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The debate over foreign policy t culminated in President Barack Ob¢ s address to the nation on Decemb 2009, concerns a w
that began with the attack of a mainly Saudi Amalgjeoup of politically radicalized Muslim men on\We&ork and Washington, targets
symbolic of American capitalism and alleged impéra. These attacks, according to the group’s leadere to punish the United
States for its decision, following the first Gulfaly to establish permanent American military baséise region, blasphemously
located (in the view of Osama bin Laden and hi¥atrs) in the holy territories of Saudi Arabia.

How thes attacks, and the American reaction, led to Amerinaasions of Afghanistan a Irag, so that nearly a decade later the
in Irag remains incompletely resolved, while thateldh States, with NATO allies, is engaged in the iméAfghanistan against a
resurgent Taliban movement and against those irstaakwho harbor or support the Taliban, makesgl¢astory, not to be recount
here. But it raises persistent parallels with thethvam catastrophe, the subject of Gordon M. GeldstLessons in Disaster:
McGeorge Bundy and the Path to War in Vietn&uldstein’s is perhaps the most important bodkpuelished on the United States’
Vietnam experience, which changed the nation’®hjsind continues to exercise a powerful influemeémerican foreign and
security policy.

In 199t the sevent-six-yearold Bundy, who had served in the John F. Kennedylamdor Johnson administrations as natio
security adviser, felt himself challenged by thatooversial memoir just published by his fellow nizmof both thosadministrations
ex-Defense Secretary Robert McNamara. McNamaratacluded that on Vietham “we were wrong, terrinlpng,” and expressed
his sense of guilt for what had been done.

Bundy had since his government ser refused on principle to criticize his former supesi and invariably defend what had bee
American policy, its failure notwithstanding. Hedhaemained silent on the moral issues raised by#re The McNamara confession
inspired him to reexamine his own experience.

This is where Gordon Goldstein enters. Bundy hired himigsdsearch assistant. Bu James G. Blight of Brown University says,
review of Goldstein’s book in the online magazinatfidig,* the two of them—Goldstein was less than half the ef Bundy—
became true collaborators as Bundy struggled wistlowwn memories and written records in the lighthaf documentation and
testimony provided by the younger man about thatsvef those years. However, Bundy die&eptember 1996, long before the b
was drafted.

With the agreement of the Bundy family, Goldstein now haslished his own book abc the unfinished Bundy memaoir. Blig
describes it as an account of Bundy’s “personatphical and even moral” quest for the roots ofdvis mistakes and culpability.

While these were undoubtedly hard for Bundy to oamif they do not seem hard to identffyand are relevant today, to the extent that
the present war against terror, or whatever wecaacall it, has close resemblances to the cold efarhich the Vietham War was

a product.

The theor—or theorie—that put the United Stal and the Soviet Union into the cold war were Mar-Leninism and its lat
Chinese derivative, Lin Biao’s 1965 theory that tmerging forces” of the poor countries of Asidriéa, and Latin America
constituted a “rural world.” This rural world, follving the precepts of Maoism, would eventually sund and overcome the “urban
world” made up of rich cities and countries. Fipdliere was the United States’ own belief in itemiarian world role—its “Manifest
Destiny’—as expressed, for example, by the Statefeent’'s George Ball in a 1965 article (see belowAmerica’s exceptional
destiny to exercise disinterested global respditgibi

These theories were, in effe congruent. From the time The Communist Manife<'s publication it we considered by many
document of universal relevance, proposing the siext in human society’s development. Lenin andBitisheviks undertook to
promote, through their party apparatuses, the utiools that were supposed to break out spontanewustich advanced industrial
societies as Germany. Revolution in peasant Rugssaa theoretical anomaly, and the early Bolshehél®vedtheir survival in Russ
depended on alliance with other revolutions elseahigence the Communist International was created Soviet state organs were
commissioned to promote subversion abroad. Afterlar I, with the Soviet Union having becomeraa military power, these
policies seemed an intimidating challenge to theatzacies, @hallenge reinforced by the fall of China to comiisom To American:
this appeared a challenge that they, as the mostrfid democracy, were destined by history to naeet overcome.

