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and advised of their career status and the state of their personal and finan-
cial affairs. Once cleared for travel by the medical staff, they would board
the specially configured C-141 aircraft of the aeromedical evacuation sys-
tem for the one-stop flight via Hawaii to the continental United States.
Phase 11 terminated with their arrival, normally at Travis AFB in California.

A third and more lengthy phase of repatriation processing would await
returnees at one of the 31 military hospitals scheduled to receive them. The
plan as it stood in late January 1973 intended that the men’s reunions
with their families would occur as soon as possible after arrival at the
hospital and in private. Each man would enter a course of medical care
designed to meet his particular needs and would undergo a second round
of intelligence debriefing, providing a detailed account of his captivity
experience. Counseling regarding his personal affairs and the career deci-
sions available to him would precede the man’s departure on convalescent
leave, along with public affairs counseling, should he desire to grant press
interviews or write for publication.

In closing his presentation for Secretary Richardson, Shields reviewed
several considerations that would assume increasing importance during
the repatriation. Arrival of the returnees in the United States would set in
motion the various programs for rehabilitation, readjustment, and longer-
term medical monitoring that DoD had pledged to provide. At the same
time, the stark contrast between their return and the absence of the many
whose fate was still unknown would raise public concern for the MIA ser-
vicemen to a new pitch. Intense pressures could be anticipated from fami-
lies, members of Congress, news commentators, and editorial writers for
fulfillment of the government’s assurances that the fullest possible account-
ing would be obtained. Questions regarding the men’s conduct while in
captivity would certainly claim public attention, and the issue could be-
come highly controversial. For the most part, the Americans in the prison
camps had conducted themselves extremely well under most difficult cir-
cumstances, Shields said. There were known cases of less defensible behavior,
however, and accusations might be made by some of the returned men
against others.

Finally, the very breadth and intensity of interest in the homecoming
operation could create difficulties. Many private organizations were eager to
assist in the welcome or to make some gesture of appreciation to the men.
Congressmen wanted to greet returnees from their districts; governors
planned celebrations in their honor. Television networks and the press were
committing massive resources to news coverage at Clark Air Base and the
destination hospitals. In the face of all this, a principle that had guided re-
patriation planning from the beginning had to be reaffirmed: the men were
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to be shielded to the fullest extent possible from fanfare and confusion,
from pleas for interviews and pressures for public appearances.*

President Nixon expressed similar sentiments during his press con-
ference on 31 January. Taking note of speculation that he planned to appear
at Travis Air Force Base to welcome the first returning flight, the presi-
dent dismissed the idea. It would not be a time for grandstanding, he said.
“These are men who have been away sometimes for years. They have a
right to have privacy, they have a right to be home with their families just
as quickly as they possibly can. And T am going to respect that right.”

In suggesting that the imperatives driving the news media might play
havoc with planned procedures, Shields raised a valid concern. At a Penta-
gon press briefing a few days earlier, Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Public Affairs Jerry W. Friedheim also had made the point that “this is
not a ceremonial or fanfare operation.” The object, he explained, was to
place the released men immediately in medical channels and to return
them as soon as possible to their families and to the destination hospitals
where comprehensive treatment could begin. Friedheim predicted that the
pace would be rapid, with the returnees’ departure for home occurring as
soon as the physicians determined that they could withstand the trans-
Pacific journey. Accordingly, repatriation planners had assumed that re-
turnees would not be ready for press conferences and other public exposure
until well into their stay at the stateside hospital. Immediately he came
under insistent questioning about opportunities for newsmen to have direct
access to the returnees at Clark Air Base, and in the end Friedheim said that
such contact with the press was “not ruled out. We will do the best we
can for you . . . . In keeping with the medical needs of the men, we might
be able to do that.”®

In a bid to capitalize on this tentative opening, United Press Inter-
national cabled Secretary Richardson on his first day in office, urging him
to insure wider opportunities for the press representatives covering the
release of the American prisoners of war. “Without wanting in any way
to jeopardize the health of these men or their adjustment to freedom, we
believe this is a matter of such overriding public interest that at the mini-
mum a pool of reporters and photographers should be selected to go to
Hanoi with the U.S. planes and that reasonable access should be arranged
at Clark Field to at least some of those prisoners who are fit and willing
to talk to the press.”’

Replying promptly on 31 January, Richardson welcomed the initial dis-
claimer in the UPI statement as being in accord with the longstanding
DoD position that the medical needs and health of the returned men
came first. He acknowledged an obligation to see that the homecoming
story was available to reporters as fully and promptly as possible, and he
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understood the UPI’s hope that American newsmen might go on a pool
basis into Hanoi. Stating that “at the moment the U.S. government is
unable to do that,” he held out a slight chance that it might be arranged
later. As to interviews, however, the secretary cast his reply in more posi-
tive terms than Friedheim had used earlier:

While we anticipate that men will be coming home so
swiftly that in most cases medical considerations will not be com-
pletely satisfied until the men reach the military hospitals near
their homes, we are fully prepared in our flexible planning to
provide, as possible, news access at such carlier points as Clark
and Travis Air Force Bases. I have given instructions that this
situation is to be monitored daily with concern to each individual
returnee, so that whenever the men are medically fit, have com-
pleted those intelligence debriefings by which we hope to learn
about our missing men, and personally wish to do so they may
meet with newsmen.

Public Affairs Guidance No. 13, issued on 3 February and containing the
text of Richardson’s letter, notified Clark and other installations involved
in the repatriation that DoD stood committed to flexible procedures that
would accommodate to the extent possible the journalists’ desire to talk
directly to the men.®

The commander of the 13th Air Force had activated the Joint Home-
coming Reception Center (JHRC)* at Clark Air Base on 28 January, in view
of official statements that return of up to one quarter of the prisoners
could occur at any time during the first 15 days after the Paris agreement
came into effect. Activation of the JHRC was timed to provide immediate
readiness in the event that the North Vietnamese might make a symbolic
release within hours of the signing. Preparations, in progress since the
designation of Clark as the primary reception site in December, included
acquiring a stock of uniforms of all services and readying the individual
personnel folders of the men who might be released. Some JHRC staff
members had arrived early, but now full activation of the center required
major additions—Quick Reaction Teams (QRTs) in readiness for deploy-
ment to the Phase I reception site, escorts, debriefers, public affairs offi-
cers, communications specialists, the expanded hospital staff, and
numerous others in supporting functions. Final figures showed that
Operation Homecoming had involved 1,579 personnel from Clark plus
1,307 more, most of them brought in from other U.S. military installations
throughout the Pacific Command.’

* As noted in Chapters 14, 15, and elsewhere, during development of the repatriation
plans this facility had been called the Joint Central Processing Center (JCPC).
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Although the JHRC was fully manned and anticipating action at any
time, the wait for the first returnees dragged on until 12 February. Orien-
tation of the recently added personnel proceeded during the interval, but
one observer noted that “at times it was difficult to channel augmentee
energy into productive pursuits.” Also, a few last-minute problems had to
be solved, as when it was discovered that no red carpet of appropriate size
and luster was available at Clark for the flight-line welcoming ceremony.
Authorities appealed to the U.S. embassy, which succeeded in obtaining
one from the Intercontinental Hotel in Manila.'

Problems of finding useful employment during the waiting period
had set in even earlier for members of the press, who had converged on
the Clark base in such numbers that one element of the JHRC, the
Joint Information Bureau (JIB), was activated in advance to deal with
them. Soon after its opening on 25 January 1973 the JIB had accredited
to it 58 reporters, photographers, and cameramen of the working press
and 80 supporting technicians. From that total of 138 the number rose
steadily to at least 400 on the day the first returnees were welcomed."

The chief of JIB was Col. Alfred J. Lynn, USAF, a seasoned public
affairs officer assigned from CINCPAC headquarters. His messages to that
headquarters and to Washington described the effort to keep the media repre-
sentatives occupied with handouts of background information and tours
of the C-9 and C-141 aircraft, the base hospital, and other Homecoming-
related facilities. Lynn also reported the same dissatisfactions with the
ground rules for the press as were being heard in Washington. They included
the desire to cover the release ceremonies in Hanoi and a protest of the
official line that returnees were unlikely to be made available for inter-
views at Clark (which was soon given a more hopeful cast by Secretary
Richardson’s reference to a flexible policy). During the current waiting
period newsmen objected particularly to the restrictions on interviewing
personnel involved in the processing, from the air crewmembers who were
to make the pickup in Hanoi, through the escort officers, the hospital com-
mander, and the doctors, including the psychiatric specialists.'?

On 29 January a reporter filed a story on the Associated Press wire
that appears to have been instrumental in relaxing those restrictions.
“Skits, Skirts, and Fun in Store as Nurses Prepare for POWs,” read the
item’s caption in the Chicago Tribune of 30 January 1973. The Omaha
World-Herald preferred “‘Bunnies’ Await the POWSs.” “If the nurses at
Clark Air Force Base Hospital have their way, the American prisoners of
war scheduled to stop here on their journey home from Hanoi will get
a sweet taste of femininity and fun,” the article began. The nurses—
sometimes identified as “blonde” or “attractive”—hinted at the welcome
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they had prepared. ““Heaven knows what a good French perfume will do
to a man who has been in prison for six years,” one of the nurses said
with a laugh.” They had asked that their names not be used, it was re-
ported, because hospital authorities had told them not to ralk with
newsmen. Doctors were said to be “collecting stacks of Playboy magazine
and other male literature for the men to read as they relax” and were
planning a series of skits depicting such social and historical developments
as the hippic phenomenon, the marijuana craze, and the reelection of
President Nixon."

From the viewpoint of public affairs officials in Washington, the Asso-
ciated Press dispatch sounded entirely the wrong note. Sketching a picture
of frivolity and sexual preoccupation on the part of medical personnel, it
departed sharply from the desired image of professional dedication to pro-
viding the finest health care. Letters protesting the reported activities of
the hospital staff soon arrived at the Pentagon from readers of the New
Orleans Times-Picayune and the Milwaukee Sentinel, among others. Already,
however, on 1 February 1973, CINCPAC had cabled new guidance con-
curred in by Washington: “Interviews with personnel associated with
HOMECOMING activities at Clark AB are authorized upon approval
Chief JIB.” Undoubtedly the new directive reflected a conclusion that
there was less to be feared from on-the-record interviews than from dis-
patches based on gleanings from unnamed informants that might be spiced
up or distorted as the reporter saw fit."

By 9 February under the new policy contacts between the press and
members of the reception center staff were a common occurrence. Time
interviewed a nurse while ABC-TV met with a dietician. The San Francisco
Examiners man played the hometown angle by interviewing a C-141
navigator who hailed from California. Lunch at the hospirtal offered 15
newsmen a taste of the bland diet prescribed for the first stage of the
returning men’s reentry into American life. Lynn notified DoD that inter-
national media representation had reached 365 and that members of
the press corps now expressed greater satisfaction with the arrangements,
particularly the improved flight-line position assigned them for the recep-
tion ceremony. Ways had been found to reduce the newsmen’s distance
from the arriving aircraft by roughly one half while also providing for-
ward camera positions that did not obstruct their view. From a location
under the wing of a parked C-141 the photographers would be no more
than 30 feet from the deplaning ramp and would be able to track the re-
turnees to the point where they boarded the medical bus for transfer to
the hospital. Lynn assured officials at home that the JIB was “maintain-
ing position of rigid flexibility.”'?
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Release of the Prisoners

Roger Shiclds and Frank Sieverts had reached Clark Air Base on
7 February, ready to take their places as the senior Defense and State
Department representatives in the first party going into Hanoi. At a joint
appearance before the press the following day their responses gave news-
men somewhat more substance than earlier interviewees had provided,
but neither Shields nor Sieverts could answer the cardinal question of the
day: When would the first prisoner release occur? It depended, they said,
on the negotiations being pursued within the Four-Party Joint Military
Commission in Saigon.'¢

The FPJMC consisted of the delegations of the United States, the
Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam), the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam), and the Provisional Revolutionary Govern-
ment of the Republic of South Vietnam (PRG, the Viet Cong leadership).
After five days of procedural wrangles and other preliminaries, the first
meeting of the chiefs of delegation convened on 2 February 1973. General
Woodward presented his government’s plan for withdrawal of the U.S.
forces in four 15-day increments. [t was generally understood that this
also set the broad schedule for the return of the captive Americans, since
the protocol called for that transfer to be completed at a rate no slower
than the rate of the U.S. military’s withdrawal from South Vietnam. A
related principle, held firmly in mind by all officials representing the
United States, maintained that release of the prisoners depended solely on
the troop withdrawal, with no linkage to the implementation of any other
article of the agreement. Its progress could not justly be delayed, for in-
stance, because of some hitch in the return of captive North Vietnamese
to their homeland. Though implicit in the wording of the Paris accord
and an avowed part of the accompanying Kissinger-Le Duc Tho under-
standings, this principle required staunch defense on several occasions."

The Prisoner-of-War Subcommission of the FPJMC, charged with
working out the detailed arrangements, made notable progress at its first
session on 3 February 1973. The DRV and PRG representatives agreed to
give 48-hour notice of the place and date of each return of U.S. prisoners.
Hanoi's Gia Lam Airport had already been designated as the transfer and
evacuation point in North Vietnam. The PRG now indicated that there
would be a single release site for men held in South Vietnam, probably an
airfield in Military Region III. Further, the Viet Cong’s representative said
that the first release might occur on 10 or 11 February. The DRV spokes-
man had not yet named a date within the first 15-day period, but he did
declare that during that first phase the North Vietnamese government
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would probably surrender a larger proportion of its captives than the one
quarter required."®

Despite daily sessions of the PW Subcommission, no further com-
mitments were recorded until 9 February, when the DRV signified its
intention of making the first release on 12 February. On 10 February,
observing the two-day notice provision, the North Vietnamese supplied a
roster of the 115 military personnel to be returned to U.S. control, 29 of
them sick or wounded. The PRG shifted to 12 February also, and it
now provided the names of 27 Americans, including 7 sick or injured, to
be released on that day. Some would be civilians."

Under the agreement 12 February counted as the final date in the
first 15-day period. Thus the other side could be said to have fulfilled its
obligation, but the experience of the U.S. authorities so far had done little
to lessen their wariness of Communist intentions. Could they accept the
DRV delegation’s claim that it was having difficulty in communicating
with Hanoi, or was this a handy excuse for inaction—one that later might
be used to delay the prisoner return at some critical juncture??

The two initial prisoner releases were scheduled to occur at very
nearly the same time during the morning hours of 12 February. At the
designated site in the South—an airfield at Loc Ninh, about 75 miles north
of Saigon—27 persons would be handed over by the PRG and moved by
helicopter within South Vietnam to Tan Son Nhut, then transferred to a
C-9 medevac aircraft for flight to Clark. In the North, all clearances had
been arranged for arrival at Gia Lam Airport of a C-130 bearing the
Reception Support Team (RST, an expanded version of the earlier QRT),
to be followed, beginning two hours later, by a succession of three C-141s,
whose combined capacity would easily accommodate the men to be repa-
triated. Their number now came to 1106, since the DRV had acceded to a
U.S. request that Cdr. Brian D. Woods be added ahead of schedule so that
he could hasten to the bedside of his critically ill mother in California.?!

Heading the reception team going into Hanoi on this and all sub-
sequent occasions but one was Col. James R. Dennett, USAFE Including
the aircraft commander and his crew, the C-130 making the initial run
would carry 34 persons—Shields and Sieverts, a flight surgeon and other
medical specialists and technicians, Colonel Lynn and another public
affairs officer, three documentary photographers, airlift ground control and
maintenance personnel, and two English-Vietnamese interpreters, supplied
by the Army. Further, the C-130 could deploy and support an AN/MRC-
108 mobile radio system with its operating and maintenance crew. This
assured command and control communications for the recovery party
on the ground at Hanoi, since the mobile unit provided a direct link to
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facilities at Clark and the conference loop thar included CINCPAC and
the NMCC in Washington.*

The mission of going to the enemy’s capital to accept the prisoners was
necessarily approached with caution, though this owed nothing to con-
cern over the flight itself. During the previous two weeks U.S. C-130s had
made a number of trips to Hanoi when ferrying elements of the FPJMG or
the International Commission of Control and Supervision, thus familiariz-
ing the crews with Gia Lam Airport and its approaches and with the bomb-
damaged rerminal building where the ceremonies would occur.?” Still un-
known, however, were the condition of the men and the atmosphere in
which their recurn would take place. Members of the party were anxious
to discover what attitudes their North Vietnamese counterparts would dis-
play and to gauge how close a watch must be maintained against trickery
or excessive plays for propaganda advantage. Any elation felt on the U.S.
side was to be held in check, reserved for the moment when the transfer
of custody was complete and beyond recall.

Suspicion mounted when the DRV delegation to the FPJMC post-
poned the first flight into Hanoi for two hours, claiming adverse weather
conditions. No additional delay was imposed, however, and signs that
unfavorable weather had recently covered the area were still visible when
Colonel Dennet’s C-130 touched down at Gia Lam. The DRV’s spokes-
man, Lt. Col. Nguyen Phuong, explained the intention of handing over
the 116 Americans in five groups of 20, plus one of 16. The names ap-
peared on duplicate rosters, one group of 20 to a page, each page to be
certified by Phuong and Dennett as the returnees were checked off. Some
in the U.S. party were suspicious of this arrangement as well. Why the
increments of 202 Why string out the exchange? Would this permit it to
be broken off at will> Twenty, it soon became apparent, was the capacity
of the buses being used to transport the Americans to the release point at
the terminal.*

The first bus drew up just before the first C-141 came in for its land-
ing. The 20 men emerged, formed a column of twos, and marched forward
at the order of their own leader. Their captors had supplied a common issue
of clothing consisting of a light zippered jacket, dark civilian trousers and
shoes, and a handbag for personal articles. Flanked by photographers and
newsmen of many nationalities, the column reached the forward line in
the enclosed area before the terminal, where the supervising officials of
the ICCS and observer teams from the FPJMC awaited them. The actual
transfer was a simple exercise. As a North Vietnamese official read off
each prisoner’s name the man stepped forward and was joined by an
escort from the U.S. reception team, who guided the returnee through the
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enveloping crowd to the C-141. A few minutes later the second busload of
20 men began the process. Three in the group were litter cases. Trailed by
the persistent photographers, they were carried part of the way by North
Vietnamese attendants, then taken over by reception team members. All
others were able to walk, as in the first group, though some were limping.
The total of 40 returnees constituted the passenger load for the first C-141.7

By this time it was early afternoon of 12 February in Hanoi. Thanks to
the mobile radio unit, the plane’s loading and progress toward takeoff were
being followed on a minute-by-minute basis at every participating head-
quarters. The actual moment was recorded with evident relief and exhila-
ration in both Hawaii and Washington. At the Homecoming command
post in the Pentagon, where the first hour of 12 February had just begun,
the log book entry was boldly inscribed in red with black reinforcement:
“0036—First C-141 take-off from Hanoi.” The North Vietnamese agreed to
an earlier arrival of the two further evacuation aircraft than had originally
been indicated. The men of the four remaining busloads moved through
the procedure with dispatch; less than 90 minutes sufficed for the loading
and departure of the second and third C-141s. The final one, with 36 re-
turnees aboard, also carried Shields, Sieverts, and several others originally
in Colonel Dennett’s party.”

The operation went well. Colonel Dennett thought he detected in
Colonel Phuong an attitude mirroring his own—a desire to conduct the
exchange expeditiously and according to plan, without complicating
changes or extraneous controversies. The only time-consuming disagree-
ment came over interpretation of the protocol’s requirement that ICCS
members visit the last place of detention. Could the release site itself be
claimed as the last place or was it some earlier locale, and must the inspec-
tion necessarily precede the handing over of the prisoners? The United
States gave way on the second question, the DRV on the first.”

In his closing remarks to the ICCS representatives Phuong had not
neglected to cite the release of the 116th man, Commander Woods, as evi-
dence of North Vietnam’s good will and humanitarian spirit, but he did
not move on to more egregious propaganda themes. Instead he brought
up a matter that could well have served as a legitimate pretext for delay.
Though the protocol required that RVN observers be present, the South
Vietnamese government had sent none. Phuong indicated that his own
country’s leaders had magnanimously decided to go ahead with the
exchange despite this slight.?®

In contrast, contention and delay marked the other prisoner release
on 12 February, in the South.”” The U.S. reception team, headed by Brig.
Gen. Stan L. McClellan, USA, had reached the Loc Ninh site in good
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time for the scheduled repatriation of 27 American prisoners. The U.S.
party encountered PRG officials who insisted on connecting the event
to the release of Viet Cong personnel captured by the South Vietnamese,
occurring the same day. They said that no transfer of the Americans could
be expected until the Viet Cong soldiers being liberated arrived at Loc
Ninh, the point where they would pass to PRG custody. In fact, their
movement had not yet begun since the Communist prisoners at the Sai-
gon government’s camp at Bien Hoa were engaged in a sitdown strike
and refusing to leave. They professed to believe that the DRV and PRG
representatives who advised them to board the trucks were actually
South Vietnamese officials in disguise. An American observer considered
the delay a “put-up job by the hard-core North Vietnamese” in the camp.
Other reports attributed the inmates’ balkiness to genuine distrust of
the assurances given about their destination and reluctance to disregard
earlier indoctrination on resisting repatriation.

At Loc Ninh General McClellan rejected the PRG claims and reaf-
firmed the principle that return of the U.S. prisoners was linked solely to
U.S. troop withdrawal, but he had no ready means of forcing a resolution.
General Woodward, at the headquarters of the FPJMC in Saigon, could
and did bring pressure to bear. After forcefully protesting the delay to the
chiefs of delegation at their morning session, he declared that unless he
received assurances of positive action he would withdraw from the Four-
Party Commission’s proceedings and seek instructions from Washington.
Soon afterward, lacking the assurances, Woodward formally announced
his withdrawal, leaving the other parties to contemplate the possibility of
a serious disruption to implementation of the peace agreement.

By afternoon, high-level PRG officials signified their acceptance of
the no-linkage principle and dispatched liaison officers to Loc Ninh,
ostensibly to instruct the local commander that repatriation of the cap-
tured Americans should proceed without reference to the release of Viet
Cong prisoners. Other officials had already been sent to persuade the re-
sisters at Bien Hoa that the call for them to move to an exchange site was
authentic. This mission was successful, while the one to Loc Ninh at
least induced the local commander to begin talking about procedures for
the release. The next stumbling block was soon revealed.

In drafting the receipt that General McClellan would sign for the
prisoners, the PRG side insisted on including a statement that assigned
blame for the delay to the South Vietnamese. McClellan refused, principally
on grounds that it was contrary to the guideline already accepted by senior
PRG officials that no connection existed between repatriation of the
Americans and that of the Viet Cong. The local commander did not give
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way on this matter until 150 prisoners from Bien Hoa arrived at Loc Ninh
and were turned over to their Viet Cong compatriots. Thus, although U.S.
representatives had held firm and had extracted a high-level PRG endorse-
ment of the principle they stood on, the practical outcome followed the
PRG’s original intent that no Americans be released until exchange of the
Viet Cong prisoners was well advanced.

In all, the delay had consumed 11 hours, and it was carly evening
before the 27 Americans boarded the helicopters for transfer to Tan Son
Nhut. Of the 19 military, all were Army servicemen except for one officer
each of the Air Force and the Marine Corps. The eight civilians included
one State Department employee and two from the Agency for Inter-
national Development, four men employed by firms working on U.S.
contracts, and Richard G. Waldhaus, who had been in South Vietnam on
personal business when captured. On arriving at Tan Son Nhut, Waldhaus
elected to leave the government’s repatriation system and stay in Saigon.
During all of Operation Homecoming he was the only U.S. civilian
returnce to exercise the option of withdrawing.”’

The remaining 26 men did not reach Clark until shortly before mid-
night, but their welcome differed little from that given the first 116 return-
ces carlier in the day. Awaiting them at the deplaning ramp were the same
red carpet, color guard, and receiving line headed by the commander in
chief, Pacific, Admiral Noel Gaylor, and the JHRC commander, Lt. Gen.
William G. Moore, Jr., USAE* Well-wishers crowded the flight line and
surrounding area, in a scene decked with flags and banners, welcoming
slogans, and the hand-lettered greetings of schoolchildren. A microphone
telayed the brief remarks of the senior ranking officer of the returnee
group before their departure for the hospital, along a route flanked by
more banners and waving members of the American communicy.*!

The scene and spirit at the hospital were captured in a message sent
to Washington before the group of 26 from Loc Ninh had arrived: “All 116
returnees have now been assigned beds, and physicians are making their
initial medical evaluations. The returnees are generally euphoric and have
been allowed to conduct reunions on each ward. They also have been per-
mitted to arrange their own room assignments based on personal desires of
returnees. The discipline and morale of the men is very good . . . . Televisions
in every room of the hospital are on.”

There was reason to hope that no hitches would develop in the next
transfer of prisoners to U.S. control since it was to be a special release of 20

* On most later occasions U.S. Ambassador to the Philippines Henry A. Byroade joined
the receiving line.



504 THE LONG ROAD HOME

men, not previously scheduled, that North Vietnamese leaders themselves
had initiated. They described it as an expression of good will on the occa-
sion of the visit of Henry Kissinger to Hanoi. Discussions within the PW
Subcommission of the FPJMC established 18 February as the date, Gia
Lam Airport as the site. Once again the United States requested an expe-
dited release, for humanitarian reasons, of a naval officer whose father was
in critical condition following a heart attack. The DRV delegation agreed
to place Lt. James W. Bailey on the list, but this time as a substitution.
The total remained at 20.%

Colonel Dennett, Shields, and the others preparing for the 18 Febru-
ary journey to Gia Lam were not aware that an unexpected difficulty had
arisen, this time on the American side. Prison authorities had chosen the
20 Americans for repatriation as early as 14 February, bur suspicion of
the setup mounted quickly among the PWs and passed upward to their
own leadership within the compound. The timing of the impending re-
lease bore no relation to the agreed schedule as the prisoners understood
it. None of the men could be classified as sick or wounded, and their
selection bore little relation to order of capture. Some with later shoot-
down dates worried about being duped into accepting favored treatment;
others suspected some sort of propaganda stunt in which they might be
handed over to an escort of peace activists. With approval received through
the PW organization’s internal chain of command, the 20 men refused to
be repatriated.

Having rejected more than one entreaty from DRV officials, the prison-
ers still refused to leave when the scheduled time came on 18 February.
Resolution of the standoff occurred only after arrival at the prison of
the FPJMC observer group, whose U.S. element was headed by Lt. Col.
Lawrence Robson, USAF. Communicating through a representative of the
prisoners, he persuaded the senior ranking officer that the release was
genuine and officially sanctioned. Even then, some uncertainty remained
among the designated prisoners as to where their duty lay. A later DIA
account described the outcome: “To insure there was no stigma attached
to the release, the PWs were ordered to leave by the senior officer in the
camp, Col. Norman C. Gaddis, USAF. The PWs then shaved, put on
their release clothes, cleaned their rooms, and departed Hanoi ‘as officers
and gentlemen should.” Their transfer to U.S. control at Gia Lam took
place with no further delays.™

New difficulties emerged with the approach of 27 February 1973, the
last day of the second incremental period. At meetings of the FPJMC and
its PW Subcommission on 26 February the U.S. representatives pointed
out that it was already too late for the DRV and PRG to give the promised
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48-hour notice of the expected release. When they pressed for a list and
other details the opposing side claimed to have no information, citing
the familiar difficulty in communicating with Hanoi and with Viet
Cong authorities in the field. Later in the day a member of the North
Vietnamese delegation attempted to tie his government’s observance of
the release agreement to a hitherto unrelated request that regular liaison
flights be established between Hanoi and Saigon. By the next morning,
outside the formal negotiating channel, another DRV spokesman advised
several newsmen of additional conditions to be fulfilled, such as the lifting
of restrictions on the movement and press contacts of the DRV and PRG
delegations and something described as “simultaneous return” of prisoners
of war and civilian detainees held by the South Vietnamese government.”

Counseled by Ambassador Bunker and General Woodward, the White
House reacted strongly to these new attempts to alter arrangements and
particularly to the gross imbalance that had developed in fulfillment of
the agreement. The United States had already passed the halfway point
in withdrawal of its forces, but the men returned so far by the DRV and
PRG amounted to little more than one quarter of those listed for release.
At a news conference late on the morning of 27 February, White House
spokesman Ronald Ziegler declared that there should be no misunder-
standing on the part of the DRV about the U.S. position. “We expect our
prisoners of war to be released on schedule.” Ziegler followed with a formal
statement, making points that he said “are being made clear to the North
Vietnamese” regarding the unconditional obligations of the cease-fire
agreement and referring to the president’s instruction to the secretary of
state “this morning” to demand clarification from the North Vietnamese
delegation in Paris “as a matter of highest priority before other business
is conducted at the conference.”*® The reference was to the International
Conference on Vietnam, then meeting in Paris, which had the task of
affixing a final endorsement and “guarantee” to the peace arrangements
in Southeast Asia. Those represented included the Soviet Union, the
People’s Republic of China, France, the United Kingdom, and several other
countries, plus the parties that had signed the Paris agreement itself one
month earlier, on 27 January 1973.

“Move Jars Parley in Paris” was the Washington Posts heading of its
reporter’s dispatch from the scene. He wrote that the conferees had been
advancing smoothly toward a formal endorsement of the Vietnam agree-
ment, with no disposition to look into charges from both sides that it was
being seriously violated. “Most delegations were stunned by the sudden
turnabout” when President Nixon’s instruction to Secretary Rogers effec-
tively suspended the proceedings until the DRV’s foreign minister gave a
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satisfactory reply. It appeared that the redeployment of U.S. forces from
South Vietnam was at a standstill. In addition, though Defense spokesman
Friedheim refused to comment, international news agencies had no diffi-
culty in interpreting the withdrawal of the U.S. Navy’s minesweeping
force from its task of clearing the approaches to Haiphong. To step up the
pressure the United States had suspended implementation of the peace
agreement on all fronts.?’

Firm measures brought quick results. At the Pentagon’s morning
briefing for correspondents on 1 March Friedheim announced the receipt
of a list of 106 American servicemen and 2 Thais that the North Viet-
namese had designated for the next release, to occur within 48 hours.
Notification of next of kin was already in progress, he said, and a list of
men captured in the South was expected shortly from the PRG. Mean-
while, General Woodward was pursuing the matter of an exact release
time within the FPJMC. At the White House later in the day Ziegler re-
viewed these same developments and confirmed that the secretary of
state had been authorized to resume participation in the business of the
Paris Conference.?

A few more attempts at delay had to be overcome before the detailed
arrangements were completed. The 106 Americans and 2 sergeants from
Thailand’s armed forces would be handed over by the North Vietnamese
at Gia Lam on 4 March. The next day’s group, returning from Viet Cong
captivity, would include 27 American servicemen and 3 civilians, plus 2
West German nationals and 2 Filipinos—a total of 34; although captured
in the South, they had been moved to prisons in the North, most recently
to Hoa Lo in Hanoi, and they, too, would exit through Gia Lam. On the
U.S. reception team Brig. Gen. Russell G. Ogan replaced Roger Shields
as the principal DoD representative. Since U.S. civilians and third-country
nationals were involved, the State Department was also represented by an
official from Washington, James P. Murphy, a deputy of Frank Sieverts.”’

Exchanges between Colonel Phuong and Colonel Dennett having be-
come an established routine, the release procedures on 4 March were
readily completed. On the following day, however, Dennett had to begin
a new relationship with the civilian official who represented the PRG;
also, the transfer of foreign nationals added a different element. The two
Germans, Bernhard J. Diehl and Monika Schwinn, a nurse who was the
only surviving female prisoner of the Viet Cong, were turned over to a
representative of the Federal Republic of Germany in downtown Hanoi
and barely reached the airport in time for the C-141’s departure. Repre-
sentatives of the international press were converging on Diehl and his
escort as they left the terminal building when Dichl suddenly threw his
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arms above his head and shouted “God bless America!” The newsmen
were so startled that Diehl reached the aircraft without any questioning.
Schwinn was already there, wearing a corsage that was part of her special
welcome from the American nurses aboard.*

For the next release, scheduled for 14 March, the DRV presented a list
of 107 U.S. military men and one civilian, Bobby J. Keesee. At Gia Lam
members of the U.S. team found their movements more restricted than
previously and the number of guards increased. The North Vietnamese
explained that the date for this next installment fell within a week offi-
cially devoted to anti-American demonstrations that would culminate in
“National Hate America Day” on 19 March. However, no disturbance marred
the airport ceremony on 14 March, and the 108 prisoners passed to U.S.
control without incident. !

As in the previous instance, the release of a smaller increment of Ameri-
cans originally captured in the South but now in Hanoi—in this case 5
civilians and 27 servicemen—followed soon after, on 16 March. From all
appearances this transfer entailed nothing unusual, but Colonel Dennett
later recalled that the situation was more tense than any previously encoun-
tered, for the military contingent included several individuals who had
written or broadcast statements condemning the U.S. role in Southeast
Asia or expressing their personal alienation from the U.S. military estab-
lishment. Since the circumstances indicated that these actions had been
voluntary, it seemed possible that the men might give further aid to the
enemy’s propaganda by renewing their antiwar declarations during the
release ceremony. Besides planning for this contingency, officials at Clark
and in Washington had given consideration to the possibility that some
of the men might refuse repatriation.

Dennett went to Gia Lam on 16 March equipped with instructions for
countering a serious defection, the general strategy being to use persuasion,
procedural delay, or any other device to prevent an irrevocable break in a
serviceman’s ties with his country. Uncertainty about how things would
go continued through various delays before the returnees reached the
flight line, but the tension subsided as each man stepped forward to
salute General Ogan and proceed to the C-141. Colonel Dennett was able
to flash the code word “Sunshine” to the NMCC, rather than the “Tooth-
ache” that had been chosen for a less favorable outcome.®

During that same week in mid-March another prisoner return was
being played out at another location. Shortly after the signing of the Viet-
nam peace agreement on 27 January 1973 the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended an approach to the People’s Republic of China about the possible
release of two U.S. airmen known to be detained there—Maj. Philip E.
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Smith and Lt. Cdr. Robert J. Flynn, whose planes had been downed
after straying over Communist China while engaged in Vietnam opera-
tions in 1965 and 1967, respectively. The Joint Chiefs suggested to the
secretary of defense that the time was propitious; such a move would offer
the Chinese government “an opportunity to demonstrate its interest in con-
tributing to an overall peaceful settlement of the conflict in Indochina.”

In Secretary Richardson’s office the JCS memorandum received a terse
annotation: “Dr. Kissinger fully aware and working on this.” Kissinger’s
efforts bore fruit when on 12 March John Downey, a CIA agent who had
been incarcerated in China for more than 20 years on spy charges, was re-
leased into the custody of American Red Cross official Eugene D. Guy.
Accompanied by a British medical officer, Guy reccived Downey on the
Chinese side of the Louw Bridge connecting mainland China with the
British colony of Hong Kong. Barely 30 minutes after crossing to free-
dom, Downey was en route to Clark Air Base aboard a U.S. medevac plane.
On 15 March the same Red Cross representative went through the same
procedure to obtain custody of pilots Flynn and Smith. Halfway across
the bridge Flynn paused to savor the moment and light the cigar his
escort had provided.*

With recovery of the prisoners from mainland China and the 32 men
released on 16 March, the prisoner release figures finally matched the
force withdrawal figures. According to the official tally, by 16 March the
number of Americans returned had reached 441, which was exactly three-
fourths of the total number currently listed for release, 588.* The same
proportion applied when it came to the evacuation of U.S. forces. Only
the fourth incremental withdrawal remained to be accomplished; it would
remove the approximately 5,300 troops still in Vietnam. The target date
for completing both the prisoner exchange and force withdrawal was
28 March 1973, the sixtieth day following the signing of the agreement.

Return of the Laotian PWs and the Rest of the Prisoners

During the negotiation of the Paris agreement DRV officials had
pledged that U.S. servicemen and civilians seized in Laos would be re-
leased during the 60-day repatriation period. Mainly for reasons relating
to the sovereign identity of Laos, this undertaking was not included in
the formal document, but it was buttressed by Le Duc Tho’s assurances
to Kissinger that the North Vietnamese government accepted responsi-
bility for making the necessary arrangements with the Pathet Lao. On that
basis Kissinger had publicly announced that the Laotian prisoners would
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be returned, and no contradiction had come from Hanoi. But no names
of persons held in Laos appeared on the prisoner list turned over by the
North Vietnamese on 27 January 1973. Only after the United States pro-
tested did Hanoi, on 1 February, submit a list for Laos, a disappointingly
short one showing only seven U.S. servicemen and two civilians, plus
one Canadian citizen.*

When the U.S. spokesman at the PW Subcommission meeting on
19 March asked where the Laotian prisoners would fit into the return
schedule for the final increment, Hanoi’s delegates claimed they had no
authority to discuss the subject since it fell outside the Paris agreement.
The U.S. government would have to negotiate with the Pathet Lao for the
men’s release, they said. During the next 48 hours the North Vietnamese
offered to return the remaining prisoners held by them and the Viet Cong
on 25 March, subject to the withdrawal of all U.S. forces by that date.
Moreover, they would, after all, handle the negotiations with the Pathet
Lao for release of the 10 persons captured in Laos.”

