiting ACRP had had information that would have been useful, and it was obviously
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Voice intercept operators atwork, USA·32
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imperative that a system be devised to incorporate their intelligence.

Pacific Security Region (the region headquarters for the Air Force Security Service)
had devised a brevity code that could be used by the ACRP back-end crew to warn pilots in
imminent danger, but it did not withstand COMSEC scrutiny. The only solution appeared to .
be a secure link between the ACRP and USA-32. A device called a URC-53 already
existed. Priority was so high that the installation and use of the URC-53 at Da Nang was
approved the same day it was requested, and the circuit was installed and operational
within a month.5O

But this was still not fast enough. General Moore, commander of 7th AF, proposed
putting his own controllers on the QUEEN BEE aircraft, clearing them, and having them
pass MIG alerts directly to Rolling Thunder aircraft, using the callsign of another aircraft
in the Gulf (COLLEGE EYE, an EC-12l) as cover. Reversing the normal procedure, Morse
tracking would be passed uplink from Da Nang to the ACRP. where it would be integrated
with the voice data. Moore's weapons controllers were flown to Bangkok (whence QUEEN

BEE flights then originated), and three days later the ACRP issued its fIrst MIG alert.51

Then Moore tried to get control ofthe ACRPs themselves. He felt this was necessary to
insure that there was always an ACRP aloft during Rolling Thunder missions. Here
Moore ran into a buzzsaw. The aircraft he wanted control of were national assets. NSA
successfully opposed 7th AF on this issue. Even PACAF refused to back 7th AF, stating at
one point that there had never been an instance when the ACRP had failed to respond to a
7thAF request.52

The autumn of 1965 brought a new threat - the appearance of SA-2 surface:to-air
missiles (SAMs) in North Vietnam. The North Vietnamese' began employing SAMs
against high-flying, nonmaneuverable targets like B-52s, while using AAA for the lower­
flying Rolling Thunder aircraft. To counter SAMs, 7th AF introduced a procedure in
which SAM activations acquired by the ACRP aircraft (now renamed SILVER DAWN) would
be passed to 7th AF (through USA-32), which would direct Iron Hand (SAM suppression
missions) against the offending SAM.

At this point SecUrity Service ran into an Air Force mind-set regarding the use of
intelligence that proved to be destructive of its own interests. Air Force doctrine was to
launch suppression only ifthe SAM site had been documented by photography, and 7th AF
refused to launch Iron Hand in cases where this had not been done.58

The Border Violation Incident

On 8 May 1966, Ii flight of RB-66s escor~ed by F4Cs strayed over the border into
Communist China and was attacked by four MIG-17s. One of the MIGs was shot down in
the engagement, which occasioned an impassioned diplomatic protest from the PRC. The
communists released photos ofthe downed MIG well north of the international barrier.54

RANDLI!; V'I-A 'i!>',)'"xm KEYHOI,E COMINT CONTROL SYSTEMS JOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS

