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Senator McCAIN. I am certainly satisfied.

The CuHairMAN. Let me just ask whether DOD or DIA folks had
any questions or comments raised by the answer. Have they had g
chance to read it?

Mr. SHEET2. 1 have a fact sheet on the Dooley-Hickerson case
that I would be pleased to make available at the appropriate time,

[The information referred to follows:]

Attached is a Fact Sheet on the Dooley-Hickerson case based upon the Senate
Foreign Relations minority staff report.

THE Cask oF LTJG JamEes E. DooLey, USN
BACKGROUND

On 22 October 1367, LTJG James E. Dooley was flying an A-4E aircraft which
was hit by antiaircraft fire following a strike mission in Haiphong. Witnesses re-
ported that LTJG Dooley’s aircraft was streaming fuel and headed toward the Gulf
of Tonkin, where it descended and crashed into the water just east of the Do Son
Peninsula. There were no signs that LTJG Dooley ejected from the aircraft, no
beepers were heard, and a thorough search revealed no sign of survival,

CLAIMS MADE IN THE MINORITY 5TAFF REPORT

The Senate Foreign Relations minority staff report claims that: a) DOD correlated
a sighting report of the capture of an American pilot to returnee Capt. James Hick-
erson, USN, instead of LTJG Dooley, so a5 to consider the report resolved; b) “In
1973, a U.S. POW who had been repatriated said he saw Dooley’s name written on
the wall of a prison cell in Hanoi”; ¢) “Two Thai special forces’ soldiers released
from North Vietnamese custody in 1973 identified Dooley’s photograph as a fellow
inmate” and; d) A communist photo of captured U.S. pilots in Hanoi shows a partial
profile of a person who “strongly resembles’’ LTJG Dooley.

FACTS

a. The refugee report clearly describes the capture of CAPT Hickerson, whose own
debriefing account of his capture closely follows the source's reporting.

b. No returnee ever claimed to have seen LTJG Dooley’s name on a prison wall.

¢. The Thai POW’s did not identify Dooley’s photograph as a fellow inmate.

d. LTJG Dooley is not depicted in any post-capture photographs.

ANALYSIS OF CLAIMS

The minority staff's “analysis” of the fore mentioned live-sighting report is a clas-
sic example of how raw reporting, without access to a data base of facts, can be mis-
interpreted. In this instance a Vietnamese refugee source interviewed by the Joint
Casualty Resolution Center (JCRC) in December 1986, reported firsthand informa-
tion on the capture of a U.S. pilot in what he believed was October or November
1968. The source described seeing a man in a parachute land on the beach and at-
tempt to evade by swimming out into the water. The source says the Vietnamese
shot at the swimmer to limit his movement, and local forces swam out to capture
the man. He also says that the pilot began firing at the Vietnamese and attempted
to talk on a hand-held radio, but was unable to do so due to waves. He goes on to
report that the pilot wore a one-piece uniform with a long zipper in the front and
that the POW was blindfolded and his arms bound behind his back before he was
loaded into a sidecar. He adds that he was later put in an automobile and driven
away.

Based solely upon the loss location, time of day and month, JCRC originally be-
lieved the report could relate to LTJG Docley; however, when the facts of CAPT
Hickerson's capture were later brought to their attention (JCRC did not have access
to his debrief) they reevaluated all reports from that area and rescinded their tenta-
tive correlation to LTJG Dooley, concluding that the source’s information described
CAPT Hickerson’s circumstances of capture.

The mincrity staff says that CAPT Hickerson has provided a written statement of
his capture, claiming ‘%’19 could not have been swimming out to sea when he was
captured,” and refuting other points in the source’s story. They say that “Hickerson
was taken to prison riding on the back of a bicycle, not in a jeep as the fisherman
described.”
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While DIA does not possess the alleged written statement from CAPT Hickerson
to which the Senate staff refer, we do have the returnee’s 1973 debriefing in which
he details the events of his December 1967 capture. Upon returning to the U.S,,
CAPT Hickerson told debriefers . . . “(he) collapsed his parachute, he found him-
self face-to-face with about 100 civilian personnel. He immediately separated from
the parachute and started running out into the shallow water, after going a short
distance he detached his seat pack and commenced swimming seaward. About this
time rifle shots started splashing in the water around him . . . .” “At this point
Hickerson saw he was about to be captured so he puiled out his survival radic and
sent the message . . . to his wingman. He then stopped, put up his hands and sur-
rendered to the DRV swimmers.” In his debrief CAPT Hickerson goes on to describe
how he was stripped of his clothing, blindfolded, his hands tied behind his back and
how he was put on the fender of a motorcycle and taken to the fishing village. Later
that day he was also moved in the sidecar of a motorcycle, during which time he
was seen by crowds of people who threw rocks and sticks at him.

While there are slight differences in the source’s account and CAPT Hickerson's
as reported in his debrief, the refugee report clearly refers to the former POW. It is
noteworthy that the source was only 13 years old when he observed the event, and
19 years passed between the time he saw CAPT Hickerson's capture and the time
he reported it to U.8. authorities,

As to the other points raised by the minority staff, DIA is not aware of anyone
claiming to have seen Dooley’s name written on the wall of a prison cell. This story
appears to stem from a returnee who reported that another POW had mentioned
seeing Dooley’s name on a wall; however, the POW to which the story was attrib-
uted never mentioned Dooley in any manner in his debriefing or later interviews.

When shown a photo of LTJG Dooley, the two Thai soldiers released from Hanoi
in 1973 were uncertain, saying they saw a similar face in 1968 at a prison known as
the “Zoo.” Based upon other information they furnished, it is clear that they saw
another individual who subsequently died in captivity, but who bore a physical re-
semblance to the preloss photograph of LTJG Dooley they were shown. There is no
information that points to LTJG Dooley’s capture or to his being imprisoned at the
“Zoo" or any other prison, s

The minority staff also allude to a cormmunist photograph of a profiled PG
resembles LTJG Dooley. We have no clue as to which photo they are refer
one exception, every POW photograph from the war has been identified:
one remaining unidentified photo is clearly not the missing Naval aviatde:
plain facts are that DIA possesses no post-capture photographs that even fomy
can be attributed to LTJG Dooley. st

Senator SmitH. You in your travels, Mr. Usry, you were. looking
at both photographs, correct, both cases—both Carr, and who was
the other one, Stevens?

Mr. Usry. No, sir, that is not correct.

Senator SMITH. 1 mean, Borah.

Mr. Usry. No. The only reason we went to Thailand was to deal
with the Stevens photograph. The information that came to us con-
cerning Stevens came to us from Judge Hamilton Gayden. The in-
formation that came to us concerning Borah also came from Ham-
ilton Gayden, but since we had no firm identification at that time,
it was felt to deal with that which looked most promising.

The photographs of Carr were provided by Colonel Bailey. How-
ever, Colonel Bailey was not forthcoming with any information
concerning where Carr might be, and so we did not go to Thailand
with any intention of determining anything about Carr. We provid-
ed the briefing to Secretary Cheney with the Carr photographs to
sshow him the process. Qur whole intent was to deal strictly with

tevens.

Senator SMiTH. What is Charney’s opinion of the Carr photo-
graphs? .

Mr. Usry. According to Dr. Charney the photographs are of the
same person.
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Senator SmitH. And Mr. Ford indicated, I forget the exact lan-
guage that was used, but compelling resemblance, but you had not
ruled that out in this particular photograph and that that is 5
match, is that correct?

Mr. Sueerz. That is right.

Mr. Usry. Would we like to continue. I would like to continue
with those areas that I pointed out in my initial statement, that
were areas that we were not able to proceed to because of asset
problems. The first one which were attempts by the administration
to infiltrate private activists groups, I believe the testimony of Mr.,
Sampley to this committee last week supports our position. Howey-
er, I am offering additional documentation to support that position.
This documentation will also support our next problem area list.

Two, illegal surveillance and investigation.

The CHalRMAN. What page are you on?

Mr. Usry. 14,

The CHAIRMAN. Now you say, and I am just reading your testi-
mony on page 14, it says this live sighting report is definitely not
that of Hickerson, as the Defense Department indicates. Correct.
That is page 14 of your statement?

Mr. Usry. Yes sir. That is also what Captain Hickerson says in
his letter and in his statement to me.

The CHairMaN. | understand. Can I ask who is responsible for *
the evaluation of that? Is that you Mr. Sheetz? :

Mr. SueeTrz. That is my office.

The CHAIRMAN. Can you come up, do you mind. I am just trying :
to understand this. It inevitably puts both of you on the spot a
little bit and I apologize for that, but I am truly trying to under-.
stand this, so the committee can really grapple with this, I mean -
what we have got here. And I just read it and I have a statement .
from JCRC to Commander naval military personnel, SOCOM, Spe-
cial Operations Command. And that is an evaluation which was fo
NSC from Mr. Childress in January 1987 of the Dooley incident.

The next page, here on page 13, let me go back one page before
that, excuse me. Go back before that report that has the evalua
tion. You had the Hickerson letter, To Whom It May Concern, m
name is Capt. James Hickerson, USN, so forth and then he says,
do not believe the captured American pilot subject to the re
was me. There are too many discrepancies between the JCR repo
and my capture.