Washington instructed the U.S. delegation late on 22 March that
nothing should be accepted on faith and no attempts to alter agreements
would be allowed. The United States would complete the withdrawal of
its military forces from South Vietnam in accordance with the agreement
“and coincident with the release of all, repeat all American prisoners
held throughout Indochina.” Redeployment of forces in the fourth incre-
ment would begin only when two further conditions were met: (1) receipt
by the United States of a complete list of all American PWs, includ-
ing those held by the Pathet Lao, as well as the time and place of release,
and (2) actual transfer of the next group of prisoners to U.S. custody.
If these conditions were satisfied by 25 March there would still be
time for withdrawal of the remaining 5,300 troops by the target date of
28 March. Washington’s message contained one further direction: “If
difficulties arise during the process of release, then cease all withdrawals
until otherwise instructed.”*®

The DRV and PRG delegations were indignant. They repecatedly
protested the new U.S. position, charging that it violated several articles
of the agreement, maintaining that disposition of the Laotian captives fell
outside the purview of the FPJMC and that withdrawal of U.S. forces
could be linked only to the return of persons captured in Vietnam—
not all of Indochina. They suspended the provision of lists for the next
return, declaring that the United States must bear full responsibility for
any delay in the release schedule. The U.S. side remained firm, though
doing what it could in private to encourage a change in the opponent’s
stand. Policymakers were banking on their assessment that a final and
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definite termination of the American military presence meant more to
the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong than any concession they might
expect to extract by holding up return of the last prisoners. Besides, there

were intimations that the North Vietnamese were now negotiating with
the Pachet Lao.®

On 24 March the PRG submitted a list of 32 Americans held by the
Viet Cong—27 military and 5 civilian—whom they proposed to return at
the Hanoi airport on 26 March, plus 1 Korean soldier to be released at a
point in South Vietnam. (As with the 5 March and 16 March returnees,
the 32 Americans were counted as Viet Cong prisoners even though
housed in the North at the time they were let go.) The next day the North
Vietnamese listed a final increment of 107 U.S. servicemen they intended
to release at Gia Lam over two days beginning 27 March. At a private meet-
ing with General Woodward on 26 March the head of the DRV delegation
urged that these transfers take place, along with a parallel withdrawal of
U.S. forces. Leaders of his government fully accepted the responsibility
to fulfill the pledge made by Le Duc Tho, he said, and the United States
could proceed on the basis of Hanoi’s assurance that negotiations with
the Pathet Lao would reach a favorable conclusion within a few days.
General Woodward reiterated the U.S. position without change: No further
withdrawal of U.S. forces would occur until firm information on the date,
time, and place of release of prisoners held in Laos had been furnished.*

By evening of 26 March Hanoi’s delegates had requested a second meet-
ing. They announced that the Pathet Lao had agreed to hand over the 10
captives on the morning of 28 March. The Canadian citizen would be re-
leased to a Canadian diplomat in Hanoi and the nine Americans would
be returned at Gia Lam. In deference to North Vietnamese sensitivities, the
United States did accept a few procedural adjustments to distinguish this
transaction from those pursuant to the Paris agreement—the usual for-
malities involving representatives of the FPJMC and ICCS would be
omitted and only U.S. and Pathet Lao officials would participate.* With
the Laotian matter resolved, all elements of the final delivery fell into
place, and General Woodward indicated that the U.S. redeployment
schedule for 27 through 29 March would be made available to the
FPJMC and ICCS immediately. The PRG and North Vietnamese repre-
sentatives now committed to the following release sequence: the after-
noon of 27 March, PRG return of the remaining 32 U.S. captives of the
Viet Cong; the morning of 28 March, Pathet Lao return of the 9 Ameri-
cans and 1 Canadian; the afternocon of 28 March, DRV return of 40 U.S.

* The U.S. party was smaller than the standard reception support team and was headed
by Lieutenant Colonel Robson rather than Colonel Dennett.
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military; and 29 March (time not specified), DRV return of 67 U.S.
military. All of the repatriation transfers were to occur at Gia Lam with
the exception of the Canadian released in Hanoi. The single Republic
of Korea soldier had already been freed by the PRG in South Vietnam on
25 March. He did not enter the Homecoming system.”'

The series of releases took place as scheduled and without notable
incident. As the United States had originally stipulated, the final phase
of its troop withdrawal did not begin until the 32 Americans listed for
release on 27 March were safely in U.S. custody. The redeployment was
completed on 29 March, after the last captives of the North Vietnamese
had been released.*

But the repatriation was not finished after all. On 28 March PRG
authorities had given notice that one more American serviceman, never
before reported, was being held in a Viet Cong area of South Vietnam.
Capt. Robert T. White, USA, had been missing in action since November
1969. White was picked up by helicopter at a point about 65 miles south-
west of Saigon and flown to Tan Son Nhut, where he was transferred to
a medevac aircraft bound for the Philippines, reaching Clark in the late
afternoon of 1 April.”

As may be seen in the table below, a total of 600 prisoners had emerged
from captivity. Besides those named in the lists provided by the DRV
and PRG in Paris on 27 January 1973 and the 10 on the supplemental
Pathet Lao list of 1 February there were the 3 men released by the
People’s Republic of China and 3 late additions to the PRG list—Caprain
White, the ROK soldier, and Lt. Cdr. Phillip A. Kientzler, a Navy airman

shot down even as the lists were being exchanged in Paris on 27 January.*

Captives Returned During Operation Homecoming

12 February - 1 April 1973

DRV PRG Laos China Total
Army 0 77 0 0 77
Navy 135 1 1 1 138
Air Force 312 6 6 1 325
Marines 9 17 0 0 26
U.S. civilians 1 21 2 1 25
Third-country nationals 2 6 1 0 9
Total 459 128 10 3 600

Of the 600 returnees, all but 3 were evacuated to the Philippines in the
aircraft committed by the United States to Operation Homecoming. The
non-participants were the Korean soldier, U.S. civilian Richard Waldhaus,
and a Canadian citizen, Marc Cayer, turned over to the Canadian delegation
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serving on the ICCS. Assuming control of Cayer in Hanoi on 14 February,
the Canadian government arranged his travel home, including a stop for
intelligence debriefing in Saigon.**’

At the reception center at Clark Air Base the ex-PWs' medical proces-
sing took first priority. Following the welcoming ceremonies at the flight
line, returnees went immediately to the hospital, typically arriving in
late afternoon or early evening. According to one account, as soon as the
“pandemonium” settled down, they were briefed by the hospital commander
and given a preview of the schedule leading to their flight home. Docrors
then examined each patient briefly to detect conditions that would pre-
clude any of the planned activities, such as debriefing or receipt of
depressing news about family situations that awaited some of the men.
After hot showers and a change into hospital garb the men proceeded to the
dining room for their first meal.*®

The diet story had been a favorite of the reporters at Clark when
secking something to write about during the early February waiting
period. Their stories described the determination of officials to avoid the
hot dog binges that were said to have produced more distress than content-
ment for surviving prisoners of the Korean War. Special menus awaited
the returnees, “including lots of liquids and easily digested soft foods to
replace their prison fare.” The stock of food and drink carried on the mede-
vac flights leaving Hanoi was purposely bland, though highly nutritious.
On encountering it, the senior ranking officer of the second planeload
of returnees, Col. Robinson Risner, USAF, began a campaign to persuade
the doctors that the planned dietary restrictions should be eased. He
maintained that men who had been living on “a lot of pig fat and grease”
would have no trouble digesting standard American items like steak.”

When the 116 men who came out of North Vietnamese captivity on
12 February approached the dining hall, nearly all had been certified for
the regular diet—in practice, virtually unrestricted as to choice and
quantity, though no alcohol was to be consumed. The memoirs of return-
ees give a colorful account of what followed, mentioning beef and piles
of fried chicken, the bountiful ice cream bar, and enjoyment of vegetables
and salad items long denied them. Risner himself passed up the bread
and concentrated on cake. There was only one reported stomach upset,
and it is officially recorded that the returnees “adjusted promptly to eating
the normal American diet.” They did so with such universal enthusiasm
that the medical authorities gave up obtaining blood samples from

* This was not the Canadian civilian released in Hanoi by the Pathet Lao on 28 March,
who went on to Clark (see p. 514).
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patients in a fasting condition while at Clark; tests with that requirement
would have to wait.”®

The exuberant state of the ex-prisoners led to changes in the limited
program planned for the first evening. Keyed up to a pitch that put sleep
out of the question and eager to make progress toward their ultimate de-
parture, some of the men moved on to the intelligence debriefing, several
made their telephone calls to wives or parents, and a few, attended by chap-
lains as required under the sensitive information procedure, received news
of family deaths or pending divorces. Tailors from the clothing shop suc-
ceeded in measuring nearly all the returnees for their uniform fittings. By
the day’s end most men had received the physician’s clearance to meet their
individual escorts, who would guide them through a schedule of appoint-
ments that worked in the required administrative processing at times not
preempted for medical and dental treatment.”

Usually the second day saw the completion of next-of-kin calls and a
first round of debriefings, which at this point confined the interview to
what the released prisoner knew of the whereabouts or circumstances of
loss of other men still missing. Returnees obtained information about
their career status, finances, and other personal affairs, and all received
an inidial pay allotment of $250, with further disbursements available on
request—the average amount withdrawn was just under $600 per man.
The former prisoners needed funds for the scheduled visit to the base ex-
change, which was kept open during the evening for their exclusive use.
This provided a welcome opportunity to buy clothing and replace watches
and other lost personal items, and to select gifts for family members and
patronize the flowers-by-wire service.®

By the third day nearly all men had completed the medical and dental
procedures and could devote some time to their choice of activities. A visit
with the children and staff at an elementary school on the base quickly be-
came established as the favorite outing. Some watched the movies shown in
the Red Cross lounge; others sought to catch up on the current American
scene through magazines and other materials. The final fitting of their
uniforms generally occurred on the third day, as did the special dinner,
offered in a more formal setting, with soft lighting and gourmet food items,
including a somewhat wider selection of beverages than theretofore.*!

Given the role that religious faith had played in their survival, it was
not surprising that many of the ex-prisoners found their way to the base
chapel. On reaching Clark they welcomed the actentions of the 18 chap-
lains, and many sought the carliest opportunity to take communion or
have confessions heard. Chaplains offered individual counseling as well as
formal religious rites, particularly to those called on to reconcile themselves
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to tragic news from home. On three different occasions as successive
groups passed through the center a senior ranking officer requested space
and a scheduled time to hold a general service of thanksgiving, conducted
entirely by the former prisoners.®

The U.S. civilian returnees, attended by escorts from the embassy in
Manila, followed the same regimen as military personnel, and their reac-
tions were remarkably similar. A report to Washington about the seven
civilians who arrived on the late-night flight into Clark on 12 February
noted that they were so keyed up despite the long wearing day that they
talked with escorts until 4:30 a.m., six of the seven completing the next-
of-kin call before going to bed.®

The course followed by the released prisoners of other nationalities
varied, depending on the wishes of their governments. For the return of
the group on 5 March that included the two Filipinos, President Ferdinand
Marcos of the Philippines took an honored place on the flight-line recep-
tion stand. Following their welcome the two passed immediately into
Philippine government control and were transported to a Quezon City
hospital. The two West German citizens also arrived on that day, accom-
panied by a member of their country’s diplomatic corps. Diehl and
Schwinn received full but expedited medical processing at Clark in order
to catch the Lufthansa flight to Germany on 7 March from Manila.
Earlier the two Thai sergeants had received medical examinations at the
U.S. facility but soon left for Thailand on a routine military flight, in
accordance with their government’s wish to avoid publicity. Canadian
citizen Lloyd Oppel reached Clark with the nine Americans released by
the Pathet Lao on 28 March. Oppel was found to have an active case of
malaria, and Canadian officials agreed that he should stay in the system
and have the benefit of medevac facilities on the trans-Pacific flight. He
was to remain under American care until delivered to representatives of
the Canadian government in Bremerton, Washington.*

With few exceptions, men departed on homebound flights sometime
on the day following their third night at the Clark center; the typical stay
was around 72 hours. Three men seriously ill or mentally disturbed were
kept at the Clark hospital longer than the average, but even they were not
retained beyond the fifth day. The emphasis was on stabilizing their con-
dition at a level that permitted air evacuation to the United States rather
than beginning what might be a long course of treatment at Clark.®’

Four of the returnees departed quickly, with processing held to a mini-
mum, to hasten their reunion with relatives believed to be near death. Two
were the naval officers Woods and Bailey, whose expedited release had
been requested for that purpose. The others were John Downey, returned
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from China, and Air Force Maj. Glenden W. Perkins. Each man reached
home in time either to provide comfort to a terminally ill parent or in
one instance to be credited with bringing about a remarkable improvement
in the patient.%

One problem anticipated during the Homecoming planning did not
materialize. That most of the early arrivals at Clark remained no more
than 72 hours in the Philippines strongly reinforced the advice to next of
kin on the undesirability of traveling there to meet their returning ser-
viceman. The three persons who did make the trip were all family members
already residing in Southeast Asia, and each enjoyed some degree of official
approval. A U.S. government employee stationed in Saigon flew to Clark
for reunion with his Air Force son. No objection was raised to a similar
journey by a naval officer’s wife currently living in Hong Kong. Had she
asked to accompany her husband on the medevac flight to the United
States, however, she would have been advised to travel by commercial air.
James Smith, a U.S. business representative in Hong Kong, had a joyful
reunion with his Air Force brother after the latter crossed the bridge
from Communist China. Permission had already been given for him to
accompany the returnee as far as Clark.

Relations between the government’s public affairs officers and the news
media continued to undergo strains both on the eve of and during home-
coming. Even before any return of prisoners occurred the journalists on
assignment at the Clark reception center made plain their frustration and
impatience over the limited role planned for them. As early as 4 February
CBS representatives were importuning the JIB chief, Colonel Lynn, for
more details on how he intended to implement the flexible policy on
returnee interviews that Secretary Richardson had recently outlined. A
week later a Newsweek correspondent passed a comment back to the Penta-
gon criticizing the acting assistant secretary of defense for public affairs,
saying that “Mr. Friedheim’s name is mud with the media.”®®

Although TV and radio correspondents won plaudits for their live
coverage of the first arrivals at Clark on 12 February, the beginning of proces-
sing there did not immediately improve the press situation. The foreign
editor of the New York Times telegraphed a protest to the secretary of
defense that “the first group of POWs has now taken off for the United
States with press at Clark unable to get anywhere near them even though
they were healthy enough to eat anything, . . . horse around in the hos-
pital, go shopping, see movies and talk to virtually everyone else who
runs into them.” All information, “except from scared informants,” had
come “third hand and censored” through military public affairs officers.®’
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The editor’s telegram had not yet been delivered when the first re-
laxation of restrictions occurred at Clark, bringing the avowed policy of
flexibility closer to fulfillment. Just after noon on 15 February newsmen
had the opportunity, during a 15-minute press conference, to question
Colonel Risner and Lt. Col. John H. Dunn, USMC, both senior officers
and recognized leaders among the prisoners. Their responses were crisp,
candid, and notable for the evident sincerity with which they cited pos-
sible impact on the return of comrades still in Hanoi as the reason for
not answering some of the queries.”

On 19 February six men from the group released at the time of the
Kissinger visit to Hanoi were interviewed at Clark, each by a single re-
porter, with the information to be pooled for use by the entire press
contingent. “Controversial” questions were prohibited, and public affairs
officers monitored each interview. On 6 and 7 March more returned
prisoners held interviews on a one-on-one basis, with television coverage
in some instances.”’

These arrangements had been approved by the Pentagon, and media
representatives were observing the ground rules with reasonable fidelity. It
was the quasi-official Srars and Stripes (Pacific edition) that overstepped the
line on 8 March when reporting an interview with an Air Force colonel.
Under the headline “Returnee Charges Protesters with Treason,” the item
mentioned the public affairs officer’s objections to the colonel’s comments
on the antiwar movement and particularly to his references to named indi-
viduals, “one of them a former attorney general of the United States.” Later
investigation indicated that some of the returnee’s more acerbic remarks
had been made to the reporter after the interview’s end, in the absence of
the public affairs officer. In any event, Friedheim’s office withdrew the
authorization for interviews at Clark. By this time returnee interviews
were no longer a novelty, since a number of men had already reached
the United States, completed their hospital stay, and held press confer-
ences when departing on convalescent leave.™

From the time of the arrival of the Kissinger release group at Clark on
18 February, media representatives had been allowed to observe the first
meal in the dining hall; later they accompanied returnces on the visits to
schools, the base exchange, and the bowling alley. Newsmen still com-
plained that they were kept isolated from the men and had no oppor-
tunity “to chat” with them. The New York Times carried a report thar all
information released on the former prisoners was being filtered through
“a team of nearly 80 military public-relations men.””

The desire of members of the press for a place on the Operation
Homecoming aircraft going into Hanoi had never been satisfied, but a



Operation Homecoming 517

contingent of 28 American newsmen did reach the North Vietnamese
capital in time for the final turnover of prisoners on 29 March. They
had won permission from the authorities there to fly to Gia Lam from
Vientiane in a chartered plane. At the close of the ceremonies General
Ogan and Colonel Dennett held a short press conference for the Ameri-
can correspondents.’

The number of media representatives at Clark declined after the first
returns in February, but on 31 March there were 73 working press and
156 technicians still accredited to the JIB. They were expected to depart
after covering the farewell ceremonies for the last group of returnees on
1 April, though CBS and UPI were committed to remaining until the last
man, Captain White, also left for home.”

As successive planeloads of former prisoners moved through the depart-
ure formalities, their spokesmen had groped for something better than
“No words can ever express . . .” when trying to convey how much the
warm welcome, expert care, and constant solicitude for their well-being
had meant to them. The tribute they paid was well deserved. From first to
last, high military and political officials and the members of the Ameri-
can community associated with the Clark base had never failed to turn
out in impressive numbers for each welcome or departure, whatever the
hour. Equally unflagging in their efforts were the personnel more directly
involved in the processing, from the Red Cross volunteers who managed
the scheduling of the overseas telephone calls, through the X-ray and lab
technicians, those who plied the needles in the tailor shop, and many
more. The final accounting showed a remarkable number of voluntarily
worked overtime hours throughout the organization.

Staff members could maintain the intensive processing schedule in
part because of the episodic nature of the releases. Since new batches of
men arrived at roughly two-week intervals, there were extended periods
when the reception center was cleared of its charges and relaxation and
restocking were in order. For the escorts, however, rest proved to be more
clusive. Besides being responsible for keeping detailed records of the
individual’s progress in processing and for insuring that he missed no
appointments, the escort had to be on call to assist the returnee 24 hours
a day. In the Navy and Air Force the officer had the added responsibility
of conducting and writing up the man’s debriefing. These extremely de-
manding duties brought some escorts close to exhaustion by the time the
moment of departure arrived. Since they normally continued in the assign-
ment at least as far as Travis Air Force Base in California, a 15-hour flight
still awaited them.™
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Return Home and Final Processing

In all, C-141 aircraft made 38 flights carrying the men home to the
United States. In a few special instances, such as the expedited return of
Woods and Perkins on 13 February, the number aboard was far below
capacity. The usual loading included 20 returnces, their escorts, a public
affairs officer, medical personnel, and other attendants. The route ran
from Clark to Hickam Air Force Base in Hawaii, where the stop was
usually short and generally disappointing to the waiting newsmen. The
original plan called for all flights to enter the continental United States
at Travis, northeast of San Francisco. Some men deplaning there entered
service hospitals nearby. Others boarded C-9 aircraft whose routes fanned
out to their various home areas. Usually the C-141 also continued the jour-
ney, transporting some portion of its original passengers to such further
destinations as Kelly AFB, San Antonio, or Scott AFB, in southern Illinois
near St. Louis. All 11 U.S.-bound flights during February conformed
generally to this pattern.

The Military Airlift Command (MAC) soon suggested a more efficient
operation. Only through very close scheduling and quick turnarounds had
the available C-9 resources succeeded in meeting Homecoming’s require-
ments. Also, a C-141 had no need to make a West Coast stop unless its
passengers were bound there. After refueling in Hawaii, the aircraft could
fly nonstop to Scott or to Andrews AFB near Washington, D.C., or
McGuire AFB in New Jersey. Accordingly, MAC recommended that air-
craft loads at Clark be made up with the final destination as a controlling
factor. If all men on the passenger list were bound for the East Coast, for
example, they could be flown directly to a dispersal point in that area. They
would reach home more quickly, and the total miles flown by the C-9s
would be reduced.

The new system started in time for the first flights home in March.
Given the concentration of waiting families in California, roughly one
third of the C-141s stll landed at Travis or its bad-weather alternates,
but others flew directly to Maxwell AFB in Alabama for the southeast, to
Kelly for the southwest, or to Scott, Andrews or elsewhere. From these
points the men were delivered to the Great Lakes or Bethesda Naval Hos-
pitals, Valley Forge Central in Pennsylvania, Sheppard AFB Hospital at
Wichita Falls, Texas, or another of the 31 facilities awaiting them.”

Each planeload of returnces arriving stateside received a welcome
similar to the spirited reception at Clark. The red carpet, color guard, and
presence of the highest ranking officials available to head the greeting line
were standard features. Normally the Defense public affairs officer at the
scene had been speaking to the gathered well-wishers over the public
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address system to inform them of the aircraft’s time of arrival, identity of
the men on board, and the arrival procedures. Those responsible for order
and the avoidance of spectator forays onto the flight line soon recognized
the need for a further announcement, directed to people in the audience
who wore one of the PW/MIA bracelets obtained from the VIVA organi-
zation. Inscribed with a serviceman’s name and date of loss, it signified
an emotional commitment to his survival, backed up by a vow to wear it
until his return. The announcement invited such persons to turn their
bracelets in, with a note if desired, and be assured that their offerings
would reach the particular returnee before he came down the ramp.”™

The presence and participation of the men’s families proved to be
the event’s most distinctive feature. Plans drawn up ahead of time had
envisioned the returnee’s reunion with wife and children or other relatives
as occurring in the privacy of the hospital, and next of kin who were
consulted had endorsed this arrangement. But after experiencing the
emotional impact of the early TV coverage at Clark and the quickening
anticipation that attended the men’s progress toward home, many
wives felt compelled to be on the flight line, yielding place to no one as
first-hand witnesses of the arrival.

Friedheim’s deputy, Maj. Gen. Daniel James, Jr., was on hand at
Travis when the first contingent of returnees landed on 14 February. Back
in the Pentagon in time for the next morning’s press briefing, he told how
the program had been altered by common agreement of wives and offi-
cials and with the enthusiastic approval of the news media. Indeed, public
affairs guidance issued from Washington shortly before the event had
anticipated this possible turn. It provided that “any efforts to shield
meeting of returnees and dependents from photographers, if this occurs
at planeside, would be inappropriate.””” So it was that a scene repeatedly
captured by the TV cameras remained as the enduring image of the PW¢’
homecoming in the minds of many Americans—the sequence of approach
and enveloping embrace by which the man in uniform was restored to
his family. Staff cars transported the reunited couples or family groups to
the hospital.

Throughout the arrivals some families continued to prefer a private
reunion, as originally intended, but once established in the hospital, all
returnees followed the same program. They spent the first night in the
quarters supplied by the government for their families, with dinner and
breakfast delivered at their call. They then entered Phase III of the pro-
cessing, which included the full-scale intelligence briefing. The main
commitment, however, was to conducting a comprehensive assessment of
the men’s health needs and starting the indicated medical treatment.
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The bearing and appearance of the returnees when first seen at Clark
Air Base suggested a much better state of health than had been anticipated.
Few men showed evidence of the extreme debilitation and psychological
withdrawal that had sometimes been predicted. Though most were well
under their pre-capture weight, they did not display the skeletal gauncness
of the concentration camp survivor, and outwardly they were clearly not
bowed or broken men. Their pride had played a part in sustaining the
impression of general physical well-being. One observer noted that some
of the returning prisoners were classified as licter patients, but “most of
these appeared ambulatory to the public” as they managed to move erectly
through the welcoming ceremonies. The positive tone of early hospital
reports reinforced the notion of the PWs’' being in surprisingly good
health. At one press conference at the Clark hospital newsman Bernard
Kalb remarked that “you’re talking today about their condition being
excellent, better than the good used before . . . . We were given a much
gloomier picture of the condition that these men might be in.”*

Data on the overall health status of returnees became available only
some weeks later. Dr. Richard Wilbur, assistant secretary of defense (health
and environment), gave the earliest assessment at a press conference on
I June 1973, confirming that the men were in worse condition than
their outward appearance had suggested. Dr. Wilbur described some of
the more serious medical problems encountered, such as malaria. Though
airmen downed in the North rarely contracted it, nearly two-thirds of the
men captured and held in the South had been infected with a virulent
strain of the disease, resistant to available treatment and producing re-
curring fevers and other symptoms. The main hope for its eradication lay
in new medications still being developed. Doctors were more confident of
getting rid of the intestinal parasites, whose incidence varied little whether
the individual had been incarcerated in the North or South. More than
50 percent of all the men harbored hookworms, pinworms, whipworms,
and other parasites, including a significant number of cases involving the
roundworm, which Wilbur described as larger and more serious.*’

Nearly one-third of the Navy and Air Force pilots had suffered major
fractures when shot down, usually at the time of ¢jection but sometimes
from hard landings following the parachute drop. At least half were
vertebral fractures, often with the additional complication of disc injuries
and various forms of partial paralysis. Army helicopter crewmen also suf-
fered the consequences of violent compression of the spine when involved
in crash landings, but of course enemy fire had been the main danger in
ground combat. About half the soldiers and Marines had one or more sig-
nificant wounds at the time of capture. The men who returned suffered
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from various impairments as a result of these injuries or of healing that
had occurred under unfavorable circumstances.

Closer analysis of the experience of 60 Navy airmen underscored the
hazards they encountered. “All 60,” Wilbur said, “were ejected from planes
as their method of arriving in North Vietnam,” with 20 of them receiving
wounds or other injuries at the moment their aircraft was hit. In addition,
37 sustained a serious injury during ejection, 17 during the parachute
descent or landing, 16 in the course of being captured, and 1 while attempt-
ing to escape. Sixty percent of them had also suffered one or more “oral-
facial injuries” at some time, but whether during shootdown, capture, or
later interrogation was not indicated. More definitely related to the cap-
tivity experience was the “peripheral neuropathy” found in approximately
10 percent of the Navy and Air Force prisoners from the North. This was
the nerve damage caused by having their arms or legs tightly bound or
shackled for long periods.*

During the men’s Phase III processing service medical authorities
continued the treatment of malaria, nutritional deficiencies, and other
conditions. They made decisions about corrective surgery and prescribed
courses of physical therapy, some of which could be pursued on an out-
patient basis. Length of stay in the hospital varied considerably. The first
returnee groups, because they consisted of the earliest caprures and those
given priority because of wounds or illness, tended to be in the worst
shape and so required the longest hospital stays. Of the 142 Americans
who reached the continental United States between 14 and 17 February,
only 34 had completed Phase III processing by 1 March. By 8 March
the figure had risen to 101. In contrast, the 66 Americans who arrived
at hospitals on 31 March had all been lost to the enemy during 1972—
36 of them during the December bombing campaign—and so had only
spent a few months in captivity. Except for a number who had suffered
serious wounds or injuries, these short-term prisoners had few ailments
and relatively little to recount during the debriefing sessions. For them a stay
of two days was more common than the two weeks or more seen earlier.®’

Public affairs considerations came to the fore again as men approached
the end of their hospital stays. DoD guidance indicated that former prison-
ers should make themselves available to media representatives generally
before granting any exclusive interviews or contracting to write for publica-
tion. To satisfy this requirement a press conference was usually scheduled
when men were ready to leave the hospital. Occasionally real or apparent
breaches of the rules occurred, one as early as 18 February. A San Antonio
daily devoted part of its front page to self-congratulation over an exclusive
interview its reporter had obtained with a returnee at the Lackland AFB
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hospital. The Defense public affairs officer (DPAO) ac Lackland advised
Friedheim that nothing justifying such a claim had taken place. The story,
he said, had been spun out of just two sentences uttered by the returnee,
only one of them addressed to the reporter. In another case, “unknown
to anyone” and reportedly on the same day he had shell fragments re-
moved from his leg, a returnee appeared on the “Sonny & Cher” show.
The taped program aired at a later date but the impromptu appearance
raised eyebrows.®

Whether in a press conference or an interview, the ex-prisoners
soon learned to be discreet. At Scott AFB an AP correspondent queried
one of the long-term prisoners, Capt. Thomas Barrett, who wisely minded
the DoD instructions.

Question: Caprain, | have a rather involved question—about
the ground rules. We understand that you can’t or
would rather not speak about conditions of your
captivity because of a possible threat to the release
of more prisoners. Is that right?

Answer:  We would not want to do anything that would con-
ceivably jeopardize the release of the other prisoners.

Question: Government officials were quoted this week as saying
that the American POWs have suffered the most

barbaric handling of any persons of any nation in
history. Would you consider that remark incautious
in view of what you just told us—or as inappropriate?

Answer:  Well, I would prefer not to comment on it at all.

Question: Would you make that kind of remark under the rules
of this news conference?

Answer: 1 will make no remarks concerning the captive situa-
tion at all.

Barrett’s circumspection may have saved him some embarrassment, for
the statement he was invited to criticize came from President Nixon, as
the reporter confided in a later conversation with the DPAO. What the
reporter did not mention was that it had been made nearly two years
earlier, on 16 April 1971.%

As long as conditions in the prisoner camps and the trearment re-
ceived from the enemy remained closed subjects, the returnee interviews
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generated few major news items. Friedheim told the press corps that the
restrictions expressed the shared conviction of policy officials and re-
turnees that the topics should not be discussed “until the last man is
out.”® At the same time, Friedheim was arguing in-house that it would
be unwise and probably futile to attempt to continue the ban on personal
accounts of prison experience once the last group of men had been re-
covered. Though some counselors objected that letting the men speak
could blight the hopes for enemy cooperation in resolving the MIA ques-
tion, his view prevailed.

Friedheim’s accompanying recommendations were less successful, how-
ever. He had suggested that “it is in our interest, and the interest of the
returnees, to have this story told in a manner which will place it in proper
perspective and provide a responsible basis for future public discussion.”
Friedheim proposed to begin with a Pentagon news conference at which
Roger Shields would present an overview of the information on conditions
of captivity. He noted for Secretary Richardson that “Dr. Shields is your
personal representative, was in Hanoi and at Clark, and is more expert
than anybody else,” and hence was the recommended spokesman rather
than General James or Friedheim himself. During such a presentation
Shields would announce that a representative group of returnees, including
several senior camp commanders, would meet the press at the Pentagon
two or three days later. Following that presentation all returned prisoners
would be free to discuss their experiences, subject to normal security and
other considerations.*’

The desirability of staging this carefully managed sequence was ques-
tioned by Lawrence S. Eagleburger, who had become acting assistant secre-
tary of defense (ISA) following Nutter’s departure at the end of January.
Referring to the strongly patriotic arrival statements made by returnees
at Clark, with frequent expressions of gratitude for President Nixon’s
actions as commander in chief, he noted that “we have already been
subjected to charges of orchestration.” Proceeding as Friedheim suggested
“would tend to lend credence to the charge” that government officials were
dictating what was said. It would also involve the U.S. government more
directly than was necessary in publicizing the returnees’ accusations, if
such allegations were made in the formal setting of a Pentagon press con-
ference, which could increase still more the difficulty of enlisting North
Vietnamese help in other efforts important to the United States. Accord-
ingly, Eagleburger thought the initial disclosures about mistreatment at
the hands of the enemy should not be made by an official DoD spokes-
man. He favored letting the individual returnees speak for themselves
without Defense officials appearing prominently in a sponsor’s role.®
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Eagleburger’s notions here generally won out, the outcome possibly
influenced by consultations with senior officers among the former prison-
ers, which he had recommended. Both the inclination to break the story
in Washington and the urge to shape its reception with official commentary
were held in check, and the resulting directive simply defined the freedom
individual returnees would have to speak publicly of the details of their cap-
tivity once DoD declared the subject open for discussion. The directive
was issued on 28 March, accompanied by an order to public affairs officers
at all Homecoming installations to see that a copy reached every returnee,
whether still a hospital patient or on convalescent leave. The text advised a
number of precautions:

a. Returnees should limit their discussions to their own experi-
ences and should not attempt to discuss subjects or actions they
did not observe.

b. Any statements of a speculative nature concerning past or
furure events in Southeast Asia should be avoided.

c. Subjects which are classified will not be discussed.

d. General comments on the suspected fate of men still carried
as MIA should be avoided and specific knowledge concerning
resolution of individual MIA cases should not be discussed in a
news conference forum. This is a matter for the various service
casualty officers and next-of-kin considerations are paramount.

e. In general, discussions of the actions or experiences of others

should be avoided.

f. Discussions of alleged misconduct of other returnees and
possible legal actions involving these people must be avoided.
Any such charges would, of course, have to be legally investi-
gated and proven, and statements concerning alleged misconduct
of others could prejudice possible UCM] procedures.”

Friedheim’s message placing the directive in effect went out the fol-
lowing day, 29 March. By then the only remaining hint of centralized
management was in the notice that transcripts of the first day’s press con-
ferences would be circulated to indicate “the types of questions that all

returnees may anticipate.”””

Former prisoners talked with newsmen at various locations on 29 March
1973, and their accounts appeared on front pages across the country the
following day. “POWSs’ Nighumarish Ordeal: Tales of Torture, Beating,
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Months in Solitary,” read a typical headline. One participant, Colonel
Risner, now had the opportunity to insure that remarks he had made under
the previous restraints were properly understood. During the 15 February
press conference at Clark he had been asked about broadcasts attributed
to American prisoners in Hanoi that condemned U.S. policy and called
for withdrawal from the hostilities. News reports at the time showed
him confining his response to the suggestion that “we should consider
the source of those statements; they were made from a prison in North
Vietnam.” Now at liberty to remove any doubt of his meaning, Risner gave
a graphic description of the enemy’s torture techniques. “I myself have
screamed all night,” he said in explaining how he and others were forced
to provide the propaganda statements demanded of them. He readily
acknowledged being reduced to a state where “I wrote what they told me
to write . . . . If they told me the war was wrong, I said it was wrong.””!

The matter arose again in an exchange between newsmen and General
James at the next Pentagon press briefing.

Question: One of the guys yesterday estimated 95 percent of
the prisoners had been rortured and chat 80 percent
of them finally gave in and made sratements. Does
that pretty much square with what you've heard?

Answer: I think the prisoners’ statements speak for themselves.
I have no reason to doubt any of them and they were
told simultaneously in practically all sections of the
country yesterday, and were remarkable for their
consistence. The detailed description of the types of

torrure and this sort of thing, . . . I don’t chink
there’s anything I can add that would highlight that
any more.”

His remarks could be read as a tribute to the wisdom of the decision to
forgo official staging of the event and allow the authentic voices of the
returnees to be heard.
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Conclusion

hroughout the negotiations over ending U.S. participation in the

fighting in Vietnam, the release of the American prisoners of war
stood as an absolute condition for U.S. withdrawal. Washington’s repre-
sentatives held to this position both in the open sessions of the Paris
peace talks and in secret conversations with the North Vietnamese. When
opponents of the Nixon administration’s policy called for speedier termi-
nation of the involvement they also commonly made it contingent on
the return of all American prisoners of war and some form of accounting
for the servicemen listed as missing in action. As public sentiment shifted
decisively toward demanding an end to the war, some commentators spoke
of assuring the recovery of the captive Americans as the only remaining
legitimate reason for continuing the hostilities.

From 1968 onward the United States had sought an honorable way
out of the Southeast Asian conflict. The difficult and protracted nego-
tiations with a rigid, aggrieved, abusive, and deceitful yet maddeningly
self-righteous foe finally ended with the signing of an agreement between
the United States and North Vietnam in January 1973. At its heart lay
the provision for simultancous release of the prisoners and withdrawal
of U.S. forces from Vietnam over a 60-day period. With the signing of
the Paris agreement there began an intense emotional experience for
the nation as it witnessed the homecoming of the prisoners.

Perceptions of Homecoming

Exhaustive press, radio, and television coverage allowed the public
to follow each step of the progress of the released captives—from arrival at
Clark Air Base in the Philippines through some aspects of the processing
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leading to their departure on the trans-Pacific flight, then to the welcome
marking their return to American soil, reunion with families, and dis-
persal to military hospitals near their homes. Unlike much else that had
occurred during the Vietnam War, this unfolding story seemed unambigu-
ously worthy of celebration, and most Americans viewing it found them-
selves caught up in a nationwide feeling of pride in the unbowed spirit
and upright bearing of the former prisoners.

