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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: USS'PUEBLO Incident
Pl Mitee
Reference: DepSecDef memo for CJCS dated 7 Maxr 1968

1. ThlS memorandum responds to the questlons raised in
your memorandum of 7 March 1968.

2. Answers to the specific questions in your memorandum
follow:
a. Question. Regarding DIRNSA's message ADP 541, dated
ember 29, 1967, outlining DIRNSA's evaluation of the
risk involved in the deployment of the PUEBLO, what
specific action was taken by the JCS and by CINCPAC to
weigh DIRNSA'5S evaluation against the "minimal risk"
evaluation in CINCPAC's request for permission to dcploy
the PUEBLO? What were the factors that led to CINCPAC's
"minimal risk" evaluation? What ship protective measures,
if any, were developed as a result of the DIRNSA evaluation?
Was the DIRNSA message passed to CINCPACAF, CINCPACFLT,
K\jfmmander 5th AF, COMUSFK, COMNAVFOR Korea, oxr COMNAVFOR
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Japan? If so, to whom and what action was taken?

Answer. There was long precedent for the type of
operation scheduled for the PUEBLO. The USSR pioneexred
this type of operation using unescorted trawlers to collect
intelligence in locations thousands of miles from any
Soviet supporting forces. The operation is in accord with
international law as long as the ship remains in inter-
national waters. The ships are non-combatants and therefore-
less provocative. In 1967 the BANNER, a 51stg£ﬁ§§£EJ;ﬁ
the PUEBLO, performéd a simirarmission involvitig passage

?Eggggg_ﬁhe_samg,waters“Bff“NUrtﬁ’KEEea without a serious
imcident Hijacking of a US naval vessel last occurred

g _Qg;ing_the~€4u;l_ﬂ3§: The capability of the US to
. retaliate viould ten

to deter anyone from deliberately
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attacking a U.S. ship.
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. passed to CINCPAC where, at staff

Consxdellng these facLors a "minimal rlsk" evaluation was
made. The DIRNSA message was reviewe the JRC and .
evel, it vwas determined
that all the information in the message had already been '

considered and therefore no further action was taken.

b. Question. I note that the Fifth Air Force OPLAN
307-67 was developed to provide protective air support
for CLICK BEETLE operations, but it cited only the USS
BANNER by name. Did CINCPAC, CINCPACAF, CINCPACFLT, .
COMUSFK, COMNAVFOR Japan and the Commander, Fifth Aix
Force, believe that 307-67 was only applicable to USS
"BANNER deployments, or did they consider the plan’
applicable for the protection of other CLICK BEETLE
surface intelligence collectlon ships?

Answer. The Fifth Air Force OPORDER 307-67 was
prepared for BANNER's deployments and others which were
similar in nature. The order was to be implemented only
‘when specifically directed in response to a request for
pre-planned support of a particular mission. o such
_EggggSi_was made in the case of the PUEBLO's deploymendt.

..

c. Question. Since the Commander, Fifth Air Force
was an information addressee on PUEBLO deployment and
mission messages, did he personally have knowledge of
the PUEBLO's operation? WRat did he or his staff feecl
was required in support of the PUEBLO? Did he or his
staff have enough information to plan for air support of
the PUEBLO? Did the Commander, Fifth Air Force, or his
staff ingquire as to whether Air Force support was required?
'Did the Commander, Fifth Air Force, or his staff believe
that such support should be requested by the Navy? What
wexe CINCPAC's specific orders or instructions to his
component commanders, and other subordinate commanders,
on providing protective arrangements for operations like
the PUEBLO's?

