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FOURTH ENDORSEMENT on Vice Adnnral Harold G. BOWEN, Jro, o [
USN, 07,239511100 ltx of 9 April1969 - i | T

From: Commandeljj..tn Chief U.S. Pac:f*c Fieet
To: . Secretary of the Navy :
Via: Chlef of N viil Operat1ons

Subj: - Court of In uiry to inquire into the 01rcumstances relating
‘ to the se: szhre of the USS PUEBLO (AGER 2) by North Korean
Naval Forces:, which occurred.in the' Sea of Japan on 23 January
1968, and the subsequent detention o: the vessel and the officers
and crew, l‘e >ort of (U) ' -

1. ( )In thv ﬂlr 3t endorsement on "lbj( .ct Court of Inquiry it was
noted that an eval%at ion of the Court's report on matters other than disH

cipline would be forwarded separately. %hat evaluation is contained
herein. The Spec |a.l Intelligence Annex is b:ing forwarded by separate
cover; it contain.s no opinions or recomraenc ations. e

: :

2. ( O) The foourt conducted its inq\. iry into the ‘matter of USS PUEBLO
. perlative :nanaer and has provided a .:omplete, perceptive and [ ||
. thoroughly outstfmdu.g report. Vice Admir:l Harold G. BOWEN, Jr.,
‘and the members of she Court and counsel a*e to be ‘highly commended
for their exceptmna.l efforts in a very ccrapl ex and trying assignment.
The Court also provided an excellent suinmery of the incident and of |
the Court's findings, opinions and recommendations for the use of all ‘|
reviewing authorities:; it appears at the beginnmg of the volume con-

tainingthe Court's r=port. |

3. a.n(ler in Ch‘;*f U. S P.xciflc Fleet is in substanhal
‘agreethent with the findings ofifact and cpinions of the Court. Such points.
of difference as may exist are not considered sufficiently significant to
be addressed in this endorsement. With respect to the recommlendations
of the Court there|follows a statement of each recommendation and the
Commander in Chief U.S. Pacific Fleet's specific comments pertaining 's

P2

_ thereto: . | %'
a. Recommendation 1. ’

(1).(U) Recommendation: If a change is made in the baSi‘E con || -

cept of a program)|, such as the decision to arm the AGER's, a policy :

notice stating the ehange in the basic concept and its effects be pro- | | -
: mulgated immediately to all concerned : o

(2) (U) Cornment/ Action: This recommendation is gene ally
concurred in, although it is not considered that, adding the two fiifty
caliber machine guns to PUEBLO represented such a substantial change
as to require ap icy notice, ‘pmce PUEBLO already had on board a v
variety of small arms for self defense. ST WU NG SS“‘Z'ED

Excluded. £rom. antomall
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b R ommendauon 2.

(1) (U) Recommendatlon AGDR cperatxon.: be premmed on:
(1) assured readiness; and (2) ablhty to defend”the shi _(s elf defense
,andl or external support) S

(2) é} Comment/Actmn This recommendation is concurred |
in. CINCPACFLT OPORD No. 204-69 and COMNAVFORJAPAN OPLAN .
2-69 emphasize witl in the AGER program the two recommended pré- |
mises as well as othier lessons learned from PUEBLO's. capturj
USS BANNER (AG R 1) now has two single 20MM gups: ‘and eme genc3
- destruct and’ scz,.tt g equipment’ mstalled defenswe actlon gu:gtnce
including ﬁghting he ship, is given; gdldanc e regarding scuttli
provided; rigid prbeedures are established 7o reduce and control classn .~
ified material; & cortingency support plan (Z- 69) has been developed .. §
by COMNAVFO tJAPAN, COMSEVENI‘HFLI‘ 'and QMPR.;F_IES H AL

;-Recomme

(1) (U) Recommendation' CINCPACI LTINST 003120 24A of
28 February. 1966 be modified to contain a provision for a mandétory
opinion in the propo';al format ag to the ‘nec-*ssut -for . emergency sup -
port forces. S 00 ; : :

(2) Comment/ Action This recommendation is concurred
in. The Inst*uctibn mentioned in the recommendation has been\can-
celled by CNCP'ACI‘LTNST 003120. 28 of 7 April 1969. CINCPACFLT
OPORDER No. ‘2q4-69 contains the requiretnent that a mission proposal
include ' requircmez ts for and avaﬂabﬂity of supportmg forces )(direct
and standby)" Calmrd A S | Bl

d. Recommdndation 4, 7 o T T \

l
(1) (U) Reo'ommendation The procedures for risk asse#sment
be reviewed for improvement at all levels of authorlty |

(Z%Cornment/Actmn. This recommendation is concdrred

in. Criteria for evaluation of mission risk .and for assignmernt|of a e
risk category havie been revised and promulgated by the JCS in|SM- e
701-68; by CINCPAC 1tr ser 00546 of 23 December 1968; by CINCPAC-
FLTINST 003120./28.. The guidance recognizes that the risk level
will vary from mission to mission and is susceptible to change|dur

a particular-mission.. Items which must be evaluated and criteria to|
be used in arriving at a risk estimate are listed. Four categories.
of risk are specified and one of the four must be assigned to each
mission based on|anticipated reaction and sensitivity. These revised

criteria for missjion risk are in use at CINCPACFLT in evaluation and| |
recommendation of risk assessment. :

{
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é'. ' Recommendstion 5.

(1) Re*’ommendatmn Future:AGER ,mlssmns in COMNAV-'-"
FORJAPAN's arca be conducted under the operational control of
COMSEVENTHFLT with COMNAVFORJAPAN having operational cons; |

of the sh1p a.nd emba ~ked detachment durmg preparation for the missjon. -

Fleet concurs in that part of the recommendatlon regarding operationa
control during preparatlon for the mission but does not concur in that |
part regarding operational control during the mission. Under the pre-|
sent concept of operations, detailed in CINCPACFLT message ‘ ‘
060234Z NOV. 68, USS BANNER (AGER 1), the only AGER in the -
Pacific Fleet, is under the OPCON of COMNAVFORJAPAN between | .
operations. COMNAVFORJAPAN is tasked io prepare BANNER for |
operations assisted by COMSERVPAC (BAN‘\IER'S type commamder)
as reqtured ' i IO

: CINCPACFLT OPORD 201-59 tasks area commanders
to conduct naval reconnazssance in their res pective areas except for |
that conducted by flect commanders in direct ‘support of their opera-|
tions., CINCPACFL'? OPORDER No. 204-6¢ supports this taski g
and specifically states, "general enviro:nne,xtal research ships | S
(AGERs) assigned to the Pacific Fleet will operate under the opera- -l
tional control of the respons1b1e area comminder except when con- | |
ducting tactical surveillance in direct suppo:t of First Fleet or tSeventh
Fleet operations, at which time-the AGER will chop to the appropriate |
fleet commander." Presently, the one AGER operating in the Pacific
Fleet, "USS BANNER, is under the normal operational control 2
COMNAVFORJAPAN (CTF 96). It is felt that the Court's prim ATy
concern in recommending that the AGEE corduct missions unde
the operational control of the Fleet Commander was to avoid any
possible command and control conflict iff support forces are ever '
required. The pruna.ry mission of the AGER is intelligence co ection

-in a given area. The naval area commander's. knowledge of the area: 3

and his inherent capability to provide the mtelligence ‘support required‘_iy C

by the unit makes *it most desirable- to have the'AGER under hi o

n' .

