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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
for Command, Control, Communication
and Intelligence (ASD/C3I)

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: For the past 18 months I have examined the circumstances and
records concerning the case of PFC Robert R. Garwood, USMC, who was repatriated
from Vietnam in March 1979.

My study has included a review of the official records (1963-1993) and testimony
given by PFC Garwood to several U.S. Government (USG) organizations, to include
the U.S. Congress, the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), and the U.S. Marine
Corps (USMC). In addition, I was able to participate in the bilateral talks held
in Hanoi in June 1992 between senior military personnel of the Socialist Repbulic
of Vietnam (SRV) and the Joint Task Force-Full Accounting (JTF-FA). Subsequent
to these talks, I was able to visit the live-sighting locations in and near Hanoi
where PFC Garwood stated that he had seen Tive U.S. POWs after Operation
Homecoming. Neither my research nor my visit to the Tive-sighting locations
provided any evidence to corroborate PFC Garwood's statements that there were
live U.S. POWs at these locations after Operation Homecoming in 1973.

In addition to an in-depth study of the Garwood Case and bilateral talks with the
SRV concerning PFC Garwood, I have been able to interview more than a dozen
individuals who have been directly invoived in the Garwood Case prior to and
since his repatriation. In some cases, these interviews have helped to
corroborate information found in the Garwood records and files while in other
instances they have been useful in providing more leads concerning PFC Garwood's
activities in Vietnam during the 1965-1979 period.

The ten volumes (Volumes I-X) which make up this Final Report should now be
placed alongside the current repository of Garwood records held by the USG. In
all of the documents prepared during my study, I have attempted to substantiate
the sources of research and information, as clearly as possible, so that those
who follow us will be able to find their way through the hundreds of documents
which make up the case on PFC Robert R. Garwood. It is hoped that by accurate
documentation, the record will adequately show that a thorough study and
examination of the Garwood Case was made.

I want to express my appreciation to the Department of State, the DIA, the USMC,
the Naval Investigative Service, and other Department of Defense and USG
organizations that provided me with important and timely assistance throughout
my research. I am also grateful to your office for having allowed me complete
autonomy in carrying out and completing my mission objectives.

Respectfu11y submitted,

Ange bQ;;1ura ;:iézyt‘__‘\t>
Jung /1
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THE CASE OF PFC ROBERT R. GARWOOD,USMC: FINAL REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the results of an eighteen-month independent study of the
case of PFC Robert R.Garwood, United States Marine Corps (USMC). PFC Garwood
disappeared from DaNang, South Vietnam in 1965 and was not repatriated from the
Socialist Republic of Vietnam (SRV) until 1979. In 1981 he was convicted by

court-martial of collaboration with the enemy.

During the course of this study, official PW/MIA Garwood files were reviewed
along with pertinent U.S.Government (USG) records and official testimony relative
to the Garweod Case. Some key officials knowledgeable about the Garwood Case
were also interviewed. Particular attention was paid to actions taken by
governmeht agencies, including the U.S. Congress, State Department, Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA), Naval Investigative Service (NIS) and the USMC, in
relation to PFC Garwood. In addition, documents concerning his live-sighting

reports that he had seen live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after "Operation Homecoming"

in 1973 were also studied.

Although PFC Garwood returned to the United States in March 1979, he did not come
forward with information about his live sightings of U.S. POWs in Vietnam until

December 1984. This long period of time notwithstanding, these live-sighting



reports were examined to determine if any follow-up action in Vietnam could still
be taken by the USG in its effort to investigate all possible leads concerning

any remaining U.S. POWs. . .

In June 1992 a USG task force spent almost 30 days "on-the-ground” in Vietnam
examining the locations mentioned by PFC Garwood in his live-sighting reports,
holding bi-lateral talks with senior military officials of the SRV, and speaking
with some Vietnamese who lived and/or worked in the vicinity of PFC Garwood's
reported sightings. Based on these actions and criteria, no evidence could be
found to suggest that there are now, or ever were, any live U.S. POWs in the

live-sighting locations noted by PFC Garwood.
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INTRODUCTION

On 5 November 1991 Secretary of Defense (SecDef) Richard Cheney testified before
the Senate Select Committee on Prisoners of War/Missing in Action (POW/MIA)
Affairs concerning the possibility of 1ive POWs in Southeast Asia (SEA).- In his

testimony Secretary Cheney said:

The effort to account as fully as possible for
our POWs and MIAs is not an easy one. Our most
urgent requirement is to determine whether any
Americans remain captive in SEA and if so,vto
return them tb the United States. The issue of
live prisoners has been at the forefront of our
intelligence éffort and in our negotiations with

the governments of Indochina.’

On 18 November 1991 an_independent study was commissioned by Secretary Cheney
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through his Assistant Secretary of Defense (ASD/C31) Duane Andrews, to examine
and evaluate the live sightings of U.S. POWs which PFC Garwood had reported to

the Wall Street Journal (WSJ) in December 1984, almost six years after his

repatriation.? The major focus of this study, therefore, is to determine if the
procedures and actions taken by the Department of Defense (DOD) and its executive
intelligence agent, the DIA, could corroborate PFC Garwood's' sightings of Tlive

U.S. POWs in Vietnam.

In order to determine whether or not PFC Garwood's live-sighting reports are
plausible, it was necessary to examine official records and testimony related ta
his sightings and to make an on-the-ground inspection of their locations in the
SRV. Based on a thorough study of the available documents, a physical
examination of the locations in the SRV was made and this study concludes that
there is no evidence to support PFC Garwood's contention that he saw live U.S.
POWs being detained after 1973 in Vietnam. Furthermore, in the absence of
corroboration from any other source, there is nothing to suggest that there are

live POWs at these locations now.

' For purposes of this study, and unless otherwise noted, Robert R. Garwood
is addressed as Pvt from 1965 to mid-1967; as PFC from mid-1967 to 1981; again
as Pvt from 1981 to 1985; and as Mr. from 1985 to the present.
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I THE LIVE SIGHTINGS

On 22 March 1979 Robert R. Garwood returned to United States' control for the
first time since 28 September 1965, the day on which he disappeared from his
assigned duty station at DaNanQ, South Vietnam. From the time of his first
debriefings at the Great Lakes Naval Station on 29 March by the USMC® and again
.on 4 April by Congressmen Gilman and Wolff,* PFC Garwood stated that he had "no
first-hand" knowledge of any live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after "Operation
Homecoming" in 1973. Indged, PFC Garwood maintained that he had not seen any live

U.S. POWs or other Americans since his departure from South Vietnam in 1969.

However, on 4 December 1984, almost six years after PFC Garwood's repatriation,
the WSJ® reported, after exclusive intervieWs, that he had said that he had seen
live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after 1973. This unexpected announcement led the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), the U.S. Government (USG) Agency chartered
with the responsibility for investigating repérts of live American POWs in
Southeast Asia.(SEA), to hold more than 100 hours of debriefings with Mr. Garwood
between 1986 and 1990. The interviews were delayed until 26 February 1986°
because Mr. Garwood and his attorneys were awaiting the result of their appeal

to the U.S. Supreme Court to overturn his court-martial conviction and were
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insisting that Mr. Garwood be granted immunity for his activities in Vietnam
between 1970 and 1979 before he would consent to being interviewed by the USG.’
Following the Supreme Court's denial of his appeal in December 1985, Mr.
Garwood's attorney contacted DIA to arrange an interview. The immunity they

sought was never granted.®

Since first revealing his post-1973 American POW live sightings in the 1984 WSJ
article, Mr. Garwood has provided several variations of his reports during
several debriefings with DIA and the Congress ° and in interviews granted the
media, notably Playboy and the CBS Television Network's news program _Sixty
Minutes. Mr. Garwood has varied his stories considerably: he has'cited different
numbers of POWs seen at some locations; he has given different dates for some of
his sightings; and he has described at least one live-sighting Tocation that does

not appear to exist anywhere in Vietnam.™

Although variations and inconsistencies in Mr. Garwood's testimony and interviews
exist, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) mandated, nevertheless,
that a task force'' be dispatched to the SRV in June 1992 to interview senior
military officials of the Peoples Army of Vietnam (PAVN) concerning Mr. Garwood's
live sightings, his long residence ih Vietnam, and the possibility of U.S. POWs
remaining in the SRV. 1In addition, the SecDef insisted that an on-the-ground
inspection of Mr. Garwood's live-sighting locations be undertaken to determine

the veracity of his statements.

The discussion which follows provides an analysis of information gathered from

a "first-hand" examination of. locations associated with Mr. Garwood's most
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significant live-sighting locations:

* Thac Ba Lake and Island Fortress

*

Yen Bai Train "Boxcar"
* Bat Bat Prison Complex

* 17 Ly Nam De Street

*

3 Duong Thanh'Street

*

Gia Lam Warehouse/airport
1. Location: Thac Ba Lake and Island Fortress
a. The Thac Ba_Is]and Fortress: Mr. Garwood said that he saw 30-40 and

perhaps as many as 60 Tive U.S. POWs here. (In September or October or mid-

December 1977 or March 1978).
Analysis:

==In June 1992 senior officials of the PAVN, who participated in the bi-

lateral JTF-FA talks in Hanoi, stated that no such fortress or prison

facility ever existed.

==JTF-FA helicopter flight in June 1992 over and around the lake found no
signs of any fortress, significant buildings, or areas large enough to
hold 30-60 prisoners. It should be noted, however, that the JTF-FA team
was only permitted to photograph one large island from approximate]y

3000 feet. The SRV maintained that this island was the only one large
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enough for a POW prison facility.

--A Tive-sighting investigator (LSI) travelled the length of the entire lake
in March 1992 and found no indication of any kind of fortress, POW camp,
or facility large enough to hold a significant number of POWs. The trip

was videotaped.

--Analysis of overhead imagery resulting from aerial photography missions
revealed no evidence of a prison or POW camp facility on the lake
or in contiguous areas in 1977 or‘1978. Mr. Garwood claimed to have made
his sighting in March 1978, but in other statements said that the

sighting occurred in September, or October, or December 1977.

--No other sources, at any time, have reported any fortress or prisoen

facility of the kind described by Mr. Garwood.
Conclusion:
No evidence was found which could substantiate Mr. Garwood's contention
that an island fortress existed in Thac Ba Lake and that U.S. POWs were
incarcerated @here in 1977 or later.

2. Location: Yen Bai Train "Boxcar"

a. The Yen Bai Train "Boxcar" sighting: Mr. Garwood maintains that he saw
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between 30-40 English-speaking U.S. POWs exit a train containing numerous boxcars
of South Vietnamese prisoners. This incident occurred in Yen Bai town, 35 miles
WNW of Hanoi.(1977) The Vietnamese prisoners and American POWs descended from the

train just outside of town and lined up next to the RR tracks.

Analysis:

--In June 1992, a JTF-FA helicopter fly-over of Yen Bai town and the RR
tracks leading directly into and out of the town showed only small and
insignificant RR crossings with no room for large numbers of passengers

or POWs to descend and then 1line up and congregate next to the RR tracks.

--In March 1992 the LSI "walked the tracks" both outside and within the
town of Yen Bai. He could not find a location 1arge enough to match
Mr. Garwood's description of a place where a train unloaded one boxcar
containing 30-40 American POWs as well as numerous boxcars full of mostly

Vietnamese POWs.

--Local inhabitants of Yen Bai town, questioned by another USG official in
May 1991, did not recall ever having seen large numbers of prisoners

descend from a train in Yen Bai at any time.

--The hundreds of first-hand sightings from the Yen Bai re-education camps
offer compelling evidence that the only American seen in that area was

Mr. Garwood, and no others.
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Conclusion:

No evidence was found to substantiate Mr.Garwood's "boxcar" sighting.

3. Location: Bat Bat Prison Complex

a. Mr. Garwood stated that he saw approximately 20 U.S. POWs in the Bat

Bat prison complex during summer and fall 1973, after Operation Homecoming.

(1973)

Analysis:

--According to senior PAVN officials interviewed in June 1992, all U.S. POWs
were moved to either Hoa Lo Prison (Hanoi Hilton), 17 Ly Nam De Street,
or other POW sites in Hanoi sometime after the U.S. raid on Son Tay in
November 1970. The U.S. POWs at Son Tay were moved to Hanoi in

April 1970.

--An LSI toured the Bat Bat facility in early 1992 and found no évidence to
suggest that American POWs were incarcerated there. In addition, a JTF-FA
team flew at a low altitude over the facility in June 1992, enroute from

Thac Ba Island to Hanoi, and noted no activity.

--Two American yachtsmen (drug traffickers), Cotton and Ingram, were

held in Bat Bat between 1977 and December_1978.
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--Arlo Gay, an American, who was captured in South Vietnam on 30 April 1975
escaped from Bat Bat on 10 July 1976, was recaptured on 5 August, and.then

released on 21 September 1976.

--Some Americans arrested in South Vietnam after the communist victory in

April 1975 were sent to Bat Bat initially and then released from there.

--From late 1965-early 1967 it was known that the Bat Bat facility held

some U.S. POWs. A1l have been accounted for.

Mr. Garwood told the WSJ in 1984 that he had depérted Bat Bat for Gia Lam
(Hanoi) in the fall of 1973 and remained there until 1975.' In other interviews
and testimony he has maintained that he was at Bat Bat from late 1970 until 1975,

at which time he was transferred to the re-education camps in Yen Bai.

Both the PAVN and the U.S. POW-returnees in 1973 stated that all U.S.
POWs were transferred to Hanoi prison facilties sometime after November 1970. It
is possible that Mr. Garwood could have seen Westerners at the Bat Bat prison
facility in late 1973, had he been there at the time, but there is no official
record of any U.S.POWs having been there after 1970. The conflicting statements
by Mr. Garwood, the PAVN, and thé U.S. POW-returnees notwithstanding, no evidence

could be found to suggest that any live U.S. POWs were held at Bat Bat after

Operation Homécoming in 1973.



4, Location: 17 Ly Nam De Street

a. "...a bearded face, deep sunken eyes, and thinning hair...": Mr.
Garwood maintains that he saw a face fitting this description on the second floor
of a building on Ly Nam De Street and that the face definitely looked American
(late 1978). PAVN guards told Mr. Garwood that there were perhaps seven (7) U.S.

POWs who had been transferred from Cao Bang prison camp (near the PRC border).

In another version, Mr. Garwood claims that he heard 5-7 Americans

walk by his cell at night while he was in this Ly Nam De Street compound.

Analysis:

--The 17 Ly Nam De Street compound now houses the PAVN Film Studio. The
studio's senior military officer in charge told the JTF-FA team in June

1992 that no U.S. POWs were held at this address after April 1973.

--An LSI visit to the Cao Bang prison camp in April 1992 revealed that U.S.
POWs were held there in 1972 and were then moved to Hanoi prior to
Operation Homecoming. The Cao Bang facility was abandoned in 1978/79

during the Sino-Vietnamese war and has not been used since.

--Many other Vietnamese sources who both worked and lived in this area

have reported the absence of any U.S. POWs or Americans after April 1973.
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--Although Mr. Garwood maintains that he frequently stayed overnight at the
17 Ly Nam De Street compound during his 10 years in the SRV, he was
unable to identify or locate the compound on either overhead or street-

tevel photography shown him by DIA.
Conclusion:

No evidence could be found, from either USG official records or from the
SRV, to indicate that any U.S. POWs were held at 17 Ly Nam De Street after April
1973. It is possible, however, that Mr. Garwood could have seen another
Westerner at this PAVN Film Studio or that he might even have seen another

American who voluntarily chose to stay behind in Vietnam after the war ended.

5. Location: 3 Duong Thanh Street

a. Mr. Garwood maintains that he saw the same bearded face he had seen
on Ly Nam De Street some three (3) months later at 3 Duong Thanh Street, at a

distance of some 100 feet. (October 1978)

Analysis:

~==In June 1992 PAVN officials noted that Mr. Garwood periodically went to
3 Duong Thanh Streeet to pick up his salary and provisions. If this
bearded individual is also a "stay-behind," he could have had the same

reasons for going to this address.
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--DIA has known, and the PAVN has corroborated (June 1992) that, from late
1972 until some time in 1974, elements of Group 875 were housed at this
address. This group was responsible for handling all administrative
details, records and files of POWs (to include "stay-behinds"), for the
the Cuc dich van (Enemy Proselytizing Department). PAVN has also noted
that Group 776, the unit responsible for re-education at the Yen Bai
camps, had.a duty office at this address as well. Mr. Garwood was a low-
level cadre member of Group 776 during his stay at Yen Bai, from 1975 to

1979.

--3 Duong Thanh was owned by the General Political Directorate (GPD) and
housed offices and personnel of various staff elements of the GPD,

_including the PAVN newspaper element.

It is possible that Mr. Garwood could have seen an individual from a

distance of 100 feet and that he saw another caucasian at this address.
6. Location: Gia Lam Warehouse/Airport

a. Mr. Garwood claims he saw five or six (5/6) U.S.POWs at this facility
who were stacking, loading, and unloading materials and goods. He saw them during
his many trips to this facility between 1973 and 1979 while he was located at Bat
Bat. Mr. Garwood told the WSJ, however, that he departed Bat Bat for Gia Lam in

the fall of 1973 and that he remained at Gia Lam until 1975.%




Analysis:

—=-In November 1991 PAVN officials admitted to the LSI that Soviet
soldiers were in this facility frequently for automotive parts.
The LSI was shown a single warehouse invoice for some spare parts that was
signed by a Soviet soldier in 1987. In June 1992, the JTF-FA team was

told the same story and shown the same invoice.

--PAUN officials maintain that all records at this facility are
destroyed routinely after five (5) years due to lack of space. Therefore,
records from this facility dating back to Mr. Garwood's time in

North Vietnam (1970-1979) are reportedly no longer available.

