SEA

Approved RggRelease 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79RM£KG§00060009-8

SEIZURE OF THE MAYAGUEZ

HEARINGS

BETORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
POLITICAL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS

OF THE

COMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATTONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NINETY-FOURTIH CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION

PART 111

SR

JULY 31 AND SEPTEMBER 12, 1975

Printed for the.use of the Committee on International Relations

&2

U.8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
63-971 WASHINGTON : 1976

_ CRS/AB/WH-WE
Approved For Release 2005/01/0€E' 8A-RDP79%%1142A0006W0009-8
[ W R



Approved For Refease 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
THOMAS BE. MORGAN, Pennsylvania, Chairman

CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, Wisconsin
WAYNE L. HAYS, Ohio

L. H. FOUNTAIN, North Carolina
DANTE B. FASCELT,, Florida
CHARLES C. DIGGS, J&., Michigan
ROBERT N. C. NIX, Pennsylvania
DONALD M. FRASER, Minnesota
BENJAMIN 8. ROSENTHAL, New York
LEE H. HAMILTON, Indiana
LESTER L. WOLFF, New York
JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, New York
GTIS YATRON, Pennsylvania

ROY A, TAYLOR, North Carolina
MICHARL HARRINGTON, Massachusetts
LEO J. RYAN, California

CHARLES WILSON, Texas

DONALD W, RIEGLE, JR., Michigan
CARDISS COLLINS, Tilinois
STEPHEN J. SOT.ARZ, New York
HELEN 8. MEYNER, New Jersey
DON BONKER, Washington

WILLIAM 8. BROOMFIELD, Michigan
EDWARD J. DERWINSKI, Illinois
PAUL FINDLEY, Ilinois

JOHN H. BUCHANAN, JR., Alabama

J. HERBERT BURK 1, Florida

PIERRE 8. pu PONT, Delaware
CHARLES W. WHAT.EN, Jr., Ohio
EDWARD G. BIESTXR, Jr., Pennsylvania
LARRY WINN, IR, Fansas

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, New York
TENNYSON GUYER. Ohio

ROBERT J. LAGOMuRSINO, California

MARIAN A. CZARNECKI, Chief of Staff

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS

DANTE B. FASCELL, Florida, Chairman

BENJTAMIN 8. ROSENTHAL, New York
ROY A. TAYLOR, North Carolina
CHARLES WILSON, Texas

DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr., Michigan

LARRY WINN, JR., Fansas
JOHN H. BUCHANAN, J&., Alabama

R. MICHARL FINLEY, Subcommittee Staff Consu'fant
JoN D. HOLSTIND, Minority Subcommittee Staff Corsultant
Joaw C. SULLIVAN, Staff Assistant
CAROL A. BARRY, Staff Assistant

ks 1
SAAEE e 1R

E—

]

e
poy

A ~
i 2.3

(IT)

-

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8

STy



Approved FoglRelease 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8

CONTENTS

WITNESSES
Thursday, July 31, 1975: Page
Ingersoll, Hon. Robert 8., Acting Secretary of State. ______________ 256
Miller, Robert H., Deputy Assistant Sccretary of State for Fast Asia
and Pacifie Affairs _____________________T________ " 266

Friday, Scptember 12, 1975:
Abramowitz, Morton, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Dcfense, East

Asia, and Pacific Affairs__.__________________"___ 7 "™ 295
Atkinson, Brig. Gen. A. W., U.S. Air Force, Assistant Director of

Operations for Command and Control, Joint Chiefs of Staff. .. __ 303
Clements, Hon. William P., Jr., Deputy Secretary of Defense______ 289
Dambrauskas,” Col. Vincent, Joint Chicfs of Staff, Communications-

Electronies Directorate. . ______________________ 77 308

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR TIIE RECORD

List of Members of Congress who were notified by the executive branch

at the beginning of the Mayaguez seigure_____________________ 263
Response reccived by the Department of State from the United Nations

Secretary General - ______________________________ T T 274
Department of State answer on Geneva Protocol of 1925 .~ 287
Sighting of fishing vessel with possible Caucasians aboard . - ... ... ... 209

Detailed sequence of United States carly reconnaissance efforts in attempt-
ing diversion of Cambodian gun boats reaching the mainland with the

crew members of the Mayaguez___.__.______ " ______ " 301
Department of Defense estimates depicting Cambodian strategy with crew

of Mayaguez after captivity and arriving on the mainland (REAM).__. 301
Clarifying statement on exccutive determination of exact whereabouts of

crow members of the Mayaguez upon arriving on mainland___________ 302
Clarifying statement submitted by Defense Department on cable com-

munication received, and by whom, during seizure of the Mayaguez___ 303

Clarifying statement submitted by Defense Department on precise times
PACOM, CINCPAC, and the Pentagon were notified on the seizure of

the Mayaguez_..______________________________ " 304
Department of Defense procedures in processing of reconnaissance photog-

raphy. . e 306
Statement clarifying exact location of M. ayaguez at the time of the scizure

by the Cambodians__.__________________ _____ S SO 312
Clarifying statement by Decfense Department of sequence of U.S. heli-

copters strikes on the Cambodian crew during seizure of the Mayaguez_. 312

APPENDIX

Letter from Assistant Secretary of State McCloskey to Hon, Thomas E.
Morgan, chairman of the Committee on International Relations respond-
ing to resolutions introduced in the House opposing the seizure of the

Mayaguee_._____._____________- oo 321
Message from the Department of State to the United Nations Secretary
- . General regarding release of the Mayaguez and its crew..._____:____ . 324
essage from the President to the Cambodian officials dated May 12
demanding release of the members of the crew of the Moayaguez________ 325
(IL1)

" Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved For R€Base 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R011424000600060009-8

Xom Nun?

5
~/Laos(

”E:ouangphubang
e S
. < N
. Xiangkhuang

Phetchatuir -,

Andaman
Sca

v
o...miun{,tf“’
s 7
~@ approkimate locatlon.of.
Mayaguez seizure.
(00948 H=—210Q252 E)
Thailand
e Gailiond
Strait . N A
of
Malacea

AUFS AND RCUNDARY REFRFRENTATION ke, R !'n'\ —
‘ e A e antanianive L]+ Milaysia Ruvala K

TR

i

By,
=
S
3
%
2
z
H
H

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved Rgp Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01442A000600060009-8

SEIZURE OF THE MAYAGUEZ

THURSDAY, JULY 31, 1975

HousE 0F REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
Porrrrcar AND MILITARY AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Dante B. Fascell (chairman of the subcommit-
tee) presiding.

Mr. Fascerr. The subcomittee will come to order.

This morning the Subcommittee on International Political and
Military Affairs continuecs its inquiry into events surrounding the
seizure of the Mayaguez and subsequent U.S. Government efforts to
secure release of the vessel and its crew.

The purpose of our hearings is to establish the facts and to evaluate
the offectivencss of the crisis management operations of our Govern-
ment in order to assure that future crises are handled in a way that
minimizes risks to peace and to the lives of our citizens.

Since the seizure of the Mayaguez, the subcommittee and the full
committee have held five hearings on various aspects of the crisis.
Testimony has been received from representatives of the Defense and
State Departments, Members of Congress and Charles Miller, Captain
of the Mayaguez. After today’s hearing the subcommittee will resume
our inquiry in September with testimony from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense.

Now, I would like to ask our ranking minority member, Mr. Winn,
for such comments as he cares to make.

Mr. Winn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1, too, would just like to add my welcome and thanks to you,
Mr. Secretary, for appearing before us this morning. We know that
you understand and share our interest in completing our investigation
of the Mayagues action, and in creating a solid public record which
leaves no doubts as to the handling of that situation.

‘We are also appreciative of the many peoplo from the administra-
tion who have already testified before us and other subcommittees,
and we know that you will be every bit as helpful as they have been,
as you always are. There are a few areas about which we have some
questions and which we hope you can help us clarify.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fascern. Thank you, Mr. Winn.

Mr. Secretary, we are pleased to have you here this morning. T
appreciate the efforts that have been made by the Executive to make
you available to make this public record. As Mr., Winn says, and as

(255)
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you know, we are operating under a resolution of inquiry and that
makes it doubly necessary for us to get at the facts.

Our witness this morning is the Acting Secretary of State, Robert
S. Ingersoll, who is accompanied by Robert H. Miller, Deputy Assist-
and Secretary for East Asia and Pacific Affairs; Mr. Robert Demling,
Executive Assistant to Mr. Ingersoll; Mr. Monroe Leigh, Legal A(%-
viser to the Department of State, and Ambassador Robert McCloskey,
Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations.

Mr. Secretary.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT S. INGERSOLL, ACTING SECRETARY
OF STATE

Robert Stephen Ingersoll, of Winnetka, Illinois, was sworn in July 10, 1974 as
Deputy Secretary of State. Mr. Ingersoll had served since January 8, 1974, as As-
sistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, and from April 3,
1972 until last January as U.S. Ambassador to Japan.

Born in Galeshurg, Illinois, on January 28, 1914, Mr. Ingersoll graduated from
Phillips Academy and from the Sheflield Science School of Yzle University, where
he received a BS degree in 1937.

Before his service in Japan, Mr, Ingersoll bad spent some thirty-five years in
industry, the last thirty-three with the Borg-Warner Corporation in Chicago.
He was Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive officerr of Borg-Warner at
the time of his appointment to Japan. Prior to joining Borg-Warner, Mr. Ingersoll
served with Armeo Steel Corporation from 1937 to 1939.

He has been active in a number of civie and professional organizations.
Formerly a director of the First National Bank of Chicago, Atlantic Richfield,
Burlington Northern, Marcor Corp. and a member of the Board of Directors of
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, he has also been a Direztor of the Chicago
Association of Commerce and Industry and a member of the Business Council.
In addition, he has been an active member of several international business com-
mittees and councils, including the Advisory Council on Japan-U.S. Economic
Relations, and the Emergency Committee for American Trade.

With a deep interest in education, Mr. Ingersoll holds trusteeships with the
University of Chicago, the Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies, and the
California Tnstitute of Technology. He was formerly President of the Board of
Edncation of Winnetka, I1I.

Other associations involved him in civie activities such as board memberships
with Evanston, (I11.) Hospital, Chicago Symphony Orchestra, T.eadership Council
for Metropolitan Open Communities, and the Mayor's Committee for Arts and
Culture (Chicago).

With a long interest in the Western part of the U.S., Mr. Ingersoll vacations
in the Colorado Rockies where he participates in hiking, horseback riding, back
packing. fishing, and skiing with his family.

Mr. Tnegersoll is married to the former Coralyn Eleanor Reid, and they have
four daughters.

Mr. Ingersorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T very much appreciate
your inviting me to appear before you as a Department of State witness
to testify concerning the M ayaguez crisis.

Allow me to review briefly what has already been provided. This
subcommittee has received Department of State testimony on the
M ayaguez from Depnty Assistant Secretary Miller. A detailed chronol-
ogy concerning the Mayaguez crisis was submitted in connection with
that testimony. In addition, Assistant Secretary McCloskey sent
letters to Chairman Morgan, providing answers to questions stated in
the proposed resolution of inquiry that had been introduced in the
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House, and to you, Mr., Chairman, providing further information
subsequent to Mr. Miller’s testimony.!

With respect to the legal aspects of the M ayaguez affair, the Depart-
ment’s Legal Adviser, Mr. Leigh, appeared before Chairman Zablocki’s
Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.

It is my understanding that you have now asked me to appear before
you because of my participation in the National Security Council
deliberations concerning diplomatic and ultimately military action
which resulted in the release of the ship and its crew.

I attended most meetings of the National Security Council during
the Mayagues crisis as the Representative of the Department of State.
I can.outline for you some of the primary factors influencing the policy
decisions which arose from those meetings but I do not believe it
would be appropriate to provide a detailed account of internal
executive branch discussions.

First, the President was primarily concerned with obtaining the safe
release of the ship and its crew. As soon as it was clear that the ship
had been taken to Koh Tang Island and not to the mainland, the
National Security Council was faced with developing a course of
action to prevent the crew from being moved to the mainland, where
their rescue would have been more difficult and where the risk of
long-term internment and the jeopardy to their lives would have
increased.,

In view of the Khmer authorities’ hostility toward the United
States, the probable conduct of the Cambodians toward the captured
Americans was unpredictable.

In the President’s letter to the Speaker of the House and to the
President pro tempore of the Senate, and in Mr. Miller’s testimony,
you received an account of the actions by aircraft to prevent the
movement of the crew and to keep track of such movement as could
be detected from the air. All of these actions were directed toward
minimizing the risks to the crew and toward sccuring their early safe
return.

A second factor influencing National Security Council deliberations
was the lack of response to our diplomatic efforts.

The President did not make the decision to proceed with military
measures to recover the ship and erew until he had come to the reluctant
conclusion that diplomatic efforts had not been successful in securing
the crew’s and the ship’s early release. . .

Mr. Miller’s statement and our answer to the first question in Assist-
ant Secretary McCloskey’s letter to Chairman Morgan provide a
detailed account of the essential elements of our diplomatic initiatives.

Third, the President was concerned for the principles undermined
by the Cambodian action, He believed it was necessary to make clear
that the safety of U.S. citizens and the freedom of the seas for U.S.
vessels wore matters of great concern to the American Government
and people. .

Rogardless of the motives the Cambodian Government may have
had in seizing the ship, the seizure occurred without any prior warning
and without any conceivable basis in international law. The Cambodian

1 See appendix, p. 8321,
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authorities, to our knowledge, made no prompt effort. to notify us that
the ship had been seized or whether and how it might be released.
1t was important to make clear that this illegal act cf force and inter-
ference with freedom of navigation by the Cambodian authorities
could not be considered an acceptable precedent.

Military action to recover the ship and its crew was finally taken
on Wednesday evening, May 14, because we believed that further
delay, in the absence of any constructive response ro our diplomatic
initiatives from any source, would risk removal of the entire crew to
the mainland where their rescue would be more difficult and their
safety placed in further jeopardy.

It was not until our military actions to recover the ship and crew
were already underway, that we received in Washinzton. a report of a
domestic broadcast in the Cambodian language which did not state
that the vessel and crew would be released but only that the vessel
would be released. The broadeast did not say when the vessel would
be released. Moreover, the broadcast was not direcied to the United
States. After learning of this message, we announced that as soon as
the Cambodian authorities would issue a statemert that they were
prepared to release the crew members unconditionally and immedi-
ately, we would promptly cease military operations.

The Cambodian authorities did not issue any suh statement. We
were not certain that the Cambodians had, in fact, 1eleased the entire
crew until some 3 hours after receiving the domestic broadeast.

It is reasonable to assume that the Cambodian authorities were
concerned that our initial efforts to prevent movement of the crew
presaged a determined effort to rescue them; we further assume that
such concern influenced their decision to release the crew and that our
military actions to recover the crew removed any Cambodian doubts
about that decision.

We deeply regret the lives lost during this operation. However, even
in retrospect, there ig no clear reason to believe that a course of action
other than that taken would have secured the safe release of the ship
and its crew.

I shall be glad to answer any questions, sir.

Mr. Fascerr. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. For whatever reasons, the
Executive’s conclusions are as good as any, the fact is that the ship
and crew were released.

Woe have a quorum call over there and T guess we might as well take
an informal recess and we will get right back.

[ A short recess was taken. |

Mr. Fascern. The subeommittee will come to order.

Mr. Secretary, would you please discuss the State Department’s
contribution to the NSC meetings during the M ayagues crisis in terms
of personnel involved, the information that was provided and options,
if any, that were identifiable, that were presented.

Mr. IncersoLn. As far as the attendance of State Department rep-
resentatives, I attended the first day on the 12th. I attended the NSC
meeting on the 12th which was held at noon. Mr. Sisco attended a meet-
ing on Tuesday morning at about 10:30 and I atrended a meeting
that evening at 10:40. I attended again at a meeting on the 14th about
4 o’clock and then a followup meeting was held on Thursday at about
4 o’clock.
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As far as documents or advice to the NSC is concerned, Mr. Chair-
man, I believe my statement has already indicated that I think these
are privileged and it would not be proper to disclose them in open
session, sir.

Mr. Fasorrr. I was not asking for any documents, just trying to get
clear in my mind what was State’s input, if any. I mean, were you
just an observer at the meetings you attended %

Mr. Incersort. As far as L was concerned, I was an observer,! the
Department, itself, provided whatever information we had, first, from
the commercial channels that announced the seizure of the ship which
came to us somewhere after 5 o’clock on Monday morning. I do not
believe there was any other communication with the ship after that.

Tt continued for a short time but then was shut off when the Cam-
bodians shut down the radio transmission from the ship.

T think that the bulk of the communications probably came from
the military after that in their effort to locate the ship and determine
what was happening to it.

We had access to those communications but they came to the NSC

" from the military.

Mr. Fascerr. Well, if T understood this

Mr. Incersorr. Excuse me, Mr. Miller reminds me we did make
diplomatic representations, first, in the Department to the Chief of
the Liaison Office of the People’s Republic of China on Monday after-
noon. When he refused to accept the message, we transmitted the mes-
sage to our liaison office in Peking which, in turn, delivered the mes-
sago to the Foreign Office of the People’s Republic and to the
Cambodian Government in Peking. '

Mr. Fascernr. Well, as I had understood from prior testimony, Mr.
Secretary, when an event like this occurs, there are two management
centers that go into operation. One s in State and T do not know what
its name is—1I guess it is erisis room, What is the name ¢

Mr. Inerrsonr. We had a task force in the operations center where
all messages come into the Department.

Mr. FascrrL. Are you talking about the State Department now?

Mr. InaersoLL. The State Department.

Mr. Fascrrr. It had a task force ?

Mr. Incrrsorr.. Whenever there is a crisis of this nature a task force
is set up specifically for this particular cvent and one was established
so that we could monitor on a 24-hour basis any messages that might
be received.

Mr. Fascrrr. Now that is called operations center in the State
Department ? )

Mr. Incrrsorn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fascerr. The Defense Department operates one, too, as I under-
stand 1t from the testimony.

My, Incrrsorn. Yes, sir,

Mr. Fascrrn. And at the two operations centers, if that is what they
called it in Defense. Do you know ¢

1 The following amplifying statement subsequently submitted by Mr. Ingergoll :

“While the transcript is correct in recording what I said, I wish to provide this ampli-
fying statement because I misunderstood the meaning of the chairman’s question.

“T attended the NSC meetings as the representative of the Department of State, and
therefore was of course a participant rather than an observer in the proceedings. How-
ever, other participants took a more active part in the discussions than T did.”

63-971—76 2
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Mr. Ingersorn. National Military Command Center in the Pén-
tagon. That, like our operations center, is always in existence 24 hours
aday 7 days a week.

Mr. Fascerr. There is some kind of communication that takes place
between the two centers and 1 was never quite clear how they did it.

Mr. Inaersorr. We received the message of the seizure from the Na-
tional Command Center in the Pentagon, that is, the State Depart-
ment did, to our operations center.

Mr. Fascerr. Well, State sets up a task force. Is that automatic or
does some special action have to take place once the crisis is identified ?

Mr. Incersorr. That is true. We only set it up when the crisis is
identified and a determination is made that it warrarts a special task
force.

Mr. Fascerr.. Who makes that determination?

Mr. Inveersorr. Usually the regional desk recominends it to the
Deputy Secretary.

Mr. Fascern. Was that done in this case ?

Mr. INGERSOLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fascrrn. What did the task force consist of, in terms of State
personnel for the M ayagucs?

Mr. Ixaersorr.. Well, the operations center is as I pointed out, in
existence all the time, but to angment the operations center and to have
something concentrating on this, one or two officers we:e assigned from
East Asian Bureau, which is responsible for Cambodia, to the opera-
tions center to form the task force.

There was not a great deal of volume for them to handle but at least.
they were monitoring it on a 24-hour basis.

Mr. Fascern. I do not quite understand. What were they monitoring
in thiscase ? They have no traffic from anybody.

Mr. Incersorr. Well, we had some traffic, diplomatic traffic and we
had considerable traffic with the military.

Mr. Fascerr. That is different. The only traffic you had was vour
diplomatic effort going to the Government of China.

Mr. IvgrrsorL. And the Cambodian Government.

Mr. Fascern, And the Cambodian Government.

Mr. Ingersorr. And to Thai Government, to our E:nbassy in Thai-
land and later to the United Nations.

Mr. Fascrrrn. Basically, having done that as far as the minute-to-
minute operations were concerned, that came out of the National Mili-
tary Command Center made available both to the operations center
in State and tothe National Security Council ¢

Mr. Incirsorr. Right.

Mr. Fascerr. That is direct communications in sorme fashion. I do
not know how that works yet, but T guess we will find out.

Mr. InarrsoLr. It is electronic communication directly with each
center and that exists all of the time. I mean that iz not something
that just started up.

Mr. Fascerr. You mean the two centers are hooked :1p by computers
or telephone or whatever. I am not sure I understand.

Mr. Ingrrsorr. Well, it is a message communication.

Mr. Fascerr. Teletype, radio, I mean that is all T am trying to find
out—what is it ?
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Mr. IncersorL. They repeat the cable traffic and messages by tele-
type, yes. I do not know whether that is the term—they are in tele-
phone communication all of the time, but there is transmittal of mes-
sages automatically to each of those centers.

Mr. Fascerr. I want to be sure I am clear on this and the record has
no inference otherwise with respect to at least Secretary Inger-
soll’s participation in the three meetings on the 12th, 14th, and 15th of
May 1975, on the M ayaguez incident. I am left with a distinct impres-
sion that you did not say anything, do anything, or offer anything and
that you ‘were merely an observer representing the Department of
State.

Mr. Incersors. I think you left out the meeting I was attending on
the 13th. I attended one on the evening of the 13th. )

Mr. FascerL. Right. I did leave that out. I am sorry. That is on the
list.

Mr. Ivcersorr. Of course, Dr. Kissinger attended all of these meet-
ings but as the adviser to the President for National Security Affairs.

Mr. Fascrrrn. The only trouble is we do not know which -hat he was
wearing when he was talking.

Mr. INeersorL. I believe he was talking this way.

Mr. Fascerr. Asboth ?

Mr. IncersorL. No. I believe as the adviser to the President, be-
cause I was representing State Department. I did make some com-
ments during the deliberations, but I say I think it is not proper for
me to disclose the discussions that went on during the NSC meeting.

