ORAL HISTORY TRANSCRIPT

General Leonard F. Chapman Jr.,
U. S. Marine Corps (Retired)

Interviewer

HISTORY AND MUSEUMS DIVISION
Headquarters, U. S. Marine Corps
Washington, D. C.

1979
1981



Interviewee:

Interviewers:

Date:

Place:

MARINE CORPS ORAL HISTORY PROGRAM

General Leonard F. Chapman, Jr., USMC
(Ret.)

17 January 1979

Marine Corps Historical Center, Navy Yard,
Washington, D.C.

TAPE TRANSCRIPTION



Chapman - 2

PROCEEDINGS

Session |; 17 January 1979
Beqgin Tape 1, Side A

Interviewer: This is side 1, tape 1, interview session | with Gen Leonard F. Chapman, Jr., United
States Marine Corps, retired. The date of this interview is 17 January 1979, it's being held in the
Marine Corps Historical Center, Navy Yard, Washington.

I have an intro on here; the first question, General, is during your tour at Headquarters
Marine Corps as G-4, what logistical actions and decisions were made that were to have a direct
effect on the deployment of Marines to and Marine Corps operations in Vietham? Do you recall
any logistics preparations specifically designed to enhance the Marine Corps' ability to execute

Vietnam contingency plans? It's a pretty broad one.

Chapman: That's a broad question. I'll do the best.l can by it. | came to Headquarters Marine
Corps as G-4 in the summer of '61. 1I'd been CG of Force Troops at Camp Lejeune for the prior
three years. During that time, I quickly became aware of the logistic unreadiness of force troops,
and one of the projects | worked the hardest.on during my time there was to bring force troops to
a state of complete readiness. And_as.l observed other units there and elsewhere during that
time, | formed the conviction that our.logistic readiness was not generally good. So when | had
the happy -- | use the word loosely == assignment to Headquarters Marine Corps, again, as G-4,
the one project that | had most in mind, and I think we worked the hardest on, was improving the
logistic readiness of the Marine Corps as a whole, particularly the fleet Marine forces, of course.
And to that end, we embarked on quite a number of separate actions.

I won't attempt to recall them all, but some, | guess, of the most notable were the first
issuance in the form.of Marine Corps order of a basic Marine Corps policy. That logistic
readiness was as. important as, and had to be put on the same level as personnel readiness and
training. That order emphasized particularly the readiness of equipment, combat equipment.
With the notion that the commander, in arriving at his training plans, in the execution of which
the use of equipment was essential, had to consider the effectiveness and the remaining service

life of his equipment as it would be affected by the use of that equipment in training.
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And the requirement was laid on every commander to so organize his entire program so
that the equipment would stay in a complete state of readiness and with adequate service life
remaining as the training progressed. Now, needless to say, it wasn't easy to get that order
concurred in by G-3 at Headquarters Marine Corps, because it was a basic departure. Marines
historically have looked on equipment as just a device to enhance their training. If.I'm making
that clear. And all Marines will agree with that, I'm sure.

Well, this order was a basic departure, a basic new policy, that had a great deal to do with
the readiness of the fleet Marine forces whenever the time came.

Interviewer: What about the existing cloud plans, these had to be revamped, or did you find

when you took over G-4 that they were satisfactory with the material that was put aside --

Chapman: The plans were satisfactory, the execution was not. That was another subject that |
wanted to mention. The cloud plans, of course, was aresupply plans for the combat resupply.
Cloud and storm, cloud for the Atlantic, | believe,.and“storm for the Pacific. Or vice versa, |

don't remember which.

Interviewer: They were mount out stores also, weren't they?

Chapman: Yes. Yes, they were, but the mount out stores were in the hands of the troops of the
combat units and the resupply.were. in the hands of the supply agencies. So it's two, two
separate, but closely related -- well, | was going to mention mount out. | had also learned that
mount out was not -- it was not efficiently calculated. It was not stocked and it was not
preserved. Its integrity was 'not maintained. It was common practice throughout the Marine
Corps to use the mount out stocks (inaudible) for daily maintenance and use.

So we issued a-second order, and then | went to some pains to check on it throughout the
Marine Corps, that required that the mount out be calculated on the basis of peacetime usage and
commander's judgment. And that it be stocked, packaged for mount out, and its integrity had to
be maintained under all -- under no circumstances could it be used for daily routine maintenance
and the like:
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That was done. | guess the -- and that had a great deal to do with readiness, of course.
Now, in that connection, one of the severe episodes that occurred shortly after | arrived, was that
I went with Gen Shoup on an inspection on the -- through the Far East. And when we got to
Okinawa, | had the unhappy task of checking up on the logistic readiness of the 3rd-Marine
Division Reinforcements. Well, I found, as | went around to the units, that noet only did it not
have the mount out, but they didn't know what mount out was in most cases. . The for service
regiment did know, but for a lack of funding they had been unable actually to execute good
mount out stockage.

So when we came back, | had to write a report, which Shoup seized on with a certain

amount of glee, I might say, as you probably remember --

Interviewer: | remember.

Chapman: -- and launched -- it required an investigation to be launched, and the investigation
proved out what | had had to say in the report. «So there'was a great to-do, you know, and a lot of
static arose from that, but it did have the effect not.enly of improving the mount out readiness
through the 3d Marine Division, which, of course, is right out there on the front line, but also
driving home throughout the rest of the‘Marine Corps the necessity of stocking and preserving
the mount out.

Let's see, your first question, what else can | think of. The R&E program, the repair and
evacuation program, or rebuild.and-evacuation, | guess it is. It was revised and revitalized,
recalculated, on a different basis. It was made mandatory, rather than voluntary. We stocked, in
the supply centers, sufficient major items of equipment in combat ready condition to deliver to
the troops the replacement equipment before they had to evacuate the old equipment for rebuild.

And, thirdly, we_required the commander to calculate the remaining service life in his
items of equipment and propose it for replacement and evacuation at the point when there was
insufficient service life predicted to remain in the coming year. | don't remember what that
figure was, it was.something like 30 or 35 percent. It was when two-thirds of the service life of a
major item-.of equipment was used up in training, obviously, then it had to be evacuated and
replaced by a fully serviceable item. That was the R&E program, and it had a major effect on

equipment readiness.
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Well, we were able to fund and deliver to the fleet Marine force units a large number of
major items of new equipment. A whole family of communications, | particularly remember.
The big radars for the air wings. Air control radars, search and, in both horizontal and -- yes,
horizontal. Two dimensions of horizontal and one vertical.

Interviewer: Did (inaudible) come in a system -- did DASK equipment come in --

Chapman: Yes, the new equipment. It was new at that time, | don't remember the name of it. It
had been the MPQ-10, but what was it, what was the new one called. Darned if | even remember
now.

Interviewer: New DASK --

Chapman: Yes. Yes.

Interviewer: TPQ-10s?

Chapman: Yes, the TPQ-10, that's it. The MTDS.

Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: Much other electronic and communication equipment.

Interviewer: How about ordinants?

Chapman: Let's.see-="just running ordnance through in my mind. We rebuilt the tanks, of
course. We kept the heavy tank, the M-103, though there were many efforts to have us dispose
of it. We did dispose of the terrier during my time because it had been replaced by -- well, by
the hulk. 'Now hulk is another example of new equipment. And then, later on, the improved

hulk;.the HIP, h-i-p. Hulk improve program, it's amazing how these things come back to me

when | think about it. Hip.
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Let's see, tanks, artillery, small arms; there was several pieces of small arms. A new
bazooka and some new grenades. The M-14 rifle, of course, we reequipped all the combat
troops with the M-14.

Interviewer: (Inaudible.)

Chapman: Yes, that's right. That machine gun, that new machine gun.

Interviewer: The M-607?

Chapman: The M-60, right. Well, in motor transport, a major step forward was the bringing
under the Marine Corps auspices of aviation motor transport, as you all perhaps remember.
Aviation had gone their own way with Navy funding for their motor transport, with the result
that they had a whole families of peculiar items of/motor transport. Any aviators here? This
may be before your time.

But Marine Corps aviation had a half a dozen or more little families of peculiar
equipment to which there was no counterpart in:the Marine Corps ground or anywhere else for
that matter. So that their resupply and maintenance, spare parts and so forth, problems were
enormous. Well, we sold the idea of-abandoning all that peculiar equipment and delivering to
the Marine Corps Aviation the same motor transport that the ground had. And that had a great

deal to do with improving the readiness of Marine Corps aviation.

Interviewer: Was that about the time that the procurement of aviation POL (inaudible) came

under the Marine Corps? I'remember -- or maybe that was a little later --

Chapman: Yes, |think-that was later. | think I was chief of staff then. That didn't happen while
I was G-4.

One other.item | might mention, under the G-4 auspices, was the amphibious shipping
program of which we, in a massive document to CNO, expressed the Marine Corps requirements

for amphibious shipping in terms of square footage, cube, combat loading, tactical arrangements
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and the like. And it was based on that document that the amphibious shipping program was
designed by the Navy. Originally, of course, the LPHs and LPDs and then, later, the LHA.

Interviewer: That must have been a historic document then --

Chapman: It was a -- I think it was a historic document, yes. Col Peter Hahn was our expert and
architect of that document. Which 1 think it took him about two years to assemble, prepare, get
in final form and we got, | remember, a trip | made up to persuade Gen Greene, who was the
chief of staff, to let me take it in and get Gen Shoup to sign it. Well, he finally agreed and so |
confronted Gen Shoup in his office in an effort to get him to sign this document. Well, he
protested and moaned and kicked and squirmed, but, finally,.by gosh, he signed it. And | hand
carried it over to CNO, and delivered it to --

Interviewer: Did it cause any waves over at CNO for the- Navy?

Chapman: Well, some, but not really, no.. It was passed down through the -- of course, to the
amphibious warfare section in CNO, who then had the task of designing a fleet of amphibious

shipping that met the Marine Corps requirements. Which they did with great enthusiasm.

Interviewer: Of course, they didn't:-have the --

Chapman: But then came.the problem, of course, of the funding -- the shipbuilding program to
carry out the designs. 'But it was done, and the Navy did do it. The objective was to create
amphibious shipping, combat shipping, sufficient to lift the assault echelons of two MEFs into
combat.

There are.important points in those words. First, it was the assault echelons only. Not

the entire MEFs.. Secondly, combat-loaded, you know, for debarkation in combat in the assault.

Interviewer:. ' want to get -- we'll get back to that because | remember there was a whole period

of time --.a full period during that time where the Marine Corps was very unhappy about the
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inability of the Navy's amphibious lift capability. And I think that's when (inaudible) we'll talk

about that later.

Interviewer: Yes, General, how much of this -- or how much of these developments in logistics
were you looking directly at the Vietnam situation and the possible deployment.of Marine forces
at that time?

Chapman: Well, only as one of the possibilities. There were other -- you know, other
possibilities on the horizon. You know, FMEF land had been alerted a number of time to go to,
oh, Lebanon, Suez, elsewhere in Europe and the Atlantic, trouble spots in the Far East were, of
course, Korea, Indochina. Not only in Vietnam, but you remember the SEATO, SEATO treaty,
Laos.

Interviewer: Laos.

Chapman: Cambodia, Thailand.

Interviewer: And the task force --

Chapman: Singapore.

Interviewer: -- Simpson had. ‘He took over that Laos, I think.

Chapman: Yes. Mm-hmm.“You know, that was Thailand. That was Udorn, that was Udorn,

yes.

Interviewer: That was Udorn, right.

Chapman: Yes. Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: (Inaudible) 16, | think it was.
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Chapman: Mm-hmm. And then we put intelligence-gathering installations in various places. Of
which that was one, by the way. That was an adjunct of that operation. Well, it'wasn't until |
was chief of staff, in '64 or so, that we began to focus directly on Vietnam.

Interviewer: Any other comments on that?

Chapman: If I can think of anything else in the G-4 line. Well,.those are four or five of the
principal things. There were many, many things. It was a very busy two years and | do think we

-- | think we accomplished a great deal.

Interviewer: In the early spring of 1965 there was some question of whether the 9th MEF would
receive its common item support from (inaudible) resources:What was involved in this issue

and in your opinion, was it a significant one?

Chapman: Well, it wasn't particularly significant, no. The Army proposed that the command
and support would come from them, but we rejected this report, the proposal. We thought it was
our duty to support the Marines in combat,.and that's what we did. But there wasn't any great

hassle about it that | remember.

Interviewer: General, as | recall.documents of that time, the contingency planning called for the
Army to support the IX MEF at that time. The MEF, the Marines claimed -- or that the plans
called for the Army -- for the Army to support the MEF. MacVie (phonetic) then found out that
it didn't have the supplies to'support the MEF and (inaudible) of a great deal of traffic going back
between MacVie and his headquarters relating to who would actually be doing the support. Did
any of this get back to-headquarters? And it had a great deal to do with the -- with the release of
bombing supplies and --

Chapman: Yes, mm-hmm.

Interviewer: -- which did not occur until June.



Chapman - 10

Chapman: Well, I'm sure we were aware of it. But, you know, the basic -- the basic mission.of
the Marine Corps as laid out in the law is to provide and support the fleet Marine forces. /And
our plans and arrangements had long since been completed to do just that. There.didn't seem to

be any good reason for suddenly, at the first entry into combat, to shift the system.

Interviewer: Well, as an add-on to that, there's some question, and I think.this what you were
getting at, of why it took from March to June, 1965 to get FMFPaC emergency mount out
supplies released to support the Marines in Vietnam. Do you know of any reason for this three-
month delay?

Chapman: Well, the reasons -- the basic reasons were that the initial landings of the Marines
were administrative. Not into heavy combat. Combat developed, of course, later on. And,
secondly, the Marines were -- had to be held in readiness-to mount out from Vietnam and land in
combat elsewhere. And, thirdly, there didn't seem:to be any reason why the routine supply of
Marine units that had been carried on for a long time couldn't just continue. That's all. They
were essentially in the administrative semi --.semi-operational mostly training situation in
Vietnam. After a couple of months, though,.two or three months, then the fighting started. And
it became obvious that the Marines weren't-going to mount out and go elsewhere, like make a
landing in North Vietnam. Not soon, anyway. So at that point, the mount out was released.

But that was the reason._l.guess the principal reason was that the Marines had to be ready
to mount out from Vietnam and make combat landings. And if the mount out had been used up
in daily operations, in what was essentially a quiet Vietnam, they would have been logistically
unready to do so. Does that-answer the question?

Interviewer: Excuse me, General, | have one other. During this period, Marines talked of a pull
system of supply for Vietnam as opposed to a push system. Could you explain the difference,
and how well did.it work?

Chapman:..I don't recall a whole lot on that. Of course, a pull system is the one in which the

troops. predict need and requisition accordingly. The push system is one in which the
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commander, outside the theater and the supply agencies, predicts demand and puts supplies in

accordingly. | mean, those are the central differences between --

Interviewer: Supply.

Chapman: Yes. We ended up with, | thought, a very logical arrangement, which was a
combination of the two. The -- you know, the (inaudible) that Gen Krulak set up were in the
nature of the push system. But basic resupply was pull. And the troops made their needs known
to the for service -- the logistic command and it, in turn, requisitioned on'a predicted basis. Of
course predictions were based on usage. And after we'd been there a while, the usage sort of
settled down into a routine, you know. We were doing about the same things all the time, you
know. And consequently our usage of consumable and wear-outables and so forth was at a

pretty steady, uniform, predictable rate.

Interviewer: One more question in that respect, one.commander made the observation that it was
difficult to predict usage for Vietnam in that units were both in a garrison and a combat state so
that usage didn't -- predicted usage didn't necessarily follow the combat predictions. Would you

care to comment on that? In other words'--

Chapman: Well, the combat predictions are on a combat usage rate and they're very heavy. You
know, the garrison usage is a great deal less. Well, there wasn't anything easy about it, and many
commanders didn't like to be troubled with the task of predicting what their future requirements

would be. But by and large, they did it, and it worked.

Interviewer: When the Headquarters 11l MAF deployed to Vietnam, General, it was a skeleton
organization and. had-to depend upon the wing and division headquarters for support and
augmentation.” Before too long, it was apparent that this concept would not work out and that
this was no way'to go to war. Can you comment on this matter and on the philosophy behind

such headquarters structures?
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Chapman: Well, the philosophy was based, pure and simple, on peacetime stringencies in
personnel. And the Marine Corps didn't have the resources to maintain in being MAF-type
headquarters, full scale MAF type headquarters. We just didn't have them. And, of course,
further more, it would be a kind of a inefficient process to maintain a large complicated
headquarters with many specialists in being in peacetime with nothing to do, really. .Instead, the
Marine Corps maintained what was just a small nucleus of planners and some of whom -- many
of whom were on additional duty, or temporary duty, that is, with the MAE Headquarters. Of
course, it was well-recognized that on deployment it would have to be made into a fulltime TO
organization, and that was done as the Marine Corps got resources with the onset of the war and
the first landings in Vietnam. See, we got major increases in strength and we were able to man
not only Il MAF Headquarters, but a lot of other outfits, too, that either didn't exist at all in

peacetime or were on a skeleton basis.