--Mr. Garwood varies this report from a single sighting in 1978 to many

sightings between 1973 and 1979.
Conclusion:

No evidence could be found to corroborate Mr. Garwood's claim of having
seen U.S. POWs at Gia Lam after April 1973. According to PAVN officials, the
facility is a heavy parts distribution warehouse for all the armed forces in the
SRV and the Soviets, under a special arrangement, were the only foreigners

permitted access.



Summary

No evidence has been found to support Mr. Garwood's allegations that he saw live
U.S. POWs after Operation Homecoming in 1973. Mr. Garwood remains the single

source for these repofts. They have not been corroborated by anybody else.

Since 1973, the SRV has consistently maintained that it holds no U.S. POWs in
Vietnam. The Hanoi government has officially repudiated Mr. Garwood's allegations

that he saw live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after Operation Homecoming.




I1 SOUTH VIETNAM
1965-1967

The controversy surrounding the Garwood Case began long before the WSJ article
of‘4 December 1984 appeared and continues to this day. Indeed, the case began
in controversy on 28 September 1965 when Pvt. Robert R. Garwood, USMC, was found
absent at the 2300 hours bedchéck. Although he was absent,_no Unauthorized
Absence (UA) was reported since Pvt Garwood, a motor pool driver (MOS 3531),™
was initially thought to have been absent because he had had a "late run". He
would not be reported as being UA until he failed to report for muster at 0730
on the 29th. Although this manner of accounting was clearly unauthorized, other
marines stationed in DaNang during the same timeframe have suggested that this

was "standard operating procedure (SOP)."'*

Following Pvt Garwood's reported
absence on the morning of the 29th, the USMC immediately began an investigation

of his whereabouts.

Several actions were quickly initiated: 1) on 30 September the Secretary of the
Navy (SECNAV) was informed by message from the Commanding General (CG), Third
Marine Division (MarDiv), that Pvt Garwood was missing’® and that an
» investigation would be conducted; 2) Pvt Garwood's next-of-kin were notified of
his disappearance; 3) a counterintelligence (CI) investigation was opened to

determine the exact circumstances surrounding Pvt Garwood's disappearance and to
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ascertain whether there was any evidence to suggest that he had deserted, had
defected, or had been kidnapped in DaNang;'” 4) USMC investigators attempted to

find the last U.S. personnel to see Pvt Garwood prior to his disappearance.

Those who saw Pvt Garwood on 28 September just prior to his disappearance were
some of his USMC tentmates in DaNang. According to PFC Johﬁ Geill, PFC Allen F.
Braverman and LCpl Gary Smith, Pvt Garwood was with a group of marines at the
DaNang Hotel or DaNang USO just around idusk on the 28th.'* He indicated that he
hads:ito pick -up hisslaundry just ‘outsidenthe: base: and: wanted to make-a "skivvy
run' as well: PvteGarwood then said that he would seethis group back- at the
‘tent dm*"about “an *hourlt. He never showed up.' . o : g

e T an g
On 29 September 1965 ithe Division Provost Marshal. Officer was notified of Pvt
Garwood's absence and -an A11~Points Bulletin (APB)-iwas issued on -him and his
‘missing -vehicles~This bulletin was repeated for, three days (3) with negative
results.; Agaiinipion 29.September, First Lieutenant Charnles-J. Buchta .and- Staff
‘Sergeant CalviniForbes, sboth USMC and part: of the Headquarters Battalion ‘Motor
Transport, searched all possible places in the-cityiiof -DaNang where Pvt Garwood
and his vehicle (an M-422 Mighty Mite) might have been found. No: plausible leads
were uncovered.®
On 2 October 1965, the Division Provost Marshall's officé‘cbntactedithe Army:of
the Republic. of :‘Vietnam (ARVN):“Military Security Service$: They too reportéd
nedative resukts® .’ - SRR
e s P

‘As “these "investigationscproceeded, Garwood's Commanding Officer (CO), Captain
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John A. Studds, reported to the Commandant, USMC, that in view of Pvt Garwood's
past record of UA, it was his opinion that the possibility existed that he was
absent without authorization and that his UA could have resulted in his becoming
a Prisoner of War (POW). Due to the lack of any substantive evidence, however,
Captain Studds recommended that there be no change in the casualty status and

that Pvt Garwood remain UA until evidence-to-the-contrary proved otherwise.*

Two separate Vietnamese agents reported that the Viet Cong (VC) had claimed that
one U.S. serviceman and his jeep had been picked up in the Cam Hai region
(approx. 11.5 miles from the DaNang Air Base) by the VC after the serviceman had

23

gotten lost.” The serviceman, reportedly, had been captured and the jeep
burned. A ground and aerial search for the burned vehicle produced negative
results, as did four platoon search operations on 1 October.? Two additional
platoons swept the area in the vicinity of Marble Mountain the next morning but

found nothing.

On 12 October 1965, in an effort to use all possible means to locate Pvt Garwood,
the CO, 704th INTC Det (CI) authorized 100,000 $VN as a reward for "information
leading to the successful recovery" of the miésing serviceman. In addition. 2,500

$VN was authorized for recovery of Pvt Garwood's vehicle.®

It appears that Pvt Garwood remained in a UA status until 15 October when his CO,
recommended to the Commandant, USMC, that Pvt Garwood's status be changed to
"missing" despite his having probably been UA initially.?* On 4 November 1965
the Commandant concurred. He directed that Pvt Garwood be carried as "missing"

since sufficient evidence was not available to establish unauthorized absence
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status at the time of disappearance.?

Regardless of the way in which Pvt Garwood came into VC hands in September, the
USMC was not sure if he was still alive until 3 December 1965*° when India

Company, 3rd Battalion, 3rd Marine Regiment found a document entitled Fellow

Soldier's Appeal®” with Pvt Garwood's name on it, on a gate near DaNang. At this
point, the USMC assumed that the 19-year old marine was still alive and was being
held by the VC. This document recommended among other things, that U.S. troops
stop fighting in Vietnam and return home. The document's signature (B. Garwood)
might well have been made by a rubber stamp and the use of the English language
in the letter could lead one to.be1ieve that it was not written by a native
speaker of English. Interestingly enough, a second version of this document was
found on 18 July 1966 in the DaNang area but it appeared to be of better type and
paper quality.®* In this version Pvt Garwood's signature (or rubber stamp) is

found at a slightly different angle.

In view of this new information, Pvt Garwood's status was changed from "missing"

to presumed captured" oﬁ 17 December 1965.°%

On 23 December the CG, Fleet Marine Force, Pacific (FMFPac) directed that a
counterintelligence (CI) case on Pvt Garwood be opened, that the above noted
document be evaluated for "subversive content and authenticity,"*® and that his
Service Record Book (SRB) be reviewed once again. Concerned that Pvt Garwood
might have become disaffected either by belief, ignorance, or persuasion, the
USMC concluded that: 1) it was considered highly doubtful that Pvt Garwood

personally composed the document; 2) the authenticity of Pvt Garwood's signature
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could not be ascertained but it appeared that a rubber stamp was used to make the
signature; 3) Pvt Garwood was listed in the document as a Chaplain's Aide when
he was, in fact, a motor pool driver; 4) Pvt Garwood's family, and his
educational, and disciplinary backgrounds demonstrated a possible susceptibility

to propaganda and indoctrination efforts.®

It was not until 4 January 1966, however, when 14 ARVN POWs released by the enemy
(in celebration of the Tet holiday) produced a letter from Pvt Garwood to his
mother and written on 27 December 1965 that the USG* assumed, with some
certainty, that Pvt Garwood was still being held. The USG also learned from the
released ARVN POWs, that Captain William F. Eisenbraun (Ike), U.S. Army (USA),
was being held along with Pvt Garwood at a prison camp called Camp Khu.
Acco%ding to these released POWs, both Pvt Garwood and Captain Eisenbraun had

arrived at this camp within a week to ten days of each other.

With the knowledge that Pvt Garwood was still alive, the USMC continued to
investigate his disappearance to determine whether he had collaborated Qith‘the
enemy and whether the Fellow Soldier's Appeal propaganda document was authentic.
On 18 January 1966, the CG, FMFPac directed the 3rd CI Team, 3rd MarDiv® to
conduct an second investigation of this document. Reflecting the original
investigation's conclusions, the CI team found that the contents and wording of
the document suggested that it was not originated by Pvt Garwood, although it
could not be determined if he had "actually approved" of its contents.* In
addition, the signature attributed to him was different from examples of his
signature in his SRB, and was thought to have been produced by a facsimile stamp.

Finally, the document's description of Pvt Garwood as a chaplain's assistant was
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clearlyerroneous.>The investigating team also noted that neither of the two ARVN
releasees. who'had been imprisoned with Pvt Garwood-until 28 December 1965 had
given.rany . indication in theirdebriefs that he was a collaborator.¥.On the
basis-of ‘these findings, therefore, the teamtconcluded that Pvt Garwood had not
intended to defect at the time he was reported missing. An investigation into
the circumstances of his disappearance, however, would remain open.
On~22. January 1966, the investigating team's commander,® reported that "at
Teast one.of “the ARVN officers" released by:.the VC from Camp-Khuy»claimed that
Pvt Garwood~ himself -had shown him a propaganda letter  which-*he (Pvt Garwood)
a]legédiy had-signed. ‘This, if ‘true, would'suggestiof course that Pvt Garwood
"did have knowledge ‘of the  letter,": but “the ARVN - officer could not say
definitively if Pvt Garwood had indeed signed the document.
On 3 March 1966, the contents of this same document were broadcast over Radio
Hanoi: by an announcer believed by the Foreign Broadcast Information: Service
(FBIS) Okinawa to:-be a foreign national whoseé English pronunciation "had .a Frentch
accent™. Although' the announcer indicated that "he was ‘reading a statement
attributed” to' Robert R. Gouch"”’ the text was identicdl to-that of the 20
Octoberuletter with Pvt Garwood's signature on it.“ Nothing more was héard of
Pvt :Garwood .oF of ‘the document until 18 July when elements of"the 2nd Battalion,
3rd Mariiné Regiment: found a number of identical copies.* . -
On-' 5 May ' 1966, FBIS again monitored a Radio. Hanoi broadcast “to American
servicemen in~South Vietnam that-was: identical to’:the~3 March broadcast. iJhe

announcer also noted: that ™a U.S.: Marine 'captured in. a raid.on Cam Hai, -had
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called on his mates to stop terrorizing the South Vietnamese people and burning
their houses, gardens and rice fields."“ On 13 May 1966, Hanoi International
Service (Radio Hanoi) broadcast the very same messagé with identical wording. The
text was later released by the Liberation Press Agency in English.®

Following publication of the document by the Liberation Press Agency, the trail
on Pvt Garwood grew cold. For administrative purposes he was placed in a
"Missing and Captured" unit attached to the Headquarters, USMC.* The next
substantive information available on him did not become available until late in
1966. On 9 November, one (1) ARVN Lt. and two (2) enlisted men (EM) stated that
they had seen Pvt Garwood on/about 1 October 1966 while they were prisoners of
’ the_VC. They all identified Pvt Garwood's photograph from the U.S. Detainee

folder.*

In early 1967 other physical evidence concerning Pvt Garwood became available.
On 9 January a Vietnamese former Special Forces soldier (ARVN), was debriefed.
He reported® that he had been in a VC POW camp with both Pvt Garwood and
Captain Eisenbraun in late 1965. In early 1966, in celebration of Tet, all of the
POWs in this camp were released after extensive indoctrination, except for these
two Americans and four (4) ARVN officers. At this time, according to this
Special Forces (ARVN) soldier, Pvt Garwood handed him one of his dogtags and
asked him to return it to U.S. authorities. This ARVN soldier returnéd home, but
was not debrﬁefed until January 1967, some 11 months later. He indicated that
upon returning home in 1966 he had been sent to reform classes, along with VC
personnel, and he was afraid that making contact with U.S. personnel would

jeopardize his freedom.
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By 31 January 1967 Pvt Garwood had been missing for more than 16 months. The
USMC, however, continued to search for him. On this date the CG, FMFPac, in a
"missing in action personnel”™ letter,’ requested that" the Commandant, USMC
continue to forward all additional pertinent information concerning the missing-

in-action status of Garwood" to the FMFPac headquarters.

On 21 February 1967 an ARVN Military Intelligence (MI) unit reported that a
"coded source"® had said that two American POWs were being detained in Quang
Ngai Province, Republic ovaietnam (RVN). Although the source did not identify
the POWs by name, the USMC concluded that the possibilities included Captain
Eisenbraun, Pvt Garwood, and now LCpl Edwin Russell Grissett; USMC, since it was
known that Grissett had been captured on 22 January 1966. Another unidentified
‘RVN source, reported that he had been held by the VC from December 1966 until his
escape in early March 1967. During this time, he reported, he was held with three

U.S. POWs but could not communicate with any of them.

The USG and the USMC had by this time accumulated a considerable amount of
information regarding POWs being held by the VC in South Vietnam. They were
generally aware of the number of Americans being held, but were unable to
pinpoint the locations of their incarceration. Information on Pvt Garwood
continued to suggest that he was collaborating with the enemy. However, it would
be another year before the testimony of two U.S. POWs, who had been held with Pvt
Garwood and "released"* early, would force U.S. officials to conclude that Pvt

Garwood, indeed, was doing the enemy's bidding.

Summary
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The real circumstances surrounding Pvt Garwood's disappearance in September 1965
may never be revealed to the USG. Several marines who served with Pvt Garwood and
who were debriefed after he returned home in 1979 indicated that he often spoke
of how anxious he was to go home. A letter reportedly written by Pvt Garwood,
just ten days before he disappeared, to Gunnery Sgt.lLeo Powell, USMC (Ret), a
high school friend also stationed in South Vietnam, allegedly expressed how happy
he was to be "going home"®' within 10 or 12 days. It does not appear reasonable,
therefore, that Pvt Garwood would have "rallied" to the VC side just 10-12 days
prior to his being shipped stateside nor does it appear logical that he would
have "crossed-over" to the enemy side for political or ideological reasons, at
least not at this time. And regarding his disappearance, there are probably a

half dozen stories or more of how Pvt Garwood vanished in 1965:

* Pyt Garwood told his biographer®® to write that he had been captured
after he had gotten lost, while en route to Marble Mountain (near DaNang, South
Vietnam) to pick up a USMC officer. There is controversy, however, as to how Pvt

Garwood got anywhere near Cam Hai and what he might have been doing there.

* Sgt. Willie Watkins, USA, incarcerated with Pvt Garwood in a South
Vietnam POW camp, stated that Pvt Garwood told him that "he had been captured in

a brothel."*

* PFC Geill, USMC, possibly the Tast American to see Pvt Garwood before

his disappearance, told debriefers that Pvt Garwood said that he was going to

nsé

pick up his laundry and make a "skivvy run"*‘probably in an area contiguous or

adjacent to the DaNang Air Base. Geill also suggested in his debrief, that he
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knew that Pvt Garwood had been seeing a bar girl several nights a week in DaNang

and sometimes remained with her overnight.®®

* Senjor PAVN officials told the JTF-FA team in June 1992 that Pvt
Garwood was not captured but had "crossed over" willingly. Hanoi has

consistently maintained that Pvt Garwood was never a POW but rather a "ralljer"

“to the SRV cause. They ridiculed the notion that Pvt Garwood "put up a fight"

when he was picked up by the Viet Cong.

* Pyt Garwood's biographer suggested on 24 September 1992, in an hour-
long telephone conversation that, based on his research, he felt there was some
evidence to suggest that Pvt Garwood could have been picked up in a brothel or

compromised by one of the bar girls he had been seeing.’

* Refugee hearsay reports suggest that Pvt Garwood had been wounded in
a fire-fight with a convoy and had then been captured. Official documents do not
show any evidence of his having been involved in any combat action whatsoever
prior to his diéappearance. Pvt Garwood was a motor pool driver from the time

he arrived in DaNang on 7 July until he disappeared on 28 September 1965.

* One of the ARVN POWs released from Camp Khu on 28 December 1965 stated
in his debriefing by the 704th INTC DET (CI) on 5 January 1966, that Pvt Garwood
told him that he had been “captured after he had drunk a coca-cola and was
driving a military vehicle near the city of DaNang". Pvt Garwood further stated
that he was captured during day]ight hours. This ARVN POW added that Pvt Garwood

was not wounded.®’




In a recent made-for-television movie of Pvt Garwood's life in Vietnam (1965-
1979), which was seen on Thai television (with Thai subtitles),*® the initial
scene portrayed Pvt Garwood asking directions to Marble Mountain from the
sentries at the gate to a U.S. military facility in DaNang. It showed Pvt
Garwood getting lost on a coastal road, being surrounded by VC, and then becoming
involved in a firefight. The movie then dramatized Pvt Garwood's "capture" by

the VC.*

Ostensibly, television producers and story-consultant Garwood would have us
believe that Pvt Garwood was "on duty" when he disappeared. The "on duty" notion
is, of course, in question and there are several other criteria which need to be

examined, prior to accepting the television representation en toto:

* Marble Mountain was the location of a small USMC and USA helicopter
base which was located some five (5) kilometers from the DaNang Air Base. Even
if Pvt Garwood had been on duty and had had an 1800 driver's run to pick up a
Marine officer at the G-2 Section (as has been suggested by Mr. Garwood, but
denied by PFC Geill, PFC Braverman, LCpl Smith and Captain Baier, all USMC), the
G-2 1in 1965 was located within the same perimeter as Pvt Garwood's tent,
approximately 1/2 mile distant. Common sense suggests that due to the short
distance, there is 1ittle possibility that Pvt Garwood could have "gotten lost",

as he has maintained.®

* Pvt Garwood, as all motor pool drivers, should have been familiar with

the area surrounding the DaNang Air Base after having been stationed there since
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7 July 1965. The U.S. military complex in DaNang included the DaNang Air Base,
the area where his tent and the G-2 section were located, parts>of DaNang town,
and the Marbie Mountain area. In addition, it appears that Pvt Garwood had had

a similar ®

run" at 1300 from which he returned at 1430. According to Captain
Baier,® Pvt Garwood had completed his duties for the day at that time and was

not required to return for an 1800 run.