(¢4

Y

o krequired for: the GER

f. Recommen ation

(1) (U) Recommendation: To strengthen the military chain of | |
command and to eliminate uncertainties with respect to respons 1bllitiei
the NAVSECGRUDET on board AGERs be assigned as a department ‘
-in the ship. e : _

rred

trol and respons:bili*y for logistics support and readiness determmation )

(2)487 CommentIActJ.on. The Communder in. Chief U.S. Pacxﬁe

RUDET‘“_,




005

| onse o 9F S5 proes



'_bemg promulaated Jvhlch will incorporate the NAVSECGRUDET into R _
the command structure of the AGERs, by placing the detachment peﬂ—» =

sonnel into & newly ‘established Research Orerations Department
The OinC, NAVQECGRUDET will become *l;h‘= Department Head of th

Oificer for the conduct of the affalrs of his department The e tabh h-
ment of ‘this department will, in effect, negate the necessity for esta- _
bhshmg two separate RPS allowances fcr ar AGER, allowing all RPS
material to be under the custody of a single RPS Custodian. The <
Commanding Officer should have the prerogative of assigning the duty
of RPS custodian to = any officer on board, although it would generally
not be desirable to assign that duty to the Research Operations De- |
partment Head in view of the numerous- Special Intelligence doc)uments

and materials for Wh1ch he will be accountahle. L \

|
! |

EN Recomm =nd= tlon 9.

|
T | g
() (U) Recon:mendatmn‘ Adequate e:nergency destructﬂon anLl- :
scuttling devzces be installed in AGERS : '

\
S | |
(ZILNC‘) Comm entIAction An emergency destruct system was

completed in US BANNER (AGER 1) in PACFLT, by the U.S. Naval
Ship Repair Facility, Yokosuka on 28 Februiry 1969. This system .| =
was certified and accepted by Chief of Nava! Material representatives
on 21 March 1969. The system consists of 2 fxrmg circuit and in- .
cendiary devices. The circuit is fired clect rically through, key locked
panels located in the pilot house or from an alternate station in the
Commanding Officer's cabin. Electrically ignited thermite ecl;:tipmemt '
destroyers are used to destroy all designated electronic equipment.
Most of the classified documents to be carried on board have been | .
reproduced on water soluble paper. A water tank has been installed

in a void below the research space for tae purpose of destroying sucl
documents. As a backup, electrically fired incendiary file destroyers
have been prov1ded for the destruction of classified documents in file
cabinets or safes. The system presently installed in USS BA R
is adequate for the purpose intended and meets CNO requlreménts
for emergency destruct systems., The major limitation of this| partic-
ular destruct system is the necessity to position the :mcendlarjl de- | -

X

=2

vices prior to ignition. This limitation is recognized, and a current .
CNO advanced development objective includes.the provision for built

in destruct devices in classified equipment.

. A .scuttling system was completed in USS.B R

(AGER 1) by NWC China Lake technicians on 8 December 1968. The
system was certified and accepted by Chief of Naval Material repre-
sentatives on 10 December 1968, The scuttling system consists of a| -
firing circuit and three explosive charges located in the engineering
spaces. The charges are fired remotely from the pilot house throu
a series of key locked panels. When detonated, the charges are designed
to cause flooding of the auxiliary and main engine rooms, thereby causing
the ship to sink within 15 minutes. The scuttlmg in BANNER is adequate.

and meets CNO reqpirements ' :

i 00 6




Commentl Actlon CINCPACFLT concurs in ’che
_ desirabﬂ1ty and need for the installation of one or-more IMC s)
as necessary, "in the AGER secure (res earch) spaces. Each uni e
should be a one-way speaker and be equipped with high frequency line
filters. ‘The TEMPEST Branch of the Naval Shore Electronics En~ |
gineering Act1v1ty Pacific states- that such &n installation is feasible and
that, properly: equipped with high frequency line filters, would meet |
TEMPEST secumty criteria. Commander ervice Force, U.S. Pacific
-Fleet, the Type Commander concerned, is. imtiating action to mstall‘ o
a IMC speaker eysté-m in the secure (resea:ch) spaces of USS BANNER.

k. Recommenda.tlon 11

(1) (U) Recommendation The N.wy mamtain closer operauona.l

. liaison with the Air Force, particularly with respect to those sensitive
areas in which na.va.‘l units are operating incrependently when the A1r :
Force has a prunary supportmg role. oL

"'1'4'.4 .

(2) (’d) Con mentl Action: . | —

s

1. Recommendatmn 12

(1) (U) Recommendat1on U . Navy Regulatlons be arﬁended R

" to address the responsibilities of the Commanding Officer with reference. .
to preparatory actions to be taken on the approach of or toa foreign o

man. o! war until the latter's mtentions are ascertained

v,\\
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- hands of any host:l

_the followmg : .;, T S , [

(1) (U) Recommondatlon The ("cc:e of Conduct as executed Y.
the President of the United States in 1’%5 be modified to show that J
it applies to both prisoners of war and other captlves when in the e
orce,. Whether an enemy or not.: e

(2) (U) Comn' entlActlon Th1s recommendation is concurrecﬂ
in. It is the Nav y's position that the Code does in fact apply in the
case of illegal detairiees such as in the:]?U EBLOQ situation. However,
the wording of the Code, particularly Articles IV and V, leave somse
room for doubt. Th.s ‘doubt should be removed. It is recommxende
that consideratlon be given to the addition of the phrase, "orare .
otherwise’ illega..ly detained by any hostile ‘force" after the first
phrase of Article IV. In Article V after the second phrase the words
"or if Iam othex "Wwis 2 111egal1y detamed oy a‘ly hostﬂe force' should

be added PR - :

b o Recomn: end.xtion 15

(1) (U) Recorr mendatlon The inierp 'etatlons of the Code of
Conduct by the Department of the Navy, as 3et out in General Orde :
No 4 be modxfied as L'follows.z- i : :