Interviewer: Did you ever get the feeling that after this.augmentation did take place, (inaudible)

MAF Headquarters was too large and cumbersome?
Chapman: Well, it grew. It got to be big. | don't have the impression that it was over-large. It
would have been too big to mount out en an amphibious operation, but I think each piece of it

was necessary in the situation in which-the Marines found themselves in Vietnam.

Interviewer: | know that Gen Tompkins made the comment that he was appalled by the fact that

the tail behind each of the units, the regiment and so on, was just tremendous.

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: And.morethan had ever been experienced by the Marine Corps previously and that

this was a very cumbersome way of doing business.

Chapman: Well, it was cumbersome and heavy all right, yes. Not only Il MAF, as you say, but

others. Some of that was due to the fact that the Marine headquarters were in sort of permanent
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position, you know, and having to carry on round the clock administrative, service, support,

routine operations that they would not be expected to do in mobile combat.

Interviewer: Despite the fact that the 3d FSR was a growing concern on Okinawa;, the decision
was made, and | think this was by Gen Krulak with the approval of headquarters,.to establish
support and logistics command in Vietham. Why was this action taken rather than just simply
deploying the 3d FSR to Vietnam?

Chapman: Well, it became obvious that the Marines in Vietnam were going to be there, in
combat, for a long, long time. You probably have among your memoirs here and papers Gen

Greene's prediction that it would take --

Interviewer: | think he said something like 25 years.

Chapman: Well, no, he said five years, with«a half a‘million Americans on the ground. Five
years after, the half a million were there. .Of course he didn't receive great plaudits from the
President or Secretary of Defense, from McNamara, on that statement. As a matter of fact, that
was some of the sleepless nights | put in'was.trying to extricate Gen Greene from that statement.
Which we made in a deep background-in Saigon.

Well, on an amphibious operation, of course, the Marines land in combat, seize the
objective and then come out for a.rebuild, retraining, restoration program before the next
landing. And our logistics were 'keyed to that idea. They were not keyed to the idea of
sustaining the Marines in combat for years on end.

Consequently, we had to have, on Okinawa or some convenient (inaudible) place, a
resupply, rebuild capability for the Marine equipment and supplies. And the logical way to do
that was just to maintain the 3/4 Service Regiment in position with what they already had, fourth
and fifth echelon rebuild capability, heavy supply stockage and all the necessary computers and
data banks.and et.cetera, et cetera, to do the job. And then to create, in Vietnam, on a provisional
basis, something new called the force logistic command with the task of the immediate supply

and support of the troops in combat, was the essential reason.
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Interviewer: It wouldn't happen -- the FLC didn't have its fourth and fifth --

Chapman: Oh, no. No. No, they did not.

Interviewer: | didn't think so.

Chapman: They did not.

Interviewer: How was Marine Corps troop strength for Vietnam determined and where? And

what role did Headquarters Marine Corps staff play in this determination?

Chapman: Well, the basic decision was made by McNamara.. It started, of course, in Vietnam
and came up through the MacVie chain of command. And-then, of course, we had our own
channels coming up through the Marine chain of command. And culminated in the joint chiefs
and then the recommendations were made to the Secretary of Defense, who ran the war from his
Pentagon office. And he then took, | suppose, many factors into consideration, and ceilings were

issued for the units in Vietnam.

Interviewer: | understand at one time-that (inaudible) and some of the other Pentagon high level
people did not have any (inaudible) knowledge of Marine Corps strength and the organization.
And that, | think, Gen Chaisson.had'to bring Entogue (phonetic) and some of his people over to

headquarters and point out.that this is a fire team, this is a PLC --

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: -- do you.remember this --

Chapman:.' Vaguely. Yes, vaguely. Oh, Entogue knew how many Marines there were in
Vietnam tothe extent we knew it. I've often remarked that | spent four years as chief of staff and

four years.as Commandant trying to find out how many Marines there were in the Marine Corps

and | never did find out. In eight years of -- | knew | could always find out how many there used
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to be, six months ago, but to find out how many there are today was impossible. Never did find

out.

Interviewer: Do you remember Jim March, who was the --

Chapman: Yes, he was in charge of finding out.

Interviewer: He was in charge of it.

Chapman: And he never found out.

Interviewer: He said yes. He said that at one particular point in time, there was no way of

knowing how many Marines you had in the Marine Corps, pipeline and everything else.

Chapman: One time we stopped -- I'll never forget this:“We put out an order, this is when | was
chief of staff. We put out an order that on the 31st of December of that year -- it must have been
about '66 maybe, and we put this order out about three months ahead of time -- that the whole
Marine Corps was to gear up and on 31 December, meridian time, they were to count every

Marine they had.

(Laughter.)
Interviewer: Well, didn't this happen in Vietnam, where they --
Chapman: It included in Vietnam and everywhere. In the transient centers, in the pipeline, in
the training establishment, worldwide. At noon on 31 December, every Marine commander was
to count haw many Marines he had and make a report to Headquarters Marine Corps. By God,

they did it, and itwas useless.

(Laughter.)
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Chapman: It was absolutely useless. We still didn't know how many. And the reason was that
there were so many Marines in limbo. They were in transit, they'd been dropped on the rolls.of
one unit and not yet picked up by another unit to which they were destined and the like, and we
came out -- we totaled it all up and it added up to some figure we knew was wrong. Had to be
wrong.

So this has got nothing to do with the subject we're on, except | just want.to point out that
in eight years, | never could find out how many Marines there were in the Marines. I'll bet you
Gen Wilson, today, don't know how many Marines there are in the Marine Corps.

Interviewer: I'm going to take that bet.

(Laughter.)

Interviewer: And, General, | would bet that the figures-that we report, or that you receive, on

how many there was six months ago weren't that exact, either.

Chapman: | think they were pretty good after.six or nine months, you know, when all the
auditing is done and all of that. They're pretty good then, and, of course, when the financial
audit trails are run, then the fiscal directorcan tell you, you know, after about a year or two, he
can tell you exactly how many of the Marines there were at the time the books were closed at the

end of the fiscal year two years ago, you know.

Interviewer: What, if any, were the effects of the in country personnel ceilings on planned
Marine Corps troop deployments?

Chapman: On troop deploy -- well, there wasn't any effect on troop deployments. Every time a
Marine unit was.ordered deployed to Vietnam, the ceiling was raised accordingly. Now that got
to be a kind of tiresome process every now and then in dealing with Entogue and his analysts,

but it was done.
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Interviewer: | think perhaps the question might be what problem did the personnel ceilings
cause in planning for these troop deployments or for planning and determining what forces that

you could send to Vietnam.

Chapman: Those two things aren't related. The decision to deploy additional wnits.to Vietnam
was made at the highest level. In fact, the President himself approved it. And on such approval,
the ceilings were raised. Whereas one was the chicken and the other was the egg. It wasn't vice
versa. In other words, the ceiling wasn't set and then troops ordered to be deployed and come
under the ceiling. It was the other way around.

No, the effect of the personnel ceilings was, however, significant on the units already in
Vietnam. That's where the impact came because there were so many needs that came about from
the unusual nature of the combat and that, that we were usually unable to meet because we --

because we were restricted by the personnel ceiling.

Interviewer:  Prior to Vietnam, the Marine. Corps“was following a system of personnel
stabilization, lock on training and unit rotation. /As this system could not be sustained in combat,
it was necessary to carry out a mix master program and shift to individual location. How much
impact did this have on combat effectiveness.and did you form any opinions about this problem

and how it should be handled in the future?

Chapman: Well, let me read the second sentence again, in the question. As this system could
not be sustained in combat, it was necessary, and so forth. That would more properly read as this
system could not be sustained in the type of deployment that the Marines were required to handle
in Vietnam, it had to be changed.

Remember, an World War 11, we went overseas and we just stayed until the end of the
war. And unit integrity'was maintained. An officer or a Marine would join the 2d Battalion 4th
Marines and he'd stay in the 2d Battalion 4th Marines until the end of the war, unless he got
killed or wounded prior to that.

Vietnam was set up on an entirely different basis. That is, a one year tour of duty and
constant, therefore, constant rotation of the personnel of a unit. In the course of a year, a unit

would.do 100 percent turnover. Now, had the initial Marine units landed in a situation like
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World War Il, it would have been no problem because they would have just stayed in that unit
until the war ended. Like we did in World War I1.

Interviewer: (Inaudible) sustained during the Vietnam period of time?

Chapman: Oh, I don't think so, no. But I'm just trying to make the point that it was the different
nature of the engagement that caused the necessity of shifting to a personnel rotation system.
And the same thing is true today, the Marines, again, have, today,.@s | understand it, locked on
air and ground units. And there are many advantages to that. Many advantages.

There will be a great disadvantage, though, if we, again, have to land in a Vietham-type
situation, because what you find is that as soon as you land in.combat, you've got to start rotating
because you've got short-timers immediately and the entire unit will turn over in the course of a
year. So those really are my opinions about the subject.

If we're going to operate in a World War Il-type-personnel situation, then the locked-in
units are very advantageous. If we're going to.land.in"a Vietnam-type situation where we stay
four, five years and have a 100 percent rotation every year in every unit, why, then, obviously,
it's a completely different situation.

Did that deal with that question?

Interviewer: Expanding on that point.of view a little bit, Gen Chapman, who actually mandated

this one year rotation policy, was.this—

Chapman: Oh, McNamara. Yes, Secretary of Defense.

Interviewer: -- top level —

Chapman: «Yes.

Interviewer:. In effect, the top level political decision then rather than any manpower

requirement coming out of (inaudible) Marine Corps.
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Chapman: Of course, we supported it. | mean it's obvious you couldn't keep Marines over there
for years on end. It was just a practical matter, you know. And then not only that, but then we
also had to set up, and there was set up, for all the troops, remember, the R&R program. Where
midway through the one year tour, each Marine and each soldier, each airman,ssailor; got to
spend a week or 10 days in Australia or someplace. Remember that?

Well, and then, thirdly, there was this point -- I don't remember these figures exactly, but
these figures are going to be in the ball park. And that is that the average Marine infantryman
spent a tour in Vietnam of six months because within six months, in Vietnam, the average
Marine infantryman was either wounded or dead or sick and had to be evacuated. The average

tour of the infantryman was something like six or seven months.

Interviewer: The pipeline became a real problem --

Chapman: Yes. So far as the infantry was concerned, it:.was something like a six or nine month
tour of duty no matter what policies McNamara enunciated. And, you know, | believe there was
a similar figure for helicopters, if | remember correctly. Were you a helicopter pilot?
Interviewer: Yes, sir.

Chapman: You must have got through.all right.

Interviewer: The first tour. | did, the second tour I didn't.

Chapman: Well, then I'm not sure of the figure for helicopter pilots, but it, too, was -- it, too,
was on -- was less. The average Marine helicopter pilot tour was less than 12 months. As was

true of the infantry.

Interviewer: A-“lot of times that was because the squads themselves would rotate back to

Okinawa for three months to refurbish (inaudible) rotate back (inaudible).
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Interviewer: With planes. Well, | imagine the answer to what | would ask now is a matter of
practicality. But why a year instead of a year and a half or two years? Public opinion wouldn't

sustain it? The high level politicians wouldn't go for it?
Chapman: 1 don't think | remember what those factors were, if | ever knew. I.-- thebest | can
recollect, it was just a judgment, a quick judgment, based on the belief that a year was long

enough, and that the Marines --

End Tape 1, Side A
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Chapman: Yes, the Marine tour on Okinawa and in Japan, our aviators in Japan, was 13 months.
The Army unaccompanied tour, in various places around the world, was 12 months, | think.
Maybe it was 18, | don't remember that exactly. And so | think 12 months just looked like a
good figure, that's all, and that's -- now, of course, as you knew, there was a lot of uninformed
criticism during the war about the cost and turnover and the fact that experts in various slots in
Vietnam were constantly turning over and why didn't we just put them there and keep them on
the job and improve the effectiveness of the units. Well, every time | heard that 1 always pointed
out to them that the average Marine infantryman lasted only six or.seven months. That usually

ended the argument, by the way.

Interviewer: | imagine that public opinion wouldn't have sustained a longer --

Chapman: No, I don't think so, either.

Interviewer: General, do you think it had a lot to.do with the way we were fighting the war and
the -- the no win type of situation where'we.weren't allowed to invade the north and (inaudible)

holding our own a lot?

Chapman: Well, that and it went.on'so long, you know, that was probably the underlying reason.
The Americans want to win wars and they want to win them quick. Every time we've gotten into
a protracted war, like Korea and Vietnam, and our own Civil War, you know, there has been
much, much dissention. World War | was a short war for us. World War 1l was a long war, but
the individual battles, campaigns, were rather quick, you know. In the Pacific they only lasted a

few days in most.cases: Tarawa lasted three days, I think.

Interviewer: Seventy-six hours.

Chapman:.Yes. Guadalcanal went on three or four months. In Africa and Europe they were a

relatively short duration.
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Interviewer: With respect to the (inaudible) of Reserves, General, do you recall that this.matter
was recommended to the Secretary of Defense, or to the President at any time during your tenure
as chief of staff or as a member of the JCS? And the reasons why there was no mobilization of

the Reserves?

Chapman: Yes, we recommended it at least one time. It must have been after the Tet offensive.
You'll have to get back into the record and check me on that. I'll.be danged if |1 remember. It
was not approved, rather the decision was made to increase the regular forces through the draft.
And that was a top level decision. Of course, the President made that decision and | presume for
primarily political reasons.

I must say that I, for one, concurred, really, in the decision. We recommended the
mobilization of the Reserves with a certain amount of reluctance. And the reason is very
obvious, the Reserve, which was a first class combat-ready counterpart to a regular air ground
team in almost every respect, is like a huge piece of artillery that only had one round it can fire.
Because when you -- by law, when you activate the Reserve, and then at some point deactivate
them, their military obligation is completed. And.your Reserve is totally gone. And you have to
start absolutely from zero to build another Reserve.

I don't know if you all knew that, butthat's true by law. As I say, it's like a huge piece of
artillery that only has one round. You.can fire it once and then it'll be 20 years probably before
you can fire it again, because that's how long it took us to build the 4th Air Ground team into its

absolutely outstanding shape. "It took us about 20 years.

Interviewer: After Korea?

Chapman: After. Korea, yes. And if we had fired that one enormous round, it would have been
another 20.years before we would have had a Reserve again. So, the Reserve ought to be
preserved as a matter of policy for some time when it really counts. | don't know, am | making

that clear?

Interviewer: Yes, that's clear.
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Interviewer: General, perhaps going to question 25, (inaudible) if we're talking about the

(inaudible) calling up of the Reserves in '68?

Interviewer: Page six, sir.

Chapman: Yes, I've got it. Hand me that ash tray, will you. Is anybody allergic to --

Interviewer: No, sir.

Interviewer: No, Sir.

Chapman: I'll never forget one time | went to Albany, when«I' was commandant, and we got in
that conference room down there and one of his -- Gen-Fairbourn was the CG. And one of his
civilians got up to give a briefing on some supply subject and I lit up my cigar and he said, good
morning, Gen Chapman, Gen Fairbourn. | will now brief on this subject, and a slide came on the
board. Then the slide went off and then he said,.now to begin, and with that he turned as white
as that piece of paper and fell down on the platform and totally unconscious. Well, it turned out
he was allergic to cigar smoke. Totally allergic, it simply knocked him unconscious. Literally
unconscious. So, we had to clear the room. | had to put out my cigar, which was a terrible
ordeal for me. And after the room.had been evacuated of cigar smoke and they'd thrown a

bucket of cold water on him, we went back in and he picked up right where he left off.
(Laughter.)

Chapman: Of course,-l-haven't told that in years.

Interviewer: Well, the question is a number of individuals, including Gen Chaisson, had stated
that in 21968, following Tet, the JCS and Gen Wheeler, quote, maneuvered Gen Westmoreland

into asking.for massive reinforcements in order to force the President to call up the Reserves. Do

you recall this to be the case essentially? Do you recall discussions in the tank about this matter?
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Chapman: Well, that was all carried on in the back channel, eyes only, personals between
Westmoreland and Wheeler. Which we all -- chiefs all got copies, of course. It may be that
there is no official record of that, those many exchanges. | don't know, is there?

Interviewer: Yes, | believe so, sir.

Chapman: Yes. Gen Greene may have (inaudible) one. He was Commandant then, he kept
everything. It culminated in Westmoreland stating that the situation was== I'm trying to think of

the word he used. It was "catastrophic” or -- let's see, what was that --

Interviewer: Critical?

Chapman: No, it was stronger than critical. It was‘more like catastrophic. | never thought I'd
forget that word. That shows you how bad my memory is getting because that was a critical
word that he used. Based on which the chiefs did reecommend major increases -- that must have
been the occasion on which we recommended the mobilization of the Reserve. Not just the

Marine Reserve, but the other Reserves, t00.

Interviewer: Well, what part of this discussion of mobilizing the Reserves, wasn't there an equal
status? In other words, the Marine Reserve could be called up much more quickly than the Army

Reserve would be. The Army Reserves were in bad shape.

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: It was so.much overhaul or so much -- a long time involved in mobilizing may have

been part of the problem.