Mzr. Fascrnn. Are you saying that on advice of Mr. Leigh or are you
just saying it ¢

Mzr. Inerrsorr. Well, on his advice and my own understanding of
the privileged nature of NSC meetings.

Mr. Fascrrr, Well, you are really not in a position to claim execu-
tive privilege, Mr. Secretary, but I think we need to clear up on the
record why you make the statement, if at all, beeause I cannot think
of anything I have asked yet that could not be answered. But, let us get
it straight on the record. I mean, you are claiming executive privilege
or attempting to; is that correct ?

Mr. Incersorn. I believe the DPresident is the only one that can
claim executive privilege.

Mr. FascerL. I think he is, too.

Then the question arises, whether or not even the President can
delegate that right or claim to anybody else and, if he does, how does
he do it, and since he has not given you any letter in writing or any
instructions to claim it, I do not see how you could claim it except
gratuitously. I do not even know why you claim it, frankly, but that is
your business, not mine. '

Mr. IncERsoLL. Y ou were asking me what 1 said during the meetings.

Mr. Fascerr. You said you did not say anything, so why would you
claim executive privilege if you did not say anything ?

Mr. Ingersorn, I had said I made a few comments, but they were
minor to the major discussions.

Mr. Fascern. Yes. Well, I rmnust confess 1 certainly would not be
interested in any minor comments in a major discussion.

Could we have some idea, if you do not violate whatever it is you
are hanging onto in terms of privilege, what the range of options was
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that might be considered? T mean I could draw my ¢wn scenario but
T do not know why I would want, to do that.

Mr. Incersorr. I think the first effort was diplomatic contact with
the Cambodian Government and with the People’s Republic of China,
the only outside government that had any contact with the Cambodian
Govertiment at that time.

Mr. Fascewn., That was the United States first effort to try diplo-
matically to get the release of the vessel and the crew.

Mr. IneersoLr. Yes, sir.

That was the first effort we made on Monday afternoon.

Mr. Fascerr. Then the decision was made on that date, Mayv 14, as I
nnderstood you to say, on the night of May 14, that dlnlomatl(* efforts
having failed, the decision was made to go ahead with some kind of
militar v action.

Mr. Txaursorr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fascrrn. Is that correct? I am not trying to trap you or put
words in your mouth, but trying to get it straight,

Mz, Inerrsort. No, that is true and T think this was disclosed to a
group of congressional leaders about 6:30 that even'ng, the evening
of the 14th. There was about an hour’s meeting in the White House
at which the subject was discussed.

AMr. Jascrnn. Now, we get into the time differential problem and I
am not sure oxnct-],v what the time differential is with respect to that,
but the allegation has been made that, at the time the meeting took
place to which you refer, when conwrpssmnfml leaders for the first time
were called to the White House, the military action was already
underway.

Mr. Iweersonn. It had not taken place at Koh Tang Island.

The helicopters were underway but could have been recalled. T might
mention, if vou thought this was the first contact with Congress, there
wos a previous contact by telephone on Monday afternoon. the 12th.

Mr. Fascerrn. T think we have that in the record, Mr. Secrctary, that
somehody in the White House—I did not get the gentleman’s name—
called the Speaker on the telephone. The Speaker could not remember
his name, either, bv the way.

Mr, Ixcersorr. They called about 21 Members at that time, not just
the Spenker.

Mr. Fascrrr. Well, T am glad to have that information for the rec-
ord. Do you happen to know who the 21 Members were ”

Where were thev called from ?

Mr. Txarrsorr. From the White ITouse, but they can give you the
names for the record.

Mr. Fagerri, T think that would be nseful to do that.

Mr. Insersorn. I emphasize that even on Wednesday, when the
congressional leaders were brought into discussion on this subiect at
the White House, that the operation could have been recalled if there
had been reason to do so.

AMr, Fascrrn. But the fact is that it rea]ly was underway.

Mr. Txawrsorr. The order had been given to move, because it was
a several-hour flicht by helicopter from the Thai b'l 30 to the island.

Mr. Rirare. Will the chairman yield for an inquiry ?

Mr. Fascrrr. Sure.
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Mr. Riecre. You have several people here with you from the State
Department and I would like to know who the 21 people are now.
Can somebody go to the phone and find out so we do not have to wait.

Mr. Fascerr. Why don’t we make the record complete while doing it
because there were several phone calls made later on, as I recall, before
the first meeting at the White House on May 14 with the leadership
group and this has already been spread on some other record so you
might as well do it here. But there were phone contacts at least twice
as I recall. T agrece with the gentleman that we might as well get it in
the record now.

[ The following information was submitted for the record :]

Senators.—Mike Mansfield; John Stennis; Clifford Case; John Sparkinan;
Strom Thurmond; John McClellan; James Eastland; ITugh Scott; Robert P.
Griffin; Robert C. Byrd; and Milton R. Young.

Representatives—Carl Albert; Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr.; John MecFall; John
Rhodes ; Robert I. Michel ; George Mahon ; Thomas E. Morgan ; Wiiliam Broom-
field ; Melvin Price ; Elford A. Cederberg ; and Bob Wilson.

Mr., Fascerr. Mr, Winn,

Mr. Winw, Thank you.

There has been question, Mr. Ambassador; that possibly because of
the lack of communications perhaps the Cambodian Government did
not get our message. As I understand the information that was sent
back to the committee by Mr. McCloskey—and I want to be sure that
is who signed this—yes. That the Chinese Government was one of the
first notified and that at the time there were two stories, that they
refused to pass that message on.

Mr. Inaersorr. That was the message we attempted to pass to them
here in Washington ; yes, sir.

Mr. Winn. Not the one in Peking.

Mr., Ixcersorr. Well, in Peking they returned the message.

Mr. Wixw. By regular mail ¢

Mr. Inerrsorr, Yes, later

Mr. Winw. And the other attempt to communicate our feelings to
the Cambodian Government was through:

Mr. Incensorrn [continuing]. The Cambodian Government in
Peking,

Mr. Winw. Through the Cambodian Government where ?

Mr. IncersoLr. In Peking.

Mr. Wix~. In Peking, do you know the time difference on that or
was there a time difference ?

Mcr. Ivcersorr. They were delivered at about the same time to the
Cambodian Government and to the Peking Government. T think, in
addition to the diplomatic communications, there were public state-
ments by the President that we demanded that the ship and crew be
released.

- Mr. Wixx, T am sure of that but maybe the Cambodians do not read
the New York Times.

Mr. Incersorr. I do not think it was just the New York Times but
was over worldwide communications. '

Mr. Winx, That is what T want to find out, what methods do we
use to communicate onr feelings or our demands or our time schedules
to a government like the Cambodian Government who obviously has
been displaying an animosity toward the United States.
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Mr. Incersonn. As far as the direct communications, I have de-
scribed how we did that. As far as general commurication that was
dlone by the public press media '

Mr. Wix~. But we have no idea of whether the Cambodian Govern-
ment in Phnom Penh ever got access to that through whatever method
they nsed to pick up news.

Mr. IncErsorn. We never had any response from them, but the one
communication we had from them was a public broadcast in Cam-
bodia that they intended to release the ship.

Mr. Winwn. That was several days later.

Mr. IncERSOLL. Yes.

Mr. WinnN. According to the records we have, that is the only re-
sponse they made to our Government at all and it was not really to our
Government but to their people.

Mr. Tweersorr. No. It was just a public broadcast.

Mr. Win~. Public? Why did we wait so long to notify the U.N.?
Why didn’t we notify them at the same time?

Mr. Incersorr. Well, T believe the U.N. was aware of it through the
public pronouncements that had been made.

Mr. Winn. Well, T am sure they were.

Mr. Ineersorr. But the intention was to get a response directly from
the parties involved, particularly the party involved, the Cambodian
Government. If we received a response from them, saying they were
releasing the ship and the crew, there would be no need for the U.N.
to take action.

When it was apparent they had returned our message, that is
when we contacted the U.N.

Mr. Wixn. Well, T suppose I could be a Monday-morning guarter-
back but according to the letter here that we have from Ambassador
MeCloskey, it says: Mr, Waldheim, at our request, 2 days later, got
directly in touch with the Cambodian Government. We had not been
able to get in touch with them. If we had, they were completely ignor-
ine ns which, of course. is obviously a possibility.

Mr. Incersorr. They got no response at the U.N. immediately. It
was soveral davs later they got a response.

Mr. Winn. That is right.

The Cambodian Government did not answer Waldheim’s request
for a peaceful settlement between the two parties involved.

Mr. IxaersorL. Right.

Mr. Winw. In the earlier hearings we had on this, some of us were
of the opinion that the Cambodians purposely seized this ship, because
it was an American ship and I think that philosophy sort of prevailed
for the first 2 or 8 days when Mr. Miller came up and appeared up here.
Although nobody actually made the statement, I think many of us
felt that was the issue. That was part of the problem.

Captain Miller said that they were not flying an American flag and
other than the printing of the name in 18 inch letters on both sides of
the ship, there would be no way for them to know that that was an
American ship. So it looks like—I am strictly speculating—the Cam-
bodian gunboat, in an effort to either protect that island, and I do not
have the name of the island, the first one where it was seized before it
was taken around behind

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved FowiRelease 2005/01/052:6QIA-RDP79R01 142A000600060009-8

Mr. IncERsoLL. Poulo Wai.

Mr. Winn. Right. _ . .

And the fact they seized a Korean ship and a Panamanian ship, and
they took one of the two ships earlier, either in the same week or within
2 weeks prior to that, into the mainland, to investigate its cargo and
still there are, according to Captain Miller, 10, 11, or 12 ships a day-
that use that same sealane which is approximately 514 miles off the
island, T asked Captain Miller if it did not turn out that he was just
sort of at the wrong place at the wrong time, and I forget his exact
response, but that is about what it boiled down to. They just happened
to get one time a Korean ship, one time a Panamanian ship and the
third time was the charm, they got us. They got one of our ships. So, it
did not look like it was intentional, I mean intentionally challenging

~an American ship. A

Mr. IneersoLr. But I do not believe anybody knew that at the time.

Mr. Winn. No, obviously. I think most of us thought it probably was
-done intentionally at the time.

Mr. IneERsOLL, Yes.

Mr. WinN. As a matter of fact, I carried that in my mind until
‘Captain Miller explained how many ships go up and down those
navigational lanes.

Congressman Riegle has asked for the list of the 21 members and
that brings a question to my mind. Do you believe that Congress ean
play any role during a crisis such as the Mayagues seizure? As T under-
stand it, and I may be wrong, but as I understand it, mainly, the first
-couple of days, the 12th, the 13th, and the 14th, even though we were
having hearings up here which Ambassador MeCloskey refers to all
the way through his letter in answering our questions, Members of
‘Congress were informed all the time, informed, and my question is,
maybe Members of Congress, the 21 leaders or 10 leaders—whatever is
feasible in a crisis matter like that—should be included in and sitting
down with the State Department and the executive branch and the
Department of Defense, even if they sit there as observers or add small
talk, as you said you did in some cases. What is your feeling on that,
Mr. Secretary ?

Mr. Inaersorr. I think it is difficult to generalize in this sort of an
issue. I believe that Congress should be involved in discussions of this
‘type and the opinions of Congress certainly should be taken into
account in an ongoing event and decisions that are made with respect
to that. I think eventually the President has to make the decision after
he has consulted with both his own staff and the Congress. -T think
that the Chief Executive officer has to take that responsibility.

Mr. Winw. Well, I think most of us would agree with that, that some-
-one has to take the main responsibility and obviously that the top man
15 the President of the United States. But he calls the National Secu-
rity Council in for advice, to give him advice and he calls the Depart-
ment of State in and I just am wondering if, in your opinion, you
think he should not have staff, because I would like to have clarifica-
tion of this—I can nowhere through here find out if the President
or the Secretary of State personally talked to anyone of our leadership
n Congress, either the Speaker or Mr. O’Neill or Mr. Rhodes or any-
one personally, or if it was all done via the staff which is what your
Tetter says.
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Mer. Tncersorr. Well, on the meeting on the 14th an 16th. the meet-
ing on the 14th, the President personally discussed this subject with
the Jeaders that were present.

Mr. Winy. That was when the leaders of Congress went down 1o
the White House?

Mr. Inasrsorn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Winn. Of both parties?

Mr. IncersoLt. I have forgotten the composition but I believe both
parties were represented.

Mr. Wix~. Well, if it is what was considered the normal leader-
ship of Congress, it involved both parties.

Mr. InGERSOLL. ] Temember members of both parties being there but
T do not know the entire complement.

Mr. Winw. You were at the meeting ?

Mr. Inxgersorn. No, sir.

Mr. Winy. You were not there?

Mr. Ingersorr. No, sir.

Mr., Winn, Was the Secretary there?

Myr. Incersorr. 1 believe he was.

Mr. Wix~. Do vou want to change that?

Mr. Incersorr.. He was there.

Mr. Winn. e was there and the President was there?

Mr. INGERSOLL., Yes.

Mr, Wrxx. There is a timelag involved in some of the notification
and we have hit Mr. Miller pretty hard on this, T think, when he first
came on the Iill. what was it, the 12th or 13th—I do not remember the
day, it was pretty early.

Mr. I~naersorr. The 13th,

Mr. Win~. The 18th. We had another gentleman the day before
that. didn’t we, My, Chairman ?

Mr. Fascrrr. Well, we had a desk officer.

Mr. Wrxn. We had the man that first got the notice in the early
morning hours.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. MILLER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF STATE, EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS

Mr. Mirer. Mr. Rives, Lloyd Rives.

Mr. Fascunt. Allhe said was he got the message from then on. -

Mr., Wixn. To Mr. Miller, he got in touch with you?

Mr. MrrLER. Yes.

Mr. Winw. I think the committee is trying to work out, and Mr.
Riegle is honestly trying to find out why and what the circumstances
were that involved the loss of 41 men to, directly and indirectly, save
39 men which is obviously subject to criticism.

At the same time I think we are all wondering if the communications
aystem which we feel involves Congress, is as good a system as we can
develop.

We have already found some big discrepancies which probably do
not come under vour jurisdiction, and that is in the advance warning
system by the ships. In other words, the Korean and Panamanian
ships were seized and Captain Miller, who was going right through
the same lanes, was not aware of this under any circumstances. Even
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the truckers on our highways know where the speed traps are better
than that and that is only going to cost them a ticket probably.

Mr. INcERsorL. I think that is true. :

Mr. Winn. That concerns us. He had a tendency to blame the
Korean Government and Panamanian Government for not making
reports, but I blame our Coast Guard. Somewhere a captain that is
sailing toward an island where trouble has been brewing and where
gunboats have been seizing ships from other countrics and we have an
American ship going into those waters, that captain should know what
is facing him.

I suppose that he can change his course, or at least he is well aware
of the possibilities. This is one of the biggest weaknesses that came
out, I think.

Mr. Incrrsorr. I think you are right, and that procedure has been
changed to be sure that ships are alerted in the future for any similar
event.

Mr. Winn. Yes; but 41 guys lost their lives as a part of the overall
deal because of a lousy communications system. »

Mr. Ingersorr. Unfortunately, we find these things out after the
event many times. B

Mr. Winw. It seems so simple to me, I mean they tell them the
weather, they know what other craft are coming toward them, and I
have not secn the reports, but they get out a full manual of that. So,
somewhere there ought to be some type of emergency crisis com-
munications that trouble is brewing up around a certain island and
that other ships have been seized and searched.

We were still at the tail end of a war there, and you do not have
to use your imagination, with gunboats running around and the
Cambodians trying to figurc out where their men are and which is-
lands they can seize and which ones are valuable.

I do not think anybody has to be too smaxrt to figure that is going to
happen certainly for a while at the tail end of the war.

Some of those islands we find out now were controlled partly by
Cambodians, the Khmer Rouge and so on. You are going to try to
flush those Cambodians out, and some of those islands are coshared
with the Thai Government.

Mcr. IneErsorr. The Vietnamese, sir.

Mr. WiNny. What?

Mr. INcErsoLr.. With the Vietnamese Government.

Mr. Winn. With the Vietnamese, but some of the northern islands
are shared with the Thai Government.

Mr. IncrrsoLr. This particular island was in dispute between Viet-
nam and Cambodia. I think the fact there were so many ships going
by therc daily, it did not appear to be likely they were going to take
all of the ships. T certainly agree with you that there should have
been some warning going out, and we have a procedure now which
will malke sure the warnings do go out. The Korean ship was not seized
but fired upon, but it got away. I understand that the Korean Govern-
ment did issue a warning to its ships, but no other nation picked up
that warning.

Mr. Winw, That is kind of hard to understand.

Mr. Incersorr. Yes.

63-971—76——3
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Myr. Fascrrr. Will you yield at that point ?

Mr. Winn. I will be glad to.

Mr. Fascernr. As a matter of fact, it is a well-known secret, 1s it not,
Mr. Secretary, that the incident involving the Korean ship was picked
up in the foreign broadecast information service, which is published
and made available and public to everybody. The President did not
find out about it until after the Mayaguez incident was all over, and
he was, to say the least, slightly disturbed about it.

Mr. Winn. I have no more questions.

Mr. Fascera. Sure; I am sorry.

Mr. Win~. No; I would like to yield.

Mr. Rirare. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank Mr. Winn for
the gracious comment he made earlier.

I understand, Mr. Ingersoll, that you were really not a direct par-
ticipant in the decision process in the Security Couneil?

Mr. Ixorrsonr. Yes.

Myr. Rirere. Who were the direct participants?

Mr. Ingersorr. Mr. Leigh tells me only the President is involved
in the decisionmaking process. He is the one who makes the decisions.

Mr. Riecre. Well, as I look at the meetings here, and there were
five of them, I believe, I think there was one that the President was
not able to attend.

Mr. Incersorr. If that were true, it was the one I did not attend.
I do not know whether he was not at that meeting, but he attended
every meeting I attended.

Mr. Rirere. I think there is one that you missed and that he missed,
but I assume that is the reason he has other people-—I mean he does
not go to the meeting by himself but has other people with him, and
from what you told us, they talked a lot and you did not talk very
much, and presumably the President solicited advice, and he was dis-
cussing it and options were presented and people were advocating
points of view, and out of it came a collective judgment,

Mr. Inerrsort. No; I do not think it is a collective judgment, but
I think it is the President who makes the decision. This has been my
experience in other meetings. In fact, in some meatings no decision
is made.

Mbr. Rirare. Were recommendations presented @

M. Incersors.. Yes.

Mr. Riggre. By whom ¢

Mr. INncersorr. By attendees at the meeting.

My. Rxare. Who are you referring to?

Mpr. INcersorr. At the various meetings there were representatives
from the Defense Department. Secretary Schlesinger, 1 believe, was
at most of the meetings I attended. Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs Dr. Kissinger was there. CIA Dirvector
Colby was there, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. It varied; it
was (feorge Brown at times, and then T think Dave Jones was there
another time—I have forgotten at which meeting.

Mr. RizgrLe. Who presented the recommendations ¢

Mz Incrrsorr. The operation of the NSC, the meeting structure, is
that the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs usu-
ally summarizes the options and recommendations.

Mr. Rreere. Dr. Kissinger ?
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Mr. InceRsorr. Yes; and the other members discuss what has been
presented. : ) .

Mr. Rmere. Now, when he makes those summary presentations, is
it based on an earlier meeting that has taken place with him and other
members in the absence of the President ? '

In other words, how does the summary get pulled together that he
then prepares, or does he just do that himsel{? o

Mr. Incersonr. In normal circumstances, where there is time for
preparation in advance, there is another mecting held at which the
President is not present, and Dr. Kissinger usually presides. It depends
upon the issue, but after the Washington Special Group or the Senior
Review Group meet, though the NSC staff provides the briefing for
Dr. Kissinger.

Mr. Rieere. In this instance, then, Dr. Kissinger made the recom-
mendations ?

Mr. INeersorr. Ile presents options. Seldom does he make recom-
mendations.

Mr. Rimere. So, are you saying that several options were presented
for a Presidential decision ? :

Mr. Ingrrsorr. Well, the matter of diplomatic initiative, a matter
of various military actions that might take place and

Mr, Rizcre. Let us take the military actions because that is the sort
of thing where we should know if more than one option was presented.

Mr. Ingersorr. Well, there were a considerable number discussed,
yes.

Mr. Rizere. Was one recommended over the rest ?

Mr. Incersorr. Well, there were several, for instance, the marines
were moved from Okinawa to back up those that had come from other
areas.

The various ways of reaching the island were discussed because
we did not have any assets around the island at. the time, naval vessels,
aircraft, the Marine helicopters, these were all discussed.

Mr. Rieere. Those are sort of tactical questions that would pre-
sumably fall under a general heading of *military action,” if you
decide to take military action, then how do you do it ?

Mr. IneursoLr. How you carry it out, that is right.

Mr. Rizere. So there was some tactical discussion that went on?

Mr. INcursort. Yos, sir,

Myr. RinerE. I see, and within the area, were there options other than
military ones considercd, as you got to the end of the decision process?

Mr. INGERSOLL. At various times during the meeting, yes; diplomatic
efforts were discussed. '

Mr. Rmnere. After you tried the diplomatic cffort and that did not
work, what happencd ? :

Mr. Inerrsorr. Again there was another diplomatic approach on
Wednesday through the United Nations which was before the orders
were in fact given to move militarily.

Mr. Rieere. And have we established why we waited so long to go
to the United Nations? It makes it sound like it was an afterthought.
If we are going to move in with the military we should at least make
an Initiative through the United Nations. I think that kind of suspicion
arises when you get the timelag. :
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Mr. Ingrrsorr. Mr. Winn asked me that and T said I think the
desire was to get a response directly from the partics concerned that
had been contacted through private diplomatic chennels before we
went to & general request to the United Nations.

Mr. Rixere. Dr. Kissinger basically made a recommendation for
some kind of military action and then it was discussed.

Mr. IncersorL. No; I did not say that. I said he presented options.

Mr. Rizere. How many options were there?

Mr. Incersont. Well, diplomatic and military I would say is about
all there is.

Mr. Rikeue. And after the diplomatic initiatives that you made did
not produce anything, then that option fell on the side and you were
then talking about military possibilities.

Within the military side of it was there more than one option
presented or just one option prescnted ?

Mr. INcersorn. Well, there were several, you might say, means of
rescuing the ship and the crew that were suggested. yes.

Mr. Rirsre. Can you describe those for us?