(a) Reword the mterpretatlons of ar tlcles so that they clearl

~ indicate that the Code is applicable to both 1 risoners of war and

other captives when in the hands of any hostﬂe force, whether an
enemy or not '

(b) Delete the second paragraph of Article V and subst%.tute

|

" It is any iola’uon of the Geneva Conventlon to placeJ ! ’

przsoner of war under physica’ or mental torture or any other orm

or'to fellow prlsoners are to be avoided by éVery.mean ,

of coercion to secure from h1m mformahon of any kind. If, however,

a captive is sub]ected to such treatment "he will resist the efforts -

of his captors to the utmost of his ability, while still retaining his

rat10na11ty ‘Even if disclosure becomes mevitable, statements that, =~ =
are d:rectly harmful or disloyal to the UnitedlStates, to its all es, "y}f‘ e

et 2) ('U) Commentl Action- The Commander .rin:~Ch1ef U . Pacific  *

1 e

statements are directly vice indirectly harmful.

Fleet concurs with recommendation 15a, however recommend 1on s
15b is not. concurred in. Prov1d1ng that a’ captwe hould resis wh e B
still’ retaming his"- ratmnahty" and” indlci‘“\t' o 'that statéments might’ [ .
become inévitable but should not include’ those "directly harmful or
disloyal", unnecessarily weakens the Code’ by permitting varying in-
terpretations as to: (1) when rationality is endangered and; (2) what

v As an ideal of performance, nelther the Code nor the
Navy's mterpretatmns in General Order No. 4 should be "watered _
down" in this manner. Unquestionably, in given sltuatlons men will | - ...
" be made to prov1de mformatmn Unquestlonably, some infor qation | . -




;"«' ‘.:. I ﬂ ‘:: " i-.

beyond name, rank, serial number and date of birth can be iven|and o
be completely harmless. But attempting to establish the "b nch’ mark"
at any point other than name, rank, and serial number becomes L very
tenuous procedure since there appears to be no other clearly deli eated
line which can be drawn. , : { "
#
It seems best to leave the Code and the General Or er
interpretations as they are. There is reasonable latitude alread [
present. Article V says "I am bound to give only...". Thi doe)L
not prohibit a man from having additional harmless discourse wrﬂh
his captors on a variety of topics. Likewise, the interpretation f
~ this Article in General Order No. 4 states that if a captive sub-
. jected to physical or mental torture ""he will endeavor to av id by
every means...". This language does not preclude the pos ihﬂy
. that a man can legitimately fail in his resistance without sa rifici ng
. his honor. Tt simply requires that a man do his absolute best in’ fferin
| resistance. R I { = \
1 .

g,

BN - Pp. Recommendations 16 and 17. S

(1) (U) Recommendation: 16. The provismns of Arthle 0740
" of U.S. Navy Regulations ‘and Executive Order 10631 be scrupulo'lsly
... .+ observed. S
S . 3 -
(U) Recommendation- 17, Education in the Code of Cor
duct be conducted to point up the realities of a pres ent day captivt en-
vironment |

(2) (U) Comment/Action: These recommendations are con- = * % . .
.curred in. The intent of Navy Regulations, Article 0740 (which ro- .
. vides that personnel shall have the Code of Conduct explamed to

. on stated occasions and that it shall be included in command's tr mmg
programs and prominently posted) and Executive Order 10631 (which
promulgates the Code), are currently being implemented by CINCPAC- -
FLTINST 00305.1B which directs that all personnel will receive instruc-;
tion in the "Code of Conduct for a Member of the Armed Forces of the |-
United States.'" DOD GEN 28 (NAVPERS 92638A) isa pubhcatio for
use in the Code of Conduct training program ‘This pamphlet very ef-
fectively points:up the reahties of a pres ent day captive environmrent

q. Recommendation 18. L : i

petty officers emphasize the advice which should be given subordinate
captives so that all personnel can be expected to uniformly follow the

(1) (U) Recommendation Leadership courses for officer:Fnd
Code of Conduct when facmg austere circumstances

! |
(2) (U). Comment/ Action ‘This recommendation is c\oncur~ ed
in. This is a continuous responsibility throughout the Navy training
system. As an initial step, it is recommended that the prmc1p1elof
the recommendation be included in Chapter 8 (Code of Conduct) o




' -result in detention

. peripheral operations who it is felt do not require SERE trainin
~-in addition, Top Secret cleared personnel should be included in ¢

i training, certain legal ramifications may have to be resolved pr

r.' Recommendation 19..

(1) (U) Recommendation The Code of Conduct be made

' . applicable to non-military Department of DefenSe employees serving:
. with the Armed Forces, as appropriate. ” : ! '

o (2) (U) Comment [Action: The Commander in Chlef U.S. lPaciﬁc;.
" Fleet questions the propriety of making the Code of Conduct in { '

applicable to non-military personnel as suggested in the Court's

i commendation, since it was prescribed by the President specifically .-
for members of the Armed Forces and it speaks throughout in terms -

of the "American Fighting Man", It is agreed that non-military

_ployees should have a similar standard of conduct to abide by should
they become’ captive but it is suggested that this standard be promul- .
gated in a separate instrument, either generally for non-military

personnel, or specifically for those engaged in activities which e

8. Recommendation 20.

(1) (»8)/ Recommendation 'AIl naval personnel and c1vi11ans :
" employed by the U.S. Government having a Special Intelligence ‘l S
Clearance and embarked on Naval vessels/ aircraft deploying for - _‘
- in-country, overflight or peripheral operations, be given SERE l '

traming I B o

\4(2) (N Comment/Action The Commander in Chief U. S

“ Pacific Fleet concurs in the recommendation except for those ST

cleared personnel embarked on major surface combatants for .

category. In view of the recognized exposure to injury during SE

to training civilian personnel

"\

| t. Recommendation 21.

s elf

re-

em-.

g
his

SRE
jor-

(1) (U) Recommendation: SERE training be expanded and

- modified in hght of PUEBLO!'s experience

(2) (U) Comment/ Action: .This recommendation is concurred
in. SERE training conducted by COMNAVAIRPAC is being reviev.red

" in the light of PUEBLO'S experience

) ~u‘. Recommendation 22.