Chapman: I think that's so. Whereas our Reserve was ready. First class, absolutely first class in
every.respect, personnel manning, training and logistic support. That's a subject I didn't touch on

when we were talking about G-4 accomplishments.
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During my time as G-4, the Reserve was reorganized under the auspices of Gen
Fairbourn, who was Director of Reserves, into the 4th Div Wing team. And it was under my
auspices as G-4, we equipped the 4th Div Wing with the same equipment and supplies that the
regulars had. With some exceptions, mostly airplanes. Whereas the Reserve, instead of having
F-4s, they had F-8s. And instead of having -- let's see. what the hell else did they have? Instead
of having the A-4M, they had A4Gs, or something or other.

Interviewer: A-4Cs, | think.

Chapman: A-4Cs, and the like. We accomplished that when I was -- during the time | was G-4.

Interviewer: General, do you think if the political decision had been made to call up the
Reserves that there would have been a corresponding change-in the way that they were waging
the war in Vietham? Do you think we would have gonefor the win? Do you think to call up the

Reserves would have forced that win?

Chapman: Oh, | doubt it, you know. You know; we could have gone for a win without calling
up the Reserves. | doubt if it would have forced it. What did we have to do to win? We had to -
- | think we had to do what we proposed.right along, was put a half a million men on the ground
in Vietnam for security and to stamp.out the Viet Cong. To land in North Vietnam, land the
Marines in North Vietnam, up above.the DMZ, and just cut the Ho Chi Minh Trail and all their
supply lines and conduct.an all-out bombing campaign in Haiphong and Hanoi and their
complete industrial and supply base. And, like Gen LeMay said, just bomb them back to the
Stone Age. That would have'won.

In fact, that's what the chiefs proposed in the summer of '65, exactly that. Not the half
million men on the ground, but the landings in North Vietnam and the all-out bombing campaign
was the chiefs" proposal in the spring of '65, right after the Marines first landed. Of course, it
was disapproved.

S0 as a major element in executing such a plan, the Reserves would probably have been

necessary, but I don't think it would have forced it.
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Interviewer: Well, another aspect, this calling up the Reserves, do you think that calling up the
Reserves would have mobilized American public opinion in support of the war to a.greater

extent, inasmuch as there were more people involved? More segments of society -~

Chapman: | don't know, I somehow doubt it. | don't think that alone would. have made any
significant change in the attitude of the Congress and the American people. I believe a plan to
win the war, such as | described, would have made a change.

But I think that's what the American people wanted. The way | one time once heard it
expressed | thought was awfully good was that -- in a nutshell, the American people, at the
beginning of the war, said win it. In the middle of the war they said win it or get out. And
toward the end of the war, they said get out. And that, in a.nutshell, was about the way public

opinion evolved, I think. Win it, win it or get out, get out.

Interviewer: This is question 10. In the summer 0f 1966, several Marine units reported serious
personnel shortages in foxhole strength. Do «you recall what caused these shortages and how
they were remedied? And this was a constant complaint, | think, on the part of commanders.

Chapman: Yes. Well, there were two basic causes. The first was that our predictions as to
infantry strength, or infantry replacements, were not as accurate as they should have been, could
have been. And, secondly, that the infantrymen in Vietnam were siphoned off for just a host of
other things. Security around CPSs, every unit in Vietham had to have some kind of security
platoon to guard the CP against Viet Cong raids. There was no provision in the TO for security
around CPs.

You know, in our amphibious operations, the way we do that is that the cooks and the
bakers and the clerks and the radio operators take turns standing watch at night around the CP.
Well, you can't --.if the-radio operator is manning his radio 24 hours a day, as he was in Vietnam,
he can't stand guard at night. So infantrymen were siphoned off for that kind of purpose -- many
other kinds of purposes, with the result that the -- that the 0-3s reaching the foxhole were less
than they ought to have been under the TO.

Well, we went through a great flail and tried to ferret out all these places where Marines

had been -- infantrymen had been stashed away. If some of you were in Vietnam at that time,
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you remember that very well, I think. And we eventually did find them all and got most of them
back in the foxhole and then we increased the flow of 0-3s to Vietnam.

We set up a reporting system that required each unit to report, every Monday at 8:00 or
some such time, what his percentage of foxhole strength was against a scale of-100, and that
meant Marines in the foxhole, not just on the rolls of the company, but how many were actually
out there carrying a rifle. And the first reports we got on that were pretty alarming because it
was only something like 40 or 50 percent in many outfits.

But after a month or two of heavy flailing around, why we got the foxhole strength up to
something like -- damned if | remember. | think our objective was 90 percent. | think we got to
about 90 percent eventually. You'll have to check these figures, I'don't remember these figures

all that well.

Interviewer: We probably have them. Again, in '66, when the'supply of Marine helicopter pilots
became critically short, what steps did Headquarters Marine Corps consider taking to fill the

void and was mobilization of the Marine Air Reserve alone ever considered?

Chapman: Well, the mobilization of pilots was considered, yes. Now helicopter pilots, that was
another one of those things that we gotall tangled up with Entogue and systems analysis on.
Pilot seat ratios is a term I'll never forget. #must have listened to discussion on pilot seat ratios
for a zillion hours in headquarters and-over at Navy and up at the SECDEF.

Interviewer: What did that mean, exactly?

Chapman: For each cockpit seat, combat cockpit seat, how many pilots do you need,
Marinewide. And we started out with a figure of something like three and a half, | think it was.
And Entogue drove us-down to a final figure of something like two and a half. Two and a half
pilots per combat seat. Now that -- say we had a -- let's see, we had about 400 A-4s, and there's
only one pilot in‘an A-4, so that meant we could have a thousand A-4 pilots. And those A-4s had
to be --'those A-4 pilots, those thousand A-4 pilots were the total that we could have and they

manned the'A-4s in Vietnam. They manned the training establishment at Pensacola and in the
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wings back in the States. The instructors with the Reserve, going to school, on duty at

Headquarters Marine Corps, and everywhere.

Interviewer: And go back to Vietnam every year.

Chapman: And going back to Vietnam every year, right. Right. Well, that figure of 1,400 is not
accurate, but that will give you the idea. It was particularly crucial with helicopters because we
had so many helicopter casualties, pilots and crews and birds.

Interviewer: A lot of times, too, most of the helicopters would require two pilots per plane.
Chapman: Yes, that's right. Well, that was -- well, it meant pilot seat. That included the co-
pilot's seat. If it was a bona fide co-pilot seat. That, on the light helicopters, that's not a co-
pilot's seat.

Interviewer: It's the Huey single --

Chapman: Yes. But on the medium and.large birds, it is actually a co-pilot, and that was
included in the calculations. Well, based on‘these calculations and resulting manning levels, the
recruitment of would be pilots, the training at Pensacola, the -- let's see, what do we call that
thing at Glencoe and --

Interviewer: Glencoe Marine Air Reserve Training Command?

Chapman: No, the <~ after a pilot graduates from Pensacola, gets his wings, then he goes through

Interviewer: RAG squad --

Chapman:..That's it, RAG, readiness air group. Readiness air group, where the pilot, who's only

a-basic pilot at that point, learns to fly an A-4, an F-4, or whatever. We eventually got the
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ceilings set at a point where we could live with them and keep the birds in Vietnam manned: But

it was quite a flail.

Interviewer: Well, of course, | think at this time, perhaps shortly after, | recall seeing the:figures
that there was a large exodus of helicopter pilots resigning, getting out. They'd:be brought back
to the States after a tour in Vietnam and go down a new river, they next thing you know, they're
out on a-- either on a Med cruise or down at -- (inaudible). And it seemed to me that the
helicopters particularly were hit very hard by this --

Chapman: Yes. We had to change the personnel policy to advance a pilot's overseas
deployment date by the amount of time he spent in the Mediterranean or (inaudible) or
elsewhere. We eventually did that. That helped some in that problem.

Interviewer: In 1965 to '66, there was considerable debate about a Marine, and quote, strategy
based on an expanding enclave concept versus:an Army-search and destroy strategy. Could you
address this matter with respect to the then prevailing.-Headquarters Marine Corps view?

Chapman: You know, Ben, this is a big'subject. And it's five minutes to 12:00, and I've got to
go at 12:00. You got a five-minute_ question in here somewhere. And I'll come back another
time and we'll resume. | find this very interesting. I'm sort of amazed at how much | remember

once | put my mind to it.

Interviewer: We had no question -- number 15, okay. At the beginning of the Vietnam war, the
Marine Corps (inaudible) separate helicopter gunship. And | recall Gen Greene then being
against it at that time. Why, | guess it was because Gen Greene didn't want it. And what finally

induced the Marine Corps to (inaudible).

Chapman:. There is a very simple answer to that, Gen Greene. He made a -- it was either his
first or/second trip to Vietnam after becoming Commandant. | believe it was his first -- or
maybe his.second. Immediately he was sworn in as Commandant. Within a week, he abandoned

me.at Headquarters Marine Corps, because | was the new chief of staff, and | said, my God, you
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aren't going to go off and leave me all by myself -- yes, he was. He went to Vietnam for two
weeks, on a two-week trip. And it was either that trip or the next trip, which was in June,.l think,
that he observed, he visited the Army, he watched the gunships in action, he talked«to the Marine
pilots, aviators, and infantry in Vietnam.

He came back to headquarters and issued an order, we want gunships. We'll get gunships
the soonest we can get them. So we all got hot and within a reasonable period of time we had
gunships in Vietnam, too. And that in a nutshell is how it happened. It was:Gen Greene. And it
was a very fine decision on his part.

Interviewer: | recall a statement he made at his state of the Marine Corps message at the
beginning of the year there, about rocketing Marines to the heart (inaudible) if necessary. | think
he got off of that pretty quick.

Chapman: Well, that didn't turn out to be very practical.

Interviewer: No. Especially the idea of comingback with African war brides.

Chapman: Yes. Well, that's it in a nutshell... It was Gen Greene and his own decision, made on

the spot in Vietnam. Very courageous-and correct decision.

Interviewer: Well, fine, then we'll get.you on your trip back --

Chapman: As you can see, | hold Gen Greene in very high regard.

Interviewer: | think'we all do. Thank you very much, sir. Have a --

Chapman: «Okay. I'll call you when I get back.

End Session |

PDS
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PROCEEDINGS

Session Il; 28 March 1979
Beqgin Tape 1, Side A

Interviewer: This is tape 1, side 1, interview session with Gen Chapman, this is the second
session. The date is 28 March.

And where we left off last time, General, if you recall, was a massive question which you
said would take all day to answer. And that was in 1965, 1966 there was considerable debate
about a Marine, quote, strategy, based on an expanding enclave concept versus an Army search
and destroy strategy. And we asked if you could address this matter with respect to the then
prevailing Headquarters Marine Corps view.

Chapman: Well, there were two kinds of strategy, all.right, for use in Vietham and you've
named -- you've given the name to each one of them. “I'think they came about, though, mostly
because of the logic of the terrain and the population arrangements in the different parts of the
country.

You know, down in Il Corps, there was heavy population, Saigon and intensive
agriculture. It was even more true in=lV €orps. Whereas in the Marine area, in | Corps, the
population was relatively sparse and was scattered in villages mostly, except for the big city of
Da Nang. Further, there was the. DMZ, there were the mountains to the west, the jungles.

It just made sense_in the | Corps, as it was laid out, as the Marines found it, to use the
expanding enclaves system. On the other hand, | always thought it made sense, you know, in 11l
Corps, to use the search anddestroy. So I think the controversy has been overblown.

Interviewer: Do.you ask this question?

Interviewer: Yes; I'd like to.

Interviewer; Okay.
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Interviewer: I'd like to go a little bit further and that's really in connection with our/next
question. Going to Gen Westmoreland's book, in this connection Gen Westmoreland said. in his
book, A Soldier Reports: "During these early months, | was concerned with the tactical methods
that Gen Walt and the Marines employed. They had established beachheads at Chu Laiand Da
Nang and were reluctant to go outside them. Not through any lack of courage, but-through a
different conception of how to fight an anti-insurgency war. They were assiduously combing the
countryside within the beachheads trying to establish firm control in_hamlets and villages and
planning to expand the beachhead gradually up and down the coast."

What is your reaction to Westmoreland's implied criticism of this (inaudible) strategy?

Chapman: Well, my reaction is that it's not a valid criticism. That the Marines were doing the
logical thing for the terrain and the population arrangements as.they existed in I Corps. It's hard
for me to see how searching for fleeting enemy in the jungles-and the mountains in the west part
of I Corps would have accomplished anything. I-don't think it would have done anything.
Whereas protecting the villages and the hamlets, bringing security there to them, accomplished a
lot.

Interviewer: It seems to me there was this undercurrent, though, this conflict between -- well, |
think during the time that (inaudible) had FMFPac and Gen Walt was out there, and that | have a
feeling -- well, 1 think some of the-back channel messages and some of the things that have been
said since then, there was this.conflict in concepts. And it was almost three ways, between
Westmoreland and Walt and Krulak.

But then I think what we're trying to get here is what was the Headquarters Marine Corps
reaction, was there a hands off or was headquarters telling Gen Krulak, yes, we agree with you

and keep reinforcing this.

Chapman: <l think it was the latter. Yes, there was strong agreement within Headquarters Marine
Corps certainly on the part of Gen Greene in the tactics --

Interviewer:” Well, then were these --
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Chapman: -- that the Marines were employing.

Interviewer: Okay. Then were the tactics discussed in a tank, did it get to the JCS level?

Chapman: No, not to my knowledge. No, I don't think it ever arose as an issue in the tank.

Interviewer: It was local matter then as far as --

Chapman: It was a local matter.

Interviewer: Actually -- and you're sort of hitting that by getting into that next question we're
talking about.

Interviewer: Okay.

Interviewer: And why don't we give the official questions and see --

Interviewer: All right.

Interviewer: You know, because you're touching on --

Interviewer: Okay. | didn't even know that I did --

Interviewer: Yes.

Interviewer: Allright.~Well, then the next question is in referring to the Marine emphasis on
pacification, rather than on a defensive operations, and this is as of October, 1965 the Pentagon
papers state, and | quote, indications are strong that the decision was made almost entirely inside
MarineCorps channels through a chain of command that by passed Corn U.S. MacVie

(phonetic).and the civilian leaders of our government and ran from Gen Greene through Gen

Krulak to Gen Walt. The files do not reveal discussions of the implications, feasibility, cost and
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desirability of the Marine strategy among high-ranking officials in the embassy, MacVie,
headquarters, the Defense and State Departments.

Yet, in retrospect, it seems clear that the strategy the Marines proposed to ‘follow, a
strategy about which they made no secret, was in sharp variance with the strategy-of other U.S.
units in the country.

I think -- does someone have an -- | think you probably better have a copy of --

Chapman: Yes, I've got it.

Interviewer: Oh, have you --

Chapman: Oh, I got it.

Interviewer: All right. Then would you comment on-this statement and particularly on the
command relations implications of it? To what extent‘was this discussed, was this discussed at
Headquarters Marine Corps and at what level did Gen Greene seek the counsel of the staff

regarding the counter-insurgent strategy?

Chapman: Yes, the subject was certainly discussed on many occasions in Headquarters Marine
Corps by Gen Greene with his principal staff officers. And, as | said, there was a strong
agreement with the concept that -had been adopted by Gen Walt and | think I'm correct in saying
that Gen Walt was the originator of it. He was on the scene and made the decision as to how to
employ his forces. That concept was strongly approved by Gen Krulak and, as | said, by Gen
Greene.

To say that-it was not discussed or approved by MacVie or higher ups, I think that's
incorrect. Gen Westmoreland approved it at least tacitly, if not overtly because, my god, it went
on the whale time he was there in command. And if he didn't approve of it, he certainly didn't
disapprove of it'and direct that the -- you know, that the strategy that was being employed in Il
and 111 Corps and later on in IV Corps, should be adopted by the Marines in | Corps. And he
clearly had.the authority to do so if he had so elected. And to say that it was not discussed and

approved in civilian channels is also incorrect.
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Just to give one example, the OSD approved the Marine concept of putting a -- what did
we call that, we put a squad and a -- you know, a combined action forces approved that.concept
and approved the Marine personnel increases that were necessary to effect the combined action
platoons, we called them, didn't we. What did we call them?

Interviewer: Combined action companies, what they became.

Chapman: There was a platoon in each village.

Interviewer: The company was more of an administrative unit --

Chapman: It was -- in each village or hamlet, there was a Marine squad --

Interviewer: Marine squad --

Chapman: -- reinforced with a corpsman and maybe a machine gun or two and the like. That
concept was approved and implemented with QSD blessing. And, further, there were many
people as the thing wore on that came to the conclusion that the Marine concept of providing
security to the hamlets and villages was. the‘right one and should be adopted, should have been
adopted for the whole country. Many came to believe that, and | was among them.

Interviewer: Do you have a feeling -- just to continue on with this, whether there was any
(inaudible) between say MacVie and | MAF or 1ll MAF. Do you think that Gen. Westmoreland
may have handled the Marine situation as a whole with velvet gloves for fear of any conflict or --
Chapman: No.

Interviewer: -- getting too political? Or was --

Chapman:..No, I don't think so, no.
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Interviewer: Let me interrupt then, Gen. Westmoreland, in his book, does state that he didn't
want to make an open confrontation with the Marines and so what he tried to do.was by
implication to get what he calls get the Marines out of their enclaves by specific orders to go into
certain areas.