The record clearly demonstrates that the USMC made a near Herculean effort to
"find" Pvt Garwood after his disappearance, but that the effort fell short of
mounting a rescue mission because the U.S. was unable to pinpoint the location
of the facility where Pvt‘Garwood was being held. Communist prison camps in South
Vietnam were often mobile and tended to be placed beneath double and triple
canopied jungle in the most remote regions. They were virtually invisib1e from
the air and difficult to detect on the ground. The value of mounting a massive
manhunt in the DaNang area was also considered questionable, since the region was
known to be particularly sympatheiic to the communist cause. The USMC,
nevertheless, continued to search for Pvt Garwood until the accumulation of
evidence, inc]uding propaganda statements attributed to him and eye-witness
reports of his behavior in prison camps, overwhelmingly pointed to his

collaboration with the enemy.
1967-1969

In January 1968, PFC Jose Ortiz-Rivera, USA, and LCpl Jose Agosto Santos, USMC,

were released from communist captivity in the South. Both reported they had been



27
imprisoned with Pvt Garwood and that he had "officially crossed over" to the
enemy in May 1967 when he had participated in a "Liberation Ceremony", refused
repatriation for reasons of "conscience",® allegedly accepted a commission in
the North Vietnamese Army (NVA),* and taken the Vietnamese name of "Nguyen
Chien Dau"(fighter). The USG was to ascertain later, from repatriated POWs and
captﬁred documents, that Pvt Garwood actually had been actively involved in
aiding the VC and NVA prior to May 1967: by carrying arms and ammunition as well
as supplies for them, by assisting in the interrogation of U.S. POWs, and by
living in the guards' quarters. The NVA commissioning ceremony was particularly

condemning and, if authentic, represented a clear turning point in the case by

signaling that Pvt Garwood had decided to take up arms against his own country.

Regardless, however, of whether or not he became a Lieutenant (LT) in the NVA,
available evidence suggests that the USMC and the USG had enough information at
this time to change Pvt Garwood's status from POW to deserter. The USMC had the
opportunity to change his status from POW to that of deserter as soon as the
seriousness of Pvt Garwood's offenses became known. However, PFC Garwood's POW
status was not changed in 1968, nor was it made at any time afterwards. To this

day, PFC Garwood is listed as a POW who was repatriated in 1979!*

During their debriefings in early February 1968, both Ortiz-Rivera and Agosto
Santos indicated that PFC Garwood was a "POW now working with the VC."®
Corfoboration of PFC Garwood's activitiés with the VC came on 20 February when
an official of an ARVN MI®*® unit informed U.S. military authorities that 13 ARVN
returnees, recently released by the VC, had reported that they had been in the

5th VC Regional Camp with U.S. POWs. One of the Americans, they revealed, was
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called Nguyen Chien Dau®” and he was scheduled to be released by the VC in "June
or July 1967, but requested to join the National Liberation Front (NLF) to begin

work with a VC Military Proselytizing unit (Cuc dich van) near DaNang."*®

Additional revelations concerning PFC Garwood's collaboration with the VC came
to Tight on 9 February 1968 when documents captured by "F" Company, 3rd
Battalion, 5th Marine Regiment® included four personal letters and five
propaganda statements attributed to him. Three of the latter were "allegedly"

written and signed by "Bobby Garwood" and two had no signature.”

The USMC requested that the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) examine and
compare PFC Garwood's signature from his SRB with that on the captured documents
to "determine if Garwood actually wrote the leaflets attributed to him."” In
their letter to the FBI, the USMC noted that informatfon had been received by
Headquarters, USMC, which "indicated that Garwood apparently defected to the VC
during May 1967.7% Since that date,.there have been numerous reports in South
Viefnam of a Caucasian assisting the VC in their propaganda and proselytizing

programs."”

The USMC u;ed this very same.phrasing in an 8 September 1969 letter to the FBI
asking that the Bureau re-examine and compare the various Garwood sfgnatures and
writing samples previously submitted. In addition, the USMC requested that an
additional eight-page undated "Declaration" allegedly written by PFC Garwood and
found during December 1968 be examined, as well as another letter dated 18

January 1969.7° 1In its response of 6 October 1969, the FBI indicated that the
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writing, in some of the documents, appeared to be that of PFC Garwood; in other

places, the orthography appeared to be somewhat Cyrillic.”

The USMC went further. They requested that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)

carry out an even more detailed technical and graphological analysis of the

documents captured. Upon examination, CIA experts stated that they thought that

at least six (6) of ihe documents had been written by PFC Garwood. They also

reported that they had discerned some personality traits in the writing they had

analyzed which concurred with observations about PFC Garwood's personality "found
n o7

in the personnel reports in Garwood's file",” concerning his lack of emotional

stability, low sense of responsibility and loyalty, and need for security.

The USMC gained more first-hand information concerning PFC Garwood's prison camp
activities when three more U.S. POWs were released in early November 1969. SGT
Willie Watkins, PFC James Strickland, and PFC Coy Tinsley, all USA, indicated in
their debriefings that they had last seen PFC Garwood on/about 25 October 1969
just prior to their departure from a POW camp in South Vietnam. Not 6n1y did they
corroborate previous statements made by Ortiz-Rivera and Agosto Santos almost two
years before (February 1968), but SGT Watkins related that PFC Garwood had told
them that he was going to go to North Vietnam to meef one of the leaders of the
Biack Panther Party/Black Muslims in August or September 1970.”7 He also
indicated that PFC Garwood had bragged of having been in a firefight with the VC
against U.S. forces and that only he and one VC had escaped.’” PFC Garwood,
continued Watkins, also wore a Ho Chi Minh button and carried a Russian AK-47

rifle.
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The USG was to ascertain later that PFC Garwood had, in fact, gone to North
Vietnam in late 1969 and that Watkins, Strickland, and Tinsley were possibly the

last U.S. POWs to see him prior to his departure.

Summary

The significance of the 1967-1969 period in the Garwood chronology lies in the
realization that he was still alive in South Vietnam and that an increasing body
of evidence supported the premise that he had crossed over to the enemy. The
physical evidence suggesting a crossover was found in a number of captured
documents which noted that PFC Garwood had written and then signed propaganda
letters and leaflets tha£ urged other American servicemen to cross over to enemy,
and that he had assumed the name of Nguyen Chien Dau. Graphological evaluations,
although inexact, concluded that the written documents and the signature belonged
to PFC Garwood. Additional evidence, suggesting that he had become a "rallier"
and a turncoat, was derived from the debriefings of Americans imprisoned with him
and released in 1968 and 1969. These included Ortiz-Rivera, Agosto Santos,

Watkins, Strickland, and Tinsley.”

Much more information became available about PFC Garwood's 1967-1969 pro-enemy
activities when POWs returned home during Operation Homecoming (1973). The
evidence provided by Ortiz-Rivera, Agosto Santos, Watkins, Strickland, and
Tinsley was corroborated. And additional information was obtained concerning PFC
Garwood's propaganda broadcasts on Radio Hanoi®® that were heard by U.S. POWs

in North Vietnam during this period.
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The 1967-1969 period has further significance for the USMC itself: there was
sufficient documentation and evidence, as early as 1968 and certainly by late

1969, for the USMC to officially change PFC Garwood's status from POW to that of
deserter/collaborator. Apparently, however, the USMC leadership did not consider
a change propitious and, therefore, no change was made. A USMC POW Screening
Board Report dated 5 May 1969 noted that PFC Garwood possibly enjoyed the
attention given him by the VC and therefore defected and aided them in
propagandizing and proselytizing programs.® Choosing to minimize his defection
while stressing the need to protect his civil rights, the Board recommended that
PFC Garwood be advised of his rights under Article 31, UCMJ, prior to any
debriefing and that a thorough investigation be conducted to determine his
actions while in the hands of the enemy, should PFC Garwood ever return to U.S.

control.

Even though there was sufficient evidence at the time for the USMC to change PFC
Garwood's status, it appears that the USMC was more concerned with protecting

rather than prosecuting him and, consequently, no change was made in his status.



ITI NORTH VIETNAM
1970-1973

The USMC and the USG were not sure of PFC Garwood's activities nor of his precise
location during the 1970-1973 period. First-hand eye-witness reports grew sparse
after Watkins, Strickland, and Tinsley were debriefed in 1969 and additional
reporting from U.S. POWs did not become available until Operation Homecoming in
1973. The few reports received were those of communist ralliers and POWs who
related either having had chance encounters with an American matching PFC

Garwood's description or having heard about him.

A former South Vietnamese guerrilla who rallied to U.S. control on 23 July 1970,
reported having met an American "rallier" in late January 1969. He saw -the
American with a group of personnel of the Enemy Proselytizing Section (Cuc dich
van) of Military Region (MR) 5 in Quang Ngai province, and engaged him in casual
conversation. The American was dressed just like the VC: black pajamas, NLF*®
medal, tire sandal shoes and a khaki jungle hat. He was in excellent health and
was called Nguyen Chien Dau. He admitted to being an American who had crossed

over to the VC cause in 1965.%

A second rallier, an NVA Tlieutenant colonel (LTC), debriefed on 21 November

1970,%reported that while assigned to the Cuc dich van of MR 5 in mid-December
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- 1968, he had met an American with a group of cadre from VC Region 5 Front (MR5)
and had spoken with him for 15 minutes. According to his report, the individual
indicated that he was hoping to become a member of the Party. Both his and the
preceding report were considered by the USMC to be first-hand live sightings of

PFC Garwood.

In early February 1971 the USMC reported that two additional VC ralliers and one
captive had disclosed that PFC Garwood "was takén to North Vietnam during»1969
because of an unknown stomach ailment and subsequently was sent to Russia for
further training."® One rallier also noted that PFC Garwood wore an NVA uniform

and carried a PRC tif]e.

On 17 February 1971 the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) became involved in the
Garwood case for the first time. Upon hearing that PFCAGarwood might have gone
to Russia for further training, DIA cabled the U.S. Defense Attache Office (DAO)
in Moscow requesting "all available information concerning the possible pfesence
in Moscow of a U.S. Marine defector, PFC Robert R. Garwood."® DIA further noted
to the DAO that one of the ralliers (noted above) stated that he had "heard that
Garwood had gone to Moscow prior to July 1970...and that one VC reportedly had

received a Tetter written by PFC Garwood from Moscow in July 1970."%

A 16 April 1971 report from the 525th MI Group in DaNang, noted that on 2 March
1971 a "coded source" observed a U.S. serviceman in Bo village, Son Ha District,
Quang Ngai Province attending a VC cadre meeting . The U.S. serviceman was a
member of the Cuc dich van and was called "Dau". The report explains that as a

member of this section, Dau "teaches English to the VC officers, writes Teaflets
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and translates propaganda documents into English and frequently writes letters

for distribution to U.S. personnel."®®

On 30 March 1971, two weeks prior to this 525th MI Group report, the USMC POW
Screening Board met again on the Garwood case and concluded that PFC Garwood was
still alive and aiding the VC/NVA. This conclusion was based on the testimony
of five (5) former U.S. POWs (e.g. Ortiz-Rivera, Agosto Santos, Watkins,
Strickland, and Tinsley). The Board also noted that PFC Garwood had been promoted

to PFC in September 1967, and then recommended to the Commandant, USMC, once

ogain that PFC Garwood be warned of his rights under Article 31, UCMJ, prior to
debriefing® should he return to U.S. control. The Board concluded that PFC
Garwood had, in fact, "deserted" but that a finding of desertion could not be
made in absentia because of legal considerations. The final report recommended
that the case be "held in abeyance" subject to the availability of more

information and subject to the "return of Garwood to U.S. custody.™®®

However, the Board changed its recommendations to the Commandant, USMC, on 8 May
1971. It recommended that PFC Garwood's status be changed administratively to
deserter and that appropriate charges be preferred against him for "defecting,

aiding and abetting the enemy, etc."”

On 7 July 1971 the USMC Judge Advocate Division (JAD) reviewed the Board's 30
March and 8 May decisions and advocated that the Garwood Case not be held in
abeyance. The JAD urged instead that steps‘bé taken to terminate any pay and
allowances that "may be in effect" with respect to PFC Garwood™ and that his

status be changed from POW to deserter.” However, no action was taken by the
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Commandant, USMC, to change PFC Garwood's status and he remained classified as

a POW.

As the controversy concerning PFC Garwood's legal status continued within the
USMC itself, USG intelligence organizations continued to 1ook for any information
relevant to his case. On 3 September 1971 the CIA reported that a member of the
Armed Propaganda Unit of the Cuc dich van intefrogated on 12 July 1971, had
reported that he had first-hand information from two fellow cadre members
concerning PFC Garwood. The first, a member of the propagénda unit and the
second, a Korean language teacher, had known PFC Garwood while they were in MR-5.
Both noted that they had spent a lot of time with PFC Garwood to "practice their
English". The Korean language teacher added that he had received a letter from
the VC MR-S Cuc dich van at the end of 1969 indicating that PFC Garwood had been
admitted as a member of the People's Revolutionary Youth Group and would be
transferred to North Vietnam due to a chronic abdominal problem. The Tletter
indicated further that PFC Garwood would probably go through a political
indoctrination course prior to being admitted to the Lao Dong Party (Communist

Labor Party).’

Oﬁ/about 6 October 1971 the USMC POW Screening Board again considered PFC
Garwood's case. The senior member of the Board reported to the Deputy Chief of
Staff (DCS), USMC, that "it appeared" that PFC Garwood was guilty of misconduct
as a POW, and that sufffcient evidence existed to make an administrative
determination of desertion. However, due to the "high‘1e9e1 interest in POWs" at
'~ that time, it was recommended that prior to an official declaration by the USMC,

the Commandant clear the proposed action with SECNAV.™
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The Deputy Director of Personnel (DepDirPers),.USMC, however, was the only member
of the POW Screening Board to dissent from the senior member's and the
recommendation of the majority of the Board's recommendation that PFC Garwood's
status be changed to that of "deserter". He believed the evidence to be‘
insufficient to support such a change and recommended to the DCS, USMC, that PFC
Garwood's case be reviewed quarterly "with a.view toward making a recommendation
to SECNAV"** and that a change in status be made upon receipt of additional

information.

In order to break the stalemate, the senior member of the Board compared the
advantages and disadvantages of fhe course recommended by the DepDirPers with
that recommended by the majority of the Board members. The courses addressed
ranged from the question of whether or not PFC Garwood should be permitted to
collect back pay to the question of moral "correctness" in declaring PFC Garwood
a "deserter” six (6) years after his disappearance. The discussion included the
question of how the. USMC would respond to adverse publicity and possible
criticism for M"lack of fortitude" in having waited so long to make a
determination. Available documentation makes it clear that the USMC was

overwhelmingly concerned with protecting PFC Garwood's legal rights.

After due consideration the CS disclosed to the Commandant, USMC, that he "could

find no pressing reason to change PFC Garwood's status at this time" and that
there were "valid reasons" why the Marine Corps should not change PFC Garwood's
status. Accordingly, the CS recommended that "no change 1in status be

approved. "’
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The debate, however, did not end there. On 4 November 1971 the JAD reviewed. the
POW Screening Board's comments of both 7 July and 6 October and various legal
documents®™ relative to the Garwood Case. The most contentious issues between
the JAD and the DepDirPers were 1) PFC Garwood's absence without authority at the
time he was captured;~and 2) his apparent choice to remain with the enemy when
given an unconditional opportunity to return to United States military
jurisdiction.” In fact, the JAD maintained that there was sufficient evidence
to warrant changing PFC Garwood's status from POW to deserter and was convinced
100

that he had "formulated an intent to remain away permanently from his unit.

The DepDirPers did not concur.

The JAD'explained that once a declaration of desertion had been made, appropriate
action could then be taken to terminate PFC Garwood's pay and allowances under
the Missing Persons Act. Additionally, if and when he ever returned, the burden
of proof would be on him to prove he had not deserted. Were desertion not

proved, all pay and allowances could then be reinstated.

The Marine Corps JAD contfnued to press for a change in PFC Garwood's "official
status", out of concern that his case mighf deteriorate into a repetition of the
Sgt Jon Sweeney case.'® Sgt Sweéney was captured in February 1969 and retained
by the USMC in a POW status, with all due pay and allowances, and promotions in
rank until his return to the U.S. in August 1970. Fo]1owing his return and
subsequent court-martial, the USMC had difficulty convincing a military court of
the fact that Sweeney had voluntarily aided the VC and NVA, despite the evidence
against him. After the UéG had made a prima facie case of cooperation with the

enemy, Sgt. Sweeney admitted that he had done certain things which appeared to



38
be contrary to the interests of the USG and to his obligations as a Marine. He
claimed, however, to have acted under duress and that "someone [had] held a gun
to his head."'” In view of the lack of response of the USMC to allegations that
Sgt. Sweeney was aiding the enemy during his captivity, the Court was pursuaded
to accept the allegation that Sweeney acted under duress and acquitted him of all
charges. In an effort to avoid a "repeat performance" of the Sweeney case, the
JAD continued to press the Marine Corps leadership to change PFC Garwood's

status.

The JAD noted that a declaration of desertion would leave the USMC open to some
criticism but that controversy "was not inconsistent with the philosopy of the

Marine Corps or [its] traditions."'®

Not declaring PFC Garwood a deserter at
this time, was a way to "play it safe" rather than make an appropriate
determination in view of all of the available facts and circumstances, was added
by the JAD. The JAD concluded that it was in the best interests of the Marine
Corps to "make an administrative determination and declaration of desertion at

"%To do otherwise, in view of the available facts and circumstances,

this time.
was to simply play it safe rather than make an appropriate determination. No
change was made to PFC Garwood's status, however, and he continued to be carried

as a bona fide POW.