A1) (U) Recommendation- First aid training be re-empha;;ized

in shipboard training programs, especially for ships with only o
corpsman, or none, asmgned :

(2) (U) Comment/ Action: This recommendation is concurred e
Existmg regulations provide that hospital corpsmen on independent N

in.

n ;’a:;*
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" and shall’ recommend to the Commandmg Officer a 'schedule, of instruction i

. -in flrst a1d $0 that the ships officers and crew may admmlster to the .'

... wounded:in battle when no medical personnel are available. Reune-
S ¢

ments of ‘this training are that ‘the créw: have a practical knowledge of
fundamental first aid treatment of wounds and fractures methods of

_resusc1fation, and handhng of unconsclous »persons

l
i
+
A
|

h

SV Recommendat1ons 23 through 28 are covered in the ﬁrst
endorsement .

W, Recommendatlon 29 L »l o R

g (1) (U) Recommendation: That .TAG Manual should be revised
.. to delete those provisions which provide for the des ignation of par'ties
" ._before Formal Fact Finding Bodies. - . = S

(2) (U) Comment/ Act1on. The Commander in Chief U.S. ‘
. Pacific Fleet is of the opinion that careful consideration should be
N given to this recommendatlon. ~ The. Court in its prehmmary state-
¢ ment discussed at length the problems- encountered in connectio

‘. with the issue of designating parties (see pages XXXIX and XL) and -

. was of the opinion that designation of parties.serves no useful p r- '
. pose and 1mpedes the progress and purpose of the invest1gat1on o
R (opimon no.. 135) :

. 3 "The Manual of the J’udge Advocate General seemsi
to lend considerable support to the proposition: that it is not nec ssary
_to designate parties. Section 0205b provides that "'In general the e
de51gnatxon of parties before JAG Manual mvest1gat1ons is unnecessary L
" because other regulations which provide for further judicial or 4d- P
ministrative proceedings before adverse action may be taken against
an individual...contain adequate safeguards to protect the r1ghts of -
persons: involved e B |

Also Section 0302e in discussing the effect of desi ating "
‘an md1vidua1 a party states that 'inasmuch, however, as the majority
' of investigations’ .. result in relatively few instances in which adverse
“action is taken without further administrative or judicial action, .
separate hearings in such cases are much more efficient and frequenﬂy‘ )
are much more fair to the person involved. Accordingly...it is gen~ S
erally undes:Lrable to designate parties to mvest1gat1ons v

Narning an individual a party fo an investigation, then,
dmlttedly, according to the JAG Manual, :serves no useful purpose
other than in the very limited situations where "the subJect matter §
" "of the Inquiry is so extremely complex or involves such d1sputed issues’
of fact that a grave risk of substantial injustice" arises by not desig-
nating a person as a party (see Section 0205b JAG Manual, emphasis
supplied), and the precise situations envisaged and the frequency of
thei.r occurrence is not defined.

. But the requlremen’c to name parties, (see Artlcle 135

»”

- 0 13 é{jg‘;}?ages ‘ - ‘ | .

5 1
A



- fin ding rather ‘than a Judicial body

: LA party is defmed as an md1v1dua1 whose conduct 1s‘ .
sub;ect to inqulry And an mdlvidual's conduct is subject to mquu‘y,
"when the person is involved in'the incident. . .in such a way that = |
: dlsolplinary action may follow, that his rights or privileges may be -
: adversely affectéd, or that his personal reputatmn or profess1ona1.
standing may,be jeopardized" (see JAG Manual Section 0301b)., U
- - the plain’ reading of the definition’there’ easﬂy could have been’ 82 {‘
. parties named in the instant 51tuat10n._ S

o Even a.fter the faot fmdmg body has, perforce, appl
- arule of reason to this definition, “if any mdiv1duals Aare des 1gna.te
. parties then the: proceedmgs become in large measure adversary in’’
' "the minds of the party and his counsel'and this can seriously 1mpe§fe
. the.non-adversary fact finding functions of the Court or Board. 3
short, we have an investigation of an entire incident and a defense of
a specific and often limited interest gomg ‘od at the same time. The.
. result can be disorder, and this is probably the very reason the J. G-
- Manual prov1des that it is generally unde31rab1e to. de51gnate partles to-
. mvestlga:tlons. .Furthermore, even after. parties have been. desxgnated'
:and the- mvestigatlon has been completed “with' a.'il the attendant travail
.z__..;"»there are relatively few instances where ddverse action is taken vnthout
" further administrative or Jud1c1a.1 actlon, so 11tt1e has been gamed by
o designatmg partles. ‘ Ry

- Accordingly, it is’ considered that the designation of |
parties .might be limited to those- complex snuations alluded to-in the
JAG Manual; and guidance could be provided, 'if only by way of = |
illustration, as to what situations are so complex as to provide the grave
risk of substantial injustice. In all other cases a Formal investig "tlve
body and Court of Inquiry could, um.mpeded go about the busmess :
of fmdmg facts.

" 4, The Commander in Chief U. 8. Paczfic Fleet has three addlhone.l
o 'recommendatmns to be added to thas e of the Court's.

(1) (U) Discussion. It is the Navy's positlon that the Code \ PR
of Conduct is not a penal code but rather a Code of Honor, and ’chat
persons who do not live up to the standards esta.bhshed in the Code\I
are not subject to criminal pros ecution for the:r failure unless sdid
; failures amount to violations of. the provisions of the UCMJ. This |
- position becomes clouded by the promulgation of the Code of Conduet,’
and the Navy's interpretatlon, as a General Order. As such it can
-be argued that yiolating the Code is an offense per se since it is a | B
violation of a General Order actionable under Art1c1e 92 UCMJ.

(2) CU ) Recommendation' It is recommended that the General
Order be cancelled and that the Code of Conduct be promulgated as,
an Instruction or, in-some other form with the clear understanding t{hat )
failure to 1ive up to its standards is not m 1tse1f cr1mma11y actzonable. o

. w '
N '?'
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. completely destroyed should be Jettxsoned

Lo

',‘(b).. In: the event th sh1p isin. nnmment danger of cap—

P -—-A‘r Oi

“ .

ture, the material should be destroyed if tJ.me perml’cs. Material not

, : (c)," Detaﬂed procedures to accomplish the above actlons
should be Worked out in'each instance, depending on'such factors as

the type of equ1pment_ ,.-_;type of vess e1 area of operatlons size
crew, etc. : N

" the fact fmdmg group Con31deration should be g1ven to chan
the name "Court of Inqulry" to "Board of Inquiry".