The New York Times passed on the observations of a veteran journal-
ist who had covered the repatriation following the Korean War: “That war
was not so divisive as the Vietnam war. That war had heroes and a some-
what sympathetic press. The Vietnam war has had neither until now.”
Newsweek said the country was experiencing “a rare moment of unity and
joy.” Indeed, for many the homecoming of the prisoners symbolized above
any other event or pronouncement the ending of the war, bringing with it
a sense of completion, of relief and possible release from the divisions of
the past. “The nation begins again to feel itself whole,” wrote the editor
of the New Orleans Times-Picayune.'

The virtually flawless execution of the Homecoming plan by the De-
partment of Defense helped to sustain the elation surrounding the prisoners’
return. The absence of heavy-handed actions or embarrassing breakdowns
attested to DoD’s forethought and effective management. 77me remarked
that “the U.S. military’s planning for the operation had been meticulous
and even loving, in an official way.”? In addition, the planning had been
carefully coordinated, with oversight from a central authority, thanks to
a decision in 1967 that placed the primary responsibility for prisoner of
war matters at the OSD level. Beginning in late January 1973, the Home-
coming Operations Center in the Pentagon’s National Military Command
Center monitored and directed the repatriation on a 24-hour basis.’
Occasional hitches did occur, but none of major import and none that
attracted wide public attention. The flexibility and contingency plan-
ning built into the arrangements proved sufficient for dealing with the
few complications that arose. When completed, Homecoming took its place
as a remarkable instance of a major operation carried out as planned.

Although by any objective measure Homecoming was a resounding
success, it did not escape the criticism of those who had long registered
disenchantment with the war and the U.S. role in Southeast Asia and
were accustomed to viewing government actions with suspicion and
distrust and the military with disdain. Reflecting the cynicism ingrained
among liberal academics and intelligentsia, in January 1973 the American
Psychological Association asked the Pentagon “what precautions are being
taken that the psychological briefing or treatment given to each returnee
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be aimed only at his own rehabilitation, and that no attempt will be made
to manipulate the political opinions of the returnees.” The director of the
PW/MIA Task Force, Brig. Gen. Russell Ogan, thanked the association for
“your interest in the welfare of our men,” then expressed “disappointment
that a group as prestigious as yours would conclude by inference that the
Department of Defense could conceivably have plans ‘to manipulate the
political opinions of returnees.”” He closed with an offer to send a rtask
force member to discuss the department’s objectives, plans, and policies
for the reception and care of returned prisoners of war.*

The cynics found reinforcement in the first statements made by the
PWs on deplaning at Clark, usually by the senior officer in each arriving
group. Of these the most memorable and most frequently quoted in
later years were the remarks of the first returnee to stand before the micro-
phone, Navy Capt. Jeremiah Denton: “We are honored to have had the
opportunity to serve our country under difficult circumstances. We are
profoundly grateful to our Commander in Chief and to our nation for
this day.” According to one account, “he paused for a second, then added
in a voice quavering with emotion, ‘God bless America.””® Subsequent
spokesmen expressed much the same sentiment in arrival statements
both at Clark and in the United States. Voicing the conviction that they
had returned home with honor and almost always including an expression
of gratitude for President Nixon’s actions as commander in chief, they
spoke of service, faith, loyalty, and patriotism in a sincere and unselfcon-
scious manner that had been out of fashion in some circles in recent years.
Some listeners took the nature and sameness of the statements as evidence
of coaching or direct dictation by government officials. In a piece headed
“Script by the Military,” a columnist in the Washington Post concluded that
“the return of the prisoners of war was a militarily-managed event down
to the last ‘God bless America.”™®

Stronger charges that the returning prisoners had not only been re-
hearsed but were being exploited came from some individuals long promi-
nent in the antiwar movement. As journalist Steven Roberts put it, they
felt that “the Nixon Administration has ‘manipulated’ the nation’s ‘hunger
for heroes’ into a commercial for its own record, and the glorification of
war itself.” He quoted a Yale professor who found disturbing “the image
being created of simple, old-fashioned American military virtue, as
though . . . the understandable emotion around these men can wipe away
10 years of an ugly, unjust war.” Roberts cited another leading activist,
the Rev. Philip F. Berrigan, who spoke of “over-publicizing the war crimi-
nals who are coming home,” the priest adding, “but what else would you
expect from the Government, but to distort the true nature of the men?””
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Responding to a query from the White House, the Department of
Defense reported that its own senior officials on the scene at Clark and
other reception centers “could not be more emphatic on the point that no
guidance or suggestions were given on the substance of arrival statements.”
Also, the returnee spokesmen were “frankly outraged at the suggestion of
manipulation and would welcome the opportunity to address the ques-
tion publicly.” During meetings with the press at their respective service
hospitals in late February, Denton and several others denied being coached
on whar to say. In the words of Navy Capt. Howard Rutledge, “This thing
all came from the heart.”

Denied as well by Secretary of Defense Elliot Richardson,” the orches-
tration charge was heard less frequently after the repatriation of the last
man freed the returnees to tell the full story of their captivity. Their
accounts of the tortures many had endured when attempting to resist
exploitation by the enemy suggested that these were not men who would
readily submit to thought control during their first days of freedom. That
did not quell implacable opponents of the war such as activist Jane Fonda,
who disputed the reports of brutality and mistreatment. Fonda charged
that the men who said they had been tortured were “hypocrites and liars.”
When Secretary Richardson condemned her remark as “an egregious insult
to all of our returning prisoners” and several state legislatures gave con-
sideration to resolutions of censure, Fonda modified her stand to the extent
of conceding that instances of torture may have occurred, probably
brought on by defiance of the prison rules, “but the pilots who are saying
it was the policy of the Vietnamese and that it was systematic, I believe
that that’s a lie.”"*

In fact, such influence as was exerted on homecoming utterances
came mainly from the PWs themselves. The senior spokesmen were con-
fident they expressed the generally held sentiments of their fellow
prisoners because, as Col. Robinson Risner explained, they had discussed
their beliefs “over the months and years” and “we knew what we felt.”
From those discussions, under the watchword “Return with Honor,” a
widely accepted view had emerged regarding how they should represent
themselves upon reaching home. The returnees’ press interviews com-
monly pictured the aviator-officers held by the North Vietnamese as a
tightly knit and disciplined group, united by their shared experience, and
at one in aspiring to high ideals of military conduct. There is no reason to
doubt that the accompanying patriotic declarations and evocations of the
flag, family, and God’s blessing, even if in some cases pre-scripted, were
authentic expressions of thought and feelings. A further feature of their
remarks proved to be of continuing interest to the White House: the men’s
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acknowledgment of President Nixon’s leadership. Pursuant to a White
House request, OSD forwarded a succession of reports giving names
and addresses of returnees “who have made favorable references to the
Commander-in-Chief.” The first report, on 17 February 1973, listed
26 names."

There was criticism, too, from those who wondered if DoD had
been equally concerned for the return of all servicemen, regardless of race
or rank. Both citizens and members of Congress questioned Richardson
repeatedly about the small proportion of enlisted men among the re-
turnees and the apparent under-representation of minorities. In reply,
DoD gave the final figures for Operation Homecoming, in which the
enemy had returned 566 U.S. servicemen of whom 497 were officers and
69 enlisted; 55 were said to have died in captivity—30 officers and 25
enlisted men. DoD’s accompanying explanation pointed out that “in
Vietnam, unlike earlier wars, there were few major land actions in which
large numbers of foot soldiers were captured. On the other hand, the
extensive air war placed large numbers of officer air crewmen in positions
where, if their aircraft was lost, they faced high probability of capture.”
In fact, about 85 percent of the men returned had been downed airmen
held in North Vietnam. As for the seemingly disproportionately high
fatality rate among the enlisted prisoners, most of these had been seized
in the South, where an itinerant captivity and frequently harsher condi-
tions contributed to a higher incidence of disease and death.'

Judging the matter against his own experience as an infantryman in
Korea, New York Congressman Charles Rangel continued to find it
incredible that the enemy had only 69 enlisted prisoners to give up,
and further, that only 16 black servicemen (9 officers and 7 enlisted) had
been returned during Homecoming, along with notice that 2 had died
in captivity. Considering that 5,662 blacks had been killed in action, he
thought DoD’s figure of 53 remaining in the MIA category was also
disproportionately low.'

It seems safe to say that the comments of the critics and detractors
left little imprint on the image of Homecoming as it passed into the
nation’s collective memory. The debunkers were no match for the millions
of Americans eager to salvage some joy and satisfaction from the prisoners’
safe return, an operation impressively executed, and a redemption of sorts
of America’s strength and honor.
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Effects of the Go Public Campaign

Perhaps more remarkable than the homecoming celebration in 1973
had been the outpouring of public concern for the well-being and sur-
vival of the Americans in enemy hands and for the fate of those mis-
sing in action that occurred in the preceding years. Viewed in the context
of the nation’s overall commitment in Southeast Asia, the intense and
continuing attention given the cause of these men seems extraordinary,
particularly as it focused primarily on the relatively small number—
fewer than a thousand—known or believed to be captured. It was decided-
ly unusual for prisoners of war to be the subjects of unceasing anxious
concern at a time when hostilities continued with little prospect of a settle-
ment. The men’s fate had gained a place in the forefront of the country’s
consciousness because the government and especially the military services
maintained an unshakable awareness of the obligation to obrtain their
freedom and because their families and friends would not let the gov-
ernment and the American public forget them.

The second of these reasons—more dramatic and with stronger
elements of human interest—has received the greater recognition. There
is much to admire in the story of how wives, parents, and other relatives
drew together and organized themselves to insure that the men’s status
as prisoners of war and the denial of their rights to humane treatment
were known to their fellow citizens and the world. What became the
National League of Families of American Prisoners and Missing in
Southeast Asia arose from small beginnings at the local level, but it was
headed from the first by women who possessed or soon developed the
organizing abilities, talent for public relations, and capability of providing
inspiring leadership that brought the League to a position of national
prominence signified by its incorporation in the District of Columbia
and the establishment of its headquarters within sight of the Capitol in
June 1970. Thereafter the League grew steadily in size and influence, ulti-
mately enrolling well over half of all PW/MIA families and maintaining
its place as the only organization with membership limited to the rela-
tives of men missing or captured that was truly national in scope and that
held itself to humanitarian, nonprofit, and nonpartisan purposes.

The objectives of the League of Families coincided at most points
with those of the government’s Go Public campaign, and the personal
testimony and constant publicity efforts of League members gave it
major support. Credit for the May 1969 launching of that campaign,
however, belongs almost exclusively to DoD officials and Secretary of
Defense Melvin Laird. Fulfilling their deeply felt obligation to the missing
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men, it represented a breakthrough for ideas advocated within the DoD
PW Policy Committee almost from its inception in July 1967.

Dissatisfied with the results from the State Department’s reliance on
“quiet diplomacy” as the means of winning the full protection of the
Geneva Convention for the captive Americans, the committee favored
mounting a counterpropaganda campaign that would openly and con-
tinually challenge Hanoi’s claims that the U.S. prisoners were receiv-
ing humane and lenient treatment. When arguing for this in the fall of
1967, committee members pointed to the success scored a year earlier
when State’s officials had set aside their usual restraint in order to speak
out against Hanoi’s intention of subjecting prisoners to war crimes trials.
Making use of the power of adverse publicity, State had rallied world
opinion in a protest that gained the support of Pope Paul VI and UN
Secretary General U Thant and undoubtedly contributed to the outcome:
an indefinite postponement of the trials.

Nevertheless, in interdepartmental consultations in which State’s
opinion had the greater weight, the more aggressive publicity campaign
recommended by the DoD PW Policy Committee had failed to gain
approval by early 1968. Soon afterward the Communist side gave its first
signs of willingness to enter into direct negotiations, opening the way to
the convening of the Paris peace talks in May. In these circumstances the
primacy of the diplomatic efforts directed by Ambassador at Large W.
Averell Harriman continued, and with it the supposition that an atmos-
phere conducive to success could best be maintained by refraining from
public condemnation of the enemy’s practices regarding prisoners. During
the remainder of 1968 conviction grew within DoD that Harriman had
held too long to the course of quiet diplomacy, given the accumulating
evidence of mistreatment of captives on the one hand and of the futility
of appeals to humanitarian feelings in Hanoi on the other.

When Melvin Laird took office as the Nixon administration’s first
secretary of defense on 22 January 1969 he heard from experienced DoD
officials about the pent up urge to go on the offensive regarding the
treatment of American prisoners. This coincided with his own thought
and inclination and by late February his decision to move along that line
had firmed. Laird believed it imperative to bring Hanoi’s rejection of obli-
gations under the Geneva Convention to the world’s attention and to
talk “openly, candidly, forcefully, and repeatedly” about the enemy’s re-
fusal to grant the fundamental rights of prisoners of war to the captive
Americans. The previous restraints on doing so ran counter to Laird’s
concept of his responsibility as secretary of defense. He felt that the time
had come to speak out in defense of the well-being and ultimate survival
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of the prisoners. Certainly the Department of State had an important role,
Laird said, because international relations were obviously involved, but
“the Defense Department’s overriding obligations to its men” required it
to take the lead in devising programs that might improve their welfare
and secure their release.'

At Laird’s direction preparations began for what came to be called
the “Go Public” campaign. The materials at hand in March 1969 included
a counterpropaganda plan that had received favorable consideration from
the policy committee as early as November 1967. Now resubmitted, it
was designed to “influence world opinion to the point that Hanoi will
feel compelled to afford proper treatment to U.S. PW’s.” This required
plain speaking about the deficiencies in the enemy’s treatment, backed
by specific examples and driven home by sustained public exposure. On
19 May 1969 Laird committed the U.S. government to such a program by
his statement opening the Go Public campaign and by the extensive DoD
press briefing that followed. His action had at least the tacit approval of
the White House and support now from the Department of State. Under
new leadership, State had already shown less reticence than before in con-
demning the practices of the enemy."”

Laird had acted from conviction that Hanoi’s disregard for humani-
tarian standards was a major vulnerability that should be exploited to
induce the enemy to comply with the Geneva Convention and perhaps
to negotiate seriously about the return of prisoners of war. There were
additional considerations, of course——ones that Laird with his well-
practiced skill at gauging political realities was unlikely to miss. He was
aware of the rising impatience and unease among PW/MIA family mem-
bers regarding the government’s policy of restraint, which seemed to give
so little notice to the central concern of their lives. Without some change
their dissatisfaction would continue to grow and could find expression
in unpredictable ways. Thus the Go Public campaign’s aggressive and
unhesitating advocacy of the prisoners’ rights had the additional advantage
of tending to allay the anxieties of the next of kin and to reassure them
that the government was making determined efforts on behalf of their
men. Also, family members could have a role in the campaign and might
find comfort in feeling that their volunteer efforts might help to safeguard
the well-being of their relatives.

The government’s decision to abandon the close hold of confidenti-
ality regarding major aspects of the PW/MIA issue and take the lead in
discussing them openly has sometimes been pictured as a capitulation
forced by growing agitation and incipient revole among the next of kin,
But the clear antecedents of the change, stretching back some 18 months
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in the work of the DoD PW Policy Committee, belie this. Also, it does
not appear that family organizations had yet attained the size or dis-
played the assertive temper that would have allowed them such a degree
of influence in the first months of 1969.

In informing and arousing the American people the Go Public
campaign was a phenomenal success. Once opened to discussion, the plight
of the American prisoners and missing engaged the thought and emotions
of hundreds of thousands—all told, probably millions—of their fellow
citizens. With regard to men killed in action, the response of most people
did not go beyond honoring their sacrifice and viewing their survivors
with sympathy, but for the prisoners of war and their waiting families a
deeper feeling of empathy often developed. Undoubtedly, displaying
concern for the treatment and recovery of the missing men provided an
outlet for the patriotic feelings of citizens whose support for the other
declared purposes of their country’s involvement in Southeast Asia had
often been ambivalent at best. Had the war been one in which the
nation’s survival was at stake, as in World War II, it is unlikely that the
cause of the prisoners and missing would have overshadowed feelings
toward those who gave their lives.

The degree to which the Go Public campaign succeeded in bringing
an aroused world opinion to bear on the North Vietnamese government
is more difficult to judge. To be sure, at the United Nations and in other
international bodies U.S. delegations obtained impressive majorities for
resolutions endorsing the humanitarian treatment of prisoners of war
and calling for universal observance of the Geneva Convention. Countries
friendly or beholden to the United States, as well as a few others, did
make representations to Hanoi about bringing its treatment of prisoners,
release of information abour them, and acceptance of impartial inspec-
tion closer to the internationally accepted norm. But unless given
definition by deep revulsion or other truly strong emotion, “world
opinion,” then as now, was too amorphous an element to harness and
exploit as an active force. Even if faced with widespread condemnation,
a government with such determined leadership as that of North Viet-
nam can usually ignore outside disapprobation with relative impunity. It
may be remembered that during the years of the Go Public campaign the
U.S. government likewise remained largely unmoved by a high level
of international disapproval, reflecting opinion in much of the world
that the American intervention in Southeast Asia was an unworthy or
mistaken endeavor that should be abandoned.

Whatever the level of Hanoi’s concern for its world image, during the
last quarter of 1969 a definite change for the better did occur in the
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enemy’s treatment of the prisoners, most notably the abandonment of
systematic and unhesitating resort to torture. The general supervisor of the
prison system was demoted and apparently made the scapegoat for cer-
tain “errors,” and he soon passed from the scene. However, the Hanoi
government made no announcement of this and offered no confession
or apology to the world at large. Its spokesmen maintained that now as in
the past, and despite their crimes against the country and people of North
Vietnam, the prisoners were receiving lenient and forbearing treatment.

When writing their memoirs some returned prisoners attributed
Hanoi’s change of policy in 1969 to pressures generated by the protests
and publicity efforts of the PW/MIA wives and relatives. Other commenta-
tors cite a number of possible contributing factors, with some believing
that the move resulted from the interplay between a growing concern among
North Vietnamese authorities over the deteriorating condition of the tor-
tured captives and their awareness that the committed resistance of most
of the prisoners was likely to continue.* The precise role played by the
Go Public activities is impossible to determine but they almost certainly
influenced the shifting dynamic.

Prisoner of War Benefits

Laird again played the key role in another major DoD undertaking—
the provision of information and assistance to the PW/MIA families and
seeing that the men captured or missing suffered no disadvantage with
respect to financial security, promotions, future career opportunities, and
assured long-term health care. One of his earliest pronouncements, on
1 March 1969, sct the goal of “doing all that we possibly can for the next
of kin” and called on the military services and OSD officials to recom-
mend courses of action and any added legal authority that would “better
serve the interests of our captured and missing servicemen and their
families.” Thereafter the benefits legislated or administratively established
for the men and their relatives and the individual attention given to each
of the affected families both reached levels far exceeding that provided
in previous conflicts. This owed much to the frequent reiteration of the
secretary’s interest in the matter and the well-nigh universal support from
members of Congress. It also reflected the increasing scope and severity
of the need. The ever-lengthening duration of the men’s captivity or
missing status magnified all the existing social, economic, and emotional

* See Rochester and Kiley, Honor Bound, ch 22, which cites the death of Ho Chi Minh

in September 1969 as a pivotal event and notes other factors.
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problems of their waiting kinfolk and expanded the PWs' own readjust-
ment and rehabilitation needs.'®

By the end of 1972 an impressive number of benefits had been enacted
and several regulations had been interpreted to permit bestowal of some
additional favor on the men who would return or on the survivors of
those who did not. By then Pentagon officials had reached the conclusion
that the benefits devised for the missing or captured and their families
were in danger of becoming excessive when compared with the provision
made for the war’s other casualties, the men killed in action or disabled
by wounds. The further entitlements currently proposed by some members
of Congress, such as crediting time in captivity at double value for retire-
ment purposes, were particularly open to cogent objection, and DoD’s
negative comments discouraged their enactment."”

In response to Laird’s urging and in the tradition of “taking care of
their own” each military service had aspired to provide comprehensive
assistance to its PW/MIA families, seeking to do everything feasible to
relieve the burdens and anxieties of their special situation. Ideally, che
assigned casualty assistance officer, usually serving several families, would
develop an intimate understanding of their expert medical, psychological,
legal, or financial counseling as appropriate. He would also keep the next
of kin informed on such subjects as new legislation or rulings affecting
them, the proper letter and package mailing procedures, and details of
the repatriation plan.

When for a number of reasons performance often fell short of the
intention, the National League of Families proposed making “one-on-one”
the standard—a system in which each assistance officer would have a
single family of a captured or missing serviceman as his only responsibility.
That this arrangement received serious consideration, with the Air Force
going so far as to offer it as an option families might choose, underscores
again the relatively small and manageable size of the PW/MIA problem
during the Vietnam War, which may limit its usefulness as a model for
procedures in future conflicts. Under other circumstances it could prove
impossible to sustain the manpower commitment and supervisory effort
of a one-on-one system, or even to duplicate the less extensive arrange-
ments for family assistance that developed during the Vietnam era.
Similarly, it would appear undesirable to view the benefits and special
provisions of that era as a standard precedent—a list of entitlements that
future prisoners of war and their families might expect to see reinstated
as an established right. A review conducted at an unpressured time could
establish which benefit provisions have enduring validity, keeping in
mind that a number were introduced to alleviate unique problems growing
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out of the unprecedented length of the men’s captive or missing status,
which ran on in some instances for the better part of a decade.

In December 1972 OSD officials were already contemplating what
would be involved in winding down the extensive effort devoted to “the
issues of repatriation, accounting for the missing, and all of the special
arrangements for PW/MIAs and the families.” They identified a need to
guard against “the tendency to overreact and make this category of per-
sonnel a special privileged group out of all proportion when compared to
other categories of veterans and our citizenry in general.” “The challenge,”
according to an internal ISA memo, “will be to do what is required with-
out making these men and their families ‘wards of the State.” . . . Such
dependence for the rest of their lives is not in their interest nor is it
equitable when considering the needs of other categories such as killed
in action or wounded and disabled veterans.”"

Role of the Families

Though never viewed by OSD officials as the sole representative of
the PW/MIA next of kin, the National League of Families had an
important role as adviser and critic of the department’s actions and
programs. The fact that its membership included a majority of the affected
families did add weight to its opinions, and some of the League’s sugges-
tions for improving the performance of the casualty assistance officers,
identifying needs that the benefits system should address, and insuring
that the repatriation plan did not lack in human warmth had a self-evident
value. With so many of their hopes dependent on the soundness of the gov-
ernment’s policies and the effectiveness of its actions, League members
soon overcame any hesitancy about offering plain-spoken criticism of short-
comings. The officials involved in DoD’s continuing relationship with the
League also found that the latter’s representatives sometimes raised incon-
venient questions or persisted in wanting to know the particulars behind
the department’s generalized assurances. They may be credited with spurring
government authorities to clarify their thoughts and improve their programs.

Perhaps inevitably, a difference of perception marked the relationship.
What OSD officials saw as an exceptionally high level of consultation with
this outside group appeared to some League leaders as insufficient to
realize fully the contribution their members could make. By 1972 the
League was urging that one of its officers be invited to attend meetings
of the PW/MIA Task Force “on a regular basis.” DoD’s rejection of this
recommendation noted that the agenda of the task force encompassed a
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wide variety of subjects and issues, some involving classified information
and many more falling outside the expertise of the proposed family repre-
sentative. Further, “the free exchange of ideas and proposals necessary to
arrive at the best possible answer to many problems would be inhibited by
the presence of a family member.” There are indications that word from
a higher authority had reinforced the normal disposition to deny such bids
for direct participation in the government’s deliberations, but in any event,
family representation was held to be unnecessary in view of the lengthy list
of occasions when responsible officials had met with the League’s leaders."”

Speaking for the National League, Iris Powers advised a congressional
committee in October 1972 that “we think the Defense Department has
produced what may be the most detailed and conscientious repatriation,
rehabilitation and readjustment program ever put together by any nation
at any time in the history of warfare, but that is not to say that it is
perfect.” She acknowledged that frequent consultations had occurred but
could not shake the feeling that “our deliberations and recommendations
have, in general, been accepted with an air of benevolent paternalism.” Some
DoD officials, sensitive to the need to avoid appearing condescending,
recognized that they had to deal warily with the issue.”

In their relations with the National League, other family groups, and
individual next of kin, Defense leaders had a further concern, never more
plainly set forth than in Laird’s advice to President Nixon in May 1971:
“If the families should turn against the Administration on the PW/MIA
issue, we believe that general public support would also.” The political con-
tentiousness that gripped the country over how to end the war and what
would constitute an acceptable peace could not be ignored, and taking it
into account gave yet another dimension to the endeavors of OSD offi-
cials. They had to remain alert for evidence of intensifying feelings or
shifts of opinion among the family members, but legitimate opportunities
to head off or argue against waning support for the administration’s goals
lay primarily in the political area, a realm that knew few practitioners
more adept than Richard Nixon.”

Yielding to the urgings of Laird and Under Secretary of State
Richardson, Nixon had first become actively engaged with the PW/MIA
issue at his White House meeting with a representative group of wives
and parents in December 1969. On that occasion, in the first significant
statement of his presidency on the subject, he declared that any agreement
ending the war must include a satisfactory settlement of the prisoner issue
and that the U.S. government would “do everything that it possibly can
to separate out the prisoner issue and have it handled as it should be, as a
separate issuc on a humane basis.” Thereafter, with well-turned references to
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the prisoners and missing in his public addresses and with other timely
moves, the president gave PW/MIA relatives reason to believe that he
understood their concerns and was working behind the scenes as well as
publicly to attain the kind of peace settlement they desired.”

Even at a time when realistically the coming months offered scant
hope of progress toward bringing the men home Nixon undertook to
champion their cause. Though perhaps more as a holding position than
as the bold new initiative for peace it was claimed to be, in an address on
7 October 1970 he took a stand on the highest moral ground with his
call for “the immediate and unconditional release of all prisoners of
war held by both sides . . . to return to the place of their choice . . . as a
simple act of humanity.” The Christmas letter he sent to all the affected
families aimed to give them a feeling of being taken into his confidence.
It included a tribute to “the strength, the loyalty and the dignity with
which you have borne your burden” and closed with the pledge that “we
will not rest until every prisoner has returned to his family and the mis-
sing have been accounted for.” The following year, sounding these same
themes and displaying a sure feel for the dramatic gesture, Nixon made a
surprise appearance at the National League’s annual convention.”

Both the president’s address on 25 January 1972, revealing Henry Kis-
singer’s secret negotiations and the enemy’s record of intransigence and
deceit, and his ordering of the mining of harbors and other stepped-up
military action in response to North Vietnam’s Easter offensive of that
year had appeal for PW/MIA families. Again appearing unannounced at
the National League’s annual meeting that October, Nixon gave a master-
ful performance. He vowed that “we shall, under no circumstances, abandon
our POW'’s and MIA’,” at the same time (in what could be recognized as
a deft thrust at his opponent in the upcoming election) rejecting any
course that would “leave their fate to the good will of the enemy.” The
president also contrasted the steadfast approval of his recent decisions
by League members with the almost universal lack of support from “the
so-called opinion leaders of this country.” His appreciation of the families’
burden bound most of his hearers to him, as did the renewed pledge that
“I will never let you down.”*

The durability of the president’s hold on the allegiance of PW/MIA
families soon underwent further tests when the promise of Kissinger’s
avowal that “Peace is at hand” went unfulfilled and when the president’s
overwhelming election victory was followed by a breakdown of the Paris
talks rather than accelerated progress toward a peace agreement. Nixon
then unleashed the intensive B-52 raids on targets in the Haiphong-Hanoi
corridor—“the Christmas bombing”—that won him severe condemnation
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from many sources both at home and abroad burt the applause of the
PWs in Hanoi. Though importuned by the media for a statement, the
officers of the National League of Families refrained from public com-
ment. Privately some leading members advised OSD officials of their
anguished objections to a policy that was swelling the roster of prisoners
and missing and seemed likely to extend the hostilities, but they had no
assurance that the majority of their membership held this view. Just after
Hanoi’s assent to resumption of the negotiations brought the raids to an
end the League’s headquarters sent a mail ballot to all members urgently
secking their guidance on how to react should the peace talks break down
again and the bombing be resumed. Since signing of the peace agreement
followed on 27 January 1973, no tabulation of the results was made public.

Conduct in Captivity

A sensitive and unwelcome problem with strong negative overtones
persisted well beyond the PWs homecoming—how to judge the men’s
conduct in captivity and what implications this might have for the Code
of Conduct. During the planning period a great deal of thought had been
expended on the precepts and procedures to be followed when debriefing
the returned prisoners, including how to respond if evidence of miscon-
duct came to light. In that connection planners and officials all had in
mind a goal often expressed as “avoiding the situation that occurred after
Korea,” when the Department of Defense had come under public and con-
gressional criticism because of the differing standards used by the services
when deciding what behavior in captivity warranted the preferral of charges
and convening of a court-martial.

The debriefing guidelines did not stress detection of wrongdoing as
an objective. The cardinal purpose was to collect information, first to
gather all that the returnee knew about the fate of men still unaccounted
for and in later sessions to record all aspects of his captivity experience.
Several principles had been clearly enunciated as early as October 1970,
including the statement that “the Code of Conduct is a personal guide
to conduct, but not a criminal code,” which meant that failure to live
up to its requirements would not be a chargeable offense. Charges and
prosecutions could be based only on violations of the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMY]), established by act of Congress and applicable
to all members of the armed forces. Especially pertinent to the debriefing
exercise was the UCM]’s Article 31, setting forth the military equivalent of
the familiar “You have the right to remain silent” and further statements
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by which civilians suspected of crimes were advised that anything said
might be used as evidence against them. “To provide the proper environ-
ment for the return of the men,” the guidance read, “a returnee is to be
given the warning specified in Article 31 . . . not at the outset of de-
briefing (which was the previous practice, and tended to brand every man
as automatically suspect), but only when there is reason to suspect the
individual of an offense under the UCM]J, because of his own statements,
the statements of another, or evidence received prior to return.””

The repatriation plans contained further indications that a cautious
approach to questions of conduct and culpability was desired and no rush
to judgment was intended. By late 1972 these governing documents
required that no returnee be warned under Article 31 without prior sub-
mission of the martter to the highest headquarters of his service. Other
provisions sought means of avoiding the need to issue the warning, mainly
because its use would be at cross-purposes with the desire for maximum
retrieval of information. The authorities wished to reserve the debriefing
as a purely intelligence exercise, it being understood that when deemed
necessary, criminal investigators would question returnees at a later time,
under conditions that fully protected their legal rights.”®

For the initial interview, the debriefing officer’s diligence in keeping
the focus on information about men unaccounted for seemed a sufficient
safeguard against needing to invoke Article 31. For the further stage of
debriefing, the interviewer was instructed not to elicit comment about
misconduct in the prison camp, but if the returnee wanted to talk about
the misbehavior of others, he would be permitted to do so, though with-
out follow-up questions that encouraged him to continue. The possibility
that a returnee might launch into a description of his own actions that
tended toward self-incrimination was viewed more seriously. In that event
the debriefer was to steer him away from the subject or, if necessary,
suspend the interview, submit the particulars to service headquarters in
Washington, and await instructions. As described by a responsible senior
officer, the Navy’s guideline for an extreme instance was that “if the
POW insisted on unburdening his soul about what he feltc were acts of
misconduct on his own part, then the debriefer was to segregate that
portion of the debrief, lock it up, . . . not to access it to anyone,” in addi-
tion to advising higher headquarters of the occurrence.”’

These provisions that gave no priority to aggressive probing for
wrongdoing accorded with the broad construction that Secretary Laird
had already placed on the matter of judging conduct in captivity. In re-
sponding to the queries of newsmen and radio interviewers following
the release of Elias, Gartley, and Charles in September 1972 he soughr to
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“make it very clear that there are no charges pending and will not be as
far as the Department of Defense is concerned.” His hearers should real-
ize that the Uniform Code of Military Justice provided that any member
of the armed forces could level charges against another member, but he
hoped that “no such charges would be made by any individuals.”?®

Laird’s remarks were in line with the compassionate spirit with which
most citizens, as evidenced in the press and in letters to the secretary, be-
lieved the returning prisoners of war should be received. His avoidance of
any appearance of applying some absolute, by-the-book standard to the
judgment of the men’s conduct also correctly read the public mood.
Another of his pronouncements would probably have received favorable
notice as well, had it been issued to the press. At some point during the
final months of his term of office, which ended on 29 January 1973,
Laird let it be known within the department that he believed no charges
should be leveled against any returning serviceman for statements made
while in captivity. In public discussions the point had often been raised
that the propaganda statements attributed to individual prisoners, possibly
made under extreme duress, did not condemn U.S. official policy any more
severely than other statements freely made by political figures at home,
including some who held high office in the government.

At a Pentagon press briefing on 15 February 1973, just after arrival
in the continental United States of the first contingents of returning
prisoners, a journalist asked for a precise statement of the policy con-
cerning possible prosecution of the men for actions while in the prison
camps. He was aware of Laird’s statements in September and a later one
by Jerry Friedheim, acting assistant secretary of defense for public affairs,
but considered that the matter was “a little fuzzy.” Friedheim’s depurty,
Maj. Gen. Daniel James, Jr., replied: “It’s not fuzzy to me. I've heard both
of them say on several occasions that the Government of the United States
has no plans to bring any action against any of the prisoners for things
that they might have said or done while in captivity. However, as has
been pointed out to you, the Uniform Code of Military Justice has a pro-
vision that allows the bringing of charges by any member of the military,
regardless of rank, against any other member. We cannot presume to . . .
speculate at this point on what may be forthcoming from the men
themselves.”

In fact, something sounder than speculation would soon be in hand.
Roger Shields was serving as the senior DoD representative at the Home-
coming reception center at Clark Air Base, and he was a member of the
party that flew to Hanoi on the first two occasions when imprisoned
Americans were handed over. Part of his mission was to make a quick
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survey of the attitudes and experience of the returnees to see if the
assumptions on which Washington officials were operating were correct.
He soon became aware of strong feelings within the prisoner group that
some few of their number deserved to be called to account for antiwar
broadcasts and other collaborative acts not coerced by the enemy or for
refusing to acknowledge and obey orders from the senior ranking officer
of the prisoners’ own command organization.* One of the longest-held
officers had written out the particulars on which charges against a number
of men might be based, and he entrusted it to Shields on first encounter
after takeoff from Hanoi.

Shields found also thar most of the returnees freely admitted suc-
cumbing to coercion at some point. Nearly all had been forced to sign
or broadcast statements of propaganda value or perform other acts that
verged on collaboration. The enemy’s use of prolonged and merciless
torture, long-term solitary confinement, starvation diets, unsanitary condi-
tions, and denial of medical care amounted to a physical and psychological
onslaught that even the hardest-line resisters could not withstand.

On the morning of 21 February, barely seven hours after arrival of
his return flight from the Philippines, Shields attended a meeting in the
office of OSD General Counsel J. Fred Buzhardt, Jr., where his findings
were reviewed. Soon afterward it was announced that Secretary Richard-
son had determined there would be “no prosecution of returned POWs
based solely on propaganda statements made by returnees while in captive
status”—in effect, a more formal version of Laird’s earlier pronouncement.*

Subsequently, service legal officers concluded that, if subjected to liti-
gation, the secretary’s words would have to be interpreted as granting
immunity to returnees for virtually any statement and as extending to
conduct involving the planning, preparation, and issuance of the srate-
ments. Meanwhile the original declaration that the Department of Defense
would not prefer charges had been recast: To be accepted, any charge against
a returned PW must be initiated and signed by a fellow prisoner. Further
instruction, conveyed on 5 April at meetings presided over by Shields
and Buzhardt, may have been influenced by the White House. It expressed
the desires of the secretary of defense, “who had received guidance in
the matter,” according to an Army participant. General Counsel Buzhardt
strongly advised against advancing any charges that would not stand up
in court, but the secretary’s main request was that any PW investiga-
tions in progress be concluded as quietly as possible, in a generally “low
profile” treatment of the conduct question, with no charges to be pre-
ferred for the time being.”!

* See Rochester and Kiley, Honor Bound, ch 25.
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Accordingly, government authorities succeeded in handling the
conduct in captivity issue in a manner that largely avoided public con-
troversy and criticism. A number of the leaders and long-term members of
the prisoner group were outraged, expressing the feeling that the Depart-
ment of Defense had shirked its responsibility when it decreed that only
returnees, as individual service members, might be the accusers filing
charges. The military departments investigated such charges in the pre-
scribed manner, and Shields and the PW/MIA Task Force acted as a
clearinghouse for information on the actions of all of the services. There
are strong indications that the ultimate disposition was dictated from
above, possibly via instructions from the White House transmitted through
Buzhardt. No case was pressed to the point of trial by court-martial; com-
monly the service secretary involved dismissed the charges. The only offi-
cers charged, Navy Capt. Walter E. Wilber and Marine Lt. Col. Edison W.
Miller, received letters of censure from Secretary of the Navy John W.
Warner before retiring.*

The MIAs

Still another issue, much longer-lasting and certainly the most
emotional legacy of the Vietnam War, has been the question of the fate of
the unaccounted for prisoners of war and the missing in action in Viet-
nam, Laos, and Cambodia. For more than a quarter of a century families
of the PWs and MIAs and their well-wishers continued to hope that their
men had survived while still enduring captivity. Their efforts to focus
and keep government attention on pursuing the quest for conclusive evi-
dence of the fate of the unaccounted for received sympathetic support
from much of the public, press, and Congress.