On 5 May 1972, Headquarters Marine Corps again reviewed the information

surrounding PFC Garwood's disappearance and again "directed that he be continued

in his present status." '*




Operation Homecoming 1973

When Operation Homecoming began in March 1973 the USMC and other USG
organizations immediately began to debrief returning POWs concerning any
knowledge of PFC Garwood since 1965. As early as 14 March, the Debriefing Control
Element (DCE) for Operation Homecoming requested all officers-in-charge of
hospitals in.the continental United States (CONUS) to request information from
former POWs concerning PFC Garwood. POWs who were known to have been incarcerated
with PFC Garwood were singled out: lewis, Pfister, Anton, Daly, Mehrer, and
Kushner.'® In Captain Kushner's debrief he specifically listed PFC Garwood's
last known status as "LT NVA". He noted that PFC Garwood was freed in May 1967,
refused repatriation, and was last seen in January-March, May-June, and November

1969. He heard that PFC Garwood had gone to North Vietnam in 1969.'"

On 20 March 1973 the Homecoming Marine Liaison (HOMIC) reported to Headquarters,

USMC (AO2A) on the debriefings of returned POWs. Dr. Kushner's note about PFC

Garwood becoming a LT in the NVA was corroborated by SSG Newell, USA, who also
related that PFC Garwood told him that he had become an NVA political
officer.'”™ On 21 March the Assistant CS (ACS) sent a Memo to the CS, USMC,
confirming information heretofore reported about PFC Garwood from reliable
sources (the five early releasees in 1968 and 1969 and the returned POWs at
Operétion Homecoming). The ACS underlined PFC Garwood's background, stressing
that he "comes from a broken home, has a disciplinary record, and has undergone
psychiatric examinations since enlistment in the Marine Corps."'® In addition;
the ACS noted that PFC Garwood was last seen in 1969 in South Vietnam and that

no first-hand information was available after that to indicate where he was or



what he was doing.

Summary

The primary significance of the 1970-13973 period for the Garwood Case lies in the
following occurrences: 1) the reporting by additional non-U.S. personnel of a
"rallier" called Nguyen Chien Dau (PFC Garwood) and his activities with the VC
and NVA forces; 2) the initial involvement by DIA in the Garwood Case; 3) the
additional first-hand reporting, by U.S. POWs at Operation Homecoming, of PFC
Garwood's collaborative activities with enemy armed forces; and 4) the
extraordinary , but unsuccessful, efforts by the Marine Corps JAD, to have the
Commandant, USMC, officially change PFC Garwood's status from "POW" to

"deserter".

Reporting by non-U.S. personnel about PFC Garwood's activities with the enemy
increased substantially after the fall of Saigon in 1975 when hundreds of
Vietnamese refugees related first-hand and hearsay reports ‘about an American
rallier working for the VC and NVA forces. U.S. POWs who returned to the U.S.
in 1973 told of having either been incarcerated with PFC Garwood in South Vietnam
or of having heard someone identified as PFC Garwood over Radio Hanoi during the
time of their imprisonment. Most of these reports focused on the same theme:
Nguyen Chien Dau had crossed over to the enemy in the 1965 period, had rejected
the U.S. involvement in Vietnam, and had decided to remain in Vietnam as a

"matter of conscience".

The JAD interpreted the accumulation of reporting as incontrovertible evidence
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of PFC Garwood's collaboration with the enemy and, therefore, of the need to make
a correct and timely adjudication of the Garwood Case. Unfortunately, the JAD
was not able to persuade the Marine Corps leadership to change PFC Garwood's

status.

1973-1975

After Operation Homecoming in March 1973? the military service secretaries had
to contend with any disciplinary action brought against returnees accused of
violating the UCMJ while POWs. Iﬁ June, charges were brought against two naval
service officers and eight enlisted men (EM) who were accused of promoting or
attempting to promote insubordination, disloyalty or mutiny, and attempting to
persuade other POWs to disobey orders and otherwise act unlawfully.'® 1In
October 1973, after inve;tigation and analysis of the evidence against them, the

Secretaries of the Navy and the Army directed that no further action be taken.

PFC Garwood was not included in this group of "charged" returnees, since he did
not return to U.S. control at Operation Homecoming. However, this action taken
by the service secretaries was later cited by PFC Garwood'g attorneys during his
court-martial. In defending him against all charges of traitbrous or mutinous
behavior while in Vietnam and while attempting to have all charges dropped
against him after his repatriation in 1979, PFC Garwood's legal team referenced
thé October 1973 action by the service secretaries as a precedent for disloyal

behavior by POWs and as a rationale for exonerating PFC Garwood.
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On 17 April 1974 the DIA reported to ACS,'USMC, and to the other military service
intelligence chiefs that a review of all reports received since Operation
Homecoming showed no evidence that any U.S. personnel were still being held
prisoner.'’ Of course, no mention was made of PFC Garwood's whereabouts since
the last first-hand information that the USMC and the USG had about him was
obtained from the debriefs of the POW returnees during Operation Homecoming in

1973. And in 1974 it still was not known if PFC Garwood was dead or alive.

In April 1975, after Saigon and the Republic of Vietnam fell, the USG continued
its search for any possible "unrecovered" U.S. personnel in SEA. On 7 August the
DIA notified the heads of the military service personnel departments, and the
State Department, that it was interested in the last-known status of all unre-
‘covered U.S. personnel who were known to be or suspected of having been held as
POWs or detainees and who had never returned or been released to U.S. control.
The DIA then added that this would be a continuing intelligence requirement (CIR)
and that this information would be used by Military Service Casualty elements in

their search for all unidentified U.S. personnel from the SEA conflict.'’*

In its final report, the "House Select Committee on MIAs in SEA" of the U.S. 94th
Congress'’® reported that "pursuant to 1its congressional directive of 11
September 1975" ' it had investigated and then concluded after its 15-month
tenure, that "the committee had been led to the belief that no Americans are
still being held as prisoners in Indochina, or elsewhere, as a result of the war
in Indochina."'® There was a notation, however,"that at least one deserter and
one defector, the latter currently listed as a POW, were alive, in Indochina in

the early 1970's and may still be alive, and that a small number of other
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deserters and civilians may still reside in South Vietnam." '*

Interestingly enough, the USMC never classified PFC Garwood as a 'defector” but
the Committee's report assumed him to be one, despite his being 1isted as.a POW

at the time!

Summary

The significance of the 1973-1975 period for the Garwood Case is the USMC's and
the USG's continued search for PFC Garwood and other "unaccounted for" servicemen
from the Vietnam conflict. Although there was no reporting on PFC Garwood during
this time, and the USG would not be able to ascertain his whereabouts until his
return in 1979, the USG never "closed the book" on the him nor on the case of any

other MIA or former POW who had not returned home during Operation Homecoming.

In a closed society, as found in the SRV, information about any Americans or
former servicemen held by the Hanoi regime was difficult to obtain. In PFC
Garwood's case, reports from refugees who fleed Vietnam confirmed USG suspicion
that PFC Garwood might still be alive. Significant refugee reporting on PFC
Garwood did not really begin, hoever, until a mass exodus of refugees from
Vietnam began in the 1978/79 period, almost a decade after PFC Garwood had gone

to North Vietnam.

1976-1978
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On 13 December 1976, the "House Select Committee on Missing Persons in SEA"

117

submitted its final report”’ in which it was recommended that the military
service secretaries begin individual case reviews of those military personnel who
had not been accounted for at Operation Homecoming in 1973. Even before the DOD
promugated guidelines éoncerning such a review of the Garwood Case, the USMC had
convened a Board of Review on/about 5 July 1977''® for the purpose of "reviewing

all available information concerning PFC Garwood's actions as a POW" and to

recommend a possible change-in-status for him.'"”

The Review Board's final report to the CS, USMC, is comprehensive. There are 34
"Findings of Fact" concerning PFC Garwood's disloyal activities as a POW which
were corroborated by the early releasees in 1968 and 1969, as well as by at least
six (6) other 1973 returnees.'®™ The Board's opinfons noted that PFC Garwood
had deserted from the USMC in violation of Article 85, UCMJ, on/about May 1967
when he refused voluntary repatriation. Furthermore, the Board stated that
on/about July 1968, PFC Garwood further violated Article 85 when he joined the
armed forces of the NVA/VC and that he may have violated other-articles of the

UCMJ.

On the basis of its review and findings, the Board recommended that “action be
taken to administratively classify Private First Class Garwood as a deserter from

the United States Marine Corps as of 1 June 1967."'"

Although the Board's report indicated that it had carried out a rather
comprehensive review of the Garwood Case, and had méde appropriate

recommendations in concert with its findings, no change was made in PFC Garwood's
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status. He remained classified as a POW until his répatriation in 1979.

Summary

The most significaht activity concerning the Garwood Case during this 1976-1978
period concerned the Review Board convened to consider the entire Garwood file.
Special emphasis was placed on PFC Garwood's alleged activities as a POW, to
determine if a change-in-status was warranted. The Board reported its findings
within a reasonable period of time and after considerable investigation of the
facts as known, but failed to make a recommendation to the Commandant, USMC, to

officially change PFC Garwood's status from that of a POW.

The records examined by the Review Board showed, beyond any reasonable doubt,
that PFC Garwood had been involved in enemy-related activity inimical to the
interests of the United States. The official files do not show, however, why the

Board did not recommend a change in status for PFC Garwood.



IV __THE RETURN

1979

After the debriefings of returned U.S. POWs during Operation Homecoming in 1973,
additional substantive information about PFC Garwood and his whereabouts was
virtually non-existent. The USG had not known whether he was dead or alive and
therefore when the news came in early February that a U.S. POW named Garwood
wanted to be repatriated from Vietnam, neither the USG nor the USMC was

immediately prepared for the announcement.

On 9 February 1979 the State Department was informed that on 1 February, Mr. Ossi
Rahkonen, a Finnish national who worked for the. World Bank Headquarters in
Washington, had been passed a note in the Thang Loi Hotel-(Victory Hotel) in
Hanoi by a person who claimed to be a U.S. POW. The individual passed a
scribbled note to Mr. Rahkonen indicating that he was Robert Russell Garwood,

USMC, an American in Vietnam.'®

In addition to the note, PFC Garwood told Rahkonen, in English, that he had been
kept in a POW camp in a mountainous area of North Vietnam circa 150 kms from
Hanoi and that he knew of fifteen (15)'** other American POWs staying in his and
other camps. PFC Garwood ihdicated that there were probably yet more American

POWs and then asked Mr. Rahkonen if he would inform the U.S. State Department of
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his imprisonment, after first asking if Mr. Rahkonen was a journalist and

interested in publicizing the matter!'*

Mr. Rahkonen decided to pass the information to the U.S. State Department through
the Swedish ambassador in Hanoi. Notified by the Swedes of Mr. Rahkonen's meeting
with PFC Garwood and the passing of the .note, the U.S. State Department
cautiously noted that it was unlikely that PFC Garwood would be free to leave any
camp without Vietnamese assistance and that it could not be excluded that he had
acted at the "request or demand" of the SRV.'™ Furthermore, it was plausible
that the SRV could use PFC Garwood's release to influence the process of

normalization with the U.S.'*

Although the State Department had previously asked the SRV about PFC Garwood at
Operation Homecoming in 1973, and via the Four Party Joint Military Team (FPJMT)
established in Vietnam pursuant to the Paris Peace Agreement, there is no record
of any SRV reply. That fact notwithstanding, the State Department acted quickly
once it became aware of an American wanting to be repatriated. In a message to

the U.S. Mission in Geneva,'”

it requested that the International Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC) be informed of PFC Garwood's request and that the ICRC
delegate in Hanoi be apprised of the situation. Of course, it was not clear yet
if PFC Garwood was actually being held as a prisoner or whether he was living in
Vietnam voluntarily. For this reason the State Department recommended that the

ICRC tell him and the SRV that the ICRC was acting on a "humanitarian basis" to

assist PFC Garwood's repatriation.'®®

The ICRC Acting Director of Operations told the U.S. Secretary of State
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(SecState) that he would immediately request the ICRC delegate in Hanoi to seek
permission from the SRV to see PFC Garwood and ascertain his condition and desire
to be repatriated.'®” While the ICRC was working through its delegate in Hanoi
to see PFC Garwood and effect his departure from the SRV, the SecState sent an
urgent message to the Vietnamese ambassador to the United Nations (UN),
requesting that the PFC Garwood matter be brought to the attention of the SRV

government at the highest levels.

The Vietnamese UN ambassador expressed his "surprise” at the news that Americans

could be Tiving in the SRV against their will and stated that Hanoi's policy

regarding American POWs detained in Vietnam was clear; to wit: the SRV had
consistently maintained that, after 1973, no U.S. POWs were left in Vietnam. The
SRV Ambassador also remarked that the SRV would have no interest in detaining

. Americans in his country.'™®

The U.S. Ambassador to the UN noted to the SRV Ambassador that the USG was aware
of the SRV policy regarding American POWs but since the Garwood Case had come to
1ight there was now the question of the possibility of other American POWs being
detained in Vietnam and that this matter should be brought to the highest

authorities in Hanoi.'®

While the State Department and ICRC were attempting to work with the SRV to
accelerate PFC Garwood's repatriation, the U.S.Congress became involved. There
had been continuing interest in the Congress since Operation Homecoming, to
obtain the "fullest possible accounting" of U.S. MIAs and news of PFC Garwood had

a detrimental impact upon congressional attitudes toward normalization with
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Vietnam. Congressman lLester Wolff, chairman of the House Subcommittee on Asian
and Pacific Affairs, along with other members of the former MIA Select Committee,
had, in fact, held an ad hoc press conference in mid~February during which time
Congressman Wolff and other congressional officials noted that PFC Garwood's
presence in Vietnam might be "an indication that the MIA subject was sti]] an
open issue."'® Wolff then announced to the media that he was scheduling formal

hearings on the MIA issue to begin on 22 February 1979.

When Congressman Gillespie (Sonny) Montgomery (D-MS) received information about
the Garwood Case he pointed out at a press conference that it came as no surprise
to many Americans that an American "deserter" might still be living in Vietnam
and indicated that if PFC Garwood did come home, "He should be put in jail.™®
Other congressmen criticized Congressman Montgomery's remarks and noted that
these kinds of statements could possibly complicate PFC Garwood's release and

that the USG's primary interest should be in helping him leave Vietnam.

The U.S. Mission in Geneva quick1y'cab1ed the SecState that the ICRC, with
headquarters in Geneva, had indicated it was discouraged that the Garwood story
had Teaked so quickly but would do "its best" to carry out its mission on behalf
of PFC Garwood.'* The ICRC was also aware that a U.S. Congresswoman'® was in
Hanoi at the time and was'concernéd that she not interfere with the role that the
USG had asked the ICRC to play. In addition, the ICRC indicated that it hoped
that if the Congresswoman did raise the issue, it would not have a negative
- effect on the ICRC's efforts to help repatriate PFC Garwood. The ICRC further
noted that "the more one pressures the Vietnamese to do something, the longer

1136

they delay.
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On 17 February 1979 the U.S. Embassy in Stockholm cabled the SecState that a
journalist of the "Kvallsposten", a newspaper in Malmo, Sweden, had called the
SRV Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) and the U.S. Embassy separately to ask if
the Swedish government had been the source of the information on PFC Garwood.
Both refused to comment, but the U.S. Embassy noted that it "does not comment on

communications between governments,"'*’

thereby implying that the story was
true. Furthermore, it was eventually revealed that Mr. Rahkonen, the World Bank
official to whom PFC Garwood had passed the note in the Thang Loi Hotel in Hanoi,
had gone to the Swedish Ambassador'*®* and asked that the Swedes act as
intermediaries. The ambassador agreed to do this with the proviso that Sweden not

be ijdentified in any way with the Garwood Case due to Sweden's favorable

relations with Hanoi.

On 26 Fébruary 1979 Hanoi finally confirmed PFC Garwood's presence in Vietnam.
U.S. Congresswoman Holtzman was told by Vietnamese vice foreign minister Phan
Hien that PFC Garwood was "indeed living in Vietnam and is free to leave when he
wishes."* The next day, the SRV's UN counselor delivered a message to the U.S.
ambassador to the UN' noting that PFC Garwood's case was unique.’®' In
addition, they agreed to allow him to leave for the U.S. under the aegis of the

ICRC.

Although the U.S. Ambassador to the UN had forewarned his SRV counterpart, as
early as 14 February, that the USG could not control how PFC Garwood would
éxp]ain his own situation and 14-year sojourn in Vietnam after his repatriation,
the SRV's ambassador to .the UN thought it surprising that the case had already

received such attention in the press. The U.S. ambassador noted that "Perhéps
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there will be less interest if it is discovered that Garwood had indeed stayed
behind voluntarily."'** Certainly, he could not have predicted how things would

turn out and how long the Garwood Case would remain in the public eye.