(1) I was not shot down on 22 December—I was shot down on 1)
cember—I think he means I was shot down—he says I was not, but
I think he means, I was shot down on 22 December, not October ©
November. (2) My parachute was all white, not red, white and blué.
(3) If I had landed 50 meters from an air field I would have beent
aware of it. (4) [ swam no more than 50 yards, not 200 meters. (5) 17
did not attempt to use my pistol. (6) There were no waves. (7) 1 was
transported away on the back of the bicyele, not in a side car and1’
was never in an automobile. (8) T was wearing marine fatigues, twWo
piece, not a one-piece flight suit. (9) There was a solid, approxt
mately 800-foot, overcast in the area, making it unlikely that five
or six jets plus a helicopter would have been flying under an over
cast that close to Do Son. '
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Despite the fact that the location and date of the described cap-
ture was approximately mine, considering the above, I do not be-
lieve that the captured pilot reported in JCRC report was me. Very
respectfully, J.R. Hickerson, Captain, USN.

hNow, has he ever changed that testimony? Are you aware of
that?

Mr. SueeTz. I have not seen this letter before. We've been work-
ing with his official debrief and that was done right after he came
home when his memory was fresh. And that is the scurce material
that has been available to us.

Senator McCain., Mr. Chairman, could I just add a little bit to
this. I did talk to him last night. He is a friend of mine, and he
said he was asked various questions. Was your parachute red,
white, and blue. He said, no, et cetera. The fact is that the refugee
cites this incident as being in 1968 and both Dooley and Hickerson
were shot down in 1967. So I think it is a little bit hard and I be-
lieve that the refugee’s reporting was some 19 years after the al-
leged incident.

The CHairMaN. This is what I am trying to get at.

Mr. Sueetz. The refugee was 13 years old at the time of the inci-
dent.

Senator McCAIN. 13 years old at the time of the incident?

The CHairMaN. Well, the refugee, I am less concerned about. I
am just trying to get to the letter.

Senator McCaiN. This is based on a refugee report. He was 13
years old at the time he made the report, 19 years later. So I think
it is very understandable that there might be some problem. .. .

The CHAlRMAN. Was this letter drafted by Captain Hickerson?;:

Senator McCain. It was solicited. e g

Mr. Usry. I believe it was solicited by the individual it was ad-
dressed to. CLE

Senator McCaInN. By a family member.

Mr. Usry. I would like to comment, if I may, on Senator
McCain’s point. I think it is well taken. This is some 19 years later
and this was our concern, that the individual was confused to a
great degree. Yet it was finally determined to be Captain Hicker-
son, when it could just as easily have been someone else.

And that is our point. We are not necessarily saying, that this is,
or that what the refugee saw was, in fact, a shoot down of Dooley.
What we are saying is that what the refugee saw may not have
been a shoot down of Hickerson.

The CuairmaN. Hang on one second, Mr. Usry. These folks know

j' how many shoot downs there were at Do Son within that period of
b time. I mean, we know how many aircraft we lost. We know when
} a pilot went down. So it is either Dooley or Hickerson, | presume.
3 DcHou have another pilot that it might be?

r.

Usry. I believe at that point in time there were four lost in

4 that area from the documentation I reviewed. And they were able
f' to determine in two of those instances, those referred to, there
j were two crashes in which there, and again, I am recalling from
' memory there were no bodies recovered or it was assumed that the
¢t pilot had, in fact, crashed because there were no parachutes seen.

Senator McCaIN. Was this 1968 or 1967, because the refugee said

it took place in 19687 .
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Mr. Usry. Again, I would have to refer specifically to the docy.
ment which I would be more than willing to do. I just don't have
that particular document in my hand. But the point I am trying tg
make is, that I understand, there are some inconsistencies, as Sena.
tor McCain has pointed out.

The position we are trying to make is that, with those inconsist-
encies, it was still attributed the shoot down finally, final analysig
by JCRC or the DIA, was that it was Hickerson. Our position ig
that that analysis was not correct and it could have been Lieuten-
ant Dooley because that is still an unresolved issue.

Senator McCaiN. In fact in your report you state that the de-
scription of events more closely resembles the capture of Hicker-
son.

Mr. Usry. That is based upon the preliminary findings of the
JCRC in which they state other than the timeframe in which the
shoolt down was described by the source it closely resembles that of
Dooley.

The CuairMmaN. Now what do you say to that, Mr. Sheetz?

Mr. SueeTZ. Well, I would like to read a very short piece of text
here, that is an extract from his debriefing report. I will give it to
you in basically what are Hickerson's words. Upon returning to the
United States, Captain Hickerson told de-briefers, “He collapsed
hie parachute. He found himself face to face with about 100 civilian
personnel.

He immediately separated from the parachute and started run-

ning out into the shallow water. After going a short distance he de-

tached his seat pack and commenced swimming seaward. About
this time rifle shots started splashing in the water around him. At

this point Hickerson saw he was about to be captured so he pulled

out his survival radio and sent a message to his wingman.

He then stopped, put up his hands and surrendered to the Viet- -
namese swimmers. In his debrief Captain Hickerson goes on to de-
scribe how he was stripped of his clothing, blindfolded, his hands :
tied behind his back. How he was put on the fender of a motorcycle
and taken to a fishing village. Later that day he was also moved in
the sidecar of a motorcycle during which time he was seen by :

crowds of people who threw rocks and sticks at him.”

The CHAIRMAN. That is his own words. His own recollection right ;

after he came back?
Mr. Sueerz. That's correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, what is there about the Dooley record that
makes it similar from DIA’s perspective. Originally DIA thought it
was Dooley’s shoot down?
Mr. Sueerz. JCRC.

The CHaIRMAN. What was it that made them come to that con

clusion?

Mr. Sueerz. Based solely on the loss, location, time of day and

month. JCRC believed the report could relate to Lieutenant Dooley.
However, when the facts of Captain Hickerson’s capture were later
brought to their attention, they re-evaluated all the reports from
that area, rescinded their tentative correlation to Doocley, conclut’i-
ing the source of the information described Captain Hickerson's
circumstances of capture.
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The CuairRMAN. Now Mr. Usry, let me ask you, do you not think
there are sufficient parallels between Mr. Hickerson's own account
and a refugee of 13 years’ ago account, that it would be improbable
that another pilot had almost the exact same experience from
shoot down into the water, capture, bicycle, so forth, bicycle slash
sidecar; I mean is there not a probability of fact here that has to
enter into this?

Mr. Usry. I believe with the probability factor that it could have
been Hickerson, it could equally make it Dooley, I do believe.

The CHAIRMAN. What makes you say that?

Mr. Usry. Because when Captain Hickerson indicates to us, or to
the family members, at the time he was asked, that he was not
placed in a sidecar, he was not transported across an airport or an
airfield, he was not put in a car, but in fact was taken a prisoner
on a bicycle. That is an extreme difference. And because of that.

The CuairMaN. Well Captain Hickerson’s own words were just
read to you. That is his own debrief. This was Captain Hickerson's
own de-brief.

Mr. Usry. So then do we make the assumption that in 1989 he
made a mistake and again on the 6th of March, 1990, when I spéke
to him that he again made a mistake. I think the easiest way to -
resolve this particular issue concerning Captain Hickerson would
be to ask him, exactly what he remembers now. If, in fact, we are
incorrect, then we are incorrect, but if in fact we are not incorrect,
then the question is still there. ' :

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this. Did—I do not see Captain
Hickerson’s signature on this letter. e

Mr. Usry. I have it on the bottom in mine. It says, Verg Reeﬁect-
fully, J M. Hickerson, Captain USN, Retired, then it has J.M. Hick-
erson signed on it. You are looking at the text of my statement. If
you look under enclosure F you will find an actual copy of the
letter, with his signature. S ..

Senator McCAIN. Let me just point out Mr. Usry, that I think,
frankly, Mr. Chairman, we are spending way too much time on
this. We have got a lot of other areas to cover but the reason why
we debrief immediately upon release, immediately before we go
home, before we see families, you should know, this, Mr. Usry, is so
that they can get the freshest facts that they possibly can about
our experience in prison.

Now I am not saying that Mr. Hickerson is not telling the truth.
In fact, I am convinced, I know absolutely that he is saying what-
ever is to the best of his recollection, but I would have a strong
tendency as he would to rely upon his initial debrief back in 1973,
rather than a recollection nearly 20 years later. I think that is the
only point.

The CHAIRMAN. Well it is something we ought to try to nail
down. Let us move on. We will try to reconcile it as we go along
here. Does DIA have any questions about whether or not it might
be Dooley today?

Mr. SHEETZ. No. We are confident that it is Hickerson.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator McCaIN. From what I see, Mr. Chairman, I am not sure.

Mr. Usry. No. 2. lllegal surveillance and investigation of individ-
ual activists of this issue by the Department of Defense. Mr. Chair-
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man, I offer for the record several pieces of correspondence ej
originating from Mr. John R. Mead or addressed to[;lim. Th?a ?:gger
f.spopc‘lence frqm Mr. Mead, in all instances, is addressed to varimf-
individuals within the U.S. Government to include the AttorneSI
ggggr?l oftth?JUntl_ted t%tamcs, the Public Integrity Section of the
rtment of Justice, the Coun i
Inri;aﬁ'nal o Of dustice, th sel to the President, as well as the
e correspondence to Mr. Mead is from various Govern
agencies indicating t}_lat they have received this correspomizsgg
and are acting upon it. Mr. Mead’s correspondence addresses his
concern with the administration (1) utilizing private organizationg
to spy on him, (2) conducting character assassination on him, and
(3) the Defense Department conducting surveillance of him. He Spe-
c_1ﬁcally 1den_t1ﬁes, at that time, Mr. Richard Childress of the Na-
tional Security Council, as well as individuals affiliated with the
Center for POW MIA Accountability Incorporated.

I would also like to introduce for the record a memorandum pre-
par,ed by Dr. Harvey Andrews, a former member of Senator Grass-
ley’s staff, dated September 11, 1989. The memorandum addresses
Dr. Andrews has reviewed the file concerning Mr. Mead’s allega:
tions. I wish to _also_ point out that Dr. Andrews is a retired defense
criminal investigative service special agent with over 30 years of
criminal investigative experience.