547 'F9P SECRET l::JMBFtA

-- ----------



iOP SECRET tJMlitA

The off-course Americans should have been warned.
,

L-~:----~-~:--~-:--~--~-~~~~~~~o:--~----~ None, \
unfortunately, reached the American pilots. The Navy EC-121 that was supposed to act as \
a communications relay had aborted, and the warnings from Monkey Mountain went off \
~~~~ I

This incident led to a full-scale Pentagon investigation of command and control \ I

procedures in Southeast Asia. The "Pearl Harbor question" kept coming up - why, if \
SIGINT was available, wasn't it used? The proceedings, headed by Marine brigadier \
general Robert G. Owens Jr. were marred by mutual recriminations between the ;
SIGINTers, who were sure oftheir facts, and the operations people, who were determined to \
defend their pilots. 1

This claim was rejected by the full panel. In the \ \
"'e-n~d-,Se~c-r-eta-ry-o~f"'D-e~fe-n-s-e~M-c~N~a-m-a-ra--lre'ported to the president that ..this account, derived \ \

from communications intelligence, is unequivocal. A thorough review ofl I·.. \ \
I I-North...vietnamese..me.s.s.!i!,g~~ ...~~'y'~.~."~.~o significant discrepancies. . .. I am .:..<\\
convinced that our aircraft penetrated Chinese airspace··betoiiidh(WWerEn:l:ttacked··by-·the---..:::::;:~

56 ,EO
MIGs." 11 4 (c)

The Owens report laid bare the inadequacies of command and....contfof ~:~ the I . .
disjointed way that SIGlNT was introduced into the operational sY.:~tem~····Owensdemanded, f

and got, a thorough reorganization of the system in 'yietria~. Authority to control ...,:1
operations was summarily removed from 7th AF····itf..S;rlgon and placed where it should
have been all along, on Monkey Moun~in;" 'T'h~ Tactical Air Control Center (TACC) at f
Tan Son Nhut was cloned on the"'nio~tain and called TACCINS (North Sector). 'The I
control·facility on the }:noUrit;'i~ was upgraded from a CRP to.a CRC (Control and I

IRe1!!!mng ~~.andwas given two subordmat. CRPs at Udom and I I
The Owens report also recommended that 7th AF have operational control over the

ACRPs. This occasioned another huge fracas between the Air Force and NSA. The
Agency won again, partly because it could certify that the ACRPs were already as
responsive to 7th AF as they would be under that organization's direct control.58

During the Owens deliberations, it' became clear that factors other than operational
control affected ACRP capabilities. The biggest problem was fighter CAP (Combat Air
Patrol). Many ACRP missions were scrubbed because of lack of fighter CAP, or had to
abort in midmission because the fighters went home early. Following the Owens report,
JCS approved unescorted missions in the gulf at night (because of known North
Vietnamese reluctance to fly at night). As time went on, the rules were relaxed even
more.59
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The reforms permitted SIGINT to focus its input at one geographical point - Monkey
Mountain. This shortened the chain oforganizations through which a warning had to pass
and simplified the task of the SIGINTers in Southeast Asia. It did not, however. provide a
direct link-up between SIGINT and the operations people. That necessary step would not
come for another five years.

IRON HORSE

In 1967 the SIGINT system improved the speed of its support to air operations by a
quantum leap. The creaky manual system, HAMMOCK, was replaced by IRON HORSE, a
flashy new automated system which could deliver. information in seconds rather than
minutes. Designed by NSA, IRON HORSE simply linked the electronic output of an AG-22 ­
intercept position, through a computer, to a radar scope. Instead ofusing.a plot-tell system
for calling aircraft positions to the TACC or CRC, the computer would convert the grid plot
to a geographical coordinate and display it on a radar scope. An Air Force Security Service
analyst carefully selected the plots that were sent to 7th AF. Those that were passed went
into the BUIC II air defense computer at TACCINS and were integrated with radar plots
from the U.S. system. Plots from SIGINTthat went to the CRC, Task Force 77, and the
Marines had a unique signature that identified them as not derived from American radar.
USAFSS put a team of SIGlNT experts in the collocated TACC and called it the Support
Coordination Advisory Team (SCAT) - in effect, a CSG to help 7th AF interpret the data.
SCAT integrated manual Morse data as well as VHF reflections from -the ACRP, the
Navy's EC-121, and a variety ofother sensors.60

IRON HORSE decreased throughput time from twelve to thirty minutes to anywhere
from eight seconds to three minutes.61 1t was state-of-the-art and about as fast as Morse
tracking could be displayed.

IRON HORSE consoles, USA-32
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The introduction of SAMs into Vietnam complica~d the air warning picture. Special

airborne warning systems to detect the SAM-assoc~tedFan Song radars were thwarted
when the North Vietnamese introduced the tactic 9£putting the Fan Songs on lower powe~
except when they went into a track and 'destroy .mode. Navy engineers devised a counter
for this, a system that could intercept and DF v,firy low power signals. They'mounted these
systems on EC-121 airframes allocated to VQ~l for fleet support. The ELlNTcrews came
from the home squadronI I<"hile the four voice intercept operators were
supplied by USN-27 at San Miguel, Philippines.62

BIG LOOK was supplemented by WEE LOOK, an EA-3B fleet support aircraft outfitted
with ELINT positions. WEE LOOK was also used for threat emitter warning. Although the
EA3B was designed to operate from carriers, WEE LOOK did not because ofaircraft weight.
Like BIGLOOK, it launchedfrom land bases.88

.Weather and SAR Warnings

One obscure but vital SIGINTcontribution was weather. Early in the war, 7th AF flew
weather reconnaissance missions prior to operational launches, but it was an Operational
Security (OPSEC) nightmare. Weather reconnaissance was the surest indicator that the
North Vietnamese could have that a strike was imminent.

In 1965 NRV proposed to 7th AF that USA-32 at Da Nang begin furnishing "special
weather" information intercepted on North Vietnamese nets. Da Nang initiated a two­
week test and within a month had become the sole source of COMINT-derived weather
information on NorthVietnam. Special weather was relayed to Task Force 77 as well as
7th AF, and an Air Force historian, with pardonable exaggeration, called this perhaps the
"premier contribution" ofSIGINT in Southeast Asia.64

When the Air Force and Navy began losing pilots over Vietna~, SIGINT was once more
called in. A special program was designed for reporting indications (through VC or NVA
communications) of downed pilot locations and capture attempts. The reports, called
SONGBIRDS, were actually TACREPs, which went out at the noncodeword level to a wide
group oforganizations. Security SerVice averaged about ten SONGBIRD reports per month.
There was very little feedback on SONGBIRD effectiveness, although one historian
estimated that, because of the time required to translate the Vietnamese voice
transmissions, most SONGBIRDs did not arrive in time.65
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PURPLE DRAGON

President Johnson ••• expressed concerns over the number of aircraft being lost on Rolling

Thunder missions. Between January and September 1966, a total of228 f'u::ed·wing combat and

support aircraft had been lost during missions against North Vietnam. The question in

Washington was, did the enemy have prior warning or U.S. raids against North Vietnam? ..

The answer was yes, they did.

Stephen J. Kelley in PURPLEDRAGON: The OriginandDeuelopment
ofthe United States OPSEC Program

On Christmas Day 1969, a team of the First Infantry Division. on a sweep in Binh
Duong Province near Saigon (part ofOperation Touchdown), stumbled on an NVA COMINT
unit. They captured twelve of the eighteen people assigned along, with some 2,000
documents and the unit's intercept equipment. It was the COMINT "rmd" ofthe war.

NSA sent in a TAREX team to evaluate what the soldiers had found. The result
conflimed an earlier, and generally ignored, Agency assessment - that the NVA employed
4,000 to 5.000 COMINTers and that this was their chief source of intelligence. Their
intercept effort was targetted at ARVN and American communications, from which they
could do fairly sophisticated traffic analysis, DF, and even some cryptanalysis. Brevity
codes were especially vulnerable. But their main target was unenciphered tactical voice,
and the easiest pickings were from the U.S. Air Force.66

It was obvious from studying the Touchdown material that NVA COMINTers were a
source, probably the source, ofpredictive information on SAC Arc Light (B-52) strikes. But
the Defense Department knew that already.67

The story had begun in 1965. NSA had uncovered a communications net supporting
Chinese forces in Vietnam.I I
analysts noticed that some of the messages contained an unusual Morse character - a i
barred echo. They remembered tha~ ' ~sed this character to!
flag uncommonly urgent messages. On a hunch. the division ch~ef.1 I
suggested that they might compare barred echo messages with\~ollingThunder
operations. The result was a direct hit. The barred echo message appe~ed almost ever~
time a Rolling Thunder mission was flown over the northeast quadrant ot'~orthVietna$.
The PRC appeared to be obtaining predictive alerts on 80-90 percent of the 'n.ussions in t~e

. northeast quadrant.68 \\, i
At about the same time, NSA found that ground control station~ ... i I

were alerting air defense force~ las.,U!~ch as twenty-four hours in,advaP~
ofSAC photo drone"missions, called (at the time) Blue Sprmgs...,A.s a result, appro:tima,tely
70 percent of the dr~I:1es were being lost to hostile fire: A check ~ieXistingJ!:"~e ~~d,~ed

""......"".."..\~o 1. 4. (c)
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tha~ Ilf..~;;:;:.1:0nSAC reconnaiss.ncemissions as early as ~-
1965, and on Arc Light strikes, by late 1965.69

'\

NSA released its report in May \
i

1966. The effect was immediate and ...----------------..........,
dramatic. Within days, NSA analysts
found themselves standil?-g in the
Pentagon briefing four-star generals.
In August, after pulling together the
full story (ineluding indications of
foreknowledge of SAC operations),
General Marshall Carter briefed the
JCS and, later in the month, the
PFIAB.70

As a result, DIA was tasked to find
the problems and correct them. The
director, General Carroll, n.amed Rear
Admiral Donald M. (Mac) Showers to
head the effort. Showers put together
an interagency committee which
included NSA, the JCS staff, and the
SCAs. The group was divided into two
subcommittees, counterintelligence
and communications security.n

The counterintelligence group quickly concluded that the problem was enemy
infiltration, but they could come up with no good way to stem the outflow of information.
The COMSEC committee concluded that communications were the problem and that they
were probably closer to the truth. But in addition, the COMSEC group came up with a
methodology for investigating the problem and plugging the holes.72

The COMBEC committee adopted a multidisciplinary methodology for looking at the
problem in which all facets, including communications, would be studied. NSA had been
working on the methodology for several years, and the Navy had already tried it with some
success in surveying maritime operations in the GulfofTonkin (calle'd Market Time).78

The committee also borrowed from a COMSEC study of Are Light operations done in
1965, called the Guam Area Study. Althpugh the Guam study looked at the
communications ofall three services, it concluded that most of the insecurities came from
SAC communications. Traffic analysis of encrypted messages yielded much pre­
operations information, including probable launch times. They also discovered
voluminous plaintext voice by logistics people an hour before the launch. Finally, they
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found that prestrike weather flights twenty hours before launch were dead giveaways (as
they had been in World War 11). In July 1966, Admiral Sharp (CINCPAC) ordered a
broader COMSEC study ofthe problem, encompassing operations throughout the Pacific.74

The PURPLE DRAGON Task Force

The CINCPAC and DIA studies joined in September. Sharp agreed to adopt the
broader DIA multidisciplinary approach, and he named his J3 to head the effort. The new
study, called PURPLE DRAGON, would encompass Rolling Thunder, Arc Light, and Blue
Springs. Teams of experts would be dispatched throughout the theater. They would first
interview all people involved in the three operations. They would then observe the
operations, following that up with observations of support activities, including logistics
and intelligence. They would build a database for their information and would build three
prorlles: operations, communications, and counterintelligence. An NSA person, Robert
Fisher, served on the CINCPAC PURPLE DRAGON staff, and there was heavy infusion from
the SCAs, primarily for COMSEC monitoring.75 ' .

The fIrst PURPLE DRAGON study concluded in April 1967. It had a big impact on
operations in Southeast Asia, none more significant than Blue Springs. They discovered
that the major leak was the encrypted single sideband messages from Bien Hoa to Da
Nang prior to every mission. Using traffic analysis of that link alone, the team was able to
predict eighteen of the twenty-four missions. As an almost direct result of introducing
communications security on the link, drone recovery increased from 35 percent to 70
percent by November 1977.76

Arc Light was much more complex and harder to solve. One of the main culprits
proved to be the information fed to the Manila and Saigon air control centers. This
information was released all over Southeast Asia as NOTAMs (Notice to Airmen) giving
flight routes, altitude reservations, and the estimated time ofarrival at Point Juliette, the
aerial refueling spot, hours in advance of the nrlssion. SAC tightened up by curtailing
much of the information in the NOTAMs and by delaying that which was passed until a
time closer to takeoff.77

MACV had been passing warnings to villagers in the targetted area. This procedure·
was modified by simply declaring certain areas as free fire zones and discontinuing the
advance notification program.78

or the three, Rolling Thunder ,was the most difficult to plug. PURPLE DRAGON

investigators found that many of the enemy's sources of warning consisted of tactical
information obtained after the planes were launched. They determined that between 80
and 90 percent of the missions were being alerted, with an average warning time of thirty
minutes for Navy missions offthe carriers and forty-five minutes for Air Force missions

HANDLf} Vh\:'i'x\YNT KEYHOLE COMINT CONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NA110NALS

553 lap SEERET l:JMBItA



'FeP 5&CRU UMBRA

B·152

Air Force F-105 fighter-bombers on a Rolling Thunc;1.er mission
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from airfields in South Vietnam. EB-66s accompanied many of the missions' (those
expecting hostile rlI'e in particular), and those aircraft used distinctive callsigns. Rolling
Thunder frag (read "operations") orders were distributed to 120 different organizations,
and those in -turn often issued information that could be tied to the takeoff of bombing
missions. MACV cut down on the number oforganizations getting gratuitous copies of the
operations orders, and the Air Force changed callsigns for some oftheir operations.79

Much ofwhat needed to be done simply could not be because ofoutside factors. MACV
never did alter stereotyped operations (such as takeoff times, refueling points, and ingress
routes) sufficiently to confuse the North Vietnamese. Tanker operations remained highly
stereotyped throughout the war and in fact represented the most vulnerable aspect of
Rolling Thunder.80

ThePermanentS~ff

Following the initial blush of success, Admiral Sharp made a permanent place on his
stafffor the PURPLE DRAGON operation. He placed it in the J3 (operations) directorate, and
NSA assigned a permanentrepresentative (once again, Robert Fisher).81

There was obviously a need to educate people about the concept and about the
methodology and specific information that PURPLE DRAGON °uncovered. This generated the
first worldwide OPSEC conference, hosted by DIA at Arlington Hall Station in May 1968.
Following the conference, General Wheeler directed that all Unified and Specified
commands establish OPSEC organizations. He also created an OPSEC organization on the
Joint Staff. Meanwhile, OPSEC conferences continued annually and helped to focus activity
for the U&S commands. Cryptology continued to be a major player, and in 1988 NSA was
given the job of worldwide .OPSEC training under the newly published NSDD (National
Security Decision Directive) 298.82

'

The OPSEC concept in use in the defense department of the 1990s was largely an
outgrowth of the PURPLE DRAGON study. It was a significant factor in prosecuting the air
war in Vietnam, although neither it, nor anything else the United States tried in Vietnam,
was a panacea. The CINCPAC OPSEC'team would periodically resurvey operations in
Southeast Asia, and they found that, as the U.S. tightened up procedures, the North
Vietnamese would find another leak, and their warning time would float back up to where
it· had been. Like cryptology in general, OPSEC proved to be a constant struggle to stay
ahead.83
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Chapter 13
The Withdrawal

THE TET OFFENSIVE

Americans do not like long, inconclusive wars - and this is going to be a long, inconclusive war.

Thus we are sure to win in the end.

Pham Van Dong, North Vietnam'schiefnegotiator at the Paris peace talks

In Vietnamese history there are many Tets. Like the American Christmas, the lunar
New Year holiday is celebrated every year - one of the big events in the timeless cycle of
Southeast Asian civilization.

In American history there is only one Tet. It has become a synonym for defeat and
withdrawal, the beginning of the great unraveling ofAmerican power in the region. Like
many symbols, the characterization is desperately inaccurate in the military and
cryptologic senses, but generally true from the political perspective. That is why Tet 1968
symbolizes the deep fissures about Vietnam within American society.

The Planning

Ithas become generally recognized that the communist strategy in Tet was to mount a
sudden, massive assault, forcing the Americans to recognize the instability of their
alliance with the South Vietnamese government and to realize the difficulty ofejecting the
communists from their own country. It was to drive home to the Americans the long-range
impossibility ofsurmountinga determined adversary on his own soil. Some say that it was
a one-shot affair, but ~he weight ofevidence is against it. Although the North Vietnamese
leaders did call for a popular uprising against the Thieu government, there was no sense
that, nit failed, they had come to the end. They would simply continue the struggle. Just
as the~e would be lunar new years into the trackless future, there would be other times
and other Tets.

The tactic ofTet was to divert American attention to border areas, while building for a
major assault on the urban Populations. To do this, the North Vietnamese would have to
mount a major dry season offensive. By attacking in outlying provinces, Giap, the
Vietnamese general, sought to make them magnets for American units, then hit the
unguarded cities. He aimed for surprise, but he was confronted with the extreme difficulty
ofreadying so many people for such a herculean task without alerting the enemy.
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The Beginnings

The winter~springoffensive began, it is now believed, in September 1967 with a
surprise attack on a small Marine fire base located on a barren hill south oft~e DMZ near
the town of Con Thien. Westmoreland was delighted that.the North Vietnamese appeared
at last to be mounting major uni~level assaults. To defend Con Thien, he called in B~52

strikes, artillery, tactical air bombardment - anything at hand. Con Thien held.1

The next attack was planned for Dak To, a provincial town northwest of Pleiku in the
Central Highlands. But this time it was not a surprise. On 20 October the ASA station at
Pleiku picked up indications that the B3 Front had sent a detached element toward Dak
To, and two other NVA divisional organizations appeared to be concentrating in the Dak
To area. Three days late~ ~l'eferred··to"-"eombat·reconnaissance/j""aii"aImost·····"····EO1. 4. (c)

certain indicator ofoffensive action. Dak. To was immediately reinforced. Aerial bombing
in the area of an ARDF fix brought secondary explosions, and American units air-
assaulted a hill near the town, encountering heavy enemy resistance. The resulting battle
was one ofthe biggest ofthe war. It came to involve nine American battalions, an airborne
brigade, and over 2,000 air sorties. Roughly 1,600 NVA troops were killed by ground
action, and 500 more by aerial bombardment.2

SIGINT picked up other indicators of major developments. In Nam Bo, the southern
part of the country, changes to signal plans, accompanied by military reorganizations,
long-distance unit moves, and the use of tactical signal plans appeared to presage some
larger, ~ndermeddevelopment.3

The SIGINT indicators were accompanied by similar indications in captured documents
and rallier interrogations. Something was afoot, and U.S. military authorities in Saigon
had divined it by e~rlyJanuary 1968. On the 7th. Westmoreland cabled the White House
that

We think that the enemy made a major decision in September 1967 to launch an all-out effort to

8Iter the course of the war ... the ·Winter-Spring campaign which began in late October is

offensive in nature and exhibits a disregard for casualties heretofore unseen. It calls for

con~uousmilitary offensives by large and small units, and concurrent political efforts to stir up

popular revolt against the GVN [GovernmentofSouth Vietnam].'

But then, in one of the most infamous miscalculations in American military history,
Westmoreland focused his attention on the border areas. There, he believed, was where
the major blow would fall, with attacks in the cities serving primarily as a diversion to
military assaults on the exposed periphery.
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His assessment was supported by SIGINT indicators of a major buildup in the Central
Highlands (witness the assault on Dak To and the significant NVA concentrations still in
that area) and far to the north, in Quang Tri Province. One of his area commanders,
General Fredrick Weyand, did predict on 10 January that the main assault would come in
the urban areas. Weyand was in charge of III CTZ (III Corp Tactical Zone); which included
Saigon; so his warnings seemed to have something to do with his own responsibilities.
Westmoreland did not disagree with him; indeed, he made major changes in his defensive
and offensive deployments to support Weyand's defense of the Saigon area. Still,
Westmoreland continued to be concerned primariiy about the north and west.5

KheSanh

The largest diversion was at Khe Sanh. Located on the Khe Sanh Plateau in Quang
Tri, the northernmost province ofSouth Vietnam, Khe Sanh was a key point ifone were to
defend the area immediately south ofthe DMZ. Located astride major transportation links
in the interior, some distance from the coast, it bore a superficial resemblance to Dien Bien
Phu.

Beginning in November 1967, SIGINT began tracking the concentration of NVA units
in the Khe 8anh area. Two divisions began moving from the North into South Vietnam,
the first time two NVA divisions had ever moved simultaneously. This caught everyone's
attention and clearly pointed to Khe 8anh as the major battleground for the upcoming
offensive. Everyone believed it, most ofall Westmoreland. He began building up forces at
Khe Sanh in anticipation. Westmoreland believed that Khe Sanh was to be the Dien Bien
Phu ofthe American war, but this time the result would be reversed.6

The assault on Khe Sanh began on 21 January and did not end until April. It was
defended by the Marines, assisted by a small Marine SIGINT detachment ranging from
fourteen to twenty~four men. The MarinE! detachment had HF Morse, LLVI, short-range
direction fmding (SRDF), and access to the entire. SIGINT system. This included ARDF
support from the Air Force (EC-4,7s from two different programs) arid links to the NSG
detachment at Da Nang. Technical support was provided from USM-808 at I;'leiku, which
was collection management authority for the northern area. In addition, the ARVN had a
small SIGINT detachment at Khe Sanh which was duplicating what the Marines were
doing. When this was discovered, the American and ARVN SIGINT units were physically
combined, and the ARVN were employed as linguists to transcribe tapes.7..

The amalgamation was successful, and Khe Sanh became one of the great~st SIGINT

success stories ever. The ground unit intercepted NVA artillery ruing orders in time for
the Marines to get under cover. They also collected ground assault orders, and one
participant estimated that SIGINT predicted some 90 percent of aU ground assaults during
thesiege.8
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Hovering ARDF aircraft passed rlXeS on NVA units, and artillery tlre from Khe Sanh
was mostly directed from this source. Under good conditions, the elapsed time between
obtaining a tlx and "shells-in-the-air" was about ten minutes. At one point ARDF located
Hanoi's forward command element for the Khe Sanh action, and tactical air strikes
virtually obliterated it. COMINT was either the sole source of targetting information (30
percent ofthe time) or was married with other soUrces to produce what 7th AF intelligence
chief, Major General George Keegan, characterized as the "best target database in the
history [ofthe war]."g

Khe Sanh cost the North Vietnamese about 10,000 killed, as opposed to 500 Marines
dead.1o The level ofeffort at Khe Sanh, the time period it encompassed, and the casualties
the North Vietnamese were willing to endure indicate that it was a military objective that
stood on its own. Otherwise, Giap would have broken offthe encounter far earlier.

NSA and the Impending Storm

By mid-January, NSA analysts were becoming concerned. by NVA communications
trends. This agitation began to show up in items in the Southeast Asia SIGINT Summary.
One after another. the indications ofa major assault bobbed to the surface. Never before
had the indicators been so ubiquitous and unmistakable. A storm was about to break over
South Vietnam.ll

Then on 25 January, NSA published a baldly predictive report. Titled "Coordinated
Vietnamese Communist Offensive Evidenced in South Vietnam," it began in
unambiguous language:

During the pastweek, SIGINT has provided evidence ofa coordinated attack to occur in the near

future in several areas ofSouth Vietnam. While the bulk ofSIGINT evidence indicates the most

critical areas to be in the northern half of the country, there is some additional evidence that

Communist units in Nam Bo may also be involved. The major target areas of eneiny offensive

operations include the Western Highlands, the coastal provinces ofMilitary Region (MR) 5, and

the Khe"Sanh and Hue areas.

Details were most profuse in the northern areas, while Nam Bo got relatively short shrift.
This appears to have been because SIGINT was more voluminous in the north, rather than
~ attempt to steer the reader toward the idea that the north would be the major objective.
American SIGINT attention had always been focused on the northern provinces. where the
largest concentration ofAmerican troops was. Moreover. like the party organization itself,
communist communications structures in the south had always been looser and less
susceptible to intercept and analysis.12

The report was succeeded by a series o~follow-ups providing additional details as they
unfolded. The reports grabbed a lot of attention at MACV, and by all accounts. deeply
influenced Westmoreland's counte~assault strategy. He continued to beef up American
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units in the north and the Central Highlands. He also cabled the White House to
recommend cancellation of the Tet truce which was scheduled to take effect for the
duration of the holidays. He got a reduction in the number ofdays, but the truce itself was
in effect when the offensive began. According to political scient~stJamesWirtz, the failure
of the Johnson administration to cancel the truce in the face of overwhelming evidence
that a conflagration was imminent was one ofthe major miscalculations ofthe war.1S

'SIGINT product reports began referring to "N-day" and nO-hour," never-before-seen
terms which seemed to refer to attacks of unprecedented magnitude. On 28 January, an
NSA produ,:t report detailed the N-day for the Central Highlands - it was 0300 (local) on
30 January. The commonality of terms throughout the country clearly pointed to massive,
coordinated attacks. (This was the Ilrst of the NSA report series to be addressed to the
White House.)

MACV was ready, but the ARVN were not. They took the Tet holidays quite seriously,
and when the blow fell, were generally in a holiday mood and a holiday deployment. The
White House, too, seemed unprepared for what was about to happen. There was no mood of
crisis at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.14

The Storm

The difficulty ofcoordinating such an unprecedented offensive proved insurmountable
for the NVA; Some units in the Central Highlands attacked a.day earlY,on 29 January.
Pleiku and Kontum City, as well as smaller provincial towns, were assaulted in the early
morning hours, and the attackers were not finally thrown back until four days had
passed.15

The blow fell on the rest of the country twenty-four hours later. The coastal areas were
hammered with coordinated attacks on 30 January. The major provincial capital of Nha
Trang was occupied by the NVA for several days before being ejected with heavy losses.
Quang Tri City was also attacked, but the most devastating blow fell on Hue. On 30
January, ARDF showed major NVA units clustering outside the city, and the next day the
forces stormed into the city. American Marines finally completed the retaking of Hue on
24 February after a bloody struggle that left more than 2,000 NVA d~ad. The North
Vietnamese captured and executed many of the leading politicians in the city, a tactic
which caused them so much ill will that they pointedly avoided it in 1975. More than
3,000 civilian corpses were exhumed after the battle. It was one of the sorriest episodes of
thewar.16

In the III Corps area (including the Saigon environs), attacks opened on 31 January.
The largest assaults were against Saigon and the Bien Hoa-Long Binh complex, but
attacks also included Tay Ninh City, An Loc, and many others. Vietnamese Communist
forces entered Cholon (the old Chinese quarter) from the west, and a sapper battalion
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assaulted the presidential palace and the American embassy. Though costly and
unsuccessful, these attacks produced camera footage that horrified a nation and
undoubtedly produced the turning point in American attitudes that Giap was after.17

The Assessments

The postmortems began even before the last NVA troops were routed from Hue and
Saigon. CIA put together a study group, at PFIAB request, which included
representatives from NSA and all the other Washington area agencies. Maxwell Taylor,
the new PFIAB chair, requested that the DCI "ascertain to what extent, if any, our
intelligence services and those ofour allies were at fault in failing to alert our military and
political leaders of the impending large-scale attack on the cities and towns of SO,uth
Vietnam."18

The resulting study stated that
•.. communications intelligence was able to provide clear warning that attacks, probably on a

larger scale than ever before, were in the offing. Considerable numbers 0

'- ......enemy messages were read. These messages appeared in many areas ofSouth

Vietnam. They included references to impending attacks, more widespread and numerous than

seen before. Moreover, they indicated a sense of urgency, along with an emphasis on thorough

planning and secrecy not previously seen in such communications..• , The indicators, however,

were not sufficient to predict the exact timing ofthe attack.19

EO
1. 4. (e)

Aside from the last statement (invalidated by the N-day, G~hour warning that NSA issued
on 28 January), the DCI assessment seemed pretty accurate. COMINT did indeed serve as
the main predictive element in the intelligence puzzle preceding Tet. The sense of
foreboding that cryptologists felt throughout January 196B was transferred to MACV and
Westmoreland's staff.

That was about as good a prediction as could have been advanced. There was no
precedent for the scope and ferocity of Tet, because it was a unique event in the war. But
the military authorities in Saigon were as ready as they could have been under the
circumstances.

The sense of urgency did not appear to have penetrated the White House. This was
unusual in Lyndon Johnson's administration. He and his staff were avid consumers of
intelligence in general and SIGINT in particular. But they did not seem to have been ready.

What SIGINT was criticized for was not the fault of the cryptologists. Owing to the
concentration of SIGINT resources on the central and northern parts of the country, and to
the historical ineffectiveness of SIGINT in the south, the product reporting drew the
customer toward the northern and border areas. There were fewer SIGINT indicators in the
south, and SIGINTcannot report what it does not hear.
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What occurred was a phenomenon that became famous after the Battle of the Bulge in
World War II. SIGINT had only part of the picture, and intelligence analysts relied too
heavily on the single source. In hindsight, it is clear that too little attempt was made to
flesh out the rest of the picture through rallier interrogations, captured documents, and
the like. SIGINTbecame the victim ofitsown success. The lesson was a moral in all-source
analysis.

In a far greater sense, however, it did riot really matter. Westmoreland was ready for
the major attacks, and he successfully countered them. The NVA lost· 30,000 dead, an.
immense ,military blow from which it recovered very slowly. .Thestructure of the VC
insurgency in the south was shattered forever.

,The White House, however. had the job ofcountering the political blows. It did a poor
job of it, and the sense ofpanic and disorganization,was palpable.

THE WAR IS VIETNAMIZED

In the previous administration, we Americanized the ~ar; in this administration, we are

Vietnamizing the search for peace••••

Richard Nixon,1969

The President Pulls Out

Following Tet, the Pentagon decided that the time to win the war was now or nev:er.
General Wheeler, chairman of the JCS, sent Johnson a request for 206,000 more troops.
This demand created a crisis within the Johnson administration's inner circle. It would
require the call-up of reserves and would place the American people on an all or nothing
track in Southeast Asia.20

Clark Clifford, the new secretary ofdefense. suggested that he form a group which had
become known as the "Wise Men," long-time advisors to Democratic presidents. Reporting
in March, ten out of the fourteen recommended against an increase in troop strength, and
many felt it was time to begin a gradual disengagement.21

The Wheeler troop demands, and the resulting debates within the Johnson
adniinistr.ation, leaked to the press. The story played all through March. and. toward the
end of the month Robert Kennedy announced his candidacy for president. 'Johnson
announced that he would go on television March 31 to make an annomicement.22

In a historic speech delivered to television viewers from the Oval Office, Johnson
announced a halt to the bombing above the 20th parallel and the beginning of formal
negotiations with the North Vietnamese. Long-time Democratic stalwart Averell
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Harriman was named to head the negotiating team. And in a surprise, announcement at
the end ofthe speech, the president stated that he would not run again in 1968.28

For Americans, the war was only halfover from a chronological standpoint, and more
American soldiers were killed after Tet than before it. But the 31 March speech began a
new phase. The United States was beginning a military withdrawal and would henceforth
rely on negotiations to reach a peace accord.:U ,,'.

Vietnamization

, Almost immediately, the JCS set to work on a plan to gradually turn over military
operations to the ARVN. When President Nixon took over, with the avowed goal of
Vietnamizing the war, the JCS was already moving in thatdirection.

A formal plan to support Nixon's version of Vietnamization was rust dr¢ted in late
1969, following his Vietnamization speech. Called JCSM 42-70, it contained a cryptologic .
tab written by NSA in collaboration with the SCAs. It was coordinated with the
Vietnamese S~GINT service (then called the SSTB, or Special Security Technical Branch),
but it was never offered for the approval or disapproval of the South Vietnamese
government.25

NSA planned to turn over much of the SIGINT mission to the SSTB. In order to do this,
it would be necessary to both augment its numbers and increase its competence. It had a
long-range goal: "The RVNAF eventually will be c~pable of providing COMINT in
satisfaction orits military requirements generated by the ground war in RVN.,,26

At the time, SSTB consisted of about 1.000 people. three fIxed sites (Saigon, Can Tho,
and Da Nang), a small ARDF effort using U-6s, and a four-station DF net. It had no ELINT

mission. It had plans for a major, expansion ofits tactical capability, modeled after the.
ASA DSU concept, but as yet only one ofthe ten planned units was in existence.27
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In 1970, at the inception of the Vietnamization program"Ad"mir.a(Gayler
characterized the organization as "fairly effective" but in need9f.ce'r'tain ~anagerial and
technical improvements. The ARDF effort ~as "consider,abIYless tha,n's~tisfactory" and
the medium-range direction finding (MRDF) net ""as,<;n:~t accurate:" Still, he concluded
that "it is considered feasible for RVNAF to beabl~ within themf~t three years 'to cover all i
Vietnamese Communist communicati9ns:':" . ." Gayler felt the job was difficult but do- i
~~~/

The South Vietna~ese'si~~'NTsystem had bee~"~eaded byI r
since 1963. Dwa'~ considered by CIAJio"'be a strong point, especially in the area of
security. He ran a "tight ship," according'to a CIA evaluation, and as a result, the SIGINT

organization was a bUlw~c~rity, especially when compared with the porous South
Vietnamese government. Ljreported directly to the J7 element of the ARVN Joint
General Staff. COMINT was considered to he highly sensitive~ and SIGINT matters would
sometimes wind up in President'Thieu's office. 29

To support the Vietnamese military structure as NSA understood it in 1970, SSTB
strength would have to climb from ahout 1,000 to approximately 1,500 bodies. It would
add one fixed site at Pleiku, collocated with the ASA unit there. This would bring the
SSTB fixed sites to a total offour: Saigon, Can Tho, Da Nang, and Pleiku. In places like
Can Tho, SSTH operators would sit side by side with ASA operators in order to enhance
training.30

NSA maintained overall control of Vietnamization and established the training plan.
NSA instructors taught some of the higher-level training courses, but the execution of the
plan was decentralized. ASA and AFSS both got major training responsibilities.81

ASA was given responsibility for training the SSTH ground COMINT effort, including
the ten tactical units. A team of advisors was attached to each of the units, called DARR
(Division) and CARR (Corps) Advisory Radio Research units.32 Regarding ARDF, NSA
decided to turn over twenty EC-47 ARDF aircraft to the ARVN. Thus, to AFSS would fall
the responsibility for ARDF training.33

Vietnamese SIGINT communications security had to be improved. NSA initiated
Project LACEBARK, which would upgrade crypto gear. The new COMINT network would
internet the four fixed sites, EC-47 unit, and the tactical units.34

This was part of a larger project to upgrade South Vietnamese military
communications in generaL NSA intended to get rid of the obsolete Python tape system.
The KL-7 off-line crypto equipment would be provided to RVNAF crypto nets. M-209s, of
World War II vintage, affording minimal security, would be provided to the National
Military Police, while NESTOR secure voice equipment would be provided to selected
RVNAF combat units.35
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Nixon did not wait to see the results of the Vietnamization program. In,/~arch 1970 he
announced a phased withdrawal of 150,000 U.S. troops over the course if the next year,
despite the anguished protests of General Abrams,·who had succeeded/Westmoreland at
MACV. The next year the president ordered the removal of anothel100,OOO, and this
continued until, by the beginning of the 1972,Easter Offensive, th~~e were only 95,000
American troops in Vietnam, ofwhom only 6,000 were combat troo~~~S6