Now Gen. Krulak, in his comments on the draft, in 1965 he more or less -- in‘a letter to
Secretary McNamara, sort of gave the implication or justified the Marine concept because of
terrain, difference of terrain in |1 Corps and the rest of the country and why the Marines were
employing perhaps a different policy than Army units were in that if the Marines were in Il
Corps, that perhaps they would be employing another (inaudible).

But in his comments after that, on the draft chapters that we've (inaudible), he's come to
the point where the Marines use what they call the balanced strategy, which emphasized security,
also search and destroy and pacification. But he stated basically that this was really a
compromise with Westmoreland and that it was no real strategy at all and it was due to this that
perhaps we -- that the war took the course that it did. Would you have any comments on Gen.
Krulak's --

Chapman: Comments on Gen. Westmoreland?

Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: Well, no, not really...l certainly, at the time, never understood it to be that much of a
controversy. There were honest -- you know, men may honestly differ as to the proper tactics
and strategy to follow. But it never reached the point of being any kind of open conflict or open
confrontation. Nor should“it, should it have. It seems to me obvious that the Marine strategy
worked. It did bringsecurity to the hamlets and villages.

Came the. Tet offensive and large-scale warfare broke out in I Corps as well as the other
corps, and«even prior to that, however, the Marines had, as a matter of military necessity, had
moved out. of the-enclaves and taken vigorous action up around the DMZ and over in the jungles

and mountains.
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And then after Tet, of course, there was heavy fighting along the DMZ and over in the
mountains. And, you know, we moved as much as reinforced regiments, we were right.next.to

the Laos border. And, in fact, there were some accusations that we moved over the:Laos border.

Interviewer: You may very well have.

Chapman: It might well have, although nobody knows exactly where in the hell the border is
(inaudible) jungles, but it's very possible.
No, I think it's a controversy that has developed after the war was over. | don't think it

existed at the time.

Interviewer: To change the thrust of these questions, with respect to the generator shortage in
Vietnam, do you recall the cost of what effect it had on Marine air and ground operations and

how it was solved?

Chapman: Oh, | don't remember a great deal aboutit. The cause of it was the simple fact that
the Marine expeditionary forces were equipped with generators on the basis of an amphibious
combat deployment for a limited period of time.

In Vietnam, we were there for-years-on end. The generators had to run around the clock
for extended periods of time. There were generators requirements that didn't exist in a combat
amphibious employment. So that there was both a shortage of generators to meet the needs and
the continuous employment for months and years on end that they were required to do that they
just weren't equipped to do. | mean the field generators just don't -- aren't built to last that long.
And the obvious consequence was that we had a shortage of generators.

Now how was it solved? Well, it was solved by getting a lot more generators and
heavier, more enduring kinds of generators and together with a whole flock of spare parts and

moving them to Vietnam and putting them in operation. So it was eventually solved that way.

Interviewer:. You know --

Chapman: That's my general recollection of the subject and | think that's about the essence of it.
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Interviewer: A tremendous requirement for generates for a sophisticated year, especially

(inaudible) in the avionics area. But I can see, also, what --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- the requirement for the (inaudible) and other areas.

Chapman: Oh, yes, and the MTDS --

Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: See that MTDS that we put up on top of the mountain there, you know, right near Da

Nang. What was the name of that mountain?

Interviewer: Monkey Mountain.

Chapman: Monkey Mountain, yes. Well, .the MTDS, you know, was designed to move into
combat and operate for 60 and 90 days:. Well, my God, it operated for three or four years. And
incidentally, the MTDS which was predicted by OSD R&D to not endure for more than two
weeks went something like 10,000 hours without a loss of a major function.

Interviewer: That was Marine Corps-developed?

Chapman: It was,; over the powerful objections and criticisms of the OSD R&D. It went

something over 10,000-hours without a major function loss.

Interviewer: Very intense.

Chapman:.Well, it was the duration, you know, the generator just had to run 24 hours a day

literally for years. And those field generators just weren't designed to do that. Then, as | said,
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there were the additional generator requirements, you know. Big, sprawling CPs that are
(inaudible) in combat to use Coleman lanterns, you know. Everybody had to have electric lights

and the ice machines and electric shavers and air conditioners. And, you know.

Interviewer: Well, just to follow that up, there's been a -- I know Gen. Tompkins, for.one, made
a criticism about the tremendous tail from the combat to the Marine Infantry Division, the

infantry regiments. And several other people have been very critical of the way the --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- as far as the Marines were concerned. The Army expected, but the Marines it
wasn't understood too well how this could happen.

Chapman: It's just like topsy, you know, it's just aninevitable sort of thing when you move into
what amounted to almost a state of siege warfare. “Youknow, for months and years on end, it's
predictable, and that's exactly what happened.

Interviewer: | missed a question here; this. is number 16. After the Navy was tasked with
logistic support of the Marines in | Corps, it-appeared that Adm McDonald was unhappy with his
assignment. Do you -- relayed his reluctance with the delay in establishing the Navy support
activity at Da Nang with this?

Chapman: Well, yes. Adm McDonald, the Navy, was very reluctant to, you know, take on any
part of that burden. But it was his duty, you know. The Navy was charged with that mission and
eventually he did approve it and the Navy Logistics Command was established and functioned
most capably from then-on.

Hewas against it, of course, because it was a drain on the Navy resources of all kinds --
personnel,.material, money, a considerable drain. And that's why he was against it. | can't say |
blame him very much, but it was eventually solved and he did approve it, it was established.
And the Navy did a fine job.
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Interviewer: And | think that Gen. Greene told me, of course, in one of our interviews, that he

really had to push McDonald to get going on this. It was a real source of conflict earlier on.

Chapman: Yes, it was. He had to be pushed. He was pushed. And he did finally approve it.

Interviewer: Can you discuss the red ball and critic pack supply programs and their effectiveness

and had -- when you were a G-4, did you work on this concept for these programs?

Chapman: No. No, we didn't have those concepts. Those two conceptswere children of Gen.
Krulak's ingenuity and capability. He originated them, he established them and they were
excellent, first class.

Interviewer: Olson must have conceived this.

Chapman: Could have been, I don't know.

Interviewer: | think he was the 4 up there at the time.

Chapman: Yes, he could have been.. But there were two excellent concepts that worked

extremely well in practice. And they were supported by Headquarters Marine Corps, you know.

Interviewer: Of course the -- both the Barstow and the Albany supply centers, | guess --

Chapman: Were involved, yes. Yes, the critic pack and the items in a critic pack shipment, did
come from Barstow, I think, in most cases. Some of them came from the FSR on Okinawa,
mostly from Barstow.. Of course, the red ball, 1 think, came from the service regiment on

Okinawa, didn'tiit. |1 don't remember that.

Interviewer:. Well, 1 think the red ball were items that were in short supply, while the critic pack

was a.shipment of what they thought battalions —
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Chapman: Oh, I've got it backwards now. Yes. The red ball then came, | think, from Barstow

and the critic pack came from Okinawa. But it doesn't matter, it could have come either way.

Interviewer: A critic pack was very much like what we had in World War 11 that was worked on,

especially for the Okinawa operation. Prepackaged supplies delivered at certain:--

Chapman: Prearranged intervals, yes.

Interviewer: And worked out very well there.

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: So | hope they don't think they were rediscovering the wheel over in Vietnam. In
1966, there were considerable informed military opinion;.the Secretary of Defense, who was Ed
McNamara, insisted upon construction of a barrier south-of the DMZ.

In November of that year, Col Chaisson, 1l MAF, G-3, appeared to sum up the feeling of
most of his fellow officers when he declared all of the barrier plans are fantastic, absolutely
impractical. And 11l MAF, as opposed to all, because of engineer requirements and the
installations must (inaudible) troops to-protect the barrier.

What were your perceptions of the so-called McNamara Wall? What was the position of

Headquarters Marine Corps on this issue?

Chapman: Precisely as stated by Gen. Chaisson. That it would require heavy resources to
install, to build and install,"and to man and defend and would be ineffective. And those are two
of the best arguments | can think of, and in practice, that's exactly what happened.

It did take a lot-of resources. It required the Marines to do sophisticated field engineering
that we just didn't know how to do, almost World War | type of entrenchments and underground
shelters and the like. It took the best part of a Marine division to man it and defend it and it
didn't do a bit of good.

But.they just, you know, if they couldn't (inaudible) through it, they just went around the
end of it and came in through the mountains. The barrier there was supposed to be the electronic
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sensing barrier. And the Air Force set up a most elaborate thing, as I'm sure you're all aware;
that had some effectiveness, but it was by no means an iron curtain, you know, a total stoppage,
far from it. So we really lost a lot of Marines and burned up a lot of equipment doing something
that we didn't want to do and was ineffective.

Interviewer: Again, was this ever a top discussion in the tank?

Chapman: Oh, yes. Yes, it was.

Interviewer: And the rest of the joint chiefs felt the same way about it, against McNamara's
obdurate attitude?

Chapman: | declare, I don't remember. | don't recall the chiefs ever took a position on it. It was
discussed, but I don't think it ever came up as an agenda-item and -- at least not to my memory.

On which the chiefs took a position and made a.recommendation. | don't think they ever did.

Interviewer: Actually, after the initial discussion, Gen. Westmoreland, even though it was
mandatory for him to accept it, did -- and even in his book sort of supports the manned barrier
that was built. He was opposed to the-electronic concept, but once it became a sort of manned
barrier, he more or less supported it and placed a lot of pressure on Gen. Cushman up to 1968 to

complete the barrier.

Chapman: Well, it was eventually completed within the capabilities of the Marines to do that
kind of thing. To do it properly, it would have required heavy engineering effort over a long
period of time and using sophisticated procedures, you know, with their concrete blockhouses

and -- like a Maginot Line.

Interviewer: Yes.
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Chapman: You know, the hasty field engineering sort of thing, which is what all the Marines
could do, was just not adequate up there in the mud and the rain and the monsoons.and the

enemy shelling and the enemy sniping and infiltrating; a very tough situation.

Interviewer: Of course Gen. Simpson later made use of a lot of that fortification material

(inaudible) 1st Division -- in that area.

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: (Inaudible.) Apparently Generals Walt, Cushman and Westmoreland on one side,
and Gen. Krulak on the other, perceived the SLF and its role in the Vietham War from
considerably different viewpoints. How did Headquarters view the SLF? What, if any, doctrinal
problems did the SLF present? What doctrinal problems might have arisen if there had been no
SLF? And, finally, why was the SLF used exclusively in-l Corps after 19677

Why don't we take the first one, how did Headquarters view the SLF?

Chapman: Well, there, again, it was a decision on the part of CinCPac, CinCPacFIt and
FMFPac. Let's see, and | guess the Seventh Fleet was in on it, too. The SLF belonged to the
Seventh Fleet. To employ the SLF in-accordance with the standard doctrine for the employment
of an afloat, mobile, deployable, small, but complete, landing force. It had a mission of being in
a state of readiness for employment-anywhere in the South China Sea and elsewhere under the
domain of the Seventh Fleet. " It went frequently to the Philippines for training exercises and it
maneuvered around Korea on a couple of occasions. And then it made numerous landings in the

I Corps area. | don't think'itever landed anywhere other than I Corps, did it?

Interviewer: Yes,. it did:

Chapman: . I've forgotten.

Interviewer: It landed in Jackstay, or in Jackstay it landed in --
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Chapman: Oh, yes, in Il Corps.

Interviewer: No, that was in 111 Corps.

Chapman: 111 Corps, what, one time?

Interviewer: There was one in I1l Corps (inaudible).

Interviewer: Yes, there were a couple that they had and then they --

Chapman: | forgot.

Interviewer: Well, a conflict came up about air space, for one. And Mo Meyer (phonetic) had
the 7th Air Force and this was one of the reasons why-we're asking why was it used in the |

Corps area. It seemed to be that --

Chapman: Well, the decision was to retain it.as an afloat, mobile, deployable, small, but
effective landing force under the (inaudible) for the Seventh Fleet. The controversy arose, really,
when it did make landings in Vietnam.and carved out for itself a command area, you know,
complete with table (phonetic) gunfire support and air support and all that, which was all
controlled from afloat. And did not come under MacVie or Mo Meyer and company with

respect to the air. That's why, because it was a roles and missions conflict.

Interviewer: Well, it seemsto me, and I've spoken to Gen. Krulak about it, and | think that he
was the one who really stringently was the proponent for the SLF. And it seems to me that it's
because of his memory-of the unification fight after World War 11 that he insisted the amphibious
presence of the Marine Corps had to -- it was paramount in the Vietham War because, again,
after the war, the.question of missions and a review of what each of the services did. And that if
the amphibious capability as exhibited by the SLF was not there, then there was going to be a
really. rough time for the Marine Corps in getting its slice of defense by getting its missions

squared away after the war.
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Chapman: Well, for whatever reason, the Marine Corps missions were, roles and missions. were,
and still are, intact, you know. How much influence that was, | don't know, | doubtif it was very
much really because the SLF is a pretty small outfit in the scale of things. But that is‘another
way of putting it. The controversy arose over the fact that the SLF did land in-accordance with
amphibious doctrines and procedures and command and structure. And Thomas MacVie and Mo
Meyer didn't like it.

Interviewer: Gen. Simmons made the comment in one of his Naval Review articles that a lot of
people were considerably unhappy with the so-called ritual dance that the SLF went through
(inaudible) amphibious preplanning and going through the whole system of doctrine that -- what
is it, USF 60 -- let's see --

Chapman: Well, it's probably changed now. It used to be.the USF 67.

Interviewer: 66, 63.

Chapman: Yes, right. 1 don't know what'it is --

Interviewer: But | forget what it is, but in any case, that -- we got landings that were carried out

in accordance with this procedure.

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: And --

Interviewer: Gen. Chaisson suffered (inaudible). Of course, that was after he was working for

Gen. Westmoreland (inaudible) remark that it was almost constant looking for a home in the way
it was employed during the Vietham War.
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Chapman: Yes. Well, I think that's all about there was to it. And the SLF was effective. "It
made landings from time to time with a good substantial reason and objective and accomplished
it.

Interviewer: 1 think there was some jealousy also on the part of the ground.commanders in
Vietnam that the SLF would be pulled out and go in toto, both the squadron and the battalion, to
Okinawa or to (inaudible) to refurbish, for R and R, what have you. And that.this group, that this
size force, was not immediately available or under the control of the (inaudible) commander or
MacVie. Isn't that what --

Chapman: Well, it was pulled out to resume its force and readiness mobile and mobile afloat
status.

Interviewer: And I think the Navy commanders, especially Adm. Johnson and Adm. Blackburn

and others, make a point that it was not only for.Vietnam.

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: It was for any other --

Chapman: Oh, yes, it was a mobile amphibious reserve for the whole Far East out there.

Interviewer: The next question, General, is that there was a general feeling, primarily on the part
of Marine ground commanders and Gen. Davis in particular, that 1l MAF was light in
helicopters when compared to U.S. Army units and, therefore, less mobile. What was the

Headquarters view of this matter and what steps, if any, were taken to change the situation?

Chapman:.'I can't say | remember the details of all that. The Marine helicopters were arranged
on the basis of the amphibious operation. | mean the responsibility of the helicopters in the
amphibious‘operation is to -- | can't say | remember that, either. It's to land the assault elements

of two RLTsSs, isn't that correct? Where are our aviators?
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Interviewer: | think that's --

Interviewer: RLT by air, land or by surface (inaudible) the way it is now.

Chapman: Is that per division, the wing teams? Or it's the two assault regiments, isn't it. Isn't it
two-thirds of each of two assault regiments? Mm-hmm. | think it was then. | declare, I can't

remember.

Interviewer: And then one-third of the division (inaudible).

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: (Inaudible.)

Chapman: Right.

Interviewer: It used to be exactly the opposite.

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Yes, | think that's'.correct. And to resupply for a fixed period of time. It
seems to me it was 72 hours or such amatter. And that adds up to a lot of helicopters.

Mostly, however, medium and heavy ones. | think the difficulty arose over the light
helicopters. The lift capability of the Marine helicopter fleet was exceeded the lift -- the total lift
capability of the helicopters-that were apportioned to one of the Army divisions. But there were
many fewer of them'because they were mostly medium and heavy. And for the Army, there was
a great many light helicopters, the Hueys. 1 think that was the essence of the problem. It was
light versus heavy or medium.

Well, what the Marine Corps did was get a considerable number of Hueys and deploy
them. You know, we went from zero at the beginning of the Vietham War to the whatever it

was. It was two or three reinforced light squadrons by the time we pulled out. And that added
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up to a considerable number of Hueys, I don't remember what the number was. How many was

it?

Interviewer: | think about 24 squadrons, | believe, sir.

Chapman: Then. Those were reinforced squadrons where they had gunships.

Interviewer: Gunships --

Chapman: And slicks and I think there was -- were there such squadrons, I've forgotten.
Interviewer: | think so.

Chapman: Well, that would be on the order of --

Interviewer: Six and -- six and three were (inaudible).'66 (inaudible).