[SSee %;)o 4?“0f C1’;he appendix.]

benator McCain. Excuse me, Mr. Usry, when were the
written to Attorney General, Public Intggrity Section. Def)grlfrtlt:nr:
of Justice, et cetera and Counsel to the President and IRS?

Mr. Usry. They started in May 1984, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Where is that in your report?

Mr. Usry. That is enclosure 1.

The Cairman. No, your report originally.

Mr. Usry. No, sir, what we are addressing at this particular
point in time, are those issues in my statement of last week, that
we were not able to look into due to the non-availability of assets.

Senator MCCAII\{. Mr. Usry, have there been any investigations
conducted concerning these instances that Mr. Mead refers to?

Mr. Usry. Yes, that is what I was going to address now Senator.

Senator McCAIN. What has been result?

Mr. USRY. The resolution was, as far as we are concerned, incom-
plete simply because it was not referred to the proper agency. The
Departmeqt of Defense did not deny that they had, in fact, con-
ducted their surveillance. However, they said nothing illega,l had
occurred. The Civil Rights Violations were never referred to the ap-
propriate agency for determination to begin with and that is what 1
would like to read to you.

Senator McCAIN. Since 1984 they have not been

Mr. Usry. That is my, our understanding. May I read the docu-
ment. On August 28, 1989, the Office of Public Integrity, Depart-
ment of Justice was asked to produce its file on the investigation of
a complaint filed by John R. Mead. Reference a local surveillance

by DIA, et cetera, Mr. Jack Keeny produced a three-page declara-
tion of prosecution based upon Mead’s complaints stating that this
paper summarized our enquiry.
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Mr. Keeny would not allow the paper to leave this office. Upon
review the declination paper was found to be a superficial enquiry
of the complaint by Mead which was conducted by Defense Depart-
ment’s Oversight Office. DIA, through the Oversight enquiry never
denied a surveillance of Mead but stated it had done nothing ille-
gal. The portion of the complaint dealing with the Civil Rights Vio-
lation was not referred to the Federal Bureau of Investigation or
was their any evidence that any other potential criminal viclations
in Mead’s complaint were ever investigated by the FBI.

The paper was a self-serving document that cleared DIA of any
wrongdoing. Mr. Keeny was asked to provide the full file on this
matter and he said he would have to take it up with some unidenti-
fied office. Subsequently Mr. Keeny called and said the complete
file would have to be withheld because of the Third Agency Rule
and so after that time, to my knowledge, there has been no further
pursual of Mr. Mead’s allegations.

Senator McCAIN. And one of his allegations is that Mr. Childress
was associated with an organization called the Center for POW/
MIA Accountability, Inc., a supposed tax-exempt organization and
they and individuals associated with the Center have engaged in
attempted blackmail and extortion. After receiving approval from
Mr. Childress for their travel, that is the allegation, here, that I
read.

Mr. Usry. Those originated from Mr. Mead, Senator. o

Senator McCain. The obvicusly very serious part of his allega-
tion is that Mr. Childress, who was then a member of the Nation
Security Council directed the Center for POW/MIA Accountabili
Inc., and individuals to engage in blackmail and extortion of M
Mead, is that correct? S R s

Mr. Usry. As Mr. Mead put it, yes. That is pne of séveral-
ments that he offers indicating what he felt-were iniproprieties or
illegalities. S

Senator McCaIiN. Do you know anything about this Center for
POW/MIC Accountability, Inc.? :

Mr. Usry. I know very little about them, Senator. I do believe
that, that is the same organization or corporation that Mr. Sam-

pley also referenced that had hired him, but I am not sure on that.
I believe it is the same one.

The CHAIRMAN. What is the gravamen of your allegation regard-
ing this?

Mr. Usry. Simply that it was not proceeded to its logical conclu-
sion. It is my understanding that Civil Rights Violations are the
principle responsibility of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

The CHAIRMAN. You are not vouching for the authenticity or va-

lidity thereof?

Mr. Usry. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are just saying it was not investigated?

Mr. Usry. That is correct. :

The Cruairman. That should be easy enough to ascertain.

Senator McCaiN. Do any of the DOD witnesses here know any-
thing about the Center for POW/MIA Accountability, Inc.?

Mr. SHEETZ. I do not, but there is something else I would like to
say. 1 do not have any knowledge of that organization, but if I
could I would like to point out that DIA is a foreign intelligence
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organization and we do not do domestic surveillance. If indeed

there were any surveillance of Mr. Mead, I can tell you categorical.

ly it would not have been done by DIA.

I do not know where this notion of unlawful surveillance by DIA
came from, but we are not authorized by our charter to do enforce.
ment surveillance or any of that kind of work in the United States,
except under extremely limited context and I have seen nothing
here that would lead me to believe that this would be one of those
type cases.

Senator McCain. Mr. Usry, were you aware that DIA does not
surveil Americans, anyone domestically?

Mr. Usry. I am aware that the DIA has no charter to do so, yes,
Senator.

Senator McCaIN. But you believe they did?

Mr. Usry. I have no belief one way or the other.

Senator McCAIN. You say in your statement there was illegal
surveillance and investigation of individual activists of this issue
by the Department of Defense?

Mr. Usry. I believe I also state those are problem areas we were
not able to look into due to restriction of assets and that those
were areas that were left unresolved.

The CaalrRMAN. What page is that on?

Senator McCaIN. Page 14 is the illegal surveillance, the Center
for POW/MIA Accountability Inc., and also there is allegations
about Mr. Armitage.

The CHamrmaN. Within your original report to the committee,
th(j,; subcommittee report, the Minority report, what page is that
on?

Mr. Usry. Senator, again, I believe that what we are discussing
right now are those seven issues that are referenced.

The CHAIRMAN. Just deriving out of your statement?

Mr. Usry. Yes sir.

The CrAalRMAN. Not out of the report?

Mr. Usry. No sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Where you alleged in your opening you were
unable to complete?

Mr. Usry. Yes sir.

The CHaiRMAN. Because of—I think I recall that. I do not have a
copy. I seem to recall that I read it in the context that you said
they were, I suppose it depends on how you read it. All right.

Why do you not proceed? I think what we want to try to do
here—and I have read through the others—I think they are pretty
self explanatory, with perhaps one or two questions that might
arise. Well, that was the illegal surveillance. That was the last one;
is that accurate?

Mr. Usry. That was the last one we addressed, yes, sir.

The CaairMaN. Are there any of the other areas that Senators
want to survey and then ask questions about, rather than go
through each and every one? If you have questions on them, other-
wise they can stand as their own explanation.

Senator BrowN. Mr. Chairman. I do not believe you have cov-
ered this in depth, but I was looking on page 20, item No. 3. Cer-
tain U.S. Government officials who testified before the House Con-
gressional Hearings lied. Documentation which I will provide for
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he record in the form of personal cqrrespoqdpnce from various
11;~:et13-sonnel employed clearly showed this duplicity. Who were the
t officials?

Golcrl?.-nll}]sergr.oWhat we have is personal correspondence between
former and present employees of CIL-HI, in which they }nd1cate
that some of the statements they made, during, I believe it was a
House Hearings a few years ago, were not, in fact, correct, and that
they were purposefully misrepresented or misstated.

Senator BROWN. I am sorry, the question I asked was, who were

'? -
thgd?-e%)é?ﬁ. If you will allow me to look in my files here, I will Ee
more than happy to provide it, or if you would submit it \g?}: tde
record I will be more than ?apﬁy to give you the names. y do

iust go through the files here. .
wesgg;g::, Bgl;.OWN. l\%y understanding of the purpose of this ‘.wraln:il for
you to present the documentation for the statements that have
beﬁi‘rmflgen.y. That is correct. And so would you like to take a 5-
inuf hile I go through those.
ml’i‘l}ﬁe (%Jl:i?l?m‘zlql. ei')ogyou have the personal correspondence here.
. Yes, sir, I do.

%:e %sl?:IRMAN. Why do you not pull that out. That wog(l}d be
helpful. And let me just ask you, while you are doing that. Di y%té
read the foreign relations committee file, the file with respegt
the so-called organized crime figure? .

Mr. Usry. No. ] .

CHAIRMAN. You did not read the file 1tse1t‘_._? i el

%’I‘}f UI;;Y. No, sir. You mean what was provided to ugork}w

be in there in total? ) o e
maT%e CHAIRMAN. Well what was provided to you. t o3
Mr. Usry. An abstract of—what we were looked at was Ar¥

stract of the notations on various date diaries by one of the individ-
uals. . )
CrAIRMAN. In writing? You saw that! )
rII\}lf U}si;xl’. I saw it. It was basically a computer pfnnt out.
The CHAIRMAN. But you did not see the file itself.
. ir. ) )
%fé %i?:[“ii:{ And the abstract was provided you specifically
? .

byh‘*‘lvr}.l(il};']w. You had mentioned his name earlier.

The CuaIrRMAN, By Jack Blum.

Mr. Usry. Yes.

T}:-e CHalrMAN. He gave you the abstract?

Mr. Usry. He let us view it.

[I\I#;?u%_?é]lw. Let me refer to your question, Senator Brown. 1 have

i i h for all
i ioht now. I am still going to have to searc

?)cf)'l?f gi:ltt \Llﬁ;i ltfinss is, it is a synopsig of corrqspondence l:fa;};;lee;_
vari(,)us personnel that in fact were involved in theko%er ion of
CIL-HI and there is a 17 March 1987 letter by Mark r.sa.‘;}as , to
Mark Frankel, from Dr. Sam Dunlap, who at the %11111_1% was ey
ployed at CIL-HI. Actually, he was employed at C T
January, 1886:to 8 August, 1986.
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do you have definitive evidence that what he i ing i
rate, that everybody in that aircraft was kil}lled}?S S2YINg 1s not accu.