This rapid withdrawal schedule was not reflected in the ~iGINT plan. The 1970
cryptologic Vietnamization plan showed a phasedown from 8r500 cryptologic spaces in
Vietnam in 1970, to 6,654 in 1973. The secretary of defense ,¢ommented to the JCS that
the cryptologic levels did not seem in concert with the presieJ~nt's ideas about the pace of
Vietnamization. It became characteristic of the cryptologi~lposture that it trailed rather
badly behind the removal ofcombat troops. This undoubt~dly reflected the long lead time
required to get SSTB up to speed, in people, equipment,/ilnd expertise. Despite Admiral
Gayler's initial guarded optimism, NSA and the SCA'lall expressed ambivalence about
the' long-range capability ofsSTB to do thejob.37

//

American Special Operations /'/

.The slowness of the cryptologists to departlas reflected in the continuing vitality of
American SIGINT operations in the theater. ,,.()ne manifestation was SIGINT support for
Task Force Alpha. .l/

Task Force Alpha. or TFA. was orl!~b.ized by 7th AF in the spring of 1968 and
positioned atl . Jits mission was to gather NVA'infiltration data
from such sources as ,IGLOO WHITE (the electronic sensor system in Laos) and SIGINT. A
primary source was infiltration communications collected by the Re-135 in'the Gulf of
Tonkin. This information was downlinked in near-real-time to a special USAFSS unit
collocated with TFA. This unit also had available SIGINT collected by EC-47s from the
ARDF unit, as well as information from USM-7 at Ramasun Station.s8

Task Force Alpha, with its unexcelled access to the key intelligence systems targetted
on the Trail network, was very successful. In the summer of 1968 it even directed aerial
bombardment of the Trail. Although this authority was pulled back to Tan Son Nhut at
the end of the summer, the long-range effect on the cryptologic community in the theater
was considerable. It began a shift ofcryptologic operations into Thailand and an increased
focus on using SIGINT to try to choke off infiltration; rather than on supporting American
ground combat forces. It was in line with the direction that the war was going:'l9
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Anothe~",spe;~:l operation was COLLEGE EYE, an EC-121 that flew :~t-ofD
I ··lCOLLEGE EYE was an airborne radar station that was used to extend American
radar coverage farther north. It was also used as a communications relay so that Monkey
Mountain could still talk with its aircraft outside VHF communications range.40

Aboard the COLLEGE 'EYE aircraft were four SIGlNT positions, codenamed RIVET GYM. ,

Manned by USAFSS, the positions were used for COMINT tactical voice intercept. SlGINT

was passed directly to the on-board controller. who correlated it with the information that
he got off his radar scope. Thus he knew not only where the North Vietnamese fIghters
were, but what they were saying to their ground controller.41

In the Gulf, the Navy was going its own way on SIGlNT. The larger vessels had small
afloat detachments for direct SIGINT support. Among other things, they all copied North
Vietnamese Air Defense nets. both radar tracking and VHF air/ground voice, to provide
support to Task Force 77 air operations. At any given time there were four or fIve such
'detachments, each operating independently.42

In 1969 the detachments were internetted under a project called CHARGER HORSE.

Through the net they began exchanging information. This allowed them to divide up the
responsibility for air defense monitoring so that they weren't all copying the same nets,
and to intercept lower level NVA air defense communications to reduce the lag time by
several minutes. The information, which included both air defense tracking (considered
sanitizable) and VHF voice (not sanitizable), was exchanged over the Naval Tactical Data
System.

A second naval operation was called FACTOR, which was an attempt to use SIGlNT to
stop North Vietnamese maritime infIltration. It had a long history behind it,

FACTOR'S story stretched back to 1962. In November of that year NSG fIrst isolated a
communications net that supported NVN maritime infiltration. The North Vietnamese
called it Group 125, and its mission was to load war material aboard steel-hulled trawlers
and run them down the coast to South Vietnam. The trawlers would stand off in
international waters until they felt they were not being watched, then dart into the coast "
to unload the goods.

At the time the cryptologic ,community was simply following the operation in SIGINT;

no attempt was being made to tip oft' any counterinfiltration operations. But the longer
they listened, the less activity they intercepted. and by July 1966 they had completely lost
continuity on Group 125 communications. NSA suspected that the vessels had been
diverted to other operations, particularly escorting combat vessels to and from China.
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Mter the 1968 bombing halt, Group 125 went back to maritime infiltration, and by
November 1968 NSA had again isolated communications from a net that eventually
proved to be continuity of Group 125. By 1970 maritime infiltration represented a
significant problem, and NSA decided to see what it could do about designing a SIGINT tip­
off system. A special position was deSIgned under a new project, called FACTOR. The
equipment maximized intercept of ground waves from the frequency range used by the
trawlers, the equipment, was sent to Cam Ranh Bay, and from there it was loaded.aboard
two P-3s being used for "Market Time," an interdiction operation.

Success was immediate, and the P-3s intercepted trawler communications on their
iust mission. NSA designed a tip-off system to flash the, intercepts to Market Time
operations. A CIA assessment later in the year' waxed poetic about the success that
Market Time was having, at least partly a result of improved SIGINr support.43

The Cambodian Incursion

In the long story of the Vietnam War, one military foray stands virtually alone in the
extent and consequences of its failure. The Cambodian incursion was an unmitigated
disaster.

The seeds of that failure were in the unstable political situation in Cambodia. The
Cambodian leader, Prince Norodom Sihanouk, had lacked the political and military will to
keep out NVA forces, which used the eastern section of his country virtually at will as a
logistics and infiltration base. In March 1970, his chief lieutenant, General Lon Nol, and a
.coterie ofhis Army supporters overthrew him.44

While all this was going on, Richard Nixon was considering what to do about NVA
domination of sanctuary areas in Cambodia. In February 1970 he authorized a secret,
bombing campaign which would target NVA base areas in Cambodia.45 Although
supposedly secret, the bombing became known to many American correspondents in
Vietnam. In May a New York Times reporter, William Beecher, officially revealed it.
Nixon's reaction was rage, and he directed that the source of the "leak" be discovered. He
ordered :wiretaps on suspected journalists and eventually on White House staff members.
Thus began a pattern of White House paranoia which led eventually to Watergate. It
started with Cambodia.

The pro-Western Lon Nol was no sooner in power than he iaunched his own campaign
to evict the NVA and VC from Cambodian soil, and this was followed by a plea for aid from
abroad.46 The White House responded almost immediately, announcing in late April that
the U.S. would provide military supplies and advisors to the new Cambodian
government.47
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On 30 April Nixon announced to a stunned American public that American troops had
crossed the border into Cambodia in hot pursuit of NVA forces. The press denounced the
move as a virtual renunciation of peace talks begun earlier by President Johnson.
Demonstrations erupted, and on 4 May panicked National Guardsmen fired into a group of
students at Kent State University.48

The incursion took three directions: one in the Central Highlands (Binh Tay, Peace in
the West), another in the central border area around the Fishhook and the Parrot's Beak
(Toan Thong, Total Victory), and the third in the Delta area (Cuu Long, Mekong River).
American forces were heavily involved in the first two, hut the only support rendered to
ARVN in the Delta was riverine.49

The SIGINT ca abilit a ainst Cambodia was 000.

. This began a frantic few days of planning and assembling resources. Ultimately, an
extensive network of ASA DSUs deployed, including sixteen intercept teams and various
higher-level organizations. Low-level voice interce t was of greatest value, but Morse
proved almost worthless.

ABA instituted a complicated courier service which included helicopters to get the
traffic back to Quan Loi, where it could be forwarded electrically to Bien Hoa. In June,
ASA deployed a team (with the interesting title RATRACE) to Quan Loi to process the take
and return it to the units in Cambodia. This eliminated the requirement to get the
materia:! back to Biep. Hoa.52

The most famous (or infamous) event of the incursion was the attempt to "get
COSVN." Long known as the Central Office, South Vietnam, COSVN served as the
VCfNVA headquarters in the south. Situated just across the border from Tay Ninh
province, its location was fixed daily by ARDF. It moved occasionally, usually to get out of
the way of B-52 strikes (which, as we know, were predicted with great accuracy by the
NVA intelligence people), and repeated air strikes over the years had never succeeded in
doing any effective damage.~

Creighton Abrams wanted to "get COSVN." He had the ARDF fixes, and now he had
the authorization to invade Cambodia. The timing seemed right. Whether the attack on
COSVN was a primary objective ofthe incursion or an afterthought is no longer clear. But
the press got hold of the COSVN story, and it became common knowledge to the American

....... Collection was done from a dispar:te grOUP of sites ranginf from ABA
.' sites at Ramasun StatiO'.Jl.....~~...P..leiku. to··1 . _ . USM-7 at

............................. .......~~~~§~n.wa&-the'PrlnCipal in-theater processingsite. 0

E:§:::::· ··· · ··· ·..·.. Unfortunately, the planning for the incursion excluded the SIGINT system, allegedly

1 . 4. (c) for security reasons. The first word came to ABA lieutenant colonel James Freeze.
EO commander ofASA's 303rd RRB at Long Binh. Freeze was tipped off on 28 April only two
1 . 4. (d).. days before the operation began, by the G2 oflI Field Force Vietnam (FFV).51

, ...•......••. , .
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people. At that point, pressure from MACV to locate and overrun (or at least bomb)
COSVN became considerable.54

SIGINT was mobilized. Ground positions placedCOSVN communications on cast-iron
coverage. AROF flights over Tay Ninh and eastern Cambodia darkened the skies. But the
military system moved too slowly. COSVN was able to evade every B-52 strike and every
ground maneuver. Abrams complained that he could have gotten CO~VN had he not been
forced to use the slow-moving ARVN 5th Division instead ofan American unit.55

But the fact was that MACV still did not fully understand the vagaries of SlGlNT.

SIGINT advisors explained again and again that they were only fixing an antenna and that
the transmitter, to say nothing ofthe headquarters itself, could be miles away. Moreover,
the military targetting system seemed inflexible - SIGINT reports that COSVN had pulled
up stakes from location A and was now at location B were not enough to get a strike
cancelled or diverted. American bombs tore up miles of jungle, and ARVN troops
floundered through a trackless quagmire of Cambodia in pursuit of~OSVN. They never
caught up with the headquarters, which moved safely to central Cambodia ahead of the
advancing Allies.56 -

The best they ever did was to capture supplies.. In early May, an ARDF IlX located a
base area of COSVN known as "The City" because of the extensive logistics depot
suspected to exist there. Aeting on this intelligence, an ARVN Unit struck the complex
and captured a vast store ofmaterial. It was enough to set back NVA offensive plans for a
definable period of time. But it wasn't COS~.57

The incursion was a limited military success. American and ARVN troops proved
capable of capturing any territory that they really wanted. But the long.:range results
~ere disastrous. The U.S.lARVN forces drove the NVA deep into Cambodia; where the
NVA set up shop. By mid-May the major Cambodian provincial capital (and choke point
on the Mekong) of Stung Treng fell, and within a month the NVA held every province in
northeast Cambodia. Using this as a base of operations, their Khmer Rouge communist
allies began an offensive against the Lon Nol government which ultimately led to the fall
of Phnom Penh in Apri11975, and began the great Pol Pot reign of terror. Few operations
inAmerican military history had such dismal consequences.
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The 2~th Inf8J1try Division heads into Camhodia, May 1970.
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LamSon 719

By early 1971 Creighton Abrams was becoming concerned about evidence pointing to
a major NVA offensive during the 1972 dry season. The administration, as well, was
concerned about the political consequences of a possible ARVN defeat so close to the
November 1972 elections. Thus originated Lam Son 719, an attempt to invade Laos and
disrupt the NVA logistics system that was being used to funnel record numbers of troops
and supplies into South Vietnam.58

As the Americans had correctlyjudged NVA plans, so too the NVA intelligence system
sniffed out the American and ARVN plans for a preemptive strike. As early as October
1971, NSA reported that NVA communications were showing a heightened concern for the
area that the ARVN planned to invade. Through November and December, NSA
reporting showed increased NVA defensive measures along the Trail. Moreover, SIGINT
was showing increased infiltration into the areas targetted for invasion.59

Lam Son 719 was another disaster. The ARVN troops fought through to their major
objective of Tchepo~e in Laos, but the going had been very tough and the troops were
exhausted. Moreover, there was nothing remaining in Tchepone for them to take
possession of. In the end they simply retreated. The retreat became a rout as large-scale
NVA forces (shown by SIGINT to be massing for a counterattack) descended on unprotected
elements ofthe retreating army.60

SIGINT showed once again how flexible the Trail system had become. As the NVA lost
sections of the Trail, J-t simply diverted shipments to other sections not under ARVN
control. In the end, Lam Son 719 scarcely interrupted the flow, and the NVA spring
offensive of1972 went offwith hardly a hitch.

The Son Tay Raid

Son Tay, the infamous attempt to rescue American POWs, rescued no one. As a
military operation, however, and as a way to set up SIGINT support, it was exemplary.

Planning for the 1970 raid. began in April. The SIGINTsystem was brought into the
picture in August, which gave it time to react (as opposed to the Cambodian incursion,
which did not). As briefed to a handful ofcryptologists who were initially cleared for the
operation, it would involve a wave of helicopters flying at low level to the prison camp at
Son Tay, twenty miles northwest of Hanoi. It would also involve the participation of a
diversionary attack by a naval force in the Gulf, along with combat air patrols, fire
suppression aircraft, and various logistics flights. 61
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Triple Canopy Jungle

under aerial IU'e during the Cambodian incursion
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Brigadier General Manor, the overall operation commander, requested that SIGINT

give him the best ingress and egress routes from Takhli AB, Thailand (whence the raiders
came), and apprise him of all NVA capabilities to interfere with the operation. The NSA
representative to Manor's staff was Lieutenant Colone~ I.~e chiefof Pacific
Air Defense Analysis Facility (PADAF) in Hawaii. PADAF's job was to ao just that sort of
analysis, andI . lpe.~ple wrote a series of reports detailing to M~~or the precise
route that should be followed>'W:~rking with NSA analysts,I ~e()..,le·concluded
that if Manor used their suggeste(f·ro.qte and went in at night, the NVk.~6~ld have no
capability to interfere.I ~Il(~is"PeQP!~ were right, and the raider~\~~.tered and
exited virtually undetected.62 . . \

I . Iput.~.~~~her a complex netwo;~·f~r··sl~;~::sup~.rt. Working wit~\~~~fle he
could not clear for the"·pI'oject...b.e assembled RC-135 coIleetiQri;··C.QLLEGE EYE asset$~. and
monitoring support from units aii"ovei,..the..p~~~c theater. H~'lOok:::extr~ordinaryO~EC
measures. His biggest problem was that the Rc·~i3·5"In.ission...~ould h~ve·t~:n.y ..@.t night)~t
a time when SIGINT reconnaissance missions neve~ flew in tl~e"(lulf~"....He...s~iv~d::th!;lt bY~..
scheduling several nighttime missions in the weeks before the raid so th;t"'tne,,·N6r.th,:::\
Vietnamese wouJd get used to seeing them there. 63 ·:::~~:'ip .L. 86-36

I Jhimselrflew·to..Da..N~g·t~ ..;;;~h..~h~..~;~ration unfold. He had an Opsc~m~ I
link that began at Da Nang and was routed through NsA and ultimately to the Pe~t8.gon.. i
On the other end of the link was Milton Zaslow, the NSA representative who kept/the JCS I

. apprised of the raid's progress as reflected in SIGINT.64 .....-/ j
As the raid unfolded, it was being monitor~d by a select group in the ~.r"~~onal Military I

Command Center headed by the ~ecretary of defense, chairman of ~h6 JCS, and certain I
. three- and four-star officers. As Zaslow was briefing the group on .NSA activity in support I
. of the raid, an officer broke into the room and announced that G.e~~ralManor had declared i

a MIG Alert. Everyone turned to Zaslow, who had just st?-t~d that there was no threat I
from MIGs. ........- !

Zaslow stood his ground. "No MIGs," he said....Ii~··spent avery uncomfortable five I
minutes as the as~embledPentagon generals stared at him, wondering how he could be so I
sure. Zaslow knew that intensive SIGINT an~ly~is had identified all North Vietnamese I
night-qualified MIG pilots and at what ai$ld they were spending the night. Moreover, i'

Zaslow's communications withl ~ere the fastest at the Pentagon, an~ I
was reporting no MIGs, based on continuous monitoring of those airfields. Zaslow stuck to
his story. A few minutes later another courier burst into the room crying, "Cancel MIG
alert." Zaslow had been vindicated, and everyone breathed easier.65

HAND

Te, Sl!eRI!T tlMBItA

NT CONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY

NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIO

578



lOr SECReT UMBRA

NSA's assessment was confirmed completely, and the SrGINT system worked as well as
it ever had. No one ever found out for sure why the prisoners had been moved before the
raid, but one HUMINT report said that about a month before the raid a Caucasian journalist
ha,d visited the camp and stated that the prisoners were moved immediately afterwards.
Perhaps the North Vietnamese were "spooked" by the visit.66

. The Easter Offensive

Lam Son 719 did little to slow down NVA plans for a great spring offensive in 1972.
NSA infiltration figures from the Vinh Window showed an unprecedented flow of supplies
and a massing of forces in the border areas such as had never before been seen. For the
(JIst time, intelligence showed NVA tank concentrations in the south, pointing to the
employment ofconventional forces in an attempt to overthrow the Thieu regime.67

As the classic srGINT indicators. mounted, NSA reporting became more and more
specific about the timing and objectives. When, at the end of March, the offensive rurally
broke, it had been more than seven months in the ofImg. This only increased its fury. The
NVA concentrated on the areas thought vulnerable prior to Tet 1968 - the Central
Highlands, Quang Tri Province, and the border areas near Cambodia in MR3. There was
no. comparable assault on the cities, no appeal for mass revolution. This was a
conventional attack with tanks and artillery. The ARVN barely held, but in the end it
looked like another Pyrrhic victory for the NVA.. They lost 50,000 troops, almost as many
as did the United States during the entire war. The attack failed all around.68

Nonetheless, it appears to have fallen on an unprepared Nixon administration.
Several knowledgeable historians claimed afterwards that it was an intelligence failure.
George Herring was extreme, stating that "American intelligence completely misjudged
the timing, magnitude, and location of the invasion," 'Seymour Hersh, who is usually
right, wrote that the offensive was so long delayed that the White House was focused on
other things, and that Nixon claimed that the Pentagon withheld information frQm them.
There is no SIGINT evidence to support the "surprise" hypothesis - perhaps there is other
evidence.69

TEABALL

One result of the Easter Offensive was the resumption of the air war. In early May
1972, Nixon ordered the bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong in an operation the Pentagon
called Linebacker. Immediately, waves of B·52s roared over tJ:1e North. It was the most
intensive air bombardment oftha war.70

-But the operation proved costly. The North Vietnamese adopted a new defensive
strategy. Eschewing SAMs {which had proved ineffective and fratricidal in the face of
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American countermeasures), they launched pairs ofMIGs. The MIG pilots would home in
on one ofthe flights ofB-52s, would execute a single high-speed pass, launch missiles, and
turn tail for home. By the first ofJuly, the U.S. had already lost eighteen. aircraft to such'
tactics, with "only" twenty-four MIGs destroyed. The virtually one-to-one kill ratio had
General Vogt, commander of7th Air Foree, looking for new tactics.71

It had long been the desire ofthe cryptologic community to pass MIG warnings directly
to threatened pilots. The Air Force Security Service had set up a variety ofoperations over
the years, but all the warnings had had to pass through the filter of TACCINS, unless
extraordinary circumstances intervened. Every request to pass warnings directly to
operations people had encountered the implacability of the director of Air Force
intelligence, General Keegan.