will be involved to he same extent as in the instant situ tlon in t\hose
cases where the pu lic is involved valuable time will be onsume& as
in this case, attempting to dispel the notion that the wor ”Cour‘c"? in
" Court of Inquiry' connotes the performance of a judicia functmm

" Even within the mi tary there is' some confusion on this point. |

1
i

: It is|recognized that chapging the name may cause tsome
techmcal problems by virtue, among other things, of the referendes

~ to"Court of Inquiry" in both the Manual for Courts-Martial and the

~ Uniform Code of Mihtary Justice itself. If these are not unduly bur-
- densome, it is consjidered that a change would remove a confusing
' and 'somewhat anachronistic title without derogating the s‘tature ow
formality of the forum itself. o '

(2) (U) Recommendatmn' It is recommended that consideration
‘be given to changin the title of a Court of Inquiry to a 'Board of -
Inquiry" : |

5. ,(—FGHO')'The recommendations of the Court of Inquiry, and the
CINCPACFLT comtnents thereon, have been specifically address qd to
the AGER reconnaisjsance program. Those recommendations that are

~ applicable to other surface reconnaissance programs (AGTR operatmns
in PACOM) have be¢n mcorporated in CINCPACFLT OPORD 204—69

- 6. (‘FG’E‘Q) As directed in the third endorsement, all charges preferred
- by Vice Admiral Harold G. BOWEN, Jr., USN, in the case of
- Commander Lloyd M. BUCHER)S &
and transmitted as nclosures 3(a) and 3(b) to the basic correspondence,
are hereby dismissed] Recommendatlons 25 and 27 concerning issuance
" of letters of censur to. Bo
o "are disapproved. Recommendation 26 conceﬁning
f censure to 44 ' "
d in the first endorsement.

issuance of a letter

7. (U) Subject to th foregomg comments and those of the first enc{orse-”
ment the findings of act . opinions and recommendations of the Court of

~Inquiry are approved.

/ HYLAND !

 JOHN
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IN BEPLY REFER TQ

"eircums‘ances relating to

AN

which occ
subsequen

(U) In accorda 1ce with the action” of ‘tre Secretary: ofuthe ‘Navy;
'indicated in theis atement attached to enclcsure (4), it-is directed

be Commander in Chief U. S. Pacific Fleet,

85 the.charges transmittec - as enclosures 3(a)
3(b) to the basic correspordence;:

isapproval be noted cf- tle prOposed letters

insure- transmitted as enclosures . 3(c), 3(d),.

te) to the basic correspordence.“

a. That|

Ef the foregoing action sbould be included in the
the convening authority cn the record, which may
‘rth endorsement upon the basic letter.%

3. (U) Notatio
ultimate action b
constitute the fo

’
i

SRS
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e e -The record

w1 be- taken ag 4

“T will first gi‘v‘e

T hafé';‘complei;ed;" 1t

. "vhich had a ‘beer

derived ;t‘roin | ’cho_ee;

The:Court?o;

into the seiznre‘

aifficult assigrm

professional skil

ani_:hori‘cie's for:;1 2

the Navy s reexa i

g

6 May 1969 , |

\TATRMENT OF JOHN M. CHAFED
'SECRETARY OF THE NAVY °
! * 4 o A

"Ir"oulry convened by ’c.he United States Ndvy to inqulre
of\USS PUEBLO by North Iorc,an forces on 23 January 1968 |

pxoce“edings‘.'""'.[t hau “carri ed out ‘this complex and.

ni. with commendable thorou,g,hness ’ object1v1ty , and

I‘bs report has been sunmitted ‘t;o, hlgher naval

the Court of Inqulry v ill be of continuing value in

naLion of concepts ) polic .es, regula’clons , and procedun'

a‘cti.o'n's' have 'fio

Higher nava F.

plinary aspects qf‘ t’le record as I percona.l ly have also done.

\g» on ’che PUEBLO 1ncident. A varieigy of corrective

an .‘Twill flow from i ’c. -

e .'.« B

au.horities have comp]etec 'bheir review of the disci-

My revi ew -

was of course 'HJ_:

and recommendat io

As a resultr

] ’.;.‘.

ted ‘bo ‘che évidence and to the’ findings 5 opinions ’ "

rr 3 of this tourt of Incuiry and the recommendations 04. .

the. subsequem rée

ievmg authorities. b_
! .

f ny‘ review, I ha.ve decided that no disciplinary action

vening Authority, '

. basis forfnv deci'_.‘"

you the conclusions of the Court of Inqulry , the Con-
and the Chiei‘ of Naval @erations, then exolain the
4

Based upon 1 s ;f‘indingé of fact and the formel opinions which it

"findings

, the Court of Inquiry recommended that

ns‘L a.ny of the personnel involved in the PUEBLO inciden -
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o . mviems o "

- protective

Commander Lloyd M.

USS PUEBLO,

following five alleged offenses:

complying with the

port; neglilgently
i

aboard USS

A5 sl
.

Tacher, U: S. Navy, the Commanding Officer of

be broy ght to trial by Gener:ul Court-lartial for the

mnaasures

PUEBLO

when his ship vas uttacked by North Korean f

Hriliﬁg to complete destruction of classified

nld permitiing such m4terlal Lo fall inLo the

and ffained

The Court of

Harris,'U.

T

; he|failed
deficiency| in the lassified support capabilities of the Resear h Detach-
menﬁ;ifaiied to tidin and4§fill the Researcn Detachmenu properl in ,ﬂ'"

emergency

It was recom

Murphy, Jr., U. §

. the North Horeahs;

for Sea;-thaﬁ_his

() ficers and crew were properly organized, sta

nd negligently failing 0 ensure, before dep

in pr

'S Newvg L

'_ ment a‘boarjl USS Pﬂnmo, @147 |

,ration for emergency destruction of classifi
Inquiry also recommended'thét Lieutenant Steph

Reserve, the Officer-in Charge of the Resear

permitting his ship to be seard

hrders of the North Xorean forces to follow t

“hed

. . e J
vhile hé had the p:ver to resist; failing to take immediate and aggressive

orees ;

hem into

material

hands ol

arture
tioned,

ed meteriai
en R.-

ch Detach-

iesfruc

complete emergency

ing Officer to di

Y
. cestruction after ‘having been ordered by the
sﬁose of 'all remaining classified materials.

mended by the Court of Inquiry that Lieutenant

lon procedures, and failed to take effective Action to

Mavy, the Executive Officer of USS PUEELO, ¢,
: . IR '