Mr. DE StaTTE. Yes sir. '

The CHairMAN. Definitive, conclusive?

r1;‘/[}:'é ]%1;:i E;{‘;}g& TIhaptis the way I would characterize it.

N. Is it n it wi i

now o Tast b 1o ecessary to share it with the committee

Mr. DE StaTtE. Sir, it is relatively brief.

'g‘d};e %}éAISRMAN. WF}l‘lly don’t yfgu share it with us.

. TATTE. The aircraft was an EC-47Q. It is

ferred to by the call sign for the aircraft, whichQis Baronu%%alllty hl.::i

eight crew members. It was lost over Laos in February of 1973 And

I might add, the mother of one of the co-pilots is a personal friend

of mine, and I gsed to work with his father. And so I know some
thing about this. Four days later a search team inspected th-
records and located the remains of four of the eight? ©
ﬁhe %HAISRMAN. V{’Jhgse search team? .
r. D Strarre. U.S. One of the members of that
was, in fact, a personal friend and had worked with sseozgr;hoft‘e?ﬁg
people, the crew in the back of the aircraft. Two of the remains
were in the pilot and co-pilot position, the third was in the engi-
Eeer s compartment. The team was able to recover a portion of this
ody which was identified as the other co-pilot. The fourth bod
they found was near the engineer’s compartment. Y

Normally, in this type of aircraft there are two positions immedi-
ately behind the engineer’s compartment. One of these two posi-
tions would have been occupied by S. Sgt. Todd Melton. The other
by either Sergeant Matejov or Sergeant Cressman. Due to the phys-
ical and time constraints and hostile forces in the area, the team
was not able to lift the fuselage to search for additional remains

_The search team also found what appeared to be anti-aircraft ar-
tillery shrapnel holes in part of the wreckage. They found no evi-
dencﬁ: that the crew were preparing to bail out when the plane
crashed, and it did not appear that the aircraft attempted a con-
trolled landing or a controlled crash-landing. Disposition of the
wreckage and other features of the crash site, for example, the ab-
fle:ff::aolfl‘ skti;i marks, indicated the aircraft had plunged ir’l nearly
vertical y earth, bounced once and landed upside down and

Although operating outside the range of ground i
during mest of its mission, Baron 52ghad tgrequentrac‘:%i;a?:iatoi?}s)
other aircraft in the area. For example, the commander made rou-
tine half-hourly contacts with, and reported all unusual occur-
rences to _Mooanam, an airborne command control center which is
another aircraft in the area. They also had radio contact with spec-
ter 20 and a HC-130 gunship working in the same area.

Electronics warfare crew members, these are the people in the
back of that aircraft, also used separate communications equip-
Eeenstatmo mamtalln c0ntz'11(‘:lt1 “iith another EC-47, Baron 62, flying in

le general area. The last reported positi
toI%Omequtes flying tim? grorn thep(?rash el;iteftlon of Baron 52 was 8
ollowing a review of facts associated with the -
mander, Eighth Tactical Fighter Wing, in ccmrdincalt.:;iigrl’l1 fng%hc?}?e
commander, 56 Special Operations Wing, they were the command-
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ers of the flying crew and the electronics crew respectively, recom-
mended that the status of the crew members be changed to “killed
in action.”

The next of kin were informed of this status change, and the
facts supporting the decisions, in a series of letters dated between 4
February and 17 February, 1973, which summarized the events of
Baron 52's last mission and the evidence obtained by the search
team. The commander added that in view of the capabilities of the
radio communications equipment, Baron 52's frequent contact with
other aircraft and the extensive training of the crew, in case of
emergency at least one of the crew would have instinctively used
the radios unless the aircraft crashed as a result of some cata-
strophic incident, that immediately and completely incapacitated
the crew members.

Having reviewed the available facts, the field commanders re-
ported that they believed, quote, there was no reasonable doubt
that all the members of crew of Baron 52 were killed in the crash,
close quote.

Now as for the Intelligence information that Mr. Usry referred
to. Although the observations of the search team and other facts
constituted what the field commander believed to be compelling
evidence that none of the crew members survived, four sets of In-
telligence Reports, portions of which were declassified for release to
the next of kin, led others to speculate that four electronics special-
ists could have survived. Two of the documents were dated 5 Febru-
ary, 1973 and another 17 February 1978, 12 days later, and: the
fourth, 2 May 1973. I might add that I believe M -. Mooney,; who

J\C "'J'

o (ified before your committee, claims to have writien;
C. _.-}!:akg’-‘,f‘_.:‘!gv,:"JK’—

particular document. S ey

Through longstanding misinterpretations of thesa
ments, an erroneous impression of survivors; was presery
fact, the four reports do not relate to the loss of the e

(1) The initial 5 February report originated in the area of Vinh,
North Vietnam, about 240 miles by road, north of the EC-47Q
crash site. In that report, which was issued as an unevaluated spot
report as soon as the information was acquired, a North Vietnam-
ese unit near Vinh said it was holding four prisoners who were not
further identified.

(2) The later 5 February report based on and issued after a
review of the information in the earlier 5 February report provides
no additional insights into the origin or the identity of the prison-
ers. Now I might add for clarity, both of those documents refer to
the same initial report, so these are not two separate reports. They
are simply two pieces of intelligence information. The two reports
based on the same item of intelligence.

(3) The 17 February document is a report by an enemy unit of
the alleged downing of an aircraft in the area immediately south of
demilitarized zone which separated North and South Vietnam, and
as such does not relate to the EC-47 or its crew.

(4) The 2 May report is yet another analyst interpretation of the
5 February reporting and is neither new information nor a new
report. DIA’s review of the evidence shows that the analyst who
prepared the 2 May report made a number of arbitrary and errone-
ous @ssumptions, and speculative assertions all in an attempt to
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infer that the 5 February information originated from a locatign

n)uc(lil closer to the EC-47 crash site and that some of the crew sur-

vivedq.

The 2 May report therefore actually provided no more conclusive
information than did the original & February report. However, the
unwarranted personal speculation tends to draw attention awa
from this fact. In conclusion it should be emphasized that the four
documents cited above were never conclusively correlated to crew
members of the Baron 52.

The documents initially were entered into the files of the crew
members only because the information was acquired shortly after
Baron 52 became missing and it was anticipated that future report-
ing might permit the DIA analyst to make a definitive correlation
to the Baron 52 incident.

No such reporting was ever received. It is further emphasized
that following the loss of Baron 52 none of its crew members were
ever seen alive and there is no intelligence whatsoever which
would indicate any of the crew survived the incident of loss.

The CHalrMAN. I appreciate that, that is helpful. Mr. Usry, what
do you say to that?

Mr. Usry. Mr. Chairman, as I stated previously, one, I do not
profess to be an expert on the Cressman shoot down. I simply of-
fered to you what we had on Cressman and asked that you review
it and compare it with what DIA has just provided you or what
they will provide to you at a later time. There is a very good argu-
ment made here, in the report, from what I can see, but again, this
is not something we spent a lot of time on. It was in the documents
I brought with me today. And when I heard it being discussed by
you, I provided it for you.

The CuairMaN. |1 appreciate that. Let me ask you, Mr. De Statte,
very quickly, this plane had destructive mechanisms in it, did it
not self destruct so it would not fall into enemy hands?

Mr. DE StaTTE. Sir, I am not aware of that.

The CuairMAN. Did not our electronic capable aircraft have that
kind of destructive capacity?

Mr. DE STATTE. I do not know the answer to that question. I can
find out.

The CHAIRMAN. | would be confident it did.

Mr. DE StaTrTE. I just do not know that for certain.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, assuming it did, what was left, [ mean why
was there so much left of it? Was the electronic equipment in fact
intact when the crew visited it. Did they make a determination.

Mr. DE Statte. They did not go inside the fuselage, as I recall.

The CaairMaN. Well, how did they find the remains they found?

Mr. DE StaTTE. Looking in from the outside.

The CHAIRMAN. Only looking in from outside? Now is it possible
somebody could have bailed out before the crash?

Mr. DE StatTe. I am working from a summary here, not the total
record, but no, it is not possible. This aircraft . . . I know the air-
craft, it is particularly tight and configured in a way, it is very dif-
ﬁ};:ult to move and when you are in your position you were kind of
there.