Chapman: Well, that would be on the order.then of a hundred assorted light helicopters by the
time we began to pull out. Whereas when we landed we had none. That's about all I can say on
that subject, it wasn't the lift capability.

Interviewer: Numbers more s0?

Chapman: It was the number-of lights.

Interviewer: | guess.some of the battalion commanders got a little jealous of the Army, like
Herbert Hoover's old promise of a chicken in every pot and two cars in every garage. They
wanted a light helicopter for every battalion. And we've also heard, talking with some people,

some criticism of the fact that the Army had stolen the Marines' thunder by adapting this aircab
mobile division which was something they felt that the Marine Corps ought to have had. And I
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don't know how valid an argument that was given the reality of the logistics and the cost, you

know.

Chapman: Yes, | don't think that's a good argument. The Marines were and had-been and still

are structured to conduct the amphibious operation.

Interviewer: Also on this helicopter thing, wasn't there a question that (inaudible) at least some
of the Marine ground commanders were very attracted to the Army idea where a unit actually
had its own organic helicopters and could use whatever it wanted to. Whereas the control of the

Marine helicopters was more centralized.

Chapman: Well, | think that was true in the mobile division. The air mobile, the Army air
mobile division. But the rest of the Army divisions out:there had the same complaint the
Marines did. They didn't have organic readily available-helicopters to battalions and -- let's see,
what did the Army call their -- task groups or =- instead of a regiment, they called, you know --
we continued with the regimental nomenclature.. The Army --

Interviewer: (Inaudible.)

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: But we have a task force (inaudible).

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: For.Gen..Davis --

Chapman:. ' Of course, the air mobile division went into operation on a number of occasions just
south of the Marines there in 1l Corps. The Marines could look over there and see all those

Hueys flying around. Every battalion commander had two or three of them and every company

commander had one. And I expected --
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Interviewer: Gen. (inaudible), you know, it was quite critical on this point and said many. times
he needed a helicopter and he couldn't get one. And he'd call over for the Army and he was

always supplied.

Chapman: Sure. Well, the Army battalion company, regimental commanders, had them and
they were organic and they were immediately available to them. The Marine helicopters had to
be programmed. In other words, if an infantry battalion was charged with a mission that
required, then the helicopters had to be laid on by the -- you know, by the'wing commander and

they would be supplied and in sufficient lift capability.

Interviewer: The priority was not established by the wing.

Chapman: No, I'm sure it wasn't. It was established by the division.

Interviewer: Of who got them.

Interviewer: | think one of the problems Gen. Davis had at the beginning of '68 or mid-'68,
wasn't until he got what they call Prob-MAG up into northern | Corps -- there were detachments
up there, but they (inaudible) Prob-MAG. 39 up there. You didn't really have a helicopter group

that was readily responsive to him right up in the northern sector where he was fighting the war.

Interviewer: I'm going to change the direction again, General. Do you recall the background of
the Marine Corps search foralong range weapon which led to the acceptance of the 175mm gun;
and do you recall any other major procurement issues that confronted Headquarters during this

period?

Chapman:. ' Well,;.no, | don't remember much about it. The need for something like a 175 arose
primarily because of the lack of a long range Navy gunfire support. You know, if we'd had two
or three battleships there all the time, that need would probably never have arisen. But there

never was a battleship until right at the end when the New Jersey -- wasn't it? --
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Interviewer: Yes, sir.

Chapman: The New Jersey was over the vehement protests of OSD. We finally got the New
Jersey out of mothballs and deployed her out there and she was only there a«very. short time.
And came back and went back into mothballs. The Marine 155, 155s, were outranged by the
North Vietnamese -- whatever they were. Russian guns.

Interviewer: 130s.

Chapman: 130s, Russian, Russian artillery, Russian ordnance. Meanwhile, the Army had
developed and deployed the 175. So it was out of that train of circumstances that the need for

the 175 arose and we went in for it and got it, deployed it in Vietnam, and there they were.

Interviewer: How about other major items that were needed in the field that had to be procured

specially by Headquarters, can you recall any inparticular?

Chapman: Well, I'm trying to think. | guess.the obvious example was an M-15. You know, the
Marine Corps went for some time trying to-make up its mind whether to give up the M-14 and
replace it with the M-15 in Vietnam... And after numerous tests and much debate, the decision
was made. The Marine Corps went'in for the M-15 and got it without any trouble and deployed
it to Vietnam and equipped.the infantry with it. That's certainly an obvious example.

Let's see, that's in the smaller arms field. I don't think of anything in heavy ordnance, like
tanks and (inaudible). There was a good deal of signal -- communication equipment that
completed development during the period. After all, we were there for the best part of five years.
And there were.many-R&D projects that were on going and many of them culminated and
resulted in«going.in for funds and going into production and all of that. Quite a bit of electronic
equipment.

One that comes to mind was the new generation of computers, you know. We landed our
IBM, whatever it was, 301 or 1301. Well, we landed in the seventh wave in Da Nang, when we

landed, when the Marines landed in Da Nang early in '65. In the seventh wave, here came our
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computer on a two-and-a-half ton truck. And it was dug in and (inaudible) and big old strong

overhead put over it and it went into operation immediately.

Interviewer: There's a story that the cards expanded due to the heat --

Chapman: It was a card operating machine, the humidity got to the cards and put it out of
operation for a little while. But that was solved. But then in the middle of.the war we came in
with the next generation of computer, and | can't remember what the number was. We deployed
it to Vietnam. It was a deployable, mobile computer, too.

Let's see, during the -- another piece of electronic gear that was deployed that we
procured and deployed there part way through the war, I've already mentioned, it was the MTDS.
Together with its associated radars and communication and digital links to the airplanes and all

that. You know, very sophisticated. Very sophisticated system.

Interviewer: (Inaudible) equipment associated. with.the"SATS, like the catapult, they were still
working on the engines and all --

Chapman: Yes. Those culminated and'came into use, service use, during that period and we

deployed them there and put it in operation-at July.

Interviewer: So there was a tremendous improvement in the ground communications to, you
know, the PRT 10 and the PRT 25.

Chapman: Yes, the new generation of tactical radios culminated and went into production and

were deployed.

Interviewer: 1just.don't see how we could have fought Vietnam without (inaudible) I think
(inaudible).

Chapman: 1 think the --

Interviewer: (Inaudible.)
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Chapman: Yes, humidity and temperature and power. The old PRT 10s were -- and tuning.
You know, these new ones are all digital tuning, you pushed a button.
Interviewer: No long test counts.

Chapman: That's right. You know, this is (inaudible) test count (inaudible). None of that
anymore, you just pushed the button and you had --

End Tape 1, Side A
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Interviewer: Okay.

Chapman: The point should be made, though, that most of those things were the outcome of
R&D projects that were launched before the war and_just happened to culminate, you know,
successfully at various periods during the war. And were therefore approved and we went into

production and deployed them.
Interviewer: The next war, which way is the computer going in with?

Chapman: | don't know. They keep miniaturizing them, why, every squad leader will probably

have one in his pack, you know.

Interviewer: Didn't the Marine Corps, during the war, develop that speed program for
developing special items-and equipment quickly that were needed by the field, for example the

integrated observation device that they had out there for the artillery?

Chapman: Yes, that was that laser beam affair.

Interviewer:. Yes, range fighter plus binocular (inaudible) night vision device. It seemed very --
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Chapman: There were two -- well, there were two or three of them that were produced and sent
over there for combat field tests. They worked and they worked well as long as you could see

the target, you know, because the laser beam is a line of sight.
Interviewer: Yes.
Chapman: If the target was (inaudible), that wasn't any more use than good-old.eyeballs.

Interviewer: Was the new utility (inaudible) development before 'the war or was that one of

those hurry-up jobs?

Chapman: | don't remember what the timing of the development. It seems to me it was started
before the war and initially, just only certain units were equipped, you know, the troops in
certain units were equipped with that new -- you're talking about the camouflage uniform, aren't

you? Yes.

Interviewer: And the one that preceded it, which.is.the same style --
Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- just put the camouflage-on the same --

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Yes, that's correct.. And now, I think, today, that all the Marines have it,

don't they. It's the standard field uniform now.
Interviewer: Probably go back to the old (inaudible).

Chapman: I wish | still-had some of those, I'd give them to the museum.

Interviewer: Durability and wear and everything else, the buttons, | don't think anything ever
(inaudible).  With respect to the matter of a viable and responsive IIl MAF staff, several
interviewees have indicated that beginning in late 1967 and continuing on to 1968,

Westmoreland was not entirely satisfied with Marine leadership or 11l MAF staff functioning.
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Which may have been the reason for establishing of MAGV IV following Tet. Can you

comment on this, General?

Chapman: If he was critical | don't recall it or didn't know about it. | thought our command and
staff work was good. At times it was exceptional, and certainly when Gen Abrams:took over, he
was in the highest degree complimentary about the command, the leadership, and the staff work
of the Marines in | Corps.

He, for instance, just to give one example, he said that the best division commander,

Army or Marine, in the history of the Vietnam War was Gen Davis. By:far.

Interviewer: | think they were classmates at -- they had knewn each other -- of course, Gen

Davis went out there and worked for Abrams for a while, didn't he?

Chapman: If so, I don't remember it. No.

Interviewer: 1 think the question might be referring.to the fact that right before the Tet offensive
Gen Westmoreland didn't believe that the Marines were that good on defensive maneuvers or
something. That's when he was going to.rearrange and put in a prov corp and initially he was
going to send Gen Abrams to command it and take over like the 11l MAF and everything. And
Gen Chaisson, | believe, got involved and told him if that would happen, he would never again
have the support of the Marines in.the field and kind of talked him out of it and they made it a
MAGYV forward instead of another command --

Interviewer: It was right after <-

Interviewer: -- a command under the Army. And then eventually they made it -- then the press
got hold of this'somehow or other and | believe Gen Krulak, in a message to Gen Westmoreland,
said, you know,. | think you better state exactly what your reasons are and, you know, it would
help out the situation. At which time Westmoreland said that he was making a new corps, the 111

MAF will be the boss, and it would be under the Marines.
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Chapman: | thought the arrangement that was eventually approved and put into effect was.a
good one. | supported it. There was a need for a coordinating headquarters in the northern part
of I Corps there. There was heavy combat going on up there and there were manyforces. There
was Cai Son, there was the barrier along the DMZ. There was a need for a“coordinating

headquarters up there.

Interviewer: Along with that, many Marines who fought in the north, or.fought with the 3d
Division, those that later fought with the 1st Division, make (inaudible) difference of a war. For

the two divisions --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- especially once the north -- 3d Division deployed to the DMZ region.

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Yes, | thought it was necessary and was right. | supported it.

Interviewer: Well, it was Gen Tompkins, when he talked to me, was critical of some of 11l MAF

functions, especially the logistics area.

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: And lack of understanding. You know, they'd requisition certain things and they
either wouldn't come through or something else would come through. And I don't know if it was
a distance from where he=="his CP was to Ill MAF Headquarters or maybe just a clash of

personalities, but he‘indicated there was some difficulty from his view point.

Chapman: «Of course that's execution rather than plans, you know. | mean, you know, the staff
makes the plans, but then it's up to the logistic commanders to execute them. If he was
requisitioning a tank and got a two-and-a-half ton truck instead, why, that's not the fault of staff

work:. That's --
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Interviewer: When you became Commandant, were there any specific plans for reinforcing
Marine forces in Vietnam in the event of a new and major NVA effort, and to what extent were

these plans implemented?

Chapman: There were JCS plans for such contingencies. They involved emergency.deployment
of state side units, mobilizing the Reserves; that kind of thing. There were no unilateral Marine

Corps plans except as they stemmed from the JCS emergency plans.

Interviewer: But the JCS plans did affect the Marine -- would have affected --

Chapman: Oh, yes, they did include the Marine units because the Marine units were the only
ones that were deployable really at that point. Although to deploy even the Marine units would
have required drastic, dramatic changes in personnel policies;»you know. We had the equipment
and supplies, but the state side units were manned mostly with Vietnam veterans because all the
new Marines went immediately to Vietnam, you know.

You know, at the peak of the war, there was. -- there were just three kinds of Marines.
There were those in Vietnam, those that had just.come back from Vietnam, and those that were
getting ready to go to Vietnam. And that's.the only kind of Marines there were. So it would
have required -- but those policies could have been altered. They were administrative policies,
they were not statute. The only applicable statute was that you couldn't send a man less than 18

years old, and with less than three. months of training.

Interviewer: Do you recall how many Marine units (inaudible) would have been called for --
Chapman: Well, the 4th. Div Wing Team, of course. You know the Reserve assets. The 2d Div
Wing Team and the 5th-Division, minus the first one and then two RLTs in Vietnam. You know,
RLT 26 went first and then 27 went near the end. 25, was it, or 28. | don't remember which --

Interviewer:. 28th Marines.

Chapman: Was it 28th?
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Interviewer: Yes, sir.

Chapman: Never went.

Interviewer: | don't know if it was even established, but I guess all three regiments had been.
Chapman: Yes, the full division was eventually activated.

Interviewer: It was the 27th Marines, wasn't it, that went there right after Tet and stayed?
Chapman: Yes, | don't remember which one was first.

Interviewer: And stayed about --

Interviewer: They didn't stay long.

Interviewer: They stayed about six months, I.believe, and came back just --

Chapman: Yes, came back. 26 went over and stayed.

Interviewer: Right.

Chapman: Well, it was the 26th at Cai Son. | know we established a record with the 1st
Battalion of the 5th'Division to deploy to Vietnam. From the day it was activated, until it was
engaged in full scale combat in Vietnam, was | think 90 days. It was 90 days or a few days one
way or the«other.from 90. We activated it, staffed it, equipped it, trained it into complete combat
effectiveness. Deployed it Vietnam and it was engaged with the enemy within a period of 90

days.

Interviewer: Certainly more quickly than the Army could proceed.
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Chapman: Oh, the Army couldn't do that in six months, if then. And even then, when they
moved into Vietnam, the Army put their units through a training period in Vietnam. You know,
before they permitted them to engage in combat.

Interviewer: One of the questions in looking at this, this problem with the three kinds of
Marines, the ones who were getting ready to go and the ones that were out and the ones that
came back, this, in the later period of the war, is often blamed, is it not, for a lot of the
disciplinary problems that they started running into out there, the turbulence.

Do you think that was a correct accounting of a lot of the disciplinary problems, this

business of having constantly shoving an awful lot of new men out there and --

Chapman: Yes, there was total turnover every 12 months, of course. Well, yes, that was a
factor. It was also a factor back here, you know, because the'state side units, combat and logistic
and administrative, were all Vietnam veterans. Practically all, except the recruits and the recruit

people and the Marine Band.

Interviewer: This (inaudible) quite a problem both for the ground people, but especially the
aviators, | would think, because the aviators -- and correct me if I'm wrong, Gary, were once they
came back from Vietnam they were generally assigned to the 2d Marine Division, which

immediately was --

Chapman: 2d Wing.

Interviewer: 2d Wing, yes, I'm sorry. 2d Wing. Immediately became involved with the Med

cruise.

Chapman: Yes. Well, of course, that happened to the ground Marines also on the Med cruise. It
was more stringent'with the aviators, however. We eventually alleviated that problem somewhat
by extending and overseas control date by the amount of a med deployment. We did that for

both ground and air Marines.
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Interviewer: A number of individuals, General, including Gen Chaisson, have stated that 1968,

following Tet, the JCS and Gen Wheeler maneuvered --

Interviewer: | think we --

Interviewer: Did we do that one?

Interviewer: Yes, we skipped ahead to --

Interviewer: Oh, | didn't think that we asked -- okay. All right." \Well, with respect to single
management, 1968 and '70, Gen Westmoreland commented in his book, and I'm quoting: "Also
disturbing was a failure of the Marines to provide tactical air support for the 1st Calvary
Division. Having already become concerned about efficient management of tactical air
resources in the northern provinces, and having directed.Gen Mo Meyer to study the matter, |
was convinced by this failure that | had to move.immediately.

"Someone had to be in charge to allocate available tactical air resources other than the
helicopters. There had to be a single headquarters in charge of all tactical air in the north to
provide the required flexibility. It made nothing but tactical and management sense that the
single manager should be my Deputy-for /Air, Gen Mo Meyer. Yet when | directed Gen Mo
Meyer to set up such a system; the chorus of objections and decision precipitated was
(inaudible).

"Perhaps Gen Cushman would have accepted the decision graciously had it not been for
the close supervision that Marine Corps headquarters in Washington exercised over anything
involving the 111 Marine Amphibious Force." And this says, "in other matters Gen Cushman's
reaction came couched in the Marine Commandant's doctrinal terms.” Unquote.

What do.you-recall the Headquarters Marine Corps reaction and response to the
establishment "of a single management program? What are your impressions of the entire
controversy over.control of Marine Corps air in Vietnam, and how valid is Westmoreland's
statement about the close supervision Headquarters Marine Corps exercised over 11l MAF? Take

it in order?
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Chapman: Well, it's a big subject. It was highly controversial at the time and was eventually
resolved and ended up amicably, I think. And practically. Prior to single management, for each
day, the Marines allocated whatever air support the Marine units, ground units --«and for other
purposes, thought were necessary. And the surplus was allocated to Mo Meyer.and company.
And it was up to him to decide how they were to be employed. And if the 2d Army --‘was it the

2d Army Division that you mentioned in the question?