The nature of thUS reaction to the September 11 attacks makes appthee the new challenge to the United States was immedgli
fitted into a frame of ideas ideologically paralielthe cold war (the cold war itself having justied). The calls for a global jihad
against the United States and the West heard fl@paeda and other radical Muslim groups—especiatyfantasy of a reconstituted
grand caliphate incorporating all the Mediterraneauntries and then Europe itself—provided paracoites in the West with a
replacement for the threat of Marxism-Leninism.@#&eda was soon described as the new Comintemrd letated manifestations of
radical jihadism were taken as a mortal and ubigsithreat to the United States, to the West dsodewand indeed to Western
civilization. Al-Qaeda therefore had to be driveon its lair in the mountainous badlands of Afglséeni and Pakistan, from which its
adherents could launch global terrorism and instioe.

The three of jihad was further enlarged in American offidiabught by the assimilatit to it of current manifestations of politic
radicalism found elsewhere in the non-Western wedsponsible for “disorderly regions, failed statdiffuse enemies”—to quote
President Obama’s West Point address in Decemberehvtgether with the jihadists comprised what Ddrilimsfeld had, early in



the affair, described as a glok“insurrectior” The American role as dest’'s appointed pacifier of this universal world threag¢mec
to be the same role had successfully fulfilled in the cold w

It is often forgotten that one of Franklin Roose’s World Warll aims, in addition to defeat of the Axis powers, wa dismantle the
European empires, beginning with the British arRhench. The eminent American diplomat Charledéomade a postwar
comment o

the extraordinary twist of history [th the American President morally opposed British irghsm, yet counted on t power of Grt
Britain—essentially powerful as the leader of a gErapire—asan equal democratic power in the postwar worlc hdt believe t|
Roosevelt thought of his a-colonial attitude as a factor Britain's decline

—as of course it was, as wel series of postwar American economic and politicahsure:

As for the Frenc colonial empire, Roosev’'s and his administrati’s hostility to whe Secretary of State Cordell Hull referred tc
the “so-called Free French” was reinforced by Reeks personal dislike of General Charles de Gauwllhom hdooked upon as sor
kind of quasi-fascist military adventurérThe postwar French effort, initially under de Gels! provisional government, and after 1
under the Fourth Republic, to recover France’s thdw possessions simply reinforced this Ameridamnof France—and of other
European empires. The Netherlands also dispatchalitary force to recover its Netherlands Eastidéisdcolony, which after wartime
occupation by Japan had been declared the indeptestéée of Indonesia by local nationalists; anctlaer of America’s wartime allies,
Belgium, reaffirmed its control of most of Centasdd Eas-Central Africa

This hostile view of imperialism, all but univerisaheld in the Unite States at the time, had anticipated that the eMdayfd Warll
would be followed by an overdue general decoloiratt assumed that the United States, itself homebellion against Britain,
would be recognized as the natural ally and proteggtall the newly liberated people of Europe’saks Middle Eastern, and African
colonies. Thi proved mistaker

The cold war intervened. All of mainland China to the Communists in 1949. A war between North Kard an Americeled
United Nations coalition began in June 1950 andllgdnas not ended, although a cease-fire has dleserved since 1953. France
resisted Communist insurrection in Vietnam, andBhésh another such rebellion in what then wadayla, and like France it
reclaimed its colonial position in the eastern Memlanean. The Dutch fought the Indonesian natistsalintil 1949. Vietham was
partitioned in 1954, after France’s defeat at Bé&n Phu, and the United States became effectthelpatron of the republic created
that year in the south, but 1 (yet) its military defende!

In 1965, early in the developmentthe Viethames-American crisis, the following remarks were pubédiby Georg W. Ball, then ai
assistant secretary of state in the administratfalohr F. Kennedy

We find ourselves in a position uniqu¢world history. Over the centuries a number of metibave exercised wo power, and ma
have accepted at least some of the responsibifit&gowith power. But never before in human history hasion undertaken to
a role of world responsibility except in defense anpport of world empire....