As the war entered the final stage, in December 1972, Defense
officials expressed the belief that DoD would have to “resolve the MIA
problem in a manner which projects finality and satisfaction with the
resules . . . . There must be sufficient efforts to secure the fullest pos-
sible accounting after which the results of these efforts must be presented
publicly in terms that are acceptable to the families, the public, the press
and the Congress.” This high purpose could not be realized, owing to
the frailty of many of the peace agreement’s provisions and more broadly
to the circumstance that the United States had not emerged as the deci-
sive victor in the war, with freedom to examine the former enemy’s
archives and to conduct searches and investigations at will throughout a
conquered territory. The article of the peace agreement thar obligated
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all parties to assist in determining the fate of missing servicemen and
civilians and in locating graves and facilitating the repatriation of remains
went unhonored. Other matters marked for settlement by further discus-
sion among the Vietnamese parties “in a spirit of national reconciliation
and concord, with a view to ending hatred and enmity,” were ultimately
resolved by military conquest. In fact, except for the withdrawal of U.S.
forces and the release of the captive Americans it is difficult to find any
provision of the Paris agreement that was carried out as written.

In early 1973 U.S. authorities entered on what would prove to be a
decades-long endeavor to resolve the MIA issue. They dealt with a set of
ever-changing statistics as well as an evolving definition of the task.
During a news briefing on 12 April covering the results of the Home-
coming operation, Roger Shields said that with the return of the
acknowledged prisoners of war the total number of Americans unac-
counted for was 1,359. This computation included the men still carried
as captured or missing in action—a status in which they were regarded
as continuing on active duty. The figure had fallen to 1,284 when Shields
testified before a congressional committee seven weeks later, but during
that late May appearance he revealed that “there are about 1,000 others
who have been declared dead by the services but whose remains have not
been recovered,” categorized as killed in action, body not recovered (KIA/
BNR). He mentioned them again when reaffirming that the Department
of Defense would continue to seck the fullest possible accounting for those
listed as missing: “In addicion, we will seek to recover the remains of
the missing who have died and those who are already listed as killed in
action but whose remains have not been recovered.”™”

In following years the military departments continued to review the
status of the servicemen originally classed as captured or missing, and the
issuance of presumptive findings of death steadily reduced the number
in those categories. By 1982 only a single Air Force officer was listed as
a prisoner of war, and that as a symbolic gesture attesting to the U.S. gov-
ernment’s commitment to obtaining an accounting. All others, now legally
dead but usually with body not recovered, could hardly be differenciated
from the KIA/BNRs. In fact, several years earlier the Department of
Defense had decided to include the KIA/BNR cases under the heading of
“Americans Unaccounted for in Southeast Asia,” thus producing a dra-
matic increase in the total number. As noted in a Senate committee report
published in January 1993, when the figure stood at 2,264, “this creared
the anomalous situation of having more Americans considered unaccount-
ed for today than we had immediately after the war.” It also increased the
proportion of cases for which there was slight hope of further resolution.*
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Throughout, U.S. officials experienced continuing pressure for fulfill-
ment of the government’s pledge to obtain the fullest possible accounting. It
emanated most notably from the National League of Families, whose offi-
cers and board members, beginning with those elected in October 1972,
were drawn almost exclusively from the relatives of the men still missing.
This public question took on a further emotional charge from the not in-
substantial number of citizens who came to believe, often passionately,
that American servicemen were still being held somewhere in Vietnam,
Laos, or Cambodia, or even in the Soviet Union. For many subscribing to
this belief, the very limited success in accounting for the missing and the
claim that the government had no convincing evidence of the existence
of living prisoners aroused suspicions that government officials were
pursuing some secret policy objective that limited their commitment to
the task. The strongest critics charged that the U.S. government had
abandoned promising lines of inquiry, suppressed information about the
known location of specific individuals, and perpetrated other actions con-
trary to the purposes it publicly avowed.

Succeeding years saw a number of congressional hearings and select
committee investigations as well as inquiries by presidentially appointed
commissions, all devoted to surveying the dimensions of the problem
and assessing the adequacy and effectiveness of the government’s efforts—
mainly those of officials and agencies of the Department of Defense. The
reports resulting from these proceedings sometimes spawned further con-
troversies, as did the surfacing from time to time of pictures of individuals
alleged to be Americans surviving somewhere in Southeast Asia. The high
volume of “live sighting reports” and other information received from
refugees helped to sustain rumors that some Americans still endured in
remote work camps or underground installations and that the North Viet-
namese were keeping the remains of unnumbered U.S. servicemen in
storage, awaiting a favorable opportunity for barter. Citizens seized with
the conviction that living prisoners existed might well respond to the
fund-raising appeals of the sponsors of various private efforts to ransom
or rescue the men.

Aspects of these long-running activities and the accompanying agi-
tation were often in the news. The subject received recurring attention
from popular magazines, talk shows, and journals of opinion, and Holly-
wood and TV scriptwriters exercised their imaginations to produce stirring
treatments of the possibility of rescue. Even after nearly a quarter of a
century had passed it could truly be said that the men were not forgotten.
U.S. negotiations for the recovery of remains continued with what was
now the Socialist Republic of Vietnam.
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The pressures for intensified government investigation became
stronger as the Vietnamese government, secking to establish normal rela-
tions with the United States, became more cooperative in tracking down
records and remains of the missing. Vietnam agreed to joint investigation
with the United States in 1988, and Cambodia and Laos followed suit in
1991 and 1992 respectively. The Reagan and Bush administrations paid
heed to the demands of the families and gave priority to the search. In
1991 the Department of Defense established the position of deputy assis-
tant secretary of defense for POW/MIA affairs to oversee the vigorous,
large-scale, and good-faith search effort. Two additional new organiza-
tions—the Joint Task Force Full Accounting and the Central Identi-
fication Laboratory—were established in Hawaii. The former undertook
the enormously complex task of performing the many hundreds of pro-
longed, painstaking, on-the-spot searches in Vietnam. The laboratory
performed the lengthy and difficult forensic procedures required to iden-
tify remains, often with baffling and disappointing results. Other Defense
elements, particularly the Defense Intelligence Agency and the military
services, participated actively in the overall effort.

The many hundreds of searchers in the documents and in the countries
involved faced a daunting task. Their activities included in-country inves-
tigations, detailed loss-site surveys, full-scale site excavations, witness
interviews, and joint archival research. The wide-ranging circumstances
under which losses occurred vastly complicated the difficulties of the
search. These circumstances included over-water losses with no or frag-
mentary knowledge of the location; topographical changes; losses in remote
areas with no witnesses; remains lost while in U.S. custody; remains fall-
ing off of a helicopter under enemy fire; mistaken burials by allied forces.
The existence of frequent unresolvable discrepancies made the task all the
more frustrating and inconclusive.

Of the approximately 2,400 men originally counted as missing
after Homecoming about half had been presumed to be dead on the basis
of compelling evidence—their planes were seen to crash on land or in water
with no indication of survivors. Incontrovertible evidence of the status of
the missing, other than identifiable remains (unlikely to amount to more
than a fraction of the total), is difficult if not impossible to come by. The
cost of this near-exhaustive search has been considerable—the Defense
Department estimated that for a five-year period, fiscal years 1996-2000,
it spent almost $500 million on the effort.®” Still, as fong as theoreti-
cal possibility of survival exists, it is likely that the search will go on.
In the eyes of many, it is the last measure of national atonement to the
families of the missing.
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Although technology may change the nature of war in ways that will
make the taking of Americans as prisoners of war less likely, it is probable
that for the foreseeable future there will continue to be conflicts that will
hold a substantial risk of capture of combatants. Localized conflicts in
highly volatile areas of the world may require the employment of forces
engaging in close-quarters combat, as occurred in Vietnam. Moreover, as
in Vietnam, the United States may be confronted again with an adversary
who denies the plain meaning of international agreements, who first
enters into negotiations and then presents a list of absolute and unyield-
ing demands, meanwhile remaining unswayed by humanitarian appeals
and but slightly moved by international exposure and disapproval of
his practices. Under such circumstances, the experience of coping with
the prisoner of war dilemma during the Vietnam War will not provide an
all-purpose formula but it may yield useful guidance in the way that
knowledge of the past gives us a better grasp of the present. At the very
least, it should increase our capacity to anticipate some of the problems
and difficulties we may encounter in future hostilities and, to the extent
possible, help prepare us to deal with them.
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Memo Schwartz for Cooper ct al, 24 Oct 65, box 15 (ICRC through 1966}, 79-D317.

Ibid; msgs Vienna 536, 9 Oct 65, Vienna 545, 19 Oct 65: PW coll, OSD Hist; msg Geneva
1707, 15 Mar 66, TF files.

Memo Schwartz for Cooper et al, 24 Oct 65, box 15 (ICRC through 1966), 79-D317.

Memo (JCSM-744-65) JCS for SecDef, 9 Oct 65, Sec Def 371-399 Vietnam (1965); Jt State/
Def msg, circular 951 for Ottawa, 18 Nov 65, TF files.

Je State/Def msg, circular 951 for Ottawa, 18 Nov 65, memrecs Maj J. R. Sleeper USA, 1 Dec 65,
4 Jan 66: TF files; msg State 1484 for Geneva, 23 Feb 66, box 15 (ICRC through 1966}, 79-D317.
Msg State 1484 for Geneva, 23 Feb 66, box 15 (ICRC through 1966), 79-D317.

New York Times, 7 Mar 66.

Memo Sieverts for Heymann, 30 Mar 66, memo Heymann and Sieverts for Leonard Unger {ASec
StateFE) et al, 5 Apr 66: box 14 (Red Cross Memos—Vietnam), 79-D317; memo Leonard C.
Meeker (Legal Adviser) and Heymann for USecState, 15 Apr 66, box 14 (ICRC Relief
Assistance Program), 79-D317.

Memo Heymann for USecState, 5 Apr 66, memo Sieverts for USecState, 18 Apr 66: box 14
(ICRC Relief Assistance Program), 79-D317. Harriman went to Geneva bearing a letter from
Rusk to Gonard; msg State 2045 for Geneva, 3 May 66, box 28 (Press), 79-D317.

Dept State Bulletin, 6 Jun 60, 888.

Harriman did not adopt the suggestion that he regularize the status of the interdepartmental
committee as an cntity subordinate to him, as recommended in memo Sieverts for Harriman,
10 Aug 67, box 12 (PW Summaries for the Secretary), 79-D317; Hoare interv with Sieverts,
15 Jan 75, informal notes in PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg Geneva 2196, 6 May 66, box 15 (ICRC through 1966), 79-D317.

Ibid; msg Geneva 285, 18 Jul 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; Depe State Bulletin, 22 Dec 69, 598.

4. CLIMAX AND DECLINE OF THE WAR CRIMES TRIALS ISSUE

. Foreign Broadcasting Information Service (FBIS) 69, 1 Nov 65, msg State 1016 for Geneva,

17 Dec 65: TF files.

2. Memo William P. Bundy (ASecStatcFE) for SecState, 8 Jan 66, PW coll, OSD Hist.

. Memo William C. Hamilton (DepDirFE(1SA)) for John T. McNaughton (ASD(ISA)), 16 Dec 65,

memo Robert H. Miller (FE/VN State) for Leonard Unger (ASecStateFE), 20 Dec 65: TF files.

4. Msg Cairo 2042, 11 Feb 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; msg State 4547 for Cairo, 12 Feb 66, TF files.

6.

. Press&InfoDept, MinForAff DRV, U.S. War Crimes in North Viet Nam (Hanoi, Feb 66), box 2,

(Vietnam-Misc), msg Geneva 2545, 22 Jun 66, box 15 (ICRC through 1966), memo Sieverts
for USecState, 27 Jun 66, USIA News Policy Note No 24-66, 14 Jul 66, box 27 {War Crimes
Trials and Mistreatment of PWs): all in 79-D317.

Msg State 3307 for Saigon, 4 May 66, box 15 (ICRC and UN), 79-D317.

. Msg Geneva 2196, 6 May 66, box 15 (ICRC and UN), msg State 1219 for Orttawa, 15 May 66,

box 24 (Channels to NVN), State Intelligence Note 391, 17 Jun 66, box 27 (War Crimes Trials
and Mistreatment of PWs): 79-1D317.

. Memrec Hamilton, 28 May 66, ISA 383.6 (1966); memo Sieverts for USecState, 27 Jun 66,

box 27 (War Crimes Trials and Mistreatment of PWs), 79-D317; memo RAdm E J. Blouin (DirFE
(ISA}) for Dic]S, 29 Jun 66, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966).

. Msg Saigon 693, 11 Jul 66, PW coll, OSD Hist.
. Msg Srate circ 6239 for Warsaw et al, 12 Jul 66, box 27 (War Crimes Trials and Mistreatment

of PWs), 79-D317.

. Memo W. Averell Harriman for SecState, 16 Jul 66, box 27 (“War Crimes” Trial), 79-D317;

msg State 6229 for Moscow and New Delhi, 12 Jul 66, msg State 6230 for London, 12 Jul 66,
msg State 7147 for USUN New York, 14 Jul 66, msg State 9289 for Geneva, 17 Jul 66: PW
coll, OSD Hist.
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Hoare interv with Sieverts, 15 Jan 75, PW coll, OSD Hist; New York Times, 15, 16 Jul 66.
Press Conf, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1966, 2:744,
745; New York Times, 21 Jul 66.

. New York Times, 17, 20, 21 Jul 66; memo Harriman for SecState, 19 Jul 66, TF files; msg

Tokyo 440, 18 Jul 66, box 23 (Circulars), msg Rome 364, 20 Jul 66, box 2 (Misc 1966), memo
Benjamin H. Read (ExecSec State) for Walt W. Rostow (SpecAsst to Pres), 24 Jul 66, box 13
(Inter- and Intra-Departmental Memos): 79-D317.

. New York Times, 13, 16, 17 Jul 66; Time, 29 Jul 66, 20-21; msg Saigon 1883, 25 Jul 66, box 13

(Saigon), 79-D317.

Memo Harriman for SecState, 16 Jul 66, box 27 (“War Crimes” Trial), msg State circ 10092,
18 Jul 66, box 23 (Circulars), msg DEF 7115 for CSA et al, 20 Jul 66, box 2 (Misc 1966):
79-D317; memo Vance for SecsMilDepts et al, 26 Jul 66, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966).

Msg CINCPAC for CJCS, 1504117 Jul 66, TF files.

Memo Heymann for Bundy, 18 Jul 66, box 27 (“War Crimes” Trial), 79-D317.

Memo Harriman for SecState, 16 Jul 606, ibid.

Memrec James B. Devine (OASD(ISA)), 14 Jul 66, and na, “Resume of Agency Remarks and
Open Discussion: Conference on Vietnam Detainees: July 14, 1966™: TF files.

Msg State circ 17503, 28 Jul 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; New York Times, 25 Jul 66; FBIS 84,
23 Jul 66, FBIS 57, 25 Jul 66, box 28 (Press), 79-D317.

Msg Saigon 1883, 25 Jul 66, box 13 (Saigon), 79-D317.

Msg State circ 17503, 28 Jul 66, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Sieverts, Paper No 13, 6 May 68, box 18 (Negotiations 1968), 79-D317; New York Times, 10,
11 Jun 69. During his debriefing, one of the three U.S. airmen released from North Vietnam
in September 1972 remarked that the cnemy camp commander had caused a flurry of excite-
ment when reading that year’s Fourth of July message to the prisoners; it referred to them as
“detainees.” “This reference really ‘shook up’ all the ‘old shootdowns’ as they had never
heard themselves called anything but ‘criminals’.” Msg COMNAVINTCOM for AIG 47,
1114207 Oct 72, PW coll, OSD Hist.

5. ACTION ON OTHER FRONTS:
EFFORTS TO OBTAIN RELEASE OF PRISONERS

. Memo Chester L. Cooper (NSC Staff) for McGeorge Bundy (SpecAsst to Pres), 6 Aug 65, box

8 (Prisoners of Viet Cong (Hertz)), 79-D317. This account of the Hertz case also relies in part
on Richard B. Stolley, “The Secret Fight for Gus Hertz,” Life, 21 Jul 67, 22ff. For another
account of Senator Kennedy’s involvement in the Hertz-Hai negotiations, see Washington Post,

27 Mar 66.

. Memo Bundy for Pres, 17 Dec 65, box 8 (Prisoners of Viet Cong (Hertz)), 79-D317; Arthur

M. Schlesinger, Jr., Robert Kennedy and His Times, 731-32; Stolley, “The Secret Fight for Gus
Hertz,” 26.

. Msg Vienna 486, 5 Oct 65, msg Saigon 21101, 12 Dec 65, msg Geneva 1161, 6 Jan 66, msg

Paris 3998, 13 Jan 66: PW coll, OSD Hist; memo Sieverts for John D. Jernegan (US Amb to
Algeria), 31 May 66, box 13 (Inter- and Intra-Departmental Memos), 79-D317.

4. Msg State 1963 for Saigon, 10 Jan 66, msg State 2002 for Saigon, 12 Jan 66: PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg State 1196 for Geneva, 15 Jan 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; New York Times, 12, 16, and 17 Jan
66; memo Sieverts for Jernegan, 31 May 66, box 13 (Inter- and Intra-Departmental Memos),
79-D317. State hastened to advise Gottlieb not to mention prisoner exchange again; “however,”
Sieverts wrote, “the damage may have been done by the single utterance.”

Memo Benjamin H. Read (ExecSec State) for Bundy, 21 Jan 66, ler Tam to Gallopin, 21 Jan 66:
PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memtelcon Schwartz and Gallopin, 26 Jan 66, draft msg (Sieverts) State for Saigon, 27 Sep (66},
memcon Heymann with Kennedy, 14 Apr 66: PW coll, OSD Hist; Stolley, “The Secrct Fight
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for Gus Hertz,” 26; lir Kennedy to Rusk, 19 Apr 66, TF files. For evidence of Kennedy's
continuing interest in the Hertz case, see ltr Kennedy and Sen William B. Spong, Jr., to Rusk,
28 Feb 67, box 26 (Correspondence with Families), 79-D317.

L Nguyen Huu Tho (Pres Presidium of NLF Central Cre) to Sihanouk, 19 Jul 67, box 15
(ICRC 1967), 79-D317; Washingron Post, 8 Nov 67: New Yark Times, 8 Nov 67. George J.
Veith, Code-Name Bright Light: The Untold Story of U.S. POW Rescue Efforts During the
Vietnam War, chs 7-9, provides additional derail on the Herr case as well as other prisoner
releasc effores discussed elsewhere in this chapter.

. Msg Berlin 603, 7 Jan 66, memo McNaughton for Dir]S, 8 Jan 66: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam

(1966).

Memo (JCSM-18-66) JCS for SecDef, 11 Jan 66, ibid.

Msg State 3929 for London, 8 Jan 66, msg London 3259, 13 Jan 66, msgs State 367, 368 for
Berlin, 15 Jan 66: PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg Berlin 632, 16 Jan 66, ibid.

Msg Berlin 673, 31 Jan 66, ibid; msg Berlin 65, 17 Jul 66, box 23 (Berlin), 79-D317; msg
State 10122 for Berlin, 18 Jul 66, PW coll, OSD Hist.

. Msg Berlin 956, 26 Jan 67, msg State 138146 for London, 15 Feb 67: box 18 (Prisoners:

Exchange), 79-D317; msg London 7299, 10 Mar 67, PW coll, OSD Hist; msg London 7553,
17 Mar 67, box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317.

Je State/Def msg 1672 for Saigon, 15 Dec 65, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg State 2066 for Saigon, 18 Jan 606, ibidi New York Times, 31 Jan 66. Disparaging refer-
ences to the GVN's “propaganda stunt” of January 1966 still appeared in State’s cable traffic
half a year later; msg State 8232 for Saigon, 15 Jul 66, box 10 (Captured PT Boat Personnel),
79-D317.

. For a comment on the Westmorcland-Co Agreement provided for the Senate Committee on

Foreign Relations, sec msg Saigon 13685, 18 Dec 67, box 27 (US/Allied Treatment of Prisoncrs),
79-D317.

Memo Sieverts for Harriman, 4 Apr 67, box 15 (ICRC-GVN Relations), ibid.

Msg Saigon 700, 11 Jul 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; msg Saigon 1211, 17 Jul 66, box 10 (Captured
PT Boat Personnel), 79-1D317; New York Times, 21 Jul 6G6.

Memo George H. Aldrich (Legal Adviser) for Harriman, 2 Mar 67, box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange),
79-D317.

AP rticker item 24 Feb 67, PW coll, OS> Hist; msg State 151541 for Saigon, 8 Mar 67, msg
Saigon 19938, 9 Mar 67, Jt State/Def msg 168291 for Saigon, 4 Apr 67, msg State 188928
for Saigon, 5 May 67, msg Saigon 25253, 10 May 67: box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317.
Msg State 193733 for Saigon, 12 May 67, box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317: msg
Saigon 28130, 14 Jun 67, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg State 1140 for Saigon, 2 Jul 66, msg Saigon 192, 3 Jul 66: PW coll, OSD Hist; Je Stace/
Def msg 12804 for Saigon and JCS, 21 Jul 66, box 13 (Saigon), 79-1D317; msg Saigon 732,
11 Jul 66, msg Saigon 10265, 7 Nov 66: PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg State 9364 for Vientiane and Geneva, 17 Jul 66, msgs Vientiane 353, 362, 20 Jul 66: PW
coll, OSD Hist.

Msg State 11298 for Saigon et al, 21 Jul 66, ibid; memo Sieverts for Harriman, 4 Apr 67,
box 15 (ICRC-GVN Relations), 79-D317; msg CINCPAC for Saigon, 192351Z Jul 66,
box 36 {Vientiane), ibid.

Lir Sieverts to Robert A. Hurwitch (USEmbVientiane), 9 May 68, box 19 (Prisoner Release
to NVN-1968), 79-D317; msg Geneva 1657, 22 Nov 66: PW coll, OSD Hist; memo Sieverts
for Harriman, 4 Apr 67, box 15 (JICRC-GVN Relations), 79-D317.

Dept State press conf briefing paper, 21 Oct 68, box 28 {Temporary 21), ibid.

Theodore L. Eliot, Jr. (ExecSec State) for Henry A. Kissinger (Asst to Pres for NatSecAffs),
23 Nov 70, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo (JCSM-387-66) JCS for SecDef, 10 Jun 66, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966); Dept State
Bulletin, 14 Nov 66, 730-31; New York Times, 11 Oct 66.
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Sieverts draft msg State for London for Harriman, 30 Nov 66, PW coll, OSD Hist. The New

«

York Times, 11 Dec 66, reported that the Algerian foreign minister had given “a full report
of his extensive ralks with Mr. Harriman” to North Vietnam’s ambassador, Nguyen Van Phat.
Msg State 96998 for Saigon and Geneva, 6 Dec 66, msg Saigon 13168, 12 Dec 66, msg
Geneva 1886, 19 Dec 66, msg Geneva 2272, 6 Feb 67: PW coll, OSD Hist; New York Times,
4 Feb 67; msg Geneva 2481, 24 Feb 67, msg State 171221 for Saigon and Geneva, 7 Apr 67:
box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317.

Msg State 149404 for Vientiane and Saigon, 6 Mar 67, msg State 173695 for Vientianc,
12 Apr 67: box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317.

Msg Saigon 22259, 6 Apr 67, msg Geneva 3171, 7 Apr 67: ibid.

Msg Saigon 25550, 12 May 67, msg State 205529 for Saigon and Geneva, 31 May 67, msg
State 208641 for Saigon and Geneva, 6 Jun 67, msg Geneva 4156, 10 Jun 67, msg Saigon
27941, 12 Jun 67: ibid; msg Saigon 427485, 3 Jun 67, box 13 (69 Bundy Mcmorandum),
79-D317; memrec LtCol Richard O. Rowland USA, 19 Jun 67, TF files.

Memo (JCSM-387-66) JCS for SecDef, 10 Jun 66, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966).

Memrec William C. Hamilton (DepDirFE(ISA)), 9 Jul 66, TF files; memo Vance for CJCS,
17 Aug 66, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966); New York Times, 25 Apr 67; msg Geneva 4101,
6 Jun 67, box 13 {69 Bundy Memorandum), 79-D317.

Memrec Hamilton, 2 May 66, ltr Kennedy to Rusk, 19 Apr 66: TF files.

Msg State 770 for Vientiane, 2 Jun 66, box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317; msg Vientiane
1319, 13 Jun 66, box 19 (Prisoners: Direct Approach), ibid.

Harriman draft msg responding to Vientiane 1319, 22 Jun 66 (date and number as sent not
indicated], box 27 (War Crimes Trials & Mistreatment of PWs), 79-D317; msg State 9364 for
Vientiane and Geneva, 17 Jul 66, msgs Vientiane 353, 362, 20 Jul 66: PW coll, OSD Hist.
Memrec Hamilton, 2 May 66, TF files; Decpt State, “Report on the Meeting of the Inter-
Agency Committee on Prisoners of War in Viet-Nam,” 29 Apr 66, box 13 (Inter- and Intra-
Departmental Memos), 79-D317; msg State 6825 for London and 3437 for Saigon, 13 May 606:
PW coll, OSD Hist; memcon Harriman with Shaplen, 20 Jun 66, box 11 (Shaplen), 79-D317;
memo Benjamin H. Read (ExecSec State) for Walt W. Rostow (SpecAsst to Pres), 24 Jun 60,
box 2 (Vietnam-Misc), ibid.

Msgs Australian Emb Phnom Penh 415 and 416 for Canberra, 15 Jul 66, box 11 (Shaplen),
79-D317.

Msg London 2113, 13 Sep 66, msg State 92007 for Bangkok and Saigon, 28 Nov 66, msg
State 137895 for London, 1 Feb 67, msg London 6323, 7 Feb 67: box 11 (Burchett), 79-D317.
Msg State 833 for Saigon, 3 Jul 67, box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), ibid.

Documentation in box 24 (Envelope—BUTTERCUP), ibid.

Ibid.

Msg Saigon 12351, 1 Dec 67, msg Saigon 12791, 6 Dec 67: PW coll, OSD Hist.

Ltr Sieverts to John A. Calhoun (USEmbSaigon), 2 Jan 67 [68], msg Saigon 16678, 23 Jan 68,
memo Sieverts for Governor [Harriman], 23 Jan 68: box 24 (BUTTERCUP), 79-D317; memo
NK [Nicholas Katzenbach, USccSrate] no addressee, nd (30 Jan 68?], box 24 (BUTTERCUP
I1), ibid.

Msg Saigon 433, 22 Mar 68, msg Saigon 22968, 25 Mar 68: box 24 (BUTTERCUP II), ibid;
msg Saigon 559, 28 Mar 68, memo Sieverts for Governor [Harriman], 28 Mar 68: box 24
(BUTTERCUP), ibid.

Memo (JCSM-683-66) JCS for SecDef, 22 Oct 66, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966). The Joint
Chiefs noted that they were responding to “an oral request by Ambassador W. Averell Harriman,”
Ibid.

Tom Hayden, Reunion: A Memoir, 175-77, 181-82, 191-93, 206, 208, 220-21. Hayden's account
includes the texe of a number of State Department cables obrained under the Freedom of
Information Act. For the 1965 visic to Norch Vietnam, see also Staughton Lynd and Thomas
Hayden, The Other Side; Rochester and Kiley, Honor Bound, 192.

Hayden, Reunion, 210, 220-26; New York Times, 18 Nov 67.
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Hayden, Reunion, 227-28; New York Times, 4 Nov 67; msg Saigon 10333, 3 Nov 67, Jt State/
Def msg 65000 for Saigon, 4 Nov 67: TF files.

Hayden, Reunion, 229-36; New York Times, 11, 12 Nov 67; msg Saigon 10791, 9 Nov 67, TF files;
memrec BrigGen M. B. Garth USA (DDO(NMCC) JCS), 12 Nov 67, OSD Hist.

Hayden, Reunion, 237-39; New York Times, 18 Nov 67.

Howard Zinn, “The Petty Route Home,” Nation, 1 Apr 68, 431-37.

Ibid; msg Vientiane 4534, 16 Feb 68, box 12 (3 Pilots), 79-D317; New York Times, 17 Feb 68;
Naval Intell Cmd OCNO, Summary Report of LT]G David P Matheny’s Experiences in North
Vietnam, nd [Apr 68], 18-20, PW coll, OSD Hist.

New York Times, 19 Feb, 3 Jul 68; msg Vientiane 4542, 17 Feb 68, box 12 (3 Pilots), 79-D317;
briefing paper Sieverts, 9 Apr 68, box 12 (PW Summaries for the Secrerary), ibid. Sieverts noted
that Berrigan’s and Zinn’s commercial flight reached the United States almost two full days
after the military jet with the three pilots had landed.

Msg Paris 17901, 12 Jul 68, PW coll, OSD Hist; msgs Paris 18435, 18461, 24 Jul 68, box
12 (Release of 3 Pilots—July 1968}, 79-D317; memrec Col Elton L. Hall USAF (OASD(PA)),
7 Sep 72, TF files.

Msg Paris 18442, 24 Jul 68, msg Paris 18523, 25 Jul 68: box 12 (Releasc of 3 Pilots—July 1968),
79-D317.

Jt State/Def msg 208587 for Vientiane, 25 Jul 68, ibid.

Jt State/Def msg 208588 for Vientiane, 25 Jul 68, msg Vientiane 8011, 25 Jul 68: ibid; msg
Paris 18488, 25 Jul 68, PW coll, OSD Hist.

New York Times, 18, 23 Jul 68; Rochester and Kiley, Honor Bound, 369-70.

Msg Vientiane 8240, 2 Aug 68, as repeated in msg State 214627 for Cairo, 3 Aug 68, box 12
(Release of 3 Pilots—July 1968), 79-D317; Maj Joe V. Carpenter, “My Experiences as a POW
in North Vietnam,” Air Command and Staff College, Air Univ, Maxwell AFB, Jan 70, 37-38,
PW coll, OSD Hist; New York Times, 5 Aug 68.

Memo Paul C. Warnke (ASD(ISA)) for SecsMilDeprs et al, 29 Aug 68, TF files; msg Vientiane
5283, 5 Aug 69, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Dept State Bulletin, 8 Jan 68, 53-55; New York Times, 28 Mar 68. For an instance of pass-
port revacation, sce ibid, 25 Apr 67.

Memrec LtCol Richard O. Rowland USA, 9 Aug 68, TF files. Instances of consultation with
antiwar representatives include memcon Sieverts with David Dellinger, 20 Jul 67, ibid, and
memcon Harriman and Sieverts with Dellinger and Hayden, 5 Apr 68, PW coll, OSD Hist.
New York Times, 17 Feb 68.

Memo Theodore L. Eliot, Jr. (ExecSec State) for Kissinger, 23 Nov 70, PW coll, OSD Hist.

6. EFFORTS TO AMELIORATE THE CONDITIONS OF CAPTIVITY

. Lur J. P. Maunoir (CRC) to Robert C. Lewis (VPresARC), 2 May 67, box 25 (Christmas Pack-

ages), 79-D317; lir Maunoir to Samuel Krakow (DirlntiServsARC), 27 Dec 67, box 15
(ICRC 1968), ibid; HQ USAF, ACSI Evasion & Escape Memo No 1, 30 Dec 65, PW coll,
OSD Hist; memrec Maj J. R. Sleeper USA, 4 Feb 66, TF files. After the one-time receipt of
letters from American captives of the Viet Cong in July 1965 one prisoner was permitted to
send another letter out with Sergeant Smith upon the latter’s release on 5 December 1965
(see Chapter 5). About the same time a released South Vietnamese brought out a letter from a
U.S. Marine Corps PW. These were the last leteers received from PWs in South Vietnam
until 1970.

. Memrec LeCol W. C. Ford USA, 2 Sep 65, TF files.

. “Memorandum of Underscanding Arising out of Meeting of November 9, 1965 on the

Assignment of Responsibilities for Americans Held Captive in South East Asia,” ibid.
Ler NLF Rep in Czechoslovakia to ICRC, 4 Jan 66, ibid.
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Ler Maunoir to NLF Rep in Czechoslovakia, 11 Jan 66, memrec Sleeper, 4 Feb 66, TF files;
Itr Johnson to Collins, 4 Apr 66, box 14 (ICRC Relief Assistance Program), 79-D317.

Memo Phillip B. Heymann for Johnson, 1 Apr 66, box 14 (Red Cross Memos Vietnam), 79-D317;
msg State 1887 for Geneva, 16 Apr 66, msg State 961 for Prague, 16 Apr 66: box 14 (Prisoners—
ARC), ibid.

. Msg State 3307 for Saigon, 4 May GG, box 14 (Prisoners—ARC), ibid.

Memrec Sleeper, 17 Mar 66, TF files; msg State 2640 for Saigon, 2 Mar 66, ibid; msg State
12620 for Ottawa, 21 Jul 66, box 25 (Prisoners: Letters to Relatives), 79-D317.
Memsrec Sleeper, 17 Mar, 8 Dec 66, TF files.

. Memo Heymann for [Laverne D.] Miller (BuNavPers) et al, 25 Feb 66, msg State 2640 for

Saigon, 2 Mar 66: TF files.

Msg State 12620 for Ottawa, 21 Jul 66, box 25 (Prisoners: Letters to Relatives), 79-D317.

Na, “Minutes of OSD Meeting on Detainees and Prisoners in Southeast Asia,” 9 Jun 66,
memrec Sleeper, 8 Dec 66: TF files.

Msg Geneva 1540, 28 Feb 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; memrec Sleeper, 15 Aug 66, na, “Minutes
of OSD Meeting on Missing and Captured Personnel in Southeast Asia,” 9 Nov 66: TF files.
Ltr Maunoir to Krakow, 27 Dec 67, box 15 (ICRC 1968}, 79-D317; ltr Heymann to Brig
Gen William W. Berg (OASD(M)), 23 Mar 67, box 25 (Prisoners: Mail Delivery), ibid.

. Memrec Maj Gordon M. Haggard USAF, 31 May 67, memo Col G. L. Black, Jr. USA for

DirMMP DCS/PER, 17 Oct 67, memrec Slecper, 24 Apr 68: TF files.

Memrec Capt E. R. Williams USN (BuNavPers), 4 Mar 68, ibid.

Msg State 74719 for Belgrade and Bucharest, 25 Nov 67, box 14 (Prisoners—ARC), 79-D317;
memrec Sleeper, 15 Dec 67, TF files.

. Memrec Haggard, 31 May 67, TF files; memrec na, 11 Feb 69, box 25 (Prisoners: Letters to

Relatives), 79-D317. This carly tally of 157 letters received during 1968 was incomplete;
later reporting raised it to 257.

. Na, “Resume of Agency Remarks and Open Discussion: Conference on Vietnam Detainees:

July 14, 1966,” TF files.

Ltr Maunoir to Lewis, 2 May 67, box 25 (Christmas Packages), ler Maunoir to Krakow,
27 Dec 67, box 15 (ICRC 1968): 79-D317; Alvarez and Pitch, Chained Eagle, 108-09, 114;
na, “Minutes of OSD Meecting on Detaineces and Prisoners in Southeast Asia,” 9 Jun 66,
memrec Sleeper, 8 Dec 66: TF files.

Msg State 85007 for Vienna, 15 Nov 66, TF files; msg Vienna 2086, 22 Nov 66, msg State
89435 for Vienna, 22 Nov 66, msg Vienna 2370, 13 Dec 66: box 25 (Prisoners: Mail Delivery),
79-D317; ler DirGen DRV Postal&TelecomServ to DirGen APTA, 25 Jan 67, TF files.

For the substance of Schoenbrun’s report, see msg State 74719 for Belgrade and Bucharest,
25 Nov 67, box 14 (Prisoners—ARC), 79-D317; for text of ARC cable, sce msg State 51938
for Hong Kong, 11 Oct 67, TF files; ler DRV RC to ARC, 21 Oct 67, encl to lir R, C. Lewis
to Col W. A. Temple (OSD), 24 Nov 67, ibid.

Memo Harrison M. Holland (DepDirEA&P(ISA)) for Paul Warnke, 13 Oct 67, memo ]. W.
Doolittle (GenCoun AF) for ASD(ISA), nd [ca 17 Oct 67], msg State 60090 for Vienna,
16 Oct 67: TF files.

Msg Postmaster Gen Vienna for US Postmaster Gen, 15 Nov 67, msg Vienna 1837, 17 Nov 67,
memo Warnke for DepSecDef, 5 Feb 68, ltr Sieverts to Walter F. Sheble (SpecAsst to Post-
master Gen for Intl Postal Affairs), 20 Sep 68: T'F files.