In 1967, Security Service had informally suggested a mechanism for passing warnings
directly to operations, but Keegan would not hear of "raw SIGINT" going to a pilot. Two
years later, the NSA representative to the Pentagon proposed a similar operation, only to
have the idea die in stafimg channels, once again a victim of turf protection. It appeared
that direct warnings would never get through the bureaucratic thicket and that the Air
Force would not get anything similar to what the Army already had from ARDF - tactical
warnings passed directly to operations people.72

The Linebacker losses proved the undoing of the intelligence empire. In early July,
General Vogt appealed to General Ryan, the Air Force chiefofstaff, for a new approach to
the intelligence warning system. Ryan called Admiral Gayler, who already had the
solution in his pocket. (It was the same solution that had died in staffing a year earlier.)
He sent a team of SIGINT experts to Saigon, headed by Delmar Lang, who had been
instrumental in devising a solution to a similar problem during the Korean War (see p.
49).

Lang knew that Vietnamese voice communications revealed the takeoff of the MIGs
and that the North Vietnamese controller revealed which B~52 sortie would be targetted
(the so-called "Queen for a Day," after a 19508 radio quiz show of the same name). He also
knew that the SIGINT U~2, called the I I·....~.~s interce tin those
communications and that the interce t 0 rators were sittin at the .....

He recommended that the takeoff"a:nd...t.argetting \
"-inf1-o-r-m-a-t-io-n-be-pa-s-s-e-d-t-o-a-c-o-U-oc-a....lted 7th Air Force controller, who would alert···the...A.ir \

Force defensive patrol in the Gulf. When the MIGs arrived, theoretically the F~4s wo.':!i~;;)EO
be waiting for them.73 He called the operation "TEABALL." :::::::~::....... 1 . 4. (c)

Vogt established a new Weapons Control Center (WeC) in_~.y..an ..ad~gh~·~ext to
the vans housing the dc:»wnlink for thel . ~-operations. Security Service
operators had a hotline from their intercept van to the wce, where the information would
be melded with other sources. In practice, SIGINT was 'virtually the only source of
information, and AFSS linguists populated the wec, sometimes passing information to
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the pilots when weapons controllers were not available. It was the kind of direct
involvement in the air war that the SIGINTers had wanted.74

The TEABALL operation got offto a slow start because of communications problems and
lack ofmanning on the 7th AF side. But Oll 28 August, eighteen days after being declared
operational, TEABALL got its first MIG kill. By the time Linebacker was cancelled on 15
October, American pilots had shot down nineteen MIGs while losing only five of their own.
TEABALL was given credit for helping to vector U.S. pilots on thirteen of those nineteen
kills.75

TEABALL became caught up in interservice rivalry. The Navy had its own control
operation in the Gulf, a ground-controlled intercept (Gel) ship known as Red Crown (for
its VHF callsign). Red Crown was supported by NSG afloat detachments, which claimed
to be able to in~rcept MIG voice tracking on a more timely basis. Some of the MIG CAP
operations got tangled up in jurisdictional disputes between the WCC and Red Crown, and
it was not clear which could provide the more timely warning information. The dispute
was untangled in a joint 7th Air Force - T~ 77 meeting in mid-September, at which a
compromise over control of fighter CAP in the Gulf was worked out. The WCC/TEABALL
operation relinquished control authority in certain situations, but not in others.78

When, on 13 December 1972, Le Duc Tho, the North Vietnamese negotiator, walked
out of the peace talks, Nixon turned to the B-52 operation again. This time the raids,
under the name Linebacker II, were not confronted with MIGs, which had been chastened
by the new American tactics. The North Vietnamese went back to using the less-than­
effective SAMs. One B-52 was lost, but it has never been shown that ·it was a SAM kill.
Lacking MIGs, TEABALL wasn't needed.77

Linebacker II was the most intensive aerial bombardment of the war. More than
36,000 tons of bombs were dropped, and though American pilots went to extraordinary
lengths to avoid population centers, as many as 1,600 civilians may have died. Nixon and
Kissinger claimed that it forced Le Duc Tho to return to the negotiating table. Soon
thereafter the truce agreement was signed.78

The U.S. Moves out ofVietnam

The cryptologists were still very active in Vietnam. There had been some cha~ging

around of people and positions; as some cryptologic operations' got bigger, others got
smaller. One technique that prospered late in the war was remoting. After the early
·trials on Black Widow Mountain and others (see p. 536), NSA brought in permanent gear
in a remoting system called EXPLORER. EXPLORER I, consisting of four VHF receivers, was
placed on a hill near Phu Bai in June 1970. A year later it was destroyed to prevent
capture and was succeeded by EXPLORER III, .destroyed under similar circumstances.
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EXPLORER II was located on a remote hi11to~ ht was controlled by USM-604 at
Pleiku and was withdrawn when U.S. forces left Vietnam·it1:...December 1972.79

The last such operation in Southeast Asia was called SA~CEN. Established in late
1972, SARACEN provided unique VHF collection primarily on GD!f.S communications. The
remote location, on a hill south ofl J~as alIn,.?st inaccessible except
by helicopter, and the security situation remained precariou~ thrd~ghout its existence,
sitting as it did virtually overlooking the Ho Chi Minh Trail. It~'ef:)lle~tt~n station was the
AFSS site atDhj.~~...~I~o collected GDRS communications f~oln th~ . I
U-2, until U.S. cryptologistifwer~ ..~thdrawnl . k::-.. \

As diplomatic negotiations pro~~~ea;'the..Nixon administration ste;~d::~~··t)J.epace of \
troop withdrawal. Status reports on cryptologic"Vietn~mization indicated that th.~ SSTB I
was not yet ready to take on" the load. The organizatlon··..a<*..ed people, ne~~4·····~ore \
training in processing and reporting, and was short on good ~ommun.,.ications. '\::~SA \
hurried the provision of communications and stepped up the training pac~:····NSA..~ff~t~~.. \
ten more EC-47 ARDF aircraft to help SSTB cope with the burden of supporting ARVN:::\'\
operations.81 .._<::;:;;::::::::::::::::·::::;;l~~ 4 • (c)

In the fall of 1972, Nixon announced that American troops would be o.ut.~f,:Vi~t~a~.·bY II
year's end. ASA operations were moved to Ramasun Station, "Y.hile--:i5.FSS"'~ollectiQri'and II·
processing were hastily removed from Da"Nang toD-t6j~::col'f~ated. wit~ ..7th Air II
Force command and control facilities. AFSS ARDF 0 ra.tioffs moved to i
while the Army flight section transferred to The Dancer I
Vietnamese linguist operation moved to ..... :to:provide assistance to 6908th linguists at ~
the downlink end ofth ;j

As with the negotiations in Korea prior to the 1953 armistice, NSA provided SIGINT r:

su rt to the Kissin er-L~ Due Tho eace talks. !I
II

I
'---Th--e-c-ea-s-e--fi-lI'-e-t-h-a-t-to-o-k-e-ffi-ec-t-i-n-F-e-b-ru-a-r-y-1-9-73-re-q-U-ir-e-d-t-h-a-ta-I-l-U-.-S.-m-n-ita-ry-peo-p-Ie.....j

be out ofthe country. The cryptologic withdrawal that had begun with the Vietnamization I
program proceeded very quickly,} . ,

I '.
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The Summing Up

Vietnam was a rude education for the American military. It was also an education for
eryptologists. .

Cryptologists had forgotten how to do direct tactical support in an effective manner. It
took the cryptologic system most of the war to relearn the lessons of World War II and the
Korean War. The cryptologic community paid a high price for dismantling its tactical
support system.

Meanwhile, a skeptical military, by then unlettered in cryptology, tried to pry the
SIGINT system into pieces and fragment the effort. The struggle for control of cryptologic
assets lasted the entire war, and the effects remained for years afterward. The SIGINT

system was kept generally intact (with some significant exceptions), but it was not the
same one that entered the war.

Noone truly knowledgeable ofU.S. intelligence could quarrel with the value ofSIGINT.

It became the number one source of targetting information. An Air Force historian
estimated that SIGINT provided 55 percent ofall targetting information in Vietnam.84

It was the best method ofpredicting NVA offensives. Beginning with the VC offensive
at Ap Bac in 1963 (made famous by Neil Sheehan's book A Bright Shining Lie; a biography
ofJohn Paul Vann), SIGINT tipped offvirtually every VC or NVA offensive.85

.

It was the predominant source of information on infiltration. Especially after the
opening ofthe Vinh Window in 1967, SIGINT overwhelmed all other sources of intelligence
on the subject. . .

Its use, however. was very spotty; Some commanders. never having been exposed to it.
did not know how to use it and either ignored it or misinterpreted it. Others. like
Westmoreland, understood the source and used it to good effect.

It was often misused, especially by intelligence people who' did not understand it.
ARDF fixes'were especially prone to errant analysis. According~ . I·.~?e last
NSA chiefin Saigon. . .

P.L. 86-36
G2 andJ2 briefmgs aU over South Vietnam blossomed with graphs, charts, plottingsy8tems, and

mathematicians trying to find the magic relationship between message flow and the number of

ARDF locations which, like the secret of the pyramids, could somehow shed divine light on the

thinking of the Communists.80

Generally, the higher the echelon, the greater the dominance of SIGINT in the
intelligence picture. Sometimes, like just before Tet 1~68, the SIGINT signals drowned out
other sources. Sometimes, as in the GulfofTonkin crisis, it was flat wrong.
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What came out of the war was a better SIGINT system; more att~ed to the needs of
field commanders, better able to render support. On their side, military people began to
appreciate how the information could be best employed, how it fit inwith their war.

The fIfteen years following the war represented, for the American military, a long slow
road back to respectability and, eventually, dominance. As the military system went, so
went cryptology. The ultimate payoff, Desert Shield and nesert Storm, was a model of
what the new system was .and how effective it had become.

The Turn ofthe Wheel

Though cryptologists did not know it ·at the time, the end of the first Nixon
administration would mark the end of an era and the beginning of another. Behind them
was a period ofalmost unbroken expansion. The cryptologic system peaked in 1969 and by
1972 had begun a retrenchment the outlines ofwhich ~ould be only dimly perceived.

The heyday ofcentralization, too, was over. The desperate in-fighting that marked the
latter years of the war would contribute to a limited reversal of the engines of
centralization. The wave was about to wash the other way.

Ahead was a period of<tdownsizing/, intensified by the Watergate crisis. The scandal
that led to the president's resignation in 1974 would tar the intelligence system. It would
not begin to recover until the last days ofthe Carter administration in 1979.
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Glossary ofAbbreviations

ABM - AntibaIlistic missile

ACC - ARDF Control Center

AC&W -Air Control and Warning

ACRP - Airborne Communications Reconnaissance Program (or Platform)

AFEWC - Air Force Electronic Warfare Center

AFSA -,Air Foree Security Agency

AFSAC - Armed Forces Security Advisory Committee

AFSAFE -AFSA Far East office

AFSCC - Air Force Special Communications Center

AFSS - Air Force Security Service (See USAFSS)

AGER - Auxiliary General Environmental Reserach

AMPS - Automated Message Processing System

ANCIB -Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board

ANCICC - Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee

ANEEQ - Army-Navy Electronic Evaluation Group

ARDF - Airborne radio direction finding ,

ARVN -Army ofthe Republic ofVietnam

ASA -Army Security Agency

ASAE - ASA Europe

ASAEUR-ASA Europe

ASApAC - ASA Pacific

AFSSO -Air Force Special Security Office (or Officer)

AFSSOP -Air Force Security Service Office ofProduction

ARVN - Army ofthe Republic ofVietnam

ATIC - Air Force Technical Intelligence Center 0

BIX - Binary Information Exchange

BRUSA - British-U.S.

CAP - Combat air patrol

CBNRC - Communications Branch, National Research Council

CCC - Critical Communications Committee
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CCP - Consolidated Cryptologic Program

CCU - COMINT Contingency Unit

CDAA - Circularly disposed antenna array
I (.._ _ ··..·······EO

1.4. (c)
CHICOM - Chinese Communist EO

CHINAT-Chinese Nationalist 1.4. (d)

CIA - Central Intelligence Agency

CIG - Central Intelligence Group

CINCEUR - Commander in Chief, Europe

CINCPAC - Commander in Chief. Pacific Command

CINCPACFLT - CINCPAC Fleet

CJO - Coordinator ofJoint Operations

CMA - Collection Management Authority

CNO - ChiefofNaval Operations

COMIREX - Committee on Imagery Reqwrements and Exploitation

COMOR - Committee on Overhead Reconnaissance

COMRADPAR - Combined Radio Printer Party

COMUSMACV - Commander Military Assistance Command Vietnam

COC - Collection Operations Center

CONAD - Continental Air Defense Command

COSVN - Central Office South Vietnam

CPC - COMINT Processing Center

CRC - Control and Reporting Center

CRD - Communications Research Division

CRP - Control and Reporting Post·

CSG- Cryptologic Support Group

CSOC - Current SIGINT Operations Center

CTAK - Cipher Text Autokey

DCA - Defense Communications Agency

DCI - Director ofCentral Intelligence

DDI - Delivery Distribution Indicator

DDR&E - Deputy Director for Research and Engineering (DoD)

HANDLE 1II* TAUEU'l' KiYHQI E COMINT CONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS

"FOP SEER!" tJMBRA 590



TQP SEER!' tJMBRA

DEFSMAC - Defense Special Missile and Astronautics Center

DF - Direction finding

DIA - Defense Intelligence Agency

DIRNSA - Director, NSA

DMZ - Demilitarized zone

I-- J·······-··..·····-·········..··-·······- ; - --- -- ~~ i::: i~~
DSB - Defence Signals Branch

DSD - Defence Signals Division

DSU - Direct support unit .

EAM - Electronic Accounting Machine

ERA - Electronic Research Associates

ESV - Earth satellite vehicle

EUCOM - European Command

EW- Electronic warfare

FANX - Friendship Annex

FBI - Federal Bureau ofInvestigation

FBIS - Foreign Broadcast"Information Service

FCC- Federal Communications Commission

FFV - Field Force Vietnam

FMSAC - Foreign Missile and Space Analysis Center

FOlA - Freedom ofInformation Act

FRUMEL - Fleet Radio Unit, Melbourne

FRUPAC - Fleet Radio Unit, Pacific

Gel - Ground-controlled intercept

GDRS - General Directorate ofRear Services

GMAIC - Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligence Committee

GSFG- Group ofSoviet Forces, Germany

lAC -Intelligence Advisory Committee

IATS - Improved AG-22 Terminal System

IDA -Institutes for Defense Analyses

IDDF - Internal Data Distribution Facility

I FFV - First Field Force Vietnam
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II FFV - Second Field Force Vietnam

IG - Inspector General

I······ .
'--::I:::RBS=M~-"';'In-t~~-rm-e"':'di:-a"':"'te---ra-n-g-Se"':'taffb-a':":ll::-is-:-tl:-·c-m-:i~ss-:i::-Ie---- .

I S - Intelhgence Support

JCEC -Joint Communications ~lectronicsCommittee ···~.:>EO

JCIC-JointCounterintelligenceCommittee ./......./ ~~4. (c)

JDAIE-JointDevelopmentActivitylEurope ..../..... 1.4. (d)

JMG - Joint Mechanization Group .'

JNACC -Joint Non-Morse Coordination Center /

L..-- I/i

LLVI - Low-level voice intercept

LSIB - London Signals Intelligence Board

LSIC - London srGINT Centre

MAAG - Military Advisory Assistance Group

MACV- Military Assistance Command Vietnam

MAF - Marine Amphibious Force

MGS - Mission Grouhd Station

MOU - Memorandum ofUnderstanding

MPU - Main Processing Unit

MRBM - Medium-range ballistic missile

MRDF - Medium-range direction findings

MSTS - Military Sea Transport sErvice

MUSCO - Manual ofU.S. COMINT Operations

MUSSO - Manual ofU.S. SIGINT Operations

NBS - National Bureau ofStandards

NCML - National Computing Machine Laboratory

NCS -National Cryptologic School

NEP - National ELINT Plan

NIP~ - National Intelligence Programs Evaluations

NIRB .,. National Intelligence Resources Board
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NKP - Nakhon Phanom

NORAD - North American Air Defense Command

NPIC - National Photographic Interpretation Center­

NRL - Naval Research Laboratory

NRO - National Reconnaissance Office

NRP - National Reconnaissance Program

NRV- NSA Representative Vietnam

NSAAL- NSA Alaska

NSAEUR - NSA Europe

NSAEURJISS - NSA Europe Intelligence Support Section

NSAEUR OG - NSA Europe Office Germany

NSAFE - NSA Far East

NSAPAC - NSA Pacific

NSAPAC NOG - NSA Pacific Operations Group

NSASAB - NSA Scientific Advisory Board

NSAUK - NSA Office United Kingdom

NSC - National Security Council

NSCID - National Security Council Intelligence Directive

NSG-Naval Security Group

NSOC - National SIGINT Operations Center

NSS - Naval Security Station

NTPC - National Technical ~ocessingCenter

NVA - North Vietnamese Army

NVN - North Vietnam or North Vietnamese

OASD - Office of the Assistant Secretary ofDefense

OJT - On-the-job training

ONI - Office ofNaval Intelligence

OPC - Office ofPolicy Coordination

OPCONCEN- Operations Center

OPSEC - Operational security

OSD - Office ofthe Secretary ofDefense

OSO - Office ofSpecial Operations
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OSS - Office ofStrategic Services

OTP - One-time pad

PACAF - Pacific Air Froce

PACEXFAC - Pacific Experimental Facility

PARPRO - Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program

PFIAB - President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board

PIWO - Prod Intelligence Watch Office

PLO - Palestine Liberation Organization

PPBS - Planning, programming and budgeting system

PWO - Prod Watch Office

RAGFOR - Radio Analysis Group, Forward

RAM - Rapid analytic machine

RGM - Radio Group Mobile

ROK - Republic ofKorea

RRB - Radio Research Battalion

RRU - Radio Research Unit

RSM - Radio Squadron Mobile

RVNAF - Republic ofVietnam Air Force

SAC - Strategic Air Command

SACEUR -Supreme Allied Commander, Europe

SAM - Surface-to-air missile

SAR - Search and rescue

SARC - Surveillance and Reporting Center

SeA - Service Cryptologic Agency

SCAT - Support Coordination Advisory Team

SCOCE - Subcommittee On Compromising Emanations

SEATO - Southeast Asia Treaty Organization

SlOP - Single Integrated Operational Plan

SMAC - Space and Missile Analysis Center

SMTIG - Soviet Missile Technical Intelligence Group

SNOO - Senior NSA Operations Officer

SOO - Senior Operations Officer
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SPACOL - Space collection

SORS - SIGINT Overhead Reconnaissance Subcommittee

SRB - Special Research Branch

SRDF - Short-range direction finding

SSG - SIGINT Support Group

SSO - Special Security Office (or Officer)

SSSC -: SIGINT Satellite System Control

SSSPB - Space Surveillance SIGINT Planning Board

SSTB - Special Security Technical Branch

STANCm - State-Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board

STANCICC - State-Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee

I J: .
TACC - Tactical Air Control Center .