[The European nations] have had little experi in the exercise of responsibility divorced from tlefense of territories the
advancement of quite narrow and specific natiamakrests. To undertake—alongside the United Statiegtay a role of responsil
ina Wc>5rld where colonial empires have largely dizsared would require them to develop a whole regwfsattitudes toward world
affairs »

Ball's views did not meet much objection in Washingtt the time. Modesty about American power and politiidue had never be
in fashion in policy circles

Goldsteir's bool should settle for good the controversy over wheftresident Kennedy, had not been assassinated, would h
enlarged the war or would have withdrawn the Btilited number of American troops in Vietnam. (Thed the time of Kennedy’s
death consisted of two battalions of Marines, seprotect the Danang airport, and some 12,000 Avaves with missions as advisers
and trainer for the South Vietnamese military.) As we shall,gbe evidence of the Bun material is conclusiv®

Before leaving the White House in 19 Dwight Eisenhower had warned Kennedy of the cpsised by the insurrecti occurring in
Laos, the key to the entire area of Southeast A&k Clifford attended the meeting as Kennedyiggie counsel and reported that
“the outgoing President considered the fate oftihgt landlocked Southeast Asian kingdom the nmagbrtant problem facing the
US.” The former president said American troop imation might even be required—a statement in eshtwith the position his
administration had taken at the time of Dien Bién.RVhen Paris in 1954 had asked for Americanetaion,Secretary of State Jo
Foster Dulles, according to French sources, hatafthe French two nuclear bombs to use as thefitsghey refused), but the
position of President Eisenhower at the time wastke would not consider an American troop intetie@nunless he first had
congressional approval and indication of British suppor

He told his staff thg“without allies and associat” military intervention would be the act “just ar adventurer, like Genghis Kal’
He also recalled that he had been elected to emdvanin Asia, in Korea, which could have becontetal war with China, at a time
when the United States had allies arUN mandate and that h¢“‘was in no mood to provoke another one in Indoc....”

President Kennechad repeatedly asserted privately that a guewglacould not be won | foreign troops, even in large numbe
Eventually foreign troops go home, said; the guerrillas stay. No lasti“victory” is possible fc the foreigners

When the Laos issue came up before Kenne president, he asserted American support for Lastaereignty but was spa the
problem of intervention when Britain and Russiavariently proposed a conference on Laos in Geriewaas convoked in May 1961
and ended in a neutral coalition government urtteréstored prime minister Prince Souvanna Phowmahad been deposed in an
earlier military coup. The clandestine fighting diot end, as survivors from the CIA-supported mgméad tribes of Laos, the first
large group of Indochinese made victims of a way didn't ask for, would undoubtedly still atte



With respect to Vietham, the new President soughttlvice canother eminent American soldier. He invited Dosd¥acArthur tc
Washington. According to Robert Kennedy’s accoltacArthur said that it would “be foolish to fighhdhe Asiatic continent,” and
that “the future...should be determined at the di@ltotable.” Kennedy's aide Kenneth O’Donnell hdded that MacArthur said to
Kennedy that “there was no end to Asia and evareipoured a million American infantry soldiers iih@t continent, we would still
find ourselve outnumbered on every si”

General Maxwell Taylor, Kenne’s military adviser (who favored sending combat trotip¥ietnam), said th MacArthur“made ¢
hell of an impression on the President,” adding Wizen presented with further proposals from theté&gon for military intervention,
Kennedy would say, “Well, now, you gentlemen, yaubgick and convince General MacArthur, then I'licoavinced.” Taylor said,
“None of us undertocthe task’

The pressure on Kennedy was to send combat tro Vietnam, just as Barack Obama, on taking offices wayed to escalate
American commitment in Afghanistan. As with Kennehost of the pressure came from the PentagonhenBepublican opposition
(and reinvigorated neoconservatives in Obama’s)casevell as from most of his own appointments staff from the Washington
foreign affairs establishment, and from much ofgihess (and in Obama’s case, by a radio and telewisat are partisan and
ideological to a degree unthinkable—and indeed whichld have been illegal in Kennedy’s time, whea BCC required an overall
impartiality in network news broadcastin