Mr. Incersorr. I think it is not for me to talk about what other
people said.

Mr. Rmere. You sce, I agree with you that we have a problem there
and the problem is we cannot get the people here who were the heavy
hitters at the meeting. T mean, no disrespect to you hut the problem
is that when we usk for witnesses that were directly involved in this
decision process we are not able to get them to testify and they ask
you to come instead. You come because we cannot get them and it is
like a “Catch 22” situation where all we want is an opportunity for
direct. conversation but never seem to be able to establish it. So as long
as you have been sclected as the intermediary, it s2ems to be your
responsibility as someone who was there to tell us what happened.

Mr. INngursorr., I am reluctant to do so.

Mr. Rmere. No, I understand; I realize that is the problem, but
our job is to find out what took place and I do not think anybody here
wants to subpena you or put witnesses under oath or anything of that
kind.

Now, if you cannot tell us because you are reluctant to say what
someone else said, then we are going to have to get somebody clse in
here.

Mr. Incersorr. 1 think so.

Mr. Rirgre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fascern. Mr. Buchanan.,

Mr. Bucaanan. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, 1 am in sympathy with the purposce of these hear-
ings as described by the chairman and I quote, “To evaluate the effec-
tiveness of the crisis management operations of our (GGovernment in
order to assure that future crises are handled in a way that minimizes
risks to peace and the lives of our citizens,” I think that is a very
meritorious purpose.

I am glad to hear you say that we have done something about this
warning system because it does seem to me this is one thing that we
need to do.

Mr. IngersorL. I agree.

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved Rgy Release 2005/01/8?1: CIA-RDP79R01“2A000600060009-8

Mr. BucHaNAN. A second area I wanted to discuss with the Defense
Department when the Deputy Secretary of Defense is here is the
time lag between our notification that the ship had been taken captive
and the sending out of a reconnaissance aircraft simply to find out
what the status was. It secms like there was too long a timelag and I
would like to explore it with them. )

With respect to the lives lost in this operation, I am constrained
to say that playing numbers games with the lives and rights of
American citizens is just almost beyond belief to me. I would hate
to live in a socicty in which the fircmen would say, “Iey, there is a
ouy on top of that apartment, it is burning up and we might lose
three firemen if we rescue him, one life against three, goodby buddy.”

I would hate to live in a society in which the police would say,
“There is a gangster holed up with a captive and he has a virtual
arsenal and we might lose three or four policemen if we try to rescue
him,” and therefore, bid the captive goodby, rather than losing more
lives than we gave.

T would hate to see a situation where the marines would be unwilling
to do what they did and take the risk they took and in some cases
make the sacrifices they made because in t?"rte process we might lose
more marines than the American citizens whose lives they acted to try
to save.

Now, as I understand it, the reason for the loss of life was primarily
because they made the military decision that providing the normal
air cover would run the risk of endangering the lives of the people
they were actually trying to rescuc and, therefore, they decided not
to do that and that this is one of the bases for the amount or loss of
lives that occurred.

1t you wish, I will bring it up with the Defense Department, but is
that your understanding of the case? :

Mr. Incersorr. I think that is true. I think for Mr. Winn’s benefit,
we should get the record clear that the numbers he cited were not the
result of military action, the 41 he referred to, A mechanical failure
of a helicopter in noncombat. operation happens many times around
the world, not only in our forces but others and I think it is unfair to
include the lives that were lost in the transfer of personnel within
Thailand to be included in combat losses of the marines on Koh Tang
Tsland. And these figures are cited by the press and I think by this
subcommittee as being part of the combat operation.

Mr. Riere. Would you yicld on that pomnt so we can establish that
figure once and for all and I appreciate the gentleman doing so. I do
not think anyone on this committee suggested they were lost 1n combat
and T am sure the record would show that is not the case.

T think the assertion had been made, and T made it, was that the
loss of those troops occurred in this whole military effort and, if we
had decided not to take this set of military steps, of which this was
one backup step, then that particular movement of troops would not
have taken place. -

Mr. Ingersorr. There is another thing, it could have happened to
any helicopter. :

Mr. Rirarr. You can say what you want to, but the fact of the mat-
ter is it was related to this operation.
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Mr. Ingersorr. I did not say it was not.

Myr. Rizere. I did not think you did.

The fact is it was related to the operation and if you want to leave
the numbers off you can do so. I amn troubled about the fact the ad-
ministration did not even reveal that information until several days
after the incident took place and it left the 1mpression correctly or
incorrectly that facts were being hidden. Tt jackecl up the numbers
and that took some of the luster off the operation. The fact is, it was
related to the whole change of military events.

Mr. Inaersors. I agree with you, sir, but T say that it is not directly
related to the combat operation which is the implication that has been
given.

My. Bucmayaw. It would appear to me that a defective helicopter
would probably have fallen wherever it was flying and really it is
not fair to attribute that to some mistaken decision on the part of the
United States. Aside from that, I want to reiterate the point I started
to make, I want to repeat as forcibly as I can, I believe it would be im-
moral and cowardly of the President of the United States to say:

If T act in defense of these American citizens in protection of their rights, their
lives and their freedom, it may cost me more people than I can hope to rescue,
therefore 1 will not act and I will let them go hang,

1 think that would be immoral, scandalously immoral, and cowardly
as a basis for decision. I just wanted to register that as strongly as I
can nrke it.

Mr. INaersorr. I agree with you.

Mr. Buoiana~. I'am glad that was not the case. T think, however,
we examine it and whatever kind of color we try to paint it from an
American point of view, there was a need for decisiveness and there
was a need for action and it went well beyond the A ayaguez and the
crew and the number of marines involved. The world needed to under-
stand we would act to defend our interests and our citizens. T think
for a great many of us in the United States, it is quite enough to know
that at & time of crisis we came up with decisive action in defense of
our people and our rights,

As to whether or not this was a deliberate taking of an American
vessel, you have indicated it is a matter of our information that a
number of ships had passed on this same sealane, vet of the three
ships that were involved in this, one was one of our allies in the con-
flict in Southeast Asia which was fired upon and curs was the one
which was in fact seized and the crew taken captive.

Have we come to the conclusion that the fact that they were Ameri-
cans had nothing to do with the way they were handled? Are we ac-
cepting the theory this was just a game of chance an.| they happened
to be the ones taken, it might just as well have been somebody eclse?

Mr. INaersorr. I had not heard this until Mr. Winn mentioned it
this morning,

L was not here when Captain Miller made his testimony.

Mr. Bremanan. You know, I am a lousy fisherman but when T 2o
fishing T sometimes get a twig and I sometimes get very little fish and
I may be fishing for bass but cateh all sorts of things in the process
of trying to get the big bass and I am suggesting it is not necessarily
so that they were not after an American ship just because, well, 1 am
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just wondering if our Government has come to some conclusion, now,
about that but 1t has not to your knowledge ¢

Mt IngErsoLL. Not that [ know of.

Mr. BuciianAN, Thank you.

Mr, Fascern. Mr. Secretary, the diplomatic effort was to have notes
sent to the Cambodian Government and delivered in Peking, right?

Mr. INGERSOLL. Yes,

Mr. Fascerr. The note sent to the Cambodian Government was
delivered in Pcking and that was returned several days later. The
morning of the 14tn, on the morning of the NSC meeting, that was
the morning that NSC got definite information that that particular
effort had failed and that is when the order went forward to go ahead
with the military action ?

Mr. IngersoLL. In the afternoon.

Mr. FascerL. In the afternoon.

UIn )t-he meantime, I believe we had sent the diplomatic note to the

N.!

Mr. Ingersorr. That is right.

Mr. Fascrir. What was the tenor of the note to the U.N., was it
simply to then ask the U.N. to get involved in the matter or what
did we ask the U.N.todo?

Mr, IngersorL. To make efforts to get relcase of the ship and the
crew.

Mr. Fascerrn. I see. Did the U.S. Government ever get a response
from the U.N.¢ ‘

Mr. IngersoLL. We had word that they had made an effort to com-
municate with the Cambodian Government. There had been no
responsc.

Mr. FasceLn, The Secretary General advised us he made an effort
to communicate with the Cambodian Government and got no 1esponse?

Mr. IncersoLL. That is right, he had not had any response.

Mr. Fascerr. I am not sure of the time.

Mr. Ineersorr. The time was about noon of that day.

Mr. Fascerr. That is on the 14th,

Mer. Incersorr. The 14th.

Mr. Fascrrrn. Well, at 8:50 or 4 o’clock in the afternoon, the orders
went out on military action at 5 ¢

Mr. INGERSOLL. 5 :15.

Mr. Fascern. And then Members of Congress were brought into
the White House. Now, did we or did we not know at the State
Department what the response from the U.N. was? That is all I am
trying to find out. Was it a public statcment made by the Secretary
General 2 I mean how did we determine what his response was and
when was his response and what was his response.

Mr. Ingersorr. I frankly do not know, Mr. Chairman. But I can
get that for you.

Mr. Winw. Maybe T can help. I happened to find it here. It says
the Secretary General’s original statement went out the afternoon of
May 14 and the second to last sentence from Ambassador MeCloskey to
the Scerctary General’s letter elicited no response from the Cam-
bodians until some days after rescue of the ship and the crew. I
belicve that is what Ambassador Ingersoll said to me a little while
ago in answering another question.
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Mr. Fascerr. You were reading the State Department’s response
to the Resolution of Inquiry.

Mr. Wixn. Right. :

Mr. Fascewn. I listened to that, but T am not sure it registered.
Do T understand that State’s position is that we got no response
from the U.N.?

Mr. Ingersorr. T think I will have to check on that, Mr. Chair-
man, and give you a message because I do not know.

[ The information subsequently provided by Department of State
follows:]

We received a response from the T.N. Secretary General but he did not release

it. At 7:00 p.m. on May 14 his spokesman read the following statement to the
press,

“The Secretary General is making all possible efforts to achieve a solution to
the problem of the United States merchant vessel Mayagu:z by peaceful means.
For this purpose, the Secretary General has communicated with the Govern-
ments of Cambodia and of the United States and has offered his good offices to
the parties. He has also appealed to them to refrain from further acts of force
in order to facilitate the process of peaceful settlement.”

Mr. Fascere. Well, that is fine with me. T mean, I think that would
be very useful for the record. On May 14, sometime in the early fore-
noon, a message went to the [I.N. asking for 1. N. intercession. The
United States then went ahead with its military preparations and, as
far as we know, we got no response from the U.N. or anybody they
contacted until several days after the whole event was over.

That means that the United States, once having asked U.N. inter-
cesston did not, wait—for whatever reason—and just went right ahead
with whatever plans were then about to be put into effect.

Can we know what the message to the U.N. was specifically ; can
we wet a copy of it? What did we ask them to do?

Mr. Miurmr. Mr. Chairman, T think we supplied a copy of the mes-
sage that we sent to Secretary General Waldheim. T believe we sup-
plied it for the record after my testimony.

M. Fascrrr. T see. OK. So, in our transcript somewhere we have
a copy of the State Department message that went to the U.N.? 1

Mr. Muirrg. I am quite certain of that.

Mr. Fascer. OK. T just confirmed it and Mr. Finley of the staft
confirmed we do have it.

Did the message to the TI.N. have any time frame like “We need to
know as quickly as possible,” or “Please get back to us in 3 days,” or
anything ?

Mr. Inaersorr. We will have to check. T do not know.

Mr. Fascern. Yes. I could not remember myself. )

Well, the message will speak for itself. The answer to my question
is already in the record. OK. So, I will go Took it up, myself.

Now to get back to the other message. )

Mr. Mirrer. Mr. Chairman, excuse me, I have a copy of this mes-
sage before me. It says, “As you no doubt are aware, my (Government
has already initiated certain steps throngh channels insisting on im-
mediate release of the vessel and crew. We also request you to take any
steps within your ability to contribute to this objective.” Then it goes
on to say, “My Government reserves the right to take such measures

1 See appendix, p. 324,
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as necessary to protect the lives of American citizens and property in-
cluding approg)riate measures of self-defense under article 51 of the
U.N. Charter.” So it does not specifically put a time frame in terms
of the request of the Secretary General.

Mr. Fascrrr. The way I read that, now that you refresh my mem-
ory, basically is what you call a legalistic notice to advise the U.N.
that we are about to talke action. I am not quarreling with it but that
is the way I interpret it. In other words, filing notice that we are about
to do something while asking them to use their offices to do whatever
it is that they want to do. Unless the message is a lot more detailed
than that, that is the way I read that.

Mr. Winw. Will you yield ?

Mr. FasceLL. Sure. '

Mr. Winw. I agree with your assumption there because I have a
report from the GAO who has been looking into the time schedule and
it says that at 1 p.m.—this is just prior to the fourth meecting of the
National Sccurity Couneil which was held 3:52 p.m. Wednesday,
May 14—that the U.N. was asked for assistance. I gather that is the
first letter, the first communication by the U.N.*?

Mr. INGERSOLL. Yes.

Mr. Winn. And at the same time out of that National Security
Council mecting came orders for the U.S. Marines to board the
Mayagues and U.S. Marines to land on Koh Tang for rescue purposes
and for aireraft from the Coral Sea to attack military facilities on the
mainland, so your assumption on second-guessing is right on the nose.
“TMr. Inaursort. Well, it had been delivered earlier than that, Mr.

Vinn.

Mr. Winx. One o'clock and the meeting was 8:52 p.m. and I guess
that is the starting time of the meeting.

Mr. INGERSOLL. Starting time of the meeting and the order went
out at approximately 5:15 p.m.

Mr, Wi, Let’s say sometime during the mecting or at the tail end
of the meeting.

Mr. INncersoLL. Right. »

Mr, Winy. About four or five when you called the U.N. and asked
them for help and the military orders were issued. I wanted to clarify
it as far as the time schedule.

Mr. Tascern. I think we can make another assumption that is justi-

“fied on the record and that is: Orders having gone out late that after-
noon of the 14th with respect to some military operational plan, that
the plan had to be ready long before that time, and as I recall the
testimony on the record, the individual responsible for the plan, that
is in concept and its implementation was the Commander in Chief,
Pacifie, who has the sole responsibility ?

Mr. IxngeErsoLL. Right. _

Mr, Fascerr. By the way, Mr. Secretary, as Mr. Winn has pointed
out and as you know, the subcommittec has asked GAO to look into
this whole question in terms of facts and to make such recommendations
as might scom appropriate with respect to structure, method, and im-
provement for the future. T just want to be sure now that GAO and
the subcommittee and the Congress is going to receive full cooperation
of the Department. :

63-971—T76——4
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As far as I know right now, there have not been any problems but
am 1 correct there is no problem now and that GAO is going to be
permitted to finish this job for Congress?

Mr. Ingersorr., I understand, either by letter or tclephone communi-
cation with GAQ, that we are now in the process of providing them
with the information that they are seeking.

Mr. Fascern. Well, I certainly would appreciate it. T think it can
be worked out. It depends on the question of will, and I hope there is
no diffieulty in turning loose whatever the documents are the GAO
needs to review or in giving access to any other material that GAQ
needs to carry out its responsibility at the request. of the Congress.
All we have asked them to do is quite simple, quite clear: We just want
to examine the facts in terms of the timeframe and the actions that
took place because we already have begun to have a certain amount of
apparent discrepancy which may be minor but must be corrected,
if possible, or at least explained away, if possible, and the other is to
look at the whole method and see whether or not e can have some
improvements. Whatever you are doing now in terms of State and
Defense, the White House and NSC in cooperating with GAQO, we
very much appreciate it and hope it will continue.

We were talking about the note sent to the Cambodians to Pcking.
What was the general nature of that message ?

Mr. IxarrsoLr. The general gist was that the act of seizure of the
ship was a matter of piracy and that we demanded the ship and crew
be released immediately. That was the essence of the message.

Mr. Fascerr. So the timeframe was immediate release. It was not
some time in the future.

Mr. INGERSOTL. Yes; that is i ght,

Mr. Fascerr. Had ‘they chosen to accept the message they would
have known right then and there ?

Mr. Ingrrsour. I do not think there is any quest.on but that they
knew what the mnessage was.

Mr. Fascrrrn. Do you think it was opened or they knew any way
through other sources ?

Mr. Inaersorr. [ am not really sure but I am surc they knew what
was in the messago.

Mr. FasceLr., Yes.

Well, you obviously base it on some kind of knowiedge we do not
have. It would be kind of crazy to have a message delivered and think
it was sent back and nobody read it.

Mr. Incersonr. T quite agree.

Mr. I'ascerr. T guess that is what you mean.

My, Winn.

Mr. Wixw. Along that same line, that brings up a question. Do you
have the exact wording of the message that was sent to the Cam-
bodians? You keep referring to the general gist that they release our
ship and our crew. Does the actual wording say “Ship and crew”?

Mr. Inaersorr. I don’t have the message here, Mr. Winn, but it
was basically what, the President or the White House released in its
statement ai about noon or 1 o’clock on the 12th.

Mr. Fascern. Mr. Finley says he believes we have that message.?

Mr. Inarrsorr. So, it was essentially what was publicly stated.

1 See appendix, p. 323,
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Mr. Wix. T am being a little technical on that but T am also leading
into the question where I refer to the ship and the crew, because I am
wondering why did the State Department interpret the Cambodian
messago a couple of days later that it would “order the Mayagues to
withdraw from Cambodian Territorial Waters” and then the State
Department took it, and I suppose the whole National Security Coun-
cil took it, that they did not refer to the crew. They only referred to
thoe ship.

Now, I wonder, going back to the first message that was sent to
them, did we refer to the crew ¢

Mr. INGERSOLL. Y €8.

Mr. Win~. No doubt about it ?

Mr. Incersorr. There is no question in my mind but maybe.

Mr. Winn. It is a small technical point but T would like it clear
in my own mind.

Mr. Inerrsorn. I will check it for the record but I am certain.t

Mr. Win~. You sce what I mean—when they answered us one of our
excuses for the military was the fact they only referred to the ship,
not to the crew, so we had no assurance that they were going to re-
lease our crew and then after talking to Captain Miller, he said that
they were only going to release gix mon of the crew. They were separat-
ing the ecrew. They were trving to hold some back which of course we
did not know at the time. We did not know where the crew was.

Mr. Ingemsors. That was the problem. We did not know where the
crow was. Wo had suspicions part of the crew might have been taken
to the mainland, but we did not know whether the total crew was
still on Koh Tang Island.

Mr. Win~. After hearing the experiences of the crew, I can under-,
stand why the State Department, the military, nor anyone else knew
where the crew was because they were flitting around from island
to island and to different docks and the coast of the mainland, but
not on the mainland and T can understand why your observation

~ teams could not find them. That was one thing T wanted to ask. The
other is a rumor, and T don’t pay much attention to rumors but this -
kind of bothers me, the rumor that the Korean Government did talk to
our Government about the fact that their ship was seized, yes, shot
at on May 3 or 4 and that the Korean Government supposedly con-
sulted with our Government on the fact that they were fired on by an
armed Communist gunboat. ,

Mr. Inazrsorr. I do not think there is any question but that we
had that information in this Government. I do not think that has
over been denied. '

Mr. Winy. And we sat on that in good shape, ig that right?

Mr. INGERSOLL. As you pointed out earlier, this was at the con-
clusion of a war that had just previously ended and nobody really
knew what was ooing on. Nobody knew whether these people were
pirates or part of a government.

Mr. Winn. OK. We goofed that up in my opinion. Is there an
administration review, yon testified on it and I believe you said there
was but T want to get that straight, is there an administration review
underway of the U.S. system of warning our mariners of political
or military navigational hazards?

1 Information subsequently provided by De artment of Stat fiir
to Cambodia did refer to the crew, v v e affirms the T.5. message
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Mr. Txaersorn. Yes, and action has been taken to prevent, the hreak-
down that apparently took place at the time of the Korean ship being
shot at and the Panamanian ship being seized.

Mr. Wiy, What action? What action has been taken?

Mr. I~arrsorn. Well, the National Command Cenrer receives mes-
sages of this type and they are now instructed to notify our, I do
not know—well, it notifies, of course through the operations center
and then they in turn are in touch with our economic and business
bureau which has a section of maritime affairs which notifies the
shippers of such an action.

Mr. Wix~. Now, how do they notify them, becausc Captain Miller
had a printed deal after the whole thing was all over, a printed
warning put out by the Coast Guard. ITe had a copy of it and read
the paragraph “Notice to Mariners” put out by the Coast Guard,
but printed 4 or 5 or even—well, several days after the complete
incident was over.

I hope your new improved system involves a quicker way of com-
munication than by putting it in print and mailing it to the captains,
because that is not. going to work. Is it telegraphed in?

Mpr. Ixerrsorr. Tt goes out by radio and you say & printout of it.
That was it.

Mr. Mmaer, Tt was issued on May 12.

Mr. Winn. But the captain of the ship did not ger. it until 2 or 3
davs afterwards?

Mr. Ixaersorr. TTe was not listenine. His radio was shut down. He
was seized.

Mr. Win~. The message you are talking about is the message that
he was seized, sure, he knows he was seizod.

Mr. Iweersorr. But the other message about the Panamanian and
the Korean ships did not go out, that was the problem.

Mr. Winw. T know, but it was put in print and he was on his way
and it was mailed to him.

Mr. Twerrsorr. But it had gone to the other ship v radio but he
was not in contact by radio at that time. ITe may not have even heen
on the ship. I do not know when he was taken off.

Mr. Wixwx. He was taken off the 19th, the first day, shortly after
they boarded the ship.

Let me ask vou this: What ideas can vou offer personallv, and this
is alone the line of the questioning of the chairman, on the quality
of the 1.8, Government, crisis management that we have been pound.
ing away about? We hit Mr. Miller pretty hard on ths. and the pos-
sible means of improving this process. ave you personally given any
testimony because you were involved and you know tae step-by-sten
procedure which to us is still kind of vague, and T do not know ;£ 1t
is that bad or it is just you cannot clarify it to ns but personally,
have yon gotten anv ideas on how we can improve that erisis man-
agement as we call it?

Mr. Ixerrsorn. Every erisis is different and thaf is why it is diffi-
enlt to try to anticipate what may arise. We have procedures of estah-
lishing first notification and then a task force if there is to be a con-
tinuine process. We have the responsibility to provide advice to the
President and T think we have procedures for this. T really eannot
suggest anything more than what we have done in the notification to
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mariners in this particular case. You try to anticipate what may
happen but you do not know the circumstances under which it may
happen and therefore it is diffieult to suggest any change. .