TACREP - Tactical'report ···············..../EO
1. 4. (c)

TAREX - Target Exploitation // EO 1. 4 • (d)

TDS - Teletype Distribution System ,/ P • L. 86-3 6

~:~~~;:~~::::n~::::~::alySiSCommit.tee///
TECSUM - Technical Summary

TF - Task force

TFA - Task Foree Alpha /
I~--------r.../

TICOM - Target Intelligence Committ~e

TRO - Technical Research Office

TRS - Technical Research Ship

TRSSCOM - TRS Special Communications System

U&S - Unified and Specified (Command)

UKUSA - United Kingdom-USA

USAFSS - United States Air Force Security Service

USCIB - United States Communications Intelligence Committee

USCICC - United States Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee

USCSB - United States Communications Security Board
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USIA - United States Information Agency

USIB - United States Intelligence Board

VC - Viet Cong

VOA - Voice ofAmerica

WAVES - Women Accepte4 for Volunteer Emergency Service

WRC - Washington REGAL Center

ZICON - Zone oflnterior Communications Net
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Sources

Mostof this history was written from classified cryptologic records of one sort or
another. The most useful document collections are as follows:

1. The NBA Archives. This organization (currently E32l) acts as the repository for ret4.:~~
NSA records. It is located in [=:J··at··NSA~Ft:···Mead«f:·····1tetired···records····iemaIi1tM . L . 86-3 6
property of the donating office until they are screened and formally archived, at which
time they become the property of the Archives organization. Thus, the organization has
two collections:

a. Retired records. Because these are still property of the originating office, a
researcher needs written permission to access the documents. Retired records are
identified by a five-digit number representing the box number, followed by a shelf location.
An example is 43852,73-252.

b. Archived records. Documents in this area may be accessed by any qualified
researcher without the permission of the originating organization. The collection is
indexed by key words, and trained archivists can search the c.ollection for records
responding to the query. Records are stored by Accession Number (ACC) and a location.
An example would be ACC39471, H03-0311-4.

2. The. historical collection of the Center for Cryptologic History (CCH), E322. This
collection of historical documents actually predates the archived collections, and it
contains records going back to the earliest days of cryptology. Records. in this collection
generally duplicate those in the Archives, but they are maintained as a separate file,for
ease ofaccess by historians. The CCH collection is organized in series as follows:

I. Pre~1915
II. 1915-1918 (World War 1)

III. 1919-1939 (Interwar period)
IV. 1939-1945 <World War II)
V. 1946-1952 (pre-AFSA and AFSA period)

VI. 1952-present (NBA period)
VII. Special and miscellaneous collections

VIII. Crisis files
X. References

XI. Papers collected by NSA and pre-NSA officials
XII. Papers collected by NSA historians

XIV. COMSEC documents
XVI. Cryptologic papers from presidential libraries

Citations from this collection are by series number, followed by subseries designations, for
instance, VI.A.l.9. Most of the CCH documents used for this, history (not sUrprisingly)
were from Series VI.

HANDLe vIA 'lALElIfT ti'I-IIe~g 'lOWNT CONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS

597 TQP SECRET l:JMBR'A



h-92

TOP SEERET l:JMBRA

In addition, the CCH maintains the formerly DIA Vietnam document collection. For
Vietnam, the DIA collection (which came to NSA through the National Defense
University in serpentine fashion and is thus called the NDU collection) combines with
CCH's own colleetion ofmainly cryptologic documents collected by William Gerhard in the
1970s to form perhaps the best collection ofits kind in existence.

3. Oral histories. Compiled over a period ofmany years by various NSA organizations and
individuals, the oral history effort has come to rest in the CCH, and the great
preponderance oftaped reminiscences were done by that organization and its predecessors.
In addition, the CCR now has copies of most of the oral histories that were done before its
time. Most are designated by an oral history number, e.g., NSA OH 12-86. All are held in
the CCH unless otherwise indicated. Oral histories which proved especially useful in this
study were these:

Transcripts taken from .videotaped discussions involving five NSA directOrs and .
. /1 their associates (1969-1970taping), no number

/ ~~~-~4
/,.'.// ---, 31-87 .

,.' Gordon A. Blake, 7-84 .

.....................///. //A::=~:~,~83.......... RalphJ. Canine, no number
............ Marshall S. Carter, 15-88

............ Herbert L. Conley, 1-84
/ ...:........... Harold E. Daniels, 10-88 (videotape)

.:L:::_ _ · ·· ·_J . 18-85
P.L. 86-36... .:.:R::;:o;.:;;b;:;::er~t:.=E:.:..:.=D;:;,r::::;ak~e~1.::::8-;.:;8~3~ ......,

\<~~~.~;~~:=tenry1U'enec~ ~'. 1~83
\\ : ::::<:::::........ Laurence H. Frost, by and held at JFK Library, Boston

\~·:.·:::::::.::~>t \:i::86 .
\" . Oliver R. Kirby, 20-93

'. \\. .'U!?yle E. Larson, 15-94
....... Dlivid D. Lowman. 13-80

". ···1······. 12-93
\'" David Y... McManis, 34-86

"\.\.1 lj~~-87
John E. Morriso.n, Jr., 24-93
Helen'O'Rourke;'lJ-8=1__~

CecilJ. Phillips andr 114-93
Cecil J. Phillips, 23-b:o:r3----
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......··1 ll-93
............. Howard E RosenbJpm,3-91

.' .......·..·1 Jno number
................... .... ..... John W. Saadi, 29-87..........., I

.........::::::::::::.: :.::::::::: ·..· Eugene Sheck, ~:~:: .

~,~:~~::i:.=:~::.:~~:~~::::~ tbr~am Sinkov· 2-79 throUj~:8~9
EO 1. 4. (d) KernutH. Speierman, 2-86
P . L . 86-36 ..... Earl E. Stone, 3-83

';~~,' '. Loui~~~ ~c;::;~a2t:~

Benson, Robert Louis, and Cecil James Phillips. History ofVenona. Ft. Meade:
NSA,1995. .

Boak., David G. A History of U.S. Communications Security; (The David G. Boak
Lectures.) Ft. Meade: NSA, 1973.

Boucher,. Melville J. "Talomatry and How it Grew." Cryptologic Spectrum, Fall
1971, Winter 1972.

Burns, Thomas L. The Origins of the National Security Agency, 1940-1952. U.S.
CryptologicHistory,Series V, Vol.l.,Ft.Meade: NSA,1990.

\, \, \. Campaigne, Howard H. "Lightning."NSA Technical Journal, July 1959.

\\\\\\ Davidson, Max L. "The CRITICOMM System." Cryptologic Spectrum, Spring 1975.

\ \,1 '''The National SIGINT Operati~ns Center." Cryptologic
\\ \ Spectrum, Summer 1979.

\\\\ U.S. CryptoJogic History Series - Special Series. Ft. Meade: NSA, n.d.

'\t !"::ooLAKB.· Crypt%gic Qua....,,.,, Wu>terl994, Vo1.l3. No.4.

1 =t "Glimpses ofa Man: The Life of Ralph J. Canine." Cryptologic
Quarterly, Summer 1987,31-39.

William D~ Gerhard served as the general editor for a mid-1970s project to write the
cryptoJogic history ofthe Vietnam War. The following volumes were published (all
of them by NSA in the Cryptologic History Series - Southeast Asia) before' the
project expired:
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./
..

..
..

..
.:'
'--__--I' Deadly Transmissions (COMSEC Monitoring andAnalysis). 1970.

Gerhard, William D. In the Shadow ofWar. 1969.

.....1 IFocus on Cambodia. 1974

/ .../ .......1 Iand William D. Gerhard~ S1GINT
/ / .../ Applications in U.S. AirOperations. 1972.

0.00••••// /.<: "" Gerhard, William D., and Henry W. Millington. Attack on a SIGINT Collector, the
,00 / ....,..' U.S.S. Liberty. U.S. Cryptologic History Series, Crisis Collection. Ft. Meade: NSA,

,/ / ..' 1981.

,
\
\~,

,
\.

'.

....I""::::-:--:-~=:::--_....I..NSA hi Vietnam: Proud and Bitter Memories." Cryptolog,
....... October 1975.

.............. ....···1 IHenry F. Schorreck, and Donald C.Wigglesworth. A Reference
......... Guide to the Selected Historical. Documents Relating to the National Security

........ AgencyICentralSecuritySerfJice,1931-1985. Ft. Meade: NSA,1986.
.' ." "-

Howe, George F. Technical Research Ships, 1956·1969; An Historical Study. U.S.
Cryptologic History, Special Series, No.2. Ft. Meade: NSA, n.d.

--. "A History of U.S. Civilians in Field COMINT Operations, 1953-1970."P.L. 86-36
\..:.:::- : :: "" Cryptologic Spectrum, Summer 1973.

.\'.<:...:::::::::.:::::::: :::~:::::::::: ~ I "OPSEC as a Management Too!." Cryptolog ,1st issue, 1992.

\. . :............... ·········..1 I"Things That Go Clank in the Night:' Dragon Seeds, September
\. """ 1972.

'" . ············'-----,l "Reflections on the Soviet Missile Threat of 1960." Cryptologic
\. Spectrum, Summer 1981.

\, '....... .....j IPURPLE DRAGON: The Origin and Deuelopment of the United
\ States OPSECProgram. U.S. Cryptologie History, Series VI, the NSA Period, Vol. 2.

\" \. Ft. Meade: NSA, 1993.

Kirby, Oliver R. "The Origins of the Soviet Problem: A Personal View."
\....... Cryptologic Quarterly, Winter 1992, Vol. 11, No.4.

""'1 INSA's Inuolvement in U.S. Foreign SIGINT Relationships
through 1993., U.S. Cryptologic History, Series VI, Vol. 4. Ft. Meade: NSA,1995.

Moore, Elizabeth.' As We Were: An Informal History ofBad Aibling Station, 1936­
1988. BadAibIinlit: Englemaier Druckner, 1988.

Newton, Robert E. The Capture of the USS Pueblo and Its Effect on SIGINT
Operations. U.S. Cryptologic History, Special Series, Crisis Collection, Vol. 7. Ft.

, Meade: NSA, 1992.

\1 1 "Deployment of the First ASA Unit to Vietnam." Cryptologic
Quarterly, Faulwinter 1991, Vol. 10, Nos. 3-4.
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J I"Before BOURBON: American and British COMINT Efforts
/ against Russia and the Soviet Union Before 1945." Cryptologic Quarterly,

./ FalllWinter 1993.

.....
......./ . "Early BOURBON - 1945: The First Year of Allied Collaborative COMINT

Effort against the Soviet Union." Cryptologic Quarterly, Spring 1994, Vol 13, No.1.

/ . "Middle BOURBON - 1946: The Second Year of Allied Collaborative Effort
against the Soviet Union." Cryptologic Quarterly, Summer 1994, Vol. 13, No.2.

---. "Old BOURBON - 1947: The Third Year of Allied Collaborative COMINT
Effort against the Soviet Union." Cryptologic Quarterly, Fa111994, Vol. 13, No.3.

,/ //' I
....' / / ····1 I "Early History of the Soviet Missile Program (1945-1953)."

.... Cryptolog£c Spectrum, Summer 1975. .

i~~f~:~;':~/~ Snyder, Samuel~~~:::~:::.~~n:=g~=~::~n the D1ghal
EO 1. 4. (d) ComputerIndustry." Cryptologic Spectrum, Fa111977.

P. L . 86-36 . "History of NSA General-Purpose Electronic Digital Computers." NSA

\~:::~"::~::>, ;;~d='~=FL~:::~~~ S..urity Age..,', Past 40

\\>\,,::':::11 I"AG-2211ATS: AViewfrom the Bridge." Crypl4log,Jnne 1977.

,\\\ \.... Wigglesworth, Donald. "Cuban Missile Crisis: A SIGINT Prespective." Cryptologic

\\ \\ "',.r,arterIY• Sprmg 1994, Vol. 13. No.1.

\ \...\ Wagoner, H.D. Space Surveillance SIGINT Program. U.S. Cryptologic History,'\ '\'1Special Series, No.3. Ft. Meade' NSA, 1980.

Ziehm, Thomas P. The National Security Agency and the EC-121 Shootdown. U.S.
Cryptologic History, Special Series, Crisis Collection, Vol. 3.,,,

5. \Another collection is the vast array of informal, unpublished histories and summaries
of historical events. Most of these are held in both the CCH collection and in the NSA
Arc~ves.

··11""'--------..." "Historical Study: The Security Program of AFSA and
NSA, 1949-1962.." 1963.
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--. "Training in AFSAlNSA, 1949-1960." 1961.

Benson, RobertL. "A History of U.S. Communications Intelligence during World
WadI." Available in CCH.

....1 , "The History of th~ NSA SIGINT Command Center and Its
i/' Predecessors, 1949-1969." 1970.

./ --. "The National Security Agency Scientific Advisory Board, 1952-1963." n.d.
,

i/' --. "The Consolidated Cryptologic Program and Its Predecessors, 1957-1965."
1971.

--. "NSA's Participation ih the Research and Development of the 466-L System,
1957-1964." 1968.

,
.....

·························1
..•...•.....•.•.... "'-......, ...1

/./....... [Drake, Robert and others.] "The COMINT Role in the Korean War."
EO 1. 4. (cl
EO 1.4. (d) Enderlin,Arthur. "NSA'sTelecommunicationsProblems, 1952-i968." 1969.

P.\~~~~3;\;:~1::':d:::~:::n~:ro~=~:=~=~:~WorldWu
\\:::\····..:····<:::·::::····....:··········1 . n. . I"The u.s. COMINT Effort during the Korean Conflict - June 1950-

\" \'" \'" August 1953." 1954.

\\. \........ -... :.: , I "Collected Writings on NSA's R&D Effort."

\\ \\ \1 I"The Early Structure of the National Security Agency, 1952-

\\~:\f960··1
\\ "Historical Study ofNSA Telecommunications, Annual, 1973-1975.JJ

\11-. _

Hogan, Douglas. "General and Special-Purpose Computers: A Historical Look and
Some Lessons Learned." 1986.

Howe, George F. "The Narrative History ofAFSAlNSA, Parts I-V."

--. "COMINT Production in the Korean War: The AFSAINSA Contribution.JJ n.d.
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"Centralized cOMINT Communications Centers: The Historical Record."

. .

/·1 '''RadiO Direction Fin.ding in the U.S.
..."" 'N:r.a=,,:vy=:"l'I'lm·h=":e:-lF!lr!il~r~st:-lF':l:!'il~t~y:-li'~e~ar~s."'''~n~.d''''.----

//./,.///.

.................

/:~<////-
EO 1. 4. (c) NSASAB. "Technology for Special Purpose Processors." 1978.
P. L. 86-36

...::::::::-.. Page, Ryon A. "The Wired Rotor in U.S. Communications Security." 1980.

....<:..... . ·····················-1 I"History ofMenwith Hill Station." ·n.d.

, "1
...<:::::: :: -"- "Summary of statutes Whieh Relate Specmcally to NSA and the Cryplologic

.........:.......... Activities of the Government."

···········::.~·····I I"DEFSMAC -A Community Asset (1964-1989):' n.d.

·····,======:!....-t·Consumer Liaison Units, 1949-1957."1957.

Williams, Joseph L. "The National Security Agency's Gray Telephone System:
Present and Future." 1982.

6. Certain documents are so important that they deserve separate mention, even though
contained in the CCH and Archives collections above. Among them (in chronological
order) are these:

"Report to the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense by a Special
Committee Appointed Pursuant to Letter of28 December 1951." [Brownell Report].
CCH SeriesV.F.7.13.··

"Report on Intelligence Activities in the Federal Government, Prepared for the
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government by the
Task Force on Intelligence Activities, App. 1, Part 1: The National Security
Agency." [The Hoover Commission report.] CCH Series VI.C.1.8.

"The Baker Panel Report and Associated Correspondence, 1957," CCR Series
VI.X.1.9.

"Report of the Secretary's Ad Hoc Committee on COMINT/cOMSEC,June 1958.
[Robertson Report.] CCH Series VI.C.l.l1.
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"Precis of the Bissell Report (Review of Selected NSA Cryptanalytic Efforts, 18
February 1965)." NSAlCSS Archives, ACC 290Z,199104.

"Report ofthe El;lton Committee, 1968." CCH Series VI.C.1.24.

rol'4'~ ~ ~
7. Service cryptologic organizations all have collected a certain amount ofmaterial:

a. Air Intelligence Agency, formerly Electronic Security Command, Air Force
Intelligence Service, and U.S. Air Force Security Service, has the best collection ofofficial
histories. All are held at AlA headquarters at Kelly AFB, San Antonio; in addition, the
CCH holds copies ofmany, ifnot most. Used in this study were the following:

"AFSS-NSA Relations, October 195~ptember 1954, V. I." n.d.

"An Oral History Interview: The Electronic Security Command - Its Roots;
Featuring the Founder of USAFSSlIESC, Lt Oen Richard P.Klocko (USAF, Ret.)" Hqs
ESC, 20 Octo~r 1989.

"Analysis ofAFSS Effort in the Korean Action." n.d.

Ferry, Richard R. "A Special Historical Study ofthe Organizational Development of
United States Air Force Security Service from 1948-1963." 1963.

French, Maj Chancel T. "Deadly Advantage: Signals Intelligence in Combat." Vol.
II, Air University Research Report#AU-RRI-84-l. Maxwell AFB: Air University
Press, 1984. Available at both AlA and Air University.

[Harriger, Hop] "A Historical Study of the Air Force Security Service and Korea,
June 1950-0ctober 1952." 1952. .

"A History of the USAFSS Airborne SIGINT Reconnaissance Program (ASRP), 1950­
1977." 1977.

"Historical Data Report for the 6920 SG, 1 January 1953-30June 1953." n.d.

"History ofthe USAF Security Service; Fiscal Year 1955." n.d.

"Historical Data Report for the 6901 SCG, 1956-1964."

"A Historical Study' of USAFSS SIGINT Support to the TEABALL Weapons Control
Center." 1974.

"Historical Resume: Development and Expansion of USAFSS Capability in the
Pacific Area, 1949." 1957.

"Historical Report: The Development ofthe U.S. ELiNTEffort." n.d.

Holub, Mary V., Jo Ann Himes, Joyce M. Homs and Ssgt Kay B.Grice. "A
Chronology of Significant Events in the History of Electronic Security Command,
1948-1988." 1990.

Larson Doyle E. ESC Oral HiS!tory Collection interview, 1987.
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...I I"History of the United States Air Force Security Service Fiscal
/./ Years 1960-1961," Part IV, Systems Development. 1962.

.. .../ --. "A Historical Study ofthe Iron Horse System; 1965-1973." 1974.

/.. /A IOral History, 1986.

.... .../ ../ "ReviewofReactions to Reconnaissance Flights Since 31 October 1958:' 1960.

.... . / Rush, Robert. "AFSCC Tasking: The Development of the Three-Echelon Reporting
../ .' Concept, 1949-1952." n.d.

.//''':../ .' Sommers Gordon W. Oral History.. 1990.

..........:::::~:~::::.:......... "A Special Historical Study of the Advisory Warning Program, July 1961-
" December 1964." 1965.
EO 1. 4

8
, (3C ) _ ..1 lA Specia.I Historical Study of SIGINT Support to Air

p .L. 6- 6 1 r
................................ Operati:nASinH·SEA: 19

1
64-
S

Id~71f'" 197
C
2. fth ill S h

--. IstOrlca tu y 0 the losure 0 e Pac IC ecurity Region and t e
.............. Impact Upon USAFSS Operations in SEA." 1974.