However, Kennedy was a much better position than Obama to resist. Heawaar hero, wealthy a glamorous, well accustomed
Washington power plays, and, above all, the orieiafivho had come out of the Bay of Pigs fiasctvaging been right while all the
rest were wrong. He had not been overawed by thergls and admirals and intelligence chiefs—inclgd®ichard Bissell, who had
been one of his professors—all of whom assured hanthe exiles’ invasion of Cuba arrangedtoy Eisenhower administration wao
succeed, and all of whom secretly believed thiidoked like it was failing, they would have pitthe President in a position where
he would be compelled to reverse his stated detation noto intervene

It failed; President Kennedy refused to intervear& he fired Bissell and Allen Dulles, head of CIA, anc placed the joint chiefs «
staff under the authority of the National Secu@uncil. When the Cuban missile crisis arrivedpfamaged that successfultgfusing
to accept advice to bomb Cuba, and he had thessffdence to make the agreement to remove Jupitsiles from Turkey without
sending it throug the Washington bureaucrac

A third and crucial crisis arrived the summer of 1963, when Kennedy lost control efghlicy forces at work his administration
He had handled the developing Vietnam situatiorlgdlous far, resisting pressure from part of tlemfagon and much of the civilian
foreign policy community to commit American comiti@iops to the regiomplacating or temporizing with his critics by sergli@pecia
Forces teams (of which the President was much emanand they of him, as he had returned to theiin iized green berets) on
trainer¢ assignment to tt Viethamese army

However, by 1963 the political situation in Sai preoccupied Americans on the scene and officialashington more than t
serious military setbacks being encountered byietnamese army. The problem was President Ngo Dieim and his brother and
chief adviser, Ngo Dinh Nh both authoritarians and a-American.

Diem was a Catholic member the established Frer-educated mandarinate of -war colonial Indochini During World Watrll,
Vietnam was administered by Vichy French authaijtisnder Japanese occupation. While most anti-8apgor anti-French)
nationalists had moved into a Communist-dominateterground, Dienfiormed a separate clandestine nationalist groupefsed al
invitation tc join the Communis-proclaimed postwar government, which the returtirgnct army was to overturr

During his subsequent exile in the Un States, Diem, whose older brother was an archbjstaapmet many influenti Catholic as
well as academic and US government figures condesiita Asian developments. When South Vietnam becarseparate state,
following the French withdrawal, Washington cons&teDiem a reformer ancleading choice for political leadersh

After the Genev negotiations in 1954 partitioned Vietnam, leavingradependent state in - South, its ruler remained Emperor E
Dai. He recalled Diem from political exile, appairg him prime minister. Diem was to cause Bao Daiister a year later, through a
rigged referendum. The general election that thee@@ peace agreement had scheduled for summen&966took place. Diem
became presider

He soon proved an unfortunate choice, at lei American eyes, stubbornly independent, largely eomed with reestablishing 1 pre-
war Vietnamese social and political order and wi#aling with the challenge of the hostile Commuo@interpart state in the north
and the developing and potentially very powerfuh®@aunist domestic insurgency, sustained from théhnarmich the Americans
called the Vietcong. He was also ill-served byywanger brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu, a ruthless and ati&gcorrupt political
manipulator, and the lat's wife, an arrogant and despr woman who made herself despised by Vietnamese arefiéans alike

The South Vietnamese army was ineffective, infleghloy sectarie currents and the political ambitions of senioradfs. American
and other foreigners in Saigon in the summer oBMére all but unanimously convincttht the Diems had to be unseated, despi
evident lack of any serious political alternatither than among the officers of an army that—withdrable exceptionstacreasingly
proved itself outclassed, outmaneuvered, and ogitfoloy the Vietcong and its sponsors in the new @zatic Republic o¥/ietnam in
the north. (It may be said that this also provee of the American military command that took otver war in the south after
Diem’s assassination