The CuammMmaN. But I gathered there were a couple of slots from
which you could bail relatively easily, is that incorrect? Do any of
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ili folks here have data on that? Well, we will look into
Eggtfnlfga&g ngt get bogged down with the details now. We havle got
a presentation on both si;les, hit is 1nt$.rest‘1)ng and we will evaluate
i have further questions: '
lt.SIg%:trg' Sﬁ‘grﬁlla'lrtlg.rsi\dr. Usry, canqyou tell me the rationale or the
reason for doing the report? Why did you do this report. This is _oli—
viously very comprehensive and as you have seen,?c%r_l(ii;roversm,
but why did you take this task on. For what purpose’ Lh sqgle(zxﬁe
direct you to do it? Wh%tever information you could provide the

i i t regard? o )
corﬁlsl%gi;fllg‘%ove%ber 1984, \fvhile I was still in the serv1§e.f As
a criminal investigator 1 was assigned to Korea and ?}i?rltlfy 1(3: ﬁlie
the end of the year 1 wag givel?s an investigation whic oolishly

nly take 6 weeks. ] )
thoBL;gsligaﬁ;u\chlhgt'ﬂ was, it was a series of allegations _lev1ed db){'l a
major then in the service by the name of Mark Smith an 13
name has come up repeatedly in here. And the allegations range
from things such as utilizing these spec1al forces detaghmenthn;
Korea as a transshipment point for high- dollar value_ltenf{s tha
they could escape Customs and then give to high-ranking ; goreacr;
officials; two, the failure ()n1 the P%\I‘?\E’Of the U.S. Governmen a
i mation concerning live 5. _
onvt’%flclj,rl investigated that from 1984 basically to March 1986anbcé
what I found during that time frame was that in 1eivery instan
where Major Smith, at the time had indicated that he knew 't
thing, as a fact, it was in fact a fact and there was cred ib lity b9,
allegation. When he said he had heard »somethérgg!, an
really know whether it was factual or not, t}é]a _ adi
ed. Also, during that time frame of course I fi _tl hbfé v "
senger or bearer of bad tidings and as I have fe § ré off feCnon
it was more-or-less, let us shoot the messenger. - U‘mted‘s iton &d
What I would do is I would come back t{.v_theh e e shat
provide briefings to the Pentagon concerning t ebs t:ng: lted that
Major Smith had made, and jn many instances, su wtan all: °d, that
there were problems with high-ranking Korean oilici
po'll‘nl'felrrcla tsﬁﬁried to be little or no interei)st 1:0t sg}?st?pt?bfot}é?:cgz dti(i’;
; interests seemed to be at the tim d
Il;gg;;: é}rﬁt’h t:\l:dnll was asked repeatedly did 1 ﬁnd anythmgdt?}allt
might indicate that Major Smi{;)l(l) }(11ad doneaii%)rﬂuiﬁ%o WE;)EE aél:aling
i from cross-border oper \ r
E\i\}ilfga;;%%sol;aggefggling guns and gold throughout Southeast Asia,

bstantiat-
ain, no real concern as to @he allegations and su 1
edp::rll'?mai%al conduct that Major Smith had reported so “éhe‘li ﬁthﬂ
boiled down the big issue left was whether or not_l'\/][aéor‘t 1;nfl h had
reported to a general officer iil.forrgatlop t}ri:talgdg]((;a’ , sml e
id i i ing live America . )
Valll\:f1 l::ll'flglt"?gtlvoigscgg\?gnto %et,ermine the validity of that informa-
tionyjust whether it had been acted on. And I reached an tllinpa:fﬁi
where basically it was one person s word against the bg er and
hen I briefed my senior officials concerning what had been ?f .
::"t o ay to determine who was telling the truth, or at least otler
ti'ﬁ%e ;;')p{!rtunity, for either one to undergo a polygraph examina-
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tion, there was no problem at all offering Mark Smith
i);?immai?on,_but.l was (1110% to offer the ggeneral a polyg?aggli%(ig?
on. Keeping in mind that that is a routin
wc;t;édtgo in Ehishtype of investigation. uéine procedure that one
e end there was some deliberation as to h i
would finally be written as well as what offenses wowfl‘tﬂiJr 1;1; lrsefll-ggfeilt
on the part of each individual who I identified as conducting or
committing a criminal offence. The final decision was to list Major
?ﬁglt(::? ca: ar; 1nd1v1dfl_1alh\_w}}1lo had uttered a worthless check, when
rcumstances of which were ve ’
re%s};:)n as to why he did what he did.ry honest and there was every
ere was no interest at all to determining the validity of th
POW information or anythin Y artion
lakinvﬁstigation ) or ar ay:s iﬁe%i.else and then, of course, the particu-
_ At that particular point in time I saw that there was -
ing amongst the people that I dealt, within the Pentaggnre:s] \fa?glll
as the other commands that I transcended through my iﬁvestiga-
tion, that nobody wanted to touch the POW issue and they were
more intent on shooting the messenger.

Now, I will be the first to admit that Maj. Mark Smith is an ex-
tremely controversial individual and I know for a fact that he has
invited a Senator out to the parking lot when the Senator referred
to him or alluded to the fact that he might be lying. But what I
saw at that particular point in time was a man who had provided a
list of allegations to which I had substantiated and there was no
?rfgl;lr?n?ltth abo;ﬂ: that; ar}d there was more importance in discredit-

an there was in reporti i i
allBegat(ilons it e Was In b a?toed. ng and acting upon the particular
ased on that, it, I guess, more or less, picked u 1081
to whether or not there is something valil()i to thepPr(r)l{Vc;:'.gllfeSlg ?S
1989, when I was contacted by the Staff Personnel of Senator
Grassley and asked if I would come over and brief Senator Grass-
ley, on the result of the Mark Smith investigation, because some
people referred to that as a bench mark in this issue, I said I was
more than willing and explained to them the process’ they needed
to go through in order for me, at the time, being in the military, to
cor‘rnlre lclaver and3 grgef a i:ongressional Member. ’
ell, some ays later I was still over at m

I had not provided the briefing. I had been 1::veryt(1)'1 i?lgqll)lg;gﬁnae%(:
of Defense, 1 am sorry, the Pentagon IG office to discuss the issue
and the questions as to what I thought the Senator might be inter-
ested in and I laid out that information for both the Colonel and
Lieutenant Colonel that I spoke to at the time and they told me
that T would be made available to the Senator at such time as we
had an opportunity to loock at the report and then determine what
the Senator wanted to ask me about and I said, fine.

The next thing was when Senator Grassley came and got me and
I provided to him within a 3- or 4-day period of time, a briefing as
to what had occurred in the Mark Smith investigation and at that
time he asked me if I would like to continue looking at the POW
issue.

Naturally, as an investigator, this is quite an interesting issue
based upon my previous dealings with the system .concerning the
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POW issue, I felt it was something that at least needed to be
looked at and that is how I got initially involved in this issue.

What I saw was a definite act to shoot the messenger concerning
the issue of POW’s and other embarrassing issues for the Defense
Department and as Senator Kassebaum asked me last week, have I
ever seen the government lie, I saw more lying on the part of the
government in cover-up, at least in the Defense Government area
that I dealt with, concerning the Mark Smith investigation than I
had seen in some time.

I still feel to this date. I feel that that man, as controversial as
he is, certainly was not given the benefit of an opportunity, in one
instance, to be promoted like anyone else, because of this investiga-
tion; certainly was not given the benefit or the opportunity to pro-
vide the training to younger soldiers that he was capable of provid-
ing, as was pointed out by his superiors. And, on the part of the
Defense Department, again, that I dealt with, too scurry and bury
this rather than to deal with it as they should. I would be more
than willing to discuss that particular issue at any time.

Senator SMiTH. I have just a quick follow-up point. Is there, in
your opinion, is there a line of demarkation in terms of where you
feel people have not followed through or malfeasance, or whatever
terms you want to apply. Is there a demarkation point where this
does not go on any more? Or do you feel it has gone all the way
through, from the days of the Vietnam War to today? o

As a final follow-up point, there is that we have had a lot:of tes-.
timony from individuals, lately, in the hearings, whd*apﬁg;r? 1
very cooperative and who have indicated a wil mgngs to be 840
ative, so are you seeing the same thing, say post-1988 and 108
you saw, not in terms of contemporary time but in'terms ol
investigation say in 1973, 1974, 19762 - i T INAO8

Mr. Usry. I am confident that the administration that has B
represented here, which is the Defense Department and I think: the
State Department, really wants to do the right thing. I do not nec-
essarily believe they want to do the right thing because that is
where their heart is. .

I believe that they want to do the right thing now because itis a
public issue and there is a committee here that is going to look at
them and perform oversight to ensure that they are going to do the
right thing.

As an investigator, I would also have to say that the point of de-
parture probably is, the date of these hearings. That would be the
safe bet, from an investigative approach, and anything that is
before these hearings needs to be looked at to determine whether,
in fact, the right thing in every instance has been done, as I said
last week, and I hope I have made clear, and, if not, I will try it
this time.

I do not believe that everything the Defense Department did was
wrong. I believe, in many instances they did good work, but in
those instances when they were wrong, we are dealing with human
life, or the possibility of a human life, and for whatever reason,
those need to be looked at. Whether it was just through an evolu-
tion of learning, on how to deal with POW issues, or how to deal
with the analysis of information, or because it was an embarrass-

ment, and I do not really have an answer one way or the other,
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regardless of the reason, the point of departure if I were looking at

this would be the day th i i
this would be the d: ‘zed.ese hearings started and everything before

ghe %HA]I;{MAN. Thank you very much.
enator BRownN. Just one quick guestion. On 5
’E‘?E?;:St });g;:t 1r]'eference gl'(l)% Ofact that a report piz;gefh:; toNgw? f%rg:li
. ere were 5, POW'’s held i
In I\‘5Iestirjnony garlier today, by Mr. For?l—by the North Vietnamese.
r. Usry. Senator, I think I can save i i

. . you time, We -

}l;eeztr; ’g(l:f:;: E:d ng t(‘ivczhw?ys ._‘Elb(t):ll.llt that. There was a miqu:tI: 11;1%0;5
d an at is in the new edition of th .

er, I would like to offer that. We still d Tt e
er, 1 would like to offe . still do not feel that it changes
) oot of that? int we are trying to make, but it is an error. I