·······......USA-36 Unit History, January-June 1967.

:VVliit@.cre,. SMsgt Frank. "A Historical Study of the Drawdown of USAFSS
OperatiollS in Southeast Asia (SEA):' 1974.

b. Compared·~lth ..A.IA, INSCOM has very little in the way ofofficial histories, but its
archives are more exteil'siye. The most useful items found in the archives were the unit
histories, especially those"ori IAlso
used were unit his~ories of both ASAEUR, ASAPAC and ASAFE, the regional
headquarters for ASA, as well as various individual unit histories Official histories
included the following:

Assistant Chief of Staff, 0-2, "COMINT Operations of the Army Security Agency
during the Korean Conflict,.June 1950-December 1953:' 1956.

Finnegan, John P. "The Structure of Army Intelligence: 1946-1965" and
"Beginnings ofARDF." INSCOM Historical Monographs. 1983.

c. Naval Security Group has the smallest historical program. There is a collection of .
archived documents that has recently been transferred from Crane, Indiana, to the new
National Archives building (ArchivesII) in College Park, MD. There is also a collection of
NSGcommand histories st4?red at the Naval Historical Center in Washington, D.C., which
was consulted. However, since NSG did not become a "command" until 1968, there are no
command histories prior to that date. The command has not had a program of preparing
operational histories since shortly after World War II, and there is thus nothing similar to
what AIA has available. The only "history" unearthed was "U.S. Naval Communication
Supplementary Activities in the Korean Conflict, June 1950-August 1953," contained in
CCH Series V.M.3.1.

8; CIA has an active history program and a large collection ofofficial (classified) histQries
on various aspects of its operations. These histories can be consulted only at the CIA
history office in Rosslyn, Virginia, and then only with permission of the CIA Histori~.
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In addition, there were three oral histories ofinterest:

Richard M. Bissell, Jr. (separate interviews in 1976 and 1984).

John A. McCone. 1989.

James R. Schlesinger. 1982.

9. Unclassified publications by out!,:!ide scholars generally do not contain significant
information. about modern (post-1945) cryptologic history, but there are a number of
exceptions. In addition, outside sources must be consulted to give context and meaning to
cryptologic events. The following list contains a few of the more relevant and useful
outside sources used in this study.

Ambrose, Stephen E. Eisenhower: Soldier and President. New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1990.

Andrew, Christopher. "The Growth of the Australian Intelligence Community and
the Anglo-American Connection." Intelligence and National Security 4:2 (April
1989) 213-256.

Appleman, Roy E. Disaster in Korea: The Chinese Confront MacArthur. College
Station, Texas: Texas Aand MPress, 1989.

Bamford, James. The Puzzle Palace. A Report on America's Most Secret Agency.
Boston: Houghton Miftlin, 1982.
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. .
Barker, Wayne G., and Rodney E. Coffman. The Anatomy of Two ·Traitors: The
Defection ofBernon F. Mitchell and William iI. Martin. Laguna Hills, CA: Aegean
Park Press. 1981.

Ball, Desmond, and David Horner. "To Catch a Spy: Signals Intelligence and
Counterespionage in Australia. 1944-1949." Pending publication from Canberra:.
Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Australian National University.

Bechloss, Michael. Mayday: Eisenhower, Khrushchev and theU-2 Affair. New
York: Harper and Row. 1986.

---,. The Crisis Years: Kennedy and Khrushchev, 1960-1963. New York:
Edward Burlingame Books, 1991.

Blair, Clay. The Forgotten War: Americans in Korea, 1950-1953. New York:
Times Books, 1987.

Breckinridge. S. D. The CIA and the U.S. Intelligence System. Bould~

Westview Press, 1986.

Brugioni. Dino. Eyeball to Eyeball: The Inside Story of the Cuban Missile Crisis.
Edited by Robert F. McCort. New York: Random House, 1990.

Bucher, Lloyd M. (with Mark Rascovich). Bucher: My Story. Garden City, New
York: Doubleday, 1970.

Burrows, William E. Deep Black: Space Espionage and National Security. New
York: 'Random House, 1986.

Buttinger, Joseph. Vietnam: APolitical History. New York: Frederick A. Praeger.
1968. .

Cline, Ray S. The CIA Under Reagan, Bush and Casey. Washington: Acropolis
Books, 1981.

Ennes, James M. Jr. Assat4t on the Liberty: ThevTrue Story ofthe Israeli Attack on
an AmericanIntelligence Ship. New York: Random House, 1979.

Goldschmidt, Arthur. A Concise History of the Middle East. Boulder, CO.:
Westview Press, 1979.

Goodman, Hirsh, and Zeev Schiff. "The Attack on the Liberty." Atlantic Monthly,
September 1984.

Goulden, Joseph C. Truth is the First Casualty: the GulfofTonkin Affair - Illusion
andReality. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969.

---. Korea: The Untold Story ofthe War. New York: Times Books, 1982.

Harris, George. Troubled Alliance: Turkish-American Problems in Historical
Perspective, 1945-1971. Washington: American Enterprise Institute for Public
Policy Research. 1972.

Hermes, Walter G. Truce Tent and Fighting Front: United States Army in the
Korean War. Washington: Office of the Chief of Military History. United States
Army, 1966.
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Herring, George. America's Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950­
1975. Philadelphia: Temple University Press,1986.

Hersh, Seymour. The Price ofPower: Kissinger in the Nixon White H.ouse. New
York: Summit Books, 1983.

Herzog, Chaim. The Arab-Israeli Wars: War and Peace in the Middle East. New
York: Random House, 1982.

Kahn, David. The Codebreakers: . The Story of Secret Writing. New York:
MacMillan, 1967.

Karnow, Stanley. Vietnam: A History. New York: Penguin Books, 1983.

Kramer, Mark. tUfactical Nuclear Weapons, Soviet Command Authority, and the
Cub~Missile Crisis." Cold War International History Project Bulletin, Fall 1993.

--. "Archival Research in Moscow, Progress and Pitfalls." Cold War
International History Project Bulletin, Fall 1993.

Lamphere, R. J., and T. Schachtman. The FBI.KGB War, a Special Agent's Story.
New York: Random House, 1986.

Laqueur, Walter. A World of Secrets: The Uses and Limits of Intelligence. New
York: Basic Books, 1985.

Lewin, Ronald. The American Magic: Codes, Ciphers and the Defeat ofJapan. New
York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux,.1982.

Lewy, Gunter. The Federal Loyalty - Security Program: The Need for Reform.
Washington: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1983.

Manne, Robert. The Petrov Affair: Politics and Espionage. Sydney: Pergamon,
1987.

Marolda, -Edward J., and Oscar P. Fitzgerald. The United States Navy in the
Vietnam Conflict: Vol. It, From Military Assistance to Combat, 1959-1965.
Washington: Naval Historical Center, 1986.

Martin, David. Wilderness ofMirrors. New York: Ballantine Books, 1980.

McAuliffe, Mary S. (ed.) CIA Documents on the Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962.
Washington: CIA, 1992.

Meilinger, Philip S. Hoyt S. Vandenberg: The Life of a General. Bloomington,
Indiana: University ofIndiana Press, 1989.

O'Neill, William. AmericanHigh: The Years ofConfidence, 1945-'1960. New York:
Free Press, 1986.

Palmer, Gregory. The McNamara Strategy and the Vietnam War: Program
.Budileting in the Pentagon, 1960-1968. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1978.

Powers, Thomas. The Man Who Kept the Secrets: RichardHelms and the CIA. New
York: AlfredA. Knopf, 1979.
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Radosh, Ronald, and Joyce Milton. The Rosenberg File: A Search for the Truth.
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1983.

Randell, Brian (eel.) The Origins ofDigital Computers: Selected Papers. 2nd ed.
New York: Springer-Verlag, 1975.

Ranelagh, John. The Agency: The Rise and Decline of the CIA. New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1986.

Reese, Mary Ellen. General Reinhard Gehlen: The CIA Connection. Fairfax, Va.:
George Mason University Press, 1990.

Richelson, Jeffrey T., and Desmond Ball. The Ties That Bind. Boston: Allen and
Unwin, 1985. .

Sheehan, Neil. A Bright Shining Lie: John Paul Vann and America in Vietnam.
NY: Random House, 1988.

Shurkin, Joel. Engines oftke Mind: A History of the Computer. New York: W. W.
Norton and Company, 1984.

Szulc, Tad. Czechoslovakia Since World War II. New York: Viking Press, 1971.

Tahir-Kheli, Shirin. The United States andPakistan: The Evolution ofan Influence
Relationship. Studies of Influence in Internal Relations; Alvin Z. Rubinstein (ed.).
New York: Praeger,1982.

Thies, Wallace J., and James D. Harris. «An Alliance Unravels: The United States
an~ANZUS." Naval War College Review, Summer 1993.

Willenson, Kim. The Bad War: An Oral History oftke Vietnam War. New York:
New American Library, 1987. .

Wirtz, James J. Tke Tet Offensive: ,[ntelligence Failure in War. Cornell Studies in
Security Affairs. Ith~ca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1991.

Wise, David. "Remember the Maddox." Esquire, April 1968.

Wright, Peter (with Paul Greengrass). Spycatcher: The Candid Autobiography'ofa
Senior Intelligence Offu:er. New York: Bantam Doubleday Dell Publishing Group,
Inc., 1987.

10. Presidential libraries contain key documents and add insights into the cryptologic
process at the executive level. All presidential libraries consulted contained highly
relevant information. They were

Harry S. Truman Presidential Library, Independence, Missouri.
Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library, Abilene, Kansas.
John F. Kennedy Presidential Library, Boston, Massachusetts.
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Ind~x

Abel, Rudolph; 183

ABNER; 200

Abran1s,Creighton;570,573,576

ACC - see ARDF Coordination Center

Acheson, Dean; 39

IL..---__I,
Adams, Sherman; 231 \

\

I....A-d-Vl-.s-Or-y-C-o-un-cl-.l-(C-IA-),-.8-7-,8-8--'1------____ \

Advisory warning; 143-149, 314, 329 \

AFEWC - see Air Force Electronics Warfare Center ....·· ·· ·:::::;JEO 1. 4. (c)

AFSA FarEast (Tokyo; became NSAFE); 67 '/ P. L . 86-3 6

::~~:=oKIr7);217-218 /_//// I

AFSAC - see Arn1ed Forces Security Advisory C~)l6rittee ,.,..f
AFSCC - see Air Force Special COn1n1unica~h~Center

AFSSOP - see Air Force Security Servi~t)fficeofProduc~n
I I········ /
A<l-22;360,364-365

'.
.....•\ ..\

I /
____---+!_i _

Airborne Radio Direction Finding (ARDF); 506-509/513, 529, 530, 531, 532-534, 536, 539, .
543, 560, ~61, 562, 563, 568, 570, 574, 582, 583 /

Air Force Electronics Warfare Center (AFEWC); ~60

Air Force Security Service Office ofProduction (~SSOP);76

Air Force Special Communications Center (AF~CC);26,30, 79, 82, 83, 258, 297, 360

Air Force Technical In~l1igenceCenter (ATI9); 109,176

I r
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ARDF Control Center (ACC); 534, 535

Arafat, Yasir; 425

Arc Light (SAC bombing program); 551-52, 553

ARDF - see Airborne Radio Direction Finding

---------------

[-,
-~-1-m-o-n-d,-N-e-d-;-45-------- .

AMPS (Automated Message Processing~;;.lem);':>,,·..,
IAMTORG; 158, 160,162"~~,::~~~~"::,'
ANCIB - see Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board . .

ANCICC - see Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Coordinati~;"co~~i~~~
Anderson, George W.; 329 ·:::::~~;?·EO 1.4. (c)

Anderson Rudolph' 322 329-330 ::,:i: EO 1.4. (d)
, " ././ P.L. 86-36

..

//.//

/"

ApBac; 508, 583 ,// I

I 1//' I
I
I
I
!
I
j

Ardisana, Benjamin; 266-67 j

Arnold, Henry H. "Hap"; 139 I
!Armed Forces Security Advisory Committee (AFSAC) 30,35,67,68,102,241,243 i
j

Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Board (ANCIB); 6, 7,15, 159 I
Army-Navy Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee (ANCICC); 5, 6 I

!IArmy-Navy Eleelrnnic Evaluation Group (ANEEG); 109-1101
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ATIC - see Air Force Technical Intelligence Center .' ...-

ATLAS; 198-200 / .....-/

I I //
L-A-tt-I-ee-,-C-Ie-m-en-t-;-19-----------.-....-,....-.....-...-.........._-:=~}l:c 1. '- (cJ

I 1----/// :L~-:~~::
Australian Security Intelligence Organization; 18 //,/I
Autodin; 370 .// /'I

~::::::;e::~:...ssmg System - seeA~// / I
.•..../

..../ ...,

/ j

/ I
l l

:=~:le.y.;42 // /I
I~-----.."--./·-/·--_rI
BACCHUS (COMSEe system); 5?/ !

Bainbridge Island (Navy i~t~rcept site); 159 !
Baker, William, and th~..aaker Panel; 186,256-257,26,6,374,376; 481

I i
Ball, George; 449 .../ I
I (// I

Bassett, Hunt; 83 !

I r
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Becker, Loftus; 101

Beecher, William; 572

, --"1···...
.....

Bell Laboratories; 198, 199,200,214,221,256···....

IBenllet. Elizat~~i64;-l66 ••.. ".

Black Widow Mountain; 536, 538, 581

Black, William; 352

Blake, George; 106

Blake, Gordon; 133.269.307.326,327,344:347,348,349.357,358.366,377,471,506,511
biography. 340-341 /

______---11·······, .
Bletchley Park; 1,2

Blue, Allen; 433

BLUE SKY (ACRP project); 140

Blue Springs (SAC photo drone operations); 551, 553

Bohlen, Charles; 33

Bombe; 195-198

Bonesteel, Charles; 464

BODlbergap; 170. 177
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~ --,I··...
Boucher, Melville; 262 .

'-- ~-_L...
Bowles. Chester; 509 \ .

IBradley, 000; 161, 244 J:> \
I I

Brezhnev, Leonid; 457 ...<:::<:\.. I

I .•... I--------~~=~::=;:~~~ i::::~:
British Security Coordination (BSC); 13 ./ i P • L . 86-36

I···································· .../' !

Brownell Committee; 33. 34, 35, 54. 61, 62. 89, 168, 185, 231./// I
George A; Brownell; 33, 34 //. (

Brown, Harold;. 216 ./
./

1...- 1··-·········· :···-························· - : -_..- ;;:./..··············..········..··-·f· ··_·_·····..·············_··-···················--_·······_ ············EO 1. 4. (c)

BRUSA (British-US) Agreement (and Conference); .1'6. 17. 18. 19.93. 159
.... i

Brooks AFB, Texas; 11, 28, 30 ./ i

Bucher, Lloyd M.; 440-441, 443, 445, 447, 448.~...'53 /

Buck. Dudley; 204 .../ !

I ./ t
Bufiham. Benson; 23, 91. 349 /

I r'!
Bundy.~eGeorge;289,293,352,473,520.523

Bundy. William; 522

Burgess. Guy; 19,165,169

Burke, Arleigh; 46

Burke, Gerald; 479

HANDLE VIA TAL NTCONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN

615 T9P SECRET YMBAA



'fap SEERE'fliMBRA

Burke, Joseph; 176,262,345

Burrows, William; 410

CBNRC (Communications Branch, National Research Council); 17,208

CCP - see Consolidated Cryptologic Program

\
,

:

/

Callimahos, Lambros D.; 73

Campaigne, Howard; 199

Campbell, William B.; 206, 208

Camp des Loges (Paris); 68

Canine, RalphJ.; 30, 35, 61, 62, 63,66,67,68,:72,73,,./74,77,78,80,81;\82,83,91,93,101,
102,105-l07,109,135,204,206-207,208,~69,216/217,227,228,239,~40,243-244,269,

1

279
•
29

3, 294, 296. 341 1/// .// \
. . \
Carroll,JosephF.; 468, 552 ,/ \

Carter, Marshall S.; 325, 340, 344, 349, 3.59-360, 368,377,385,387,392, \410,411,436,
445-446,447,448-450,469,471,474,4764477,478,479,552 \

biography, 357-358 .../ . \

Castro, Fidel;318/ \

I r \
.\

\
\.

1 _

Central Bureau, Australia; 18

Central Intelligence Group; 87, 162

Central Office, South Vietnam - see COSVN

Chadwell, H. Marshall; 109

Chambers, Whitaker; 164,166
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Chamoun, Camille; 237

CHARGERHORSE; 571

Charyk,Joseph;405

I ..
Chifley, J. B.; 18 i/;'/ /

I Cho-Do (island; AFSS mlen:epl sile)::~~~1'140 ,/ /

Chosen Christian College, Seoul (intercept location; AKA Yans!ill Univ.ersity); 49

Cho Yong II; 41, 42, 46, 49, 52,53./;' /

~:::~~~~~;:40, 41 //'/ /

~::::i~~;::::~ ~~;3, 157, 214 /

I~--
Ch~ang Kai-shek; 38, 43, 99-100,178,497

Chicago Tribune; 275

1. 4. (e)
1. 4. (d)

P.L. 86-36

\
1
\
\
\
\

\
\
\
\

\
\
\
\
\

1 -+--/__
Clarke, Arthur C.; 402, 408

/Clarke, Carter W.; 4,10,23,25,159,161,163,278
.I

Clark,]dark,228-229 '
l

Clifford, Clark; 429, 438, 439, 446,448,479,565 ..J
Cline, Raymond; 325 ,,
COC - see Collection Operations Center /

Codevilla, Angelo; 453 1/
1 -_--1,
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. Coira, Louis; 387

-'"

Il....- ----Il····...
.....

Collection Operations Center (COC); 349

COLLEGE EYE; 547,571,578

Collins, BGen (Ch NSAEUR); 384

1 1·-...······· ". . .
........- .

I::::.:;e1P.; 29,215. 384 ····_·--l;:.~~:?r~ L~ :!~l~l

~:::~~~::: 207-211,236,253 l /.··/··.>// ./" / I
I // ...:..:...../(/ \, ..../ \

COMIREX - see Committee on Imagery Requirements ~.~l·EXPJ6itation \

Command Center (NSA); 346-348, 350, 482 ...// /'i' !

Committee on Imagery Requirements and Exploi~tt~n(COJ\i'tIREX); 405 \

ICommiUee on OverheadReconnai~(:~~9');~i/ I
COMOR - see Committee on OverheadR~connaissan~~

1 /'!
~::;;:,~: i// /

Consolidated Cryptologic ~r6gram (CCP); 2~.o, 291, 294, 339-340, 341, 479, 480, 534

Control Data Corporatio.n'(CDC; successor~ ERA); 205

Converter M-229 - see'~~GCUM ./

I 1'/"'//
Coordinator ofJoint Operations (CJO)'; 11, 12, 25

I r
Corderman, Preston; 12, 159

Corderman-Wenger Agreement; 12

Corry, Cecil; 414
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Czech crisis of1968; 453-461

Currier, Prescott; 14

Customer liaison detachments; 75-76
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COSVN (Central Office, South Vietnam), SIGINT attack on; 573-574

Coverdale, Garrison B.; 470-471

Critic system/report; 253 /

Criticomm; 253-256,·364 ..