Kennedy understood the elements in situation and had dispatched a small military trajrforce of seven hundre¢ subsequent!
increased by 12,000 men, but he was resolutelysgapto sending American combat forces to Vietnames$ponse to the political
difficulties surrounding President Diem, he hadt senambassador the Republican Henry Cabdge Jr., an ambitious man who lik
to display to correspondents the personal pisttil which he felt it necessary to be armed in hidques assignmenfAmerican officer
and officials were reporting contacts with Vietnamefficers who wanted to overthrow President Di€hese added to the pressures
on Kennedy who stubbornly resisted Americanizing the w



In August 1963, in ¢ episode that still has not been entirely clarifiédnned’s subordinates Washington took action during
weekend while the President was in Hyannis—and neadry other senior administration figure was anation or away for the
weeken—to launch a coup’etat in Saigon

Averell Harriman assistant secretary of state for Far Eastern sffaid two secorlevel figures, Roger Hilsman, who was to becc
Harriman’s successor, and one of Bundy’'s young N&@&, Michael Forrestal—all of them convinced ttfere had to be major
change in Saig—sent a cable to the Sai¢ embassy that sai

U.S. Government cannot tolerate situation in which poliearin Nh's hands. Diel must be given chance to rid himself of Nhu i
coterie and replace them with best military andtigal personalities available. If in spite of gbur efforts, Diem remains obdura:
refuses, then we must face possibility that Diem cannot be preserv

Lodge wa instructed to prepare the coup, and two disaffeatedambitious Vietname officers with whom th¢«CIA was in touc
were informed

There was uproar in the White House when this a was discovered. It is not clear how much Kennedy awaare of such plans
what if anything he approved of. Harriman saide“Bresident himself had approved.” Bundy said w&#ed that the misunderstandi
had been between the president and Forrestal.” édyrwas in any case furious and told Lodge persot@mbuarantee Diem'’s
security. He told Forrestal that he was “not wdiriing.” A great effort was made to quiet the rumors spreadigaigon. Kennedy tc
his staff that his policy was to seek changes gnDihat would permit America to assume a “postfisract aloofness and limited
cooperatio” with a reforme government in Saigol

However, the process that had been ¢motion proved irreversible. On November 1, D’'s own generals gave th president al
ultimatum. Diem telephoned Lodge, who denied Anarimvolvement, said that it was 4:30 AM in Washamg that the “U.S.
government could not possibly have a view” on whas$ happening, and that if he could do anything yfr physical safety, please
call me”

Diem and his brother were taken away and shot; bodies later found mangled and their hands bound.@the rebel gener:
informed the CIA that the two had committed suicideWashington, when Kennedy heard of their dedfaxwell Taylor said, he
“leapeto his feet and rushed from the room with a lookludck and disma”

The Diem brothers were killed on November 2, 1988 .November 2: President Kennedy was killed in Dallas. With thegents, th¢
three men wh provided the principal obstacles to the Americatiaraof the war in Vietnal were removec

The conclusion Goldstein dra from the evidence of the Bundy papers and notémisKenned's determinatic at the time of hit
assassination was to withdraw American advisers Wietnam. The trainers who had been sent shoultenéurther reinforced, but
gradually drawn down in the course of 19

Goldstein quotes tapes mad¢KennedY's meetings with Bundy, McNamara, and his militadlyiser, Maxwel Taylor, on October Z
1963. McNamara and Taylor were just back from \aeinThey recommended that 1,000 of the 16,000 Uigargiadvisers be
withdrawn in the following two months, with mosttbie rest removed by the end of 1965. Bundy asks MiNamara saysWe nee:
a way to get out (Vietham. This is a way of doing” Bundy disagrees. Kennedy agrees and ' the orders

Forty-seven days later Lyndon Johnson was preside July 1964 the South Viethamese began clandestietipns against tt
North. These led the following month to the Gulf of Tamkicident. Lyndon Johnson authorized bombing N¥figitnam. The US had
entered th war. Bundy had prevaile:

Among the papers that Goldstein cite his book is a memo from Bundy to Johnson on Mal947, a year after Bundy | the
administration to become head of the Ford Foundalticsaid

The fact that South Vietnam has not been lost amd going to be lost is a fact of truly massive impodain the history of Asi th
Pacific and thdUS.