Captured VC documents, one did 30 Apr 65, encls to memo LtCol R. C. Yowell USA for Ch
P&O Div, OPMG DA, 13 Nov 67, TF files.

Press Conf, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Lynden B. Johnson, 1966, 2:744;
msg Geneva 922, 31 Aug 66, box 14 (ICRC Relief Assistance Vietnam), 79-D317; msg
Geneva 987, 9 Sep 66, PW coll, OSD Hist; lir Roger Gallopin (ICRC) to DRV ForMin,
15 Sep 66, box 15 (ICRC through 1966), 79-D317.

Msg Geneva 2292, 8 Feb 67, box 18 (Prisoners: Exchange), 79-D317.
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Assignment of Responsibilities for Americans Held Captive in South East Asia,” nd, TF files.

. Ibid.
. DoD Instr 1342.3, 24 May 57; memrec LtCol W. C. Ford (DCS/PER-PSD), 2 Sep 65, sub:

Dertainees in Vietnam, TF files.

. Ltr Russell to McNamara, 11 Feb 66, memo Arthur Sylvester (ASD(PA)) for DepSecDef,

22 Mar 66: SecDef 704 Vietnam: NOK (1966).

. Memo Vance for SecArmy and SecAF, 25 Feb 66, ibid.
10.
11.
12,
13.
14.

Memo USecArmy for DepSecDef, 28 Feb 66, memo Brown for SecDef, 4 Mar 66: ibid.
Memrec Maj J. R. Sleeper (DCS/PER-PSD), 15 Aug 66, TF files.

DoD I[nstr 1300.9, 6 Apr 67.

DoD, Commander’s Digest, 21 Sep 72.

Memo (JCSM-262-66) JCS for SecDef, 26 Apr 66, memo McNamara for CJCS, 16 May 66:
SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1966).

Memo Rhinelander for Warnke, 10 Aug 67, TF files.

Memo William W. Hancock (ActgGenCoun AF) for ASD(ISA), 4 Aug 67, ibid.
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Memo Doolittle for ASD(ISA), 6 Oct 67, ibid.

Memo C. O. Smith for ASD(ISA), 13 Nov 67, ibid.

AR 350-30, 8 Jul 68.

AR 350-30, 12 Nov 64.

Dept State Bulletin, 12 Feb 68, 189-90.

Ibid, 189-95. For accounts by the ship’s officers, see Lloyd M. Bucher, Bucher: My Story;
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House Cte on Armed Svcs, Inquiry into the U.S.S. Pueblo and EC-121 Plane Incidents: Report of
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Code of Conduct which is not reflected in applicable DOD documents”; therefore it recom-
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and the subsequent appointment of a working group to bring it to final form, see memo
Warnke for ScesMilDepts et al, 15 May 68, ISA 383.6 (Jan-Jun 68), and memo Warnke for
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Hoare interv with Shields, 4 Jun 74, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Resor for SecDef, 30 Jan 71, SccDet 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 71).

ISA paper, nd [stamped “Sec Def Has Seen” on 1 Feb 71], sub: Establishment of Prisoner of
War/Missing in Action (PW/MIA) Task Group and Task Force, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Feb 71); memo Col H. J. Dalton, Jr. (OASD(PA)) for BrigGen Danicl James, Jr. (DepASD(PA)),
27 Jan 71 [misdated 1970], PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Laird for SecsMilDepts et al, 13 Feb 71, sub: Establishment of Prisoner of War/Missing
in Action (PW/MIA) Task Group, TF files.

. Ibid; a rypical submission naming the representatives was memo James for ASD(ISA),

22 Apr 71, TF files.

. Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts, 22 Feb 71, ISA 383.6 North Vietnam (20-28 Feb 71);

Shields interv, 4 Jun 74, PW coll, OSD Hist.

. Memo Shields for Armistead I. Selden, Jr. (PrinDepASD(ISA)) and Nutter, 18 Mar 71,

memo Edward B. Finnegan (OASD(ISA)) for Col George F. Harringron (MilAsst to Selden),
13 Mar 71, memo RAdm H. H. Epes, Jr. (Dir PW/MIA Task Force) for Shields, 28 Apr 71:
TF files. Commander Mauldin’s tour of duty began in late April 1971,

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 15 Apr 71, ISA 383.6 (Jan-Sep 71).

For responses to Nutter's call for appointments to the rask group, sce memo John H. Chafee
(SecNav) for ASD(ISA), 29 Apr 71, and others in TF files.

Shiclds interv, 4 Jun 74, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Sclden for PrinDepASD(H&E), 17 Aug 71, memo BrigGen George ]. Hayes USA
(PrinDepASD(H&E)) for PrinDepASD(ISA), 15 Sep 71: TF files.
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Oct 71, TF files. “Inept performance,” with “no continuity at all,” was the characterization used
in 1SA Talking Paper, 1 Nov 71, sub: Sexton Debriefing Problems, ibid.

Msg Saigon 16223, 091130Z Oct 71, msg Statc 186334 for Saigon, 100114Z Oct 71: TF
files; State-Def msg 186356 for Saigon, 101814Z Oct 71, memo (DJSM-1891-71) LtGen
John W. Vogt (Dir]S) for CJCS Adm Thomas H. Moorer), 12 Oct 71: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Oct-Nov 71); msg Saigon 16371, 131120Z Oct 71, msg COMUSMACY for CINCPAC, 1103447
Oct 71: TF files; memrec BrigGen Robert C. Hixon USA (DDO NMCC, Jt Staft), 11 Oct 71,
PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Richard Helms (DirCIA) for Henry A. Kissinger (Asst to Pres for NatSecAffs),”
27 Oct 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Oct-Nov 71). Apparently OSD’s first certain knowledge
of CIA’s intervention came from “a summary of field reporting on the Sexton Affair” that
Helms provided on 13 October 1971. On that date Brig. Gen. Robert E. Pursley, military
assistant to the secretary of defense, advised Laird that “the basic information being fed into
‘the system’ was in error.” See memo R. E. P. [Pursley] for Laird, 13 Oct 71, sub: POW Exer-
cise Last Weekend, ibid; ISA Point Paper, nd [ca 18 Oct 71], sub: PW Release/Exchanges,
msg Saigon 16371, 131120Z Oct 71, which responded to queries in State-Def-CIA msg 187153
for Saigon, 130010Z Oct 71: TF files.

ISA Point Paper, nd [ca 18 Oct 71}, sub: PW Release/Exchanges, TF files; memo Nutter for
SecDef, 22 Oct 71, SecDef 383.6 Victnam (Oct-Nov 71).

Memo Nurtter for SecsMilDepts et al, 20 Oct 71, [SA 383.6 (Oct-Dec 71).

Memo Nutter for CJCS, 20 Oct 71, ibid.

Memo (CM-1312-71) Moorer for ASD(ISA), 19 Nov 71, ibid.

Memo Laird for SecsMilDepts et al, 3 Dec 71, sub: Prisoners of War/Missing in Action
Matters; Coordination within the Department of Defense, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Dec 71).
The only indication of the origin of this action is in the two-sentence memo by which Selden
submitted the draft for Laird’s signaturc. Dated 20 November 1971, it began: “You recently
dirccted that Roger Shields, of my office, be the overall coordinator of Department activities
regarding PW/MIA matters” (ibid).

Foreign Broadcasting Informartion Service (FBIS) 13, 2 Sep 72, TF files.

Msg USDEL France 166406, 2 Sep 72, AP ticker item, 2 Sep 72: TF files.

ISA Point Paper, 5 Feb 71, sub: Alleged US Violation of Article 117 of 1949 Geneva Convention,
[SA 383.6 (Jan-Sep 71); memo Harry H. Almond, Jr. (OffGenCoun) for Shields, 23 Feb 71,
ler Selden to Rep Ogden R. Reid, 8 Mar 71: TF files. On 15 Feb 71 a TV newscast had
focused on one of the flight instructor returnces, Navy Lt. David P. Matheny, and raised the
issue of whether his duties violated Article 117. Laird directed that Matheny be reassigned,
in order, Shields wrote, “to demonstrate good will and to avoid any inference that the U.S. is
in conflict with cven the spirit of the Geneva Convention.” During further consultarions,
however, the course recommended by ASD(PA) was adopted: give only the explanation of the
legal correctness of DoD actions when replying to queries, leaving Matheny’s transfer to the
Naval Postgraduate School to occur routinely ac a lacer date. See memo Shields for Nutter,
24 Feb 71, memo LtCol W. M. Taylor (ExecAsst to ASD(PA)) for Col Clyde Clark (ExecAsst
to ASD(ISA)), 3 Mar 71, ISA Poinc Paper, nd [ca 4 Mar 71], sub: Proposed Action Regarding
Lieutenant Matheny (Navy PW Returnce) and Reply to Inquiry by Congressman Reid: TF
files. When the question reappeared during congressional hearings 18 months later, DoD
again cited the authoritative interpretation of the Geneva Convention that showed Article 117
to be inapplicable and declared that the United States, by its own decision, “does not return
any men to the theatre of combat or to active military service associated with the combat
activitics in Southeast Asia once they have been repatriated or returned to the United Srates
from enemy prisoner of war camps.” See Senate Cte on Judiciary, Subcte to Investigate
Problems Connected with Refugees and Escapees, Problems of War Victims in Indochina, Part
IV: North Vietnamn: Hearing, 92 Cong, 2 sess, 28 Sep 72, 5-6; memo LtCol Charles F. Kraak
(PW/MIA Task Force) for Jim Murphy (SpecAsst to USecState), 10 Qct 72, TF files.

[SA Point Paper, 2 Sep 72, sub: Pending Release of US PWs by Hanoi, memo Nutter for
SecDef, 6 Sep 72: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Sep 72).
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ISA Point Paper, 11 Sep 72, sub: Current Status—Actions Regarding Release of Three PWs,
TF files; the paper characterized “this scheme of having the families go to Hanoi” as “a vicious
and callous exploitation of the families.” Sce also memo BrigGen Russell G. Ogan (Dir PW/
MIA Task Force) for RAdm J. M. James (DO, J-3, Ju Staff), 15 Sep 72, memo Shields for
Bowers et al, 14 Scp 72: ibid.

Memo MajGen Alexander M. Haig, Jr. (DepAsst to Pres for NacSecAffs) for Robert T. Curran
(ExecSec State), 9 Sep 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Sep 72). Haig’s “revisions which reflect the
desires of the President” provided the text for State-Def msg 165003 for Vientiane, 10 Sep 72,
State-Def msg 171526 for Vientiane, 20 Sep 72: TF files. Msg State 174414 for Vientiane,
24 Sep 72, PW coll, OSD Hist, contains the most firmly worded guidance in the series and
lists the originator as “text received from the White House.”

Msgs Moscow 9837, 9841, and 9842, 27 Sep 72, and 9864, 28 Sep 72, msg State 177194
for Copenhagen, 28 Sep 72, msg Copenhagen 4435, 28 Sep 72: TF files; House Cte on Armed
Sves, Full Committee Briefing on Project Egress Recap, HASC No 92-76, 92 Cong, 2 sess,
10 Oct 72, 16698-99.

. OASD(PA) transc, Shields press conf, 29 Sep 72, TF files; Time, 9 Oct 72, 13: New York Times,

29 Sep 72; Washington Post, 30 Sep 72; msg COMTHREE (Cmdt, Third Naval District, New
York, NY) for JCS/SecDef et al, 032253Z Oct 72, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo OASD(ISA) for SecDef, 11 Oct 72, sub: Recent Release of Three US Prisoners—
Lessons Learned, TF files.

Memo Shields for distribution, 16 Jun 72, sub: Director, PW/MIA Task Force, ibid.
OASD(ISA) paper, nd, sub: Chairman’s Agenda for PW/MIA Task Group Meeting, 4 August 1972,
ibid; Davis interv with Col Vincent A. DiMauro USAF (Ret), Verona, NJ, 1 Apr 83, PW
coll, OSD Hist.

L1 THE GO PUBLIC CAMPAIGN

. Memo Laird for SecArmy et al, 1 Mar 69, sub: Defense Department Relations with Service-

men Listed as MIA/PW and Their Families, OASD(PA) News Release No 149-69, 3 Mar 69:
SecDef 383.6 (1969).

Davis interv with Havens, 5 Nov 82, PW coll, OSD Hist. Warnke’s scrvice in OSD continued
until 15 February 1969.

. Memo J. William Doolittle (ASccAF(M&RA)) for ASD(ISA), 17 Mar 69, memo James D.

Hittle (ASecNavy(M&RA)) for ASD(ISA}, 17 Mar 69: SccDef 383.6 (1969); quotation is from
the Air Force program as originally submitted by memo Doolittle (GenCoun AF) for ASD
(ISA), 14 Nov 67, SecDef 383.6 (Aug-Dec 67).

The quoted words are from Laird’s address at the annual dinner of the National League of
Families in 1971, OASD(PA) News Release No 828-71, 28 Sep 71, T¥ files. For an earlier occasion
when Laird spoke publicly of the decision to launch the Go Public campaign, see Senate Cre
on For Rels, Bombing Operations and the Prisoner-of-War Rescue Mission in North Vietnam:
Hearing, 91 Cong, 2 sess, 24 Nov 70, 30-31.

. Ltr Mr. and Mrs. E. D. Pyle to Sen Alan Cranston, 28 Apr 69, SecDef 383.6 Viernam

(Jan-May 69).

. Ltr Sybil Stockdale to Laird, 9 Mar 69, ibid.

. New York Times, 3 May 69; the contemporary [SA records include a copy of this news item.

. Giusti interv with Laird, Washington, D.C., 6 Apr 81, PW coll, OSD Hist.

. DeptState Press Release No 22, 4 Feb 69, T'F files; New York Times, 5 Feb, 27 Apr 69. For evidence

of earlier concern at senior staff level over Hanoi's use of “ugly techniques to wring ‘confes-
sions’ and other statements” from caprured American pilots and the absence of counteraction
“to invite public attention to what is going on,” sc¢ memo Sieverts for Harriman, 15 Mar 67,

box 27 (POW: Treatment), 79-12317.
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. Memo Laird for USecState, 30 Apr 69, SecDef 383.6 (1969); memo Sieverts for USecState,

2 May 69, sub: Briefing on PWs, box 3 (Miscellaneous Papers), memo Sieverts for USecSrate,
5 May 69, box 14 (LICROSS/Beer/Hanoi), memo Sieverts for USecState, 16 May 69, box 28
(Prisoners: Press): 79-D317.

OASD(PA) News Release No 406-69, 19 May 69, TF files.

Ibid.

Ibid; transc, “Question and Answer Session: May 19, 1969,” box 28 (Press Campaign, May 68
[sic]), 79-D317.

. New York Times, 20 May 69; Washington Post, 20 May 69; Public Papers of the Presidents of

the United States: Richard Nixon, 1969, 373.

. Washington Post, 21 May 69; OASD(PA) News Release No 425-69, 21 May 69, SecDef 383.6

Vietnam (Jan-May 69).

Dept State Bulletin, 9 Jun 69, 485, 487.

State/Def msg 79524 for Bangkok, 19 May 69, State/Def msg 81498 for Paris, 21 May 69,
msg State 83919 for Paris, 24 May 69: TF files; State/Def/USIA msg 83914 for Paris, 24 May 69,
PW coll, OSD Hist; Washington Post, 23 May 69.

Dept State Bulletin, 23 Jun 69, 529; memo Capt John S. Harris USN (DIA) for ASD(ISA),
20 Jun 69, msg FBIS Okinawa to RHATAA/ATG et al, 271653Z May 69: TF files.

OASD(PA) News Release [unnumbered], 6 Jun 69, TF files.

Public Statements of Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, 1969, 1206, 1310-11, 1993-94.

U.S. News & World Report, 23 Jun 69, 47-49; memo Harris for ASD(ISA), 20 Jun 69, TF files.
Memo Harris for ASD(ISA), 20 Jun 69, TF files; James B. Stockdale and Sybil Stockdale,
In Love and War, 307-09; AP ticker item, “Navy Prisoner,” 14 Jun 69, TF files.

Stockdale, In Love and War, 305-06, 310-15; New York Times, 31 Jul 69.

Msg State 109962 for Paris and Saigon, 030718Z Jun [should read Jul] 69, PW coll, OSD
Hist; ISA paper, 9 Jul 69, sub: Unresolved PW Issues [stamped “SecDef has seen”], SecDef
383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Jul 69).

OASD(PA) News Release No 660-69, 7 Aug 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69).
OASD(PA) News Release No. 671-69, 12 Aug 69, ibid.

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 28 Aug 69, msg OUSAIRA (US Air Atrach¢) Vientiane Laos for
JCS/SecDef/DIA, 0710417 Aug 69: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69); Scott Blakey,
Prisoner at War: The Survival of Commander Richard A. Stratton, 240-41.

Transc, News Briefing, Bethesda Naval Hospirtal, 2 Sep 69, TF files.

Memo Shields for Selden, 12 Dec 72, sub: Stewardship Report, TF files; memo Selden for
SecDef, 31 Oct 70, sub: PW Accivities at Army-Navy Game, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-
Oct 70).

Memo Jerry W. Friedheim (ActgASD(PA)) for SccDef, 14 Mar 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(1-15 Mar 73); OASD(PA) listing, “PW/MIA Activities, Speaking Engagements and Special
Events,” 18 Feb 71, TF files.

Memo Packard for ScesMilDepts et al, 8 Jun 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (May-Jun 70); memo
Laird for SecsMilDepts ct al, 10 Nov 70, ibid (Nov 70).

Congressional Record, 91 Cong, 1 sess, 115, pt 10, 26 May 69, 13846-48, pt 11, 2 Jun 69, 14500-
02, 9 Jun 69, 15127.

Ltr Laird to Rep Bob Wilson, § Jun 69, ltr Laird to Sen John G. Tower, 6 Jun 69, memo Stempler
for Laird, 10 Jun 69, ltr Laird to Fulbright, 12 Jun 69: SecDef 383.6 Victnam (Jun-Jul 69).
Ler Sen Alan Cranston and Sen Charles E. Goodell to Laird, 13 Aug 69, SccDef 383.6
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Congressional Record, 91 Cong, 1 sess, 115, pt 19, 17 Sep 69, 25851-25919; lers Dickinson to
Laird, 5, 25 Sep 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69).

House Cre on For Affs, 91 Cong, 1 sess, H Rept No 91-739, 10 Dec 69, 1-5; House Cte on
For Affs, Subcte on National Security Policy and Scientific Developments, American Prisoners
of War in Southeast Asia, 1970: Hearings (hereafter cited as House Cte on For Affs, American
POWs, 1970: Hearings), 91 Cong, 2 sess, 29 Apr 70, 1-3.
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Of the occasions when Dole spoke of the poorly attended February mecting in Constitution
Hall, the most revealing was his appearance before a House subcommirttec on 29 April 1970;
see House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1970: Hearings, 16-18.

Congressional Record, 91 Cong, 2 sess, 116, pt 6, 20 Mar 70, 8331-32.

Ltr Dole to Laird, 21 Apr 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Apr 70); White House release,
1 May 70, Presidential Proclamation: Day of Prayer, ibid (May-Jun 70).

Washington Post. 2 May 70; DoD, Commanders Digest, 23 May 70, 1-3: Program, Appcal
for International Justice: DAR Constitution Hall—Washington, D.C., May 1, 1970, SecDef
383.6 Vietnam (May-Jun 70).

Dept State Bulletin, 22 Dec 69, 596-99, 13 Oct 69, 317, 19 Jan 70, 58-60 (59, quote).

Dept State Bulletin, 13 Oct 69, 323-25.

Ibid, 325 (text of resolution); Senate Cte on For Rels, 91 Cong, 2 sess, § Rept No 91-705,
16 Feb 70, 16.

Dept State Bulletin, 1 Dec 69 (472, 475, U Thant and Hauser quotations).

Nixon Public Papers, 1970, 930: Dept State Bulletin, 4 Jan 71, 8-11.

Dept State Bulletin, 4 Jan 71, 12-13 {text of resolution). Noting that “the Soviet Union and
its allics bitterly opposed this resolution from the time it was introduced,” Laird commended
the “determination and ability” of the State Department officials who had obrained its passage;
sce ltr Laird to William P. Rogers (SecState), 30 Dec 70, 1SA 383.6 North Vietnam (1970).
“Report on Activities on Behalf of American Prisoners of War—North Vietnam,” nd, attach
to agenda for meeting of ARC Cre on Public and Personnel Relations, 15 Feb 70, TF files.

Ltr Kenneth O. Gilmore (Washington Editor, Readers Digest) to Capt John Thornton USN (OASD
(ISA)), 23 Oct 69, forwarding an advance copy of the November arricle, Stockstill, “Whar You
Can Do for American Prisoners in Vietnam,” TF files; the files also contain a copy of the
reprint version issucd by Reader’s Digest.

. Memo Ralph H. Jefferson (SpecAdvisor for PW Affairs to ASD(ISA)) for LtCol Harold B.

Long, Jr. USA et al, 20 Feb 70, sub: Red Cross Resolution on Prisoners of War, msg State 30167
for all diplomatic posts, 28 Feb 70: TF files.

ARC News Service, “Revised Background Statement on U.S. Prisoners of War in Vietnam,”
Oct 70, ARC, “Summary of Red Cross Action on Behalf of U.S. Prisoners of War in South-
east Asia,” 11 Sep 72: TF files.

ARC, “Summary of Red Cross Action . . .,” 11 Sep 72, TF files; Stockstill, “Inside the Prisons
of Hanot,” Reader’s Digest, Apr 71, 67-72.

Ltr Uhl to Laird, 22 Jul 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Jul 69); ler W. F. Rockwell, Jr. (Ch
and CEQ, North American Rockwell) to Packard, 30 Dec 70, ibid (Dec 70).

Clipping from The Arizona Republic (Phoenix), 1 Feb 71, acrach to lir Laird to Mrs. Martin
Berger, Litchfield Park, Ariz, 23 Feb 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Feb 71).

House Cte on For Affs, American POWSs, 1970: Hearings, 1 May 70, 61,

Stockdale, In Love and War, 317-23 (September 1969 Paris visit); New York Times, 22 Jan 70;
msg USDEL France 5994, 29 Mar 72, National League of Families, “Special Report . . . trip
to several Western European capitals and to Roumania, by a special delegation from the
National League of Families, . . . 20 May 1972 through 4 June 1972”: TF files.

National League of Families News Release, "POW-MIA Relatives Plan Special Geneva-Paris
Missions,” nd [May 71], msg Geneva 179 for ASD(PA) and DepASD(PA), 27 May 71 (quote),
msg USDEL France 9145, 1 Jun 71, msg Brussels 1815, 3 Jun 71: TF files.

Transc, H. Ross Perot appearance on the “Today Show,” 1 Jan 70, PW coll, OSD Hist; News-
week, 8 Dec 69, 57-58.

. The following account of Perot’s campaign relies primarily on materials produced by United

We Stand. Inc. (UWS), including UWS staff reporr, “Formation and Activities of United
We Stand,” nd [1970]. and copics of the newspaper advertisements published in November
1969: PW coll, OSD Hist; Washington Post, 23 Nov 69.

UWS staff report (draft), “Operation Understanding,” nd [1970], and UWS report of
“Washington Visitation to Forcign Embassies, 17 December 19697 PW coll, OSD Hist.
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UWS, “Operation Understanding,” cable, Perot for Prime Minister Pham Van Dong, DRV,
24 Dec 69, teleg, General Departmient of Poste, DRV, for Perot, 20 Dec 69: PW coll, OSD
Hist; msg Tokyo 10241, 30 Dec 69, msg Moscow 7062, 31 Dec 69: box 31 (Ross Perot),
79-D317; editorial, “Innocent Abroad,” Washington Star, 6 Jan 70, reprinted in House Cre
on Armed Svcs, Hearing on Problems of Prisoners of War and Their Families, 91 Cong, 2 sess,
6 Mar 70, 6026.

. Transc, “Today Show,” 1 Jan 70, PW coll, OSD Hist.
63.

Memo Mervin L. Stauffer (UWS staff) for Perot, 2 Jan 70, PW coll, OSD Hist; msg Paris
19275, 25 Dec 69, box 17 (Travel on Behalf of POWs), 79-D317.

Untitled UWS staff document, nd (19732], PW coll, OSD Hist; msg State 43267 for Saigon,
25 Mar 70, box 31 (Ross Perot), 79-D317; New York Times, 6 Apr 70; Washington Post, 7 Apr 70.
House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1970: Hearings, 1 May 70, 68-70, 73-74; Congres-
sional Record, 91 Cong, 2 sess, 116, pt 14, 4 Jun 70, 18420-21; DoD, Commanders Digest,
13 Jun 70, 1-3.

Ler United We Stand, Inc., to “Dear Concerned American,” nd {1970], TF files; untitled UWS
staff document, nd [19732], PW coll, OSD Hist.

Editorial, “Putting a Price on War Prisoners,” Philadelphia Inquirer, 16 Jan 70, reprinted in
House Cte on Armed Svcs, Hearing on Problems of Prisoners of War and Their Families, 6023-24;
transc, “Today Show,” 1 Jan 70, PW coll, OSD Hist.

New York Times, 23 Dec 70; msg USDEL France 17871, 23 Dec 70, DRV Ministry of
National Defense, “U.S. Pilots Caprured in the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (from
August 5, 1964, to November 15, 1970)”: TF files.

. Msg State 207417 for Paris, 22 Dec 70, “Guidance for Use in Response to Queries by PW/

MIA Families,” nd, attach to memo Selden for SecsMilDepts et al, 11 Aug 71, sub: PW List
Relcased by North Vietnam on December 22, 1970: ibid.

Lir Sieverts to Shields, 11 Mar 71, ibid.

Ler (cranslation) Pham Van Dong (Premier DRV) to Fulbright, 14 Dec 70, ibid.

12. OTHER DEFENSE ACTIONS AND INITIATIVES

. Annotation by Col Robert E. Pursley USAF (MilAsst to SecDef), 9 Jul 69, on memo Havens

for Nutter, 8 Jul 69, SecDef 383.6 Viecnam (Jun-Jul 69).

. Msg Paris 18442, 24 Jul 68, box 12 (Release of 3 Pilots—Jul 68), 79-D317.
. Msg State 109962 for Paris and Saigon, 030718Z Jun (should read Jul] 69, PW coll, OSD

Hist; memo Elliot L. Richardson (USecState) for Vice Pres Spiro T. Agnew, 10 Jul 69, SecDef
383.6 Vietnam (Jun-jul 69); New York Times, 9 Jul 69.

Msg Paris 10516, 10 Jul 69, box 19 (4th July Release 69), 79-D317.

Memo Richardson for Agnew, 10 Jul 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Jul 69).

Ibid.

Msg State 118155 for Vientiane, 17 Jul 69, box 19 (4th July Release 69), 79-D317; msg Vientiane
4827, 18 Jul 69, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Agnew for Laird, 23 Jul 69, SecDef 383.6 Victnam (1969).

. Memo Laird for Vice Pres, 28 Jul 69, ibid.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Ibid.

Ler Richardson to Laird, 13 Aug 69, ibid.

Memo Sieverts for ActgSecState, 6 Aug 69, TF fifes.

OASD(PA) News Release No 660-69, 7 Aug 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69).

Ler Richardson to Laird, 13 Aug 69, memo Laird for Vice Pres, 28 Jul 69: SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (1969).

Memo Nutter for SeesMilDepts et al, 22 Nov 69, ISA 383.6 North Vietnam (1969).

Memo Havens for Nutter, 1 Dec 69, w/attach, TF files.

Memo Curtis W. Tarr (AsstSecAF) for ASD(ISA), 1 Dec 69, memo Col Robert E. Work
USAF (MilAdvisor for PW Affairs OASD(ISA)) for Nutter, 23 Jan 70: ibid.
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Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 29 Jan 70, ibid.

Memo Tarr for ASD(ISA), 16 Feb 70, memo Arthur W. Allen, Jr. (AsstSecArmy) for ASD
(ISA), 11 Feb 70: TF files.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 26 May 70, memo Nutter for SecArmy er al, 3 Jul 70,
memo Ralph H. Jefferson (SpecAdvisor for PW Affairs to ASD(ISA)) for Capr John S. Harris
USN (DIA), 27 Aug 70: ibid.

Memo Laird for Vice Pres, 7 Aug 69, memo Laird for Kissinger, 23 Aug 69, SecDef 383.6
Victnam (Aug-Sep 69).

Lir Kissinger to Laird, 29 Aug 69, ibid; memo Kissinger for SecDef, 22 Oct 69, ibid
(Oct-Dec 69).

Memo Kissinger for SecState, SecDef, Dir CIA, and Dir USIA, 24 Mar 70, ibid (Jan-Apr 70).
Memo Laird for Kissinger, 31 Mar 70, ibid.

Memo RBF (Col Ray B. Furlong, MilAsst to DepSecDef) for Packard, 25 Mar 70, ibid.
Stockdale, In Love and War, 303-04; lir Jane Maury Denton to Rep Jack Edwards, 18 Jan 69,
encl to lir Edwards to William Timmons (DepAsst to Pres), 22 Jan 69, SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Jan-May 69). Another member of Mrs. Denton’s group made the same request
through her own congressman; sce Itr Dorothy H. McDaniel (Mrs. Eugene Barker McDaniel)
to Rep Thomas N. Downing, 23 Jan 69, ibid.

. Lur Timmons to Edwards, 30 Jan 69, memo Carl S. Wallace (SpecAsst to SecDef) for Col

James D. Hughes (MilAsst to Pres), 29 Jan 69: SecDef 383.6 Victnam (Jan-May 69).

. Ltr Edwards to Wallace, 5 Mar 69, ltr Ralph Earle I (ActgASD(ISA)) to Edwards, 11 Mar 69:

ibid; memo Havens for Nutter, nd [22 May 69?], sub: Meeting with Group of Wives of PWs/
MIAs from Norfolk Area—Friday, 23 May, 1000 Hours (quote from marginal annotation),
ISA 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Jul 69).

29. Ltr Wilson to Laird, 11 Apr 69, ltr Laird to Wilson, 12 May 69: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam

(Jan-May 69).

ISA staft memo, 2 May 69, encl to memo Nutter for SecDef, 8 May 69, ibid.

Memo Sieverts for USecState, 23 Apr 69 (“Approve” line initialed “ELR”), box 26 (Wives/
Families 69), 79-D317.

Memo Daniel Z. Henkin (ASD(PA)) for SecDef, 23 Jun 69, memo Nutter for SecDef, 23 Jul 69:
SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Jul 09); memo Sieverts for ActgSecState, 25 Jul 69, box 21
(Chron file 69), 79-D317 (quote).

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 23 Sep 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69).

Task Force files contain a memorandum for the president, prepared at State for Richardson’s
signature but annotated “6/27/69 Apparently did not go forward”; it presented a well-
developed argument for the recommendation “that you issue a written statement, or speak
publicly, to express your concern about missing and captured Americans in Southeast Asia.”
Origin and purpose of the only Nixon statement available during most of 1969 are explained
in ler Sicverts to BrigGen Leo E. Benade (OASD(M)), 6 Feb 69, TF files. For typical use in
OSD correspondence sce ler Richard A, Ware (PrinDepASID(ISA)) to Rep B. E Sisk, 18 Apr 69,
SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-May 69); later in 1969 OSD letters achicved a stronger effect by
quoting only the two words “urgent priority” from Nixon’s last sentence, as in ltr Nutter to
Rep Clark MacGregor, 22 Jul 69, ibid (Jun-Jul 69).

Memo Laird for Pres, 25 Sep 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69).

Memo Hughes for Wallace, 1 Oct 69, ibid (Oct-Dec 69); memo Havens for Nutter, 4 Nov 69,
TF files; memo Havens for Nurtter, 20 Nov 69, ibid (quote); memo Nureer for SecDef,
22 Nov 69, w/annotation, 29 Nov 69, showing the White House action, SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Oct-Dec 69).

Text of Nixon telegram, 5 Dec 69, encl to memo MajGen Russell E. Dougherty USAF for
CSAF, nd [8 Dec 692], TF files; memo Capen for SecDef, 6 Dec 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Oct-Dec 69); Stockdale, /n Love and War, 365.

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Richard Nixon, 1969, 1021; New Yark Times,
13 Dec 69.
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Nixon Public Papers, 1971, 1010.

Memo Capen for Nutter, 15 Dec 69, TF files; memo Butterfield for Hughes, 12 Dec 69,
memo Laird for Vice Pres, 22 Dec 69: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Oct-Dec 69).

Memo Laird for Pres, 20 Dec 69, memo Pursley for ASD(ISA), 29 Dec 69: SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Oct-Dec 69).

Memo Richardson for Kissinger, 30 Dec 69, ibid. TF files contain an undated copy of Richardson’s
carlier comments; see memo ActgSecState for Kissinger, nd [ca 29 Aug 69].

Memo Kissinger for SecState and SecDef, 22 Jan 70, SecDef 383.6 (Jan-Apr 70). Both
Laird’s recommendations and the president’s directive included a course to be followed if
efforts to find an individual emissary failed: assemble a high-level briefing team to go abroad
in his stead. This less favored alternative was never actively pursued.

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 17 Feb 70, memo Laird for ASD(ISA), 3 Apr 70: ibid.

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 7 Apr 70, ibid.

Memo Laird for Pres, 23 Apr 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Apr 70); memo Nutter for
SecDef, 7 May 70, ler Thomas E. Dewey to Nutter, 12 May 70: ibid (May-Jun 70).

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 9 May 70, memo Nutter for DepSecDef, 15 Jun 70: SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (May-Jun 70); memo Laird for Kissinger, 18 Jul 70, memo Richard A. Ware (ActgASD
(ISA)) for SecDef, 22 Jul 70: ibid (Jul 70).

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 23 Jul 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jul 70); Nixen Public Papers,
1970, 649-50.

Kegley was a member of the delegation that interviewed Dewey and had been tabbed for
service with the mission from the first, as strongly recommended in memo Henkin (ASD(PA))
for ASD(ISA), 7 Apr 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Apr 70); ler Borman to Laird, 31 Aug 70,
ibid (Aug-Oct 70); Washington Post, 14 Aug 70.

White House press release, 2 Sep 70, ltr Borman to Laird, 21 Sep 70: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Aug-Oct 70); Dept State Bulletin, 12 Oct 70, 405-08.

Memo Laird for SecState, 19 Sep 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Oct 70).

Ler Irwin to Laird, 2 Oct 70, ibid.

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 18 Jul 70, and substantially identical ltr Laird to Rogers, 18 Jul 70, ibid.
Memo Kissinger for SecDef, 31 Aug 70, memo Sullivan for Kissinger, 23 Oct 70, memo
Kissinger for SecDef, 2 Nov 70: ibid.

Memo Laird for Pres, 17 May 71, ibid (1971).

Henry A. Kissinger, White House Years, 1018-19, 1488-89.

OASD(PA) News Release No 949-70, and news conf, 23 Nov 70, Public Statements of Secretary
of Defense Melvin R. Laird, 1970, 2274-81; msg BrigGen Leroy J. Manor for CJCS and
CINCPAC, 210215Z Nov 70, SecDef 383.6 Viernam (Nov 70).

Benjamin F. Schemmer, 7he Raid, 18-19, 80. Schemmer provides a detailed and largely
unchallenged account of the rescue operation, with frequent reference to the photo recon-
naissance findings.

Senate Cte on For Rels, Bombing Operations and the Prisoner-of-War Rescue Mission in North
Vietnam: Hearing, 91 Cong, 2 sess, 24 Nov 70, 1-2, 8, 353, 47.

Ibid, 3.

Ibid, 23; news conf, 24 Nov 70, Public Statements, Laird, 1970, 2334.

Senate Cte on For Rels, Bombing Operations and the Prisoner-of-War Rescue Mission in North
Vietnam: Hearing, 7, 9-10, 12-13 (7, 10, quote).

Allegations included that Defense planned and undertook the operation without consulting
CIA and thar Laird recommended that it proceed despite having clear evidence that the prison
cells were empty. These items evoked sharp criticism when considered in the form in which
the news media first reported them; see Congressional Record, 91 Cong, 2 sess, 116, pt 30,
4 Dec 70, 39958-61. Schemmer’s The Raid provides fuller information and a more balanced
assessment; sce particularly 263-67.

Memo Maj Ludwig J. Spolyer for AENIFPC, 5 Oct 71, TF files.

Schemmer, The Raid, 282-84.
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13. A BITTER LESSON

Msg Geneva 4388, 11 Dec 69, TF files.

. Ler Laird to Rogers, 31 Jan 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Apr 70).

Ibid.

. Msg State 16109 for Saigon, 2 Feb 70, TF files.
. Memcon Laird with Nguyen Van Thicu (Pres RVN), 12 Feb 70, dtd 17 Feb 70, SecDef

333 Vietnam: Laird (1970).

. Memo Laird for Pres, 17 Feb 70, ibid; memo Kissinger for SecState, 3 Mar 70, msg State

31590 for Paris and Saigon, 3 Mar 70: TF files.