Cryptologic career service; 67, 359 I
Cryptologic Support Group (CSG); 75, 264, 265,342-343,461,475,483 I

f
CSE (Communications Security Establishment); 17 i

CSG- see Cryptologic Support Group I
ICSOC - see Current SI(ONT Operations eenoor 1----------------~I~~J::~m

Current SIGINT Operations Center (CSOC); ·350-352,467,482,485 /,i ./

/,/ //

DAGER - see Director's Advisory Group on ELINT and Reconn~~sance

DakTo (battle or, and SIGINT); 560 //

Da Nang, South Vietnam (USA-32); 504, 512-514, 531, ~.40, 542, 544, 545-547, 548, 550,
561,578,582 /,//

Dancers; 542, 543,582 /

Daniels, Harold; 325. 329 ,i//

1'-- --1//
. Darrigo, Joseph; 40

Davidson,~ax;255
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Davis, James T.; 504, 506

Davis, John; 347

Davis Station, Saigon, South Vietnam roSM-9J, later USM-626, AKA 3rd RRU); 503, 504,
507-508,513,531,532,542

1 I····......
DCA - see Defense ComDi~icationsAgency

001 - see Delivery Distributi~n'l~dicator
DDR&E - see Defense Director fo~'Re$earchand Engineering
Decentralization plan; 78-80, 135 . . .

Deeley, Walter; 217, 350-351, 479, 485 .

Defence Signals Bureau (D8B); 18, 19 .

I F·.......... . .

Defense Communications Agency (nCA); 292)64,..366, 370,··SH..

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA); 292, 342, 343-346)59,=::360, ~66.J)52, 555

I J............................................... . :.:..:::: .

Defense Special Missile and Astronautics Center (DEF8MAC);..345::-346;·483..······...
Delivery Distribution Indicator (001); 209 :::::::::~:~~::::~;::

.. ....:::::::::::.. tEO 1. 4. (c)
Delmer, Sefton; 412 :::::::~:::::::: ../ lEO 1.4. (d)

. . . :::: fP.L.86-36IDella c1assilieabon system; 276 I ... /<::::;:>//../ i

Deputy lfueelorfor ResearehandE~nemng::a::~~(;~:/ I

:e:.::~~:5.520·r~~ /// /////// I
OIA - see Defense Intelligence Agency ....······ j
DIANA (COMSEC one-time pads) 52 / I

I f
/// I

, j
Dien Bien Phu; 497,561 ;

Dill, Sir John; 15 I
Director's Advisory Group on ELINT and Reconnaissance (DAGER); 344, 410 /

I f
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DiRenzo.'fictor;326

.. I·,
Dobrynin, Anatoly; 324, 329, 459, 460~..~61

IL....- ·_-k\ .
Donovan. William; 86-7 '..

Drake, Robert; 292

11...-- 1

I:_:':~S;7':76 wB , \\\\

IDuP~':l~;=_l: 177,~7:~80' 233, 337, 340, 341 ,.::::~:~'>:,.\\
=~~;:kF:~~~~~~ 148,178,233,303, 304 --'_·.·-..·.·:.•..;~~.I~p~. Li.::: ~ ~i
Dupont, S.C. (USN-18); 29 -......... 86-36

11..--_--1-->/
Dyer, Thomas; 73, 241-244

Eachus, Joseph: 14. 211
. I .

Eamons, Delos; 13 I
Easler Offensive (1972);5;/.// I
Eaton, Frederick, and com.mittee; 344, 411, 479-480 I
Eckert,J. Presper; 198,200 i

~EC-121 shoot4own, 1969; 313, 462-470,482 .

Eddy, Dayton W.; 531 I
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Eisenhower, Dwight D.; 35. 87, 144, 147, 148-149. 178, 179-180, 183,204,211,221,227,
231,234,237,253-254,256,258,259,260,264,283,289,292,298.303,304,361.385,403.
404,497,499,522

Eisenhower Doctrine; 237

.•..

\\\.

\"

EXPLORER(projec~;538.581

Examination Unit, National Research Council; 17

Electronic Warfare; 476, 480

ELINT

1.....- -----''''-.

....•\

and the Baker Committee; 258-259
centralization after Cuban Missile Crisis; 337
and CIA; 109
collection; 112.122.127.139
and the Eaton Committee; 479-480

Itransfer to NSA; 26~263~=::~;~~~;;;;;;;:;;:;'::~~:~
..·/EO 1.4. (c)

Ely. R. B.; 14 EO 1. 4. (d)

_Enderlin, Arthur; 206,'208, 241. 255 /.......... ~l' L. 86-36

Electronic Research Associates (ERA); 197-198,270 \

Engstrom, Howard; 184-185, 197-199 \
biography. 270-271 \

\

::331~~;35'195-196' 257,276///// \

ERA- see Electronic Research ASSOciates ·.:--/· '\

Erskine, Graves B.; 85. 86. 109.126.2.3'('261,268,338 \:::::.::::/>// \
I ~/ \

\
. \,
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FACTOR (project); 571-572

Fairbanks, Alaska (USM-7); 9, 71,131

Far East Combined Bureau - (FECB), Singapore; 18

FARMER (projected computer); 202

I ~
FCC - See Federal Communications Commission

. FECB - See Far East Combined Bureau

Federal Communications Act of1934; 27,2, 273, 274, 474\\

Federal Communications Commission (FCC); 4,103,107"':',08,275

FEEDBACK (project); 402

Felfe, Heinz; 412-413

Felt, Harry; 269

Fenech,Henry;183

Ferret flights; 139

Field Operating Manual; 77
............

....

Fisher, Robert; 553,555

Fish, Hamilton; 158

Fitzgerald, Edward; 353

Fitzpatrick, Joseph; 92

Fleet Radio Unit, Melbourne-(FRUMEL); 7
.,/

Fleet Radio Unit, Paci,fIc::(FRUPAC); 7

Fleming, Ian, "86./"

1 I···
Flexowriter; 381

I r
FLR-9;~04,308-312,86,387,500-501

FLR-12 (AKA GLR-l); 308, 310-311

FMSAC - see Foreign Missile and Space Analysis Center

1. 4. (c)
EO 1. 4. (d)
P.L. 86-36
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•...•....•..•....

""'"
.......•....•...•.•..•

I
j
I

ilEO 1. 4. (e)
.!!EO 1. 4. (d)

!!P.L. 86-36
// i

II

Foreign Missile and Space Analysis Center (FMSAC); 344

Forrestal,James;23,25,289

Fort Knox (move to)~ 243-244

Fort Lewis, WA. (60th Signal Service Co.); 40

Fort Meade (move to); 27, 73, 241-250
new commUnications facility~ 209
and the Yankee Alert~ 236

. Foster, John; 338

Foster, William C.;244

____________1\

\

,
Freedom ofInformation Act (FOIA); 167 .I .I f

. Freeze, James~573 ../'/ I
Friedman, William F.~ 1, 10,13,14. 15, 67, 71/7~, 158, 246, ,~59, 274, 276, 476

:" :' /'

Friendship Annex (FANX); 294-95, 297, 36Q! / f

I V/ I
Frost,Laurence;183,269,270,294,296,33~340-341,35~,398,502,506

biography, 292-293 / I
FRUMEL - see Fleet Radio Unit, Melbou/ne I
FRUPAC -see Fleet Radio Unit, Pacific/ I
FUbini,Eugene;216,339,340,348,349(359,404,479,5~1

j i

Fuchs, Klaus; 19, 164, 167, / I_IFulbright, William; 449, 522-523 / r

Gamma classification system; 216

I r
Garafalo, Caterino; 544

Gardner, Meredith; i61~163

Gayler, Noel; 370, 402, 409,469,568,570,580
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biography, 476-477

GDRS - see General Directorate orRear Services

I J........ o'

IGeneral DIrec:torale orR... Be",""" (GDRSJ;f:,

GLR-1 (later changed to FLR-12);·S08,..?10-311 \:\\.

IGMJUC
-.eeGmdedMi.mleand1:~~:~=;~~:~

GOLDBERG(rapid analytic machine); 198 ""::::~;'~~EO 1. 4. (c)

Goldberg Arthuro 447 //)fEO 1.4. (d)
, , ..... .'" P L 86-36

Gold, Harry; 164 ...// 1/ . .
Goodfellow AFB, Texas; 133 ,............ . / / I
I I ···.. ···.. . / /I

Oouzenko, Igor; 18, 161, 166 .,/ i f
Grab program;407./"'/ I I

./,,/////.' ,I

Gray phone system; 207, 20~ ··/ ,/

Gribkov, Anato1ii; 330 ..../
I ,../' /

IL..G_r_u_e_n_th_e_r_,A_lfi_re_d_;_2_5 r
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Guam Area Study; 552-553

Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligence Committee (GMAIC); 177

Gurin, Jacob; 169

11-- 1.· .
II-H_ai_g_,AI_e_X_an_d_e_r_;4_8_5 ··..'j:::::::: .

Hallamaa, Reino; 162

Hallock, Richard T.; 160

Hamilton, Victor Norris; 472-473

HAMMOCK (project); 544-545, 549

I 1. 4. (c)

--------------~....~.. . ..
Harkins, Paul; 502, 508 . ;/ P . L . 86-36

Harriman, AverelI; 509, 565-5~.6......··......·..· ...."";:/

IHarris. Stephen;441;// //j'f
IL.....-- ~/./·/~·/·:://:,>/_
I:::::~::~::computer);~~~ //
:':::S::~~~1~1 /<//
Helemano, Hawaii (USM-5); 29 , ,/'

Helms, Richard; 353, 387, 459, 467: 479.1'485

Henry, Father Harold; 42 ...../ ../

I .f V
Herrick, John J.; 516-518, 520

I 1..-/
Herring, George; 498, 579

Hersh, Seymour; 330,467, 487, 579
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Holderness, Arthur; 466

Hollis, Harris W. and the Hollis Board; 475-476

11-- _
(orner. Jaek; 448 f/'/' I
House Un-American Activities Committee; 283 i

Hovey, Herbert S. Jr.; 506-507 I
Ir-------------(

Hughes, Thomas; 428

Hungarian revolt (and SIGINT crisis); 234-235, 239, 264. 454

Hyland, John; 469 .

lAC - see Intelligence Advisory Committee

la Drang campaign; 530. 532, 534

IATS Umproved AG-2 Terminal System); 369-370,371

IBM (International Business Machines); 195, 198-199,204.368
700-series machines; 202, 204
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1401;267,352,364,414
Selectric Typewriter, 371

"'----__1\
IDDF (Internal Data Distribution Facility); 371, 'W72

11- · ~\k\
IGLOO WHITE; 570 \..... '.

Intelligence Advisory Committee (lAC); 102-103

Intelligence Information Steering Committee; 39

Internal Data Distribution Facility - see IDDF

I::~=~:::~=es; seeIBM/~"//
Iredell, Milton; 294 ........... ' '1
Iron Hand (SAM suppression missions); 547........./ . i

r-I_RO_N_H_O,...RS_E_(p_r_oj_e_ct_a_n_d_e_q_Ul_'p_m_e_n_t_);_3_7~1...., P_·4_'9 ,...-_---,1

Jackson, William H.; 33, 2ii
I 1//
JCEC - see Joint Communications'Electronics Committee

JCIC - see Joint Counter-Intelligence Committee
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Joint Mechanization Group (JMG); 362
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JCS Dir. 2010; 26

JCS Memo 506-67; 343, 448, 475, 534

1 I···· .

·1....;_;_~_~_~~_~_~_:_~_:_t_M_e_c_h_an_i_Za_ti_.o_n_G_r_o_u_p -/~~~:::::~~g i::: :~:

1
I ·,..,··..· ·..·· ..·........ fli)p.L.86-36

r 1/1 \
Johnson, Harold; 358 "" \,

Johnson, Kelly; 180 4/1 \
;;; i \

~:::::::~~:o~·~:ineS;231,273,303.353-357.382, 386,381.112~,43~~432,436,437,
446.448,455,460,461,462,468,473,479,485-486,504,515,5~P:'5~2,52~.~29,548,564,
565, 573 / /!: \

~::::~~:=:~~:~5 IIII \
Joint Communications-ElectroniCs Committee (JCEC); 13. 3~hQ8, 2h \
Joint Counter-Intelligence Center (JCIC); 87 I /;1 I \,
I .if i I \

, .1: \'"
j .1": i

I I

I....J_on_e_s_.R_._V_._;1_0_8 -;...1_/__I I

....

J_oS_e_p_hso_n_J_u_n_ct_io_n_t_ec_h_n_O_lo_

gy

_;3_6_8 11 I

I I
i

Kahn, David; 97, 4,3 '

I'----~__I
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I::::::::~ k~"" ///
Kennan, George F.; 157 . ..... ..
Kennedy, Jack; 578 ...././

Kennedy, John F. and the Kennedy administratio~;"'14:9,178, 289-293, aq4, 314, 320, 352,
358, 361, 384, 385, 386, 401, 499, 502,509, 510 ../

Cuban missile crisis; 324-332 . .:;,/

KGB cipher traffic; 160, 161-168

KG-13; 219, 366,380 I :--..:.................. /.... I 86-36

·1 .// ..//'~:>/ /
, .I !

KheSanhandSIGINT;561-562 ///..../.... ,/

Killian, James R. and the Killian Board; IJ9~18.~: 229-230/403

Kim II-sung; 38,439,463,470 ../ / / /

I / ... f r

=;:::::~'652'53//// // /'
I 1"/" ....
Kirby, Oliver; 83, 183 /"/

Kirkpatrick, Lyman; 263-264j~76-277

I r
Kissinger, Henry; 289,467,485-486, 581, 582

Kit Kat; 511

I
Kenney, George C.; 48

I
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KY-l;221

KY-3; 221, 347, 380

KY-8128/38; 38().,.381

KY-9;379

KY-ll; 220-221

KY-57/58; 381

KY-67;381

LACEBARK (project); 568

Lacy. Gene; 443

Ladd, Mickey; 163

Laird, Melvin; 467,476

Lamphere, Robert; 163-63,166 !

Lam Son 719 and SIGINT support; 576, 579 /

Land. Edwin; 180, 230-231 .

IL-...-__r

'fep SECRET l:JMBRA.

Klein, Maurice; 284, 294

,. I··....

I~7;1~~·: 37;" """\

Korean War (and SIGIliT};.30, 32, ~'3>~6-56, 61, 63, 64, 69,77,78, 140,227

KOBygin, Aleksey; 431-43~·;·'43.6 """"'...' .
KO-6; 221 . ,.".

Krivitsky, Walter; 164,166 """""'. . "

Khrushchev, Nikita; 148-149, 281, 303, 3i3·;..~18:·'3~3, 328, 330

I:~::~::~ 10. 67 "I::;~;'?~%,
'1 KW-26; 209-210, 219. 222. 255, 379' I : }~~ i::: ~~l
. ...."", "! P. L. 86-36/. .

.I
I

/
i

./
/
/
i

.f,
!

.:,
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Lang, Delmar; 50, 51, 580

Lansdale, Edward, 85, 258

Laqueur,VVaUer;460

I"'----- ---JI·· .....
Larsen, Finn; 216, 385 .

I ~ "
te

DueTho; 581,582 I ""'>"
.................... ' \ .

I~elIIay, Curtis;4~ 513 1,:=:""'" ',"".\
I::=::E:~~~;;2~~~~:=:~~~=~~;;;~~~~~;~EO 1.4. (e)ILinebacker (operation); 579-581 ///t;;.:;(/ ~.~L ~ . i 6~~~

~~ ." //

I~;~;;;;:16 1/ /://///!::;I(
Lothian, Lord (Phillip Kerr, 11th Marques o(.L6~ian); q//.//

I [.../ i//
I .. / ii/

~:~~~v:~:::~:tercept (LLVI); 46,47,48, 48, 5.l~·~l5~2,543, 561, 573

Lowman, David; 322 ..:./ ./I .//' ti /

LSIC - see London Signals Intelligence c..¢iter
Lundahl, Arthur; 326, 403 /i"/

Lynn, Roy; 29, 30,72 /1

MacArthur, Douglas; 2, 36, 40, 41,."43, 44,45,46,68,99,268

I r
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Maclean, Donald; 19, 165, 167, 169

MacMillan, Harold; 237

Maddox (U.S. destroyer); 516-518, 519-523

Magruder, John; 33

I 1<
-M-a-o-T-se---tu-n-g-;-38-,-4-3-,44-,1-7-8---- .

IManor, LeRoyJ., 578 1\
Manson, Granl, 16 . •.••.•.••....•.•• \

ManualorU.S. COMINTOperations-seeMUSCO ".,
Manual oru.S. SIGINT Operations - see MUSSO ..: ,\

--------------I---------------:..;~~~g U: :~:
Marine Guard detachment at NSA; 73, 247 ::::::>:: >/ P . L. 86-3 6

Market Time (Navy maritime operation); 552, 572 :::::::::..-.::: </./
I ...···········l····.~·~ ..·······:.:·///
Marr-Johnson, Patrick; 17 I ········· / /.,
I • ....../.../ .....///
Marshall, George C.; 5, 6, 43, 44, 357 ............/

Marshall-King Agreement; 5, 6 / / /

Martin, William; 74, 280-284, 294, 296-{470, 47.8'

IMarlin, WUliant 1.; 433 1//·····:/.////
Mathews, Mitford; 378, 410 /',

Mauchly, John; 198, 200 ' / .I .,//' I......·....·....·..·....·..· OGA

McCarthy, Joseph, and McC~rthyism;167
1 - .. 1'/' .

McChristian, Joseph A.; 530

McCone,John;183,319,324,326-329,340,358,409,520
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McCormack, Alfred; 4, 15

McGonagle, William L.; 433, 438

McKinsey Study; 239-240, 270, 294

McManis, David; 356, 458, 461.467-468,485,540

McNamara.RobertS.;291,292,330,3~8,340,341,342,343,348,352.355,361.364,382.

404,432.436.446,479~520,523.530,548

McNamey, Joseph T.; 25

Meademo~ile;248-249

I I"""
1"';_;_;_;_;:_;_O;_~_;_~_~_;t1_~_:_~_4_6_-1~ -' ~~:~:::~:~::=::~~>"o

I
MerChant, Livingston; 479 I / 11. 4 • (c1

...... i EO
........ / 1.4. (dl

......... ; P.L .

...ME-SS-IN-A-;-17-1-----------------....""".··...···- ;' 86-;:36

1
'---- 1//. I \
- I! \/ \

MM~kOhyaGen, AnalS~B~~475'13017 ..,J \.,.
In, nera 16;

I
f

___----!--I-
Missile gap; 170, 177-178,320

Mitchell, Bernon F.; 74, 280-284, 294, 296, 470, 473

Mitchell, William; 479 !

MI-8; 8, 99, 158 I

I_----:...- f
Monkey Mountain - see DaNang

Moody, Juanita; 322,325,330,361, 362-363

Moore, Josephr.;547
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]doorer,Thomas; 450, 520

]dOP-95; 476

~orrison,John;82,232,343,445,467,468,469,482-483

I I:··....IMount Vemon Semin..;;;'8, I_

Murphy, Edward; 440 ,,_,,:....-.••..•

1Murphy, Robert; 1.46 I·.,.•."". '<':-""
::=:i-:,,:=;:::~)~~"'-~---'~~~:~~~~EO 1.4. (e)

M-209; 213, 218, 568 , .f EO 1. 4. (d)

I 1··...-················ /f? P.L. 86-36

Nasser, Gamal Abdel; 232-233, 237, 425-426,429,431,433,436 ...,-;:/

::::~~:::::~~;;S~~::o /./
National ELINT Plan; 337, 343-344 ..."""<.//
National Intelligence Resources Board (NIRB); 480, 4.Si .//

INatrona! Reconnaissance omee (NRO); 405, 407 ,>/
...­

National Security Council (NSC); 33, 35, 56, 102, ~63, 261

National SIGINT Operations Center (NSOC); 176,{~67, 314, 350, 469~ 482-483

National Technical Processing Center (NTPCl(llO; 261' .