On 28 February 1979 the SecState cabled the U.S. Mission in Geneva that the SRV
Mission in New York had notif%ed the ICRC representative in Hanoi that PFC
Garwood would be allowed to leave Vietnam.'™ In the telegram it also noted
that the State Department had discussed the Garwood Case with both the DOD and
the USMC and noted the procedures needed to be followed once PFC Garwood came
under U.S. control. As early as 14 February, the USMC had begun planning for

Garwood's repatriation.’*

Planning procedurés included, among other things,
readying the public affairs, intelligence, and legal personnel necessary to
support PFC Garwood's debriefing. Initial guidance suggested that the Garwood
Case be handled as that of all returning POWs had been handled in 1973 since PFC

Garwood was still officially listed as a POW.'*

According to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (DAS)' for Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs, Frank A. Sieverts, who was the State Department's point
of contact (POC) for the Garwood correspondence with the SRV, arrangements were
made for PFC Garwood to depart Hanoi on/about 15 March. He was scheduled to
arrive in Bangkok, Thailand after transit through Ho Chi Minh City (HCMC/Saigon).
and was to be accompanied by an ICRC representative per original arrangements,
but with some variations. His departure was delayed for at least a week, however,
once the SRV became aware that media reports were calling PFC Garwood a "U.S.
POW" who was being repatriated from Vietnam. The SRV maintained that PFC Garwood

was not a POW but rather a "rallier" who had stayed in Vietnam voluntarily.
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Furthermore, the SRV viewed the media reports as suggesting that the SRV had lied
about whether any POWs remained in Vietnam.'” As a result, Hanoi indicated that

it wanted to "study the matter" prior to releasing PFC Garwood.

In response, DAS Sieverts wrote letters to the SRV in both English and French
indicating that officials of the USG had not identified PFC Garwood as a POW and
that the "information by the SRV government was consistent with information we
received from other sources."'*® DAS Sieverts suggested that the media reports,
which noted that PFC Garwood was a "returning POW," might have resulted from the
fact that he had technically been listed by the USMC as a POW in 1965 and that
his official status had never been changed. He also added that the State
Department had made no judgement about PFC Garwood's present status and that "our
only interest is to assist in arrangements for PFC Garwood's departure from

Vietnam with the help of the ICRC."™

One of the variations to PFC Garwood's exit from Vietnam lay in the original
concept of having a State Department representative meet him in Ho Chi Minh City,
accompany him to Bangkok, and then to Okinawa and USMC control.™ It was
anticipated that during the long trip from Vietnam via Thailand and then to
Okinawa, the State Department representative would be able to obtain some
information from PFC Garwood about any possible remaining U.S. POWs in Vietnam.
The State Department also noted that "any legal problems between Mr. Garwood and

the USMC would be solved in the U.S.™*

After the delay caused by the discussion of PFC Garwood's status (either "POW"

or "rallier"), it was decided that U.S. Counsel General in Bangkok, Andrew
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Antippas would meet PFC Garwood's Air France flight from HCMC. Counsel General
Antippas would accompany him through Thai customs, and then escort him to the
waiting USMC aircraft on the military side of Bangkok's Don Muang éirport.“z
This decision was perhaps prompted by discussions between the State Department
and the USMC after both of these USG organizations received a 14 March Mailgram
from'Dermot G. Foley, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Robert R. Russell and his
family. The Foley mailgram demanded that "there be no discussion whatever with
him (PFC Garwood) respecting his experiences or his conduct in Vietnam until or
unless he has an opportunity to meet and fully consult withAhis family and
me.""* Little did the State Department or USMC know that the obtrusive tone of

the mailgram was to be a harbinger of the kind of legal activity which was to

come in the years ahead.

Prior to meeting the Air France flight from HCMC, Counsel General Antippas
arranged for PFC Garwood to by-pass Thai customs since he carried no luggage,
pass through a side door of the terminal to a waiting American Embassy car, and
transit the airfield to the military side and the waiting USMC C-130 ajrcraft.
According to Mr. Antippas and a telegram from the AmEmbassy Bangkok to the
SecState, "Robert Garwood arrived Bangkok aboard Air France flight 1600 hours
Bangkok time...USMC formalities were accomplished aboard USMC aircraft which
consul witnessed. USMC aircraft departed Bangkok 1740 1local time for

nisé

Okinawa.

According to then-Captain Joseph Composto,’®*the USMC-appointed defense
attorney, the USMC formalities consisted of taking custody of PFC Garwood (from

Counsel General Antippas), allowing him to board the C-130, and then reading
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Article 31 of the UCMJ to him so that he would not incriminate himself by
anything he might say. The reading of Article 31 was not an anomaly. In
acccordance with the UCMJ and guidance from the military service secretaries, all
former POWs who were suspected of having aided or collaborated Qith the enemy in
any way, were first read Article 31 and apprised of their legal rights so that

they would be protected from self-incrimination.'®*

During the trip from Bangkok to Okinawa PFC Garwood appeared to be happy to be

back under U.S. control, according to LtCol Composto. In fact, defense attorney

Composto had to advise PFC Garwood several times during the flight not to say
anything which might be used against him in a court of law. Apparently, although
PFC Garwood had noted his understanding of Article 31 when it was read to him in
Bangkok, he did not appear to comprehend that he was going to be "charged" under
the UCMJ.'™ Excited and talkative during the flight, PFC Garwood wanted to
know about the changes in the U.S. since 1965 and even asked what had happened
to his Mighty Mite jeep upon his disappearance in September of that year.'®
Although PFC Garwood had no luggage with him, he did have some personal effects
and the high school ring which belonged to Sgt Joe Zawtocki, USMC, a fellow POW

with whom he had exchanged "rings" while in one of the POW camps. '’

It was not until PFC Garwood arrived in Okinawa that he fully understood that he
was going to be subject to prosecution due to his conduct in Vietnam. Upon
arrival and admission to Okinawa's Camp Kuwae Hospital, PFC Garwood was given a

general physical examination, fitted for a new uniform, given a world events
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update, and cleared for further travel. In addition, then-Captain Composto
continued to explain the legal rights and the preferred charges against PFC
Garwood prior to their departure for Chicago on Northwest Airlines a few days
later.'® Traveling via Tokyo, PFC Garwood was againvable to avoid the media by
remaining on the aircraft. Upon arrival in Chicago, he was met by his family and
civilian attorney Dermot Foley and then taken to the Great Lakes Naval Hospital.
PFC Garwood remained under observation at the hospital for a couple of weeks,
during which time he was debriefed on 29 March by Captain M.. Shanklin, a USMC
intelligence officer, and then by Congressmen Wolff and Gilman on 4 April.“'
The USMC debriefing scheduled to last from 1300-1615 hours on the 29th actually
began at 1435 and ran until 1615 and that of the Congressmen was a morning
session of two hours and 20 minutes duration. The reasons for which the USMC
debriefing was of such short duration are not clear; however, in both of these
debriefings it appeared obvious to both the USMC and the Congressmen'*® that PFC
Garwood had no information on live U.S. POWs in Vietnam and, indeed, he
specifically told the debriefers that he had no first-hand information on lijve
U.S. POWs. Additionally, in DIA's evaluation of the USMC interview, it was noted
that "...Garwood provided no information which would confirm that Americans still
remain in Vietnam. Garwood has provided only rumors common during the years
following the fall of Saigon and reported to DIA via other sources in the past.
Garwood did not provide any new or potentially useful information...It should be
noted that the scope of the debriefing was limited at the request of Garwood's

civilian attorney."'*

In statements given by PFC Garwood at both of these
debriefings, as well as in statements to defense attorney Composto, PFC Garwood
said that he "had heard from the populace" that there were other POWs but that

he had not seen any himself.'®



V THE COURT-MARTIAL PROCEEDINGS (1979-1985)

1979-1981

After release from the Great Lakes Naval Hospital, PFC Garwood was sent on 30
days convalescent leave and then ordered to report to Camp Lejeune, N.C. NLT
0900, 7 May 1979 for duties as a file clerk, until a date for his court-martial

could be established.

While on leave, several dynamics began to take place: 1) civilian and military
attorneys'® began to prepare for the defense of their client PFC Garwood; 2)
USG prosecution attorneys'® employed the services of the Naval Investigative
Service (NIS) to interview former POWs'’ and others who had served in the USMC
with PFC Garwood prior to his disappearance in 1965; and 3) the DIA, as
~intelligence agency for the DOD and POC for PW/MIA affairs, began to anticipate
an early debriefing of PFC Garwood concerning any information he might have on
MIAs and POWs--an opportunity which did not occur until early 1986, almost 7

years later!'s®

Although PFC Garwood resumed USMC duties in early 1979 at Camp Lejeune, it was
not until mid-November 1980'® that the court-martial actually proceeded in
earnest. Part of the delay was due to disagreements among defense attorneys

concerning the tack to take for PFC Garwood's defense. A significant problem
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appearéd to be that Dermot Fo]ey, the lead civilian defense attorney, had not had
significant courtroom experience as a trial lawyer. A bankruptcy and commercial
law specialist, Mr. Foley had become involved in the case by virtue of his having
been the attorney for the National League of Families and had volunteered to
represent PFC Garwood immediately upon finding that he had requested

repatriation.’”

Defense counsel Foley would not remain long as PFC Garwood's attorney, nor would

military defense attorneys Composto and the recently appointed Captain Dale

Miller, USMC. Mr. Foley was replaced (June 1980) as the civilian counsel by John
Lowe and Vaughan Taylor, the latter attorney remaining PFC Garwood's counsel up
until this time (1993). In the case of military attorneys Composto and Miller,
they were replaced by Captain Leo Olshin, USMC (April 1980). Within 18 months
of PFC Garwood's repatriation in March 1979, all three of the original defense
counsels--Composto, Miller, and Foley--had been replaced with a new group of
lawyers. This change in counsel added to the considerable delay in the Garwood
court-martial and, along with a year of pretrial maneuvering and two months of
testimony, added to the length of the entire Garwood trial, one of the longest

in the history of military law.'”

In the 92 trial days, litigated over a time period in excess of 11 months, 16
volumes of trial records and exhibits, containing 3,833 pages of trial
transcript, were produced.'? Some 18 witnesses were called during the trial'®™
but PFC Garwood never took the stand in his own beHa1f. There continue to be,
therefore, large gaps in time during which we do not know for certain where PFC

Garwood was located and/or what he was doing. Although a formal request has been
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made to the SRV for all of PFC Garwood's official files and records', no

response has been received from Hanoi. Clearly, only PFC Garwood and the SRV know

for certain what he was doing and where he was located during those gaps in time.

Throughout the trial PFC Garwood's defense attorneys attempted to place the
charges against him into two broad areas: a pre-capture desertion charge and that
of mental irresponsibility or instébi1ity. In late January 1981, Colonel R.
Switzer, USMC, the judge 1in the Garwood court-martial, ruled that certain
specifications against PFC Garwood be dismissed for lack of evidence: 1)
desertion; 2) solicitation of other U.S. soldiers to throw down their weapons;
and 3) verbal mistreatment of another POW (Sgt Williams). The charges that
remained were those of collaboration with the enemy and the physical mistreatment
of PFC David Harker. Although civilian defense attorney Lowe argued in his
closing statement that PFC Garwood had been subjected to "coercive persuasion”,
had been incapable of making rational decisions, and was, therefore, mentally
deranged during his time in the POW camps, the jury still found PFC Garwood
guilty of collaboration with the enemy and of having abused fellow POW Harker.
On-5 February 1981, PFC Garwood was convicted on both of these charges and found
guilty on five specifications: 1) that he served as an interpreter for the enemy;
2) that he was a camp "mole" and informed on his fellow American POWs to the VC
and NVA; 3) that he interrogated U.S. POWs about military topics, including
planning for any escapes; 4) that he helped indoctrinate POWs and suggested that
they "cross over" to the enemy as he had done; and 5) that he had served as a

guard for the enemy and over his. fellow U.S. POWs.

Defense motions to set aside the verdict were denied and PFC Garwood was
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sentenced five days later. He was ordered reduced to Pvt.( El), given a
dishonorable discharge from the USMC, and forced to forfeit all back pay and
allowances (almost $150,000). Although Pvt Garwood appealed his conviction to
the highest court in the land, the U.S. Supreme Court decided not to hear the

case in late 1985 and his conviction stood.

On ZO’March 1981, éhort]y after Pvt Garwood was convicted, the DIA requested
permission from the USMC to "interview Garwood so as to obtain any information
he might have on Americans who remain unaccounted-for in SEA as a result of the
Vietnam War."'” Permission wa§ denied on 1 April, based upon the USMC's concern
that Pvt Garwood would appeal his ﬁonviction to the U.S. Supreme Court and that
he would attempt to "obtain some $148,000 held in a Uniform Services Saving
Deposit Program (USSDP)," as well as promotions in grade to which he claimed

entitlement.'’

On 5 November 1981, DIA requested the cooperation of attorney John Lowe in
obtaining an interview with Pvt Garwood, his client. . In his response of 30
December, Lowe notified the DIA that the Garwood conviction was under appeal,
would go through the appellate process, through the Navy Court of Military
Review, then the Court of Mi]ftary Appeals, and "ultimately the Supreme Court of
the United States."’” Mr. Lowe continued that it was in the best interests of
all concerned that the DIA "prevail upon the Secretary of the Navy to disapprove
the court-martial findings and sentence in order to free Pvt Garwood to give a
complete briefing."'” Mr. Lowe continued that Pvt Garwood would cooperate
"fully" upon the removal of that "impediment."'”” The DIA showed no interest in

making such an arrangement and no interview with Pvt Garwood ensued as a result
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of ‘the 5 November Tetter to attorney Lowe.

1982-1984

It was-not until almost one year Fater that DIA"s General Counsel (GC) contacted ™
the USMC- to request information on the status of:the Garwood Case. The GC was:

advised that the Investigative Board was to deliver its findings to SECNAV on 26
November 1982 and>that the: latter would.refer the matter. to the Navy's Judge
Advocate Gefieral (JAG) for legal opinion as to both propriety and actions to be::
taken. ‘It was estimated ‘that the process woulditake up to five (5) months.to -

complete.’

It was actually more than 12 months later, in December 1983, that the DIA was
able to:report that the Navy JAG had noted that:Pvt Garwood's attorney Lowe had:
again statedi~that he "would not permit his client: to be debriefed by DIA-
representatives prior to the-completion of all'of Pvt Garwood's appeals."'® The
DIA noted again:that-the -administrative -appeal for -back -pay 'and allowances .
approdached '$150,000' and ‘that this appeal was "currently:on SECNAV's:desk for
resolution.’® A]thoﬁgh-it was thought'that SECNAV would uphold the verdict, DIA:
noted that Pvt Garwood could use the dppellate procéss to the full extent and
that the appellidte remedies might take as Tong a's two to:three years-to complete.
It was anticipated, therefore, that it might be mid=1986 before DIA could:get to-
debrief  ‘Pvt Garwood, "...and at that time he can ‘tell us he's no longer

inter'esterd.'llla?-’-)!:‘ , R L N T A v, .,“ ;
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Several months later, in June 1984, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ASD) for
International Security Affairs (ISA), stressing humanitarian concerns for any
MIAs or POWs in SEA, drafted a letter requesting that Pvt Garwood's attorney Lowe
arrange for an interview.’® By the time the Navy JAG, the Navy's General
Counsel, and then the DOD's Office of General Counsel reviewed the proposed

letter, the 4 December 1984 WSJ article concerning interviews with Pvt Garwood

had appeared. In this Bill Paul article, Pvt Garwood noted that he had, in fact,
seen live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after Operation Homecoming 1973. The times and

locations noted in the article represented, therefore, live sightings of

POWs.'®®

These new Garwood revelations generated significant activity in the media. On 6
December_1984 Duncan Spencer, a co-author of the Groom book,'®**noted in the
Washington Times that Pvt Garwood had indicated that he would return to Vietnam
"at any time to locate prison camps where he estimates 60-75 U.S. soldiers remain
in secret captivity."“’ Congressman Gilman even wrote SecDef Caspar Weinberger
asking that his House Task Force on American Prisoners and Missing in Southeast

Asia be able to meet with Pvt Garwood as early as possible.'™

In a DIA Memo dated 19 December 1984, it was noted that the civil litigation
portion of Pvt Garwood's appeal had been completed and that his claims for back
pay and allowances had been disapproved. Since, thefefore, there was no further
prospect that Pvt Garwood would obtain any back pay or allowances, the USMC
speculated that he might have come forward with 1ive-sighting information in his
4 December interviews with the WSJ to "exploit the news value of his information

and thus avail himself of commercial opportunities.’™
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It was also noted in the 19 December 1984 DIA memo that the USG needed to proceed
with caution concerning any requests for "immunity" which attorney John Lowe
might request, in return for Pvt Garwood's testimony on the live sightings

mentioned in the WSJ article.’