Senator BrownN. I a i i i
ymSl O OWN. ppreciate you setting that straight. Thank
enator Kassepaum. Mr. Chairman, I w j i
\ Vr. , ould just like t
?;értmt]}?nif' It is not particularly pertinent exceﬁ]t to spgalg f%ffe{hg
Minorii?y )s(?cﬁa \z?rghanpmvgstlgﬁtolr for the Republican side, or the
; e Foreign Relations Committee. Thi ,
something undertaken by—and I Re ican bor of the
Foreign Relations Committee—a o B e e T
pels ooty e 1l of the minority side of the For-
g/Ir. Usry. Agreed.
enator Kassepaum. I just wanted that fi
ponator EASSER 15t W at for the record.
vade C N. The Minority of the Minority, Report. Senator
Senator McCaiN. Thank i
. Thank you. It has been pointed out
thlat é\{our statements in your first report, in spite l<l)f tfi\é[(l)‘- glsr?:
?gn‘;?: rég)::lt(s bolf ﬁ;‘_sltl—l';)azlld live sightings, the Departmént of De
ably still believes it has, quote no credibl i -
unquote. How does it dismi ‘ e oviclence,
fo:l"VI)rou isae! it dismiss these reports? Was it not important
r. Usry. It was a typo. I agree
Senator McCain. Was it not i i
-y it not important to mention th -
:ierrr:te otfil (1;}:1015:t ewrecl:-:n}:evﬁo%ghtmg;;sh of people who were aliz:::e'?:t Iﬁ:e
, : e, so there were not 1,400 u lved
ports of first-hand live sightin ‘ S ercent. of
gs. There was onl
E}’1400 reports of first-hand live sightings that (:J:ege 2u5m%erclen(ti. *
i} n% correct? soved
r. Usry. Senator, I take no excepti
I Y. ) ption to what yo i
?}%fasn:\}azhtl}?el?i ettl"lae “_faytyve wrote the report. It wag Fe\ﬁgirz?lygrl]gd'
is was rmination as to the way it would b i
think it is very easy to look at somethi i o B My
. ething in retrospect and Mond
morning quarterback it and say, it should hav i e
certainly not going to argue with that int. Tam t}ns o
certainly at point. I am simply stating
that is is what was the final product at the time and it stands as
I would also say that it was not 1,400
4 , unresolved. It
‘Ic*ﬁsolve_d, and that is a typo. That has also been corrected. ‘;-,Iac')swtle’\‘rigro
e point of fact we are trying to make is that there are 1,400 re-
ports and all T am asking anybody to do and all I have eve;- asked
anybody to do since the day I started on this is go, look at the intel
ligence yourself, look at the conclusions, reached by an analyst-
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and then read the raw intelligence that they used to derive their
conclusions.

See for yourself whether I am totally incorrect and if I am, I will
freely admit so. Or, what I am saying is, in fact, correct, which is,
there are bad analysis.

Senator McCaIN. Please do not suffer under the impression that
I am alleging that you are incorrect in any way. I am just pointing
out that a statement that says there are 1,400 unresolved reports of
first-hand live sightings is far, far different and frankly, I think, a
typo is not the description of it, where 75 percent of these live
sighting reports were true and verified, but they happened to be in-
dividuals who were there at the time and have since come home.

Let me move on to the Borah pictures. When did you first obtain
the pictures that were alleged to be Lieutenant Borah?

Mr. Usry. July 13 or 14 I believe. It would have been the week-
end of the National Alliance and National League of Families Con-
vention here in Washington, DC.

Senator McCamN. What year?

Mr. Usry. This year.

Senator McCaIN. That is the first time you have ever had copies
of the Borah pictures?

Mr. Usry. Yes, sir, to my knowledge.

Senator McCaIN. The Department of Defense seems to think you
had them since 1989. Do you know why they would think that? .

Mr. Usry. No I do not. And if they would like to tel} me I wWoy
be more than interested in hearing. I received the pho
the best of my recollection, from the family members.”
when they were attending the National League of }:
vention on the weekend of July 12, I believe, was what 1 \

Qenator McCain. Did anybody else on the staff have (hese g
tures that you know of prior to July 19917 . . R

Mr. Usry. As far as I am aware, there was no-one else on our
staff that had those. In fact, when I saw the photographs that were
provided to me by the family members, I indicated to them at this
time, or at that time, it was my belief that that was not their son
or brother, but in fact a Laotian. However, I also indicated I was by
no means an expert and we would try to get it analyzed.

Senator McCaiN. Maybe somebody here from the Defense De-
partment can clarify, why they believe. Can you, Mr. Sheetz—why
you believed the information was—can you clarify from the micro-
phone, so that we can have it on the record.

Mr. Sugerz. | think from the interview of Mr. Ahroa, we know
the pictures were taken some time in 1990, early in 1990. All the
Defense Department knows is the first time they came to our
knowledge was when they were shown on nationwide TV. Jack
Bailey indicated to us, in an aside, in our debriefing with him in
August of this year, that he had turned over copies of the Carr pic-
tures to the Senate, approximately a year previously.

Senator McCaiN. That was an incorrect statement on the part of
Mr. Bailey. Was that an incorrect statement on the part of Mr.
Bailey, to your knowledge, Mr. Usry?

Mr. Usxry. I do not know. I know I did not come into possession of
any of the Carr photos at that particular point in time. In fact the
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first time I was even aware of Carr photos is when I saw a teleco.
pied copy of the Carr photos in Senator Grassley's office.

- Senator McCAIN. I am speaking of Borah photos.

Mr. Usry. I believed you asked me about Carr photos.

Senator McCain. I am sorry, but you know of no-one else who
had, besides those family members who gave you that picture, you
know of no-one that works on the Hill that had copies of those pic-
tures, before you did in July 1991,

Mr. Usry. It is my understanding that those photographs were
sent to the FBI some months before for analysis by another
member on the Hill. But again, that is secondary information. I am
not aware, personally, of that occurring. That is just information I
have heard.

Senator McCaIN. Thank you. I hope we can clear that up be-
cause obviously you share my view that we want any information
to be brought to the proper authorities; any and all authorities that
can act on any information that we have both government and
nongovernment, as rapidly as possible and clearly we would want
to bring any information we had to the Department of Defense and
the DIA, I am sure you agree with that. Before your trip, and I
guess the basis of your trip, please correct me if I am wrong, was
primarily based on information that was brought forward by
Khambang, correct?

Mr. Usry. It is our understanding, the information was funneled
or channeled through Khambang to the Judge. I would also like to
add that, and this was in fact discussed with Secretary of Defense
that we were not comfortable, totally, with the information, but
due to the limited amount of time in which the sources or alleged
sources could stay in Thailand, since they were Laotian we were
more or less forced to act in the time frame, that we did. I mean
under ideal circumstances certainly there would have been a differ-
ent situation, but because this was more or less put upon us at the
last minute we felt that it was compelling enough that we had to
act.

Senator McCaIN. Thank you, thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator SmiTH. Mr. Chairman, I think I can help clarify that for
Senator McCain. And I do not know whether other contacts were
made to other Senators or Congressmen by Mr. Gayden, but I did
receive, he came, and Mr. Gayden came to my office and I am
trying to remember whether I was in the Senate or the House at
the time, but I believe it was the Senate. And I would stand cor-
rected if that is not accurate, but I believe it was around the time
that I took office, which would have been in December 1990 or Jan-
uary 1991, and he indicated that he had a photograph of somebody
that alleged to be Borah and refused to provide that photograph to
me, but indicated that, he showed it to me. Subsequently, a number
of weeks or months later, he did bring Mr. Gayden did bring those
photos in, at which time I provided them to General Vessey, in my
office, so that would just clarify what happened as far as my in-
volvement with those photographs.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Usry, if no other members have questions,
let me summarize before I ask the administration if they have any
further word and before the close today. Let me ask them first of
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all if they do, Mr. Ford, do you have anything that you want to
respond to? You do not and Mr. Sheetz? No. 4 N
Mr. Usry, let me say this to you. You have sat here and appr1
riatély sort of taken some heat, think, and questions and 1E)eop e
Ea ing, is this a fact, is that a fact, and in effect have ha v(.)v l’?fc);l
welfll that was a mistake or this was not, on some 1tems,h hich
akes you like DOD, DIA, and a lot of other folks who are clzjrl 1t
Eakes gll of us in the same bo?‘t’l inMa sense. \Zf t?;fn?gll ciaspa\it %1 gs
ink it has been helpful. My persona n is,

E;gfi }re:-};rull'll;hl)ful because it sets a stangafrd, 1fi’1 ggélv ;l{vl’efgithgtﬁ
i i 1 i to proceed for w 1 .
this committee is going to have ¢ put out

i d to show that I believe you
in a report. But I want the recor: w that 1 Dol e fssue
i of the highest order. I think y th
tzggiggs l’a::ilrc(l3 zI-M.Shink you are absolutely conceyneq, legitimately,
le.lbout having this resolved and I think your mol:::vitmgltlei ?:{1% ;pgzﬂi
i to get answers where you ought o g
?vlﬁ?ltae an‘:lrgnétherg, might have some differences mthfyou as 11;3
how some material was presented, I do not think any of us ;}ro:r
doubt your sincerity and your commitment and the extraordinary
time you have put in to try and help us resolve it. 4o this re-
It does underscore the committee's responsibility to do his ¢
sponsibly and carefully, Witho?)fe 1n_]ur{ t%_ﬁoptlgrwtﬂion;;et 1‘:’& ) tooE
i field, who do not bear culpability Ior ) )
h?;ge 1?5 t;rl:ar:;eago, or 20 years ago, which they did (rilot decx%:, and
a'hich they did not do and it is important to try an separa , ]i:ha!:_{3
1 here. ) ) AR
asfgitggfatirégeffort that I view this committee chlargaetc}mthﬁm tit
try to show that Congress can do somethmfir; well, lt‘;t andmn .,__mn.}
reasonably and that 1}v.‘ge can htﬁfr?g? Egogu?:r(;'gth%rmﬂmihﬂmf Sy
t does not have to mess ather i can lm
g:::il restore credibility. And so, we have helped scratchthe su e
Of%l: ta?;dag)ging to have to go through you:_---repoft an;ltey;%‘;-ga;ﬁ
going to have to help us #0 through 106 TORCC! hat stands up and
of it in public like we dl ay bu D e g0 after up nd
what does not and what stands up we are g g 0 B0 e e o
i look at. So when ultimately we do 1 A
ﬂﬁrf ﬁ)nﬁe:ﬁ with your report and the prior reports. I;IKO\:, It grl:ea‘ﬁ
that you are prepared as you said you were last wee a o turn al
the material over to the Committee and work with the s art and
yoi will be working with the staff in an effort to help us so

out, am I correct?