Mr. Wixn. In retrospect, would you go to the U.N. faster since
obviously Mr. Waldheim did not seem to have any trouble getting a
message to Cambodians although they did not answer it. I mean,
would you? I think I would. . ) o

Mr. Incursorr. Perhaps so. This raises the question if he really got
through to the Cambodians immediately. He did eventually and I
do not know the channels he used. It may have been the representation
in the United Nations, who in turn had to get in touch with his gov-
ernment. I think you are right, that perhaps we should.

Mr. Winn. I think we would go to the United Nations. You do not
have the Cambodians involved but you have the support and if other
hearings arc factual and I imagine they are, that cost of the support
of the Cambodian, theKhmer government, came from the Peking
government not the Russian Communists ? )

Mr. Ingersorr. That is right. That is why we went to Peking.

Mr. Winy. Through that you have another way to communicate
with the Cambodians and give your message, direct, indirect, or how-
ever we can get through to them.

Mr. Ineersorr. I think you are right, Mr. Winn. It probably would
have been desirable if we had gone earlicr, because, as it turned out,
the island was in dispute between Vietnam and Cambodia also.

Mr. Winn. Thank you and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fascerr., Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Rircre. Thank you. :

I want to run through as many things as I can onc after the other,
and I do not want to dwell on any one over any length of time.

Coming back to the NSC mecting because we sort of did not finish
that, I believe I understood you to say in the end this thing played
itself over several days the final decision to take the military actions
that were taken, presented in the form of a recommendation by Dr.
Kissinger and presumably the President ¢

Mr. Incrrsorr. No, I did not say that. I said that options were pre-
sented but I did not say that a recommendation was made.

Mzr. Rircre. So, a recommendation was not made ?

Mpr. InarrsoLL. I did not say that.

Mr. RmerE. So, in other words, we have to guess as to whether a
recommendation was made or not ? You just do not feel you can tell us?
1 Mr.t IngErsoLL. No, I am not sure I remember, frankly, but I really

0 not.

Mr. Rimgre. Who would know? There must be minutes of the
meeting. .

Mr. InaersoLL. I do not understand there are any minutes taken of
NSC meetings.

Mr. RiecrLe. There are no minutes?

Mr. Incersorn. I do not know that, I do not know that there are.

Mzr. Rizern. I would assume there are, but I have no way of knowing
for a fact. ’

Myr. IngErsorL. I have never seen a transeript.

Mr. Rirere. In any cvent, a decision was made? Were you in the
room when the decision was made ?
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Mr. IncersoLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rirere. And the President makes the decision ?

Mr. IneERsoLL. Yes, sir,

Mr. Rizere. But you cannot tell us anything more about the process
that led up to that decision?

Mr. IncersoLL. No, sir.

Mr. RireLe. Are you familiar with Captain Miller’s testimony be-
fore our committee within the last week or so?

Mr. IneersoLt.. Only what I heard this morning.

Mr. RircLE. Let me urge you to read it because I think you will find
it interesting. A couple of things that came up along t}sllat line and
one relates to something that Mr. Winn was saying a minute ago, that
was the question: When the Cambodians sent out this message by
radio picked up in Bangkok—to the effect they were going to release
the ship, but no mention was made of the crew. My understanding is
that, after the ship was taken, the crew was removed and they shut
off all of the power so that it set dead in the water, and I do not know
of any way that the ship could have left unless the crew was on it
to make it operational.

1 do not know how else the ship could leave.

Mr. Ingersorn. It could leave with their own people. It could leave
with nonerew Americans.

Mr. Rigcre. Where would they come from ?

Mr. Incersorr. From the helicopters.

Mr. RirerE. 1 guess you are saying maybe the assumption in the
State Department was at that time, within the administration, the
thoughts that they would release the ship, did not recessarily mean
the crew would be released with the ship ¢

Mr. IncersoLL. Very definitely not.

Mr. RircrLe. Captain Miller also said to us that the night of the
13th, before the day of the action, he worked out an arrangement with
the Cambodians, and this is my recollection of the testimony and we
have it here so we can refer to it if there is any question about it,
but my recollection of his testimony was he worked out an arrange-
ment where the Cambodians were going to allow him to go by boat
from where he and the crew were beng held, back out to the ship with
enough people to power the ship up and get on the radio and to send
out a message that the Cambodians were willing to release, my under-
standing is both the ship and the crew, if the Americans would call
off the air activity that was in the air over the Cambodian area at
that time.

Mr. Incersorr. The entire crew? Were they going to release the
entire crew? Mr, Winn gave me the impression they were going to
release six members.

Mr. Riecre. To power up the ship. Now, I mean my understanding
was and have to check the transcript, but my understanding was that
the deal was if we called off all military activity in the sky, that every-
body was going to be able to pack up and go.

Mr. INcERsOLL. 1 see.

Mr. Rieere. But in terms of how the message was going to be deliv-
ered, no, that was not the arrangement.

First, I think either six or seven crew members were going to do it -
and Captain Miller negotiated it up to nine, I think, ﬁ,ng then he had
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a decision to make as to whether or not, this is in the evening, appar-
ently getting dark on the night of the 13th, and Captain Miller was
trying to decide whether he would go out with this skeleton crew and
power up the ship to do this.

As T recall his testimony, he said there were two reasons he decided
not to do that. No. 1, he was afraid to do it because he knew at the
time that apparently four Cambodian gunboats had been blown out
of the water by American aircraft and he did not want to be on the
gunboat at dark and have the same thing happen to him by a pilot
not knowing he was on the ship.

Second, he had reservations about separating the crew. In other
words, if he kept everybody togoether, he felt better about it than the
idea of going back out. In any case it was a key decision because had
he gone out to the ship and had he arrived and had he powered up
and had the message, or the deal he worked out at that point been
transmitted, we might have saved ourselves all of that grief. It turned
out it did not happen and obviously this falls into the area of a re-
construction and it is awkward for us because we are Monday morning
quarterbacks and that is why we are being asked to do this, we are
heing asked to try to reconstruct what happened. Another fact he
revealed to us that is significant and I think you should know as well,
that is after this ship, our ship, I say “our ship,” it was not an Amer-
ican Gtovernment ship but a private ship, but after the ship was taken,
it. was not flying the American flag and when he was taken by the
Cambodian crew, there was nobody on either ship for a period of
about 2 days that spoke any common language. In other words, no-
body could talk to anybody. There was not anybody on the American-
owned ship who could speak Cambodian or any other third country
language ot vice versa and it took about 2 days before the Cambodians

- were able to communicate with somebody who could speak French
and then there was a crew member who, while he could not speak
French, apparently knew Cajun French from Louisiana and somchow
or other they managed some kind of minimal dialog and I for one
would like that crewmember here because he was really the key con-
tact point to the extent we had one.

But my concern is this: I can sec in reconstructing this thing, how
there was quite a long period of time when there was nobody, in terms
ot the principals in the middle of the incident, who really could talk
to one another and find out what was going on. Then finally, some
young fellow came along who spoke English who was a Cambodian
and then the dialog got started and the negotiation process with the
captain of the ship got started which finally led to the tentative deal
on the night of the 13th which aborted for the reasons I described and
then the events of the next morning.

Now, one of the things I want to pin down and it may take GAO
to pin it down because we get conflicting information about what the
time differential is between action here, using eastern standard time
versus the time out there.

Mr. INnaErsoLL. About 12 hours difference.

: Mr. Riecre. We were also told 15 hours., Captain Miller told us 15
hours.

Mr. IncrrsoLL. I think there are really 13 hours.

Mr. Rizerr. You see, nobody seems to know,
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Mr. IvemrsoLr. In Vietnam, it is 12 hours and Cambodia it is 13
hours.

Mr. Rmore. T asked Captain Miller that question three times and T
do not know if he has any more basis than you have to know but he
was very precise, 15 hours. So, I do not know what it is, and it is the
one thing we have to establish.

Mr. Inarrsorr. It was roughly half a day away from here. You can
say that.

Mr. Rixcre. But this becomes crucial because the whole question of
whether or not the response was necessary or could have been halted
midstream is a very relevant question and therc is a lot of skepticism
about it and not just by people who are native adversaries of this
administration. There is a real question as to whether. because of sloppy
internal procedures and processes and in message delivery, we ended
up missing an opportunity to settle this thing peacefully.

This was not a cheap operation by any means, whether you figure
it in loss of life or in terms of dollars.

But, in any event, what still is not clear to me is in terms of the time
the captain then was released with the crew and they got on the fishing
boat and started to go back out and then the whole sequence of military
actlons that was taking place coincident with that, either just before,
some apparently before, some at, some after and then the whole ques-
tion of when—well, it was verified that the crew was released and how
long it took to get the messages back to the White House and how long
to get the message back out to shut this down and to the extent to
which the incident was allowed to mushroom becase of impotence,
sloppiness, or deliberately mushrooming into something bigger than
it had to be. There are some real suspicions about that and we still
do not have answers and I am not suggesting you czn provide all the
answers, but I want to state clearly now for the record in your pres-
ence that some of these questions remain and are unanswered.

I want to comment, too, on Mr. Buchanan’s comments and I respect
the gentleman from Alabama a great deal personally, although I do
not fully agree with the way he put his arguments but that is an honest
difference of opinion.

But I do want to talk for a second about this psychology and high-
light it because I think it is important how this kind of event takes on
a meaning that goes far beyond the specifics of the cast of characters
that are caught in a situation where we want to try to resolve the issue
as quickly and with the least damage and loss of life as possible.

Unfortunately, we were not able to get away with that and it became
a very costly operation,

Senator Goldwater is quoted in the Washington Star, on Saturday,
May 17,1975, and it says:

The Cambodian incident drew comments from guests during the evening, Sen-
ator Goldwater said, of the Mayeguez incident: It was wonderful. It shows we
still got some balls in this country.

I cite that because I am very disturbed by that kind of quote and I
am disturbed by that kind of psychology and because I think that is
the kind of thing that, in a fit of passion and excitement and all, can
become sort of a natural consequence of a line of reasoning that says
that, if an incident takes place and you are not satisfied with the prog-
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ress of events, that therefore you know you take whatever action you
feel justified in taking. _

If you happen to be the tougher guy and if you happento have more
to work with, then that is to your advantage and to the disadvantage of
the other person.

‘Well, T do not think that can really be a basis of American foreign
policy. I do not think it is, in terms of the career people in the State
Department that I have known over the years I have been in the Con-
gress and I do not think that is reflected for most of the people who are
erious for foreign policy officers in this Government.

M. IngErsoLL. I think you are right.

Mr. Rmeere. But I think it is possible, if we are not careful about the
procedures we use and that is one of the reasons I wanted to recon-
struct exactly how the decision process evolved in the Security Coun-
cil. A1l the work of all the diplomatic people in the country can be.
wiped off the board very quickly, not just in terms of citizen attitudes
but by observers around the world, if international situations arise and
veer off in a direction of brute strength. I ask is this really the mes-
sage of what the American statement 1S to other nations?

Well, obviously, that is not our ultimate statement and I think, in
fact, it’s just the reverse; that after 200 years of struggling with the
ideals and values of this system of ours we are really trying to make
a different statement to the world which essentially says that we are
not bullish and we want to avoid the use of force and the loss of life.

T do not know how many Cambodians were killed in the operation.
T am sure in my own mind the figure was several times higher than
the number of Americans lost.

We sunk at least four boats on that occasion and bombed the main-
land and with the combat activity on Koh Tang, so I have to assume
that there were a lot of Cambodians killed as well.

For the most part it seems to me everybody, at least the victims,
were innocent bystanders, There were people who got caught up in this,
whether it is the Thailander who happened to be sitting drinking beer
in a barroom or those in the boats, because of an operation being under-
way and they had to be there for backup and so the helicopter goes
there and they are not around. The guys in Koh Tang took a bullet
head on and are not around any more. :

T think even now in the Congress among many people who want to
try to understand what happened, there is a feeling of un easiness about
this situation in retrospect. At the time there was a great burst of feel-
ing, it happened quickly, and it was coming in the aftermath of Viet-
nam and in many respects it was kind of—well, it released a lot of
energies and passions that people had. But that has gone by now and
as we try to look at this thing in retrospect and try to figure out what
happened, I do not think it 1s a happy chapter and I am not sure we
really proved a great deal in terms of what the applicable lessons are

_for the future,.

Tt may be the Cambodians will be reluctant to grab one of our ships
in the future but at the same time I think we will be a little more care-
ful about straying into those waters and we already made that decision,
but of course it. does not bring anybody back that got wiped out in the
operation.

63-971—76——5
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So T guess T want to conclude by saying I appreciate, I think, the
dilemma you are in as a person who sat in those meetings and does not
feel free to relate to us fully what took place but I would hope, T would
hope that the people of long service in this Government like yourself
and you have been through several administrations and you have been
through a long period of service of this country, tc try to do things in
the foreign policy arena that makes sense and that are just and that
are fair and would use all of the influence you can just as we must do
here in the Congress and on this subcommittee and the full commit-
tee to see to it that the American way does not become the kind of sort
of clenched-fist. approach to international relations that leads to the
kind of inflamed comments in this case as Senator Gol dwater’s was, but
there were others who said equivalent things in my party, to my regret,
because T just think, if we lot ourselves sort of drift down that, road,
then T think probably coincident with that wo will lose some friends
and of: our inflnence’in the world because I don’t think many people
are groing to be impressed by that around the world hecause they should
not be. In any event, that'is all for me at this point, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fascurr, Mr. Secretary, the testimony. on the record is very
Interesting in many aspeects. One, that is particularly interesting is
precisely what information was available to the .S Government with
respect to the loeation of the erew at any given poirt. Now, as I recall
it, reconnaissance was ordered in the first meeting of the NSC, am I
correct ?

Mr. Ineersorr. T am not sure but what it may 2ave been ordered
before that. Certainly they wanted to make sure there Was reconnais-
sance but I think there may have been planes out before then,

Mr. Fascern. Or at least it was continued.

Mr. IneersoLr. Yes.

Mr. Fascrrr. My recollection was that the order went out to locate
the ship.

Mr. Inarrsorr. That is right.

Mr. Fascrrr.. We got the word that it had been teized but nobody
knew exactly where it was so the order went out, “Lct’s find the ship,”
80 reconnaissance went out at least that is the way I reconstruct
it, but again the record can speak for itself on that subject.

The interesting point Mr. Secretary, is this: The Secretary of State
is alleged to have said that the crew was believed to be in three possible
locations at any given time. Those were: on the ship, on one island
or the other, or on the mainland. We have been told in testimony so
far, and we will go into more detail on this with the Defense Depart-
ment, that one of the objectives of the military operation was to
keep the crew somewhere near the ship or on the island in order
to keep the crew from being taken to the mainland, because there we
had visions of another problem—it would certainly scem to have made
1t more difficult once they got to the mainland, so the order went out
to intercept anyone going to the mainland and, as part of that order,
the Cambodian boats were identified and sunk.

Mr. IneErsort. The effort was made initially to try to have them
stop. In other words, there were shots across the bow rather than at
the ships.

Mr. Fascerr. T understand.

Mr. Ingersorr. They were not trying to sink the ships.
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Mr. Fascert. I was not being critical. The captain of the Mayagues
said when he was on the gunboat going to the mainland with the
crew that our guys in the airplanes came by, down both sides of that
boat, first and then across the bow in an effort to stop it and they
started out at 200 yards and then they moved in closer and closer
and he said they could thread the eye of a needle at 1,000 paces with
those cannons because they brought the cannon fire to within 10 feet

‘of the boat. They knew what they were doing. Don’t let anybody
tell you those boys could not shoot because they could have blown
that boat out of the water,

Mr. InaErsoLL, Right. : ‘

Mr. Fascerr. But the point is they did not.

Mr. INncersoLL. That particular one.

Mr, Fascerr. That particular one, exactly right, was not blown out
-of the water,

Now, you know, you do not have to be a Chinese scholar to figure
.out the fact that the guys who were shooting knew that the crew
was on that boat, ' '

Mr. Incersort. They knew there were white people on that boat,
.Caucasians, but did not know how many nor whether it was the total
:crew or not.

Mr. Fascerr. Agreed, but they did not sink the boat. They tried to
turn it around.

Mr. Ineersorr. No. They knew there were Caucasians on the boat.

Mr. Fascerr. They did not want to take a chance. Again I am not
.critical but it is obvious based on the record.

Mr. INGERSOLL. Yes.

Mr. Fasorrr. On the other boat, however, they were able to deter-
mine that there were no Caucasians and they did not make any
‘mistakes. '

Mr, Incersorr. Fortunately.

Mr. Fascers. Right. So that means our reconnaissance is not only
very good, it is great.

Mr. IncErsort. But we did not know that the whole crew was O,
‘that ship. :

Mr. Fascern. I did not say that you did, Mr. Secretary. Let us not
make any allegations about that at all, Al T am saying 1s our recon-
naissance was so good that we were able to tell even if the guy was
not wearing a flag on his T-shirt. They knew he was Caucasian because
the guy in the airplane shooting the cannon did not blow the boat
out of the water. That is all T know, not any more. I am just saying
that and that is a conclusion on my part.

Mr. INGERSOLL. Yes. ‘

Mr. Fascrin., But obviously that information was available to the
National Security Council, one way or another. They had to know
‘that information or could not have made the decisions they made.

I find that a very interesting point in terms of the whole discussion
and again—well, let the recor%l speak for itself about what happened,
why it happened, and whatnot. \

Was any of that information available to you or did you hear any
thing about it ? ‘ '

Mr. INGERSOLL. Yes.
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Mr. Fascern. You saw the tapes or the photographs or whatever.

Mr. Ivaursonr.. Well, it was conversation.

Mr. Fascerr. Yes; in other words, part of the general discussion.

Mr. INngeRsoLL, Yes.

Mr. Fascerr, All T am trying to establish is, did you, personally,
at an NSC meeting see the tapes or the photographs?

Mr. Inerrsorr. Only conversations.

Mr. Fascern. That'is all T wanted to get,

Mr. Rmerr. Could T inquire about that because T think we ought
to get the photographs.

Mr. FascrrLrn, Yes.

Mr. Rirere. If they exist, I don’t understand why we can’t get them.

Mr. Incersorr. Of the ship, the Cambodian boat ?

Mr. FascrrL, He means reconnaissance photographs,

Mr. Rirarr. Yes; because T think the point the chairman makes, and
the question we didn’t ask the captain, as to whether the crew was on
deck, must be resolved.

Mr. Fascrrr. He did testify about that.

Mr. Rieere. What did he say?

Mr. Fascerr. The record will speak for itself and I do not want
to misquote him and I am not sure I remember. [ am not playing
games with you, but he did give testimony about that.

Mr. Rreere. Well, may 1 request the photographs for the record
so that we can take a look at them? !

Mr. Fascerr. Well, Defense is coming up the first week in Sep-
tember as soon as we get back.

Mr. I~emrsorr. They would be in the hands of the Decfense
Department.

Mr. Fascerr. They will be able to answer that for us.

Again, T am not being critical. T think it is great. T am glad we
can find ont and that we can fly over a boat and tell who s on it
and fly-over an island and tell who is on it, assuming you can look
through the trecs.

But at none of the meetings you personally attended was any visual
review made of reconnaissance. It was all verbal reports that came
up from whoever was supposed to bring them; that is what I want to
establish.

Mr. Incersorr. There were photographs of the island but as I
recall it, they were photographs taken at a previous time.,

Mr. Fascrrr. That is from the standard normal reconnaissance or
ongoing reconnaissance.

Mr. Inamrsorr. T think so but T saw no photographs of the Cam-
bodian gunboat you referred to, Mr. Riegle. ,

Mr. Rmuare. Right. Would they be able to establish who the pilot
was who saw the ship with the Caucasians on it ard who made the
report? '

IM r. INcersorr. T am sure the Defense Department can.

Mr. Fascerr. We will probably get a report on evary aireraft.

Mr. Inarrsorr. Yes; they would know.

Mr. Fascern. Yes. , ‘

Mr. Secretary, before we go and we have to conclude this because
we have another vote on the floor now on this matter, let me ask you

* Photographs of reconnalssance to be frinted by the General Acccunting Office as part
of GAO study investigating the Mayaguez incident.
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about this—the captain testified that at one point in order to stop
the Thai fishing boat from getting to the mainland after the use of
artillery failed.

Mr. Incersorr. You mean the Cambodian boat? You said Thai.

Mr. FascerL. No; it was a Thai fishing boat that took the crew to
the mainland.

Mr. IncErsoLL. I see.

Mr. Fascrrr. After the efforts to gun it and turn it around or stop
it or make it do something else, failed, the boat was “gassed” and the
captain testified that he assumed the purpose of that was that in the
ensuing confusion the crew would rise up, the American crew would
rise up, take over the boat, overpower the Cambodian armed guards
and in some way manage to make its escape. He said he assumed that
was the purpose of it. He told his crew immediately “Don’t do it,
don’t try it, sit tight” because it is not going to work. He used words
to that effect. He did not want to expose his men to possibly being
killed by Cambodian guards so they covered up the best they could.
Question : Does the use of that gas contravene the Geneva protocol,
which we recently ratified, in any way as far as we are concerned ?

Mr. Incersori. I really do not know but we will submit a statement
to you, Mr. Chairman. '

[The following information was subsequently submitted by the
Department of State:]

The United States has ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925, but in our view
that Protocol does not extend to the use of riot control agents.

In ratifying the Geneva Protocol, the President announced that the United
States would, as a matter of national policy, renounce the first use in war of
riot control agents except their use, upon approval of the President, in defensive
military modes to save lives, such as their use in rescue missions in remotely
isolated areas.

The use of riot control agents in the Maeyaguez incident was specifically
authorized by the President, and was deemed necessary to facilitate the rescue
of the Mayageuz crew in an area which at that moment was remotely isolated
from U.S. forces. Accordingly, the action was consistent with U.8. policy on the
use in war of riot control agents,

Mr. Fascrrn. We would like your opinion on that. Also we wish
to have your asscssment, Mr. Secretary, on whether or not that partic-
ular event, in your judgment, impacts on the efforts which are on-
going right now, I hope worldwide, to eliminate the use of such weap-
ons as gas and if you could find out for us, or we will ask Defense or
anybody else, just exactly what kind of gas that was because I am not
sure and I do not believe 1t is on the record anywhere.