1985

Indeed, on 21 January 1985, Pvt Garwood's attorney Vaughan Tay1orvofficia11y
requested immunity for the 1970-1979 years in Vietnam. If Pvt Garwood were to
receive immunity, he would agree tb be interviewed by the DIA or by any other USG
organization, according to attorney Taylor. Interestingly enough, John Lowe was
no longer serving as primary defense counsel for Garwood and although the USG was
apprised of this by mail, no mention was made as to why Taylor had now become the
lead attorney for Pvt Garwood.'” Although it appears that ASD/ISA was willing

" 1% the SecDef was not so

to consider some kind of "transactional immunity,
sanguine about either a grant of immunity or about what information Pvt Garwood
might have some six (6) years after his fepatriation.193 In addition, on 1 March
SECNAV noted that the Commandant, USMC, "strongly opposed" any immunity for Pvt
Garwood because "granting immunity will be repugnant to all who serve and have
served in uniform, especially those most familiar with his treacherous activities
in Vietnam."'”* Furthermore, SECNAV was concerned that any immunity would have

an adverse impact upon both morale and the principle of POW discipline. In short,

SECNAV noted that no -immunity should be granted.'®

The Navy JAG, nevertheless, was asked to prepare a proposed immunity grant for
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PFC Garwood. In the proposal, the JAG noted that although the Garwood Case was
not important for a principle of law, "it did reaffirm a principle that has

immeasurable impact on military discipline: an American servicemember is always

accountable for his actions, even as a POW."'** Furthermore, the Navy JAG was

concerned that a grant of immunity for Pvt Garwood would have a significantly
adverse effect on any retrial. The ASD/ISA was less concerned about any retrial
of Pvt Garwood. Ostensibly, the ASD thought that a grant of immunity could be
very narrow in scope and thus permit the USG to obtain additional information
from Pvt Garwood as well as allow retrial if it were warranted.'” Although the
granting of immunity was as anathema to the ASD/ISA as it was to the Commandant,
USMC, and SECNAV, there was consideration that some kind of immunity might have
to be granted to Pvt Garwood in order to get him to talk more about his live

sightings.'”®

On 20 February 1985, the ASD/ISA officially requested that SECNAV provide "the
Navy's views" as to why the Navy would not recommend granting immunity to Pvt
Garwood.'” The National Security Council (NSC) also notified the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)*° that although many officials "reflected a general
distaste for the man", personal feelings towards Pvt Garwood should be set aside
in order to validate whether or not the USG could believe all or any part of what
Pvt Garwood was saying publicly. It was also noted in the NSC Memo to the JCS,
that the National League of Families and the White House had endorsed the NSC's
talking to Pvt Garwood and that the DIA was anxiously waiting to speak with him

201

and eventually put him on polygraph. Additionally, a negative decision to
grant Pvt Garwood immunity would make USG statements regarding the POW/MIA issue

as one of "highest national priority" look like rhetoric.?®
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The ASD/ISA then wrote that Pvt Garwood would not volunteer information on any
live U.S. POWs remaining in Vietnam until he was granted immunity for any
offenses he might have committed between 1970 and 1979.2°* This happened on the
very same day that the newly appointed chairman of the House Task Force on POWs
and MIAs, Congressman Gerald Solomon, wrote SecDef that he "expected full
cooperation in arranging for interviews of Mr: Garwood as soon as possible."®"
The ASD/ISA responded that "after long and carefu] consideration, we determined
that Pvt Garwood's request for transactional immunity would not be granted while
his conviction is under review."*”™ While they stood ready to interview Pvt
Garwood at any time, the office of the. ASD/ISA was not willing to offer him
immunity for such an interview. On the other hand, the ASD/ISA maintained that
the investigation of 1ive-sighting reports would continue to '"have, our top

priority and attention."?*

At this point, in late March 1985, some 100 days after the 4 December 1984 WSJ
article had appeared, Pvt Garwood was making public appearances and talking to
the media about his live sightings. In addition, there were USG organizations
actively involved in trying to get information from him concerning his live-
sighting reports which had been published in the ﬂ§g (some six years after his
repatriation!) These organizations 1nc1qded the NSC, SecDef, JCS, SECNAV, the

Commandant, USMC, the Congress of the United States, and even the White House.

During this same period of time, the National League of Families organization
wrote to the SecDef indicating that Pvt Garwood perhaps held potentially valuable
information on POWs and MIAs and that he should be interviewed.?” And on 22

March 1985, Pvt Garwood held a press .conference with the "Vietnam Veterans
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Coalition" 1in which he noted that he had given Congressman William Hendon an
outline of the information he possessed on live POWs in Vietnam. The SecDef next
wrote to Congfessman William Hendon, and asked the congressman'to pass the
Garwood information to the Department of Defense while requesting that he help
arrange in-depth interviews between Pvt Garwood and DOD officials. The
congressman was, in fact, urged to act promptly "in accordance wtih the priority
of the President and the SecDef on resolving this issue."™” Before any response
came from Congressman Hendon, however, Pvt Garwood's attorney, Vaughan Tay]of,
wrote the ASD/ISA noting that Pvt Garwood still wanted "transactional immunity"
from the DOD for the 1970-1979 years. He also noted, however, that Pvt. Garwood
was prepared to "share his information with Congressmen who are also interested
in Americans still unaccountéd for in Southeast Asia, without the protection of

immunity, for the sake of all concerned."*”

The SecDef also wrote to the National League of Families in early April 1985 and
indicated that ﬁe had decided not to grant immunity to Pvt Garwood while the
court-martial was under review by the Court of Military Appeals.?° In the
meantime, the ASD/ISA asked Chairman Solomon of the House POW/MIA Task Force to
help in getting Congressman Hendon to provide tﬁe DOD with any information given
him by Pvt Garwood regarding "those Americans still missing in Southeast
Asia."®'' At almost the very same time, Congressman Hendon had written the White
House asking for "a brief 15-miﬁute appointment"**with the President because-
Pvt Garwood had provided him with some "startling revelations regarding U.S.
prisoners-of-war being held alive in communist prisons in Southeast Asia."*®

The White House responded quickly and requested that the Congressman Hendon have

his staff contact the office of Robert C. McFarlane to arrange a convenient time
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to receive the information that Pvt Garwood had given.

In a 1 May 1985 Tetter to the National League of POW/MIA Families, the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) indicated that he had supported SecDef's decision not
to grant immunity to Pvt Garwood while the court-martial conviction was under
review and that it "has been my belief all along that if Private Garwood were
truly sincere about his motives, he would have come forth with the information

1214

long before now.

The JCS Chairman also indicted that he understood that Pvt Garwood had indicated

his willingness to disclose any information he had without immunity. Any meeting

between the DOD and Pvt Garwood did not occur for another year, however, and not
until the United States Supreme Court had decided not to hear his appeal. Only
in December 1985 did Mr. Garwood agree to meet with DOD fepresentatives, almost

seven (7) years after his return to the United States.

ON 15 May 1985 the ASD/ISA received.correspondence'from Dermot Foley, the first
civilian defense attorney to defend Pvt. Garwood. The Foley correspondence was
sent in reference to a telephone call from the ASD/ISA (EAP-East Asia and Pacifig
Region) concerning recent claims by Pvt Garwood that he had Tive sightings of
Americans in Vietnam. This letter is significant from at least two points of
view: 1) Mr. Foley appears to be saying that he felt that there would have been
a conflict of interest if he had known that Pvt Garwood had, in fact, seen live
U.S. POWs in Vietnam after 1973 and Mr. Foley had not reported this; and 2) Mr.
Foley, in fact, does admit that "shortly after Pvt Garwood returned to the United

States, he was debriefed by DOD."**
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Pvt. Garwood's first military attorney, LtCol Joseph Composto corroborated both
points indicating that he was present at the USMC debriefing at Great Lakes on
29 March 1979 (one week after Pvt Garwood's repatriation). LtCol Composto also
noted that Pvt Garwood had never told him of having seen any U.S. POWs in Vietnam

after 1973.%¢

At the same time that ASD\ISA representatives were examining the letter from
Dermot Foley, they were meeting with the chairman and members of the
congressional Task Force on POW/MIA Affairs concerning the Garwood live-sighting
information found in the WSJ article of 4 December 1984. Again, DIA noted that
"it could not comment on a newspaper article and that it wanted to professionally
interview Pvt Garwood to obtain the information he claims to possess."®’ At the
end of the meeting, Task Force member Congressman Solarz stated that the "Task
Force should consider holding another meeting and inviting the Attorney General
and the Marine Corps to further explore the possibility of congressional immunity

for Pvt Garwood."?'®

In a report of this Task Force meeting, ASD/ISA representatives noted that after
DIA representatives had left, members of the Task Force had the opportunity to
question Pvt Garwood alone. At that time they asked if he would appeéf "before
the committee and under oath and without immunity to tell what he knows."?" Pvt
Garwood,‘with his attorney present, agreed to do so but when asked if he would

talk to DIA without immunity, he answered "no".#°

On 29 May 1985 the ASD/ISA notified the General Counsel for 0SD that the House

Task Force on POW/MIA Affairs had requested that senior members of the 0SD legal
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staff meet "informally" with the Task Force on the "issue of Pvt Robert
Garwood."**' The Task Force was interested in obtaining information on the legal
questions concerning Pvt Garwood's court-martial, hi§ appeal, and the legal
reasons for DOD's not having granted Pvt Garwood the immunity he had
requested.®* Meanwhile, William T. Bennett, of the Burch and Bennett, P.C. law
firm, had written to Congressman Soloman, the Task Force chairman, and noted that
Pvt Garwood was "clearly willing to testify under oath in open session"** but
that he was "uncertain that any polygraph examination can be relied upon, and,
accordingly desires to consider the issue at further length before making a

definite commitment."®*

On 29 May 1985 the SecDef's office sent a memo to the ASD/ISA noting that Richard
Childress of the NSC had reported that Pvt Garwood had refused Congressman
Solarz' request, on behalf of the Task Force, to take a polygraph examination and
that the Task Force would now "seek to have Pvt Garwood testify under oath."**
The SeéDef's office then noted, on 3 June 1985, that the Task Force would offer
Pvt Garwood the opportunity to testify in closed/executive session on 12
June.®* The Task Force was mainly interested in following up on the remarks
that Pvt Garwood had made on 15 May, during their informal discussions with him.
Of paramount interest to the Task Force, of course, was the discussion 6f Pvt
Garwood's live-sighting reports, as previously identified in the WSJ article of
4 December 1984. The Task Force also wanted to have this hearing in
closed/executive session so as to preclude the "possible misuse of any

confidential information that could adversely impact U.S. policy interests or

personnel."*¥




69
On 3 June 1985 the Court of Military Appeals upheld Pvt Garwood's court-martial
conviction for offenses committed from 1965-19695 And in the 12 June memo from
the ASD/ISA to the SecDef it was noted that the question of granting immunity to
Pvt Garwood for the period of 1970-1979 would now surface, in exchange for his
providing information "he alleges to have on POWs and MIAs."**® Even though Pvt
Garwood's attorney Taylor indicated that he would now file a writ of
certiorari®’ to the U.S. Supreme Court, the ASD recommended to the SecDef that
no action be taken on immunity for Pvt Garwood until "the process of appeal to
the Supreme Court had been completed."**°0On 20 June 1985 the SecDef concurred
with the ASD recommendation and the decision was once again made not to grant

immunity to Pvt Garwood.

On 26 July 1985, the ASD/ISA responded to Garwood attorney Taylor's letter
concerning immunity and noted that the DOD's position on Pvt Garwood's request
remained unchanged: "A grant of immunity will not be considered while an appeal
is underway.'"®* Within a week, Vaughan Taylor responded to the ASD/ISA noting
that "Unless and until the Department of Defense provides the immunity requested
on 21 January 1985, he (Pvt Garwood) will not meet directly with the Defense

nas2

Intelligence Agency.

On 7 December 1985, attorney Taylor wrote the ASD/ISA and noted that on 2
December the "Supreme Court announced that it had declined to take the case of’
United States vs. Robert R. Garwood."®* That decision notwithstanding, Mr.
Taylor wrote that Mr. Garwood now agreed to be "ready, willing, and able to be
debriefed by the Defense Intelligence Agenéy as soon as the immunity he requested

in my letter to you of 21 January 1985 is granted."®‘ Ten days later, on 17
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VI THE COURT-MARTIAL AFTERMATH (1986-1993)

1986
On 17 January 1986 the ASD/ISA (EAP) wrote Mr. Garwood's attorney Taylor that .
they were aware that the DOD General Counsel had been in contact with him and
"has confirmed that the question of a grant of immunity by the Department of
Defense is no longer an issue beéause Mr. Garwood's military status has been
terminated."**®* The letter then proceeded to note that DOD would not ask Mr.
Garwood any verbal questions at this initial meeting since Mr. Garwood preferred
written questions to which he could respond. In responding to this letter,
attorney Taylor indicated that Mr. Garwood was willing to meet with
representatives of the DOD and be accompanied by counée], (both Mr.Taylor and his
partner, George Martin Kripner), "under the terms and conditions” set forth in
the 17 January 1986 letter. The initial meeting with the DIA and Mr.Garwood and
counsel, therefore, was set for 26 February 1986, from 1300-1700 hours.?” It
had taken almost seven (7) years for the DIA to obtain an interview with

Mr.Garwood!

On 26 February 1986, Mr.Garwood and Vaughan Taylor met with DIA officials in the
Pentagon. As already noted, there were some pre-conditions to this meeting: 1)
DIA had to submit all questions in writing; 2) there would be no oral

questioning; and 3) the interview would be limited to four .(4) hours. During this
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meeting, the DIA had prepared and presented 32 pages of preliminary questions.
It appears, however, that time precluded Mr.Garwood's answering more than just
a few of them. It is important to note, however, that the live sightings which
Mr.Garwood did mention were similar to the ones noted.in - the WSJ report of 4

December 1984 %*%*

1987 - o S SRR R

Both Mre+Garwood:and his attorney agreed, tentatively, to two additijonal days-of °
interviews to -be held in North Carolina during the following month. Vaughan:'.

Taylor'was not-able to locate Mr. Garwood, however, and:the interviews did not

#* the ‘DIA'was unsuccessful invcontinuing

take' place. 'A¢cording to a DIA memo,
the Garwood interviiews because he could not be located even though individuals‘
such ‘as Hz-Ross Perot, Congressman:(and later Senator) Bob Smith (R-NH), and LTG -
Eugene Tighe, ‘USAF (Ret), former Director, DIA,** all indicated that they could -
"produce™ Mr. Garwood, with various conditions for the interviews being met, of :
course. According to this DIA-memo, "DIA is'not placing any . impediment or
conditions'von interviewing Mr.Garwood. The -delay is with him. We are rot-
interested in speaking with his attorneys;<his various go-betweens, his friends~
or in reading newspaper c1ipp{ngs.vWe want to interview him."*' DIA was snot
able to interview Mr.Garwood again until September 1987. In the interim, however,

General Tighe met and interviewed 'Mr. Garwood on 5 April 1987:%%




On 13 and 14 April 1987 DIA responded to a query from Congressman Bob Smith (R-
NH) concerning the names of all POWs mentioned in Winstén Groom's book.** DIA
provided this information forthwith along with the status of each individual
jdentified. A11 of the 23 U.S. POWs identified in the Groom book were accounted
for: 14 had returned to the U.S.; four (4) had died in captivity/body not
recovered; four (4) had died in captivity/remains returned; and one (1) deserter

had been reported killed in an escape attempt/body not recovered.

On the following 16 April DIA had a call from H. Ross Perot concerning General
Tighe's ongoing conversations with Mr.Garwood. In these conversations, Mr. Perot
noted that Mr. Garwood was "still adament that he will not talk with a DIA
representative. " Mr.Perot further indicated that he would try again to get
Mr.Garwood to meet with DIA. In a Memo for the Difector, DIA, of 20 May 1987, the
Deputy Director for Operations, Plans and Training noted that, concerning DIA's
interviews with Mr. Garwood, "the whole episode is further complicated by the
dialogue with Ross (Perot) and Bob Smith (Congressman-R/NH) who indicate that
they speak for Bobby (Garwood)."** In LTG Tighe's letter to the Director, DIA,
it was further noted that "Garwood says he was warned by the U.S. marines who met
him in Bangkok, that he was not to speak of other Americans and he consistently
got this advice from his Tawyers--who were understandably concerned for civil and
legal rights of the other Americans. Garwood said he tried to obey their advice

but wasn't able to keep their advice."

In 10 and 11 July 1987 memos,*’ DIA noted that Mr. Garwood had given different
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renditions of his Tive sightings to the USG and then to the media. In addition,
it was noted that "Garwood has never, directly or indirectly, indicated that he
talked to the individuals sighted."**® Furthermore, other sightings "have been

attributed to Garwood in the media on which he has never reported directly."*®

On 17 August 1987 a DIA memo noted that Mr. Garwood was now insisting on some
pre-conditions prior to re-establishing contact with DIA.*®*° In addition to
requiring that Congressman Bob.Smith be present at both the review of any
transcript and any follow-on briefings, Mr. Garwood insisted that he receive a
letter signed by the Director, DIA, LTG Perroots which would specify, among other
things, that DIA was inviting Mr.AGarwood to Washington to talk about the "Fate
of Americans in Southeast Asia."®' On 21 August 1987 a letter to this effect
was sent to Mr. Garwood, c/o Taylor and Kripner, and signed by the Director,

[)IA‘.ZSZ

In early September 1987 the DIA prepared for the next Garwood debriefing,
originally scheduled for 17/18 September. The DIA representatives noted the
purpose of the debriefing and remarked on the notion that a '"detailed
understanding of what happened to Garwood and why it happened will contribute
significantly to understanding how military services can best prepare personnel

11253

for captivity, in both hostilities and hostage situations.

The Garwood/DIA interviews finally were held from 17-20 September 1987. DIA
officials, along with a general counsel representative met with Mr. Garwood, his

attorney, and Senator Bob Smith in Arlington, Virginia. The focus of these
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interviews was "to clarify the record of Mr. Garwood's statements and written
statements as of 27 February 1986."*“ In its 23 September after-action report,
DIA representatives noted that "In the final two daily sessions Garwood provided
brief descriptions of occasions in which he believed he had contact with PWs:
four firsthand observations from a distance; a hearsay report of PWs used in
training, and a gravesite. With slight variations, most of the information
provided to date parallels that available to DIA through media sources. Although
Garwood is a reluctant source, all participants agreed to meet again to approve
the current transcript and to go on with the interview hopefully in the near

future. "®**

In November. 1987, DIA requested that LTG Tighe provide both "the tape and
transcript" of his interview (s) with Mr. Garwood®™ and in a 22 December DIA
memo it was noted that the only name provided to LTG Tighe and not mentioned in

the Winston Groom book was that of USMC PFC Jon M. Sweeney.?’