'I]\l‘i}fe %f{RA‘;RﬁbAB;I 1f"lt‘ral]lgl also take it Mr. Ford, the administration

is prepared to get back to us on the request I made with respect to

the declassiﬁc%tion procees:t at issue?

. t is correct. ) ) i
%:-e FC(I)ilfqliR'rl;Aix. And third,fyoqlgre pS:;apt?lraeg &?esig I1111 arﬁoi%r; l:;h:(s)
tionship with the families. :

Eue:rarﬂgeltheir I;etting the information that they desire.

Mr. Forp. That is correct. Mr. Chairman. bat is @ very im-
The CHalRMAN. 1 thank you for that. I think that 18 e
rtant first outgrowth of the committee’s effort if you will,

it is going to be very important to helping resolve this.
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We will be meeting as a closed committee on Wednesday of next
week to hear from CIA, NSC and DIA and meanwhile the commit-
tee will be fanning out in a number of directions, talking with
people and seeking information. I think we crossed an important
divide, if you will, in the course of the last 4 days’ hearings, not
consecutive days, but in these hearings. And I just want to summa-
rize this before we proceed to the last witness, but I think that Sec-
retary Ford and Secretary Cheney and others have basically ac-
knowledged, not basically but have acknowledged, that it appears
af)o though some folks were left behind and that is what this is all
about.

There are various degrees of evidence about that, not the least of
which is somebody like Bill Bell asserting it, as well as others who
have asserted it, some not before this committee. I want to again
emphasize that this committee is not seeking to become a forum
for finger pointing. If the Soviet Union can make an announce-
ment about huge numbers of people being killed by their troops
during the war then others can acknowledge things that happened,
surely 20 years later, we can make some admissions of error and
move On.

1 would be much happier if this process enables people to do that.
So that we can understand the truth and clear the air and move
on, rather than get caught in some exercise of flagellation about
that past. I think we have heard a considerable amount in these
first 3 days, and I appreciate Senator Grassley’s comments on the
floor last night. I am glad he has found these first few days valua-
ble. I think we have had a good beginning. Let me thank you, Mr.
Usry, now if you could make those materials available and begin to
help us catalogue them and so forth, we need to get to work.
through that and I appreciate your testimony.

Mr. Usry. Senator, can I give you one more document?

The CHAIRMAN, Sure.

Mr. Usry. You had asked the Department of Defense, and I am
certainly not trying to usurp them again. That is certainly one of
the things that I had. It is just basically a number-crunching of cas-
ualties from between January 1961 and December 2, 1973, and its
origin is the Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense Comptroller Direct for Information Operations and
is dated December 5, 1973.

[See p. 932 of the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. That will be very helpful to us and that is part
of the record and that will be very helpful because part of what
will be submitted next week or so will be our own numbers-crunch-
ing of DIA and others in an effort to really ascertain once and for
all what the chart is on this and we will factor that in.

Mr. Usry. What I wanted to point out in this and again, I am
sure that the numbers have changed because of information that
has been provided since 1973, but as of the December 2, 1973, still
carried in a technical status of captured or interned were 59
people, and 1 believe that that is something that does need to be
explained as I am sure that it can be again. This was faxed to me,
and I said that I would get it in and I would assume that the docu-

ment is a valid document which is easily checked but it is certainly
-is a starting point.
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The CuaiRMaN. We have a number of other documents that bear
i ill be working on those.
OHSEIEZt%?dM‘E%fI;. As you know, Mr. Usry, those were people that
we had photographs, communication with, and clear evidence that
they were alive, at least at the time of their capture, and in scc)lmtg
casgs they were resolved because we knew what had happene
them and others have never been resolve&l,ts}:) I thﬁn:{hgepi;?: :\S\;ra;g
d that is why we have started throug \

(lefafv}:eag; aznit may have been from tf;_nne1 toa%:;%tTﬁ\ir;k v\)r{i?lulbe o very

The CuairMAN. We have one inal pe , . be a very

i i t one that is important also an v
very brief preen e h Y f tions for the National
Backley, the director o opera

ii};gﬁiag PSW/MyIA families if she would come forward, please.
Thank you, Mr. Usry.

Mr. Usry. Thank you.

RECTOR OF OPERATIONS,
ATEMENT OF MARY BACKLEY, D1
S NATIONAL LEAGUE OF FAMILIES, WASHINGTON, DC
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i f declassification of the road map ;
}Jgd?;,n}igt is somethipkg tiloat ourdelﬁ?‘isui% gz?:g Bﬁhuénaron;finmg
proved and would like to see, Sl be e road mp:
i that a great deal of confusion : 2d |
thgedggtlllr‘:;%t were to be made public and so 1 thank‘thg .comm_lt-_

: PYREIRIE PRIy A
t. e
te%Ifr? r(“jﬁgirman, and members of the select commttee,;to'l‘hank_ - tggua
for the opportunity to prpvi;iet };n I"I)g,li(:)l:lal ra;:;!uag,'of,f
O'Grady’s accusations against . for League 0 or u.p:uhes’_L e
i smony before this committee O ) T
%:;mge 1%3{1;8 :LE;)portJ; the committee’s 1q51stxe,nce on sn:bfta;:;aura:;li;ré
of a%l assertions and requests the co_rnmlj;bee ] _cc)er:isen o)
Ms. O’'Grady’s purported documentation, if receivec. s to
Since Ms. O’'Grady neglected tf? p{o?d?i m'lyhigeigicbz‘iis fI:) es to
llegations, it is difficu t to decipher the T
Sila?ilx)nogt }ligfv:veig,r 1 1will address each accusatlon 1nd1v1c%lually, (1‘411:]51
?ying League positions and policies as adopted by the annually
or membership. »
elictigrlé?ﬁgdtgnﬁ/;. I-O’Grrady the National League of Families does
the interests of the men. . ]
no%‘;ﬁgﬁzsde?; 1970, the National League of Families 15 Eh; 1312:‘)1,0::5
tional organization comprised solely of close xzelaélvetsho Americans
still prisoner missing and unac&:o;gt‘%i for in Southeas ,
iotnam POW'’s, returne s. ) .
we}sl asstiv tﬁglzgclinin the Articles of Incorporation, px:e\rlcl!lusl){}esultl)r;lrllf(;i
ted io t}?e committee, the League’s threefold objective has i(la) L and
i: first, the return of all prisogerﬁ;' ilec:ond‘,r:1 E};gtfglllle(s)g I:)-g?:ains o
in issing; and third, repalr ) :
%ﬁlcligglag}lofoéietc{liv}lgllsssegving our nation 1n Southeast Asia. This

iective recognizes as it has sin ; he reis:
Ezgr?:ﬁ?:)db%?ﬁeen the live prisoner 1ssu€ and ending uncertainty

keeping with these objectives, the League has strongly advocated
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elected to retain this policy which i
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eration from the governments of Indochina could resolve this issue
and opportunities to obtain that cooperation are available, with

unified support behind them.
Deliberate attacks against any individual, circulation of rumor

rather than fact, and calculated condemnation of the League’s
leadership and executive director based on lies have once again cre-
ated mistrust, which in my view could shortly destroy the issue.
Though much remains to be done, the League and its membership
should be extremely proud of the accomplishments thus far

achieved due to its persistence.

I believe that when this issue is resolved, it will be due to the
steadfast determination of this organization to press forward,
rather than backward. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Members of
the committee, I look forward to any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Backley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARY BACKLEY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Select Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide an official response to Patricia
O’Grady’s accusations against the National League of Families during her testimo-
ny before this Committee on November 7. The League fully supports the Commit-
tee’s insistence on substantiation of all assertions and requests the Committee’s con-
sent to examine Ms. O'Grady's purported documentation, if received.

Since Ms. O’Grady neglected to provide any specific examples to support her alle-
gations, it is difficult to decipher the basis for her claims; however, I will address
each accusation individually, clarifying League positions and policies as adopted by
the annually elected board and/or membership. .

1) According to Ms. ('Grady, the National League of Families does not represent the
interests of the men. ‘ i

Founded in 1970, the National League of Families is the only national organira-
tion comprised solely of close relatives of Americans still prisoner, missing and un-
accounted for in Southeast Asia, as well as returned Vietnam POWs. As stipulated
in the Articles of Incorporation, previously submitted, the League j
tive has been and is first, the return of all prisoners; second, ‘
counting for the missing; and third, the repatriation of remains of those who died
while serving our nation in Southeast Asia. This three fold objective recognizes, a8 it
has since our founding, the relationship between the live prisoner issue and ending
uncertainty. In keeping wi

th these objectives, the League has strongly advocated
and supported increased US. Governmen

t efforts which have thus far resulted in
the return of over 300 Americans to their families and to our country.