Interviewer: 1st Air Cav, | believe.

Interviewer: 1st Air Cav.

Chapman: Oh, was it the first Air Cav. Wasn't gettingwhat it thought it needed it was Mo
Meyer didn't allocate it to it.

Interviewer: Yes.

Interviewer: We had a controversy over that and.| said that the Marine Corps was never tasked

in the beginning to provide air support for the Army.

Chapman: True.

Interviewer: We were to give them --

Chapman: But did do so with whatever resources were surplus for a given day's operation, or a
given week's operation, you know. And there were many Marine airplanes that flew in support
of the Army out of that surplus, you know, that wasn't needed by the Marine ground units on
a - for a particular operation, a particular day.

The single.management became a controversial, but not on roles and missions grounds.
That's an incorrect statement on his part. The Marine Corps did not battle roles and missions.
Did not use roles and missions as an argument in battling single management. But battled it,
rather, on two other issues. First, that it was unnecessary. That there was already a good system

in effect that supported the Marines and supported the Army in the way I've already described it.
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And, secondly, that it destroyed the immediate responsiveness of Marine close air support
to the Marine infantry. And that's a fact. Under the Marine techniques, the Marine_infantry
commander can state tonight what he wants for tomorrow morning and get it in the way. of close
air support. Under single management., he had to state 72 hours ahead of time what he wanted,
72 hours hence. Well, at that point he didn't know.

Well, now, of course, that's the Army/Air Force system, you know. The air is
programmed three or four days in advance under their system. They don't'have any concept of
immediately responsive exigency-type air support for the infantry.

And it was on those two grounds that the Marine Corps battled single management, and it
is quite true that 11l MAF position was supported in Washington. 1'mean, we took it into the tank
and it resulted in a split JCS paper. Interestingly, the Army joined us.. The Navy joined us. Of
course, the Air Force and the Chairman supported Thomas'MacVie. Well, you would expect the
Air Force to. You really didn't expect the Army to support the'Marine position, though, but they
did.

Interviewer: Chairman Wheeler, right, sir?

Chapman: Right. It went from there to the Secretary of Defense, who turned it over to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense for resolution;-namely Paul Nitza (phonetic). Nitza conferred with
Wheeler on it and told Wheeler that he thought the Marines were right. Wheeler said, in effect,
we can't direct MacVie to cancel.his'single management order. Why don't you give me a chance
to see if | can't work out a compromise? Well, Nitza said okay. And that is what happened.

Gen Wheeler made a special trip to Vietnam to talk it out with MacVie and with the end
result that single management was rearranged in a fashion that permitted the Marines to get their
immediate responsive close air support as they needed it and the surplus to go to the Army. Just

the way it had been before, but with a different name.

Interviewer: What cause -- was it Admiral --

Chapman:.Actually, I took it to the President, as a matter of fact.
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Interviewer: Oh, really?

Chapman: Yes, Adm Moore and | both went to the President on it. He directed SECDEF to do
something. It was right at that point that the Marines were getting shelled on the DMZ, you
know, and there were many Marine casualties. And he said something has«got to'-- this is
harming the Marines, something has got to be done about it. He in effect told SECDEF to do
something about it. Well, that is what was done.

But | think it's important that -- to note that it was not battled on roles and missions
grounds. Now, of course, there were many who wished to do so. But I'averruled them. | didn't

think that was the sensible course to take.

Interviewer: Why not?

Chapman: Because it's a doctrinal, vague, unpersuasive.argument, you know. The arguments

that were persuasive and did win were practical.arguments. Immediate response, nonnecessity.

Interviewer: Well, eventually it came back down to the modifications that the Marine Corps
gave the Air Force and kept whittling down.their response time to eventually it worked out to

where it was the Marine system to begin.with in the first place.

Chapman: That's true, and --_that's.true. And one of the very interesting things is that we
received great acclamations from the Army division commanders. And the battalion, because as
the thing eventually evolved, the Army began to get immediate responsive close air support like
the Marines had always had.“And they were very thankful. VVery complimentary to the Marines.

Interviewer: When was the first time the Army was ever able to more or less control any of the

Air Force air?

Chapman: It was the first time that the Marine commander was able to say on short notice what
he needed.and what he wanted and get it. Well, the Army division commanders were our

strongest supporters as it turned out.
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Interviewer: | have a question, how is it that Westmoreland, as MacVie, didn't know that.the Air
Force was to support the Army units in | Corps? The implication is, in Westmoreland's
statement, that he didn't realize that it was the Air Force that was responsible for providing this

support for the --

Chapman: For the Army units in | Corps.

Interviewer: For the Army units in I Corps.

Chapman: | can't answer that, | just don't know. One would think he ought to know.

Interviewer: Sir, why did this matter have to go to the Secretary of Defense for resolution then?

Chapman: Because it was a split JCS paper.

Interviewer: (Inaudible.) Why also could not this matter have been resolved at the CinCPac

level?

Chapman: Well, it could have been. _In fact, that was the origin of the controversy. The
employment of Marine air in_Vietnam was -- the methods of employment, techniques, the
doctrines of employment, were directed by CinCPac in a order that he issued when the Marines
were deployed to Vietnam.

Single management came about by MacVie recommending to CinCPac that he cancel
that directive. | forget the name of the directive or its number, | once could have said it in my

sleep.

Interviewer: 95-4.

Chapman:..Is that it, 95-4?
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Interviewer: Gen McCutcheon, in fact, had written --

Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: When he was --

Chapman: That's right.

Interviewer: -- CinCPac staff.

Chapman: Now, Gen Krulak argued long and vociferously with Adm Sharp, who was then

CinCPac, about the MacVie recommendation. But Adm-Sharp said that I'm going to have to do

what the commander on the scene says is necessary.

Interviewer: He fought it for a long time though.

Chapman: He fought it for a long time:

Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: It was delayed in implementation.

Interviewer: And then _he modified it by letting Il MAF go directly to CinCPac with any

modifications or.recommendations that he may have had.

Chapman:.'Yes. :So then the Marine Corps, that is to say, I, but we tabled the paper in the JCS,
you know, disputing the decision and recommending that it be overturned by the joint chiefs.
And that was the paper that was split three to two and went to SECDEF for a decision. An

interesting controversy.
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Interviewer: Yes, it was. Gary.

Interviewer: I've got another question, sir, relating to -- in fact, | have two of them if we're

talking single management.

Interviewer: Yes, why don't you go on to your question. Did you ever see-- did | provide you
with a copy of these questions, sir?

Chapman: Yes --

Interviewer: It's already been answered, but | --

Chapman: Oh, are these new ones?

Interviewer: Yes, these are the ones that (inaudible) prepared. So he's interested primarily in the

single management since he's writing about aviation. And so while we started, Gary, you might

as well go ahead on it.

Interviewer: In the 70/30 split came up.around 1968, just prior to Adm Sharp's retirement. He --

Chapman: 70/30 split?

Interviewer: Yes, Sir.

Chapman: | don't -- what's that.

Interviewer: We.got a frag back 70 percent give back on the Marines sorties 70 percent, give

them back to the Marines so that they could frag themselves.

Chapman: Yes.
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Interviewer: And retain 30 percent for the Air Force to frag for their missions and type. thing.
Adm Sharp was going to go ahead with this and said that he wanted it done before he retired. |
think he had to retire in 1 July of '68. Adm McCane took over and Sharp had said;you know, |
want to see this done before | left, however, it never did get finished and Adm McCane would

not honor his predecessor's request. | wonder why that is, or was?

Chapman: Well, I discussed it at some length with Adm McCane, - who's a dear friend of mine.
His reaction was that he was new on the scene. That such an order was vehemently opposed by
his principal commander in the field, namely Thomas MacVie. “And that he just didn't feel
persuaded that it was a good idea and he ought to do it, and he never did. But, as we've already
said, as a practical matter, it eventuated pretty much like that anyway.

Interviewer: There are some indications, later on, that-the Air Force was sorry that they ever
introduced single management to begin with because it'gave the Army some control over their
air support --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- by the Air Force. Didyou ever hear anything --

Chapman: Oh, yes.

Interviewer: -- of that nature?

Chapman: Oh, yes. lt=- as it eventuated, as we've already said, it was -- it ended up providing
the Army division commanders and battalions and regimental commanders with the type of
immediately responsive close air support they'd never had. They always wanted it but never had

it, and --

Interviewer: And since World War Il, when they gave it to the Army in the Philippines.
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Chapman: I guess that's right. Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: Gen McCutcheon had one of the groups and | forget who else (inaudible).

Chapman: With the obvious commandant loss by the Air Force of the control of their airplanes.

So it's kind of an interesting outcome.

Interviewer: Do you believe that single management could have been prevented somehow in

Vietnam? | think General —

Chapman: | don't -- some of -- | believe, that some of the Marine wing commanders were not as
forthcoming as they could and should have been in the way of making excess Marine air support
immediately available everyday, you know. I thinkthat's.true. Other than that, I don't know of

anything.

Interviewer: Gen McCutcheon seemed to believe that the revised MacVie directive, 95-4, in
1970, the one that they finally defined mission direction and operation direction; the Air Force
seemed to skid around operational control very well. He seemed to think that this is something
that the Marine Corps was well to.adhere to and something that we should look for in the future.

Do you think that this is our policy, more or less? If we go into joint operations again?

Chapman: You know, that precedent might come back to -- might be brought to the surface and
used as an argument, yes, that's true. But | thought then, and still do, that single management,
even as it turned out, was a one time thing for a special situation, the like of which we'll probably

never get into again. At least | hope we don't.

Interviewer: Even under a unified command situation?

Chapman:.-Well, under unified command, the roles and missions, the doctrines, are all stated,

you know. They're all stated in JCS and theater plans. Now, there's been -- you know, the
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Marines have had some difficulty in getting those doctrines into many of the theater plans, but

it's been accomplished. Or last | knew it had, anyway.

Interviewer: Gen Chaisson and Gen Bruce Palmer, of the Army, have both stated that Gen
Westmoreland was fairly weak as far as his everyday tactical -- everyday air to.air type of

knowledge was concerned. He was fairly weak in that area.

Chapman: With respect to aviation?

Interviewer: Yes, sir, and close air support. And he relied heavily upon Gen Mo Meyer and a lot
of them seemed to think that Gen Mo Meyer, because of his persuasiveness and great respect
between Westmoreland and Mo Meyer, that Mo Meyer sold his single management to

Westmoreland.

Chapman: | wouldn't doubt that's true. Mm-hmm.. | know that Gen Westmoreland eventually
did get a full comprehension of the lethargy, the:turgidness, the complexity and the time-
consuming aspects of the Air Force system. And was, I've been told, appalled by it when he

finally found out the way it really worked. Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: There have been a few back channel messages at this time between Navy
Commanders Moore -- | forget who the other one is -- stating that, you know, we have to watch
what happened to the Marines and not let this happen to the Navy because Mo Meyer was
thinking about incorporating the naval air that was on the aircraft carriers, into his -- he had
gotten the B-52s, he'd gotten the airplanes in Thailand under his control and he looked like he
was trying to expand his.empire. And the Navy was concerned over this. Did you ever -- any of

this ever come up.in the'tank or with the —

Chapman:.'No, it:never came out in the tank, but I talked to Adm Moore about it. Of course, that
was one of the factors that impelled Adm Moore to support us so strongly in our single

management paper that we inserted into the JCS. And to join me in talking to the President
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about it. But I think primarily Adm Moore was impelled by a strong feeling of support for the
Marines, you know, as were many others.

One of the arguments we used with considerable effect was that those who support single
management are going to have a lot of little white crosses hanging around their neck. And that's
true. When the Marine infantry battalion commander loses his immediately responsive close air

support, he's going to have more casualties.

Interviewer: | know the --

Chapman: And that, you know, that was at the time we were taking heavy casualties all over
Vietnam and that was a pretty persuasive argument. | made that statement to quite a few and
they always -- they all turned kind of white when they thought about it. "A lot of little white

crosses hanging around your neck™ I'd say to somebody: like Nitza or Entoven.

Interviewer: How did they respond to that?

Chapman: They didn't. They didn't, they couldn't.

Interviewer: Gary.

Interviewer: | just have one other question and it's kind of -- after this, Gen McCutcheon took
over the 11l MAF or even before that, had started to settle down a good working relationship
between the 7th Air Force and the 1st Marine Air Wing or the 11l MAF and its wing component.

As a matter of fact, things got so good that in 1970 or 71, Gen Clay tried to get a 1st
Marine Air Wing an outstanding unit award with combat V, but the Navy wouldn't approve it
because of supposedly-they were going to give the 1st Marine Air Wing a like award and he
couldn't present two types of like awards, but the Navy never came through with that award. |
was wondering why we couldn't go back and get that award from the Air Force.
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Chapman: If | knew about that, I don't remember it. You know, the -- there were two
personality changes that made all the difference. First, Mo Meyer left. And, secondly, Gen
McCutcheon went out to become CG Il MAF.

Interviewer: | think (inaudible) Armstrong had the wing, though.

Interviewer: Yes, McCutcheon was 111 MAF.

Interviewer: Oh, 11l MAF, yes, that's right.

Chapman: Yes. Right, that's right. Mm-hmm. But Gen
McCutcheon had 11l MAF and that -- those two personality changes did pretty near solve the

problem all by themselves.

Interviewer: (Inaudible) Gen Clay still feels strongly, we had him in here for an interview and he
shook his head. He just couldn't understand what the Marine Corps or the Navy rationale was
for not accepting this award, which he gave in.all good conscience because he felt the wing
deserved it. That was a (inaudible) when Gen Brown and | guess Gen Clay came out and there
seemed to develop a very smooth working relationship between the wing and 7th Air Force.
Pretty much so, as you mentioned, on_the basis almost to the old system where the Marines

reserved certain of their sorties and then the 7th Air Force could frag the rest.

Chapman: Yes, reserve them to the extent that the ground -- the infantry commanders had stated

a need, you know, for a particular days operations.

Interviewer: We.have.another question here about single management, but I think you've pretty
much asked it, Gary, except for the follow on here. What steps did the Marine Corps take to
ensure the.Marine Corps controlled its own air in future operations? This is going to continue to

be a doctrinal matter, wouldn't it?

Chapman: It is a doctrinal matter, yes. Yes.
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Interviewer: And it'll just have to be fought over and over again, | guess.

Chapman: | presume so, that's historically been the case and we've won every timeexcept in the

initial stages of single management. It's the only time we've ever lost.

Interviewer: | noticed in Gen McCutcheon's article for the Naval Review that he seemed to feel
that all the fears he had didn't come to pass. That, in fact, it worked out fairly well. Did you get

that impression, Gary?

Interviewer: Yes, he said, as a matter of fact, (inaudible) .he says that his initial fears were
allayed when they -- when he found out that the Air Force really wasn't trying to get complete
operational control. Which is not really (inaudible) Gen'McCutcheon seemed to think that single
management, as it was modified, in other words, it came back that the Marine Corps system
worked out better for MacVie, but not so much for.the"Marine Corps because they lost sorties
and there's no doubt about it.

You have to remember that the Army had more gunships and more artillery. And,
therefore, you know, when you take airsaway from the Marine Corps, then you're taking away
some of their fire power that they depend upon and you can't supplement it in other ways like the

Army can.

Chapman: That was one of our arguments, you know, in connection with the non-necessity and

the Marine casualties, mm-hmm.

Interviewer: The thing, too, I noticed that both Gen Clay, when we interviewed him, and Gen
Armstrong, who.had the wing, Alan Armstrong, seemed to emphasize that there was a lot of this
single management thing was a matter almost for the spirit of cooperation would be. Clay said
that he always felt that he could have as many Marine sorties as he wanted if he really needed
them. /And Armstrong said the same thing in reverse, the wing needed more sorties for the

Marines.  He always had the confidence that Clay and the 7th Air Force would let him have
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them. It was kind of a you scratch my back, and I'll scratch yours arrangement that really made

it work.

Interviewer: | have one question, sir. Also, during the controversy of single management, Gen
Farren stated that there was a -- not a controversy, but there was always push.and pull type of
affair of the Air Force always wanting to assign Marine sorties, more Marine sorties, up north
and the -- and North Vietnam, into Laos and everything. And that would always allow less
sorties for the Marines and the Army on the ground. Did you ever get involved in that dispute?

Chapman: It was sort of a spinoff of the basic dispute, yes. No, I'don't recall anything specific

on that. I'm sure it happened.

Interviewer: You touched on something before, and I don't'want to let it go past without asking
your comments on it. As an old cannon cocker; your view of the Naval gunfire support
furnished by the Jersey and why our views couldn't.carry the day. Why the Navy took -- put the
ship back in mothballs without really giving it a chance out there. Were you involved with any

of the discussions on this?

Chapman: Yes, | think she was -- if l.remember correctly, she went back into mothballs after my
time in the saddle.

Interviewer: | think it was.a DOD decision --

Chapman: I don't rememberthat exactly.

Interviewer: -- rather-than a -- forced upon the Navy. Am I right on this, anyone?