Mr. IncersoLr. I am not sure but I think Defense can probably tell
you because it came from their aircraft.

Mr. Fasceun, OK. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, and
Mr. Leigh, and Mr. Miller, We appreciate your making yourselves
available. '

This rccord, of course, is still ongoing. We do not know what we
may need or desire from you or from State and we appreciate your
cooperation thus far very much. I think, as you can sec, we are be-
ginning to make a factual record which, hopefully will eliminate some
of the confusion and not add to it.

Mr. Ivgersorr. Very good.

Mr. Fascerr. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

This subcommittee stands adjourned subject to the call of the Chair.

[At 12:20 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned subject to the call of
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SEIZURE OF THE MAYAGUEZ

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1975

HousE oFr REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
' SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
PoriricAL AND MILITARY AFTFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Dante B. Fascell (chairman of the subcommit-
tee), presiding.

Mr. Fascerr, The subcommittee will come to order. .

This morning the Subcommittee on International Political and
Military Affairs continues its inquiry into events surrounding seizure
of the vessel M ayagues by Cambodia, and subsequent diplomatic and
military efforts made by the United States to secure the safe return of:
the ship and its crew. '

The purpose of these hearings is to review the operations of our
Government’s crisis management system in this particular instance in
order to insure that in any future situation our (tovernment operates
with maximum efficiency and with minimum risks to the welfare of
U.S. civilians and military personnel. '

Since the seizure of the Mayaguez on May 12, the committee and
this subcommittee have held a total of six hearings on the seizure and
our Government’s response. We have heard testimony from Members
of Congress, officials of the Defense and State Departments, and the
captain of the M ayaguez. '

Today we are pleased to have with us Hon. William P. Clements, Jr.,
Deputy Secretary of Defense. Secretary Clements is accompanied by
Mr. Morton Abramowitz, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs, Kast Asia and Pacific; and Brigadier
General Atkinson, U.S. Air Force, Assistant Director of Operations
for Command and Control, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Mr, Secretary, I want to thank vou for coming today. We appreciate
the cooperative spirit shown to this subcommittee by your Department
during this inquiry. T regret that the Department of State and the
National Security Council have not yet demonstrated similar coopera-
tion although I remain hopeful that they will yet be forthcoming.

Mzr. Secretary, you have a prepared statement, so please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, JR., DEPUTY
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

. Mr. Cuements. I have a short statement and I would like to read
1t, and then answer any of your questions.

(289)
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T am pleased to appear before you today to testify for the Depart-
ment of Defense on the Mayaguez incident. You have received con-
siderable testimony previously from both State and Defense wit-
nesses. The basic elements of the incident and the chronology of events
are well known to the committee. I would like here to comment briefly
on some of the significant aspects of the incident and then try to
answer whatever questions you have.

First, the question of intelligence. It has been frequently asserted
that there was an intelligence failure or that intelligence was faulty.
I do not believe this charge is an accurate one, although in such situa-
tions it would be a blessing to have the gift of prophecy.

The main elements of the intelligence problem were: were initial
reports of seizure accurate; where was the ship; what was the nature
of the opposition of the Cambodian forces on the island; and where
was the crew of the Mayagues.

We had very little time to determine answers to those questions. But
we proceeded to do everything in our power to gain as full and com-
plete a picture as possible.

In order to put the M ayagues in perspective, I should point out that
in the course of a normal day the Defense Department receives hun-
dreds of messages and, in turn, a number of repo-ts of incidents
throughout the world—some true, some false, some insignificant,
some minor,

The initial tasks were to confirm that the M ayaguez was in the area,
and to verify the report of seizure. These first steps were achieved in
the early hours of May 13. Then the wheels were set i1 motion to find
the Mayaguez and to determine the actual and updated situation.
Once located, we commenced continuous aerial surveillance of the
Mayaguez and photographed the island and the area constantly.

In the case of the Cambodian forces on the island, our intelligence
estimated-—and I want to emphasize estimated—that there were 150
to 200 troops with a variety of machineguns, recoilless rifles, and other
weapons. These estimates proved to be essentially accurate. We did
not know, nor did photography permit us to tell, the readiness or de-
termination of the Khmer Communist forces stationed on the island.

In the case of the crew, surveillance indicated that at least some of
the men had been taken off the Mayeguez and removad to Koh Tang
Island. On the evening of May 13, Washington time, our aircraft
identified a fishing boat as possibly carrying some members of the
crew. The craft was headed toward the mainland. Cur planes made
efforts to turn back the vessel and divert it, but were unsuccessful.
TBecause there was possibility of some part of the erew being abroad
the vessel, we allowed it to proceed into Kompong Sow . '

From this point. on, military planning for the rescue of the crew
had to consider the possibility that some of the erew could be on the
Mayaguez, some on Koh Tang Island, and some on the Cambodian
mainland.

Tt is difficult to see what more could have been done in terms of
gathering intelligence given the specific situation. I would add, how-
ever, that based upon a review of this incident. some improvement In
intelligence procedures might be recommended,

The second matter relates to the view of some that the military
action taken was premature, overreactive, and unnecessary. Proponents
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of this view generally contend that the effort to resolve the situation
by diplomatic means was inadequate. It would be appropriate to recap
the situation as it existed at 1652 e.d.t., May 14. In fact, I believe it is
always important in reviewing events such as this to make a conscious
effort to understand and appreciate the atmosphere in which the
‘decisions were made. Only by doing this can matters be kept in the
-proper perspective. . :

At that time some 51 hours had clapsed since the ship had been
seized. The Khmer Communists had not given the slightest acknowl-
edgment or explanation for the seizure. Even the most elementary
statement about the condition of the crew had not been heard. =~

Diplomatic efforts through the People’s Republic of China had been

turned down. A direct approach to the Khmer Communist government
"in Peking under Sihanouk was similarly unproductive. The situation
was beset with many uncertainties regarding the ship and erew, and
~whether the government in Phnom Penh was actually in control of
the situation. I think this is key. , ' ,

It should-also not be forgotten that the new Khmer government
was hostile to us. Given these conditions, the order to take military
action to recover the ship and its crew was issued on Wednesday at
'1652, May 14, e.d.t. To have delayed any further would have allowed
the Khmer Communists greater opportunity to remove the entire
crew to the interior of Cambodia where rescue would have been very
difficult at best. o . ‘ '

In general, it is my belief that the direct and resolute actions taken
were an essential aspect of the safe recovery of the Mayagues and its
crew. This judgment is shared by Captain Miller. Before this com-
mittee last month, Captain Miller stated his belief that the willingness
of the Khmer Communists to release the ship and crew was directly
related to our military threat such as posed by our aircraft.

The final subject I would like to discuss is casualty reporting. As
you know, we have reported 15 killed, 8 missing, and 50 wounded.
There was a delay in tallying and compiling these figures. T regret
this but it is simply not easy in an operation of this sort to get instant,
accurate casualty reporting. :

As you can well appreciate, due to the sensitive nature of this subject,
especially notification of next.of kin, it is essential that all reports be
thoroughly checked and cross-checked before we make a final determi-
nation of the status of an individual.

In this particular situation, the muster of the forees associated with
the operation was complicated by the fact that all personnel extracted
from the island were not moved to the same location. Personnel ended
up on the Coral Sea, the two destroyers and in Thailand, and some
of those in Thailand were then on their way back to Okinawa in a
few hours. Thus, it took several days before all reports were consoli-
dated, confirmed, and proper notification procedures were completed.

That ends my statement. I will try to answer your questions.

Mr. Fascerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. I believe that
you have addressed yourself to all of the major issues that have been
raised so far in the hearings. I appreciate your presenting your testi-
mony in that fashion. - . »

Mr. ES‘ecreta,ry, you attended some of the NSC meetings; am I
correct ?
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Mr. CremenTs. T attended all of them.

Mr. Fascern. Would you set the atmosphere and the tone for us.
I never have attended an NSC meeting and I am sure Mr. Buchanan
has not. We would like to get an idea of what goes on, particularly in
terms of this kind of incident.

Mr. Cremrewrs. Kirst, Mr. Chairman, T would like to say that in my
judgment the NSC structure provides an excellent forum for this
Government and this country to handle crises of this nature.

The President is the Chairman of this body. He males the decisions.
This is the way it should be. This is by law, and these people who are
there at his invitation consult, discuss, suggest, recommend, and con-
sider all the options. A forum of this type for circumstances of these
kinds certainly brings together the greatest amount of information
that, in my judgment, could be concentrated for a decisionmaking
process.

I would suggest to you, Mr. Chairman, that in crisis management,
which you have already referred to, that this is exactly the kind of
forum that is needed and required and should be used. I think the
President should be complimented for utilizing this resource.

Mr. Fascerr. How about intelligence that comes in from all chan-
nels? T am talking about the entire intelligence community. How does
that become available to NSC in an ongoing operation? That is im-
portant since, in the examination of options, you might want to change
your mind every hour on the hour depending on what the situation is?

Mr. CremeEnTs. Mr. Chairman, there is no breakdown of any kind

in regard to the flow of intelligence to this body. In the first instance,
I am sure you alrcady know, Mr. Colby is present at these NSC meet-
ings.
As you also know, he is the Director of Central Invelligence, which
by law has certain responsibilities. Mr. Colby heads up what is
called the intelligence community of this Government. He is con-
stantly in touch with his people and he provides to the President the
interface with the intelligence community in these meetings.

In addition to this, the NSC staff has certain responsibilities within
its structure to handle intelligence through the norma’ day-to-day flow
.and the Department. of Defense has similar structures, as does the
:State Department.

In the Department of Defense the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence, Dr, Hall, and General Graham, who heads up the DIA,
normally report through me within the Department of Defense.

The people that were there are fully informed on the most current
intelligence and if there are changes they are immediately informed.

Mr. Fascerr. Who orchestrates the requirements for intelligence
as you are sitting in an NSC meeting ? For example, location of the
vessel or the crew. it seems, would be a DOD intelligence requirement
because they are the only ones capable of carrying it out. State could
not do it.

Mr. Crements. That was the way it was handled, and the require-
ment to locate the Mayaguez took place immediately when we knew
there was a crisis,

Mr. FascrLr. In other words, at the first meeting, it became an
obvious issue. We had to find thd vessel ?

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved €or Relgase 2005/01/052431A-RDP79R04342A689600060009-8

Mr. CrrmenTs. Even before the first meeting was officially called
that effort was underway. .

‘When we knew there was a problem, we immediately started search-
ing for the vessel and trying to find it.. Some time was required to
ready the crews and get them in the air and so forth. But the need and
the requirement which you mention was immediately recognized, and
the process was started.

Mr. Fascern. Mr. Buchanan ? .

Mr. Bucuanan. I think this is mostly a positive thing. So far as
the decision to take the military action, I assume that was made b,
the Commander in Chief ultimately—the President, that is—and
think that was acting decisively in a crisis. And it turned out well.

I think the military operation was primarily a success, but the pur-
pose of this subcommittec as the chairman stated is to take a look at
the system for responding to crises. '

We had a similar incident once before in the Pueblo crisis that did
not turn out well. We had that situation arise.

The use of the word “immediately” intrigues me and concerns me
and concerns me a bit. Mr. Neil’s report was received at 3:19 a.m.,
the U.S. Embassy in Jakarta informed Washington at 5:02 a.m.,
almost 2 hours later. ’

At7:30 a.m., 214 hours later, you ordered CINCPAC * to send recon-
naissance aircraft to find the ship.

Mr. CremenTts. What time did you say ?

Mr. BucHaNAN. 7:830 a.m., that is what our information is.

Mr. CremuxnTs, On what date ?

Mr. Bucaanan. May 12.

Mr. Crements. My time is 7:03. I don’t want to be picayunish, but
T have certain information that comes from the logbook. And I would
want the record to reflect what our record indicates.

Mr. Bociawaw. I am glad to have the correction, because our rec-
ords were 7:30. That is 7:03, just 2 hours after Washington was
informed of the incident, that the reconnaissance was ordered. Our
records show 9:57 a.m., which according to your records would be

almost 8 hours later the aircraft were actually dispatched according
to our records. o

Do you show something different from that ? :

Mr. Cuemmnts. Yes, sir, our records indicate that in some 4 hours—
now that would conform to what you said—but in some 4 hours we
launched a P-3 to start the search. This has to be put into the context
that we don’t maintain an aireraft of this type on strip alert in
Thailand from where it was launched. The aircraft had to be readied,
the crew briefed, the mission planned, and all other of these pretakeoff
activities completed.

Mr. Bucmanax. T appreciate your opinion of that subject, but I just
wonder—the first word came in at 3:18 a.m., and this was a situation
in which two other ships had previously been disturbed in these waters.
This is 6 hours and 40 minutes from the time of the first word that
the aircraft was dispatched.

. Maybe from the point of view of our Military Establishment that
is immediate action. From the point of view of a layman it seems like
a long time to get reconnaissance started when there has been some

" "1 Commander in Chief, Pacife.
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existence of the possibility of such thing because of the other ships
that have been disturbed and given the general situation when we
had the Pueblo incident.

Perhaps it is my lack of knowledge of military affairs, which is
very great, but from a layman’s point of view, it would make me
wonder if the system is all that excellent, if it takes tkis kind of time
to begin surveillance.

It would seem to me as a layman that there might be a system
under which surveillance would be an automatic thing that would be
triggered without all these hours of delay, particularly when you con-
sider the fact once they get to the mainland, like the Pucblo, they may
be gone forever and you might have a mean crisis on your hands.

Mr. Crements. 1 appreciate your position, but I want to poeint out
there is a great difference between the Mayaguez and the Pueblo. In
the first instance, the Mayaguez is not a U.S. Navy ship, and it was
not on an oflicial military mission. The Pueblo was. That is a great
difference as far as we are concerned.

In addition, the Mayagues seizure had a cloud over it. These other
incidents had apparently gone on, cvaluation was required as to what
really took place. We did not know what the true facts were in this
regard.

As a matter of fact, it took us many days to sort out whether those
other two incidents, that you were talking about, whether those ships
were actually seized or not and we finally determined that one of them
had a shot fired across its bow, and it escaped. In the other instance,
the ship was boarded and let go. It was not seized at all.

Mr. Bucmanax. 1 understand all that.

Mr. CremENTS. So, the information flow was not all that one would
have wished for.

T have a log here of the events in sequence of time of exactly when
these things took place. I will be happy to put this in the record.

Mr. BucraNaN. 1 would appreciate that.

Mr. Fascrrr, Without objection.

. Mr. Bucmawan. We have such a log, but yours is apparently dif-
erent,

Mr. Secretary, I would be an absolute hypocrite if 1 did not convey
my substantial concern. Would you similarly defend the Pueblo crisis
as being immediate ?

Mr. CremeNTs. No, sir, I would not.

Mr. BucrANAN. It just seems to me that this—it is true of many
entities and enterprises—but we have a very great burcaucracy in the
Pentagon. You have quite a military bureacuracy gatting from the
point of decision to the point of implementation.

It seems to me there ought to be some way to make very elementary
steps like sending out reconnaissance to see what in fact is happening,
that there ought to be some way to speed up their process.

From your response, it would appear to me, you fecl your response
was perfect already so there is no room for improvement.

Mr. CremenTs. 1f I left that impression, I would like to correct it.
And if you would prefer, I would withdraw the term “immediate.”
I certainly think that the process could be improved.

1phe information was subsequently provided and retained in the committee files not
printed for publie record due to classification.
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I don’t want to leave any other impression with you. If you have
the impression that I was saying it was satisfactory, even, it was not.

Ithink that we can do better.

Mr. Bucmaxan. I want to repeat, I think overall the military oper-
ation was a fine success—the actual recapture of the ship and the
end result of the mission, but it seems to me there may really be a way
to improve the system to initiate particularly the reconnaissance.

Mr. CuemenTs. I accept that, and I agree with you.

Mr., Fascerr. Mr. Secretary, let’s backtrack a minute,

When did you first learn of the seizure ?

STATEMENT OF MORTON ABRAMOWITZ, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE, EAST ASIA, AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS

Mr. Apramowrrz. In Washington at 5:12 in the morning. That is
when we learned about it from the U.S. Embassy in Jakarta.

Some 4 hours after that time, the P-3 was launched. T would point
out that P-3’s are located in the Philippines and in Thailand. Only
the P-3 in the Philippines is on strip alert.

Mr. Fascrrr. Why doesn’t somebody tell us why it was a P-8 and
not something closer or faster or bigger or whatever ?

Mr. CremeNTs, You mean _

Mr. FascerL. You had to bring in a P-3 to do the job? You did not
have something else closer? You did not have a carrier closer? You
did not have a plane that could do the job closer? There was nothing
else to send except that particular plane? Why? Is it equipped to do
the job ? Was it the only one there ?

I am throwing the football as hard as I can.

Mr. Crements. The P-38 is uniquely equipped to do this particular
type of reconnaissance and surveillance. It was the proper asset to
assign to this particular mission.

Mr. Fascerr. You see the problem Mr. Buchanan and I have, and
I am afraid other laymen have. We have the idea that you pick up the
red telephone and you say “Hey, CINCPAC, send an aircraft out. Go
find that boat.”

Now, what is wrong with our thinking? T think that is what ho is
asking.

Mr. CLemeNTs. There is not a thing wrong with that kind of think-
ing. As a matter of fact, it works in that fashion, but we are talking
about finding out something here at 5:12 and having something hap-
pen at 7:03.

Now, if you are specifically saying that that 2-hour differential is
too long:

Mr. Fascenr. No, sir, T am not saying that.

I am just saying you said that you sent a P-3 from the Thili ppines.
All T said is “Fine, why ?” You tell me; I don’t know.

Th?ere were not any other reconnaissance flights going on in the
area?

Mr. Crements. There were not, and furthermore, yon know we just
can’t cover the world in this mannor.
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My. Fascern. We laymen don’t have that kind of knowledge. We
think you are covering the world.

Mr. CiemENTs. 1T you consider our budget, that is perhaps a rea-
?lonub]e thought on your part. But the truth of the matter is, we just
lon’t.

Mr. Fascerr, In other words, you did not have F—4 reconnaissance
flights in the area that could give you the intelligence you wanted?

Mr. CremeNTs. Not at that particular time.

Mr. Kascerr. Then, how did you verify the seizure ?

Mr. CremunTts. Through the use of P-3 aiveraft and through their
surveillance and photography and continued reconna ssance. We not
only found the ship, we kept it under observation.

Mr. FasceLL. John, are you still having trouble wich this? I am a
little bit but go ahead.

Mr. Bucranax. 1 have another related question to raise, but I think
my problem is that if there is not a way to develop a system where
reconnaissance can begin sooner— maybe there is not, but it seems to
me that might be possible. When you consider the kinds of problems
we have with the FPueblo and we fortunately averted in this case it
seems to me if a system could be developed where just reconnaissance,
going to sea, could be launched a little more automatically—maybe
that is not possible, but that is the problem.

I have a related question. That is, the captain of the #ayagues testi-
fied that there were commercial vessels in the area which responded to
his mayday and which indicated they were notifying the authorities,
specifically, the tug Bienca. The tug Biancs indicated. it had notified
the authorities in Manila and they had sent it on to Subic Bay.

This is separate from the whole story we have of it being picked
up by our people in Jakarta and being relayed to Washington. Do
you have evidence of that? We had the testimony the captain of the
Mayaguez had response from this commercial vessel, which said they
had relayed this information.

Mer. CLemeNTs. We do not.

Mr. Bucianan. You do not have this information ?

Mr. CrEMenTs. No, sir, we do not.

Mr. KascrLn, How was the / eyagues first located ?

Mr. CremuNTs. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, I thought I had made that
clear. 1t was located through the serial reconnaissance efforts of the
r-3.

Mr. Fascern. Was that evesight or electronic ?

Mr. CrEmENTS. I really don’t know that specifically, T would assume
by eyesighting, but T can’t positively say that.

Mr. Fascerr. I thought I heard you say in your testimony that we
had continuous movie film going from hour one to hour zero.

Mr. CLemENTS. Once the ship was located we had continuous sur-
veillance of the ship.

Mr. Fascern. Once the ship was located, but—

Mr. CremenTs. We could not have continuous—

Myr. FasceLn. In other words, the ship was located as a result of the
reconnaissance flight of the P-3 coming from the Phi’ippines?

Mr. CreMmENTs. No sir, it came from Thailand.

Mr. Fascerr. Thailand, but we don't know if this was visual sight-
ing of the ship ?
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My, Crevmnrs. I thought you meant did the pilot find it in the sense
of first sighting it either by radar or by signals, or what. Certainly, in
duo course he got down and identified it with his eyes, that is exact-
ly right.

Mr. Fascrerrn. In other words, visual verification ?

Mr. CremeNTs. Visual verification.

* Mr. FascerL, By the pilot of the reconnaissance aircraft?

Mr. CLEMENTS. Y¢S, SIT. .

Mr. Fasorin. And that was immediately transmitted by radio from
the airplane back to home base and then transmitted back to Defense?

Mr. CremeNTs., Yes, sir. : :

Mr. Fascerr. That is just a question, I don’t know.

Mr. CLements. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fascern, Sometimes it is difficult to go back and recall it ex-
actly but one of the recurrent questions that arose all through this
testimony was the capability of our surveillance to make any deter-
mination as to the location of the crew and exactly what information
was available to NSC for them to make decisions.

This is a very crucial point because, whatever the range of options
you had before you at the time, it all centered on one question: Where
was the crew? Otherwise, your range of options did not mean any-
thing.

Iam taking your caveat into account. I agree with you that you have
to rebuild the atmosphere of what was going on at the time in order
to have some perspective.

Fifty-one hours have gone by. That is a long time. We have not
heard anything and the crucial issue is: Where is the crew ? L am at an
NSC meeting and T ask that question and T keep asking that question:
‘Whero is the crew? Who tells me that? Who gives me the answer to
that? Do you? You are DOD. You are flying the airplanes so 1 look
you in the eye, Mr. Secretary, and I say, where is the crew ¢ Where is’
t? ‘

Mr. CremEexNTs. Mr, Chairman, the information about what had been
happening with respect to operations, the movement of the Cambodian
gunboats and effort to turn the gunboats around, and the fact that our
pilots who were flying right alongside the particular boat that had
what were termed to be “Caucasians”—and that was the term that
came in from the pilot

Mzr. FascerL. “Appeared to be #”

Mr. Cremexnts. “Appeared to be Caucasians on board.” All these
reports were thoroughly massaged by the intelligence community and
the NSC staffs and the principals. We all had the same information.
It was not a case of somebody looking me in the eye and saying: “What
can you serve up ¢”

r. Fascerr. You mean weo all sat there and looked at the films?