It is our position that Americans are still held in Indochina; therefore, the League
continues to press for their return. At the same time, the Fullest possible accounting
is crucial to achieving answers for the families and directly impacts on the live pris-
oner issue. The two tracks must be pursued simultaneously.

The return of any and all live Americans is our highest objective, and the League
can not and will not discriminate when it comes to obtaining answers. We accept
and appreciate all information provided by the Indochinese governments. Though
critics have expressed their differences with the League, even Ms. O'Grady does not

disagree with the League on this point.

2) According to Ms. O'Grady, there is a deliberate plan within the League to under-
mine the issue and thwart efforts to return live prisoners. Mrs. Griffiths has ex-
tensive investment and personal interest with the U.S. Government.

These three accusations in particular represent the core of misinformation which
has circulated from time to time over the past 5 years about the League and its
leadership, including the board of directors and erecutive director. The League’s ob-
jectives have been and remain crystal clear. Strategies to achieve our goals have
changed dramatically throughout the League's history dependent upon the level of
U.S. Government attention and commitment, or lack thereof, with which the fami-

lies have had to deal.




752

For the first time, we have looked at our accomplishments since 1982. As you can
see and confirm, the League is responsible for many of the changes in U.S. Govern-
ment policy on the POW/MIA issue, particularly concerning live prisoners of war.
As the only nongovernment, active participant in the official POW/MIA Interagen-
¢y Group, Mrs. Griffiths, as the families designated representative, is not only in a
position to help develop POW/MIA policy and constantly monitor implementation,
but brings family member concerns to the policy-formulating body.

The League will only maintain its position on the IAG as long as we feel it ig
productive; this is a view shared by the vast majority of the families in the League.
Should the families blindly trust that the abandonment policy of the 70's will not
again become the policy of the 30's? If U.S. policy potentially endangers resolution
of the issue, Mrs. Griffiths is in a position to criticize and work internally to rectify
problems to ensure that the best interests of those still missing, the families and the
issue are protected.

While League criticisms do not appear on the front page of The Washington
Times, Spot Light, Stars and Stripes, National Tribune or in some veterans publica-
tions, it is inaccurate to assume that there is always agreement between the League
and the U.S. Government. There is disagreement, often at times; however, there is
also the ability to work together to resolve differences. Publicity of disagreements,
as we have seen, is in Hanoi's interest, not ours, unless U.S. policy and priority
were dropped.

As for the allegation concerning Mrs. Griffiths’ personal interest and extensive
investment with the U.S. Government, I am compelled to agree with Ms. O'Grady
that as a family member, with her own brother still missing in Vietnam, Mrs. Grif-
fiths does have a personal interest, as do the other 2,270 families.

Ms, O'Grady’s inference is false by the fact that Mrs. Griffiths requested that her
name not be considered to serve in a senior DOD post in the 1985-86 time frame. In
fact, Mrs. Griffiths has served for 13 years as executive director of the League,
acting on behalf of all the families, per the policies and positions adopted by the
membership and board of directors, not her own.

3} According to Ms. (Y'Grady, Mrs. Griffiths chooses members of the board of direc-
tors to her liking and rigs elections of the board of directors. Mrs, Griffiths goes
beyond approach; she deliberately blocks the democratic process and refused
board member access lo the League’s family member list,

The League’s balloting process for board election and resolution consideration by
the membership is approved by the board of directors and implemented by the staff,
under my personal supervision and control. Mrs. Griffiths has never assisted or par-

}icipated in the ballot distribution, ecollection and tabulation process, which is as foi-
OWS:

In order to be a member of the League, thus eligible to vote or serve on the
board, criteria as set forth in the by-laws must be met and a signed application
must be on file.

Ballots are individually numbered and distributed to all eligible League mem-
bers. The ballots are then inserted in the envelope and mailed to all eligible
family members.

A self-addressed, pre-posted return envelope is enclosed with the ballots to
ensure that ballots are returned to a contracted certified public accounting
firm, not sent to the League office. Any ballots received in the League office are
immediately forwarded to the accounting firm which inputs each ballot number
into their computer to ensure ballots are not duplicated.

Upon completion of tabulation, a letter certifying the results is forwarded to
the League office.

Prior to the Spring of 1986, the League enjoyed the voluntary services of a divi-
sion in The American Legion, to receive, tabulate and certify all League balloting.
The time and effort devoted to tabulating incoming ballots were provided to the
League on a voluntary basis.

In Spring of 1986, three board members who were seeking re-election questioned
the integrity of the process performed by The American Legion. As a result, a CPA
firm was and has since been contracted to receive, tabulate and certify all balloting
by the League membership, including on policy questions.

It should be noted that a process which was performed with accuracy and at no
charge for many years now costs the League over $2,000 per contracted tabulation.
In addition, questions on the validity of the balloting process performed by The
American Legion were initiated by those, including Ms. O'Grady, who were subse-
quently defeated by the membership to serve on the board.
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Leagu ip li i bership was
¢ membership list, a poll of the entire mem
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5) Mrs. Griffiths definition of resolution is different than that of the families.
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This committee’s job is not, one of the jobs we are not going to

assume and I think we have assumed most of the jobs that have

come to us in the course of the last days, but one of the jobs we are
not going to assume is a resolution of the internal politics of the

League.

I wanted to obviously afford you and Mrs. Griffiths particularly,
whom I respect and who I have worked with, any opportunity fo
respond as we thought it was appropriate to afford people who
have criticisms the opportunity to veice those criticisms. They are
part of the dynamics of this issue. And they are very much a part
of the attitudes and the conditions and people’s feelings and suspi-
cions.

What you have really articulated here, what the whole League
dispute articulates and the reason I think it is very important in
understanding this issue, is the degree to which there is a division
which has even entered among the families and that is, in its own
way, a very sad commentary on the whole process. It underscores
why it i3 so important for us to get the League so that it feels like
one again, s¢ that we get the Senate and the various administra-
tive departments working together as one on this and so that we
are reseolving it and not carping at each other.

Ms. BackLEy. I understand, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. I think your points are well taken and I think it
washappropriate for you to come here and set the record straight
on that.

Ms. BackrEy. I agree, Senator, and it is not so much a matter of
feeling as though the League took abuse or Mrs. Griffiths took
abuse, there were statements that were simply inaccurate and false
and wrong. And it is with regards to divisions, they do occur, they
occur almost in any organization. Not everybody is going to agree.
The organization, I think has, as I stated, has brought about a tre-
mendous amount of change with regards to how this issue is ad-
dressed.

The organization also now consists of the highest membership it
has ever consisted in its history and there are disagreements, yes.
However, we also agree on everything, in terms of the important
aspects of the issue. We believe there are Americans alive in
Southeast Asia and we, as family and organization, want to expe-
gitedall efforts to get them back, whether it be alive and dead, or

ead.

And that is what I wanted to obviously clear up today and 1
think the organization has taken some very unjustifiable criticisms
based upon personal views.

However, 1 think, yes, you could use the organization as an ex-
ample, unsubstantiated allegations have been made not only on us
but on the issue as a whole, in Government efforts as well as pri-
vate efforts and it is something that we are firmly behind, is docu-
mentation, and I am extremely encouraged by your continued ref-
erence to that. I think that it is very important.

The CHalrmMaN. Well, I think you have done what you set out to
do today and I think you are been a good spokesperson for it. I also
think the League deserves enormous credit and respect for the re-
markable way in which it has moved the issue, moved the Depart-
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Ms. Backrev. Absolutely, and thank you—but the ironic part
about it is that the House select committee also concluded that-
there was little to no chance of further accountability of Ameri-
cans.

Well, the organization obviously did not sit down for that. We
kept on pressing. And ironically, over 230 Americans have been ac.
counted for since the committee issued that statement.

So there is—obviously there is experience from past that led us
and obviously caused us great concern. We did not want to see that
committee, or this committee to take that direction.

The CHAIRMAN. And now you are filled with admiration and con-
fidence about this committee’s ability to come to resolution.
[Laughter.]

Senator SmrTh. I just want to say in conclusion, I appreciate your
candor. And hopefully we can work together and put the past
behind us.

And just from a personal standpoint, I think a lot can be done to
involve some of those who, quote “have been dissentors” unquote
in the process. And I think it would be profitable for all.

Ms. BackrLey. I know the board looks forward to working with
the committee in whatever capacity they can—as does Mrs. Grif-
fiths. Again, she fully concurs with your statement in your opening
remarks, Senator, as I think everybody does.

The CHAIRMAN. We have been here a long time, folks. We got
here at 8:30 this morning for the committee session. And with the
exception of a vote we have not left here. And so this has been a
long day.

I appreciate very much your testimony. The committee now has
a significant amount of work cut out for it. We will proceed, in the
next weeks to have a hearing if the committee feels it has suffi-
cient reason to have a public hearing. But a great deal of our work
in the next weeks will be depositions and interrogatories and pri-
vate work, and data work and so forth.

And so we will make an announcement when we will next have
a public session. I want to assure all those who follow the work of
this committee on a day-to-day basis—and there are many—and..I
want to ensure all people who are sort of interested in the public
aspect of this inquiry that the fact that we are not having a public
hearing does not mean we are hiding anything, nor does it mean
that we are not doing anything. It means we are going to proceed
to do our homework. -

And there clearly will be public sessions as we proceed. down
here. And all data that we can conceivably make available to the
public—with the exception of compromising national security as a
judgment made by 12 U.S. Senators—will be made public as we
proceed. .

So on that note, I thank my colleague, the Vice Chairman, for
his help in these early days, and cooperation. And we have a good,
solid working relationship with a lot of entities going here.

And we will stand adjourned until further notice.

Mrs. BackLEy. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m. the committee adjourned.]
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