Chapman:.' Yes, I think that's correct. The OSD was strongly opposed to taking her out of

mothballs to start with. And when they did finally approve it, they allocated sailors to the New

Jersey. Has this point come up? No. They allocated a crew large enough only to man one-third
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of the engineering spaces. That is to say, a third of the boilers. All the eight-inch guns, none of

the five-inch guns, and a navigation and communication crew.

Interviewer: None of the 16 or eight -- did it carry 18 shells?

Chapman: Sixteens.

Interviewer: Sixteens.

Chapman: Yes, all the main battery.

Interviewer: All the main battery?

Chapman: Yes, all the main battery, but that's all. She was just a floating -- a bombardment ship

and that's all. She couldn't defend herself against airplanes or destroyers or anything. Had no

capability. Five-inch guns weren't even —

Interviewer: 1800-man crew.

Chapman: Something like that, yes.

Interviewer: Very, very reduced.

Interviewer: Did they havethat many battleship experienced sailors in the Navy at that time
anyway?

Chapman: «Well, they'd have had to train the crew. Had to train a crew, of course. And had to
get the money to; you know, man the ship and pull her out of mothballs and scrape off all the

(inaudible) and put some new communication and other equipment aboard her.
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Interviewer: Of course there's a political squabble about a skipper, also. You got involved with
the Onheider affair.

Chapman: That's true, I'd forgotten that.

Interviewer: -- supported him and --

Interviewer: Alexander.

Interviewer: Yes, Cpt Alexander and then his command was taken away, which would have

assured him of a star.

Interviewer: (Inaudible.)

Interviewer: Oh, yes. Yes. Yes, he supportedOnheider.

Chapman: Well, then there were political decisions concerning the war that had an effect, too,
you see. We had thought that the New Jersey would go out there and go up above the DMZ and
bombard the supply lines, you know.-Which her 16-inch guns could reach, and we didn't have
anything in the way of artillery that could get there. Of course the aviation could.

But it was about that time, you know, that we started sitting around the table over in Paris
and there was a decision to knock off bombardment north of the DMZ. So that she really only

fired effectively south of the DMZ, up in the mountains, you know, back in the mountains.

Interviewer: When you_ come right down to it, she never really had a target worthy of 16-inch

guns.

Chapman: . That's:true.

Interviewer: (Inaudible) suspected enemy position for something that big —
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Chapman: She never did. And, of course, you had flat trajectory, those big 16-inch rifles; you

know, up in those mountains, they were minimum effective.

Interviewer: How did you view the increased drug problem and racial confrontations in'the late

1960s, General? What steps did you take to combat those problems? That's what it takes--

Chapman: Well, it was viewed with, you know, with a great seriousness. In Vietnam, the
Marine drug problem was minimal. That's because we were -- the Marines were up there in the
sparsely populated I Corps area and the drugs just weren't available. Whereas, you know, down
around Saigon, why, the soldiers could get everything they wanted any time they wanted it. And
you remember that Da Nang was off limits during the whole war, you know. No Marine was
allowed inside the city limits of Da Nang through the entire'war.

Interviewer: (Inaudible.)

Chapman: Yes, it was off limits. So there was, you know, there was some drug problem in
Vietnam, but it was minimal. And the Marines were largely -- what drug problem there was in
Vietnam, the Marines were largely self-policing as the experience showed. Whereas the squad
leader didn't want a stoned Marine out-in front stumbling over booby traps and land mines, you
know. And so the squad leaders pretty well policed the situation as did the crew chiefs and, you
know, small unit leaders of all kindsthroughout the 11l MAF.

The drug problem existed back in the States and it was a problem that was common to
not only the Marines, but the Army and the Air Force and the Navy and the civilians, you know.
It's a national problem.

Interviewer: Marines.--

Chapman:. Similarly the --

Interviewer: The Marine drug problem was much greater in the -- there was a great Marine drug

problem in the States?
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Chapman: Yes, it grew to be one.

Interviewer: It grew to be one.

Chapman: It started out small and got bigger and bigger. Of course, in common with the whole

country.

Interviewer: Did Project 100,000 help increase this problem of both disciplinary and drugs when

we were forced to take some of the --

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Metal group force.

Interviewer: Yes, Sir.

Chapman: I'm sure that was a factor, although I.don't know of any documentation or any
statistics to prove it. 1 just had, as many did, I just had a gut feeling that had to be true.
Similarly there was minimal racial troubles in Vietnam. That, too, was self-policing. We

did have big problems back here.

Interviewer:  Wasn't there, though, particularly in late 70 and going on into early '71,
considerable drug and racial problems, particularly in the rear areas in 1l MAF? Certainly a lot

of the unit reporting at that time was talking a lot about this kind of thing.

Chapman: | don't remember it that way. You may well be right. 1 just don't remember it that

way. | can remember-thinking that, you know, the real problem was back here in the States.

Interviewer: Well, in your 35 years of Marine Corps experience at that time, had you seen
anything like that before?
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Chapman: No. No. No, we had never -- the Marine Corps had never had any drug problem

before then. Had no experience —

End Tape 1,Side B
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Beqin Tape 2, Side A

Chapman: -- and combat it. And similarly with the racial problems. Of course, you know, until

-- what was it —

Interviewer: About '49, | think --

Chapman: '49, there were only whites in the Marine Corps, except for some stewards. So
obviously we didn't have any racial problem prior to that. Well, I should:say we had some black

units in World War |1, but they were segregated. You know, they were defense battalions.

Interviewer: But even with the order for integration that President Truman issued, | don't think

too much of a racial problem erupted. It arose, I think ==

Chapman: No, there really wasn't any. | don'tever remember one.

Interviewer: | think blacks were pretty well integrated into the Corps —

Chapman: Yes, they were. Yes, they-were:" No, it wasn't until Vietnam that we began to have
racial problems, and they were serious. ~/And they were serious country-wide, and in the other
services. But apparently it's largely been overcome.

Interviewer: | would hope so.

Interviewer: There'wasn't much of the racial problem getting (inaudible) Vietnam period the
result of this black militancy that emerged. These guys that wanted to wear the Afros and were
forming their own little groups in the units and this kind of thing.

Chapman: Yes, that was an outcome of the -- you know, the black power syndrome.

Interviewer: What about that time you came out with your message about green power.
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Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: And you came out with some guidelines about the Afro, the hair styling.» Could

you give a little background of that, General, please?

Chapman: Well, that was at the height of the racial controversies. It was anALMAR. Let's see

if I can remember the number of it. Sixty something. Sixty-seven or —

Interviewer: Sixty-five, wasn't it?

Chapman: Something like that, yes. Sixty-some-odd. It.wasa pretty simple ALMAR. It said
one basic thing, that the commander was responsible for his‘troops. It quoted Gen Lejeune’s
words in the Marine Corps manual about the relationship.of the officer to his men, and required
every commander in the Marine Corps, big and little; to‘read that paragraph in the manual.

Those of you that were commanders at that time had to read it and you had to require all
of your officers and staff and COs to read that paragraph. The responsibility of a commander for

his troops. Then it went on to clarify various.things, one of which was the hair cut regulation.

Interviewer: Grooming, yes.

Chapman: Yes. And it _said that within the limits of the Marine Corps regulation haircut, a
Marine can wear his hair any style he wants to. That's what it said. So that as long as it's not
more than two inches long and neatly trimmed up the sides, you know, the Marine Corps haircut
regulation, if he wants to wear that constricted result in an Afro style, he can. And that the

commanders were not.to direct non-regulation haircuts. You know the -- what do you call them.

Interviewer: Whitewall.
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Interviewer: Whitewall that many commanders commanded are
non-regulation. | mean they're stricter than the Marine Corps haircut regulation. Those are most

of the important things that it said.

Interviewer: You, sir, in that message also, wasn't it, permitted the blacks to.use.those black
power greetings and signs outside of ceremonies where they weren't  expressions of

insubordination.

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Yes, and they did, but then they forgot it and it disappeared.

Interviewer: Well, what kind of response did you get to.this? This was a very important
ALMAR as far as moral and discipline of the Corps was concerned, not only for the time, but
historically. And, of course, the commandant's word is final, but did you get kind of any
feedback from your senior commanders on this?

Chapman: No, we drafted it and distributed it to all of the senior commanders for comment.
And many of them made suggestions. We distributed it again for comment to all of the senior
commanders and the final version that was published was adhere to, agreed to, by all the senior

Marines.

Interviewer: | think W.K. Jones.had. FMFPac about this time and he also came out with some

very stringent guidelines.

Chapman: Along the same tenor.

Interviewer: Asdirected by your ALMAR.

Chapman:.' Yes, and there was some controversy over in the Congress, too. In fact, | had to

testify before a congressional hearing on the subject of that ALMAR.

Interviewer: Oh, really?



Chapman - 83

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: What happened?

Chapman: It was a subcommittee of the House Armed Services, and it was staffed by that
committee consisted -- with one exception, of a -- some deep Southerners, you know. Who were
just totally opposed to any overtures to the -- to blacks, no matter what kind of uniform they had
on. Or anything they had on. So I spent an interesting couple of hours over there. Boy, after all,
I'm a deep Southerner myself and so | was able to battle them with good effect.

And we -- the ALMAAR stayed in existence. We renewed it; | remember. | think we
renewed it three or four times, you know. ALMARs automatically -- or did then, automatically
expire in six months and -- wasn't it six months. 1 think'it was'Six months. And at the end of the
first six months we renewed it and did it two or three'more times. | think it was a good ALMAR.

It was an important one.

Interviewer: Yes, it certainly was. It was a landmark.

Chapman: Well, it's -- as | say, it primarily said the commander has got to take care of his

troops. He's got to view them as a father views his son, you know. Or a master views an

apprentice. Oof COUISE, that's - those are Gen Lejeune's

words --

Interviewer: That's right.

Chapman: -- in the Marine Corps manual.

Interviewer:. I know Gen Worton was extorted by Gen Hoakam to remember that when he's not

in “combat, the officer is a teacher. Whether they're (inaudible) on a firing range or in a
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classroom or what, your time in combat is really short compared to the rest of it -- the rest of the

time.

Chapman: I think the ALMAR did speak of green power, too, didn't it?

Interviewer: Yes, it did. It was no black power, white power, | think it was in the last paragraph.

Chapman: Only green power.

Interviewer: It referred to green power. Do you recall how many trips you made to Vietnam and

when they were?

Chapman: Yes, | went twice a year for four years. Usually-in January and July. Sometimes in

February and August.

Interviewer: But it was close to the first --

Chapman: Yes, and the middle of the year, mm-hmm.

Interviewer: How did your perceptions change after each visit? Or did they change?

Chapman: Well, | -- that's a'hard one to answer. | generally thought that we were doing the
right thing and the right things. And we were doing them well. Then, as the war wore on,
however, it became apparent=- this is outside of the Marines and Vietnam news became apparent
that we were going.to abandon ship, you know, sooner or later. And that it was necessary to get
ready to withdraw the.Marines and resume our force in amphibious readiness posture. A much
smaller, highly professional, only a few good men concept.

So.we started laying the ground work for that after one of my trips out there and, oh,
about midway through my tour. And I can remember making my first speech on the subject to
the staff NCOs of the 11l MAF Headquarters at a breakfast. And I made the speech, which |
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made hundreds of times thereafter, about a small, elite outfit, highly professional, highly select.

Shape up or ship out, only the best may stay, you know.

Interviewer: Yes, | remember when the policy came out. Of course, | think we_ also have that

speech on tape, too.

Interviewer: That was in about '69 or '70, do you think?

Chapman: | think it was probably the middle of '69 or early '70. Yes, probably early 70,
sometime in '70. And then we began to make all preparations to achieve that objective for the
Marines to pull out as we did. And come out complete, you know, bringing everything with us,
leaving nothing behind.

And every unit -- | mean, every area that was abandoned by the Marines was to be spic
and span. Spit and polish. You know, no trash, no garbage, no impedimenta of any kind.

The first order that went out authorized.the Marines to abandon anything that was worth
$50 or less. Well, | found out about that and | changed it to $5. And so | think we did, we came
out professionally. We resumed our peacetime:structure and status. We reduced in size, we
shipped out many who didn't shape up in‘(inaudible) recruiting standards and returned to a highly

professional elite force.

Interviewer: Along those lines,.didn't you allow the recruit depots to raise the percentage of

attrition?

Chapman: Yes, | believe wedid about that time.

Interviewer: | think you allowed it to go up to 15 percent.

Chapman:. 15 percent, yes. We had held it at something like 7 or 8 percent, just because of the

sheer need for the manpower throughout the war. So raised the allowable attrition rate.
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Interviewer: It seems the Marine Corps was in a better position after the war was over. They
had fewer -- I can only remember one RIF compared to the Army, you know. | think the

Marines seemed to have had better foresight in seeing what was coming.

Chapman: Yes, | don't remember that I can make any comparisons, but I will say that the
Marines did make all the proper preparations and did execute in a highly professional manner |
felt. And we did start planning for it and it must have been at least a year.and a half ahead of
time.

And one of our plans was the engineering of our new recruiting.ecampaign. You know,
the --

Interviewer: Rose Garden?

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Only a few can -- you know, looking for a few good men.

Interviewer: The response to that was generally positive, was it not?

Chapman: Very much so, yes. Marines.loved it and the Reserve Marines and the retired
Marines and the former Marines, they-all loved it. Of course, it was pitched to the prospective
recruit. You know, that's a whole subject in itself and an interesting one, | always thought. But,
very briefly -- what was the name. of our recruiting -- | mean our advertising?

Interviewer: J. Walter Thompson.

Chapman: J. Walter Thompson, we reengaged them and they're the only ones we had had. |

suppose we still do. Do'we still have J. Walter?

Interviewer: Yes;sir, | think they're the only ones we've ever had.

Chapman:..Ever had. We had had them at that point for 20 or 25 years. And | went up to New
York and had a session with their board of directors and their account executives for the Marine
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account. By the way, they lose money on the Marine account. We paid them at that time
something like $25,000 a year and they spent, | don't know, a hundred or $200,000, but they
wanted it and kept the Marine account because of the prestige item with them. They just liked it.

So | had a session with them and it must have been at least a year and a half before the
end of the war, which, you know, | foresaw coming and I told them that I did-foresee it. That
we'd be back in a peacetime system and we needed a new recruiting campaign that we could
launch coincident with our withdrawal from Vietnam.

So they -- oh, they were delighted. So they went to work. /The first thing they did was
conduct public opinion polls throughout the country in various age groups and backgrounds and
urban and, you know, farming, blacks, whites, yellow, brown, red, Americans of all kinds. They
conducted an extensive public opinion poll in order to get.the profile of the typical Marine
volunteer. Who is he, what does he look like, you know, where does he come from, what are his
interests and background.

And | forget all the details of this, but it boiled-down to -- it boiled down to something
like 7 percent of the newly eligible young males in.this'country were the typical Marine recruit
profile. The kind of young fellow that would volunteer for the Marine Corps.

By and large, he was a high school graduate. He was any color, he was an outdoor type,
although he might live in a big city, he read Outdoor Magazine and Field and Stream, you know.
He was typically somewhat athletically.inclined. They got a detailed profile on him. Let's see,
what can | remember about that.

There were something like -= there was something like 60 or 70 percent that wouldn't
volunteer for any service under consideration. That left about 30 percent, and of that 30 percent,
there was something like -- what the hell was it. There was something like 5 percent were
inclined toward the Army,you know, 15 percent toward the Air Force. | don't remember the
details.

Anyway,-it got-down to that 7 percent that were inclined toward the Marine Corps, and
the recruiting campaign then, the slogans and the literature and all the rest of it, were pitched
directly at that 7 percent. And that's where that recruiting campaign came from.

So the Marines were delighted with it, you know, they loved it. Particularly the phrase,

which the Secretary of Defense directed me to drop, which said "make no mistake about it, we're
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not joining you, you're joining us." Remember that, that was the Army slogan then. The Army

wants to join you.

Interviewer: That's right.

Chapman: So our initial slogans all came out and said "make no mistake about it, we're not
joining you, you're joining us." Well, the Army complained to the Secretary of Defense and he
called me over there one day and said "you've just got to stop that, that's just causing too much
controversy.” So we had to eliminate that.

Interviewer: It was a great, great phrase.

Chapman: That phrase out of our recruiting campaign.

Interviewer: You had it for about a year, | guess. Or.some time.

Interviewer: Was that Secretary Laird?

Chapman: That was Laird, yes.

Interviewer: Another one that was really good was "if you want to be one of the boys, stick with

the boys."
Chapman: Yes, well, the Army objected to that, too, but they -- you know, they couldn't make
the point very well because we didn't say Army. Well, we didn't on the other one, either, but it

was obvious that.it wasthe Army we were talking about.

Interviewer: It was very -- that rose garden and that DI looking up at the recruit.
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Chapman: Mm-hmm. Well, you see, that appeals to the 7 percent, you know. | mean that
would off the other 93 percent, but it appealed to the 7 percent. Which was the kind of young

fellow we wanted.

Interviewer: Did you get a good response from the campaigns? Were you able to --

Chapman: Yes. Was recruiting successful? Yes, we did meet our quotas...Mm-hmm. | think
we still are, aren't we? Or we may have had a little trouble here lately, but --

Interviewer: Last year | think there was something, none of the services made their quotas last

year. Am I right?