-

Lo 1nform %he Commanding‘Officer of PUEBLO of!a certain |,

Command-

Eﬂwafﬁ R.
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-l T SThe Courb a

sl
gl

seizure, especially

struction 'O‘L class

ified material. o ]
' Tﬁe Court of Inquiry recommended that Rear Admiral Frank L. Johnson,
. . * i - : . * J
----- - U. 8. Navy, and~Captain Everett B:' Gladding, U. S. Navy (Retired), each

Al
1leged
Japan > P

e --plan properly for

such as occurred d

’ 'faiIihg' %o

-tion of classified

Detachment

Groﬁp Paci}i‘ic , it

of PUEBLO's Resea

verify’

In th

9

Jlfailed to organize und lead the crew on the ‘hay of

in the ship's major internal task of,-emcrgenjcy de-

1

f$ iling to

fective emergency support forces for continl;encies

Luring the execubion of PUDBLO's mission, and ﬁ@

et'i‘ectively the fea.,ibiJiLy of rapid emergenc destruc-

equipment and documents carried by the PUEBIJO Research

€
|
yra.s alleged 'Lhat he was ‘ 56

).od

othe;' ser\lices a)
duiing th%,missic
The iomplete

duties waé clear]

agencies 'bo provide 1. ntelligence support to | PUEBLO

ol

Iy objettive approach of the Court of Inquiry|to its

M rs which

reflected in its full pres_ehta.tioxi of facto

would have mitig

Not‘e was' 'i',a.ken. o)

resulted in the

ing effect with respect to the offenses alle

Fed .

sucix nlaﬁtere' es the recent change in policy which |

dst-minute installation of armament aboard PUEBLO;

021

b case of Captain Gladding, then Director Nav‘al Security

’r failingn’co develop procedu.ree to ensure 'thé readiness

ch Detachment for the miesion a.ssigned and to coordina

hat Rear Admiral: Johnson, then Commander Nav#l Forces N IR

te




the limitations a

comxmmders

|
|
.
|
|

|

PUEBLO'S other- def
| _

upon. th

the 1i

»

harassmentl
emergency leotruct

therefor, ahe abse

4 deficiencies of thai armament installation Lnd of % -

|
|

[
s

nsive capabilities; ﬁhe'emphasie placed by s perior‘
importance of restraint Ana nonprovocation uwnder
itations and deficiencies'oflPUEBLO's facilities for
n of classified materiale, andeof the Navyf planning

ce of cehﬁralizedvconﬁrolfof'tﬁehamouhﬁ of classified

materials 4equired
'

failuze ‘of Pther T

Tponéible authorities te irovide ﬁroper Suppo

to be carried By infeliigence—eoliection ships; the

'thet Comman@er Euch

A

the 160 yeaﬁs of p

The Commaneer-

Authority, &ecline

|

Generai Courtharti

S

—— - e e o et 8 As————— et £ e 5ee

scedent which was °hattered‘when PULBLO was-ekized

on the high seas in 2lear violation of interLational

{
-

in-Chief of the U. S. Pacific Fleet, as Convening

to accept the recommendations of the Court o Inquiry
r,é’é»
l.

be brought to"trial by

He recommended instiad a proceeding of l sser

measure -- Aamely,

Auihority cdncurred

. 1

a view to the ] 4342
|

capaﬁility f%r rapid

|
a
‘ :
\

the institution of Tormal. procedures with a view to

R

. . The‘Convening
4 : .

‘n the recommendation of the Court of Inquir% that

T |
t. He 1ikewise concurred in the

. | ] '
recommendatibn of t Court of Inquiry that procedures be institufed with

to verify PUEBLO'%
emergency destruction of classified materiale.
, : : \
x
." g, ‘
22




The Convcn ng Authi
with a viey to.the
- The C?ief of !

|
the Commangcr~in-0k

I have refiew
mendation*‘of the
I.make no Qudgment

; -pgi‘ic:e.rs_ of the o’i‘
legitimateiy be re

! .
legal proceedings,|
. l
prior to issuance

.o
I am COnvince

the state of disci
requires fUrther 1
in the PUEB
| In reJiewing

2

even assumi%g that

S~

Buoher,

as“to assumL that

suffered enough, an# further punishment would not be Justified
- . < P 7 .

.._These_officurs were
months. During that

i

LO inci ent.

1

|

|
;t?.il

T

|

| -

< o

rity recomuended a[alnct the institution of'%roce@ures

isoua.nce of a B¢
\

{aval Qperations concurred in the recommendatiions of

g
ief of the Pacific Fleet._4 j
d the record of the Court of Inquiry and the.recom—

onvening Authorlty and ,he Chief of Neval Opérations.

regarding the guilt or 1nnocence of any of t*e

i=n°e alleged against them. Such judgnent could

~hed by duly constiixtec authority only after further

,uch as trial by c011L-nart1al or the hearing required

? a letter of reprimand or admonition.

|
however, that nelther 1ndividual discipline, nor

line or mozale in the Nevy, nor any other in#ereet

'al proceedings with respect to any perbonnel involved

»
1
|

|

he Court'é”fecomoeﬁdnt;ons with respeet to CJmmander

_ it is my opinion that --

llrther proceedlngs vere had and even going |so far

. l
:Judgment qf guilt yere to be reached - they\have.

iillegally‘imprisoned by the North Koreans fot eleven

time, their food and living conditions were marginal




e o —e— e ot .

They sulf
Theiy cap’
required J
.ceptivc's‘

cruel treatment.

The

Buchér upl

‘for conduect; and

e me—e by insisting that |

ered. extid

mder international law.

neld morgle in a superior manner;

Lors reAused to accord them even the minimal humane treatment

Court was of fhe opinion that, during his internment,

~

nsively from physical abuse and torturoﬁs-trea@pent.

Vhen they were releascd from their

4hat he provided lemdership

?
i
|
|
‘that he contributed to the ability of the crey to hold: }
|
i

|
) _ B |
tatus, egch showed great loss of weight and other marks of I

Commander

‘command structure be msintained‘and'providing guidance

Logether ?nd vitqstand the trials of detention until repatriationlcould

be effected.
The ‘égé?
o the fatlure tq

!
This basie

|

- ara e - - . -

L4

) general accusation, however, 2ould be leve]ed in vhrious |

anticipate the emergsncy that subsequently dLveloped

relaté

%

i

degrees at respohsible superior authorities in the chain of command

and control and ir the colilateral supuort structure.

The Wajor qubor which led to the PUEBLO's lonely confronbation by i

unaniicipstedly
Apremisc w_ich had|
which eve#y other

. high seas. At thp
i

-

Hld and hostile foxces was the sudden collapse of a
been’ assumed at evely level of responsibility and upon,
:aspect of the mission had been based -- freedom of the§

t particulaz point in history, the common confidence

in the histofic inviolability of a sovereign ship on the high seas in
i .

peacetime‘

i
|
|
l
i

was shown to heve been misplaced.