Naval Computing Machine Laboratory (N~~'L);195, 197

Naval Research Laboratory (NRL); 138, ~i2, 396, 407
NRL ]dixer; 222 ../

___-----'V
Naval Security Station (NSS or "Nebraska Avenue"); 8, 9, 12, 15, 17,27,32,61, '71,72,73,
74,81,87,109,110,187,195,198,206,207,209,215,216,241,243,24~-246,294

Nave, T. E.; 18
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NBS - see National Bureau ofStandards

. NSAPAC (NSA Office Pacific); 68, 268, 296
NSAPAC NOG (NSAPAC Operations Group), 343
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NSA Scientific Advisory Board (NSASAB) and predecessors;' 184, ~27, 382

NSAUK (NSAOffice United Kingdom); 68

NSC - see National Security Council

NSCID 5; 53,90,93,107

NSCID 6; 68,107,261-262,263, 310,337,405,476,478

NSCID 7; 254-255

NSCID 9; 35,68,75,76,77,90,107,109,216,261

NSCID 17; 110, 228

NSC168;216

NSOC - see National SIGINT Operations Center

NSS- see Naval Security Station

NTPC - see National Technical Processing Center

O'Gara, Jack; 339

I f:::::::::::.....

Office ofSpecial Operations (OSO), 85,86,231,271,338 .

1'--_------
-Ogier, Herbert L.; 517

I ~

Oliver, Donald; 538 ...-
I I······..··..·..····· /

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act; 2'7.l~;~I J /

OPC - see Office ofPolicy Coordination

Operation Plan. 34-A; 511, 515, 518, 542

Operations Security (OPSEC); 555

Operation Starlight; 530, 532

EO
1. 4. (d) .

P.L.
86-36
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Pendergrass, James T.; 198-199

PDP-I/IO; 368, 369

Peacetime Aerial Reconnaissance Program - see PARPRO

Pearl Harbor hearings; 273· '.

TOP SECReT tlMBRA

__~ k....:

I...O_PS_E_c s_e_e_OPe_'_r_a_t_io_n_s_s_ec_ur_it_

Y

__-...I,"'" \\\
IOSO-see 0Il'k0 ofSpecial Operations,.,., ..•,.•, •....." .,

=:::.::~:OOIl..tion; 179-184,2~~~::1,~~:,~ \\
Pacific Experimental Facility (PACEXFAC); 268 . '. '.
Packard, David; 453 ::............. '. ,

I In-------:~~~~\~gL i:i~l~~
=~-~;://// \
PARKHILL; 380 .IPARPRO (Pea..tbne Aerial R..onru';asancor:;l}}68

\
\
\
l

I~~~~..---
Petaluma, California (USM-2, AKA Two Rock Ranch); 29, 306 .

Petersen, Joseph Sydney; 279-280

Petsamo (Finnish town; locus ofcaptured KGB codebooks); 162

PFIAB - see President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board

Pham Van Dong; 559
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Philby,H.A.R. "Kim"; 165-167, 169 ,

Phillips, Cecil; 352, 362,370

Phu Bai, South Vietnam (USM-808, USN-4I4T»; 504, 506, 511, 513, 515, 516, 51~, 520,
530-531,534~542

PHYLLIS ANN; 532-534

I , .
Pike, Otis and the Pike Committee-;..~9, 468-469, 474I I .
Pinkllton. Frank; 362 '"""""" """",.,.

PIWO-seeProdWatchOffice .
PLANTATION; 202 .

Pleiku, South Vietnam (USM-604); 504, 531, 534, 560, 5~1·~··568:::51.~,.58I
I , " :::::.::~:~~:~:::::::~:::~:::,..
Pliyev, Issa; 330 ;::';!EO 1. 4. (c)

...···::::: /JEO 1.4. (d)

:::E::::::.4TI/////:~;~:/IP.L. 86-36

Poppy pragram; 407 / /"..///..! I

I /// /// 1/ I
Powers, Francis Gary; 175, 11.7/fsO-184 ,/I . ,............ . ....
President's Foreign Intelligence A4vlsory Board (PFIAB); 263, 292, ,337-338, 344, 4~2, 564

Prod Watch Office (PWO; la~l"'~hanged to Prod Intelligence Watkh 9ffice, PIWO); 346-
W / I
Professionalization pro.~.a:t~ (civilian); 296 . /

IProgramC;407-r!!-/ !
Public Law 86-36; 272, 273 i

jIPublic Law 88-290; 473 r
PURPLE and PURPLE Analog; 1, 14
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PURPLE DRAGON; 551-555

PWO - see Prod Watch Office

Python systems; 213, 568

Pyong-Yong-l?o (AFSS tactical voice intercept operations); 49

I I·· .
Quarles, Donald; 254,258, 271 .

I .~
QUEEN BEE CHARLIEIDELTA; 513, 545,5.~. \.
Raborn, William; 358 \ \ .
I J........ . .

RadioAnalysisG;~up,.Forward(RAGFOR); 7 \\

:::::::~:~tAti;;;;1~~7~~177,178, 184:1~:86 \\"
IRAGFOR- see RadloAnalysisGrou;F.~""" \

RANCHO; 202 \\ ....

RandCorpo<atioo;402_----~:'~}\~i-;.·;::~:
........ P.L. 86-36

Raven,Frank;36~63,483

RB-47 shootdown, 1960; 314

RC-130 shootdown, 1958; 144-147,282,313,468

~am,Joseph;231,270

Red Crown; 581

Redman, John; 208

...Re_ce_i_ve_r_s_<r_a_di_'O_)_;1_3_4

1
///
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ReJirlngton-Rand Corp.; 198

Reporting (SIGINT); 69-71

Requirernents(CONUNT); 229, 341

Reynolds, Wesley; 163, 278, 284

Rhee, Syngtnan; 38, 39,41,43, 53

Rice, Kenneth; 297

. Riv~rs, Mendel~; 468

RIVET GYM (ACRP project); 571

Robertson, H. P. (committee); 67, 109,227-228

I ~--__" \
Rogers, William; 467,485 j

..-...~................ .... \

. ROGUE (Remotely Operated General Use Equiptnent);..~00-201 1
Rolling Thunder (USAF operation); 529, 553-555 : "'. I

I .' 1-- -------- ------:=~:::I;;j;J ~gLi ::~m
Roosevelt, Franklin D.; 13, 157, 159, 164, 214, 497 . :./ . .

.............. ../.,/ !
Rose Bowl (RC-47); 511 . . /.

......... " "

Rosen, Leo; 14 . ,/

I

Rosenberg, Julius; lIM,16.7 . :.>/
:Rosenberg, Ethel; 165, 16? ······..

Rostow, Walter; 289~·a53, 354, 428, 431-432, 436, ..43~:··4~6~/:55, 458-459,461,46'2,479,

1

486, 509 _// 1...:....······/·:·

, ..•....

Rowlett, Frank; 10, 12,23,67, 87, 8...~~..89·, 90, 93, 95,105.. 159,161,186,271,294,360

Royall, Kenneth; 23
I I·······:...
Rubel, John; 338, 502
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______1···...

Rusk, Dean; 325, 446, 520 .

::~~C::;280"""'"

Saadi, William; 370 .

I I
·· :..
.....

L...- ~ . ":.

..........
Safford, Laurance; 7, 13, 158,271,276 ".

Salinger, Pierre; 323 .

Samford, John A.; 107, 204,209,231,254,261,268,269, 271, ~96, 341, 358

I , __ . :::::::::: .

I
Sangley Point Naval Station, Philippines; 142 1:·..·:::::::::::::::::::::-..

....-_..:::::j"'EQ 1 4 (el

:ISARACEN; 582 ~,<:~~:::~~,~;:~;;:!~7PoL •. 86-36

Satellite Operations Center (SOC); 405, 40§t::::::::::::::':::::':::',··':·::·················· . ./,/
I I :::::;... .f

SAVILLE- 381 . . :::::.,. //

I
, t .....········· .../ ...//l.r ..

rAT-seeSupporl7.tr.~AdvlsoryTea'". ji
Schultz, Charles; 479 ...//

Schulz, Lester R. and the Schultz-Eddy Agreement; 531-5~~:

Schukraft, Robert, 87 ./

Scientific Research Institute 88; 171 .../ ...

SCOCE - see Special Committee on CompromisingErilanations

I . V
. Security, cryptologic; 73-75

badge, 73
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classification system; 275-277
compromise cases; 274, 277-284
destruction ofclassified waste 74-75
and product dissemination; 229

Shockley, William; 200

SHORTHAND (project); 542, 543

IL..S_h_o_w_e_rs_,_D_o_na_l_d_M_"_;_55_2 , .

Senrlpalatinsk <Soviet nuclear weapons lest site); 17~""""'\'\'
ISHAMROCK(Prqjeet); 29 I...•", '\.

Sharp, Ulysses Grant; 520, '553, 555 '--; .

Shawcross, William; 495

:::=:£:::5, 342, 405,410 .'....,~ ~

I
"I'~"':::::-::>::"'"

~._.._ ::;;.
........:::/EO

........ .:::... 1.4" (e)

.....--------------------------.,.....;;.... .....;/ EO
................ './~../ 1.4.(d)

Shukeiri, Ahmed; 425

I ~._.·....·---J

Sidey, Hugh; 448 /

;==~O=:~);213 /////
.SIGINT Digest (AKA SIGSUM); 332 ........../

SIGINT Overhead.Reconnaissance Subcommit~~e (SORS); 405

:.....- 1.../
SIGINT Support Group; 532

CONTROL SYSTEMS JOINTLY
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SIGINT Working Group ofCOMOR; 405

SIGSALY; 214, 220

SIGSUM - See SIGINT Digest

SIGTOT;213

Sihanouk, Prince Norodom; 572

SILO; 202

Sillitoe, Sir Percy; 18

1 1 .

.........•..•..........

I'-- ~-----'f....
Silver Dawn (ACRP program); 547

Sinkov, Abraham; 10, 14,67,215

,

//SOLO; 200

Sommers, Gordon; 23, 478

I"'s-ka-g-gs-Is-lan-d-,C-a-lif1-·-orm-·a-;-2-9,-1-5-9------~·,·-,.,._ ..

1 1················.._................. . .

SMAC - see Space and Missile AnalyslsCentijr-···· :............... . .

I . I····..· ········ ·..·······..·······..····· ·..·······.: :~::::::.:::::.::::::::::~::::::::::~:::~:::::: _.
Smith, Brorilley; 479 1 . 4. (c)

Smith, Walter Bedell; 33,87,89,90 ::................. .....-'/' P.L. 86-36

I"//~/
-SO-n-gb-ir-d-r-e-po-rt-s-;-5-5-0--...-.··-·····~·····,....;;;.----------- .../

I I················

..
Son Tay Raid and SIGlNT; 576-578 ...-

SORS - see SIGINT Overhead Reconnaissance Committee ...-/

--- ---_---1/
South Vietnam as a SIGINT partner; 411, 415, 498, 502, 503, 509, 566; 568-570, 582

Soviet Missile Technical Intelligence Group (SMTIG); 176
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Space and Missile Analysis Center (SMAC); 176, 205. 266, 345

....•.
..

....
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Subcommittee on Compromising Emanations (SCOCE); 381

_______1\\\
Support Coordination Advisory Team (SCAT); 549\··....

Sylvania (contractor for 466L system); 310, 3~1

SyIn~gton,Stuart;170,~77

TABLON;369

Taegu (siege of, and SIGINT); 40, 43, 52 ...•...:::::::....•.

-_~~__~I'
Talent-Keyhole program; 404-405 ":\JJ

J _ ·..··· · ·· _ ·· ·_..····~~EO 1. 4. (c)

:----------- !?iEO 1.4. (d)
Tan Son Nhut AFB, Sa,igon (AFSS ARDF operations); 534 .// IP . L. 8 6-36

Target Exploitation (TAREX); 3, 551 ;/l I
I ./'V I
Task Forc~Alpha (TF~)and SIGINT support; 570 ,/'/ i
Taylor, Maxwell; 53, 291, 502, 509, 511, 564 '. f

:~~~~-:::: llistribution System / I
TEABALL (operation); 579-581 . .,!:,/ f

'----------.,0;....--/-11

- //.
Technical Research Ship (TRS) program; 314-316, 391, 3~5-397,426, 429, 440, 453

and Cuba; 320-322 /
,

Telemetr I!.'"

early EUNT misslOn; iio

HANDLE VIATALEN 1 K:f1 £'118158 SQUINT CONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY
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I··
I----:'iz-a~ti:-o-n-a-nd":""c-::l-assific tion' 262

"-----_-----.,._l:\
Teletype Corporation; 198,209,255 .

Model 19;206, 208,268
Model 28;268
Model 35, 368

Teletype Distribution System (TDS); 371

TEMPEST (COMSECprojeet); 106,217,221-223, 376, ~81-81

1:::::::~:;74·I-- __ ~·· ~~~EO 1.4.{e)

·1 I......·..........-··~ ..············.::// ~~L~·~6~~~

Tevis, Charles; 346,410
TFA - see Task Force Alpha ....

I~ I//-
Thebaud, Hewlett; 159

Thien, Nguyen Van; 559, 568,579,582 /'

:.~:~.:TargetInte1ligen•• Committee /i/
Tiltman, John;.14,17, 93 ...

Title 18, U.S.C. 798; ~73-274, 279 ....,/

Tizard, Sir Henry; 13 ....,/'

11..---__1//
Tonkin Gulfincident; 506, 515-523, 529, 583

Tonkin GulfResolution; 515, 522-523

Tordella,Louis; 67,89,90, 91,97, 159, 183,199,254,261,263,353,377,387,436,482
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biography, 271-272

I~ I""",.,.,
Touchdown (military operation); 551 """

I L
~~C:=~,71~73,95 '''\\\,
;~::l~~c:::; ~:::~)~::: .,::::::\..,.........."...
TRS Special Communications System (TRSSCOM; AKA Moon Shot);'3~~

Truman, Harry S.; 16.19,33.36,40,45.56.87.102,157-158.215.289,497..
Truman Memorandum; 35, 61. 272, 274 -....,...
Truman Doctrine; 122. 157 , """"" .

IITucker, Gardner, 216 1-_I~=~~=~==~=:===-~;;'~;?1r;: :::
ITuring, Awn; 15 ///:>/r86-36

Turner Joy (U.S. destroyer); 518-523 ,/ .//

~::'~~:;::um./////·/i

HANDLE VIA NT CONTROL SYSTEMSJOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NA
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Univac Corp. (AKA Sperry Rand Univac); 200, 204
490/494 series; 205, 368, 370, 485

U~C-53;547

USCIB - see U.S. Communications Intelligence Board

USCICC - see U.S. Communications Intelligence Coordinating Committee

USIB - see U.S. Intelligence Board

USCSB - see U.S. Communications Security Board

U Street Facility (Cryptologic School); 27

"ance,Cyrus;358,359,520,534

"andenberg, Hoyt S.; 10,26,28,78,87

"an Fleet! James A.; 36

"ann, John Paul; 583

VENONA (project); 19, 160-168, 185, 186,276,27.8,284

"erkhnyaya Salda (Soviet missile site); 178·

1<---_---.- --'
"inh Window; 539-540, 542, 579, 583

VINSON; 381

I'---- ~_·······~ .
- ........•.......

"ogt, John; 580 .

I"-- J···············

"oice intercept; 227, 506, 542

r-"_Q....-_l_an_d_"_Q-~2;__1_39_,_1_42_,_46_3_-4_7_0.;..,5_5_0 --.//

Walker, Walton; 43

Wallace, Henry; 159

Walter, Francis E. and the Walter Committee; 283-284

Walt, Lewis; '530

/
!

/

I

HANDLE VIA TALEM: KE i nObEl SQUINT CONTROL SYSTEMS ,fOINTLY

NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS
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VVatergate; 474, 487, 572, 584

Water transport code; 1

VVeapons Control Center (WCC); 580-581

I I ~
............ ........ ...•.

Weeks, Robert; 14 \"

WEE LOOK (Navy aerial reconnai·~sal1C~.prOgram);550 \\..

Weisband, William; 169,177,277-278,·284..·........ . .

Wenger, Joseph; 6, 12,29,63,93,158,243 . .

I ,..................................................... .....\ .
Westmoreland, William C.; 530, 534~..536,··56'O.J)61, 562, 564, 565, '570.583 .

I:Wetwash"circuit; 5};-------------~======:==:.~::::::~~~~;,.
...........::.··jEO 1. 4. (c)

VVeyand. Frederick; 561 ! EO 1. 4. (d)
..../............... ! P.L. 86-36IWheeler, Earl; 446, 46B, 476, 506, 520, 529F5~_~~~/ // ./!

WHITEBIRCH (project); 502, 504, 505, 513

White, William Carlin; 396

White Horse Mountain; 48

VVhite House Situation Room; 352-354

I ....
and SIGINT during the EC~121crisis; 467-468
and SIGINT during the pi!eblo crisis; 446

Whi.te Wolf(JCS advisory Yl'a;~ingplan);147, 314, 330,463,464I J....... . .

Wiesner, Jerome; 204

'1 I··················..········..········..·..··..·..······....·················..········....·....···················OGA

Willoughby, Charles; 45, 46, .99

WILLY (Project); 42

HANDLE

1=9P SEERET tJMBItA

ONTROL SYSTEMS JOINTLY

NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONAL
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Wilson,Charles; 259-160

Winchell,Waltet;275

I . I····...
Wirin, Roger; 14 .

11.-- · ,...
Wired rotor technology; 211-212······..... . .
Wirtz, James; 563 . .

'.

\ ..

\ ...\ ..•.\\

'. '.
'.

Yansei University - see Chosen Christian College
\

\
\
\
I

\
\
\

\

1.4. (c)
P.L. 86-36

....
/ •..•.••....

Yur'ya (Soviet mis~ile site); 178

Zaslow, Milton; 578

ZICON net; 207, 255,

Zuckert, Eugene; 502

Zumwalt, Elmo; 478

Yankee Alert; 236-237

.................
. Yardley, Herbert 0.; 17, 55,99, 158, 273, 274 .

YOKE (tactical voice interceptoperation); 48,49 .

I 1///

11-_-----,..::..-//·····/_···//__
3RD RRU - see Davis Station ./,/''------,.../

HANDLE vIA itALEI~"rlEEYII9I..i: COWN'[ CONTROL SYSTEMS JOINTLY
NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS
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5UCO (AKA Secretape); 219

, II . . 1 t=:::===~=::::::~===_~-~~:~~~~:;:/7~:: :::
60th SIgnal ServIce Company, Ft. LewlS, WA;..~9..······"···· /' P. L.

~ . ~// 1///// // ~~~~11

6901st Special Communications Center - see Air Force Special Co~municationsCenter

. //

HANDLE VIA TALENT KEYHOLE COMIIf'f S9}fiRIQ' SYSTEMS JOINTLY
. NOT RELEASABLE TO FOREIGN NATIONALS
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