Looking back at this memo, nearly thirty years after hewdtien it in congratulatic (or reassurance) to the President, Bundy
noted on it, for Goldstein to re and quote” McGB allwrong”

Goldsteir's decisive clue to wi Bundy failed came by accident. He found a notetemitn 1996, when Bundy w asked what ha
been most surprising about the war. He answetbd,éndurance of the enerhgoldstein writes that he didn’t understand theray
“because, frankly, he didn't think they warrantésl &ttention.” He seemed to have no real interegiie Viethamese and in what their
various motivations might have been. His own basic consitieems to have been the United States must not be humilial

Dwight Eisenhower left another legacy to Presidé@inedy, whic proved of great significance in the 1960s and 19a0d is a factc
in the making of policy today: the domino theorjidioccurred at a press conference in 1954, irbpiapon the occasion of the Dien
Bien Phu defeat—a “domino” that Eisenhower himself hllowed to fall. He said to the reporters: “Ywavea row of dominos set u
You knock over the first one....What will happentte tast one is the certainty that it will go overyquickly.” The press instantly
picked this up; it later became the explanatiomygwge sought for “Why are we in Vietnam?” The Clfoguced studies for a National
Intelligence Estimate in 1964 arguing that it wastrue. This had no effect. By 1964 it had becaimetrine in American government,
which nc politician or official dared challenc

Bundy did not believe in ttdomino theory, and ignored it. In 1995 he commettiedii
was an extraordinarily unfitting simile, a prevarmvédiscours....States are not little oblon...lined up next to each other. Theyr

get pushed around by God-like figures playing & caThe domino theory is a particular formulation—ancther rigid one—of a
broader proposition thin the Cold War every battle lost diminishes y



He said that for Lyndon Johnson the theory was justekiic politics. Bundy argu that candidates iUS elections could lose becat
of the domino theory, but governments and armies adlic

He believerin military methods and military escalation: grounabps and bombing. t rejected any idea of withdrawal
neutralization. He ignored studies and war gamgisating that American escalation would strengthigpport for the North
Vietnamese government, prompting it to send stilt@rtroops south (as General de Gaulle had warreshWwgton and as the North
Vietnamese did

It was not of course the domino theory that pu United States into the Vietham War. It was the dantheory that kept it thel Once
President Eisenhower had offered it as a geneoglogition, it was deemed impossible for a presideoandidate to be elected who
opposed it. It still occupies a major place in American ideological and polemical armories. It wag of the ideological factors
responsible for the policies of the George W. Bagiinistration, and for their continuation in Pdesit Obama’s decision to escalate
the Afghanistan war. As Obama said in his \ Point addres

If I did not think that the security the United States and the safety of the Americaplpevere at stake Afghanistan, | woulc
gladly order every single one of our troops hormedoow.... [Afghanistan and Pakistan are] the epiaritgiolent extremism
practiced by al Qaeda. It was from here that weesvaiacked on 9/11, and it is from here that netsgre being plotted as | speak.
This is ncidle danger

The second ideological influence curre at work in President Obar's war is a domestic military and political allia supporting the
war and its escalation, driven by a desire retroalgtto validate the military effort in Vietham dmprove that the United States can
indeed win an insurrectionary war. The presenttamifidetermination, clearly endorsed by Presiddraria’s Afghanistan decision, is
to apply successfully the classic strategy for appmpinsurrection, currently described as “cleat hald.” This is being done under t
leadership of Generals David Petraeus at Centnaln@and and Stanley A. McChrystal in Afghanistanwvaduld appear thave replace
the natiol- and democrac-building program of the Bu: administration, initially endorsed by the new pdesit.