The consequences

must in» )




i
|
|
fairness be born by all, rdther than by one or two inleIQUdlb whom

circumotances hJ 'plqced closer to the crucial event. ]

In light of the considerations set out above, I have detgrmin%d
l

that the cnargeo égainst all of the orficers concelned vill bq dismissed,

S actlon tq that e L,

Eveny feasi {n effort is being mage 10 cozrecL any Navy eficiencies

ﬁhich mayihave camsributed to PUEBLO's se:zure. The Navy's leaders are

end T have direc Ei the Chief of Naval. Qp@1ations to take app opriate
jatranslated

.“;h._-,____into effective ac

determlned tha’ 4 in lessons learned fzcm thls tragedy shall b
o on. A |

A
e
1
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}
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2 May 1969
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FIRST ENDORSEMENT on Vice Admiral Harold G. BOWEN, Jr., USN, 072395/1100
1tr of 9 April 1969 %

" From: Commander Jn\Clief U. S. Pacific F.eet
To: Secretary of tle Navy

Via: Chief of Naval Operétions

Subj: Court of Inquixy t0|inquire into the c: rcumstances relating to
the seizure of USS ?UEBLO (AGER 2) by lorth Korean Naval Forces,
which occurred in the Sea of Japan on 3 January 1968, and the
subsequent detcntion of the vesscl and the officers and crew (U)

i 1
1, Readdressed and*fcrwarded.

2, This record of a (ourt of Inquiry convenec by me to inquire into the
~circumstances relzting to the seizure of USS PUEBLO contains many facts,
opinions and recommencatid s concerning the varlous aspects of the inci-
dent, Many of these cpinions and recommencations will require further
lengthy review anc study. [In the interests of the personnel concerned
it would be unfair to delay action on the disciplinary recommendations
pending review of the non~disciplinary recommendations of the Court.
Accordingly, this e dcrsem nt will cover only disciplinary matters asso-
ciated with the lcss cf P BLO, a second endorsement,. addressing those -~
- other matters not i cluded ‘herein, will be foywarded subsequently.

Cl
3. In the very bxoLdest sénse there are four basic issues involved in
this case, i.e.: | {

) .

a. Was the misLicn aséigned to PUEBLO preoperly planned?
b, Was PUEBLO LrOperly prepared for the uission?

c. Was the misLicn pererly executed?

d. WVas the conduct of PUEB&O personnel during detention satisfactory?

which subsequently transpi ed that the stationing of USS PUEBLO in inter-
national waters off the te ritory of North Korea, without friendly military
assistance readily availab e, was a mistake. An assessment of minimal risk
was made and approved at every level in the chain of command, and all eche-
.lons, including CINCPACFLT‘ erred in underestimating the risk

i 4, With regard to the fit§t issue, there is no question in light of events

. No. sovereign ship hadL een seized in peacetime on the high seas in
~over~160 years. Our intel]igenee gathering ships have operated in inter-
‘npational waters off Communist dominated territories for a considerable
f»time without such seizure¢ ' Communist intelligence gathering ships have
- 1ikewise operated in international waters off our coasts for a considera
time., Experience with thi . type of intelligence gathering by an AGER wa
limited to the previous mi sions of USS BANNER, and since that ship had
never experienced an attael; a false sense of security based on the-inter-
national law of freedom of | the seas prevailed throughout all echelons of
command. Nevertheless, it{is through this consideration of freedom of

-
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the seas, subscribed fo. by. all civilized nations, that these nations )l
jointly shared in the ‘unrestricted use of the high seas for communica- °

tion throughout t

Communist nations

Sea, There 1is no

territorial seas.

and was entitled’
reasonable in my

and reckless act Dby

6. Accordingly,

MO g_ob- - The only diffevences which exist between
an ‘this regard center on .the breadth of the territorial
‘evidence that PUEBLO ever entered North Korean claimed
,On the icontrary, she remained in- international watets
o tlie immunity of the hilgh seas. Therefore, it is ‘not
opinton to hold, even fron hindsight, that the illegal

: the North Koreans couLd ox should have been anticipated.

T
_consider it inappropridle to single out an individual )

with primaxy failm‘e to plan for emergency support forces simply because

he was the :immeddl:
cannot agree with'

was individually

JOHNSON shared the
all echelons of cop

requiring immedia
sidered and appro|
from the
the contin
all of us,:not ju
out for admonitio

7. With regard.t

vdntage |
lency wi

e buperior in the chain of command above PUEBLO, I

he Court's opinion that Rear Admiral Frank JOHNSON
sponsible for this failure. In my view, Rear Admiral
sarie false sense of securi:y which clearly existed at
nai:d, and this led him to judge the mission as one not
1y’availab1e support forces, This judgement was con~

d throughout the chain of command. Undeniablj; and
int: of hindsight, the plan should have provided for .
éh' occurred, but the reuponsibility correctly 'lies with
o ‘wi.th him, and I cannor in good conscience single him
:in this respect.’

‘.
\

1
1

ol the: second issue, i.e., was PUEBLO'prepared'fdr the

mission,'tﬂe reco)

supervision by h

1d pcints to many areas where the planning for,,and
pher authority of the converuion, training”and mission.

preparatiod of US

comings were more}:

varying’ degree t

the two most serig
ithe fa

and were: .
tion with the fa

8. CINCPAGFLT In|

him to "endure su
tion of cldssifi
before the [Court
best in a curso
23 January illust
not exist to effe
therefore eoncur

Rear Admiral F

supervisorx authoH
waters of f North
well trained and’

for developing ad-

intelligence deta

GLADDING, now retin
failed to effectip
for the PUEBLO on X
ensuring the read:
However, I !cannotfid

| PULBLO were less -than optinwm. Some of these 'short--
-obvious than others, and al. ultimately affected in
|£ir.al outcome on 23 January 1968. Of these sHortcomings
18 ceficiencies were prnper .y highlighted by the Court,
lure to verify the ship’s cnpability for rapid destruc—
Lities provided and lack of proper intelligence support.‘

HA

‘ructions to the, Commander Haval Forces, Japan, directed
table facilfties and procedures exist for rapid destruc-
material” for this type of operation. The testimony
idicates that these instructions were carried dut at