. Msg State 32266 for Saigon, 5 Mar 70, msg State 38735 for Saigon, 17 Mar 70: TF files.

Msg Saigon 4383, 24 Mar 70, ibid.
Msg State 43278 for USDEL France, 24 Mar 70, ibid.

. Msg Saigon 4457, 25 Mar 70, msg USDEL France 3926, 2 Apr 70: ibid; memo Sieverts for

USecState, 4 Jun 70, PW coll, OSD Hist; msg Saigon 9015, 9 Jun 70, msg USDEL France 7625,
11 Jun 70, msg USDEL France 8854, 2 Jul 70: TF files.

Msg USDEL France 7625, 11 Jun 70, msg State 99421 for Saigon et al, 23 Jun 70: TF files.
Msg Saigon 11116, 12 Jul 70, msg COMUSMACYV for CINCPAC, 150415Z Jul 70: ibid.
Draft State/Def msg for Saigon, encl to memo Nutter for SecDef, 7 Jul 70, memo Nucter for
SecDef, 17 Jul 70: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jul 70); memo Ralph H. Jefferson (SpecAdvisor for
PW Affairs to ASD(ISA)) for Nutter, 10 Jul 70, TF files.

. ISA memcon Laird with Ambs Ellsworth Bunker, David K. E. Bruce, and Philip C. Habib,

20 Jul 70, ded 24 Jul 70, SecDef 091.112 Vietnam (1970).

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 8 Aug 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Oct 70).

Ibid, Tab B, State draft State/Def msg for Saigon.

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 8 Aug 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Oct 70).

Memo Laird for ASD(ISA), 11 Aug 70, ibid.

State/Def msg 138075 for Saigon, 24 Aug 70, memo Jefferson for Nutter, 25 Aug 70: ibid.
When submitted to and seen by Laird the document did not bear two handwritten
additions. Jefferson wrote that he was “not awarc of any effort to clear these additions with
SecDef, who had approved cable without them.”

Memcon William K. Hitchcock (Minister-Counselar for PolAff, USEmb Saigon) with GVN
MinForAff et al, 25 Aug 70, TF files.

Msg Saigon 14605, 7 Sep 70, ibid.

Memo Laird for CJCS, 2 Sep 70, memo (JCSM-449-70) JCS for SecDef, 18 Sep 70: SecDef
383.6 Vietnam {Aug-Oct 70).

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 12 Oct 70, ibid.

ibid.

Nixon Public Papers, 1970, 825-28 (quote, 827).

Dept State Bulletin, 26 Oct 70, 468, 2 Nov 70, 554-56.

Msg State 187074 for Saigon, COMUSMACYV, and Vientiane, 14 Nov 70, SecDef 091.112
Vietnam (1970).

Ibid; memo Nutter for SecDef, 14 Nov 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Nov 70).

Ibid.

Memo Laird for Pres, 18 Nov 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam {Nov 70).

Ibid; memo REP (BrigGen Robert E. Pursley, MilAsst to SecDef) for ASD(ISA), 10 Nov 70, ibid.
Msg Saigon 19270, 7 Dec 70, TF files: Stare/Def msg 199387 for Saigon, 7 Dec 70, SecDef
383.6 Vietnam (Dec 70).

Dept State Bulletin, 28 Dec 70, 773.

Msg Saigon 20680, 22 Dec 70, TF files.

New York Times, 23 Dec 70; Washington Post, 24 Dec 70; msg Saigon 1093, 23 Jan 71, TF files.
Msg Saigon 977, 21 Jan 71, TF files.

Msg Saigon 1169, 25 Jan 71, msg COMUSMACYV for JCS and CINCPAC, 2412237 Jan 71: ibid.
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Msg Saigon 1223, 26 Jan 71, ISA paper, nd, sub: Significant Public Statements Regarding the
4 June 1971 Repatriation Effort: ibid; Dept State Bulletin, 22 Feb 71, 235.

Memcon Laird (accompanied by Bunker and Abrams) with Thieu, 11 Jan 71, encl to memo
Laird for Pres, 16 Jan 71, msg JCS 1693 (for Laird) for CINCPAC and COMUSMACV
(for Bunker), 212241Z Jan 71: SecDef 333 Vietnam: Laird (1971).

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 22 Dec 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Dec 70).

Ibid. Nutter identified the attached document titled “Hanoi’s Views of Prisoner of War
Exchanges” as an “informal paper” prepared by William L. Stearman, State Bureau of Inrel-
ligence and Research (INR). One month later State issued INR lIntelligence Note 4, “North/
South Viernam: Release of North Victnamese Prisoners,” covering the same material; sce msg
State 11065 for Saigon et al, 21 Jan 71, TF files.

Msg JCS 9981 for CINCPAC and COMUSMACY, 1514227 Apr 71, SecDef 333 Vietnam:
Laird (1971).

Msg JCS 1693 (for Laird) for CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV (for Bunker), 2122417 Jan 71, ibid.
Msg COMUSMACYV (for Bunker) for JCS (for Laird), 261215Z Jan 71, ibid.

Msg State 45511 for Saigon, 18 Mar 71, TF files.

Ibid; Ier Findley to Pres, 11 Dec 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 71).

Public Statements of Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, 1970, 2614; ltr Packard to Findley,
8 Jan 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 71).

ISA Talking Paper, 25 Mar 71, TF files.

Ibid; msg Saigon 4109, 20 Mar 71, State/Def msg 57194 for Saigon, 5 Apr 71: ibid.

Dept State Bulletin, 26 Apr 71, 540-41, 3 May 71, 568.

Msg JCS 9981 (for Laird) for CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV (for Abrams), 1514227
Apr 71, SecDef 333 Vietnam: Laird (1971).

Msg COMUSMACY for CJCS, 191016Z Apr 71, ibid.

Msg State 72095 for Saigon and USDEL France, 27 Apr 71, msg Saigon 6456, 28 Apr 71: TF files.
Significant Public Statements . . . 4 June 1971 Repatriation Effort, ibid.

Msg Saigon 6456, 28 Apr 71, msg State 73348 for Saigon and USDEL France, 28 Apr 71,
msgs Saigon 6495 and G496, 29 Apr 71: ibid.

Dept State Bulletin, 17 May 71, 634-35.

Nixon Public Papers, 1971, 595-96.

FBIS 42, 30 Apr 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Apr-May 71); Dept State Bulletin, 24 May 71,
666-68, 31 May 71, 704-05; State Dept paper, na [Sieverts?], nd, sub: Significant Develop-
ments, April 26-May 9, 1971: Prisoner-of-War Initiatives: TF files.

Significant Public Statements . . . 4 June 1971 Repatriation Effort, ibid.

New York Times, 14 May 71; msg JCS 6575 for CINCPAC and COMUSMACYVY, 2217227
May 71 (Laird quote), msg Saigon 7506, 14 May 71: TF files.

State/Def msg 84898 for Saigon, USDEL France, and Geneva, 15 May 71, TF files.

Msg Saigon 7890, 20 May 71, msg State 88711 for Saigon and Geneva, 20 May 71, Significant
Public Statements . . . 4 June 1971 Repatriation Effort: ibid.

Msg Saigon 7651, 17 May 71, msg Saigon 7890, 20 May 71: ibid.

State/Def msg 84898 for Saigon, USDEL France, and Geneva, 15 May 71, ibid.

Msg Strate 88711 for Saigon and Geneva, 20 May 71, msg Geneva 1950, 21 May 71, msg
Saigon 8075, 24 May 71: ibid.

Msg Geneva 1983, 24 May 71, TF files.

Msg Geneva 2046 [corrected copyl, 27 May 71, ibid.

Msg Saigon 8408, 28 May 71, msg Geneva 2066, 28 May 71: ibid.

Msg COMUSMACYV for JCS and CINCPAC, 290730Z May 71, memrec R. S. Barrett
(USEmb Saigon), 31 May 71: ibid.

Msg Saigon 8466, 29 May 71, memcon John M. Reid (USEmb Saigon) with Pierre du Pasquier
and 3 other ICRC delegates, 9 Aug 71, ded 12 Aug 71: TF files.

Msg State 95365 for Saigon, 29 May 71, Significant Public Statements . . . 4 June 1971
Repatriation Effort, msg Saigon 8482, 31 May 71: ibid.
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Msg State 97447 for Saigon and Lisbon, 3 Jun 71, msg Saigon 8716, 4 Jun 71, msg Saigor
8742, 4 Jun 71, msg COMUSMACYV for CINCPAC et al, 0404457 Jun 71: ibid.

ISA Point Paper, nd [Jun 71], sub: The Prisoner of War Situation [marked “For Laird breakfast
for Kissinger”], ibid.

Memrec Barrett, 31 May 71, memo Col J. D. Foulk for ACSI, 7 Jun 71, memcon Rcid
with du Pasquier et al, 9 Aug 71, msg Saigon 14034, 31 Aug 71, airgram Saigon A-158,
22 Sep 71, memo Reid for Stephen Winship (USEmb Saigon), 4 Oct 71, airgram Saigon
A-205, 23 Nov 71: TF files.

14. REPATRIATION PLANNING: A CENTRAL ISSUE RESOLVED

Msg JCS 6463 for Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands ¢r al, 17 Dec 69,
memo (MJCS-564-69) JCS for Ch DoD PW Policy Cte, 17 Dec 69: TF files.

Lir COMUSMACY to CINCPAC, 21 Mar 69, ibid.

Msg CINCPAC for JCS/SecDef et al, 032321Z Nov 71, ibid.

Lir COMUSMACY to CINCPAC, 27 Nov 71, ibid.

Msg CINCPAC for CINCUSARPAC, CINCPACFLT, CINCPACAF et al, 3122357 Dec 71, ibid.
Ibid.

Memo Cdr Richard A. Mauldin for RAdm H. H. Epes, Jr. (Dir PW/MIA Task Force), 30 Jul 71,
ibid.

Ibid; [tr COMUSMACYV to CINCPAC, 27 Nov 71, TF files.

Memo BrigGen George J. Hayes (PrinDepASD(H&E)) for ASD(1SA), 8 Oct 71, w/artchd
memo [signed but undtd] Wilbur for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, ibid.

. While “it could be argued”—and was—officials closely involved in the case remain convinced

that Sexton’s most pressing problems were physical rather than psychological, making prompt
transfer to a CONUS hospital desirable; Davis interv with Shields, New York, NY, 24 and
25 Jun 87, OSD Hist.

. Draft memo Wilbur for SecsMilDepts, CJCS, and ASD(ISA), undtd, encl to memo Shields for

BrigGen Paul C. Watson et al [Task Group members], 19 Nov 71, memo Shields for Nurter,
1 Dec 71: TF files.

. The basic definition of Wilbur’s duties as ASD(H&E) made him “the principal staff adviser and

coordinator for the Sccretary of Defense for health and sanitation matters, including care
and treatment of patients . . . .” Like the other assistant secretaries, Wilbur had been dele-
gated authority to issue “one-time directive-type memoranda . . . appropriate for carrying out
policies approved by the Secretary of Defense for his assigned fields.” See DoD Dir 5126.1,
26 Aug 71.

Draft memo Wilbur for SecsMilDepts et al, unded, encl to memo Shields for Watson et al,
19 Nov 71, TF files.

Memo Epes for PW/MIA Task Group, 18 Nov 71, memo Armistead 1. Selden, Jr. (PrinDepASD
(ISA)) for ASD(H&E), 20 Nov 71: ibid. The reaction to Wilbur’s memo from rwo Air Force
offices was particularly pointed; sec memo Richard J. Borda (ASecAF(M&RA)) for ASD(ISA),
19 Nov 71, and memo BrigGGen James R. Allen (DepDir for Plans & Policy, DCS/P&O AF)
for Ch PW/MIA Task Group, 19 Nov 71: ibid.

. PW/MIA Task Force Issue Paper, undtd, encl to memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al,

30 Nov 71, ibid.

Memo Shields for Nurter, 1 Dec 71, ibid.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 30 Nov 71, ibid. As mentioned in Chapter 10, Wilbur,
as ASD(H&E), was a member of the task group but not of the Policy Commirtee.

Memo Wilbur for ASD(ISA), 7 Jan 72, circulated by memo Selden for SecsMilDepts et al,
11 Jan 72, TF files. In referring to the December Policy Committce meeting Selden wrote, “As
you are aware, the Committee’s deliberacions were inconclusive.” No minutes of the meeting

have been discovered.
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. Memo James E. Johnson (ASccNav) for ASD(ISA), 26 Jan 72, memo Borda for ASD(ISA),

22 Jan 72: ibid.

Memo Arthur W. Allen, Jr. (DepASecArmy) for ASD(ISA), 26 Jan 72, memo Borda for ASD
(ISA), 22 Jan 72: ibid.

Memo (DJSM-137-72) Vogt for ASD(ISA), 25 Jan 72, ibid.

Memo Benjamin Forman (AsstGenCoun) for PrinDepASD(ISA), 13 Jan 72, memo LtGen
Jammie M. Philpott (DepDirDIA) for ASD(ISA), 24 Jan 72, memo Daniel Z. Henkin (ASD
(PA)Y) for ASD(ISA), 2 Feb 72, memo Kelley for ASD(ISA), 25 Jan 72: TF files.

Memo Shields for Nutter, 3 Feb 72, ibid.

The successive versions appear as attachments to memos Nutter for SecsMilDepts ct al, 11 Feb,
14 Mar 72, ibid.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 14 Mar 72, ibid.

Memo Wilbur for SecsMilDepts, 17 Mar 72, ibid.

Memo Arthur W. Allen, Jr., for ASD(H&E), 22 Mar 72, memo Johnson for ASD(H&E),
22 Mar 72, memo Borda for ASD{H&E), 24 Mar 72, memo Wilbur for ASD(ISA), 7 Apr 72:
TF files.

PW/MIA Task Force, Point Paper on Status of Proposed Policy for Medical Processing of
Returnees, nd [ca 29 Mar 72], memo Hayes for ASD(H&E), 14 Apr 72, memo Epes for Nutter,
nd [ca 3 Apr 72], ibid.

Msg CINCPAC for CJCS, 270259Z Apr 72, ibid.

Memo BrigGen William M. Schoning USAF for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 21 Apr 72, ibid.
Handwritten memo Wilbur for Nutter, nd, filed with memo Hayes for ASD(H&E), 14 Apr 72,
in Shields collection, TF files. Admittedly speculative, this account rests almost entirely on
the Wilbur note, there being no other documentary evidence. Addressed to “Warren” and
signed “Dick W.,” the note continued, “Let me know if T can help more.” The tone seems to
be that of a writer who has made a concession to facilitate agreement. A date between 22 and
28 April appears probable, since the Air Force memo of 21 April described Wilbur as still
advocating “an inflexible detention period overseas” of 14 days.

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 4 May 72, TF files.

Memo Laird for SecsMilDepts et al, 16 May 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Apr-May 72).
Available records do not reveal the process by which the significant changes in the latter part
of the Wilbur paragraph came into place.

Msg JCS 5607 for CINCPAC, 31 May 72, TF files.

Msg CINCPAC for JCS, 042200Z Jun 72, ibid.

Msg JCS 4794 for CINCPAC, 15 Jul 72, ibid.

Msg CINCPAC for JCS/SecDef, 212336Z Jul 72, CINCPAC Instr C3461.1C, 3 Aug 72: ibid.
CINCPAC Instr €3461.1C, 3 Aug 72, ibid.

The Air Force record of conference participation is contained in a2 memo dated 29 August 1972
in TF files. Regarding medical processing it noted with evident approval that “medical proce-
dures will be accomplished only as clinically indicated to prevent unnccessary delay overseas.”
For the fuller record maintained by the conference recorder see memo ACofS Personnel,
CINCPAC Hg, for Ch PW/MIA Task Force, 25 Aug 72, ibid.

Memeo Shiclds for Nutter, nd, sub: DoDd PW Policy Committee Meeting, 27 November 1972,
1500 hours, ibid; memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 29 Nov 72, ISA 383.6 (Nov-Dec 72). In
addition to announcing approval of the medical form, Nutter imposed a strict confidentiality
on the information that would be recorded on it regarding individual returnces. The dara “will
not be utilized in any manner except for internal official usc.”

Msg CINCPAC for SecDef, 0803197 Dec 72, TF files.

Msg CINCPAC for JCS, 0422007 Jun 72, ibid.

Memo Paul H. Nitze (DepSecDef) for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 30 Nov 68, SecDef 383.6 (1968);
memo Laird for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 27 Oct 70, ISA 383.6 (1970). When recommending
this change on behalf of the Policy Committee, Nutter had written that “it would, among
other things, help to relieve the feeling of many parents that they are the ‘forgotien’ next of
kin”; memo Nutter for SecDef, 23 Qct 70, ibid.
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. Memo Laird for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 26 Aug 72, ISA 383.6 (Aug 72).
. Memo for ASD(ISA), 7 Aug 72, ibid. As recounted in Chapter 9, the absence of clear legal

authority had been similarly raised, discussed, and discounted when the first directive on next-
of-kin travel was being prepared in 1968.

Memo Nutter for ASD(M&RA), 28 Jul 72, ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72).

Memo Rush for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 4 Dec 72, ibid (Nov-Dec 72).

Msg CINCPAC for CINCUSARPAC et al, 060441Z Dec 72, TF files.

Memo Nutrer for SecDef, 13 Dec 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Nov-Dec 72).

15. REPATRIATION PLANNING: REHABILITATION AND READJUSTMENT

. Memo Nutter for SecDef, 12 Oct 70, ISA 383.6 N. Vietnam (Oct 70); memo Armistead 1. Selden,

Jr. (PrinDepASD(ISA)) for SecsMilDepts et al, 27 Feb 71, memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts
and ASD(M&RA), 3 Jun 71: TF files. A representative of OASD(H&E) later joined the panel.

. Report of the DoD PW/MIA Rehabilitation/Readjustment Study Panel, Jan 72, SecDef 383.6

Vietnam (7 Jun 72).

. Ibid. The report stated that the record of American survivors of the German and ltalian PW

camps of World War II differed notably from cthat of caprives of the Japanese. “Pacific
prisoners from World War II averaged an initial 50 percent excess of deaths as compared with
the expected U.S. rate, and the death rate did not decline to the usual range for ten years
following release . . . . On the other hand, the mortality rate compiled in the case of European
prisoners was lower than the ordinary rate for U.S. males.” Accordingly, the panel members
felt justified in using the captivity experience at the hands of the Japanese, North Koreans,
and Chinese Communists as their guide when attempting o gauge the effects of imprisonment
by the Vietnamese enemy.

Ibid.

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 27 May 72, memo Laird for SecsMilDepts et al, 7 Jun 72: ibid.
Memo Nutter for ASD(M&RA), 24 Jul 72, memo M. Richard Rose (DepASD(M&RA)) for
AsstSecsMilDepts, 6 Oct 72: TF files. For an account of the Air Force experience in providing
career counseling to returnees and aiding their selection of active duty assignments, see Air
Force Military Personnel Center, Special History of Project HOMECOMING: Officer Career
Development Division: 1 November 1972-31 October 1973, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Frank M. McKernan (OASD(M&RA)) for “Conference Participants,” 9 Nov 72, TF files.
OASD(M&RA) pamphlet, “Guidelines for Carcer Planning and Other Assistance for Returned
POW/MIA Personnel,” Nov 72, revised the following month to add a section on assistance
available from the Office of Minority Business Enterprise, Department of Commerce, TF files.
During the same period the Department of Labor produced its own “Resource Handbook for
Implementation of Program for POW/MIA Returnees,” 6 Dec 72, and the Veterans Adminis-
tration’s Department of Veterans Benefits published DVB Circular 20-72-94, “Prisoner of
War/Missing in Action (POW/MIA) Returnce Program,” 8 Dec 72, ibid. See memo Shields
for MajGen V. L. Bowers et al [Task Group members], 8 Jan 73, ISA 383.6 (Jan 73).

Memo McKernan for Brig(Gen Russell G. Ogan (Dir PW/MIA Task Force), 29 Jan 73, TF files.
Another OASD(M&RA) publication was the “Directory: Federal Agency and Industry Contacts
for Assistance to Returned POW/MIA,” rev ed, Jan 73, ibid.

. Memo Shields for BrigGen Paul C. Watson et al, 19 Nov 71, memo Nutter for ASD(H&E),

2 Dec 71: ibid.

Memo Hayes for ASD(ISA), 14 Dec 72, ibid.

Memo Nutrer for ASD(H&E) and ASD(M&RA), 10 Nov 72, memo Hayes for ASD(ISA),
14 Dec 72: ibid.

Memo Shields for Hayes, 16 Jan 73, ibid.

Memo Wilbur for ASD(ISA), ASD(M&RA), and AsstSeesMilDepts (M&RA), 22 May 73, TF files.
Most of the returnees chose to continue in active durty status; others were retired with various
degrees of disability. Thus the category covered by the above policy was relatively small. By
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November 1973 the “Roster of Designated Prisoners of War” contained 51 names; see memo
Hayes for Asst to ASD(ISA), 5 Nov 73, ibid.

Memo Shiclds for Lawrence Eagleburger (ActgASD(1SA)), 3 May 73, ibid.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts and ASD(H&E), 13 Jun 72, ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72).

Memo Ogan for Shields, 15 Aug 72, TF files.

Ler Shields to Iris Powers, Ch Cte on Repatriation, Rehabilitation and Readjustment, NLOFE
22 Sep 72, ibid.

Ibid. The family briefing tours were conducted pursuant to memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts,
13 Jul 72, ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72). The origin of this directive is discussed in Chapter 18.
Memo BrigGen K. L. Tallman (AsstDCS/Pers AF) for AF/XOX, 29 Aug 72, TF files.

Memo BrigGen William M. Schoning (DepDir for Plans & Policy, DCS/P&O AF) for Dir
PW/MIA Task Force, 21 Aug 72, ibid.

Memo DepChNavPers for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 16 Aug 72, memo MajGen E. B. Wheeler
(ACS USMC) for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 7 Aug 72, memo MajGen Verne L. Bowers (TAG)
for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 31 Aug 72: ibid.

The revised versions published during 1972, with subsequent changes, were the plans in effect
at the time of Operation Homecoming in early 1973. They included the following, all to be
found in TF files: HQDA OPLAN EGRESS-RECAP-ARMY, 19 Oct 72; CNO EGRESS
RECAP OPLAN, 26 Ocr 72; USAF EGRESS RECAP, 15 Apr 72; CINCPAC Instr C3461.1C,
3 Aug 72; COMUSMACYV OPLAN J190, 3 Nov 72; 13th Air Force OPLAN EGRESS RECAP,
1 Dec 72; MAC EGRESS RECAP, 25 Feb 72, During 1972 the Marine Corps continued
issuing changes to its basic Marine Corps Order 03461.1, 19 Feb 70.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 1 Dec 71, ISA 383.6 (Oct-Dec 71).

Texts or outlines of the Nutter, Epes, and Shields presentations are in TF files, as is the full Report,
Department of Defense U.S. Prisoner of War Repatriation Planning Conference, 19-21 Jan 72.
Msg JCS 6711 for CINCPAC et al, 7 Mar 72, TF files.

Memo RAdm H. H. Epes, Jr. (Dir PW/MIA Task Force) for OSD(C), 22 Feb 72, ISA 383.6
(Jan-Mar 72).

Msg CINCPAC for JCS, 1221187 Mar 72, msg JCS 3928 for CINCPAC, 22 Mar 72: TF files.
No attempt will be made to treat the complexities of the communications support question,
which apparently was resolved satisfactorily. Two key messages in the exchange were msg
CINCPAC for JCS, 1122347 Jul 72, and msg JCS 5733 for CINCPAC, 7 Aug 72, ibid.

Msg CINCPAC for CINCUSARPAC et al, 0521097 Feb 72, ibid.

Ibid.

HQ USAF Military Airlift Command, MAC Egress Recap, 25 Feb 72, OASD(ISA) Report, Depart-
ment of Defense U.S. Prisoner of War Repatriation Planning Conference, 19-21 Jan 72: ibid.
Msg CINCLANT for JCS, 1822337 Jan 72, msg JCS 5558 for CINCLANT, 28 Jan 72: ibid.
Msg JCS 1610 for USCINCEUR, 22 Jun 72, ibid.

Memo Laird for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 15 Jul 72, msg JCS 3933 for USCINCEUR,
5 Aug 72: ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72).

Memo Shields for PW/MIA Task Group, 7 Sep 72, ISA 383.6 (Sep-Ocr 72); OASD(ISA),
EGRESS RECAP Visit Agenda, 15, 16 and 17 Nov 72, USEUCOM EGRESS RECAP
European Directive ED 35-5, Nov 72: TF files.

Documents revealing preparations for the conference include memo Epes for PW/MIA
Task Group Members, 17 May 72, msg CINCPAC for JCS, 262305Z May 72, msg JCS 2015
for USCINCEUR ct al, 12 Jul 72, Agenda, DoD/PAC EGRESS RECAP Confercence, 9, 10
and 11 Aug 72: TF files. The conference recorder’s report was forwarded by memo ACS/Pers
CINCPAC for Ch [Dir] PW/MIA Task Force, 25 Aug 72, and an Air Force summary of the
proceedings is contained in memo Col Ray A. Dunn, Jr. (Ch Global Plans and Pol Div, Dir Plans,
DCS/P&O AF) for AF/XOXX, 29 Aug 72: ibid. Unless otherwisc indicated, discussions and
actions of the August conference described in che following account are based on these
two sources.

Msg CINCPAC for CMDR 13th AF, CG USARBCO Okinawa, and CINCPACREPGUAM/
TTPL, 1822197 jun 72, ibid.
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Memo Ogan for Schoning, 23 Aug 72, ISA 383.6 (Aug 72).

Lur Epes to Col George lles (Cdr 1126th USAF FAG), 8 Mar 72, TF files; memo Shields for
RAdm D. B. Whitmire {(DIA), 8 Jun 72, [SA 383.6 (Jan-Jun 72).

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts, CJCS, and Dir DIA, 11 Oct 72, ISA 383.6 (Sep-Oct 72);
msg DIA 4186 for CINCPAC et al, 2114327 Nov 72, TF files.

Memo Hayes for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 3 Aug 72, ISA 383.6 (Aug 72); memo Nutter
for DepASD(A) (D. O. Cooke), 4 Oct 72, ibid (Sep-Oct 72); memo Cooke for ActgASD(ISA),
8 Feb 73, TF files.

Msg CINCPAC for JCS, 2019257 Jun 72, TF files.

Memo Capt K. W. Wade (Actg CHINFO, Navy) for Dir Office of Information for the Armed
Forces, 19 Nov 68, memo RAdm L. R. Geis (CHINFO, Navy) for DepASD(PA), 7 Oct 69, memo
Capt James H. Scott (SpecAsst for POW/MIA Matters, OCNO) for Shields, 26 Apr 72: ibid.
PW/MIA Task Force, Weekly Activities Reports, 19 Nov 71, 23 Jun 72, memo Shields for
Whitmire, 23 Jun 72, State Airgram A-2884 for US Mission Geneva et al, 22 Mar 72, msg
State 128111 for Manila, Saigon, and Vientiane, 14 Jul 72: TF files.

Msg State 122602 for Manila, 7 Jul 72, PW/MIA Task Force, Weekly Activities Report,
19 Nov 71: ibid.

Ltr Sieverts to Ogan, 1 Nov 72, ibid; memo Shields for Sieverts, 24 Jan 73, ISA 383.6 (Jan 73).
Memo Shields for Sieverrs, 24 Jan 73, ISA 383.6 (Jan 73).

16. REPATRIATION PLANNING: PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND CONDUCT IN CAPTIVITY

. DoD Dir 5230.9, 24 Dec 66.

Memo Nitze for SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 8 Jun 68, SecDef 383.6 (1968); CINCPAC Instr
03461.1A, 13 Jun 69, TF files.

. Report of the Public Affairs Work Group, 21 Jan 72, Tab C to Report, Department of

Defense U.S. Prisoner of War Repatriation Planning Conference, 19-21 Jan 72, memo Henkin
for ASD(ISA) et al, 15 May 72: TF files.

Memo MajGen Leo D. Benade (DepASD(M&RA)) for ASD(PA), 23 May 72, memo Selden for
ASD(PA), 31 May 72: ibid.

Memo Shields for ASD(PA), 16 Jun 72, ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72).

Memo Henkin for SecArmy et al, 3 Aug 72, TF files; the following discussion contains
numerous extracts from this 18-page guidance directive.

CINCPAC Instr C3461.1C, 3 Aug 72, ibid.

. ASD(PA) EGRESS RECAP Conference Agenda and List of Attendees, 9 Nov 72, ibid.

OASD(PA), “EGRESS RECAP Points of Contact for Defense Public Affairs Officers,” nd
[9 Nov 72], ibid.

Shields, “Comments before PA EGRESS RECAP Conference,” 9 Nov 72, ibid.

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 12 Oct 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Aug-Oct 70).

Ltr Vinson to Laird, 23 Aug 71, ibid (Aug-Sep 71).

Ler Nutter to Vinson, 1 Sep 71, ibid.

For the Uniform Code of Military Justice see 10 U.S.C. 801-940. The text also appears in U.S.
Dept of Defense, Manual for Courts-Martial, 1969 (rev ed). The most recent revision had been
effected by the Military Justice Act of 1968, PL 90-632, 24 Ocrt 68.

. Report, Dcpartment of Defense U.S. Prisoncr of War Repatriation Planning Conference,

19-21 Jan 72, TF files.

Marine Corps Order 03461.1, 19 Feb 70. HQ USAF Plan EGRESS RECAP/AIR FORCE
[formerly SENTINEL ECHO], 1 Jul 68, was superseded by USAF EGRESS RECAP, 15 Apr 72;
the revisions issued by the Army and Navy were HQDA OPLAN EGRESS-RECAP-ARMY,
19 Oct 72, and CNO EGRESS RECAP OPLAN, 26 Oct 72. All in TF files.

Memo Shields for Bartimo, 25 Jul 72, ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72).

Memo Cdr }. H. Baum (Ch Ad Hoc Working Group) for AsstGenCoun, 15 Sep 72, ibid
(Sep-Oct 72).
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Memo Shields for MajGen V. L. Bowers USA er al, 22 Sep 72, ibid; memo Bowers for Shields,
6 Oct 72, memo BrigGen William M. Schoning USAF for Ch PW/MIA Task Group, 11 Oct 72:
TF files. The ad hoc working group had submirted its report without the concurrence of its
Marine Corps member, who provided a written dissent three days later. No copy of the latter
document has been discovered, but Bowers quoted some of its provisions when signifying
the Army’s agreement with them.

Memo Shields for Bowers et al, 25 Oct 72, memo MajGen James S. Cheney (JAG, AF) for
AF/XO, 10 Nov 72: ibid.

Memo RAdm Robert B. Baldwin (DepChNavPers) for Ch POW Special Cre (Col Vincent
A. DiMauro, PW/MIA Task Force), 17 Nov 72, memo Col Donald S. Atnes (Ch Casualty
Div, TAGO) for DiMauro, 30 Nov 72, memo Col E. A. Parnell USMC for Ch PW/MIA
Task Group, 1 Dec 72: ibid.

Memo Schoning for PW/MIA Task Force, 5 Dec 72, w/attach memo Cheney for AF/XO,
10 Nov 72, ibid.

Ibid; Change 1, 15 Jan 73, to USAF EGRESS RECAPD, 15 Apr 72, TF files. The published
change was an edited and somewhart expanded version of the draft quoted above.

Memo Selden for AsstGenCoun, 2 Aug 72, ibid.

Memo Bartimo for DiMauro, 13 Nov 72, ibid; Davis interv with Bartimo, 13 Feb 80, PW coll,
OSD Hist. Nearly five years earlier Bartimo had recommended that “in view of the disparate
treatment of returning Korean POWSs,” OSD officials “should make every cffort to obrain a
uniform approach now to obviate inconsistent practices of the Services in the past”; see memo
Bartimo for Havens, 13 May 68, TF files.

Memo Bartimo for Shields, 16 Sep 72, ISA 383.6 (Sep-Oct 72).

Memo Shields for Bowers et al, 22 Sep 72, ibid; memo Schoning for Ch PW/MIA Task
Group, 11 Oct 72, memo Parnell for Ch PW/MIA Task Group, 1 Dec 72: TF files.

Memrec, Davis interv with Forrest Holmes (DepAsstGenCoun), 19 Dec 79, PW coll, OSD Hist.
The account in this and following paragraphs is based on documents that were discussed
with Laird but never formally transmitted. Though prepared in final form, after coordination
completed on 8 December 1972, they bear no date or signature. The ribbon copies found in
TF files consist of memo Shiclds for Nutter, forwarding the recommended memo Nutter
for SecDef.

When interviewed some years later Laird believed it had not been his intention to reject the
review board proposal but rarther to postpone announcing his decision until return of the
prisoners was a certainty. Since that condition was just coming to fulfillment when he left
office on 29 January 1973, the matter passed to his successor, Elliot Richardson. Davis interv
with Laird, 6 Apr 81, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Parnell for Ch PW/MIA Task Group, 1 Dec 72, TF files.

Ibid.

Public Statements of Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, 1972, 3256-57.

One listener wrote that cven to raise the possibility of court-martial action against the returnees
was an “appalling and insensitive suggestion”; less elegantly, another called on Laird to “shut
your mouth.” A dozen or so letters in this vein are to be found in ISA 383.6 North Vietnam
(16-30 Sep), (21-31 Oct), and (1-9 Nov) 72.

Laird Public Statements, 1972, 3268, 3271-72, 3283, 3291-92, 3302; transc, ASD(PA)
Morning Press Bricfing, 2 Oct 72, TF files.

17. MAIL AND PACKAGES

. Ler Robert C. Lewis (VPresARC) to LtCol Charles F. Kraak (PW/MIA Task Force, OASD

(ISA)), 11 Oct 72, msg Geneva 493, 19 Feb 69, msg Geneva 3866, 12 Nov 70: TF files. The
final rotal of lecters forwarded by ARC in 1972 is nor available. Since Lewis certified that it
had reached 995 during September, with only a slight downward trend in the month-to-
month figures, it seems safe to say the volume was “above 1,000 letters in 1972.”
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Ltr Sieverts to Sheble, 20 Sep 68, TF files.
Msg Moscow 5833, 3 Oct 68, ibid.
Ler Sieverts to Harriman, 4 Oct 68, msg Paris 22111 (DELTO 808), 9 Oct 68: ibid.

. Na [US Post Office Dept], “Debriefing Session: Negotiations on Prisoner of War Mail—

October 1968,” nd, ltr VAdm Charles K. Duncan (ChNavPers) to “Dear Wives and Parents,”
20 Nov 68: ibid.

AP ticker item 68, 26 Nov 68, msg Bern 4984, 20 Nov 68, msg Bern 5094, 2 Dec 68: ibid.
Msg Paris 25258 (DELTO 1049}, 12 Decc 68, msg State 286468 (TODEL 1775) for Paris et al,
13 Dec 68, memo Capt John W. Thornton USN for Charles W. Havens 111, 13 Dec 68,
memrec Thornton, 13 Dec 68: ibid. Thornron was convinced thac “Hanoi purposely cut the
time short by holding off their answer . . . just to throw a monkey wrench into our plans.”
Msg State 287247 for Moscow, 14 Dec 68, msg State 287507 for Moscow, 15 Dec 68, lir
E. A. Motin to Sheble, 9 Jan 69: TF files; Washington Post, 18 Jan 6Y.

US Post Office Dept, “Meeting on POW Parcels,” 3 Jan 69, TF files.

Memrec Havens, 19 Feb 69, ibid; Washingron Post, 4 Jul 69.

Msg State 122169 (TODEL 3010} for Paris and Moscow, 23 Jul 69, box 25 (Christmas Pack-
ages—1970), 79-D317; msg Paris 10947 (DELTO 1952), 18 Jul 69, msg Saigon 14895,
24 Jul 69: TF files; Washington Post, 25 Jul 69.

. Ltr Col J. G. Luther (Directorate of Personnel Services, AF) to “Dear Air Force Next of Kin,”

22 Jul 69, msg State 140936 (TODEL 3133) for Paris, 20 Aug 69: TF files.

. Msg Paris 17095 (DELTO 2273), 5 Nov 69, msg State 187547 (TODEIL 3459) for Paris,

5 Nov 69, msg State 200260 (TODEL 3567) for Moscow, 1 Dec 69: ibid.

Text of DoD statement, 17 Nov 69, ibid; New York Times, 18 Nov 9.

Msg State 3395 (TODEL 3736), 9 Jan 70, box 25 (Christmas Packages—1970), 79-D317;
msg Paris 19398 (DELTO 2463), 30 Dec 69, msg Moscow 568, 2 Feb 70: TF files; Washington
Post, 15 Jan 70.