Answer. CINCPAC had not issued specific instructions
to his subordinate commanders concerning protective
arrangements for operations like the PUEBLO's.  The
practice had been that these ships operated :independently,
with preplanned protection being provided on a case-by-
case basis in accordance with the estimated risk. Since
a "minimal risk" determination was made for this mission,
it was not brought to the personal attention of the
Commander, Fifth Air Fo:ge, and his staff did not=ddress
the questlon of whether air support should be provided

" If air support had been reguested, the information avai
to Fifth Aixr Force would have been adequate for alr'su
plans. : »
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.d. Question. 8Since COMNAVFOR Japan was an action
addressee on PUEBLO deployment and mission messages,
why did he or his superiors in the chain of command, such
as CINCPACFLT and CINCPAC, not provide for ship protcctlve
measures as a contingency? Why did he or his superiors
not check with Fifth Air Force or PACAF to see if the
Air Force could provide protective air suppoxrt?

Answer. Ship protective measures and air qnnpeft

enggﬁally were not provided for Qperatlons like the PUEBILQ's

pp——

and were considered unnecessary in this instance.

T

e. Question. I am also concerned about a different
aspect of the signal intercept missions conducted by the
Navy. Under the current mode of operations the naval
vessels conducting these missions are without inte 1

self-protection to any significant degreeé. Further, they
do ; n_auvtomatic or semi-automatic destruct
- Capability of sensitive intelligence equipment, Sifce

apparently the view has been that the principle of free-
dom of the seas would provide sufficient security On
the other hand, the nmission of the ships is such as to
invite certain forelgn powers to take some action against
“them because active ilntercept operatlons are being
conducted. I, would like your views as to whether such
ships should be permitted to operate in the future, as
they have in the past, 'as U.S. Naval vessels If so,
should they be provided a full measure of internal self-
protection or external support? Alternatively, should
their modus operandi be changed to provide non-military
19 . . \_
cover for their operations?

Answer. I believe that such ships should be per-
mitted to operate in the future as US Naval vessels as
part of our intelligence collection effort. In the final "
analysis, intelligence gathering activities of this type
cannot be masked sufficientl o preclude discovery Of—
tire—tTue purpose regardless of whether the ship is a
fishing trawler or a naval vessel and regardless of
whether there is non-military cover for the operations.
As to internal protection for these ships, I believe that
extensive arming would increase the likelihood of hostile
action by an enemy. On the other hand, appropriate
external support will have to be provided for future

ex ons in hi However, I agree with the
. Secretary of Defense's testimony to the Congress that we
cannot provide a "full measure" of support which will pre-
clude all possibility of recurrence of an 1nc1dent like
the seizure of the PUEBLO. -
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f. Question. I would also appreciate your comments
and recommendations as to what further specific improve- .
ments could be made to lessen the possibility of 1nc1dents
51mllar to the PUEBLO occurllng in the future.

Answexr. These missions uld be continued and .
approprlate protectlon should be proVide Perations
~fn high risk areas. I agree with the words of the Secretary

“6f Defense in hig Lestlmony to the Congress emph35171ng the
need for thesc missions as follows

"Now, the last category [electronlc
collection platforms and equipment] I
would say on the whole is the most
important of the three, and from it we
"obtain an immense amount of information
as to the military capabilities of our
,opponents, their possible strategy, theix
2tactics, their operational tactics, and
also their intentions. I cannot over- ’
emphasize therefore, the importance of
this third category, communications
intelligence collection."

I believe a full e§amination should be made to lessen
the dangers of a.recurrence of the seizure of a vessel oxr
the compromise of our intelligence collection effort. '
Action is underway in the following spe01£1c areas:

. (1) Analysis of the need for intelligence versus
the risk involved.

(2) Improvements in the instructions to commanding
officers of intelligence collection ships.