Mr. CuemENTs. No, sir. I am talking in terms of the reports that
came from the pilots themselves. o

Mr. Fascern. I hear you. So basically we acted on a report that came
in over the wire that a pilot said Caucasians?

Mr. Cremexts. Absolutely. This is the way it came in, and as it
comes into DOD it goes to State and CTA and DIA.

Mr. FascErn, I assume you are a very curious man, Mr. Sccretary.

Mr, CremEnTs, Your perception is well taken, ‘
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Myr. Fascerr. 1 wonder if you went back and looked at the films that
the pilot took at that time?

Mr. CremeNTs. My recollection is that there were no pictures taken,
but T am not sure of that.

Mr. Fascerr. That hurts me, Mr. Secretary. Iere again T am acting
like a layman. I thought DOD is so thorough they would take pic:
tures even if it was coal black dark and that the film would have a
time indicator on it that would say 11:01, 11:02, 11 :03 et cetera so that,
when it got to the gameroom at the Pentagon, the euy could take a
deep breath and say: “Here is my roll. Look at it, baby.” It was black
and white or dark red, but there it is, with the time.

Mr. Cremmnrs. My associate, Mr. Abramowitz, tells me T was wrong.
There were pictures taken. T have not scen them and I am not as enrious
as you thought I was. The reports that came in from the pilot were
carefully gone over. These were visual. He was flving over this gun-
boat at very, very close range and his reports coming back in were

:arefully and thoroughly gone over. I did this personally as did other
people.

From the standpoint of our use at this particular time and with
the time sequence which Mr. Buchanan was talking about, T am satis-
fied that we acted promptly, based on those reports as opposed to
waiting for the photographs. I would not have wanted to do that. The
photographs were not available at that time.

Mpr. Fascrrn. I understand.

Mr. Crements. We had to act on the information we had.

Mr. FascerL. I think GAO is trying to find out—and the Chair is
trying to find out—if they are available at this time.

Mr. CremeNTs. T am sure they are.

Mr. Fascerr. T am just curtous. I am not assuming that anything
is wrong here. Tt is critical because the whole operation hangs on the
pilot saying it looks like there are Cauncasians on that boat.

Captain Miller told us they are the greatest guys in this world—
all those pilots. Not just this pilot but all the pilots. He said that guy
came so close to that boat when they were trying to turn him around
that they were shooting and firing rounds right up to within 10 feet
of the bow. He thonght they were pretty good.

Mr. Cuexenrs. Our information was that the piloss flew extremely
close to the boat. And under these circumstances T considered that
their visual evaluation under the crisis management situation to which
yon referred was the best information we had available at the time.

Mr. FascerL. T would not argue that even though it is as diffienlt
as it 1s to fly over 100 miles an hour and try to decide anything at all.

Which series of sightings was this? Where was this vessel, the fish-
ing vessel, when the pilot said—which was the first identification—
that Caueasians might be on board? Do you have that handy?

Mr. Crements. No, sir, but we can get it for you, and we can trace
from his log when he picked up this boat. T can tell you in my recol-
lection that his picking the boat up, his trailing it, his trying to stop
it—and it did stop for a while and he had it more or less

['The information referred to follows:]
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SIGIITING OF FISHING VESSEL WITIL PoSSIBLE CAUCASIANS ABOARD

At 2103 EDT an aircraft reported sighting a fishing boat with possible cau-
casians huddled in the bow at 10 degrees 23 minutes North and 103 degrees 18
minutes Bast. This location is approximately 94 nautical miles FBast North
Bast of Koh Tang Island. From 2103 EDT until the boat docked at Kompong
Som, approximately 2315 EDT, this boat was under constant surveillance. Dur-
ing this period numerous attempts were made to stop or divert this boat, but
these attempts were unsuccessful.

My, Fagcerr. I can’t remember whether that was between Paulo
Wai and Tang or between Tang and the mainland.

Mr. CremenTs. It was between Tang and the mainland. And I want
to add here, Mr. Chairman, that our judgment was, that based on
this information, there were Caucasians on board. But—and I want
to make a big “but” here—we did not know for sure how many and
that is the key.

Mr. Fascerr. I understand that. You covered that in your testimony
very well. In the range of options which you had to consider in NSC
you had to assume that there could have been in one place or in three
places or in nine places?

Mr, Cuements. That is right.

Mr. FasceLr. But the boat was picked up. I am trying to recall
Captain Miller’s testimony. It scemed to me his testimony verified the
fact that the crew was on that boat at that particular time. Am I cor-
rect ? Do any of you gentlemen recall ?

Mr. Cremexts. That is right.

Mr. Fascrrr, So, in other words, we have subsequent testimony
which verifies the pilot’s information at that time, which was cssential
to decisionmaking in the NSC. NSC had indications that Caucasians
were being moved, and you had reason to believe they were members
of the crew, but you did not know how many or where they were
going,

Mpr. CLemEeNTS. That is right.

Mr. Fascern. I keep thinking of this film rolling with the time
indicators in the side sprockets—iwhen was that exactly ?

Mr. CLemenTs. Just a moment. Let me look at my records.

Mr. Chairman, that was 2152—that is, 9:52 castern daylight time—
on the 13th., The fishing boat with possible Caucasians abroad was
spotted moving toward the mainland northeast of Koh Tang Island.

. Mr. Fascrrr. T would assume it is dark ?

Mr. Crements, No, sir. That is 12 hours later around the ¢lock in
Cambodia. So that is morning.

Mr. I'ascuLL. So the time you gave me, 2152, is our time?

Mr. Crements. Yes. That is castern daylight time. So you have to
move that

Mr. Faserrr, I thought I heard you, but I wanted to be sure the
record did.

Mr. Crsmunts [continuing]. You have to move our time forward
12 hours.

. 1\[9[.'. Fascerr. Which puts me on their time, at what time on what
day?
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Mr. CLemeNTs. Eleven hours ahead on the 14th, the morning of the
14th.

M. Fascrrn, So the morning of the 14th, at what time?

M. Crenments, At 8:52

Mr. Fascerr. So it is broad daylight. And it is in ~he morning. Now,
we picked up that boat ?

Mr. Coemmyrs. Mr. Chairman, I want to make sure the record
shows this because there has been confusion about the time. The rea-
son it is not 12 hours ahead is because we are on davlight saving time
and they are not. Normally, it would be 12 hours.

Mr. Fascew.. We picked up the boat at 8:52 in the morning of the
13th?

Mr. Creaexts, Cambodian time.

Mr. I'asceLn. The time is one of the problems with this whole thing
so we have to be very careful.

Mr. Cusmexts. We have a log here that we would be happy to give
you.

Mr. Fascerr. I thought we had already put that in the record. You
said in response to Mr. Buchanan that you would do that, and 1
appreciate that becanse that is obviously a fuller, more complete, log
than what we have, which was too general and may have had some
incorrect times in it, too.

Mr. Secretary, I assume from the time we picked up the boat, we
never turned it loose, right? We followed it with oar reconnaissance?

Mr. CuemeNnTs. No, sir. I don’t think that is right. At a point,
that. boat went on into the harbor.

Mr. Fasorrn. I know, but our reconnaissance followed it all the
way, didn’t it ?

Mr. Cremexts. In the spirit you are using reconnaissance, the
answer is probably yes. We knew where the boat generally was.

Mr. Fascenrn. What does that mean? 1 have an idea of a guy flying
an airplane witii a camera that would pick the fly specks out of the
paper at 90,000 feet. We find the boat and we think the guys arve
on there—and I am assuming when that happened an order went out
and said, “OK, you follow that baby no matter where it goes.” Is that
what happened or did something else happen?

Mr. CremEexTs. No, sir, I don’t think that is what happened. Cer-
tainly, in the sense of us keeping constant survei lance without any
interruptions and knowing full time, all the time, where that boat was
and where the crew was, that is not true. We did not know that.

Mr. Fascerr. You better tell us what happened now because I am
feeling a little flat.

Mr. CremexTts. Well, for a sequence detailed, I am going to have to
lean on some of my associates here to make sure it i3 correct. May 1 do
that ?

Mr. FasceLr. Absolutely.

Mr. CoemexnTts. Mr. Chairman, we are going to Fave to develop for
the record the exact details of how far in that boat was and when we
fost it—because of the proximity to the mainland—or because night
came on and similar details. T just don’t have that. But we will provide
for the record to the extent that we have an accounting of that com-
plete sequence.

Mr. Fascrrr. That would be very useful because it would close some
gaps and also answer some questions.
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Mr. CremeNTs. That will be fine. We will be happy to do it.
[The information follows :]

DErATIED SEQUENCE oF U.S. EARLY RECONNAISSANCE Errorrs

A field report transmitted at 2226 EDT on 13 May indicated that one 30 foot
craft with approximately 40 pcople aboard, departed Koh Tang Island at 1830
EDT 13 May. The identity of the personnel aboard the craft was not discernible,
Earlier reports had indicated that the erew of the Mayaegucz had been trans-
ferred from the vessel to Koh Tang.

At 2103 EDT on 13 May a pilot observed a fishing boat with “possible eau-
casions huddled in the bow” at 10 degrees 23 minutes North, 103 degrees 18
minutes East. Attempts were made to divert the boat by strafing. From 2103 EDT
to 2255 BDT, when reports indicate that riot control agents were dropped on the
boat, numerous attempts were made to stop the boat or divert it from its course.
However, all attempts to divert this beat from its base course toward the main-
land were unsuccessful.

The boat was observed to reach the mainland at approximately 2315 hours
EDT. Surveillance was discontinued on thig particular boat once it arrived in
the port of Kompong Som.

Mr. Fascern. As T remember Captain Miller’s testimony, they went
into the mainland and wound up on an island somewhers just off the
mainland. Am T correct? In order to get on the mainland itself, they

had to cross a bunch of bamboo bridges, or something like that. Does
that ring a bell ¢

Mr. CuemuNts, Fe went to the mainland first—that is the informa.-
tion—and then under the cover of night they were moved to an island,

Mr. Fascrrr. T believe that is what his testimony disclosed.

Mr. Crements. I think that is correct,

Mr. FasceLr, Well, we will doublecheck,

Mr. Cuements, We will make an effort to see what we can run down
from our records.

[ The information follows :]

/

DEPARTMENT OF DEreNse ESTIMATES on C‘AMBODIAN STRATEGY

A review of the testimony provided by Captain Miller to the Subcommittee
on International Political and Military Affairs on 25 J uly 1975 establishes
the following chronology of the crew of the Mayagues after diversion attempts
of U.8. aircraft failed and the crew arrived on the Cambodian mainland. Times of
these events were not provided by Captain Miller, but are estimated by DOD.

Arrived in Ream :

Were under surveillance by U.S. aireraft,

Tied up at fishing pier (600 persons were watching),

After 14-3, of an hour, captors were told to move by personnel from
another gunboat.

Estimated time of arrival by DOD sources 2315 hours EDT (1015 hours
local). , '

Moved down the harbor about 134 miles and anchored off the beach about 50
yards:

A military eompound and prison were located on the beach.

About 60 or 70 aircraft were over Kompong Som and Ream during this
period,

Crew had lunch aboard boat,

The crew and their captors were again ordered to move to island of Rong
Sam Loem : .

Houses were built over the water on stilts.

The Second, Military Command Post of the Kompong Som area was
based there.

The crew was met at the dock by the commander and an interpreter by
the name of Sam Kol.

Estimates arrival time of mid-afternoon.

After an interrogation they were fed (prior to a radio contact at 0700
hours EDT (1800 hours local) with Kompong Som).
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My, Fascrrr. We need to get the record straight on that. If we lost
the boat somewhere, we lost it. It just happens. That can happen to
anybody.

Mr. CremeExTs. Mr. Chairman, we knew—when I say we knew,
we did not positively know—we felt it was our judgment that if they
got to the mainland, it was going to compound our difficulties im-
measurably.

Mr. Fascerr. T would certainly arrive at the same conclusion, Mr.
Sceretary. T would not argue about that.

Mr. CresExTs. We strongly felt that our feeling was correct in
this regard, and we just lost track of the boat.

Mr. Fascern. No argument. As I recall the testimony, the men of
the crew said they were moved from the mainland to this island in
broad daylight. It was not dark, but the record will disclose that.

But there is another scenario which reads like this: Some guys
made it to the mainland. We don’t know how many. So we know now
the parameters of our problem. We have two islands vhere we might
have some people, and we know positively or we arc pretty certain
that we have guys on the mainland. They are there. Tt. does not make
any difference whether they are 65 feet in or 500 miles in. They are
there.

The problem is the same no matter how far froin the shoreline
they are. That is a possible scenario. By hindsight, you can’t extend
the gift of prophecy to the guys who were involved in the operations.
You can’t in this scenario, say they should have krown because it
wag broad daylight that the crew was moved from the mainland to
the island, and the Cambodians did not have any idea of holding
them hostage. You can’t arrive logically at that kind of reasoning.
That would be totally illogical.

Mr. CrEMENTS. We agree.

Mr. Fascrrr. But the point is still valid. If a co 1scions decision
was made, Mr. Secretary—and this is what yon arce going to have
to put in the record for ns—if a conscious decision was made saying
they are on the mainland, that is it. Now we go back to the drawing
board and see what we do about it, and that conclusion would have
stopped your reconnaissance.

Mr. CremexTts. No, sir, that is not true, and T will expand upon
that for the record.

["The information follows:|

DETERMINATION OF WHEREABOUT OF CREW VEMBERS UPON ARRIVING ON MAINLAND

In answering this question the following factors should be considered. ¥irst,
despite reports to the effect that there was a possibility that some of the crew
were on a fishing boat, at no time were aerial observers able to clearly jidentify
the crewmen nor determine how many personnel were aboa rd. Second, accord-
ing to previous reports, some or all of the erew had been transferred from the
Mayaguez to Koh Tang Island. Once the fishing boat docked at Kompong
Qom. it was believed that any further action would be unproductive in light of
more pressing requirements at Koh Tang where the majority of crewmen were
thought to be, Although continued reconnaissance of the area was directed,
the fishing boat was not designed s a target of significanr interest. The last
known report made identifying the fishing craft at Kompong Som was 2315
DT on 13 May.
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Mr. Fascrrr. I could see that as a logical sequence. And you would
say, “Well, yes, but we will still continue reconnaissance over the two
islands.”

Mr. CremenTs. We had the coverage and the reconnaissance to the
maximum extent possible, in our judgment, not only on the 1slands
but also on the mainland, but you have to remember there was hostile

- action on the mainland, too. We just did not have completely free
passage in there to do whatever we wanted and———

M. FasceLL. Are you talking about air or water ? )

Mr. Cremens. I am talking about air and not only there. The pilot
plano that you wero so complimentary about, was taking hostile fire
when he was doing his job. _

Mr. Fascorrr. Small arms fire from the boat or antiaireraft from the
mainland ?

Mr. CreMeNTs. No; from the boat.

Mr. Bucranan, Mr. Seeretary, T want to get back to CINCPAC
and to the initiation of reconnaissance in the first place. You indicate
that you have no information of any report by the tug Bianca to the
authorities in Manila or Subic Bay of this. Would you get somebody
to send a cable out to CINCPAC and sce if they ever received such
a message, and supply it for the record ?

Mr. Crements. I will be glad to. I have no recollection of it, but
we will check and make sure. We will provide the cable you ask for.

[The information follows:]

CABLE COMMUNICATION RECEIVED BY DEFENSE DEPARTMENT

We have queried CINCPAC and they stated that they did not receive any com-
munication from the tug Bignca. However, they did receive a message from
our attaché office in Singapore which reported that the tug Bannock had received
a distress call from a vessel identifying itself as an American flag ship named
Marlborough. The report indicated the transmission was not clear. CINCPAC
states that this report was received at CINCPAC after they had received the
report from our Embassy in Jakarta Indonesia. A copy of the classified message
reccived by CINCPAC and retransmitted at our request was provided.

Mr. Bucnanan. Jakarta notified at 5:02 a.m., Washington. As a
part of the system, or is it a part of the system that there would be
any notification of CINCPAC at that point that maybe the Cambo-
dians have made off with an American vessel? Would that be part of
the system or would it not ?

STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. A. W. ATKINSON, U.S. AIR FORCE,
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS FOR COMMAND AND
CONTROL, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

General Arkinson. T am not sure T understand your question, sir.

. Mr. Buerianan. There is a report that someone had seized an Amer-
lcan vessel within the area of responsibility of CINCPAC and this re-
port was now coming through official 17.S. channels. The embassy at
Jakarta has notified Washington, D.C. At what point, given the
system, would CINCPAC be notified, “Hey, you may have a problem
there, there has been a reporting of the seizure of a vessel in your area
of responsibility”?
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General Arrrvsox. Normally the first thing that would be done
would be to call CINCPAC and ask them if they had additional in-
formation.

Mr. Breytanan. Was this done ?

General Atxinson. I can’t answer that, sir.

Mr. Buciianan. Will you provide that for the record !

(yeneral ATkINSON. Yes, siT.

[ The information follows:]

PRECISE TIMES OF NOTIFICATION OF SEIZURE

PACOM first beeame aware of the Mayaguez seizure at 0514 hours Eastern
Daylight Time (EDT) on 12 May 1975, approximately the same time the message
was received in Washington. Records indicate that extensive discussions oc-
curred bhetween the Pentagon and CINCPAC; at 0534 hours EDT, 0620 hours
KDT, 0702 hours EDT, and at 0730 hours LI3IDT. Additionally, other consulta-
tions took place by telephone and message throughout the day of 12 May.

Mr. ('restexTs. Mr. Abramowitz has a comment.

Mr. Asrasowirz, I can’t verify this, but I would assume that the
American Embassy in sending that message to Washington sent it
immediately to CINCPAC.

Mr. Bucitaxax. 1 would think, if that is not part of the system,
it should be made so.

Mr. Anrarowirz. I would assume so, but T ean’t verify that at this
moment.

Mr. Buciranav. I am not any high-powered admiral in the Navy.
[ was once an enlisted man in the Navy. Maybe that created certain
prejudices on my part. But, if I were a high-powered admiral in the
Navy and I received a report at 5:02 a.m.—1 don’t know what time
that is, 4 o'clock in the morning—whenever it is—the time he was oper-
ating, 1f T received « report, I believe the very first thing I might do is
start making contingency plans for reconnaissance in tac area. Do you
think that would be an appropriate thing for a high-powered admiral
todo?

Mr. Createxnts. QOrnot even high-powered.

Mr. Bucianax. No contingency plan, nothing at alt !

Mr. CLemeNnTs. 1 feel here you have to put this in the context of
our normal business, and I mentioned earlier that we get daily {from
all over hnndreds of reports of incidents or potentially important
developments

Mr. Buenanan. livery day?

Mr. Creaexts |continuing]. And some are valid and some are not
valid. As an example—and 1 won’t mention the name—but a very,
very prominent, powerful person in the Middle East was rumored
to Lave been the victim of an assassination attempt. Well, it turned
out the report was completely erroncous, but nevertheless it flowed
through the system and could have caused a real flap if we had reacted
violentlv like vou are talking about.

Mr. Boerranay. No. I am not talking about reacting violently. You
mean vou get on a daily basis 500 items comparable to the seizure of
an American vessel 2 Do you mean you really get that kind of traffic?

Mr. CLeyeNTs. No, ot course not.

Mr. Booraxan. And false reports or questionable reports?

Mr. Criarents. But at the same time we have to take into consid-
eration that—as 1 have already pointed out—that we did have in
exactly the same area two other ervoneous reports which were to the
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effect that two of the other vessels had been seized. In fact, neither one
was seized—one was shot at and one was boarded-and released. -

Mr. Buomanaw. Isn’t that a warning in itself that somebody was
out there bothering somebody ?

Mr. CremenTs. But we did not have that at that time.

Mr. Bucmanan. They were not our responsibility. These were not
American vessels in the first place. I must say it strains my credibility
a bit to believe that the Pentagon or CINCPAC would receive on a
regular basis numerous reports of this type that might be subject to
question, so it would be inappropriate to start doing some thinking
about how you are going to handle it if it turns-out to be true.

To describe that as a violent reaction—if that is violent for the
military—we have a very pacifist military.

Mr. Crements. I think that what we are really talking about here
Is a relatively small amount of time, If we had just jumped through
the hoop and done everything that possibly we could have done, we
are only talking about an additional hour or so saved in getting the
P-3 off the ground. Is that what you are talking about? You have to
narrow it down to specify what we are trying to do.

It you are saying—and T thought I had already agreed with you—
if you are saying that we could improve the system, the answer ig
certainly yes, we can improve the system. Now, how much we could
squeeze of that 4 hours, I don’t really know.

Mr. Bucnanax. In the first place, according to my recollection,
from 5:02 to 9:57 is very close to 5 hours, not 4, but maybe there is
something wrong with my arithmetic in that instance, But where you
have a ship that has in fact been seized and is being towed to a hostile
shore, although it is not a military vessel—civilians, not military per-
sonnel on board—nevertheless you have a situation which might be-
come roughly comparable and certainly so far as the American people
are concerned, very comparable to the Iueblo incid ent, where you have
that contingency and that possibility having had this one bad experi-
ence just a few years ago, I still fail to sce why it would not have been
a reasonable part of the system for CINCPAC to have some kind of
contingency plan to take over, at least to have somebody standing by
for possible immediate departure.

Mr. CremeNTs. The point is well taken and we will try to improve
the system.,

Mr. Fascere. Mr. Secretary, let me get back to where we were. T
need to know specifically, in ' my own mind for judgmental reasons,
whether or not we have continuous film and whether it is from one
source or several sources, meaning one aircraft or several aircraft. I
also need to know, Mr. Sccretary, how fast that film was reviewed in
Washington, what the procedure is, how it gets here, what the timelag
15, what you do with it. And, again, I want to say I am not being crit-
ical because I have no way of being critical yet. I am just struggling
with the procedures. :

Wo now know there was a photograph of the fishing vessel leaving
Kompong Som Harbor with Caucasians on board. We know that now
from our own film. And they went to Ream Island but obviously you
did not know it at the time. Question. Is that perfectly logical ¥ Was
that because the guy that shot the film in that airplane had to get it
to Washington and it had to be analyzed by somebody—and I am re-

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved FEPReE3%e 2005/01/05 ;36:AA-RDP79R01%2A0ﬁ00060009-8

constructing this scenario, I don’t know whether it actually happened
or not—but by the time it was processed the incident was over. Or
was it over?