Memo Col Franklin Rose, Jr. (AsstDepDir for Plans & Policy, DCS/P&O AF) for distribution,
23 Jan 70, lir Luther to “Dear Air Force Nexe of Kin,” 19 Sep 69: TF files; documents,
na, “Suggested ltems for Packages” and “Suggested Health ltems and Dictary Supplements,”
attach to “Instructions for the Preparation and Mailing of Christmas Parcels to North Viet-

nam,” nd [Nov 69], ibid.

. New York Times, 2 Apr 70; msg Vientiane 8323, 28 Dec 70, box 25 (Prisoners: Mail Delivery),

79-D317.

. Msg FBIS Okinawa for COMUSMACV ct al, 090552Z Nov 70, msg State 190952 for

Moscow, 21 Nov 70: TF files; memo Epes for Nutter, 8 Apr 71, ISA 383.6 North Vietnam
(8-13 Apr 71) (quore).

Memrec LtCol William E. Gregerson (PW/MIA Task Force), 7 Apr 71, TF files.

PW/MIA Task Force, “PW Package Statistics,” 7 Feb 72, ibid.

PW/MIA Task Force Point Paper, 10 Dec 71 [stamped “SecDef has seen”], SccDef 383.6
Vietnam (Dec 71); msg FBIS Okinawa for FBIS Washington et al, 110254Z Nov 71, TF files;
New York Times, 11 Nov 71.

OASD(PA) News Release No 1080-71, 29 Dec 71, TF files.

Msg State 233069 for USDEL France, 30 Dec 71, PW/MIA Task Force Talking Paper, 1 Feb 72
(quote), memrec Col Charles W. Hayward (USDEL France), 5 Jan 72: ibid.

Msg FBIS Okinawa for COMUSMACYV et al, 221617Z Jan 72, ibid.

Letr Weiss to “Dear friends,” 31 Jan 72, ibid.

PW/MIA Task Force, “DoD Package Program—DPast Practices,” nd [7 Feb 72], ibid.

Ibid.

Statements developed from data in folder “US PW/MIA Mail Statistics,” T'F files.

Memo Shields for PW/MIA Task Group Members, 22 Nov 72, msg FBIS Okinawa for FBIS
Washington ct al, 2807527 Nov 72: ibid.

“US PW/MIA Mail Seatistics,” ibid.

Extracts from letters of four PWs, dated 16, 21, 22 Aug and 4 Oct 67, ibid.
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Memo Benjamin Forman (AsstGenCoun) for Paul C. Warnke (ASD(ISA)). 2 Jan 68, memo
Thornton for Warnke, 2 Jan 68: ISA 383.6 North Viernam (1968); memo William W. Hancock
(DepGenCoun AF) for ASD(ISA), 20 Dec 67, TF files.

Memo Hancock for ASD(ISA), 20 Dec 67, ibid.

Memo Warnke for SeesMilDepts et al, 17 Jan 68, ISA 383.6 (Jan-Jun 68); memo Forman for
Warnke, 2 Jan 68, memo Thornton for Warnke, 2 Jan 68: 383.6 North Vietnam (1968).

Ltr Warnke to Margaret W. Schwartz (TreasDept), 30 Jan 68, TF files.

Lers Schwartz to Warnke, 6 Feb, 21 Jun 68, ISA 383.6 North Vietnam (1968); lur Schwarwz
to Warnke, 10 Oct 68, memo J. William Doolittle (ASecAF) for ASD(ISA), 30 Apr 68, memo
Warnke for SecsMilDepts et al, 19 Sep 68: ibid.

Lir Warnke to Schwartz, 20 Dec 68, TF files.

Ibid; Itr Schwartz to Warnke, 6 Jan 69, ler Nutter to Schwartz, 7 Apr 70, lir Schwartz to
Nutter, 17 Apr 70, ltr Edmund C. Ursin (OffGenCoun AF) to Peter A. Knowles (Riggs National
Bank), 6 May 69, ltr Knowles to Ursin, 3 Aug 69: ibid.

PW/MIA Task Force, “PW/MIA Letter Mail Seatistics,” 31 Dec 72, ibid.

Msg State 211955 (TODEL 3677) for Paris, 24 Dec 69, memo Col Robert E. Work for Dennis
J. Doolin (DepASD{ISA)), 24 Dcc 69: TF files.

Msg State 4395 (TODEL 3747) for Paris, 9 Jan 70, msg Paris 1270 (DELTO 2560), 3 Feb 70
(quote): ibid; Washington Post, 19 Jan 70.

COLIAFAM press release, “Profiles and Background Information on Peace Escort Delegation
to Hanoi and the Committee of Liaison . . .,” 13 Sep 72, TF files.

New York Times, 16 Jan 70.

Msg State 231495 for USDEL France, 28 Dec 71, msg State 211995 (TODEL 3677) for Paris,
24 Dec 69, msg State 191993 for USDEL France, 24 Nov 70, ltr Weiss to “Dear friends,”
31 Jan 72: TF files.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 18 Feb 70, ibid.

Dept State Bulletin, 16 Mar 70, 347-48; msg State 31603 (TODEL 3955) for Paris, 4 Mar 70,
TF files.

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 20 Oct 70, msg State 173766 for USDEL France, 21 Oct 70: ibid.
Blount carned high marks with the U.S. mission staff in Geneva for the effectiveness of
his presentation before the governing body of the ICRC, which was reported as having
“cemented a firm relationship of murtual confidence between USG and ICRC”; see msg
Geneva 3866, 12 Nov 70, ibid.

Ltr Selden to Blount, 29 Oct 70, ISA 383.6 North Viernam (1970); ler Blount to Amb William
J. Porter (USDEL France), 20 Sep 71, msg USDEL France 17422, 15 Oct 71: ibid.

Msg State 22065 for Moscow, 9 Feb 71, TF files; House Cte on For Affs, Subcte on National
Security Policy and Scientific Developments, American Prisoners of War in Southeast Asia,
1971: Hearings, 92 Cong, 1 sess, 31 Mar 71, 232-33.

Msg Moscow 831, 10 Feb 71, msg State 24103 for Moscow, 12 Feb 71, msg Moscow 1980,
31 Mar 71, lir Sussman to E. AL Motin, 8 Apr 71: TF files.

Memrec Maj Dannic M. Jackson, 11 Jan 71, memrec LiCol Gregerson (PW/MIA Task Force),
7 Apr 71: ibid.

PW/MIA Task Group Bricfing Paper, 19 May 71, sub: New PW/MIA Letter Mail Roure
Via Moscow, draft memo [ASD(ISA)?] for AsstSecsMilDepts (M&RA), nd [May 71}: ibid.

Msg State 132349 for Moscow, 21 Jul 71, msg Moscow 5218, 23 Jul 71, ler Sussman to
Motin, 28 Jul 71, ltr Motin to Sussman, 12 Aug 71: ibid.

Memo Epes for BrigGen Robert E. Pursley (MilAsst co SecDef), 30 Jul 71, SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Jun-Jul 71); PW/MIA Task Force Fact Sheet, nd [ca 1 Sep 71], sub: Reduction in
PW Mail from Norrth Vietnam in 1971, TF files.

National Leaguc of Familics News Release, nd [ca 1 Oct 71], sub: Mail from Prisoners of
War Sharply Reduced, msg Scate 200538 for USDEL France, 3 Nov 71: ibid; Dept Stace
Bulletin, 22 Nov 71, 387.

New York Times, 5 Nov 71; Depe State Bullerin, 20 Dee 71, 704, 27 Dec 71, 7305 msg USDEL
France 20544, 2 Dec 71, TF files.
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Msg State 130592 for Vientiane, 20 Jul 71, msg State 231495 for USDEL France, 28 Dec 71:
TF files; New York Times, 23 Dec 71.

New York Times, 3 Dec 715 PW/MIA Task Force, “Comments on December 2 Mecting and
Press Briefing,” nd [3 Dec 712), TF files.

A number of former prisoners mentioned the letter moratorium during debriefing or in
their published memoirs; see for example, John A. Dramesi, Code of Honor, 220, 240, and
Armand ]. Myers et al, Vietnam POW Camp Histories and Studies (Air War College study,
1974), vol 1, 398-400, PW coll, OSD Hist. See also Rochester and Kiley, Honor Bound, 537.
Msg State 221031 for USDEL France, 8 Dec 71, msg State 231495 for USDEL France,
28 Dec 71: TF files; New York Times, 23 Dec 71.

New York Times, 23 Dec 71; memo Nutter for SecDef, 23 Dec 71, memo LtGen J. M.
Philpotr (ActgDirDIA) for SecDef, nd [ca 24 Dec 71): SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Dec 71).

Ler Amb Henry Cabot Lodge to Sieverts, 21 Aug 70, msg State 231495 for USDEL France,
28 Dec 71: TF files.

Msg Paris 1415 (DELTO 2577), 6 Feb 70, ibid; lir Havens to Sieverts, 15 Feb 69, ISA
383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Jul 69).

Msg State 41648 for Algiers, 21 Mar 70, msg State 267409 (TODEL 1491) for Paris, 6 Nov 68,
msg State 34057 (TODEL 3979) for Paris, 7 Mar 70: TF files; msg Geneva 493, 19 Feb 69,
box 25 (Prisoners: Letters to Relatives), 79-D317.

Msg State 191570 for USDEL France, 19 Occ 71, filed with extracts from Sexton debrief-
ing, TF files.

Msg State 4055 for USDEL France, 8 Jan 72, PW/MIA Task Force document, “Addressees
of Embassy of the Provisional Revolutionary Government of South Vietnam,” nd [annotated
“Sent to Casualty offices on 10/13/70"]: ibid.

Memo Shields for Nutter, 1 Feb 72, msg State 18241 for USDEL France, 2 Feb 72: ibid;
Washington Post, 1 Feb 72. In news reports and some internal government correspondence the
541 figure appeared as “451.7

Msg State 4055 for USDEL France, 8 Jan 72, memo Epes for MajGen V. L. Bowers et al.
20 Jan 72: TF files.

Memo Selden for SecsMilDepts, 1 Dec 71, ISA 383.6 (Oct-Dec 71).

Memo BrigGen R. B. Carney, Jr. USMC for ASD(ISA), 31 Jan 72, memo Epes for Bowers et al,
24 Mar 72: TF files.

PW/MIA Task Force Point Paper, 17 Aug 72, sub: Letter Mail for PW in North Vietnam,
ibid; memo Shields for Task Group Members, 24 Aug 72, ISA 383.6 (Aug 72); memo Shiclds
for PW/MIA Task Group Members, 22 Sep 72, ibid (Sep-Oct 72).

Statements developed from log entries in TF file “US PW/MIA Mail Statistics”; memos
Sieverts for Marshall Green (ASecState ), 23 Mar, 14 Nov 72, box 21 [loose papers], 79-D317.
New York Times, 26 Jul 72; Washington Post, 16 Sep 72; msg State 134787 for Saigon, 25 Jul 72,
TF files. Spokesmen for Kennedy took care to publicize the Justice Department’s opinion
that his correspondence was not a violation of the Logan Act, which forbids private citizens
to conduct foreign policy.

Log entries in TF file “US PW/MIA Mail Statistics,” TF files.

National League of Families newsletter, Oct 72, w/attach “Resolutions . . . Approved during
the Third Annual Meeting, 14-17 October, 1972, news item clipping, Philadelphia Inquirer,
18 Oct 72: TF files.

Memo Shields for Sieverts, 16 Oct 72, msg Paris 17830 (DELTO 2317), 18 Nov 69, msg
State 194280 for Saigon, 19 Nov 69, msg Paris 18074 (DELTO 2341), 21 Nov 69, msg
USDEL France 22832, 29 Nov 72: ibid.

. New York Times, 2 Jan 73; PW/MIA Task Force Point Paper, 5 Jan 73, sub: Recent Mail from

Prisoners of War, TF files.
Memo Epes for BrigGen Danicl James, Jr. (DepASD(PA)). 1 Feb 72, ISA 383.6 North
Vietnam (1-4 Feb 72).
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18. INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE FOR PW/MIA FAMILIES

. Memo Laird for SecArmy et al, 1 Mar 69, OASD(PA) News Release No 149-69, 3 Mar 69:

SecDef 383.6 (1909).

. Memo Nutter for SecDef, 19 May 69, memo BrigGen Leo E. Benade (DepASD(M&RA)) for

ASD(ISA), 13 Mar 69: ibid.
Memo Havens for Nutter, 30 Apr 69, ltr Anne M. Wolfkeil et al to DoD PW Policy Cte,
8 Mar 69: ISA 383.6 (1969).

. Ltr Sybil Stockdale to SecDef, 18 Mar 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-May 69); Stockdale,

“Questions | Wish Someone Would Answer,” nd [18 Mar 69] (quote), atrach memo Capt
Stansfield Turner (ExecAsst to SecNav) for Capen and Havens, 21 Mar 69, ISA 383.6 (1969).

. Memrec Havens, 5 Apr 69, PW coll, OSD Hist; memrec LtCol Richard O. Rowland, 10 Apr 69,

TF files; annotation by Capt John W. Thornton on ltr Wolfkeil et al to DoD PW Policy Cre,
8 Mar 69, ISA 383.6 (1969).

. OASD(ISA) Fact Sheet, “Briefings for PW/MIA Families,” nd [Jun 70?], TF files; memo

Havens for DoD PW Policy Cte Points of Contact, 21 Jul 69, ISA 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Jul 69).

. The reaction of a wife in Puyallup, Wash., was typical of the sentiments expressed: “It is good

to know—at long last—that someone in government really does care”; see ltr Mrs. R. W,

Hagerman to Laird, 10 Jul 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Jul 69).

. Memo Havens for Nutter, 6 Aug 69, memrec Thornton, 20 Aug 69: TF files.
. Transc, News Briefing, Bethesda Naval Hospital, 2 Sep 69, ibid.

10.
11.

Memo Havens for DoD PW Policy Cte Points of Contact, 4 Sep 69, ibid.

OASD(ISA) Fact Sheet, “Briefings for PW/MIA Families,” nd {Jun 70?], DA Staff Action Sum-
mary Sheet, MajGen Karl W. Gustafson for DCS/PER and CofS, nd {Jan 70]: ibid. Van Putten
is spelled on some official lists as Vanputten.

Memos Epes for PW/MIA Task Group, 13, 18 May 71 (quotes): ibid.

Memo Epes for PW/MIA Task Group, 21 May 71, ibid; memo Selden for SecsMilDepts,
27 May 71, ISA 383.6 (Jan-Sep 71).

Memo Epes for Nutter, 21 Jun 71, memo Shields for MilAsst to Pres (BrigGen James D.
Hughes), 13 Jul 71: TF files.

Memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts, 13 Jul 72, ISA 383.6 (Jun-Jul 72).

PW/MIA Task Force Weekly Activities Reports, 30 Jun, 25 Aug, and 13 Oct 72, DoD, “Infor-
mation Pamphlet for Families of United States Servicemen Who Are Prisoners of War or
Are Missing in Action in Southeast Asia,” nd [Sep 72]: TF files. Though contemplated since
January 1972, production of a pamphlet on repatriation procedures had to await Laird’s
decision in May on the length of time returnees would be held overseas. During the next
three months the draft prepared in ISA passed through several stages of revision and service
coordination. Laird signified final approval of the text on 22 September 1972 by signing a
letter to the families to be reproduced in the pamphlet.

. Ler Sybil Stockdale to Laird, 9 Mar 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-May 69); notes attach to

memrec Rowland, 10 Apr 69, TF files.

. Speaking for the National League of Families, Powers described the work of its Repatriation,

Rehabilitation, and Readjustment Committee during testimony given in October 1972. See
House Cte on Armed Svcs, Full Commitiee Briefing on Project Egress Recap, HASC No 92-76,
92 Cong, 2 sess, 10 Oct 72, 16676-80.

. Ltr Carole Hanson (ChBoard, NLOF) to Laird, 20 May 72, TF files; also reproduced in

House Cte on Armed Svcs, Full Committee Briefing on Project Egress Recap, 16680-85.

Memo BrigGen William M. Schoning (DepDir for Plans & Policy, DCS/P&O AF) for
Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 6 Jun 72, TF files.

Memrec Lindquist, 4 Apr 72, sub: Army, Navy and Marine Corps Assistance to PW/MIA
Families, ibid.

Memo MajGen Verne L. Bowers (TAG) for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 9 Jun 72, memo
RAdm Douglas C. Plate (DepChNavPers) for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 2 Jun 72: ibid.
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Mecemo BrigGen R. B. Carney, Jr. USMC for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 5 Jun 72, memrec
Lindquist, 4 Apr 72: ibid.

Ltr Mrs. William Butler to Laird, 9 Jun 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Aug 72). Some of
the information in this and subsequent paragraphs is drawn from the coordinated DoD
response to the Triple R Committec’s May report, as reproduced in House Cte on Armed Svcs,
Full Commirtee Briefing on Project Egress Recap, 16692-97. At a Triple R Committee meeting on
23 June 1972, service representatives and PW/MIA Task Force members had responded orally
to the recommendations in the May report. One officer recorded thar the replies were received
favorably for the most part and sometimes gencrated applause; sece memo Lindquist for
AFMPC/DPMSC, 29 Jun 72, TF files. The written version of DoD’s response is undated but
prepared some time after the meeting just cited; it includes final results from circulation of the
Air Force questionnaire, which had not been completed in June.

Ler Macrose J. Evans to Laird, 21 Jun 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Aug 72); ltr Phyllis S.
Corbitt to Col J. G. Luther, 5 Sep 72, TF files. On this matter the Army, Navy, and Marine
Corps had cach responded that all, or substantially all, of their assistance officers were com-
missioned personnel; however, next of kin might sometimes find themselves dealing with
civilian or enlisted staff members who operated under the assistance officer’s direction.

Memrec Lindquist, 4 Apr 72, ibid.

Memo Carney for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 5 Jun 72, ibid.

Transc of procecdings, NLOF Repatriation, Rehabilitation, and Readjustment Cte, 25 Mar 72,
pt 2, 98-99, ibid.

. DA Pamphlet No 608-33, Surviver Assistance Officer and Family Services and Assistance Officer

Handbook, Aug 71, 7, reproduced in House Select Cre on Missing Persons in Southeast Asia,
Americans Missing in Southeast Asia: Hearings, 94 Cong, 2 sess, pt 5, 238-52. During 1971 lris
Powers had served as a consultant to the Department of the Army on PW/MIA family affairs,
and DA Pamphlet 608-33 consolidated a number of advances in the Army’s thinking and
procedures that are generally credited to her influence. Perhaps the most basic was the distinc-
tion made, by separate title and description of duties, between the Survivor Assistance Officer,
serving relatives of the killed and wounded, and the Family Services and Assistance Officer,
who dealt with PW/MIA families. See Powers, “The National League of Families and the
Development of Family Services,” in Hamilton 1. McCubbin et al, eds, Family Separation and
Reunion: Families uf Prisoners ()f War and Servicemen Missing in Action; OASD(PA) News
Release No 264-71, 26 Mar 71, TF files.

Memo Zumwalt, “Personal for All Flag Officers, Commanders, Commanding Officers and
Officers in Charge,” 22 Jun 72, ISA 383.6 Vietnam (Jun 72); memo Ryan for distribution list,
3 Jul 69, sub: Assistance to the Families of USAF Personnel Missing or Captured, TF files.
Davis interv with Havens, 5 Nov 82, PW coll, OSD Hist.

19. THE NATIONAL LEAGUE AND OTHER FAMILY ORGANIZATIONS

. Primary sources for this account of the origin and carly activities of the National League of

Families are the testimony given by Sybil Stockdale on 1 May 1970, recorded in House Cre
on For Affs, Subcre on National Security Policy and Scientific Developments, American Prisoners
of War in Southeast Asia, 1970: Hearings, 91 Cong, 2 sess, 1 May 70 (hereafter cited as House
Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1970: Hearings), 58-62, and Iris R. Powers, “The Nartional
League of Families and the Development of Family Services,” in McCubbin et al, eds, Family
Separation and Reunion, 1-4. Sec also Emma M. Hagerman’s description of her early par-
ticipation in Mrs. Stockdale’s group, in House Select Cre on Missing Persons in Southeast
Asia, Americans Missing in Southeast Asia: Hearings, 94 Cong, 2 sess, 25 Jun 76, pt 5, 20-22,
and the part taken by two other wives, recounted in Jeremiah Denton, Jr, When Hell Was In
Session, 97-98, 210-11, and Blakey, Prisoner ar War, 222-25. All except Hagerman comment on
che government’s pre-1969 policy of quiet diplomacy and irs advice to PW/MIA families not to
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publicize their status. The early records contain few direct expressions of the official atritude
toward next-of-kin conracts with the news media, but with the opening of the “Go Public” cam-
paign spokesmen felt free to acknowledge that “such interviews were discouraged in the past”; see
ltr Col J. G. Luther to “Dear Air Force Next of Kin,” 25 Jul 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Aug-Sep 69).

. House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1970: Hearings, 60.
. DPowers, “The National League of Families,” 4-5. Stockdale’s statement is from her remarks ac

the formal opening of the NLOF headquarters on 30 June 1970, in LtCol Charles F. Kraak,
“Family Efforts on Behalf of United States Prisoners of War and Missing in Action in
Southeast Asia,” USAWC Military Research Program Paper (23 May 75), 12, PW coll, OSD Hist.

. “Articles of Incorporation of Nacional League of Families of American Prisoners and Missing

in Southeast Asia,” 28 May 70, “Bylaws of National League . . .,” nd: PW coll, OSD Hist. Charles
Havens, former special assistant (POW Affairs) to ASD(ISA), oversaw the incorporation
process. Soon after resuming the private practice of law in February 1970 he had volunteered
to serve as general counsel of the National League. His testimony regarding the organization’s
purposes and legal status appears in House Cte on For Affs, Subcte on National Security Policy
and Scientific Developments, American Prisoners of War in Southeast Asia, 1971: Hearings,
92 Cong, | sess, 23 Mar 71 (hereafter cited as House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1971:
Hearings), 48-49. See also Davis interv with Havens, 5 Nov 82, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Kraak, “Family Efforts . . . )" 12-13, PW coll, OSD Hist; NLOF, newsletter, nd [Jul(?} 70],
TF files; msg Laird for Iris R. Powers, 30 Jun 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (May-Jun 70). State’s
principal PW/MIA affairs expert advised his superiors a few days after incorporation of the
League that “the wives have pressed their cause with considerable adroitness and have won
a measure of useful publicity for the cause”; see memo Frank A. Sieverts for USecState
(Elliot L. Richardson), 4 Jun 70, sub: PW’s—where do we go from here?, box 12 (Summaries,
for Secretary, President), 79-D317.

Ler Stockdale to “Dear Wives and Families of the MIA and POW,” 25 Oct 69, TF files;
House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1970: Hearings, 61-62.

Memrec Maj Barclay Hastings USMC, 22 Jul 70, sub: Minutes of Monthly OSD Committee
Meeting on Missing and Caprured Personnel, TF files.

Memo Jefferson for Nutter, 16 Sep 70, ibid; supporting docs include lir M. K. Choo to
Maurice Lien, 16 Aug 70, encl to ltr Lien to Col Robert E. Work (MilAdvisor for PW Affairs
OASD(ISA)), 19 Aug 70: ibid.

Memo Jefferson for MajGen Leo E. Benade (OASD(M&RA)), BrigGen Daniel James, Jr.
(OASD(PA)), and Benjamin Forman (AsstGenCoun), 5 Oct 70, TF files; memo Armistead 1.
Selden, Jr. (ActgASDI(ISA)) for SecDef, 6 Jan 71, ISA 383.6 (Jan-Sep 71); memo Packard for
SecsMilDepts and CJCS, 8 Jan 71, TF files.

Memo Jefferson for Nutter, 16 Sep 70, memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 1 Oct 70,
sub: Meeting of DoD) PW Policy Committec on 17 Sep 70: TF files.

. Memos Selden for ScesMilDepts, 13 Aug 71, 11 Sep 72, ibid. Space-available travel for nexe of

kin of the nearly 50 U.S. civilians listed as captured or missing had been proposed by State
in ltr Sieverts to Shiclds, 24 Jul 72, box 25 (Travel on Behalf of PW’), 79-D317.

2. NLOF newsletter, 22 Feb 71, TF files.
. NLOF newsletter, Dec 72, ibid. The standardized language used to refer citizen correspondents

to the League appeared as early as May 1971; see ltr Selden to Sen Strom Thurmond, 25 May 71,
ISA 383.6 (Jan-Sep 71). For an instance of a Leaguce official forwarding the latest version of
the membership application to OASD(ISA) with a well-founded expectation that it would reach
all next of kin through service channels, sce ltr Evelyn F Grubb (Nati Coord NLOF) to Brig
Gen Russell G. Ogan USAF (Dir PW/MIA Task Force), 15 Aug 72, TF files; see also memo
Ogan for MajGen V. L. Bowers (TAG) et al, 24 Aug 72, ibid. Under this system the address of
a PW/MIA relative would be received at the NLOF office only if that individual chose to fill
out and return the form. Accordingly, when questioned, DoD spokesmen maintained that
tamily mailing lists had never been supplied to the League.
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See Tab B “Scenario and Suggested Remarks,” Chairman’s Agenda for PW/MIA Task Group
Meetings, 15 Jun, 4 Aug 72, TF files; Davis interv with Col Vincent A. DiMauro, USAF (Ret),
29 Mar 83, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Laird for Pres, 17 May 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1971).

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 23 Sep 69, ibid (Aug-Sep 69).

Nixon Public Papers, 1969, 901-09.

Memo Havens for Nutter, 4 Nov 69, TF files; memo Laird for Pres, 25 Sep 69, SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Aug-Sep 69).

Ltr Stockdale to Pres, 12 Dec 69, ibid (Oct-Dec 69); Deprt State Bulletin, 5 Jan 70, 3-4.

Lur Stockdale to Laird, 11 Apr 70, memo Nutter for Laird, 28 Apr 70: SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Jan-Apr 70). Laird received the five-woman delegation, all prominent in the National League,
in his office on 29 April 1970 and apparently was successful in providing the “straight” answers
demanded. In expressing appreciation for the meeting Iris Powers wrote, “we have been much
more effective in purting points across with other next-of-kin since then”; see lir Powers to
Laird, 9 May 70, ibid (May-Jun 70).

Memo Richardson for Kissinger, 10 Apr 70, TF files.

Nixon Public Papers, 1970, 373-77 (376, quote); House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1970:
Hearings, 1 May 70, 53 (quote). On 30 April 1970 Nixon announced the attacks against enemy
sanctuaries in Cambodia, saying the operation was designed to “protect our men who are in Viet-
nam and to guarantee the continued success of our withdrawal and Vietnamization programs™;
again the families heard nothing that linked the government’s endeavor directly to their concern
for the missing and prisoners of war; see Nixon Public Papers, 1970, 405-10 {quote, 4006).
Memo Sieverts for USecState, 4 Jun 70, box 12 (Summaries, for Secretary, President), 79-D317.
Nixon often reaffirmed the objective of keeping the prisoner question separate from other con-
siderations. Besides being among the assurances he gave to the wives and mothers visiting the
White House in December 1969, it appeared in his letter to PW/MIA next of kin at Christmas
1970 (drafted by Sieverts). See Nixon Public Papers, 1969, 1021, and 1970, 1157-59; memo
Sieverts for SecState, 28 Dec 70, box 12 (Summaries, for Secretary, Presidenr), 79-D317.
Washington Post, 18 Sep 69; memo BrigGen James D. Hughes (MilAsst to Pres) for Richard G.
Capen, Jr. (ASD(LA)), 15 Jul 70, memo Capen for Hughes, 20 Jul 70: SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Jul 70); House Cte on For Affs, American POW5, 1970: Hearings, 6 May 70, 88.

Ltr Stockdale to Laird, 11 Apr 70, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan-Apr 70); Wall Streer Journal,
30 Sep 71, reproduced in House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1971: Hearings, pt 2,
169-73.

Msg North for SecDef, 18 Jan 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 71).

Ibid; attchd OSD routing sheet read “No action required—questions were discussed by Mrs.
North with Dr. Kissinger at White House meeting”; NLOF, “Meeting with Dr. Kissinger:
January 23, 1971 [attendance list],” box 23 (National League of Families), 79-D317.

Meetings of NLOF representacives with Kissinger occurred in January, May, July, August, and
November 1971, and in January and April 1972, Next of kin besides the League’s board
members often attended, and State and Defense representatives werc normally present. For
procedural derails, including the acknowledged hazard of postponement or cancellation,
see NLOF newsletters, 22 Feb 71 and 27 Mar 72, PW/MIA Task Force Weekly Activities
Report, 27 Aug 71, ltr Carole Hanson to Kissinger, 28 Nov 71: TF files.

Memo Packard for Kissinger, 3 May 71, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Laird for Pres, 17 May 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1971).

Washington Post, 27 May 71.

Kraak, “Family Efforts . . . ,” 25-26, PW coll, OSD Hist. For the opinions of several next of
kin critical of administration policy, including Louise Jones, co-founder of Families For
Immediate Release (FFIR), see House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1971: Hearings, pt 2,
171-73 (172, “in disgust”); a presentation of FFIRs position, including quotation of its
statement of purpose, appears in Congressional Record, 92 Cong, 1 sess, 17 Nov 71, 41808-09.
Ler Mrs. Stephen Hanson (POW-MIA International, Inc.) to Members of Congress, 11 Jun 71,
reproduced in House Cte on For Affs, American POWs, 1971: Hearings, 140-41. Both FFIR
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and POW/MIA International are characterized briefly in J. L. [Joseph Lelyveld], “P.O.W.
Politics,” New York Times, 3 Oct 71.

Memo Nutter for SecDef, 5 Jun 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Jul 71).

Memo Shields for MilAsst to Pres (Hughes), 13 Jul 71, PW coll, OSD Hist. Army participants
in the tour reached a similar assessmenc of family opinion; see memo MajGen Verne L. Bowers
for CSA, 13 Jul 71, TF files.

New York Times, 2 Jul 71; text of teleg NLOF to Pres, Kissinger, and Amb David K. E. Bruce, attach
to ltr Joan M. Vinson (Natl Coord NLOF) to League Members, 14 Jun 71 [date later corrected
to 14 Jul 71], TF files.

Memo Shields for MilAsst to Pres, 13 Jul 71, PW coll, OSD Hist.

For the remarks of Ambassador Bruce at successive plenary sessions during July, see Dept State
Bulletin, 26 Jul 71, 97-98, 2 Aug 71, 136-38, 9 Aug 71, 151, 16 Aug 71, 178-79; Washington Post,
13 Sep 71.

Memrec RAdm H. H. Epes, Jr. (Dir PW/MIA Task Force), 9 Sep 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Aug-Sep 71).

Ibid.

Dept State Bulletin, 25 Oct 71, 448-50.

1bid, 447-48; New York Times, 29 Sep 71.

NLOF candidate information and instructions for voting in Board of Directors election, nd
[22 Sep 71 deadline for returning ballots], ltr Vinson to Family Members, 13 Oct 71: TF files.
Ltr Vinson to Family Members, 13 Oct 71, TF files.

Memo Sven Kraemer (NSC Staff) for Sieverts and Shields, 21 Dec 72, w/NLOF questions, ibid.
Dept State Bulletin, 24 Jan 72, 77; New York Times, 28, 29 (editorial) Dec 71.

Memo D.Z.H. and R.E.S. (Henkin and Shields) [no addressee or date but clearly for SecDef,
stamped “Sec Def has seen: 12 Jan 19727], SecDef 383.6 Viecnam (Jan 72).

Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 100-06.

Memo Hughes for Pres, 27 Jan 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Feb 72).

PW/MIA Task Force, Point Paper, 28 Apr 72, sub: League of Families May Meeting, ltr Grubb
to “Dear League Members and Concerned Citizens,” nd [ca 15 May 72}: TF files.

Ler Grubb to Laird, 15 May 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Apr-May 72). Balloting for the three
positions was designed to select “members in whom the greac majority has complete confidence.”
Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 583-87.

White House press release, 15 May 72, TF files; Washington Post, 16 May 72.

NLOF newsletter, nd (Jan 72], TF files. Also in late January 1972 the POW/MIA Families for
Immediate Release opened a political headquarters in Washington. It sought to generate support
for the election of candidates who favored imposing a cutoff date for U.S. withdrawal from South
Vietnam, subject only to the return of all prisoners and an accounting of the missing; see Kraak,
“Family Efforts . . . ,” 26-27, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Ltr Vinson to League Members, 24 Feb 72, TF files.

Washington Post, 4, 12, 13 Jul, 19 Oct 72.

20. PW/MIA LEGISLATION AND BENEFITS

. Lir Rep L. Mendel Rivers (Ch House Cte on Armed Svcs) to Paul H. Nitze (DepSecDef),

19 Feb 68, ltr Nitze to Rivers, 13 Mar 68: SecDef 580 (1968).

Senate Cte on Armed Svcs, Subcte on General Legislation, Miscellaneous Bills: Hearing, 92 Cong,
2 sess, 7 Sep 72, 5-32 (quote, 21). In his testimony Lt. Gen. Leo E. Benade, deputy assistant
secretary of defense for military personnel policy, expressed DoD’s support for four measures
to enhance the benefits available to PW/MIAs and their families, though favoring an alternative
version in onc instance.

37 U.S.C. 552 contains the provision for continuation of pay; ltr R. F. Keller (DepCompGen
US) to SecDef, 17 Jul 72, SeeDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Aug 72); NLOF newsletter, Aug 72,
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TF files, described the effects of the ruling. The comptroller general’s decision brought DoD
practice into compliance with a provision of PL 90-207, 16 Dec 67, theretofore thought not

to apply.

. The promotion policy followed with virtual unanimity by the military services had been arrived

at by common agreement rather than formal directive; authoritative statements regarding it
were given to congressional committees from time to time, in such communications as ltr
Benade to Rep E Edward Heberr (Ch House Cre on Armed Svcs), 22 Feb 72, SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (Jan 72).

Dir of Transp, DCS/S&L., AF, document summary, “Space Available Travel for Wives of MIA
or Captured Personnel,” nd [reccived 16 Sep 85], PW coll, OSD Hisc. The policy first appeared
as Change 2, 28 Apr 68, to AR 96-20/OPNAV Instr 4630.10/AFR 76-6, TF files. Memo Nitze
tor SecsMilDepts, 18 Jan 69, SecDef 383.6 (1969), directed the addition of dependent
children, which appeared in AFR 76-6/AR 59-20/OPNAV Instr 4630.10A/MCO 4630.5,
20 May 09, while Change 1 thereto, 4 Jan 71, extended the privilege to dependent parents,
pursuant to a decision of 15 Oct 70.

Memrec Capt Dean E. Webster USN (Spec Asst for PW Marters, BuPers), 12 Jun 70, sub: Minutes
of the June meeting of the OSD Committee on Missing and Caprured Personnel, memrec Capt H.
D. Mills, Jr. USN (OASD(M&RA)), 22 Jun 70, sub: Social Security Benefits for Servicemen
Missing-in-Action: TF files. The problem had been defined and the solution first proposed in
memo Curtis W. Tarr (ASccAF) for ASD(M&RA), 25 Feb 70, ibid.

. Memo Armistead 1. Selden, Jr. (PrinDepASD(ISA)) for CJCS et al, 17 Aug 71, memo RAdm H.

H. Epes, Jr. (Dir PW/MIA Task Force) for distribution list, 19 Aug 71: TF files.

. Ltr BrigGen Russell G. Ogan (Dir PW/MIA Task Force) to Helene Knapp (Natl Coord NLOF),

18 Jan 73, ISA 383.6 (Jan 73).
38 C.ER. 9.5(D), 22 Nov 72; DoD published a derailed explanation of the ruling’s effect in
Commanders Digest, 1 Mar 73, 12-13,

. For a description of the Army’s promotion policy and its results see HQDA, Operation

HOMECOMING (formerly EGRESS-RECAP) After Action Report, nd [Aug 75, 36-38, PW coll,
OSD Hist.

. Ltr Vinson (Natl Coord NLOF) to Robert C. Seamans, Jr. (SecAF), 2 Dec 70, SecDef 383.6

Vietnam (Dec 70).

Ltr Benade to Teague, 25 Jan 71, ibid (Jan 71).

Memo Shields for John Holdridge (NSC Staff), 8 Feb 71, TF files; memo Roger T. Kelley (ASD
(M&RA)) for SecDef, 26 Feb 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Feb 71).

PL 89-538. 14 Aug 66; Senate Cte on Armed Svcs, 89 Cong, 2 sess, S Rept No 1422, 29 Jul 66,
1-4.

EO 11298, 14 Aug 66.

House Crte on Armed Svcs, 90 Cong, 1 sess, H Rept No 707, 27 Sep 67, 1-3; ler Frank H.
Weitzel {ACompGen US) to SecDef, 19 Ocr 66, TF files.

. Lur Louise M. Mulligan to Rep L. Mendel Rivers, 20 Dec 68, ISA 383.6 (1969) (quote);

Stockdale, /n Love and War, 144-45, 226; H Rept No 707, 4-5; PL 90-122, 3 Nov 67; ltr
Maj Dean E. Roberts (USAF Accounting & Finance Crtr) to Evelyn E Grubb, 11 Dec 67,
TF files.