1988-1990

In the subsequent Garwood interviews from 20-27 February 1988, held in Okracoke,
N.C., the focus again was to clarify statements that Mr. Garwood had made on his
live sightings (as first reported in the WSJ aftic]e of 4 December 1984) and on
his whereabouts in North Vietnam from 1970-1979. At this interview also, DIA

officials and Senator Bob Smith met with Mr. Garwood and his attorney.®®

In August 1988, the DIA issued a memo which summarized the interviews held thus
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far with Mr. Garwood.®’In a summary statement the memo. noted that over 100
hours had been spent in debriefing Mr. Garwood. It also noted that Mr. Garwood
had stated that "he had extreme difficulty in remembering the information
because: 1) he had undergone a brain washing by machine in Vietnam; 2) he suffers
from survivor's guilt and post traumatic stress; and 3) dredging up the material
from memory Teads him into fugues, thus necessitating long breaks between
sessions.*’ The memo also noted that Mr. Garwood's attorneys had read into the
record statements of his "extreme psychiatric frailty" and also noted that they
would 1ike to see Mr. Garwood receive treatment similar to that received by the
returned U.S. POWs. At the same time that Mr. Garwood's attorneys commended DIA
for the sensitivity with which interview (s) were handled, the DIA remarked that

it did nor foresee talking to Mr. Garwood again.?*

The DIA did arrange for one last meeting with Mr. Garwood (November 1990),
however, after having arranged to speak with LTG Tighe again. In this meeting
General Tighe "appeared to accept our bottom-Tine conclusion that Garwood has

nothing to contribute with respect to live POWs under SRV control."?*

On 4 July 1990 a DIA Memorandum for the Record succinctly summarized the PW/MIA
information given by Mr. Garwood to the DIA up until this time and gave a
detailed evaluation of his 1ive sightings. Subsequently, on 12 November, the last
interview between DIA officials and Mr. Garwood and his attorney was held in
Annapolis, MD. This interview was specifically aimed at gaining information
concerning the presence of any other American "stay-behinds" in Vietnam whom
Garwood could identify. Although Mr. Garwood was shown many photographs of

missing Americans, and many personalities were discussed, he did not
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categorically identify any other individuals who stayed behind in Vietnam.

In the DIA after-action report concerning this interview to the ASD/ISA,**DIA
noted that Mr. Garwood had simply reaffirmed information which had been provided
to iDIA_ previously, provided relatively new intelligence information, and

suggested that Mr. Garwood himself may have shared information from the DIA
interview with the public.®‘ Furthermore, it was noted that DIA had attempted
to offer additional motivational inducements to Mr. Garwood to assist the USG in
its attempt to identify and locate any possible stay-behinds in Vietnam, by
appealing to Mr. Garwood to aésist the USG in "the healing process" of this

nation regarding the issue of other stay-behinds.**

1991-1993

On 2 August 1991 Vaughan Taylor, Mr. Garwood's attorney, wrote to Senator Bob
Smith (R-NH) concerning a "recent" briefing about POW/MIAs to which fellow
Republican Senators had been invited by the Secretary of Defense.** During this
brfefing, according to Mr. Taylor, the ASD/ISA had indicated that "Mr. Garwood
had recanted his live sightings of American POWs in Vietnam post-Operation:
Homecoming."*®” Supposedly, "Garwood had recanted his live sighting reports in

discussions With agents of the Defense Intelligence Agency."**

Mr. Garwood's response, according to Vaughan Taylor, was "I have never recanted,

and never would recant, my Tlive-sighting reports, because those reports are

absolutely true."?*’
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On 9 August 1991 Senator Smith wrote to the SecDef concerning the Taylor and
Garwood response®’and on 4 September the ASD/C3I responded to the Senator Smith
letter of inquiry”’ noting that "I have directed that a new team of
intelligence analysts, with no. prior involvement in Mr. Garwood's case, review
all of Mr. Garwood's reports of sightings of Americans in Vietnam after 1972 to

determine if any follow up action in Vietnam can still be taken."?”

On 18 November 1991 the ASD/C3I did, in fact, commission an independent study of
the Garwood Case with special emphasis to be placed on investigating Mr.
Garwood's live sightings. In May 1992, a team of U.é. investigators went to Hanoi
to meet with PAVN/SRV senior officials on several POW/MIA matters, including the
case of Robert Garwood. The principal Garwood investigator remained in Hanoi
three weeks to visit locations of Mr. Garwood's live sightings. During these
meetings with the PAUN/SRV officials and throughout the time that Mr. Garwood was

in Vietnam (1965-1979), the SRV has always maintained that he "crossed over"

willingly and that he never had been a POW.

Independent research of the case of Robert Garwood was completed in June 1993
after an in-depth study of the Garwood files and after almost a month in Vietnam.
The ten (10) documents (Volume I- Volume X) which make up the Case of PFC Robert
R. Garwood, USMC, include an description of the work done during this study as
well as an analysis and evaluation of the work performed by the USG prior to
November 1991. It is intended that these volumes serve as future reference

documents concerning Mr. Garwood's 30 year chronology, from 1963-1993.




VII CONCLUSIONS?

The case of PFC Robert R. Garwood, USMC, is unique. His situation is singular in
that, from the very first day of his absence, there have been questions as to
where he was located, why he was there, and how he got there. Historically, and
sometimes after the fact, we do know some of the answers to the many questions
about PFC Garwood and his almost 14-year stay in Vietnam.. There are instances,
however, in which the Garwood 6ase often has been clouded with confusion and
innuendo due to his length of time in Vietnam (1965-1979), his dislocation and/or
movement during wartime conditions (1965-1975), and his crossing over to the

enemy (by mid-1967).

Records indicate that PFC Garwood was noted as missing at the 2330 hour muster
on 28 September 1965. In addition, the record shows that the last three U.S.
military personnel (all USMC) to see him prior to that time--PFC Geill, PFC
Braverman, and LCpl Smith--indicated that they had seen him around dusk on the
28th in the DaNang Hotel or in the DaNang USO. Once PFC Garwodd left the hotel
or USO, it is not clear when or how he disappeared. There are written and oral
reports that PFC Garwood: 1) was captured in a fire-fight between a U.S. convoy
énd Viet Cong forces; 2) was picked up in a brothel; 3) was ambushed on a road

leading from DaNang after he got lost; 4) became lost on a main road, some 11.5

? For consistency, Robert R. Garwood is referred to as PFC Garwood in the
Conclusions and Lessons learned sections of this document.
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miles SE of the DaNang Air Base, and surrendered to the Viet Cong; 5) became lost
on a secondary road leading to the beach, was attacked by Viet Cong forces,
killed one or more of the Viet Cong, was captured, and his jeep was burned. These

are just a few of the accounts of how PFC Garwood disappeared.

Although he vanished in September 1965, PFC Garwood did not show up in a bona
fide POW camp until mid-December 1965. Neither records nor first-hand accounts
indicate precisely where PFC Garwood was and what he was doing from the time of
his disappearance until mid-December. Also, during his time in the camps in South
Vietnam (1965-1969), there were periods of time in which PFC Garwood was missing
for days, weeks, and even months at a time. This information was given by U.S.
POWs who had been in the camps with PFC Garwood. There is no recorded information
as to what PFC Garwood was doing during those times of his absence from the

camps.

Although there has been uncertainty regarding some events from the time of PFC
Garwood's disappearance in 1965 until his return to the United States in 1979,
there are, indeed, certain conclusions which can be drawn from the study of the

Garwood Case and the attending documents now available.

Garwood'S'Movements and Motives

Sufficient documentation exists, for example, to suggest that PFC Garwood was
picked up by the enemy on or about 28 September 1965. What is not clear,

however, is how PFC Garwood vanished and where he was at the time of his
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disappearance. It would appear implausible that PFC Garwood would have "crossed
over" to the enemy on this date since he only had 10-12 days to remain in Vietnam
prior to his being shipped stateside. Although PFC Garwood had only arrived in
Vietnam on 7 July, his unit had been there since late 1964 and was scheduled to
return from Vietnam sometime in October/November 1965. PFC Garwood arrived in
Vietnam many months later than his unit because he had been delayed in Okinawa,
ostensibly for medical reasons; however, his tour in WESTPAC actually began when
he departed CONUS for Okinawa in late 1964. It therefore does not appear
reasonable that PFC Garwood would have gone over to the enemy for ideological
reasons---at least not at this time---since PFC Garwood had only been in Vietnam
for fewer than 90 days and had shown no prior inclination towards communist

ideologies or propaganda.

Event§ which transpired between this September 1965 date and the time that PFC
Garwood decided to cross over to the enemy in mid-1967 (or earlier), although
sometimes an]ear, are not inexplicable. First-hand reports from POWs who were
incarcerated with PFC Garwood report that: he was easily swayed by enemy
intimidation and coercion, and naive enough to believe that the enemy would
release him quickly if he just would collaborate with them in some minor matters.
Subject to a very strong instinct for survival, PFC Garwood, the former POWs
noted, increasingly assisted the Viet Cong, learned something of Vietnamese
language and culture, and was given some personal attention by the eﬁemy which
he began to enjoy. By the time that PFC Garwood was offered his release in mid-
1967, he had violated every article of the Code of Conduct. Knowing that other
U.S. POWs, who had been released, had already been debriefed by the USMC and the

USG concerning his actions with the enemy and against his own country and
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countrymen during his time in the camps in South Vietnam (1965-1969), it appears
1ikely that PFC Garwood knew what fate might await him as a turncoat if he

returned home at that time.

PFC Garwood's reasons for moving to North Vietnam in late 1969 or early 1970 are
also not totally clear, nor are his motives for having remained there for almost
10 years. By the time of his departure for the North, PFC Garwood had already
spent four years (1965-1969) with the Vietnamese. There is, therefore, the
possibility that political indoctrination had begun to take hold and that PFC
Garwood had developed political, as well as personal, motives for going to live

in North Vietnam.

Unfortunately, after PFC Garwood went to the North, there is essentially no
first-hand information on his whereabouts until his departure from Hanoi in March
1979. Although several U.S. POWs who were incarcerated in Hanoi up until
Operation Homecoming 1973 have stated that they had heard PFC Garwood on Radio
Hanoi during some of his propaganda broadcasts, there is no record of any
American having seen PFC Garwood in the North between 1969 and 1979. First-hand

sightings of PFC Garwood did not reach the USG until after he was repatriated and

these accounts came, for the most part, from refugees who had seen him in the Yen

Bai Re-Education camps that were located some 75 miles NW of Hanoi.

Garwood's Live Sightings of U.S. POWs after 1973

PFC Garwood was debriefed by the USMC and Congressmen Wolff and Gilman at the
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Great Lakes Naval Station wifhin ten days of his return to the United States (on
29 March and 4 April 1979). In neither of these two debriefings did PFC Garwood
ever mention that he had seen live U.S. POWs after his departufe from South
Vietnam in 1969. Indeed, he specifically noted that he had neither seen an

American nor spoken English in ten years!

Almost six years after PFC Garwood's 1979 return, on 4 December 1984, the WSJ
published an article stating that it had conducted a series of interviews with
him. In these interviews, the WSJ noted that PFC Garwood had stated that he had

seen live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after 1973. Apparently, neither the USG nor his

~ defense attorneys had been apprised of this information prior to the publication

of the article.

Since the WSJ publication of this information, however, several investigations
of PFC Garwood's live-sighting locations have been carried out. The USG: 1)
commissioned several imagery searches of the 1live-sighting '1ocations; 2)
requested official documentation (files and records) on PFC Garwood from the SRV;
and 3) conducted several investigations of the locations mentioned, to include
one in June 1992 (by the DOD Garwood investigator) and another in February 1993

(by JTF-FA). In none of these investigations was evidence found to substantiate

PFC Garwood's claims of there being live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after Operation

Homecoming in 1973.

Several significant criteria also need to be considered and understood concerning
PFC Garwood's Tive sightings: 1) none of his 1ive sightings has been corroborated

by anybody else; 2) the SRV has categorically maintained that PFC Garwood was the
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last American in Vietnam and that he had stayed in Vietnam "willingly" because
he had been a "rallier" and never a POW; 3) not one of PFC Garwood's live
sightings has led to the discovery of an additional U.S. POW still living in
Vietnam; and 4) almost six years passed before PFC Garwood mentioned any of his

live sightings to the USG or even to his defense attorneys.

Although it can neither be proven nor disproven that PFC Garwood did, in fact,
see live U.S. POWs at certain times and places after Operation Homecoming, the
searches performed and the on-the-ground investigations carried out, strongly
suggest that there is no evidence to support the notion that there are any living

U.S. POWs at the PFC Garwood live-sighting locations.

The United States Marine Corps' Actions

Another conc]usiﬁn that becomes evident from a close reading of the Garwood
documentation concerns the role played by PFC Garwood's parent service, the USMC.
From the time that it was known that PFC Garwood was definitely missing, the USMC
made extraordinary efforts to locate him and enlisted the assistance and
“cooperation of other military services and USG organizations. Clearly, the USMC
acted very energetically in trying to find PFC Garwood in the early days of his
disappearance and then attempted to find out as much as they could about his
whereabouts and his doings from the five U.S. POWs (Ortiz-Rivera, Agosto Santos,

Tinsley, Striék]and, and Watkins) who were released in early 1968 and late 1969.

It is also clear that the USMC's Judge Advocate Division (JAD) was timely in its
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evaluation of PFC Garwood's collaboration with the enemy, and responsible in its
recommendations for a status change for PFC Garwood, from POW to that of deserter
or defector. As early as late 1969 or early 1970, the USMC and the USG had
incontrovertible evidence from the five released U.S. POWs and from other non-
U.S. POWs that: 1) PFC Garwood had collaborated with the enemy; and 2) he had had
the opportunity.and ability to be released from the POW camp had he so desired.
In fact, having this information, the USMC JAD recommended to the Commandant,
USMC, that PFC Garwood's status be changed to deserter and then to defector.
Obviously, the USMC leadership did not consider a change necessary at that time
nor was a change made after several subsequent recommendations from the JAD to
the Commandant. Ostensibly, had tEe USMC senior leadership changed PFC Garwood's
status, the Garwood Case might not have become the "cause celebre" that it has
become and would most probably not be considered as one of the longest and most

bizarre cases in the history of POWs and the military service.

Attorney Activities

Legal maneuvering and entanglements have persisted throughout the Garwood Case.

In fact, in some instances; legal procedures have lTiterally dominated this case.
~Presumably, had the senior USMC leadership taken the recommendations and advice
from the USMC attorneys to change PFC Garwood's status---once it had had
sufficient evidence to do so---the long litany of legal maneuvers which took
place after PFC Garwood's return might never have come to pass. In making the
decision not to change his status, the USMC and the USG set the stage for

involvement in a legal morass which would last from 1979 until the United States
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Supreme Court finally decided not ‘to hear PFC Garwood's appeal in December 1985,

almost seven years after he thad returned to the United States.

The Defense Intelligence Agency's Involvement

As the senior -intelligence ageﬁcy for the SecDef, it was DIA's intention to
debrief PFC Garwood as soon as possible upon his return in March 1979. In a 5
April 1979 letter to the OASD/ISA, the DIA noted that it had requested and then
received a synopsis of PFC-Garwood's debriefing by the USMC on 29 March at the
Great Lakes Naval:Station. Furthermore, just as it had become involved with the
returning POWs at Operation Homecoming .in 1973, the-DIA intended to debrief PFC

Garwood at.the earliest opportunity.

Due to USMC jurisdiction, however, as well as to the legal procedures taken by
PFC Garwood's civi1iaﬁ attorneys, the DIA was not able to immediately meet with
him because the USMC was concerned that any DIA debriefing of PFC Garwood would
prejudice the case. During the actual court-martial proceedings the DIA also was
not permitted to.debrief PFC Garwood and subsequent to his 1981 conviction, the
USMC was concerned about the appellate process. In fact, the USMC would not
consent to any DIA or USG debriefing while PFC Garwood worked his way through the
appeals courts. It was not until December 1985 that his appeal process finally:
had run its course and that the DIA was able to interview PFC Garwood (with

attorneys present), several months later.

Clearly, part of the rationale for the delay in DIA meeting with PFC Garwood was
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the USMC's concern---especially after the court-martial in 1981---that any DIA
interview with PFC Garwood might: 1) preclude or contravene any kind of re-trial;
2) if immunity were given, preclude further prosecution of PFC Garwood for any
activities from 1970-1979 for which he had not been tried; and 3) impinge upon
the possible disbursement of outstanding monies (almost $150,000) thch PFC
Garwood's attorneys continued to appeal for. These concerns were certainly valid
and because of their seriousness PFC Garwood was not available to be interviewed

by the DIA until early 1986.

The Defense Intelligence Agency's Continuing Ro1e'

In its role as the DOD's intelligence agency, DIA has been the USG repository for
documents and reports concerning PFC Garwood and has maintained an extraordinary
array of both historical and current documentation. Furthermore, the DIA has been
the focal agency for government, military, and special-interest requests
concerning the Garwood Case. In this intelligence capacity, and in matters
dealing with PFC Garwood and his long residence in Vietnam, the DIA has performed
its duties in both a timely and a professional manner. Unquestionably, it is
largely due to the special efforts by the DIA that the Garwood file is both
exclusive and extensive: exclusive in the sense that it holds documents from many
sources and agencies that have been involved in the Garwood Case; extensive in
that the number of records and files held on PFC Garwood make DIA the primary
locus for any present, \and perhaps future, inquiries concerning him and the time

he spent in Vietnam.
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The Garwood Case is unparalleled in many ways and all of the answers to the case
complexities may never be fully known since, among other reasons: 1) too much
time has passed; 2) Hanoi has been uncooperative in providing information and
official records about PFC Garwood; and 3) many individuals and organizations---
special interest groups, attorneys, the media, Hanoi and others---have had their
own "agendas" because of the POW issue in general, and in some instances, the

Garwood Case in particular.