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: Did you see that?

Interviewer: But it doesn't hurt as much as it has in other years because we're having a higher

reenlistment, too.

Interviewer: Yes, that's --

Interviewer: It's a better quality of Marine.

Chapman: Well, as part of that quality drive, you know, we did do some very hard things. | can
remember approving -many recommendations of the enlisted performance board that
recommended that a staff sergeant with 18 years' service not be reenlisted. See, he only needed
to go another year and a half and he'd get his 20 years' Fleet Marine Corps Reserve qualification.

But there:was just many, many sergeants and staff sergeants and even a few gunnery
sergeants that simply had not shaped up during the course of the war for various reasons and we
just, in effect, we threw them out short of retirement eligibility. A lot of them. Hard thing to do,

but it cleansed the Marine Corps —
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Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: -- and raised the professional level.

Interviewer: You got the message out.

Chapman: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: Well, you made extensive use, too, didn't you, of the administrative discharges,

particularly around 70 and ‘71, there was a housecleaning effort to separate --

Chapman: Yes. That's right.

Interviewer: -- some of these people.

Chapman: You know, that was part of the shape up or ship out syndrome, yes. Oh, we
discharged a lot of Marines that had not.shaped up. And, of course, we could do so because we
reduced from 317,000 to 200,000. And.we-had to get rid of 117,000 Marines. Well, | had said
about a million times that we might as.well get rid of the 117,000 that are the poorest performers

and keep the good ones. It's just.what we did.

Interviewer: Well, I was going to ask you, while we're on the subject, what did you conceive of
as being the end strength of'the Marine Corps, what did --

Chapman: Two_hundred thousand.

Interviewer: Two hundred thousand.
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Chapman: As a matter of fact, during that period | often said to Congress and SECDEF and
many others and in speeches, that was | was the foremost proponent of reducing the size of the
Marine Corps.

In the other services, they strove to maintain their Vietnam levels. Only the Marine
Corps actively sought to reduce. And needless to say, we didn't run into any.opposition from
SECDEF or his minions. They were delighted. We were the only outfit that they didn't have any
trouble with in that regard.

Interviewer: | want to get back, while we have a little time left, General, on your visits to
Vietnam. What particular things were you looking for on each visit? What areas were you the

most concerned about?

Chapman: Well, of course, | was concerned with everything: | went everywhere and talked to
practically everybody. | was concerned with performance, you know, level of professional
performance and capability. With ways, anything we could do to help from Headquarters
Marine Corps. You know, what did they need that they weren't getting. What were they getting
too much of that, that kind of thing, obviously.

Interviewer: At this time, though, hadn't FMFPac taken over some functions which normally
would have been Headquarters Marine Corps functions? With respect to supply, personnel,

assignments and so on?

Chapman: Well, they hadn't taken it over, | don't think. It was in the discharge of their historical
functions. You know, during World War Il, for instance, personnel allocation within the
FMFPac units was done by FMFPac. Headquarters Marine Corps provided the troops, in bulk,
in each months draft, officers and men. Some went individually. 1 think everybody from major
on up wentindividually in World War I1.

But' the assignments to units were made by FMFPac throughout World War Il and
similarly in.the Vietnam War. And with respect to logistics, there wasn't anything new. | don't

recall.anything anyhow. It was in the discharge of their normal and historical functions.
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Interviewer:  Nothing that you particularly emphasized, there was nothing that you /were

particularly looking for?

Chapman: When | went out there?

Interviewer: Yes, sir.

Chapman: Well, each time | went, there was always some problem that would come up, you
know, that -- some specific problem. But nothing in general. 1 can't remember any of the --
well, I remember one of the specific problems was those damn generators we were talking about
here, earlier this morning. One of the trips | made out,.the hot topic on the griddle was

generators.

Interviewer: Generators. Bulldozers, didn't Gen. Brown-say he had trouble, needed a bulldozer,

when we interviewed him, Jack? 1 don't recall.

Chapman: Which Brown?

Interviewer: Or tractors. Les Brown.

Chapman: Les Brown, he wanted bulldozers.

Interviewer: Well, now, I'm trying -- | think it was probably tractors because they -- was it
tractors, did you see that in“here? Well, where | seen there were complaints, weren't there, about
the type of tractor that was being used, particularly to (inaudible) to do the -- dig out the gun pits

and things when.you set'up a fire base. Apparently there was a lot of --

Interviewer: No, that's not what he was talking about. It was -- he talked about tractors to pull

the aircraft; there was a --

Interviewer: Oh, that's right. Yes --
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Chapman: Oh, well, that's an aviation tractor, yes.

Interviewer: He had (inaudible) 12 at that time.

Chapman: Yes, that's an aviation tractor. Well, throughout the war, the Marine Wing had lots of

trouble with that peripheral equipment. What do you call that?

Interviewer: Yellow gear.

Chapman: Yes, yellow gear. Is that -- but there's a proper name for it, it's not yellow gear, it's
aircraft support equipment or some such terminology. There's always been a problem with that
stuff, I suppose there still is. You know, it's constantly breaking down and can't get spare parts
for it. Is that still true?

Interviewer: If it doesn't fly, the don't --

Interviewer: Well, a lot of the problem is because (inaudible) gear that comes from the Navy, so

Navy blue dollars, and trying to work within.the Navy supply system --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- totally impossible.

Chapman: Yes, there was trouble with this and | guess there still is, with the spare parts and with
the mechanics and technicians to fix it, you know, etcetera. That's all that gear, you know, like
the generator that.you-plug into the airplane when it's standing still.

Interviewer: Thetug.

Chapman:..The tug to tow it around with. The jet starting engines. You know, there's an engine

that starts those jet motors on the tactical airplanes. All the whole -- or all array of -- | mean, you
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put down an airplane in a parking place and then it's surrounded by this dam gear, you see: All
of which is painted yellow, as you've said. And about half of it was customarily out of action.. It
was broken down. That's probably what he was talking about.

Interviewer: Going back, again, to the planning for the pull out when you began to.see that we
were going to get out of Vietnam. | was wondering if we could try to place that a little bit more
precisely in chronology. Do you think it was the Tet offensive that might.have changed your
mind that way or --

Chapman: No, it wasn't that.

Interviewer: -- or the fact that we were -- the fact that we began negotiating with the --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- North Vietnamese or was it. when the Nixon administration came in? | was just

wondering if you'd comment.

Chapman: Let's see, when was Nixon-inaugurated? It was in --

Interviewer: '69.

Interviewer: '69.

Chapman: '69

Interviewer: Yes.

Chapman: It was not long after that, yes. It was some time that -- probably toward the end of

that year ‘or-early '70. You know, and as it turned out, my prediction was correct. That is what

happened.
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Interviewer: It probably determined the end of the war in Vietnam much like Eisenhower ended

it in Korea. You had the same --

Chapman: Yes, that was -- of course, it was at that point it was our stated objective, was to
Vietnamese -- equip the Vietnamese, the South Vietnamese, to defend themselves and protect

their own country and for us to get out. And that was the national policy objective.

Interviewer: In 1969 the Marine Corps could have assumed some of the Army role and remained
in Vietnam in greater strength had it wished to do so. Traditionally, the Marine Corps sought,
quote, a piece of the action, unquote. But in 1969, it sought to withdraw. Would you discuss
this position and the rationale behind it?

Chapman: Well, | already have, really. | felt, and 4 think most Marines felt, that the time had
come to get out of Vietnam and resume our status as.a force in readiness. A professional force in

readiness. And that's just what we did.

Interviewer: What was the role of Headquarters Marine Corps in planning the withdrawal,
Marine withdrawals, of men and equipment from Vietnam in '69 and '71, the roles of FMFPac
and Il MAF?

Chapman: Yes, well, the withdrawal plans were proposed by MacVie and approved by CinCPac
and then came in to the chiefs for, you know, for final approval. And, of course, the Marine
Corps participated and then-had the responsibility of executing. Of course the tactical matters on
the scene actually ordered a unit our. The Navy provided the shipping and then we readied a

homecoming for.them.wherever they were headed for.

Interviewer: Youdidn't have --
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Chapman: In some cases there were -- in many cases, there were deactivations, of course; like
the 5th Division, you know, we deactivated the 5th Division. Deactivated each of the regiments

as they returned.

Interviewer: You didn't have any particular policy, any particular policy,«with_respect to

withdrawal?

Chapman: No, not really. Well, we thought that the -- that in tact air ground units should come
out together, you know; and we did that. We came out mostly by reinforced regiments and
brigades, you know, air and ground units. And we left behind, as the last element, the -- was it
the 11l MAG.

Interviewer: Yes.
Interviewer: Yes.
Chapman: The Il MAG as a -- and it was a complete air ground team.
Interviewer: That was Al Armstrong?
Chapman: Yes, a complete air.ground team. In that respect, there were a number of numerous
proposals to leave only the ground elements behind, plus helicopters. But we elected and that
was a Marine Corps decision to destructure the 111 MAG as a complete air ground unit. And that
was done.

Then, of course, the second policy was to return the units to their original home bases and
deactivate the non permanent organizations, like the 5th Division. Logistically, the policy was to

bring everything.out.

Interviewer:. Regardless of condition?
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Chapman: Yes, not leave it behind as garbage or trash, but to bring it out. There were some
things that were excess we could give it to the Vietnamese. We did do that, you know;.things

they could use in their hospitals and villages.

Interviewer: Expendibles?

Chapman: Expendibles of various kinds. Oh, there were probably other policies, but those are
the principal ones.

Interviewer: Well, to what extent, if any, did budgetary considerations and plans for post
Vietnam -- post Vietnam War forces influence Marine Corps views on the timing and hasty

withdrawals from Vietnam?

Chapman: Was the effect of budgetary considerations?

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. And plans, the post war plans?

Chapman: Oh, I don't think there were any... Adequate funds were provided to fight the war, by
and large. And to effect the withdrawals.~And then, because the Marine Corps did advocate
strenuously reducing in size, you know, back to our original peace time, so it wasn't any problem
about getting money for the Marines;.you know, to effect a withdrawal and to reduce in size and
to our post war structure.

I don't think there were any budgetary restraints. As a matter of fact, if | recall correctly,
we had extra money duringthose times. You know, some of our deactivations and discharges

we executed ahead of time so that we had excess money.

Interviewer: Do.you recall the role of Headquarters in planning for 111 MAG to replace 111 MAF
as Marine forces'in Vietnam were reduced? Or did that plan come from FMFPac?

Chapman:..Yes, as | said, I think it came from MacVie.
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Interviewer: MacVie.

Chapman: And was approved by CinCPac and then came to the chiefs, you know;.as one of the
proposals of withdrawal plans in which we participated, of course.

Interviewer: So Il MAB could make the recommendation --

Chapman: Yes.

Interviewer: -- in response to MacVie's request (inaudible) within --

Chapman: On up to CinCPac and into the chiefs. Yes, all the withdrawal plans were -- well, it
had to be that way because the -- although the tactical commander would execute the withdrawal,

it was the service chief that had arranged to receive the unit wherever it was going.

Interviewer: Wasn't there, though, considerable consideration given within the Marine Corps to

the exact composition of that final brigade that would be left, the so called --

Chapman: Yes, mm-hmm.

Interviewer: -- residual force?

Chapman: Yes, | mentioned that. There were various proposals and it may have been a I1l MAF

proposal.

Interviewer: (Inaudible:)

Chapman:.'I don‘t remember for certain, it could well have been that it be only a ground unit. A

reinforced regiment and helicopters.

Interviewer: Yes, with helicopters.
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Chapman: With helicopters and | don't remember, but probably some gunships. Yes, that's true.
And at Headquarters Marine Corps, in fact, | made the decision that it was in the Marine Corps

interest to make it a complete air ground team.

Interviewer: What were your grounds specifically for that decision, to insist.on holding to a

complete air ground team right down to the end?

Chapman: Well, obviously, the doctrine, the Marine Corps principles on.the one hand. And on
the other hand, the -- or secondly, the possibility that the North Viethamese might attack again.
You know, maybe the peace negotiations would collapse and here they'd come again. We
wanted a complete combat unit there.

And then, thirdly, there was the possibility that theMAB might embark and make a
landing somewhere, like Korea, or anywhere. It just seemed to me to make sense to have a

complete air ground unit kept together in tact, ready for‘anything.

Interviewer: Was there any effort by the Army, particularly during those last stages in the
withdrawal planning, say in '70 and '71;to-hold Marine forces in there longer than the Marine

Corps wanted to keep them in?

Chapman: If so, | don't rememberit. No, | think the -- as best | can remember, the Marine

withdrawal plans were those proposed by MacVie and approved up the line.

Interviewer: What, in your opinion, General, was the most significant impact of the total

Vietnam experience on the Marine Corps?
Chapman: «Oh, God, that really is a big question.
Interviewer:. Well, maybe you could enumerate different ways in which the Marine Corps has

beenaffected. I'm sure there have been a number of things; what are those that (inaudible) your

mind?
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Chapman: Well, that would take a lot of thought, but some things that immediately come:.to
mind are that we learned a lot of lessons, you know. Some bad and some good, we‘learned many
good lessons. We developed a whole generation of combat experience to career Marines; which
IS very important.

I often sometimes whether that isn't the thing that worries the Russians more than
anybody because they haven't got any combat experience at all in the Russian Army anymore,
except for a little in fighting on the Chinese border.

We've got a whole generation of combat experienced Marines. And all the World War 11
veterans are now gone, except | think there are only four or five World War Il vets, and they're
all general officers. Gen. Wilson, of course, Gen. Barrow, two or three of the lieutenant generals
are post-World War 11 now.

Interviewer: Makes you feel awfully old.

Chapman: Sure as hell does. Here we've been talking for four hours and we've never gotten to
World War 11 yet.

Interviewer: Well, that's what we're going to'do —

Chapman: Someday. You know, we tested a lot of concepts. We tested a lot of equipment. We
perfected many, many procedures, you know, those things were all good and very worthwhile.

On the bad side, you'd have to list the -- what, after World War I, we called the World
War | mentality, we've probably now got a Vietnam mentality in the Marine Corps, while I'm not
certain just what that'is.

We enjoyed total control of the sea and air throughout the entire duration of the Vietnam
War and that probably will never happen again. And we enjoyed it without thinking about it,
you know, without recognizing it and realizing what great benefits there are in total control of

the sea andair, which we'll probably never have again.
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Interviewer: How would you compare the post-Vietnam Marine Corps with the post-World War

Il and post-Korean War Marine Corps?

Chapman: I'd say similar in many respects and with the obvious exception that the post-Vietnam
Marine Corps is twice as big as the post-World War | -- World War Il Marine Corps. See, our
size after World War 11 was 100,000. At the end of Vietnam, it was 200,000.

After World War 1l we had two divisions and two wings and none.in the Reserve, which
had independent battalions and squadrons in the Reserves. After Vietnam, we had three
divisions, three wings, force troops and a complete div wing team in the Reserves. So there's a
size difference (inaudible) in magnitude. But I think in, you know, in outlook and professional

status and combat experience, all of those good things are very.similar.
Interviewer: Each is the product with some experience.
Chapman: Oh, obviously. Obviously.

Interviewer: Gentlemen, that's the last of the questions that we gave to Gen. Chapman. Does
anybody else have anything that we've not asked? Rich? Well, thank you very much, General.
And now it's going to be just one on one,.we'll go -- the next session will be in my office when

we start talking about your career.

Chapman: Oh, that will be a tiresome damn subject.

End Session Il
PDS
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PROCEEDINGS

Session I11; 7 January 1981

Beqin Tape 1, Side A

Chapman: -- like to start this afternoon. | listened to the radio forecast coming in, it's supposed

to start snowing.

Interviewer: This is side 1, tape 1, Session Ill, with Leonard F. Chapman, Jr. The date of this
interview is 7 January 1981. And if you recall that listing we sent some time ago, General, of
your duty assignments, we indicated I'd like to talk about the early years.

Now you're a native of Florida.

Chapman: Yes, | was born in Key West.

Interviewer: In Key West.

Chapman: Mm-hmm. Key West, Florida..-My father was a Methodist minister, stationed there
at the old stone church when | arrivedin 1913.

Interviewer: Methodist ministers, once they get a parish, do they stay there for life or do they

have to move around like some of the other denominations?

Chapman: In those'days, the diocese of Florida was run by the bishop of Florida the same way
the Commandant.of the ' Marine Corps runs officers and enlisted. He detailed his ministers and
his practice at that time was to -- was for a one-year tour of duty. So each year, all of the
Methodist.ministers in Florida shuffled around, musical chairs. We were in Key West a year at

that time. Andthen, later on, for another year.
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Interviewer: But you stayed in Florida, you wouldn't -- unless your father had a call to some

other state or some other diocese.

Chapman: There was no, quote, call, unquote then in the Methodist Church. No,the ministers,

as | said, were detailed by the bishop. And his authority covered the entire state«of Florida.

Chapman: Was your father a native Floridian?

Chapman: No, he was born in Phoenix, Arizona when -- in an adobe shack. His father, my

grandfather, was a Methodist missionary to the Indians.

Interviewer: I'll be darned.

Chapman: And it happened that he was stationed in the Phoenix area wh