The nev doctrine follows the argument of many serving @&fi; expressed in two rec books by Lewis Sorley and David Kilculle
that the Vietnam War was actually won—but won e for the victory to be acknowledged by the pr@sserican public opinion,
and Congress, which are accused of having abandbeedar at America’ moment of victory, thereby effectively stabbihg militan
in the back? It is ar argument politically convincing to the conservasiveho believe that tl history of Vietham must be rewritte

“Clearand hol” means ejecting guerrillas from an area and thetegtiag it fron their return. It is not new. The modern version
first applied in postwar Malaya (as it was then] 848, where an insurrection originating within thaority Chinese population
caused much of it to be confined in guarded vilkadeaving British troops free to deal with the @se insurgents who escaped this
treatment. Eventually a political solution was fdi

In Vietnam, where thUS copied the method, the villages were called Strategic Hamlets and wereleyep in conjunction with tt
Phoenix program to “clear” areas of enemy or uabidi elements, and to defeaghinst the return of the Vietcong. Notwithstandimg
argument in the books by Sorley and Kilcullen defeg the American army’s performance in Viethampone is in doubt about who
won the war. Following the war, none of international results predicted by the domino themmcurrec

General McChrystal has suggested that the Afgremistr, if fought o his terms (with troop reinforcements rising to &taf over
100,000 men at least), could begin producing resuthin two years; but it could also taketween ten and fifty years to fully succe
Afghanistan consists of 249,999 square miles, nodutiyem more or less vertically inclined and légtsimple to clear, populated by
an estimated 31,230,000 people. Irag has an estinpapulation of 30,290,000 and 167,924 squaresymitest of them flat. The
estimates of how many civilians have died in Iragge around the figure of 100,000, with some—inclgdhe Johns Hopkins—Lancet
study—much highel

Goldsteir's meticulous examination of the record of McGedsgady's activities and decisions concerning the Vietnam Yiamn the
moment of his appointment by John Kennedy to his departure from the administration of Lyndon Jaimis arranged in six
chapters, the title of each illustrating what théhar describes as a lesson to be learned frofBuhdy papers. The lasto lessons ar
of particular relevance tod:
1. Counselors Advise but Presidents Dec
2. Never Trust the Bureaucracy to Get It Ri
3. Politics Is the Enemy of Strate:
4. Conviction Without Rigor Is a Strategy for Disas
5. Never Deploy Military Means in Pursuit of Indeterate Ends?®
6. Intervention Is a Presidential Choice, an Inevitability.
1. Truthdig, December 19, 2008
2. Some parts of this review draw on two of my reaaitimns for Tribune Media Services.
3. Don Cook Forging the Alliance: NATO, 19~195( (Arbor House/William Morrow 1989), p. 12. See also the final volume of Ro

Skidelsky's biography of John Maynard Keynkshn Maynard Keynes, Vol. 3: Fighting for Freedd®37-1948Viking, 2001), on
postwar loan and economic negotiations betweemiBrénd America.=



. Robert E. SherwooRoosevelt and Hopkir An Intimate Histor (Harper and Brothers, 1948), pp. —481, and Mari Rossi,
Roosevelt and the Fren¢Rraeger, 1993}

. "The Dangers (Nostalgia,"The Department of State Bulle, April 12, 1965, pf 535-536. It must be added that George Ball
nonetheless one of the first officials to expressid about the prudence of armed intervention gtndm, and one of the first
subsequently to advocate withdrawing at the eapirslent opportunity—unheeded good adviee.

. All the following quotations from Bundy ¢ from Goldstein's book, and are drawn from Bundgt®s, text fragments, dr memoir
passages, and the like, identified by Goldsteirgeremo other identification is possible, as numth&endy items, or as from his dated
interviews with Bundy=

. Stanley KarnowYietnam: A HistoryViking, 1983), pp. 197-198>

. Lewis Sorley A Better War: The Unexamin Victories and Final Tragedy of America's Last Ydar¥ietnan (Harcour Brace, 1999)
and David Kilcullen,The Accidental Guerrilla: Fighting Small Wars iretMidst of a Big OnéOxford University Press, 2009%:

. Goldstone write of a conversation between the journalist David ldedtam and McGeorge Bur concerning the consequences
policy decisions. Halberstam proposed that "no enditbw small the initial step, a policy has a &fed a thrust of its own, it is an
organic thing. More, its thrust and its drive ma&jy be in any way akin to the desires of the Presidéo initiated it." "Not so," Bundy
replied.—