Was it because somebody in interpretations missed that particular
photograph, which is entirely possible if you are looking at. 10,000 feet
of film? You ean’t sec everything. We need to know that. Did that
really happen? What is the timelag here? That bring: us back to your
statement in which you say there are obviously improvements that can
be made in our intelligence system, and that comes back to just what
did you have in mind ¢

I appreciate your saying that. T think 1t is a very fair statement. I
don’t think it impinges on your operation one way or the other, but
what did you have in mind In the way of improvement?

[The information follows:]

PROCKSSING OF RECONNAISSANCE I’IOTOGRAYiIY

The following information concerning the sequence of handling reconnais-
sance photography from the flying of a photo reconnaissatice mission fo the
utilization of processed photography by policy makers in Washington is
submitted.

"The normal sequence of events are as follows:

(@) Picture of target is taken.

(b) Aireraft returns to its operating Jocation (time depends on distance
from target to operating location (OL)).

(e) Aireraft is downloaded and tilm brought to photo lab (up to 1 hour}).

{d) Film is processed in labor [security deletion].*

(e¢) Photo interpreter (I’IL) readout pegins and frames are selected for
electronic transmission.

(f) Duplicates (length of time varies) arve produced for shipment to
Washington, D.C.

(¢g) Chips (selected prints) are prepared for electronic transmission.

(h) Chips are sent to transmission terminal [security deletion].’

(1) Chips ure transmitted to CINCPAC and Washington, D.C. [Security
deletion.]

{j) Initial Photographic Interpretation Reports are produced (time varies
from immediately after receipt of film by the Pls to 12 hours later). This
report is called un IPIR.

Tn effect, upon arrival of the reconnaissance aireraft at its operating location
(Udorn in Mayegues Incident) the film is downloaded and immediately proe-
essed. Ag soon as the material is processed the photo interpreters begin the read-
out. Depending upon the urgency of the readout it will be done on either the orig-
inal negative or u duplicate positive (which takes longer tc obtain but is more
suitable for interpretation).

The basic intelligence produced from the readout by paoto interpreters is
provided in the 11’2IR. These reports are usually completed within 12 hours of the
receipt of the film. Necure telephones were available to pass the highest priority
information within t{he theater.

There pre two methods available for the transmission cf photography in a
erisis situation. (a) The use of dedicated aircratt to move the photography
from the field to Washington and [security deletion]. In the case of the
Mayagues Incident both methods were employed. Dedicated aircraft moved
reconmuissance film from Udorn AB, Thailund to Washington, D.C. via Clark
ATFEB, Philippines and San ¥ranciseo, California. Selected photographic frames
were flown from Udorn AB to NKP, Thailand and transmitted electronically to
Washington, D.C. 1t should be mentioned that no film expesed during the {ime
of the incident reached the Washington, I».C. area until after the Mayaguez
was released.

Transmission time of imagery from the field to Washington on each mission
cannot be precisely determined. No logs were maintained : therefore, there is

1 (lassified portions are retained in the committee files.
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no information readily available on specific events. [Security deletion.] As
soon as information in the form of IPIR or chips is received, the information
is disseminated to appropriate dccision makers by the offices receiving the
information. As indicated above, no photos/rolls reached Washington before
the ship was released. The imagery was available, however, to theater com-
mand elements for appropriate application in tactical decisions relative to the
Mayagues operations, The imagery was made available by use of the electronic
transmission and air courier systems.

Mr. Coements. Lknew you were going to ask that question and when
1 read my statement I did not read that sentence in it.

Mr. Fascerr. Do you want to take it out? That is all right. I don’t
want to hold you to the specifics right at this point, if you are just
making that as a broad, general proposition that anything can be
improved. Everything can be improved.

Mr. Crements. No, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to comment
on it without getting too specific.

First of all, let me acknowledge again to Mr. Buchanan that I cer-
tainly do agree with him that we can improve that time sequence. We
can improve the discipline of the distribution of those messages and
the alertness of the individuals involved, and so forth. We can do those
things and we can start squeczing that 4 hours-plus and get it down
to perhaps half that time.

There is some reasonable minimum that we can work in order to put
aloft a crew and an airplane with a mission and instructions and so
torth. But for me to say that we could get it on almost an instantaneous
basis, I question that. Or that we will have constant surveillance around
the world. T know we will not because we don’t have those kinds of
resources. But we can certainly squeeze the time and improve the
reaction, to a situation of this kind.

So that is an improvement. We can also improve significantly—and
I mean this now—our command and control communications system,
We refer to this as WWMCCS, Worldwide Military Command and
Control Systems. We have a Director of WWMCCS in the Department
of Defense, Mr. Tom Reid.

This is a department within itself. He has the same position as an
Assistant Secretary of Defense. I am chairman of the WWMCCS coun-
cil and we are working hard to improve that system. '

I want to quickly add, however, that this is a multi-billion-dollar
effort over a 10-year period, at least before we can get to where we
want to go. It is not going to tdke place overnight. These are the kinds
of things that I really had reference to when I was talking about
improvements.

Mr. Fasceri. Mr. Sccretary, let me interrupt you there. Explain to
me what the difference is between WWMCCS and DCA (Defense Com-
munications Agency).

Mr. Cuements. Well, there is a significant difference. N ow, I will
get back to WWMCCS in a moment beeause I know of nothing that is
more important to crises management than WWMCCS, and so I can
speak to 1t in that spirit.

Now, DCA—we have a representative of DCA here from the Joint
Chiefs, Colonel Dambrauskas. I specifieally asked him to come in
order to explain to you DCA’s role. e will talk about DCA and I will
talk about WWMCCS, if I may.
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STATEMENT OF COL. VINCENT DAMBRAUSKAS, JOINT CHIEFS OF
STAFF, COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS AGENCY

Colonel Damerausgas. The Defense Communications Agency is the
agency of the Defense Department charged with ths management of
the defense communications system. The defense communications
system includes all nontactical communications of the Defense
Department.

Mr. FasceLr., So you are land-based ?

Colonel Damprauskas. Yes, sir, essentially, and satellites,

Mr. Fascerr. That has nothing to do with operational command
communication functions?

Colonel DamBravskas. However, the command and control circuits
and the WWMCCS circuits that Mr. Secretary mentioned traverses the
system. This system provides the carrier that takes those circuits as
{ar ags it can go.

Mr. Fascerr. You pick them up and shoot them out. You are a
conduit?

Jolonel DaMeravskas., Yes, sir.

Mr. FasceLr. But you have no operational function

Colonel Dameravskas. Not in this sense.

Mr. Fascrrr. Let’s get back to WWMCCS.

Mr. Cuements. In this Worldwide Military Command and Control
System—WWMCCS—we use these assets—you used the word “con-
duit.”’ It really is far more than that. They service these systems and
design them.

Mr. Fascerr. I meant he is a conduit for your operational require-
ment. That is all I meant.

Mr. CremENTs. Yes. Now, as to improving these systems they come
back through the National Command Authority, which means the
NSC-—and the President and the body that we originally talked about,
these systems are what enable us to flow information up and down and
through the Joint Chiefs, the Chairman, and the unified commands.

Mr. Fascern. Mr. Secretary, excuse me. I have to ask this at this
point.

I was under the impression from prior testimony many years ago
that DOD had three worldwide channels of communication, one of
which is completely covered, and the other two of which are available.
One is operational command and the other is in conjunction with State
and CIA.

Now as I understand your testimony—or maybe 1 misunderstand
the whole thing—we don’t have that capability yet. We are still in the
process of building it to bring it back through national command.

Mr. CremexTts. No, sir, I am afraid you read something into this
that I really did not mean to say.

Mr. Fascerr. 1 just don’t have enough information. That is the
problem.

Mr. Cremexrts. What I am trying to convey to you is that we are
taking the systems that we now have and we are building on them
other systems to improve and refine all systems to cnhance the com-
mand and control features that would enable us to do a better job in
crisis management.
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Mr, Fascere."All for that, but what that tells me is you did not have
two-way communication to start with at a central command.

Mr. Cuementd? No, sir. You are reading again in something I did
not say. As a matter of fact, in this particular instance we certainly
did have two-way communications and those communications were
good as a matter of fact.

Mr. IPasceLL. So you are just improving the system you have got ?

Mr. Crements. We certainly are, but you asked me what recom-
mendations that I had in this respect. Certainly one of the things that
we can do, and I mean significantly do, is to improve our communica-
tions. That is not to say they are bad. .

Mr. FascerL. And there was no lapse or breakdown or problem with
respect to this particular issue which is the Mayaguez?

Mr. CremeNTs. No, sir ; there was not,

Mr. Fascerr. That is the whole point.

The next question is: What does that have to do with the Mayagues?

Mr. CremexTs. It has exactly the same thing to do with the Maya-
guez that this P-3 getting aloft docs. We can make that system work
better and serve our purposes better just like we can improve the take-
off time on that airplane,

Mr. Fasceur. You can’t send those films over that wire, can you?

Mr. CremexTs. In an executive session I will talk to you about those
films.

Mr. Fascrrr. Fine, because you know I am a firm believer in the fact
we have the capability to count the number of cells in a fly’s eye at
90,000 feet or better.

Mr, Crements. No comment.

Mr. Bucuanan. Talking about the improvement of systems, how
much power and function people below the Washington level now have
in responding to an alert or a mayday they receive from outside
sources. Is there any system which would involve action at that level,
in response to a mayday? Or does that have to come to Washington
for clearance to go see what the matteris?

General Arxinson. They would respond with whatever they have,
but if you are talking about air rescucs it depends on where we have
those units located. Normally maydays are associated with that but
they receive everyone’s attention. The local commander will take action
on that.

Mr. Bucuanan. But the Mayaguez was first a mayday.

Gencral ArkiNgow. Yes, it was, but the local commander probably
did not get that one.

Mr. Bucnanan, If CINCPAC got it—we still don’t have absolute
testimony on that—but if he got it would it not be a part of the system
that he might take some action in response to a mayday ?

General Arxinson. I would say CINCPAC ‘would have been au-
thorized to do surveillance but no other action in this case.

Mr. Buciawan. Now wo are right back to square one. T started my
whole interrogation on'the question of why there was not immediate
action with all your surveillance, and you deseribed that at one point
in your testimony as a violent response.

If you have a mayday and he learns about it and he is anthorized to
go as far as surveillance, then I am back at why that did not happen.

Approved For Release 2005/01/05 : CIA-RDP79R01142A000600060009-8



Approved FéT Reldase 2005/01/05 4 GIA-RDP79RO1 1227008800060009-8

(General Atrinsox. He would not be authorized to do surveillance
over a foreign country or something of this nature, but he would be in
international waters. 5

Mr. Creaents. That was not in internal waters. The mayday came
from what we considered international waters.

T want to remind you in retrospect these things are a lot easier to
ovaluate now than they were under the circumstances of the time,
which I tried to touch upon in my opening statement. You must re-
member that we had just gone through a very traumatic experience in
this part of the world. These commanders with whom we are finding
some fault for lack of response all were very sensitive to the feelings of
Congress and the public and everyone with respect to what do you do
in Cambodia, what do you do in Laos, what do you in South Vietnam,
T am alraid that we may have had a situation here in an area where the
past circumstances and environment restrained and m:de us more cau-
tious than we normally would have been.

Mr. Bucaanan. I think that response does make a good deal of
sense, Mr. Secretary. L understand. We had passed many restrictions
against any kind of military presence activity in this part of the world
here in Congress and I do understand this would put this in a special
category.

Is it your judgment that, had this same incident occeurred under
other circumstances, you might have had a more normal mayday re-
sponse from the field?

Mr. CrumenTs. Mr. Buchanan, I was involved in all this, T can
assure you, speaking for myself, that 1 was very sensi:ive to this area,
to the concerns of the whole situation. I would like to think—it is
purely speculative, of course—I woruld like to think our response
would have been quicker in another part of the world or under other
eircumstances.

Mr. Buoemanaw. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Jfascenr. Mr. Secretary, was there concern in Defense with
determining the intentions of the Cambodians in seiz ng the vessel or
was this something that Defense figured was a State sroblem?

Mr. CrLesuNTs, No, sir; we were concerned and we did discuss this
both among ourselves and with State. “Why did thesc people do this?
What is their purpose?” And, frankly, we were mystiied. We did not
really know.

Mr. Fascerr. As I recall, the Foreign Ministry of Cambodia has
commented on the seizure in newscasts and in the state nent they issued
they claim that they issued no order and that there was difficulty with
command and communication and control with Cambodian forces. Am
I correct in that? Have you been made aware of those 1ews reports?

Mr. CLemests. Yes, siv; I have read something to this effect and,
whether it is true or not, 1 don’t know. They are tryir.g to give off the
sort of noises that would make this out to be an act of pirates as op-
posed (o an official act of the Cambodian Government.

Mr. Fascerr. You had no way of knowing that at the time?

Mr. CremenTs, No, sir.

Mr, Fasceirn. You had to assume they had a government and that
somebody was running it?

Mr. CoemexTs. That is right.

Mr. FasceLn. And that is the assumption you finally made?
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Mr. Crements. Yes, sir; and those were the kinds of diplomatic
negotiations that we tried to put forward on an official government-to-
government basis.

Mr. Fasorrr. I am not making any final conclusions one way or the
other on this matter, but it scems to me that that conclusion or assump-
tion by NSC was corroborated in the testimony of Captain Miller
when he said that he began negotiating with his captors on Reamn
Island and that they had American radic communication sets and that,
they obviously communicated with some central authority and a deci-
sion was reached in that manner on when the crew would be released
and under what conditions, if any. So they obviously, notwithstanding
any current news reports, had some communication with the central
reason for all of that negotiation taking place and there would have
been no reason for the communication system being set up.

I find it difficult to follow the line of reasoning that they were really
just a bunch of guys running around over there that did not know
what they were doing.

Mr. Cuements. That was our impression, and it was further brought
forcibly to our attention when the marines started going on that island.
They did not act like a bunch of pirates. That resistance was severe.

Mr. Fascerr. That raises another question that keeps cropping up
in these hearings. That is: Why did we hit Tang Island if we thought
part of the crew was there ? I have not ever been clear on that. Our mili-
tary assumption was that the crew could be any number of places;
part of them could still be on the boat; part-of them could still be on
Paulo Wai; part.of them could be on Tang; part could be on the main-
land. So we lowered the boom on Tang. Why was that ?

Mr. Cuemunts. No, sir; we really felt that there were three places
that the crew could be. We felt that there was a number on Tang Is-
land. And we also felt that island was sort of the seat of the situation
because that is where the ship was; and where the activity had been.
There had been several— ,

Mr. FasceLr. The ship had been moved there and the fishing boat
was seen leaving there,

Mr. Cremexnts. Not only the fiishing boat but there had been other
gun boats and patrol boats in and around there, so we felt that this
was the proper thing to do. It was a military judgment and, in our
judgment, it was a correct one.

Mr. Fascern. Well, I am not going to try to second-guess that but
I am going to ask this question: Assuming we had some of our people
on that island did we say: “OX, one of our options is to leave them
there or go get them. If we go for them we may kill them. We better
make the effort to go get them notwithstanding.” Is that what we did?

Mr. Cremexts. In a manner of speaking, that is what we did. But
vou also have to remember that, as our people were delegated to this
mission, they were also charged with how to go about it, and it was as
tightly controlled as we knew how to do in order to try to protect these
peonple if they were there. ’

Mr. Fascern. The scenario staggers me a little bit. Tt may be just
because T don’t have enough military comprchension but that is like
running a pregnant woman in front of a soldicr and saying: “Be sure
she does not, get killed.”

Were there simultancous strikes—or was the first strike on Tang ? .

Mr. Apraxowrrz. Two operations—one for the boat and one for the
islands—conducted virtually simultaneously.
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Mr. CLemEnTs. Not exactly simultaneously but they were coordi-
nated and they could well have been simultaneously but the timing fell
off where they were not.

Mr. Fascerr. The boat was then anchored.

hMr. CreMents. My recollection is that it was less than a mile from
shore.

Mr. Fascrrrn. One of the things I don’t recall being in the record is
the exact location of that vessel—-

Mr. CremMENTS. We will supply that for the record.

[The information follows :]

Hxacr LOCATION OF MAYAGUEzZ AT TIME OF [3EIZURE

The Mayaguez was located east of the northern tip of Koh Tang Island.
According to a report from the USS Holt, the location of the .Mayaguez just prior
to being boarded by marines was, quote, three thousand yards off the east side of
the island, unquote.

Mr. Fascern [continuing]. And where the marines landing took
place.

Mr. Crements. We will supply that for the record.

Mr. Fascerr. I am not familiar at all with the tooography of that
island or what the military assumptions were when we went in there.
But if we had two separate forces going—one for the boat and one for
the beach landing——

Mr. Corments. Of course the boat was taken by the Holf and that
was a surface ship operation, whereas the other was by air with heli-
copters.

Mr. Fascerr. Now, were the strikes on the mainland simultaneously
orshortly thereafter?

Mr. CremenTs. Yes, sir, and we will give you the sequence of those
events also.

[The information follows:]

SEQUENCE oF U.S. HELICOPTER STRIKES

In strict sequential order, the events took place as follows :
1714EDT, 14 May—TFirst flight of assault helicopters depart U-Tapao.
1R5RKDT, 14 May—Three helicopters arrive U.8.8. Holt to offload Marines.
19091DT, 14 May—First AF helicopter received small arms fire at Tanding
Zone on island.
202515DT, 14 May—Marine board Mayaguez.
204518DT, 14 May-—Programed time on target for first wave of Coral Sea air-
Prg‘fz‘z)'ﬁEDT, 14 May-—Second wave of Coral See aircraft aitack Ream Airfield.
Mr. Fascerr. That was Kompong Som Harbor. What was that
again?
General Arxinson. The airfield at Ream, sir, the naval facility.
Mzr. Fascerr. Is that airfield on the island or the mainland ?
General Arrnson. The mainland.
Mz. Fascerr. So it is on the mainland opposite the Island of Ream ¢
General ATkIngoN. Ream is on the mainland also.
Mr. Fascerr. We have a language difficulty here. When you say
Ream is on the mainland, you are talking about a city ?
General Arrixson. That is correct, sir,
Mr. Fascerr. And the Ream Airfield is on the mainland ¢
Greneral ATkinson. That is correct.
M. FasceLr. There is also a Ream Island ?
General ATkinson. I am not familiar with the island, sir.
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Mr. FascrLr. T am not, either. What is the name of that island they
were on ? Do we know ? Is that in the record ?

General Atxinson. There is a Ream Island just off the mainland.

Mr. Asramowrrz. Rong Sam Loem.

Mr. Fascerr. We hit the airfield, and what else did we hit ?

General Arxinson. I will get that for you.

Mr. CremenTs. Some oil storage tanks, some dock areas; we hit some
warehouses, some barracks ; they were all military targets.

Mr. Fascerr. What did we ‘say was the time differential between
that and the landing ?

Mr. Crements. I am looking for that now, Mr. Chairman. Tt will
be in this log that we have for the record.

- General ATINSON. 8 :45, sir, that evening.

Mr. Fagorrw, General? Excuse me; I am sorry. You said 8:45 that
evening but I did not know what you had reference to.

General Arrrnson. On the 14th, sir, which was the same time as the
recovery of the ship.

Mr. Fascewr. So it was set simultanecously ¢

Goeneral Arkinson, That was what was directed.

Mr. Fascerr. That makes sense to me. Is that what actually
“happened ¢

General Arxinson. Yes, sir; it did happen very close to the time
that the ship was recovered,

Mr. CLements. T am looking at this log, trying to run this down.

- "Mr. Chairman, at 1909 eastern daylight time on the 14th the first
marines were on the island. That is 1909 on the 14th.

Mr. Chairman, T will have to run that down and make sure about
it but it was approximately 1 hour later. :

Mr. Fasoerr. As I understood the general, he said it was ordered
for the same time, simultaneously, for 8 :45, T thought he said at night.

General Arkinson. That was our time, sir. We still are having a
time problem. ‘

Mr. Fascrrr. The time you gave was

Mr. Crements, Eastern daylight time on the 14th, 1909.

Mr. Fascerr, General, that does not read “8 :45” to me.

General Arxinson. No, sir; I said the order was given to strike the
mainland at about 8 :45, ‘ '

Mr. Fascerr. That clarifies that.

Mr. CremeNTs. We had difficulty, the reason we did not have abso-
lute coordination where these took place simultancously was because
of the movement of the Coral Sea—the winds, the launch time, and
so forth. We just missed that coordination by some. We would have
hoped to have had simultaneous coordination.

Mr. Fasonrr. Am T correct, Mr. Secretary, that the assumption in
NSC at that time was that the crew, some of the crew, was on that
island or could be on that island ?

Mr. Crmvents. Yes; we were really thinking in terms that they
could be any one of three places.

Mr. Fascorrn, And if they were there it was just a caleulated risk
but you did everything, as I understand your testimony, to protect
thf cgew from either injury or death if they were actually on Tang
Island ? '

Mr. CremeNTs. Yes, sir.
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T am being reminded that the helicopter assault was a part of this
consideration. We tried to carefully pick out two places for the heli-
copters to go in and they were selected because of the circumstances.
1t was all very much, Mr. Chairman, a judgmental process.

Mr. Fascern. A judgment was made that there were only three
places that the crew could be, is that correct ?

Mr. CremenTts. That was our judgment at the tire. When we say
“mainland” we rre not being definitive in that regard.

Mr. Fascerr. I understand that. Yon were not sure where they were
because you were then, as I recall your testimony, totally unaware
of where the men were, although you are going to go back and take
a look at all those photographs and whatnot to see ?

Mr. CremenTts. That is correct.

Mr. FasceLr. While you are doing that I would aporeciate it if you
would be kind enough to bear in mind the problem T have with re-
spect to what happens to those films and how fast they get back and
who gets them, when thev interpret them, what happens to that
information and particularly—with respect to this photograph of the
fishing boat with the crew on it leaving Kompong Som Harbor and
going to that other island. There might be lapses tkat come to light
after the fact which might give us some clue as to how to improve
our capability in terms of information necessary to make crucial
decisions.