(3) Improvements in the capability for destruction
of classified material to include the scuttling of
the Shlp ar

(4) Reduction_in the volume of classified material
carried aboard intelligence collection ships.
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DEPUTY ECRETA:\Y OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20301

G 7 March 1968

Reference: (a) DepSecDef Multi-Addressee memo, Subj: ) .o
. e "Reconnaissance Operations (U), " dtd 3 Feb 68 coe

In reviewing the cvents leading to the scizure of the USS PUEBLO
ia co*ucc:mcd that in addition to the actions dirccted by reference (a),
thcme ma¥y be further organizational or management improvements thét_
should be made in the command and control arrangements for conduct~ . "+
ing such opcrations. I would, therefore, appreciate your pi’oviding '
mc with answers to the following questions plus any other commments
and recominendations you may care to make as soon as practicable:

1. Rcgarding DIRNSA's message ADP 541, dated December 29, f
1967, outiining DIRNSA's cvaluation of the risk involved in the deploy- ‘
rmaent of the PUEBLO, what specific action was taken by the JCS and by
CINCPAC to weigh DIRNSATs evaluafion against the Yminimal risk!
evaluzation in CINCPAC's rcquest for permission to deploy the PULEBLO?
What were the factors that led to CINCPAC's "minimal risk" evaluation?
What ship protective measures, if any, were developed as a result of
thée DIRNSA cvaluation? Was the DIRNSA message passed to CINCPACAT,
CINCRACT LT, Commander 5th AF, COMUSFK, COMNAVIOR Korea, or
COMNAVEFOR Japan? If so, to whom and what action was taken?

2. ‘Inote that the Fifth Air Force OPLAN 307-67 was developed
to provide protective air support for CLICK BEETLXE operations, but it
cited only the USS BANNER by name, . Did CINCPAC, CINCPACAF, CINC-
PAC:‘LT, COMUSFK, COMN.VTOR Japan and the Commander, ¥ Fifth
Air Force, believe that 307-67 was only appl,.ca'ble to USS BANNER
deployments, or did they consider the plan applicable for the protection’
of other CLICK BEETLE surface intelligence collection ships?
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3. Since the Commander, TFiffh Air Force was an information
addressce on PUEBLO deployment and mission messages, did he
pexsonally have knowledge of the PUEBLO's opcration? iW’hat did he

‘ or his staff feel was required in support of the PUEBLO? Did he or
his staff have enough information to plan for air support of the .
PUEBLO? Did the Commmander, Fifth Air Foxrce, ox his staff
inquire as to whether Air Foxce support was requircd? Did the T
Commander, Fifth Air Force, or his staff believe that such support
should be requested by the Navy? What were CINCPAC's specific
ordexrs or instructions to his component commanders, and other
-subordinate commanders, on providing protective al‘ranﬂ’cn'lents e
for opcrations like the PUEBLO's? )
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4, Sinte COMNAVYIOR Japan was an action addres ssee on .
PUEBLO deployment and mission messages, why did he 'or his
- supexiors in the chain of command, such as CINCPACFLT and
CINCPAC, not provide for ship protective measurcs as a contin- :
gency? Whny did he or his superiors not check with Fiith Air Force Y
or PACAT to sce if the Air Force could provide protective air support?

e e

I am also concerncd about a different aspect of the signal intercept
missions conducted by the N‘avy._ Under the current mode of operations
the naval vesscels conducting these missions are without mtcgral scli-
protection to any significant degrce: Further, they do not have an
~automatic or semi-automatic destruct capability of sensitive intelli-
gence cquiprnent, since ap f*"emly the view has becen that the principle
of freedorn of the scas would provide sufficient sccurity. On the other
hand, the mission of the ships is such as to invite certain foreign

”powcrs to take some action against them because active intercept .
operations are being conducted. I would like your views as to whether
such ships should be permitted to operate in the future, as they have
in the past, as U.S. Naval vesscls? 1If so, should they be provided a
full measure of internal sclf-protection or external support? Alter-
na’mvdy, should their modus operandi be changed to provide non-- . T

nilitary cover for their operatlons? ' : '
’ ' “ ]

I would also appreciate your comments and recommendations as
to what further specific improvements could be made to lessen the

possibility of incidents similar to the PUEBLO occurring in the future.
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