!nd ineffectiye manner, and certainly the events of

!tec that facilities, organization and procedures did

t tte rapid destruction of classified material. I

th the Court that (‘5?49

p ed intelligence detachment was not primarily oriented
Ko total inspection of this unit was conducted by
T ty to determine its actual capability to work in the
<-rea._ The Naval Security Group detachment was not as
=ady as it should have been. The basic respon ibility
uate procedures for ensuring readiness of PUEELO's
hment for the mission assigned rested with Captain E. B.
lred from the Navy. I do not agree that Captain GLADDING
ely coordinate support from other Services and |Agencies
er mission. I do agree that he did a very poor job of

ess of .the intelligence detachment for the migsion.
an officer now

yi

ee any meaningful purpose * 25¢&
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not directly contiibute to the loss of PUEBLO and the sensitive material..
Therefore, I do’ n ‘ approve the Court s recommendation regarding Captain

;

10, With regard o the third basic issue, the major consideration is «
whether the Commav-ing Officer, USS PUEBLO, was justified in allowing

the North Koreans to..come aboard his ship and to capture it and sensitive
material carriedia with the entire crew without: offering credible
resistance, 4"l .

11, When an offi‘@r is placed in’ command of a U. S. Navy ship, he becomes
totally reoponsio‘e for what happens in that ship and to the ship., He

is expected to ensure that the officers and m2n under him are trained and
drilled so, that the ship 1s capable of perforning every evolution required
by the mission aﬂv by the specific tasks assigned.. There are many regula-
tions and instruc Ions which describe and explain what is expected of the
Commanding{Offic" .In essence, they demand an extremely high standard

of performance fr»ﬂ hlm In particular and also from everyone in the ship.
He is expected‘t‘ ﬂamlliarize himself witbh all the provisions of ' these
directives and s‘rlthat they are carried out.

it-in the Navy that a most searching investlgation will

standing réquiret~
'happened. The performance of all key persons in the

be made into what
ship 1s exgmined@
Judgements;must-f:qessarily be made after the fact as to what the persons

concerned bould”;.;e done or should have done to avoid the difficulty en-
tirely, or to les

i
may have occurre_

will follow if t}rir ship suffers any serious incident., They knbw this

prior to the time ﬂhey accept command, and they fully recognize their ac~
countability for|their actions and inactions. That those in compand of

men and materialg', all’military services are accountable before their
superiors and thé|people is one'of the great strengths of these services
and a bulwerk to|security in fhe nations which employ them.

g lished practice in the Navy of carefully inve tigating
s has served it well, The setting of exceptionFlly high
standards end insigting that they be met is a goal which the Navy will
always seek to fulfill. When ships have been called upon, they have, by
and large, more than met the demands placed upon them. When they have
not met thbse deﬁ: ds, the principal reasons therefor have more often than
not been tFaced o (faults in the performance of the people in thbm. When
personnel fault a8 been assessed as a contributor to trouble 1n~a ship,
the Commanping Officer is invariably charged with a major share of the
responsibility. |Every naval officer who takes command of a ship]knows
and accept; de, . |

|
sea to th
might be experien
of them arid, wher
In essence,, comma
and they must th through in advance the consequences of their| actions
in any specific
decisions withou

shown that. it is
> T

e has established the need for persons in comr and at
land to anticipate all possible contingencies which
d, to have plans developed ahead of time to take care
¢ necessary, to take early steps to be ready foE them,

tuidance from higher authority. Experience has also
it possible to test fully and completely aheadlof time

003

028

|
l
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A,
ret from activ‘ naval service., I consider that his performance did o

,

u : 1
12, Wheneyver thiy s 8o seriously wrong in a ship or to a ship it is a long
d neasured against extremely high and exaeting standards).

::én the damage to the ship cr the injuries to people which
All commanding officers understand that such a procedure

ding officers must be forehanded —- they must anticipate |

rgency which might occur and be prepared to make critic#




what their react
until ‘one arises

instructions in pr
expected -that thei!
early recognitic &
preparatory step
the utilization

otential danger, fine judgement»as7to when to take

eet. the danger, and: by aggressiVe leadership ini:,
ry means at their disposal to.avoid loss of the :
ppear.v I

that any real thre : o his ship s safety would ever exist it is diffi—

an armed boarding~
which one unsucce
have recognized- erious threat. His reactions were too passive and
when he failed to s aka decisive actions then, the, last

to get the ship‘ ’ :

16. The finding57- ‘fact and: opinions of the Court 8 rongly support its

reconmendation tha- iCommander BUCHER be brought to trial by General Court~5

Martial, I partiﬂ larly agree with the opinions ‘concerning” Commander. -
BUCHER's actions apithe time of the- seizure. ‘lis wereé;not - the actions
that we expect and} t-require of our commanding officers when their ship
come into jeopardy he Court discusses. thig;matteri
that although cor '“_ ‘concern for personal irjury,and loss of life is ‘in-
herent in U. S.: '§ ‘ radition, custom and regulation; it cannot be’ held
so highly as to inhibit the actions required to defend the ship against
hostile attack and;to prevent the loss of highly classified and sensitive
material, the.very}loss. ofxwhich could of -itself be the, .basic cause of .
~ even greater’ sacri
have been many ‘exa
.ined men in resistd ‘and even’ overcominggsuperior ‘forces, and it must be
expected that somejieredible resistance to:capture will be offered if our.
standards of perfOunance ‘under fire are not to decline’ or disappear. I
would add that thi'aphilosophy is not: .unique: to the. U.,S Navy. Indeed,
any other philosoP vould“render completely ineffectiverall of our armed
: : Tf?American.people

'ttle 4t sea.

'her engines were fully operational when she was

surrendered., - By
whelm the hostil

unique about -this.§:
t '.

e with which she was confronted, but there is nothin

the whole course. ¢
Powver to resist im
imposing his will:
short time. It is;
enemy's will unlesgi:

i e‘p
S"history might well have been*vastly different.
es possession of’ the means to prevent the enemy from
eéven'if this resistance is offered for a relatively
of course, impossible to! determine the strength of the
. PUEBLO had the mea

ans,*with arms. alone, did ‘she.have the power to over-|.

ed” him to expect severe' harassment yet not to believe;{ f;\

s

and brings out- clearly"” -

and' Iods of life’ by?untold numbers ‘later on. There ;fffﬁgx‘
“4n ‘naval history:of: ‘what can'be: achieved by" determ- o

Thiszdoes;

g|”

-

?é‘il~;‘b



BUCHER on 23 Janu
had a right to'ex
plications of any
a shot while pos
BUCHER should hav

19. Prior to the
emergency destruct
mitting such mate
failure is the.m
mission revolved’a
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