The operation, Mr. Secretary, has been criticized by some as being
extremely costly in men and eanipment given the small gize of the
defensive force on the island. What is vour comment on that?

Mr. CremenTs. T guess T don’t have but one and that is that eer-
tainlv T was surprised, and T think some other people were, at the
intensity of the resistance. Maybe that is not the answer you are
looking for.

Mr. Fascerr. No. In vour opening statement you said our intelli-
sence indicated that there were 100 or 150 people on that island and
thev were armed with whatever vou said they were armed with.

Mr. CreMENTS. We have estimated they were armed with machine~
onns, recoilless rifles, small arms, grenades, small mortars, this type
of eauinment.

Mr. Fascrern. Does that intelligence assessment square with the kind
of military response you got ?

Mr. CrimEeNTs. Yes, sit; surprisingly good as a metter of fact.

Mr. Fascerr. But vet the resistance or the extent or the vehemence
of the resistance surprised you?

Mr. Crements. I think it was better organized, and it was more in-
tense than certainly I anticipated.

Mr. Fascern. But it had nothing to do with the estimate of the
number of people who were on the island ?

Myr. Cremmunts. No, sir; because the intelligence community, and
principally DTA and the tactical intelligence group had come up,
with the figure of 150 to 200. I still think that was accurate.

Mr. Fascrrr. And there were no surprises in th» estimate of the
kinds of weapons they had ?

Mr. CremeNTs. No, sir; there was not.

Mr. FasceLL. So the ferocity

Mr. Cuements. The intensity.
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Mr. Fascrrr. The intensity of the response was based, from a mili-
tary man’s point of view, on good organization, decision capability.
Mr. CremeNTs. Perhaps we better get the general to comment, .

Mr. Fascerw [continuing]. Command, training ?

General Arrinvson. And a will to fight; they were determined to
resist the assault. :

Mr. Fascerr. Did our military operation, in effect, take the island?

General Arkinson. No, sir, it did not. .

. lMI;.1 ?FASCELL. At a certain point the order wag given to leave the
island ¢

General Arkinson. As soon as we confirmed the——

Mr. Fascerr. Release of the crew ?

Gieneral Atiinson. The release of the crew and that they were all
safe. We had the vessel. It became harder to withdraw than we
anticipated. We had to insert some more marines in order to get out.

Mr. Cremexts. This reminds you, Mr. Chairman, of having the
bear by the tail. You can’t turn him loose.

Mr. Fascrre. So as soon as it was verified that the vessel was under
tow or taken and all of the crew was released and safe, the order wag
given to get off the island but you could not immediately execute that
order because it was impossible to withdraw the original group of
people who were still there ? )

General Arxinson. That is correct, sir. The commander asked for
reinforcements in order to withdraw. Of course, we still had 22 people
across the island that the main body was not able to join up with,
so our first efforts were to try to get those people out, feeling they
would have a difficult time, if not impossible, surviving the night,
isolated from the main body.

Mr. Fascere. The initial attack on the island was at two different
points?

General Arkinsow. Tt was at two different points. The first helicop-
ters used the primary landing zone and they were all shot down. That
is how 22 people became isolated on one side of the island. The sec-
ondary landing zone w

as on the west side and that is where the main
body went in, the other five helicopters.

Mr. Fascerr. Where was the main hody of resistance, General?
In the primary helicopter zone? You said they were all shot down. I
would assume the primary resistance was your first target.

General AtriNson. That is correct, sir; because the intensity of fire
on the east landing zone was heavier than it was on the west, all five
helicopters got into the west zone.

Mr. Fascerr. T am not familiar with the topography of that island.
Is it dominated by one particular hill 7

General Arianson. No, sir; I think it is hilly all over. There are
wide beaches.

Mr. Fascrrr. That ridge runs right down the middle of the island ?

General Arrixsow. I believe that is correct but I can supply the
exact tonography if you like.

Mr. Fascrrr. T am just trying to get a picture in my mind of the
landing zones. One was east; one was west. And were they both on
the beaches?

General Atrinson. Yes, sir,

Mer. Fascrrr. Both of them were on the beaches ?

General Arrinson. Yes, sir.
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Mr. CoemexnTs. We will supply you a picture of the island for the
record.?

Mr. FasceLr. Mr. Buchanan. :

Mr. DBoomavan. General, you went onto this island to attempt to
rescue people; you have indicated that, therefore you had special
instructions and special restrictions. Now, a good deal has been made—-
I think rather unfairly—about there being more lives lost than saved
in this operation. Is it true that if you just set up to take an island,
you would follow different procedures, procedures that might make
it more safe for the marines who are going onto the island ?

General ATEINsoN. Yes; the typical assault on an island of this
type would require softening up with fighter-bombers or naval gun-
fire. T'nder cover of suppressive fire is normally the way we do it.
We did not suppress the fire from the air until we had determined
that all of the crew had been located elsewhere.

Mr. BucHaNAN. So that, of course, there was one accident—an
accident can happen in any circumstances—and T personally think
you would have to rule those lost lives out to get a fair picture of the
cost anyway—but so far as the lives that were lost, had you not been
following procedures in which you were trying to protect the lives of
the civilians you were seeking to rescue do you think it is fair to say
that the chance of the loss of life of the service personnel would have
been less great? Is that a part of the reason for the Joss of the military
people—the special procedure you would have to follow to try to
protect the people you were trying to rescue?

General ATrTnsoN. We would expect that our nermal procedures
result in less loss of life, yes, sir.

Mr. Buctianax. T am under the strong impression that this argu-
ment which has been raised about the loss of life and the cost of this
operation and portraying it as something that cost more lives than it
saved is not a fair argument, and that if marines had just set out to
{ake that island and not worry about who might be on it, if it were &
military conquest situation rather than a rescue of people situation,
that the chances seemed rather great the price tag might have been
lower than, rather than higher in terms of American lives.

General Arxrnson. That would be our judgment. Of course, the
executive order contained the instructions to withdraw as soon as the
mission had been accomplished, which was to recover primarily the
crew, then the ship. There was no intent to go any further than neces-
sary to accomplish that mission.

Mr. Bucranan. In military matters—I don’t know whether you
can say with certainly whether it was true in this instance—but it
might be more dangerous to try to withdraw from this kind of op-
eration and discontinue and remove your people than to proceed to
take the island. That is at least militarily a possible thing 1s it not?

T don’t know how big the forces were, how tongh 1t would be or
whatever.

General Arxinson. It certainly is possible but I don’t think you
could jump to that conclusion, sir. It would have taken more people
and more time.

Mr. Bucnanan. More lives, probably.

1The photograph referred to was retained in the committee files.
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(General ATriNsoN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bucmawan. Thank you.

Mr. Fascerr. I don’t know who is supposed to answer this but I
will ask the guy in uniform to start with.

General, on the mainland targets, am I correct in assuming that
two of the targets were chosen for tactical reasons and the others
were for strategic reasons, in terms of supporting our forces on the
island and knocking out the oil simply so they would not go too long
without having to do something ¢

General Arrinson. I had not thought of it that way, sir.

Mr. Fasom, How did you think of it ¢

General Arrinson. The oil tanks were probably not immediately in-
volved in direct support of enemy operations. However, the length of
time would be engaged was not known at the time.

Mr. Fasorrn. 1 understand that. I put that in the strategic cate-
gory. I don’t know if that is right or not.

Mr. Cremunts. These are oil tanks, not an oil field.

Mr. Fascern. Tunderstand.

In other words, what you are saying is the decision to hit them
could be classed as tactical ?

General Arginson. We were thinking in terms of that. Keeping the
(?Illemg busy and causing confusion, preventing reinforcement of the
island.

Mr. Fasorir. But that is a secondary benefit.

Mr. CLemenTs. And these are also fuel depots which would service
their ships and airplanes and so forth.

Mr, Fascerr. I understand. I am just trying to find out whether the
decgision to strike the targets on the mainland was tactical—yes or
no'? .

General ATrrnson. Yes, it was tactical.

Mzr. Fascerr. If T used the wrong language from a military point
of view, just correct it for me. I am not sensitive.

General ATginson. It was entirely tactical.

Mr. Fasoprr. It had to do with the operation on Tang Island,
didn’t it?

General ATrinson. That is correct.

Mr. Fascert. The reason I asked the question is because some people
have been very critical about the operation on the mainland, as being
totally unnecessary and that it was punitive in nature.

General Arkinsow. It wasnot punitive in nature.

Mr. Fascrrr. Was that the way the NSC felt about it, Mr. Clements,
because the issue goes to your motive and you were there and you are
the only guy who can say what your motive was, so hurry up and
tell us and put your eritics to sleep? _

Mr. Cremexts. I had earlier said, Mr. Chairman, that these were
military targets. You have refined that to mean tactical military
targets and that is exactly right.

Mr. Bucranan. Mr. Chairman, let me to try to further clarify my
line of questioning.

Here is the thing. Some criticisms have been leveled and when you
start counting lives and that sort of thing I think we have to keep
very clear the nature of the mission. Your mission was not to go
out and take an island. Militarily your mission was to rescue people.
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Greneral Arrinson. That is correct.

Mr. CremexTs. That is correct. Absolutely. That was our only
mission,

Mr. Bucuaxan. So if you have a building on fire and two firemen
die rescuing one little old lady you don’t say, “You rever should have
entered that fire. You lost two firemen in saving that one life and
therefore it was a foolish thing to do.” That would not be a very good
way to approach the kind of situation in which your mission 1s to
rescue somebody.

Mr. Fascerr. I would like to catch that football, Mr. Secretary. It
certainly would not be if that poor little old woman was my mother,

Mr. Secretary, I want to thank you for your cooperation and
the Department’s cooperation with the General Accounting Office in
carrying out their function in cooperation with Congress. There was
some question in the Department about whether or not GAO would
have the right to get out to the field representatives and ask questions.
Is there any problem with that, or can we tell them that is all solved?

Mr. Crements, No, sir, not in my judgment. It s not all solved,
because I think (AO has the idea, perhaps, that all these people are
going to be at one airfield in Thailand or one airfield in the 1’hilip-
pines.

Mr. Fascerr. That is their problem.

Mr. Crearenrts. And that is not true. These peonle are scattered
all over the world.

Mr. Fascerr. But that is their problem, isn't it ?

Mr. CremenTs. Frankly, I don’t really understand why they need
to go out there and talk to air crews. If they could tell us what it is
they want we can supply them with anything that we have. There is
no effort on our part to withhold information. And I would think
that our group here this morning has made that abundantly clear, We
want to share with you whatever it is you need to support the inquiry.
‘We will be happy to look into this further.

Mr. Fascenr. Your response leaves me hanging out there pretty
good. Actually. you just raised more questions than you answered,
Mr. Secretary. T am sure you did not mean to do that.

Mr. CremENTs. No, sir, T did not. If T had my preference I would
urge that these people not run all around the world talking to these
aircrews and so forth.

Mr. Fascerr. T hear vou but they are our agents, so now what you
are telling me is, Fascell, if you want to know anything just ask me.
Don’t go ask that pilot or ship’s captain. And I understand the prob-
lem. T am not too excited about some guy in the middle of a war spring-
ing a microphone in a soldier’s face and saving, “Well, buddy, how
did you feel when you killed your first woman ”

Mr. Crements., I am satisfied that if in your judement you want
the GAQ to go out there and talk to those pilots, they are going to
eo talk to them.

Mr. Fascern. I hear you. If you had your choiee yvou would just
as soon they did not.
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Mr. Secretary, I appreciate your saying you will take a look at it
and see how you can accommodate us. Another procedural issue is:
normally the photographs or the prints are just destroyed or put away.
Some of the prints have been destroyed but fortunately the negatives
and tapes are still around. I would gather everybody is sufficiently
alerted at this point that none of the tapes will disappear, inadver- |
tently be destroyed or otherwise sent to Alaska ; am I correct ¢

Mr, CremENTS. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fascoorn. Let the record indicate everybody nodded in the
affirmative. '

b%\ir. CremenTs. To my knowledge, all of this information is avail-
able. ,

Mr. Fascerr, I am just being supercautious because this has hap-
pened in the past.

Mr. CuemENTS. You have even excited my curiosity. I may look at
some of these things, too.

Mr. Fascerr. T just wanted to be sure that inadvertently we did not
lose something because then it looks bad because all of a sudden the
tapes are gone. Ordinarily you burn the things anyway.

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary and gentlemen, General
Atkinson, Mr. Abramowitz, all of you. Thank you for your patience
and for being so candid in making this record for us.

Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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APPENDIX

LETTER FrOM ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE MoCrosgmy To Hon.
Tuaomas B, MoreaN, CHAIRMAN oF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERNA-
TIONAL RELATIONS RESPONDING TO RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED IN THE
ITouse OPPOSING THE SEIZURE OF THE MAYAGURZ

Hon. THoMAS B. MORGAN,
Chairman, Committee on International Relations, House of Representalives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN : The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter of
June 138 requesting his comment on two identical resolutions, H. Res. 536 and
537 requesting the Secretary of State to furnish information concerning the
Mayeguez operation.

At the beginning of the incident, the President directed that the Congress be
kept informed. On two oceasions members of the White House staff contacted
the Congressional leadership by telephone to inform them of developments. On the
late afternoon of Wednesday the 14th, the President met with the Congressional
leaders to discuss with them the action he had ordered to recover the ship and
crew. We have made every effort to keep the House of Representatives in-
formed concerning the Mayagues operation. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Robert H. Miller, appeared in executive ses-
sion before the International Political and Military Affairs Sub-Committee of
the International Relations Committee and the Armed Services Committee on
May 14, and before the Defense Sub-Committee of the Appropriations Committee
and the full International Relations Committee on May 15, The Department of
State Legal Adviser, Monroe Leigh, appeared before the International Security
and Scientific Affairs Sub-Committee of the International Relations Committee
on June 4 to testify concerning consultations with Congress under the War
Powers Resolution during the Mayaguez affair,

Enclosed are the Department’'s comments on the gquestions raised in H. Res.
536 and 537. We believe that the testimony of administration witnesses before
the House, as outlined above, and our comments on these guestions are evidence
of a cooperative effort on the part of the administration to inform the Congress
concerning the successful measures to obtain the release of the Maeyaguez and
its American crew. For these reasons we believe that H. Res, 536 and 537 are
unnecessary.

Sincerely,
RoBEERT J. McCLOSKEY,

. Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.
HEnclosures: as stated.
Question 1. What specific diplomatic initiatives and communications were

carried out by the United States in response to Cambodia’s selzure of the United

States merchant ship Mayaguez and its crew?

Answer. On Monday, May 12 shortly after the NSC meeting and the White
House statement demanding the immediate release of the ship, the Department
requested the Head of the Chinese Tiaison Office here in Washington to call
at the Department. The meeting took place at 4:30 p.m. When the Chinese
refused to accept a message to the Cambodians demanding the release of the
crew and ship, we instructed our Liaison Office in Peking that same day to pass
the message to the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs there as well as directly
to the Cambodian diplomatic mission in Peking. We had received no reply by the
end of the second day (Tuesday, May 13) at which time the flrst military opera-
tions began. These operations were directed at Cambodian patrol boats that
were trying to transit between the Mayaguez, the Cambodian mainland and Koh
Tang Island.

The next morning, Wednesday, May 14 (about 7:15 a.m., BDT), we learned
that the Chinese authorities in Peking had returned undelivered to our Liaison

(321)
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Office in Peking our message to the Cambodians, We still had received no re-
sponse o the message we delivered directly to the Cambodians in Peking. Shortly
after midday on May 14 we delivered a letter to UN Secretary General Wald-
heim councerning the action requesting him to take steps to bring about the safe
return of the Mayaguez and crew.

On the evening of May 14 we informed a number of Embassies here in Wash-
ington. and the UN Security Council, that we were taking certain military
actions to secure release of the Mayaguer and its crew.

A Cambodian domestic broadcast indicating that the Mayeguez would be
ordered to withdraw from Cambodian territorial waters but which m:ude ne
mention of the disposition of the crew was received in Wash ngton shortly after
8:00 p.m. on Wednesday, May 14.

Within an hour after that broadcast, the White House issued a statement via
the press informing the Cambodian government that our military action would
cease when the crew was released.

Still later that night we learned that the message we had delivered to the
Cambodians in Peking had been routinely sent back through the mail.

Question 2. Whut diplomatic responses and initiatives are ltnown to have been
carried out by Cambodia and other parties, including the United Nations, with
respect to the seizure of the Mayaguez and its crew and subsequent efforts te
release them ?

Answer. There are no known diplomatle responses or initiarvives carried ont by
Cambodia, the Chinese, or anyone else with respect to the seizure of the Maye-
gwez. The Cambodian announcement received in Washinglon the evening of
May 14, which referred to release of the ship but did not mention the crew, was
a domestic broadcast in the Cambodian language.

The Secretary General’s spokesman at the UN announced the afternoon of
May 14 that the Secretary General was making all possible efforts to achieve a
solution to the problem by peaceful means. For this purposc, he had communi-
cated with the U.S. and Cambodian governments, offered them his good offices,
and appealed to them to refrain from further acts of force te facilitate a peace-
ful settlement. The Secretary General’s effort elicited no response from the Cam-
bodians until some days after the rescue of the ship and crew,

Question 3, What specific diplomatic options were considered and rejected by
the National Security Counecil in seeking the release of the Mayaeguer and its
crew?

Answer. Because of the urgency of the situation and the Iack of direect chan-
nels to the Cambodian authorities in Phnom Penh, wo judged that the oniy
effective and ranid channels were those we used—the approach to the Chinese
here and in Peking, and the direct delivery of a message to th2 Cambodian repre-
sentative in Peking. No other government which might have been helpful in the
situation has any representation in Phnom Penh and thus any effective contaet
with the authorities there.

Question j. What orders, if any. had been issued to the United States Armed
¥orces with respect to the Mayagues incident before the Sceretary General of
the United Nations was asked to give diplomatic assistance?

Answer. As the President stated in his letter to the Speaker of the House, U.8.
forees were ordered on Tuesday, May 13 to take measures to prevent the removat
of the ship and crew to the mainland. During that night, several Cambodian
patrol hoats which disregarded warning signals were damag=d or sunk.

We approached the Secretary General shortly after noom on Wednesday,
May 14, after having received no positive response from the Cambodians or
Chinese to our earlier approaches. The National Security Counecil met later fhat
afternoon, and at abont 5:00 p.m. that afternoon the first orders were issued to
begin operations later that evening to remove the ship and crew.

Question 5. If known, what was the exact position and course of the Mavaguesz
when it was seized in relation to the island Poulo Wai, which is claimed by both
Cambodia and South Viet-Nam?

Answer. The ship was abotit seven nautical miles from Poillo Wai (9 degrees
48 minutes north/102 degrees 53 minnres east), bonnd for Sattahip, Thailand.

Question 6. What United States intelligence gathering activities, if any, were
conduected in or over or from off the shores of Cambodia subsequent to the Khmer
Rouge takeover in April 1875 and prior to the seizure of the Mayaguez? Were
any such aetivities known to have been detected or terminated by Cambodia?
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Answer. The Meyagues was not a spy ship. It was not engaged in intelligence
activities. Between the fall of Phnom Penh on April 17 and the seizure of the
Mayagucz on May 12, the U.S. undertook periodic reconnaissance flights in the
area. However, the thrust of question No. 6 appears to be concerned with whether
U.S. intelligence activities might have been the provocation of action taken by the
Cambodian vessel in seizing the Mayaguez. No such activities were conducted
within the time period specified.

Quostion 7. What covert actions, if any, were undertaken by the United States,
either directly or indirectly, to disrupt, destabilize, or otherwise interfere in the
internal affairs of Cambodia subsequent to the Khmer Rouge takeover in April
1975 and prior to the seizure of the Mayaguez? Were any such actions known to
have been detected or terminated by Cambodia? If so, and if known, in what
manner were they detected or terminated ?

Answer, No such actions were undertaken.

Guestion 8 What communications have occurred to date between the United
States and Thailand regarding the use of Thai territory in conjunction with the
United States military action to secure the release of the Hayaguez and its crew?

Answer. The Thai government on several occasions publicly expressed concern
over the presence of our Marines in Thailand in connection with the Meyaguez
eperation. We expressed our regrets at any action which may have caused any
embarrassment to the Thai government. The Thai subsequently stated that they
were satisfied with our note expressing regret.
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Messace From tiHE DEPARTMENT OF STATE T0 THE UNITED NATIONS
SECrRETARY GENERAL REGARDING RELEASE OF THE MAYAGUEZ AND
Irs Crew

(Press Release USUN-40(75) May 14, 1975)

Yollowing is the text of a letter from Ambassador John Scali, United States
Representative to the United Nations, to Secretary General Kurt Waldheim, on
the seizure by Cambodian authorities of the United States merchant vessel,
Mayaguez.

May 14, 1975,
His Excellency Mr. KURT WALDHEIM,
Secretary General of the United Nations,
New York.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY GENERAL: The United States Government wishes to draw
urgently to your attention the threat to international peace which has been
posed by the illegal and unprovoked seizure by Cambodian authorities of the
U.S. merchant vessel, Mayaguez, in international waters.

This unarmed merchant ship has a crew of about forty American citizens.

As you are no doubt aware, my Government has alreacly initiated certain
steps through diplomatic channels, insisting on immediate release of the vessel
and crew. We also request you to take steps within your ability to contribute to
this objective.

In the absence of a positive response to our appeals through diplomatic chan-
nels for early action by the Cambodian authorities, my Government reserves the
right to take such measures as may be necessary to protect tle lives of American
citizens and property, including appropriate measures of self-defense under
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.

Accept, Mr. Secretary-General, the assurances of my highest consideration,

Sincerely,
JOHN SCALL
(324)
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Mzrssage From THE PrEstpENnT 1o TEHE CaMBODIAN OFFICIALS
Darep May 12 DemanpiNng ReLEaSe oF THE MEMBERS OF THE
Crew or THE MAYAGUEZ

‘We have heard radio broadcast that you are prepared to release. the S.S.
Moyaguez. We welcome this development, if true.

As you know, we have seized the ship. As soon as you issue a statement that
you are prepared to release the crew members you hold unconditionally and im-
mediately, we will promptly cease military operations.

(825)
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