. Memo VAdm Charles K. Duncan (ChBuPers) for Paul C. Warnke (ASD(ISA)), 5 Aug 68, memo

Warnke for SecsMilDepts et al, 29 Oct 68: TF files; memo G. Warren Nutter (ASD(ISA)) for
SecDef, 19 May 09, SecDef 383.6 (1969); PL 91-200, 26 Feb 70.

Memo James P. Goode (DepASecAF) for ASD(ISA), 14 Jun 71, TF files.

Memo Shields for Nutter, 21 Jul 72, ibid. The further accumulation “for nearly a ycar” includes
the 90-day continuation of interest following the account holder’s return to U.S. territory.
Memo Tarr for ASD(M&RA), 25 Feb 70, ibid.

PL 91-584, 24 Dec 70; PL 92-540, 24 Oct 72.

Ler David O. Maxwell (GenCoun HUD) to Rep Sam M. Gibbons, 15 Apr 71, TF files.

PL 89-754, 3 Nov 66; DoD information bulletin on Homeowners Assistance Program, nd, TF
files; ltr Benade to Gibbons, 16 Apr 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Apr-May 71); memo Edward J.
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Sheridan (DepASD(1&L)) for DepASD(M&RA) (Benade), 11 May 71, memo Epes for DepASD
(M&RA), 1 Jul 71: TF files.

Dir Personnel Services, HQ USAF, “Benefits and Entitlements for Families of Missing in
Action and Captured Personnel,” nd [“for presentation during March 19707], PW coll, OSD Hist.
Lir Rush to Gov George C. Wallace (Alabama), 9 May 72, TF files, which also contain the
replies of 30 state governors. ISA had recommended this action and supplied the draft by
memo Nutter for DepSecDef, 25 Apr 72, ISA 383.6 (Apr-May 72). Sec also lr Walter S.
McLin I to Gov William T. Cahill (New Jersey), 26 Jul 72, TF files.

Memo Bartimo for Benade, 9 May 72, TF files; see also J. Robert Nelson, “The Legal Plight of
the PW/MIA Family,” in McCubbin et al, eds, Family Separation and Reunion, 58-60.

Memo Bartimo for DepASD(M&RA), 9 May 72, TF files; memo Benade for Dir PW/MIA Task
Force (Epes), 16 May 72, memo Epes for DepASD{M&RA), 30 May 72: ISA 383.6 (Apr-May 72).
Memo Laird for SecArmy et al, 1 Mar 69, SecDef 383.6 (1969).

Lir Col Harold H. Maness (OASD(M&RA)) to Jeanctte Connell, League of Wives of
American Vietnam Prisoners of War, 6 Jan 70, TF files.

Memo James D. Hirde (ASecNav) for ASD(ISA), 23 Apr 70, ibid.

Memo Ralph H. Jefferson (SpecAdvisor for PW Affairs to ASD(ISA)) for Nurtter, 16 Sep 70,
memo Nutter for SecsMilDepts et al, 9 Oct 70: ibid.

Memo Nutter for ScesMilDepts et al, 22 Dec 70, ISA 383.6 North Vietnam (1970).

Ler L. Niederlehner (ActgGenCoun) to Rep L. Mendel Rivers, 27 Aug 69, TF files.

Ler Carole Hanson (ChBoard, NLOF) to Laird, 20 May 72, ibid.

The DoD response to the NLOF recommendations, first given in an oral presentation on
23 June 1972, was purt in writing and is reproduced in House Cte on Armed Sves, Full Com-
mittee Briefing on Project Egress Recap, HASC No 92-76, 92 Cong, 2 sess, 10 Oct 72, 16695.
Memo BrigGen William M. Schoning (DepDir for Plans & Policy, DCS/P&O AF) for Dir
PW/MIA Task Force, 20 Dec 72, TF files.

Msg FICEUR (NAS Jacksonville, Fla) for COMNAVINTCOM, 1100217 Oct 72, ibid; text
repeated verbatim in encl to memo Ogan for PW/MIA Task Group, 16 Nov 72, ISA 383.6
(Nov-Dec 72).

Ogan memo cited in note 38 (quotes). On the retroactive deposit of excess funds in USSDP
accounts, sce memo Benade for AsstSecsMilDepts(M&RA), 7 Apr 70, sub: Policy Guidance
for Implementation of Public Law 91-200, TF files.

Memo MajGen David E. Orr USA (Dir Vietnam Task Force, OASD(ISA)) for Ogan, 27 Nov 72,
ibid; for an early example of the cautionary note, see memo Arthur W. Allen, Jr. (DepASecArmy)
for Ch DoD PW Policy Cte, 13 Mar 69, ISA 383.6 (1969).

Memo Col E. A. Parnell (Exec G-1, HQ USMC) for Ch PW/MIA Task Group, 29 Nov 72,
memo MajGen Verne L. Bowers (TAG) for Alternate Ch PW/MIA Task Group, 2 Jan 73,
memo RAdm Robert B. Baldwin (DepChNavPers) for Ogan, 28 Nov 72, memo Col Ray A.
Dunn, Jr. (Ch Global Plans & Policy Div, DCS/P&Q AF) for Dir PW/MIA Task Force,
28 Nov 72: TF files.

NLOF transc, “Discussion with Lt. Mark Gartley re RRR Committee,” nd [ca 15 Oce 72},
2 (quote), 6-8 [all in second series of page numbers], memo Robert C. Seamans, Jr. (SecAF)
for ASD(ISA), 18 Dec 72: ibid.

NLOF transc, “Discussion with Lt. Mark Gardey . . .,” 30-31 {first series of page numbers]
(“to somehow . . "), ibid; ler Rep Peter N. Kyros to Laird, 24 Jan 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Jan 73), and ltr Hebert to Roger T. Kelley , 2 Feb 73, TF files. Both the Kyros and Hebert
letters forwarded a letter received from Gartley, enclosing his listed proposals (quotes); see also
Congressional Record, 93 Cong, 1 sess, 119, pt 2, 29 Jan 73, 2420-21.

Ltr Kelley to Hebert, 23 Feb 73, TF files.

Ibid.

See, for example, memo Frank J. Sherlock (Dir LegislRefServ, OffGenCoun) for SecArmy er al,
8 Mar 73, ibid; ltr William P. Clements, Jr. (DepSecDef) to Sen Edmund S. Muskie, 1 Oct 73,
SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jul-Dec 73); and, regarding the 1977 instance, memo Werner Windus
(Dir LegislRefScrv, OffGenCoun) for SecArmy et al, 10 Mar 77, TF files.
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21. NEGOTIATIONS FOR PEACE

. Johnson Public Papers, 1968-69, 1:25-26.

. Ibid, 469-70.

. 1bid, 492; New York Times, 4 Apr 68.

. Harriman’s statements in the Paris meetings of 13, 15, and 18 May 1968 appear in Deprt State

Bulletin, 3 Jun 68, 701-09; see particularly 707-09 for his marshaling of “massive and

3

unassailable evidence” in response to the “perfidious calumny’

charge.

5. Johnson Public Papers, 1968-69, 2:1099-1103 (quote, 1100).

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.
21.
22.

23.

24.

25.

. See Chester L. Cooper, The Lost Crusade: America in Vietnam, 402-07; George C. Herring,

Americas Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950-1975 (2d ed), 216-19; Dept State
Bulletin, 2 Dec 68, 563-64.

. New York Times, 17, 20 Jan 69.
. Richard M. Nixon, RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (hereafter cited as Nixon Memoirs), 298.

Although news accounts tended to give the opposite impression, Nixon denied ever saying that
“I had a ‘plan,” much less a ‘secret plan,” to end the war.”

. Kissinger, White House Years, 234, 257-58. Unusual insight into Kissinger’s thought was

provided by an article he wrote before his selection as a presidential assistant but not
published until the month his service began; see Kissinger, “The Viet Nam Negotiations,” Foreign
Affairs, 47 (Jan 69), 211-34 (it contains no reference to prisoners of war).

NSDM 9, 1 Apr 69, and “A General Strategy and Plan of Action for Viet-Nam Negotiations”
(quotes), encl to memo Jeanne W. Davis (NSC Secretariat) for Office of the Vice Pres et al,
14 Apr 69, SecDef 092 Vietnam (1969).

Nixon Public Papers, 1969, 369-75 (quotes, 372, 373).

Text of proposal submitted at the Paris conference by the chicf NLF delegate, 8 May 69, in
Senate Cte on For Rels, Background Information Relating to Southeast Asia and Vietnam (7th
rev ed), Cre Print, 93d Cong, 2d sess (hereafter cited as Background Information), 628-30.
Nixon Memoirs, 390-92. After stating at a news conference on 14 March 1969 thart it would be his
policy not to comment on press speculation about negottations in private channels or otherwise
discuss the subject, Nixon continued: “I trust there will be private talks . . . . I think that is where
this war will be settled—in private rather than in public”; see Nixon Public Papers, 1969, 210.
Kissinger, White House Years, 277-80 (quotes, 279, 280).

1bid, 281-83 (quote, 283); Nixon Memoirs, 393-94, 397.

Nixon Public Papers, 1969, 901-09 (quotes, 903, 906); also see 910-11 for texts of the Nixon
letter to Ho Chi Minh, 15 Jul 69, and Ho's reply, 15 Aug 69.

Ibid, 1970, 374; 1972, 30.

Memo Kissinger for Pres, 10 Sep 69, in White House Years, 1480-82.

Nixon Public Papers, 1969, 905, 1021; DoD (ISA/JtStaff) Policy Paper, 29 Apr 70, sub: US
Prisoners of War, attach to memo G. Warren Nurtter (ASD(ISA)) for SecDef, 1 May 70,
SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1970).

Nixon Public Papers, 1971, 162; 1972, 4, 830.

Ibid, 7969, 1021.

Memo Laird for Pres, 16 Jan 71, SecDef Vietnam 333 Laird (1971); memo RAdm Daniel J.
Murphy (MilAsst to SecDef) for DepAsst to Pres for NatSecAffs, 12 Jul 71, SecDef 092.2
Vietnam (1971); annotation by BrigGen Robert E. Pursley (MilAsst to SecDef) on memo
(CM-1197-71) Adm T. H. Moorer (CJCS) for SecDef, 10 Sep 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(1971); memo Laird for Kissinger, 16 Nov 71, ibid (16-30 Nov 71); ltr Laird to Rogers, 8 Mar 72,
SecDef 092.2 Vietnam (Mar 72).

Memo Laird for Pres, 20 Dec 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Oct-Dec 69); msg State 31590 for
Paris and Saigon (TODEL 3953), 3 Mar 70, TF files.

Memo Pursley for ASD(ISA), 29 Dec 69, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Oct-Dec 69); ltr Nutter to
Elliot L. Richardson (USecState), 19 Jan 70, ibid (Jan-Apr 70).

Dept State Bulletin, 21 Dec 70, 737-45 (quotc or paraphrase from 740, 744-45).
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Mme. Binh’s 8-point proposal of 17 September 1970 appears in Background Information, 638-40.
OASD(ISA) Fact Sheet, “DRV/PRG Position on Prisoners of War,” nd [ca 25 Feb 71], TF files.
Dept State Bulletin, 12 Oct 70, 408-10 (quote, 408). Binh’s Point 2 declared that “the question
of Vietnamese armed forces in South Vietnam shall be resolved by the Vietnamese parties
among themselves”; see Background Information, 638.

Nixon Public Papers, 1970, 825-26 (as printed there, a number of key sentences are italicized).
When responding the following day to newsmen's questions about the international reaction to
his speech, the president said, “we offered a total withdrawal of all of our forces, somerhing we
have never offered before, if we had murual withdrawal on the other side”; see ibid, 830. A news
conference on 17 February 1971 was the first of several occasions during that year when Nixon
made the linkage even more explicit (ibid, 1971, 162).

ibid, 7970, 826-27 (italics omirtted).

William Safire, Before the Fall, 284-85.

Kissinger, White House Years, 439-44; for the Gallup Poll referred to by Le Duc Tho, see New
York Times, 15 Feb 70.

Kissinger, White House Years, 44-46, 975-79.

Ibid, 979.

Ibid, 1017-19; for text of the U.S. proposal of 31 May 1971 see 1488-89 (quote, 1488).
Kissinger, White House Years, 1021-23 (quote, 1023).

Ibid, 1489.

Ibid, 1023, 1035.

Ibid, 1019, 1028, 1030.

Thieu’s margin of victory has been variously computed. The figure given is drawn from the
detailed account of the election campaign in Keesings Contemporary Archives, 1971, 24945-48A.
Kissinger, White House Years, 1039-40, 1489-90 (quote, 1490). Text of the U.S. proposal of
11 October 1971 also appears in Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 105-06.

Kissinger, White House Years, 1040-41. For summaries of the messages exchanged during
October and November 1971 regarding a possible Kissinger-Le Duc Tho meeting, sece msg
USDEL Paris 1893, 31 Jan 72, TF files.

New York Times, 23 Jun 71; Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, 1972, 25167. The New York
Times noted that the Senate’s action “represented the first major victory of critics of the
Vietnam War in months of attempting to find some legislative formula to end the war.” In
its original form the Mansfield Amendment never reccived the approval of both houses of
Congress, but in November a compromise version was enacted as an attachment to the Military
Procurement Act of 1971. It still urged the president to establish a “final date” for the withdrawal
of U.S. forces but with the nine-month time limit deleted. When signing the act Nixon
declared that the amendment “expresses a judgment about the manner in which the American
involvement in the war should be ended. However, it is without binding force or effect” (Nixon
Public Papers, 1971, 1114).

New York Times, 9 Jun 71; Washington Post, 9 Jun 71.

New York Times, 2 Jul 71.

Ibid; memo Thomas M. Constant (DepDir Vietnam Task Force, OASD(ISA)) for Nutter,
2 Jul 71, SecDef 092.2 Vietnam (1971).

Washington Post, 2 Jul 71; OASD(ISA) Vietnam Task Force, “Talker for MG Karhohs,”
9 Jul 71, SecDef 092.2 Vietnam (1971).

For a plenary session statement by Ambassador Bruce on 29 July 1971, including comment on
the “positive response” charge, see Dept State Bulletin, 16 Aug 71, 178-79.

OASD(ISA) Talking Paper, nd [7 Jan 72], sub: The Enemy’s Terms for Release of the PW'’s,
and attchd resume [“prepared at Secretary Laird’s request”], 7 Jan 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(Jan 72); Washington Post, 17 Sep 71; msg USDEL France 600, 11 Jan 72, PW coll, OSD Hist.
Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 5; New York Times, 7, 21 Jan 72; OASD(ISA) Talking Paper, nd
[7 Jan 72], SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 72).

Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 100-06,

Ibid, 376-79.
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Nixon described the invasion and his initial orders for counteraction in an address on
26 April 1972 (Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 550-54); his speech of 8 May 1972 appears on
583-87 (quote, 585). For a front-line account of the part played by U.S. advisers and the
support received from U.S. naval gunfire, see Col. G. H. Turley, USMCR (Ret), The Easter
Offensive: Vietnam, 1972,

Nixon Public Papers, 1972, 640-41 (quote, 641). A few weeks later Pravda revealed that the
decision to receive the American president had encountered some opposition within the
upper levels of Soviet officialdom, but the meetings had gone forward “despite obstructionist
actions by rightist and leftist foes of relaxation.” Western obscrvers read other portions of
the Pravda article as an attempt to discount speculation thatr a secret deal had been struck
over Vietnam; see New York Times, 16 Jun 72,

Marvin Kalb and Bernard Kalb, Kissinger, 336-37; see also Hedrick Smith’s dispatch, New York
Times, 17 Jun 72. However, Kissinger’s references to the Podgorny mission are more tentative in
crediting the Soviet emissary with a major role; Kissinger, White House Years, 1251, 1253, 1303.
Editorial, Nhan Dan, 17 Aug 72, in Gareth Porter, ed, Viernam: The Definitive Documentation
of Human Decisions, vol 2, 569-70 (570, quote).

Msg USDEL France 10568, 2 Jun 72, TF files.

Kissinger, White House Years, 1343-49; Kalb and Kalb, Kissinger, 353-54. A summary of Le
Duc Tho's proposal of 8 October 1972 as broadcast later by Radio Hanoi appears in Back-
ground Information, 484-85.

Kissinger, White House Years, 1350-55, 1357; Kalb and Kalb, Kissinger, 356-58.

Kalb and Kalb, Kissinger, 357-58; Kissinger, White House Years, 1358, 1378-79, 1390-91;
Nixon Memoirs, 697 (quote).

Background Information, 486; Kissinger, White House Years, 1388-89, 1391-92 (quote, 1388).
Statement by the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, 26 Oct 72, Background Information, 484-87
(quotes, 485, 487).

Dept State Bulletin, 13 Nov 72, 549-58 (quote, 552; also 549: “We believe that peace is at hand”).
Kissinger, White House Years, 1354-55, 1371; Background Information, 486 (quote); see also Gareth
Porter, A Peace Denied: The United States, Vietnam, and the Paris Agreement, 122-23, 128-29.
Kissinger, White House Years, 1415-17; msg USDEL France 10568, 2 Jun 72 (quote), Foreign
Broadcasting Informarion Service, “FBIS Trends: Indochina,” 8 Nov 72: TF files. For Operations
Enhance and Enhance Plus, see William E. Le Gro, Vietnam from Cease-Fire to Capitulation, 17;
Kalb and Kalb, Kissinger, 388-89; Porter, ed, Vietnam: The Definitive Documentation, vol 2, 583-
84. In the work last cited, see also 603-04 for official acknowledgement of the U.S. purpose in
transferring ownership of the bases.

Kissinger, White House Years, 1417-18, 1444-45.

Ibid, 1418, 1434-36, 1442-44, 1449-50; Porter, A Peace Denied, 153-55; Kalb and Kalb,
Kissinger, 406-07, 409-10.

Dept State Bulletin, 8 Jan 73, 33-41 (quotes, 36, 37); Nixon Memoirs, 720-22, 734.

Kissinger, White House Years, 1457.

Ibid, 1457-59 (quorte, 1459); Nixon Public Papers, 1972, App B, 21 (quotc); transc, White House
news conference, 30 Dec 72, SecDef 092.2 Vietnam {Nov-Dec 72).

Kissinger, White House Years, 1461-66. For Le Duc Tho’s statement on arriving in Paris,
which Kissinger describes as “bloodcurdling,” see msg USDEL France 370, 7 Jan 73, TF files.
Nixon Memoirs, 736-37, 749-51 (quote, 737); Kissinger, White House Years, 1470.

Nixon Public Papers, 1973, 18-20.

Text and Protocols, “Agreement Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnam,” 27 Jan 73,
Dept State Bulletin, 12 Feb 73, 169-88 (quote, 170).

Ibid, 174-77 (quote, 175); “Briefing Paper on Interpretations of the Paris Peace Agreement by
State Department Legal Adviser George Aldrich, February 1973,” in Porter, ed, Vietnam: The
Definitive Documentation, vol 2, 601-08 (quote, 603). The “foreign countries mentioned” were
also the ones whose military personnel and war materials were to be withdrawn within 60
days. For this purpose the U.S. interpretation also included “countries such as the Republic
of China and the United Kingdom which provided advisory units to military, para-military or
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police activities,” and certain elements of the Cambodian armed forces that were being trained
in South Vietnam.

Dept State Bulletin, 12 Feb 73, 155-69 (Kissinger quotes, 156), and 175 (quote).

Depr State Bulletin, 12 Feb 73, 169-70, 173-74; Kissinger, White House Years, 1380; Porter, ed,
Vietnam: The Definitive Documentation, vol 2, G04 (quote).

Dept State Bulletin, 12 Feb 73, 175-76 (quotes, 175); Porter, ed, Vietnam: The Definitive Documen-
tation, vol 2, 607-08.

Dept State Bulletin, 12 Feb 73, 175-76.

Ibid, 172.

Ibid, 172-73, 176 (quote); memrec Davis, 1 Jul 87, interv with Roger E. Shields, 25 Jun 87,
PW coll, OSD Hist.

Dept State Bullerin, 12 Feb 73, 170 (quote), 172, 176 (quote).

Porter, ed, Vietnam: The Definitive Documentation, vol 2, 604-05. The agreement’s delineation
of ICCS responsibilities listed Article 8(a) and (c), but not 8(b); see Dept State Bulletin,
12 Feb 73, 172-73.

Memo Laird for Kissinger, 26 Jul 72, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jun-Aug 72).

Ibid (Laird quote); memo Sieverts for Amb [U. Alexis] Johnson (USecState for PolAffs) and
Amb [William H.] Sullivan (Ch Ad Hoc Group on Vietnam), 2 Nov 72, PW coll, OSD Hist.
Memo Laird for Kissinger, 10 Nov 72, SecDef 092.2 Vietnam (1972).

OASD(ISA) Posirion Paper, nd [“Sec Def has seen, 7 Nov 19727], sub: Modalities for Release
of Prisoners of War, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Nov-Dec 72); PW/MIA Task Force Position Paper,
2 Nov 72, same sub, TF files.

Interdepartmental Study Panel, “Prisoner Release and Repatriation in Indochina,” Apr 72,
TF files; memo Shields for Nutter, 1 Nov 72, ISA 383.6 (Nov-Dec 72).

Memrec Davis, 26 Mar 82, interv with Murphy, 25 Mar 82, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memo Murphy for Laird, 13 Sep 71, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1971) (quote); memrec Davis,
1 Jul 87, interv with Shields, PW coll, OSD Hist. See also Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., On Warch:
A Memoir, 396-97.

22. OPERATION HOMECOMING

. Memo Laird for SecsMilDepts et al, 8 Jan 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 73). Laird commented

on the Woodward appointment and preparations for Homecoming during a televised interview
on 26 January 1973; see Public Statements of Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, 1973, 259-62.
Outline, “Briefing on PW/MIA Situation,” nd [ca 25 Jan 73}, and PW/MIA Task Force
Weekly Activities Report, 26 Jan 73, which describes it as “prepared . . . for Chairman of the
PW/MIA Task Group [Roger E. Shiclds] to brief Secretary Richardson™ TF files.

. Memo Cdr R. A. Mauldin for Dir PW/MIA Task Force, 29 Jan 73, sub: PW/MIA Activities

Report (270530 Jan 73 - 282200 Jan 73), msg USDEL France 2075 for JCS, SecState, and
AFMPC, 2718537 Jan 73: TF files; memo Sieverts for Amb [U. Alexis] Johnson (USecState for
PolAffs), 26 Jan 73, sub: Informing families of U.S. civilians missing or captured in Indochina,
box 31 (Operation Homecoming—Lists 1973), 79-D317.

. Outline, “Briefing on PW/MIA Situation,” nd, TF files.
. Nixon Public Papers, 1973, 54. The Department of State extracted this portion of the Nixon

press conference for immediate dispatch to the embassy in the Philippines; see msg State 18646
for Manila, 31 Jan 73, box 31 (Operation Homecoming—Lists 1973), 79-D317.

. Transc, News Briefing by Friedheim and MajGen Daniel James, Jr., DepASD(PA), 26 Jan 73,

TF files.

. Teleg, Roderick W. Beaton, Pres UPI, to Richardson, 30 Jan 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 73).
. Ltr Richardson to Beaton, 31 Jan 73, msg SecDef 8483 for AIG 8797 and COMUSMACY, 0323597

Jan 73 [sic; actually 3 Feb 73; also, document is filed by its erroneous date]: ibid. The secretary
used most of the same text when replying to a more heated communication from the



594

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

23.
24.
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

Notes to Pages 495-503

managing editor of the New York Times, who objected to “the Department’s total clampdown on
covering both civilian and military prisoners of war processed through Clark Field”; see teleg
A. M. Rosenthal to Richardson, 30 Jan 73, and ltr Richardson to Rosenthal, 31 Jan 73, ibid.
The National League of Families reacted strongly to news accounts of the UPI’s requests,
advising Richardson that “neither the news media nor any other outside influence should be
allowed to delay” or disrupt the orderly processing of the returnees; see ltr Phyllis E. Galanti
(ChBoard, NLOF) to Richardson, 5 Feb 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1-15 Feb 73).

. 13th Air Force JHRC After Action Rpt, 6 Jun 73, 1-2 and 10-12, TF files. The account of

the center’s operations given here relies heavily on this soutce, hereafter cited as 13AF JHRC
AARpt. For the change of name to JHRC (formerly JCPC), see msg SecDef 7465 for AIG 8797,
022158Z Feb 73, and msg CINCPAC for CINCUSARPAC et al, 0522347 Feb 73, ibid.

13AF JHRC AARpt, 12 (quote) and Encl 13, 20, ibid.

Ibid, Encl 13, 1, ibid.

Msg 13AF/JIB/Clark AB for CINCPAC, 281016Z Jan 73, TF files.

Chicago Tribune, 30 Jan 73; Omaha World-Herald, 30 Jan 73.

Msg CINCPAC for 13AF Clark AB, 010420Z Feb 73, TF files. For examples of correspondence
on the subject, see ltr Ogan to Mrs. C. G. Cherney, DePere, Wis., 13 Feb 73, ISA 383.6 (1-13
Feb 73); ltr Sen Carl T. Curtis to LtCol Charles Arquette USAF, Senate Liaison Officer, 6 Feb 73,
and text of reply prepared in OASD(PA) HOMECOMING Information Center, ibid.

Msg 13AF/JIB/Clark AB for JCS/SecDef, 091040Z Feb 73, ibid.

Msg CINCPAC for COMUSMACYV and 13AF, 060016Z Feb 73, msg 13AF/JIB/Clark AB
for JCS/SecDef, 071504Z Feb 73, “Highlights of 8 Feb 2PM Clark Press Conference [Shields
and Sieverts],” nd {8 Feb 73]: TF files.

Msg Chief USDEL FPJMC (MajGen Gilbert H. Woodward USA) for COMUSMACYV, 0218507
Feb 73, PW coll, OSD Hist; Walter Scott Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 57-59, 71-72. Written
with intimate knowledge of both the events and the records of the U.S. delegation, Dillard’s
account serves as a main source for activities of the FPJMC and negotiations to resolve delays
in the prisoner release.

Msg Chief USDEL FPJMC for COMUSMACY, 031510Z Feb 73, memo Ogan for Dir
Vietnam Task Force, OASD(ISA), 3 Feb 73: TF files.

Memos Ogan for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 9, 10 Feb 73, ibid.

Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 72-73.

Ibid, 73, 74; memo Lawrence S. Eagleburger (ActgASD(ISA)) for RAdm Daniel J. Murphy
(MilAsst to SecDef), nd [10 Feb 73], 13AF JHRC AARpt, 15-16: TF files.

Msg CINCPAC for JCS/NMCC et al, 1023297 Feb 73, JIB press release, “Reception Support
Team,” 10 Feb 73, 13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 11, 1-2, and Encl 15, 5-6: ibid. Enclosure 15 is
the 63-page report of Colonel Dennett, which includes a 23-page oral history statement he
made on 15 February 1973.

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 6, ibid.

13AF JHRC AARpt, 16, and End 15, 7, 14-16, 20, ibid; Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 73-74.
Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 75; 13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 20-22, TF files.

OASD(1SA) HOMECOMING Command Center Log Book entry, 12 Feb 73 (quote), TF files;
Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 75; 13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 3, 8-9, and Encl 15, 23, TF files.
13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 15-19, 21-22, TF files. For more detailed treatment of the
inspection issue, see Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 75-76, and, especially, msg Saigon 2346,
15 Feb 73, box 16 (Red Cross—Visits 1973), 79-D317.

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 23, TF files; Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 74.

The following account of this release, including Woodward’s actions in Saigon, is drawn from
msg Chief USDEL FPJMC for COMUSMACYV, 1217257 Feb 73, PW coll, OSD Hist; New
York Times, 13 Feb 73; Washington Post, 13 Feb 73; and Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 77-81
(quote, 77).

Dept State, “Eight U.S. Civilians Relcased at Loc Ninh, SVN, Feb 12,” nd, box 31 (Operation
Homecoming 1973), 79-D317; memo LtCol Lawrence Robson USAF (DepChief USDEL
FPJMT) for FPJMT Staff, 10 Apr 73, 13AF JHRC AARpt, 16: TF files.
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New York Times, 13 Feb 73; Washington Post, 13 Feb 73; AP ticker items 37 and 40, 12 Feb 73.
Msg 13AF/JHRC/Clark for AIG 7942 and JCS/DIA, 121300Z Feb 73, TF files.

Memo Murphy for Richardson, 13 Feb 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1-15 Feb 73); memos Ogan
for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 15, 16 Feb 73, 13AF JHRC AARpt, 17: TF files. For Kissinger’s
account of his consultations in Hanoi beginning 10 February 1973, see Years of Upheaval,
24-43, including brief mention of PW/MIA cases and the 20-man release, 33-34.

Memo VAdm V. P. de Poix (Dir DIA) for SecDef, 9 Mar 73 (quote), SecDef 383.6
Vietnam (1-15 Mar 73); 13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 27-30, TF files.

Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 83-86; msg Saigon 3109, 270935Z Feb 73, PW coll, OSD Hist;
memo BrigGen Paul Krause USAF (DepDir for Opns, NMCC) for SecDef, 27 Feb 73, SecDef
383.6 Vietnam (20-28 Feb 73).

Transc, “News Conference at the White House with Ron Ziegler, . . . February 27, 1973,” TF files.
Washington Post, 28 Feb 73; OASD(PA) release “For Correspondents,” 28 Feb 73, and AP
ticker items forwarded by memo Murphy for Richardson, 28 Feb 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam
(20-28 Feb 73).

OASD(PA) transc, Morning Briefing, 1 Mar 73, transc, “News Conference at the White House
with Ron Ziegler at 12:53 PM. EST, March 1, 1973”: TF files.

Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 88-89; 13AF JHRC AARpt, 17-18 and Encl 15, 31-34, TF files.
13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 39-42 (Diehl quote, 42), TF files. Prior to takeoff Schwinn
had also received a rose plucked from their tiny prison garden by the ranking U.S. civilian
PW, Philip Manhard; see Monika Schwinn and Bernhard Diehl, We Came to Help, 250, 255
(the nurses” corsage is not mentioned here).

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 19 and Encl 15, 43-44; Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 91.

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 15, 45-47, TF files.

Memo (JCSM-41-73) JCS for SecDef, 31 Jan 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (Jan 73).

Ibid; msg Hong Kong 2395 for CINCPAC et al, 120640Z Mar 73, msg Hong Kong 2547 for
CINCPAC et al, 150715Z Mar 73: box 31 (Returnees/U.S.—General 1973), 79-D317.

Memo Col V. A. DiMauro (ActgDir PW/MIA Task Force) for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 16 Mar 73,
TF files. Actually 442 Americans had come back, but at this time the official accounting
omitted Downey, whose captivity was unrelated to the Southeast Asian hostilities. However, in
later statistical summaries (such as the table on p. 511) Downey was included in the total figure
for U.S. civilians returned.

Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 91-92; msg USDEL France 2551 for JCS/NMCC et al, 011612Z
Feb 73, TF files.

Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 92-93; msg COMUSMACYV for ChJCS, 200425Z Mar 73, memo
DiMauro for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 22 Mar 73: TF files.

Msg JCS 43419 for CINCPAC, 220036Z Mar 73, memo DiMauro for Dir Vietnam Task
Force, 22 Mar 73: TF files.

Memo DiMauro for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 23 Mar 73, ibid; msg CJCS for Ch USDEL
FPJMC et al, 2304597 Mar 73, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Memos DiMauro for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 24, 25, 26 Mar 73, TF files; Dillard, Sixty Days
to Peace, 94-97.

Dillard, Sixty Days to Peace, 98; memo DiMauro for Dir Vietnam Task Force, 26 Mar 73, TF files.
For the ROK soldier, see msgs Saigon 4903 for Scoul, 241101Z Mar 73, Saigon 4918 for
Seoul, 251105Z Mar 73: ibid.

Msg Chief USDEL FPJMC for CINCPAC, 310600Z Mar 73, PW coll, OSD Hist.

Msg Chief USDEL FPJMC for COMUSMACYV, 2815207 Mar 73, ibid; memo DiMauro for
Dir Vietnam Task Force, 1 Apr 73, TF files.

Memo Robson for FPJMT Staff, 10 Apr 73, TF files.

Ibid; New York Times, 14 Feb 73; msgs Saigon 2333, 1509007 Feb 73, Saigon 2522, 1813307
Feb 73: TF files.

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 12, 2, TF files.

Peter Arnett (AP) news item, “No Hot Dogs,” 28 Jan 73; UPI ticker item 213A, 5 Feb 73
(“lots of liquids”™); Risner, Passing of the Night, 246-47 (quote, 246).
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Transc, JIB Press Conf, Dr. John W. Ord (Clark Hospital commanding officer), 16 Feb 73,
TF files; Risner, Passing of the Night, 249; 13AF JHRC AARpt, 38 and 41 (“adjusted promptly™),
TF files.

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 12, 2-3, TF files.

Ibid, Encl 9, 3-4, and Encl 14, 6-7.

Ibid, Encl 12, 3.

Ibid, Encl 14, 44-47.

Msg Manila 1680, 130756Z Feb 73, box 31 (Operation Homecoming 1973), 79-D317.

Msg 13AF JIB Clark AB for JCS/SecDef and CINCPAC, 0512347 Mar 73, msg Manila 2638,
0801047 Mar 73, msg Bangkok 3420 for JHRC Clark AB, 021150Z Mar 73, msgs 13AF Clark
AB for AIG 7942, SecState and JCS/DIA, 061000Z Mar 73, 291100Z Mar 73, and 311100Z
Mar 73: TF files.

Based on survey of the Operation HOMECOMING Processing Summaries, Nos 1-53, TF files.
Except during intervals when the Clark base had been cleared of all returnees, the JHRC com-
manding officer dispatched these reports to Washington twice daily.

New York Times, 14, 15 Feb, 13 Mar 73; AP ricker item 60, 25 Feb 73.

13AF JHRC AARpt, 19-20, 23, OASD(ISA) HOMECOMING Command Center Log Book
entries, 0140 and 1815, 13 Mar 73, 0730, 0739, and 0805, 14 Mar 73: TF files; msg Hong Kong
2547, 1507157 Mar 73, box 31 (Returnees/U.S.—General 1973), 79-D317.

Msg 13AF Clark AB for JCS/SecDef, 0413537 Feb 73, TF files; memrec Capt Mike Burch
USAF, 12 Feb 73 (quote), PW coll, OSD Hist.

Teleg, James L. Greenfield to Richardson, 14 Feb 73, SecDef 383.6 Vietnam (1-15 Feb 73).
Msg 13AF/JIB/Clark AB for CINCPAC, 190240Z Feb 73, TF files.

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 13, 2, ibid; New York Times, 20 Feb 73 (“‘controversial’ questions”).
Stars and Stripes (Pacific ed), 8 Mar 73; msg DPAO Wright-Patterson AFB for JHRC Clark
AB, 092034Z Mar 73, 13 AF JHRC AA Rpt, Encl 13, 2: TF files.

New York Times, 15 Feb 73 (“to chac”), 19, 20 Feb 73 {(quote). According to a Homecoming
Command Center note on data received from the Clark JIB, there were 80 personnel of all
types engaged in the 24-hour operations of the JIB, 28 of them public affairs officers; the note
is dated 21 February 1973 (TF files).

13AF JHRC AARpt, Encl 13, 2, Encl 15. 55, 57. TF files. CINCPAC had been advised of “DOD
concern that all go smoothly on last return, especially since major news media may be involved,
i.e., CRONKITE”; OASD(ISA) HOMECOMING Command Center Log Book entry, 1815,
26 Mar 73, ibid.

Msgs 13AF Clark AB for AIG 7942, SecState, and JCS/DIA, 3111007 Mar 73 and 0111007
Apr 73, ibid.

13AF JHRC AARpt, 44 and Encl 9, 1-2, 6, ibid.

Military Airlift Command HOMECOMING After Action Rpt, Jul 73, 7-8 and Tab D, 18-28,
which gives mission data for all C-141 and C-9 flights, ibid.

Ibid, 56-58; New York Times, 15 Feb 73.

OASD(PA) transc, Morning Briefing, 15 Feb 73, msg SecDef 7044 for AIG 8797, 1217327
Feb 73: TF files.

MAC HOMECOMING After Action Rpr, 40-41 (“appeared ambulatory”), transc, JIB Press
Conf, Dr. John W. Ord, 16 Feb 73: ibid.

Transc, Press Conf, Dr. Richard S. Wilbur (ASD(H&E)), “On Medical Aspects of Operation
Homecoming,” 1 Jun 73, 2-3, ibid.

Ibid, passim (quote, 3).

Data derived from the JHRC Operation HOMECOMING Processing Summaries and the
OASD(ISA) HOMECOMING Command Center’s “Daily HOMECOMING Summary:
Returnee Tabulation,” TF files.

OASD(PA) transc, Morning Briefing, 6 Mar 73, msg AFMTC/DPAO Lackland AFB for JCS/
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