VIII LESSONS LEARNED

There are several important lessons to be learned from the Garwood Case at this
time, and special studies in the future might unveil even more. Certainly, one
of the most significant lessons is that military service secretaries must take
timely and decisive action to change "POW status” when sufficient evidence exists
that a service member has collaborated with the enemy. It is not clear why senior
military leadership chose not to change PFC Garwood's status after it was well
known that he had collaborated with the enemy in many ways. Regardless of which
rationales were used not to change status, the fact remains that the USG had
sufficient evidence, from several reliable sources, that PFC Garwood had involved
himself in traitorous activity and had crossed over to the enemy. The longer,
therefore, that PFC Garwood remained in the POW status, the better the
possibility for significant USG problems should he ever return to the United
States. Had PFC Garwood never returned to the United States, however, the change

in status might have remained moot, at worst.

Consideration must also be given to the negative impact upon military morale by
not changing PFC Garwood's status as well as to how thjs case undermined the
significance of the Code of Conduct itself. If the Code is to have any meaning
at all, it must be Tearned and then enforced, both reasonably and appropriately.
In PFC Garwood's case, his violation of the Code had been reported by all of the

earl& U.S. POW releasees as well as by other non-U.S. personnel, at least by Tate
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1969. Had action been taken after this date to change PFC Garwood's status from
POW to deserter and then to‘defector, many of the problems encountered in this
case might never have come to pass and his being dead or alive would ostensibly

have had no bearing on the matter.

When the news came, however, that PFC Garwood was still alive and wanted to come
back to the United States in early 1979, neither the State Department nor the
USMC was prepared for the legal ramifications associated with his return. The
underlying general feeling had been, perhaps, that PFC Garwood never wouid return
home, and that there never would be any legal procedures or entangiements to deal

with.

PFC Garwood did come back to the United States, however, and there were hard
legal lessons to be learned from the reality associated with his return. These
lessons were manifestéd by the early involvement of civilian legal counsel into
the case, an occurrence that did much to initiate the legal chain of events which
were to unfold from the very beginning of PFC Garwood's return to U.S. cusiody.
These legal events, in fact, set the stage for a series of point-counterpoint
episodes between defense attorneys and the USG prosecution. And, in many cases,
the legal sparring which ensued overshadowed the gravity of the case itself and

PFC Garwood's years of collaboration and involvement with the enemy.

In addition to the lessons learned from the continuous legal activities going on
between PFC Garwood's attorneys and the USG prosecution, there were other
instructional benefits that this unprecedented case provided the USMC and the

USG. For example, there was (and still is ) the media interest in the Garwood
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Case. Since information on PFC Garwood's return from Vietnam became available in
February 1979, and up until the present, the media have provided PFC Garwood and
his attorneys with a forum for giving PFC Garwood's version of his story. As
official documentation shows, however, the Garwood version has not always been
the most accurate rendition of what happened to him during his almost l4-year
stay in Vietnam. Also to be considered is the fact that the USG---to protect
information obtained from classified "sources and methods"---very often has not
been able to provide appropriate responses to media-reproduced versions of what
PFC Garwood or his attorneys have reported. The reason, therefore, for some media
inaccuracies, has been the lack of precise answers or comments from the USG with
reference to what PFC Garwood or his attorneys have stated. Although government
agencies, and specifically intelligence community organizations, will always be
at a disadvantage in responding to unsubstantiated or inaccurate claims, due to
the very nature of intelligence activities, a more deliberate effort must be made
in the future to provide better and more accurate public relations (PR) coverage

to the media in general, and the public in particular.

More accurate PR coverage would have been especially meaningful in responding to
PFC Garwood's claim that he was treated differently from the POWs who had
returned at Operation Homecoming in 1973. USMC and USG documentation indicatg
thai since PFC Garwood continued to be listed as a POW, he was to be treated in
like manner. Officially, at least, PFC Garwood should have been treated like any
other POW insofar as intelligence debriefings, legal and medical assistance, and

resettiement to civilian life were concerned.

What transpired in reality, concerning PFC Garwood's complete post-repatriation
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treatment, may never be fully known. What is known from intelligence reports is
that, in PFC Garwood's initial debriefings by the USMC and Congressmen Wolff and
Gilman (on 29 March and 4 April 1979 respectively), PFC Garwood was asked several
times if he knew of any other l1ive U.S. POWs still in Vietnam. When he indicated.
that he did not have first-hand knowledge of any 1ive Americans and that, indeed,
he had not seen another American or even spoken English in 10 years, the
debriefers assumed that PFC Garwood would have no significant information of any
kind to pass on to the USG. Unfortunately, it seems the fact that PFC Garwood had
been a unique resident in a Communist country for aimost 14 years was of no

further interest to any intelligence debriefers, at least not at this time.

At a later time, there also were apparently no additional attempts to debrief PFC
Garwood by USMC intelligence 6fficers or by any other USG intelligence agencies.
During the more than 18 months that PFC Garwood worked as a file clerk at Camp
Lejeune, N.C., according to Colonel (then-Captain) Joseph Composto, PFC Garwood's
first military defense counsel, no USMC or USG intelligence officers sought to
debrief or interview PFC Garwood. Even if intelligence officers had attempted to
debrief him, defense counsel Composto would have denied the request to do so;
that notwithstanding, no evidence could be found from official documents or
records to indicate that any effort had even been made to debrief PFC Garwood

further.

It is also regrettable that no additional USG attempt was made to either speak
to or further debrief PFC Garwood during this early post-repatriation period. For
even if, as he stated, PFC Garwood had no valid information on Tive U.S. POWs

after 1973, he certainly could have been able to give a special perspective on
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life in a Communist country where he had spent the previous decade and more.

Other lessons to be learned from the Garwood Case should include a recommendation
that the Judge Advocate General (JAG) corps of all of the military services, as
well as other personne]iinvo1ved in the military justice process, note the legal
highlights, maneuverings and entangliements that were involved throughout the long
trial and post-trial processes. A thorough examination of these criteria should

help preclude any repetition of cases similar to PFC Garwood's.

If, indeed, the past is prologue, then a recurrence of a garwoodesque scenario
should not occur since the USG will have learned the hard lessons which this case
has provided: 1) strong leadership, with respect to a required change in POW
status, must be paramount; 2) timely and definitive responses to the media,
concerning how and when a POW coilaborated with the enemy, should be a part of
a well-defined PR program; 3) reasonable and realistic enforcement of the
military Code of Conduct must be maintained if the Code is to be significant and
effective; 4) the USG should assign'seasoned senior attorneys, with proven
competence, to such cases of special sensitivity from the outset; and 5) strong
and time1y. efforts must be made to fully debrief all returning POWs,
collaborators, and defectors, at the earliest possible time, for compiete

intelligence reporting.

Careful study and analysis of the Garwood Case should help the USG and the
military services react more quickly and more dynamically to episodes of future
POWs who do not understand that they are responsible for their actions and, as

armed forces personnel, are military representatives of their country both at



home and abroad.




X APPENDIXES

.Appendix I
THE CODE OF CONDUCT

1. I am an American fighting man. I serve in the forces which guard my country
and our way of 1ife. I am prepared to give my life in their defense.

2. I will never surrender of my own free will. If in command I will never
surrender my men while they still have the means to resist.

3. If I am captured I will continue to resist by all means available. I will make
every effort to escape and aid others to escape. I will accept neither parole nor
special favors from the enemy.

4. If 1 become a prisoner of war, I will keep faith with my fellow prisoners. I
will give no information or take part in any action which might be harmful to my
comrades. If I am senior, I will take command. If not, I will obey the lawful
orders of those appbinted over me and will back them up in every way.

5. When questioned, should I become a prisoner of war, I am bound to give only
name, rank, service number, and date of birth. I will evade answering further
questions to the utmost of my ability. I will make no oral or written statements
disloyal to.my country and its allies or harmful to their causes.

6. I will never forget that I am an American fighting man, responsible for my
actions, and dédicated to the principles which made my country free. I will trust

in God and in the United States of America.




Appendix II

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ACS Assistant Chief of Staff

APB A1l Points Bulletin

ARVN Army of the Republic of Vietnam (South Vietnam)

ASD Assistant Secretary of Defense

ASD/C3I Assistant Secretary of Defense/Command, Control, Communication,

and Intelligence
ASD/ISA | Assistant Secretary of Defense/International Security Affairs
ASD/ISA(EAP) Assistant Secretary of Defense/International. Security Affairs

(East Asia and Pacific Region)

AwOL - Absent without Leave

CcG Commanding General

CI Counter Intelligence

CIA Central Intelligence Agency
CIR Classified Intelligence Report
CNO Chief of Naval Operations

co Commanding Officer

CONUS Continental United States

CS Chief of Staff




Cuc dich van

DAO
DAS
DCS
DIA
DOD

EM

FBI
FBIS
FMF
FMFPac
FPIMT

GC

GMT

GPD

HCMC

ICRC

JAD
JTF-FA

97

Enemy Proselytizing Department

Defense Attache Office

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
Deputy Chief of Staff

Defense Intelligence Agency

Department of Defense
Enlisted Men

Federal Bureau of Investigation
Foreign Broadcast Information System
Fleet Marine Force

Fleet Marine Force/Pacific

Four Pariy Joint Military Team
General Counsel

Greenwich Mean Time

General Political Directorate

Ho Chi Minh City (formerly Saigon)

International Committee of the Red Cross

Judge Advocate Division (USMC)

Joint Task Force-Full Accounting




LSI

MACV
MarDiv
MFA

MI

MIA
MOS

MR

NIS
NLF
NSC
NVA
NVN

0sD

PAVN
PFC
poC
POW
PRC
Pvt

PW/MIA

98

Live-sighting Investigator

Military Assistance Command/Vietnam
Marine Division

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Military Intelligence

Missing in Action

Military Occupational Speciality

Military Region

Naval Investigative Service
National Liberation Front
National Security Council
North Vietnamese Army

North Vietnam
Office of the Secretary of Defense

Peoples Army of Vietnam
Privat; First Class (E2)
Point of Contact
Prisoner of War

Peoples Republic of China
Private (E1)

Prisoner of War/Missing in Action




RVN

SEA
SecArmy
SecDef
SECNAV
SecState
sop

SRV

SRV

UA
UCMJ
UN
USA
UsG
USMC

=
(V2]
Cu

99

Republic of Vietnam (South Vietnam)’

South East Asia

Secretary of the Army
Secretary of Defense
Secretary of the Navy
Secretary of State
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PEC ROBERT R. GARWOOD, USMC

A_CHRONOLOGY: 1963-1993

SOUTH VIETNAM

OCTOBER 1963-SEPTEMBER 1965

%* %

* %

* %

October 1963--Garwood enlisted in the United States Marine Corps (USMC).

November 1964--Garwood deployed to WESTPAC. He remained in Okinawa from

November until 1 July 1965.

7 July 1965--Garwood arrived at DaNang Air Base. He was assigned duties

as a.motor pool driver with 3rd Marine Amphibious Force (MAF).

SEPTEMBER 1965

28

* %

%* %

28 September--Garwood disappeared from DaNang Air Base.

Garwood has said that he got lost on a secondary road SE of the DaNang Air
Base while en route to the G-2 to meet a Marine officer scheduled to be picked
up at 1800. He said that he was captured after a firefight with the Viet Cong
(VC), killed one or two of the VC and was then wounded himselif. He was

overcome, disarmed, captured, and his jeep was burned.



% %

There are several other versions of how Garwood disappeared.

SEPTEMBER 1965

29

* %

%* %

* %

¥ Y%

The USMC reported Garwood missing at the 0730 muster rather than at the 2300

bedcheck of the night before.

A VC cable indicated that a U.S. soldier was captured near the village of Cam

Hai, 11.5 miles SE of the DaNang Air Base.

The G-2 executive officer indicated that Garwood's 1800 motor pool run had
been cancelled on 28 September. Garwood's official duties for the day were

completed after his 1300 run, at approximately 1430,

Just after Garwood's disappearance, one of his tent-mates (PFC Geill)

stated that he saw Garwood return to his tent to pick up a weapon just prior
to 1800 on 28 September. However, in 1979 PFC Geill changed his story stating
that he saw Garwood around dusk on 28 September in the DaNang Hotel or DaNang

uso.

The motor pool and the G-2 were located within the same defensive perimeter

and approximately one-half mile from each other.

SEPTEMBER TO MID-DECEMBER 1965

%* %

Garwood has said that he was moved frequently by his captors to different
locations and remained disoriented during this period. In fact, he did not

show up in a bona fide POW camp until mid-December.

** Garwood met Captain Wm. Eisenbraun (Ike) in this camp in mid-December. Garwood




maintained that Ike taught him Vietnamese and how to survive in the camps.

** Tn December a VC "Fellow Soldier's Appeal” letter, dated 20 October and
supposedly signed by Garwood, was found. The letter urged American soldiers

to leave Vietnam.

** Garwood met Mr. Ho, a former English teacher in DaNang, who guided Garwood
to become increasingly more "progressive" in his thinking and attitudes

towards the VC cause.

DECEMBER 1965-MAY 1967

** Garwood, according to U.S. POWs, became increasingly sympathetic to the VC

and the North Vietnamese cause.

** Garwood began to speak Vietnamese with some facility and received more
rations and better treatment than other POWs. He enjoyed "special status"

and lived apart from U.S. POWs.

** |J.S. POWs began to question Garwood's motives and actions. Garwood maintained

that the VC were going to release him.

** Garwood was absent from the camp for several days at a time. He later
admitted that he had made radio broadcasts and had written propaganda letters
for the NVA in support of their cause and that he had urged U.S. personnel to

stop fighting in Vietnam and to go home.

MAY 1967-LATE 1969

** May 1967--Garwood was offered his release. He dec1fned and stated that



he wanted to stay with the VC and assist them in their cause for freedom.

" He later stated that he remained with the VC as a matter of "conscience".

% %

% %

* %

% %

% %

% %

% %

% %

% Y

% %

U.S. POWs released in early 1968, Ortiz-Rivera and Agosto Santds, corroborated
the story about Garwood's release offer and gave first-hand accounts of his

"liberation ceremony".

Garwood told other POWs that he had accepted a commission in the NVA as a LT.
He began to carry an AK-47 rifle and ammunition, delivered radio broadcasts

and wrote anti-U.S. propaganda. He was away from the camp more frequently.
Some POW reports indicated that Garwood accepted the NVA commission in May.
September 1967--USMC promoted Garwood to PFC in absentia.

July 1968--USMC noted that Garwood had accepted NVA commission.

Garwood spent more time away from the camp. He was away for weeks and then
months at a time. When he did return to camp, he remained with VC and NVA

personnel.
Garwood had 1ittle association with U.S. POWs.

Three U.S. POWS, Watkins, Strickland, and Tinsley, released in late 1969,

gave first-hand accounts of Garwood's collaboration with the enemy.

On the basis of USMC/JAG recommendations, the USMC considered changing

Garwood's status from POW TO deserter. The USMC never made this change.
Garwood was carried as a POW until he returned home in 1979.

Late 1969/early 1970--Garwood moved to North Vietnam due to apparent stomach

problems and perhaps for political indoctrination.
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** Returning U.S. POWS (in 1973) indicated that Garwood had told them he was

going to Moscow. Other non-U.S. POWs made the same statement.

** Garwood remained in North Vietnam until March 1979.

NORTH VIETNAM

1970-1974

** Garwood was located at Bat Bat Prison Compiex, 35 miles NW of Hanoi.
He stated that he worked a farm, grew rice and vegetables, and tended a

fish pond.

** This location and timeframe have not been verified and it cannot be ruled
out that Garwood perhaps underwent some kind of training during this period.
** OPERATION HOMECOMING IN 1973: Garwood was not among the returning 591 U.S.

POWs who were repatriated.

** SRV has always maintained that Garwood did not wish to be repatriated at

Operation Homecoming.

JANUARY 1975-MARCH 1979

** Garwood moved to a location near Yen Bai, 80 Miles NW of Hanoi, to the large

re-education camp, Group 776, and worked as a low-level NVA cadre member.

** Garwood worked as a mechanic, repaired generators and electrical equipment

and showed movies.




** Garwood had freedom of movement and often went into Hanoi.

** Garwood was invoived in the black market in Hanoi from 1977 (and perhaps
earlier) until his departure from Vietnam in March 1979. Black marketeering

appears to have been a "common procedure" for ration card holders.

** January 1979--Garwood passed a note to a Finn in the Thang Loi Hotel in
Hanoi, where many foreigners gathered. Garwood asked the Finn to tell the USG

that he was a U.S. POW and wanted to be repatriated.
REPATRIATION

MARCH 1979

** 22 March--Garwood departed Hanoi and arrived Bangkok via Ho Chi Minh
City (Saigon). Met by the U.S. Counsel General in Bangkok, Garwood was

escorted to USMC control after arrival.

** Garwood was notified immediately of his rights under Article 31 of the UCMJ.

A USMC/JAG defense attorney accompanied Garwood to Okinawa on 22 March.
** Garwood learned of court-martial charges in Okinawa.

** After physical exam and military re-orientation, Garwood was flown to Chicago
and then to Great Lakes Naval Station for medical observation, USMC adminis-

trative processing and reunion with his family.
** 29 March--Garwood was debriefed by USMC.

** 4 April--Garwood was interviewed by Congressmen Gilman and Wolff about any




lTive U.S. POWs Garwood had seen after 1973.

** Garwood stated to both the USMC and the congressional delegation that he had
not seen an American in 10 years and that he had no first-hand knowliedge of

Tive U.S. POWs in Vietnam.

1979-1980

** After approximately two weeks at Great Lakes and 30 days leave, Garwood

waé assigned to Camp Lejeune, N.C.
** Garwood was assigned duties as a file clerk until his court-martial.

** Court-martial was delayed several times due to changes in both civilian and

military attorneys and other pre-trial inconsistencies.

** 14 November 1980--Garwood trial began.

1981

** 4 February 1981--Garwood was court-martialed. He was found guilty of

collaboration with the enemy and of having assaulted a fellow U.S. POW.

** Garwood was reduced in rank to Private, forfeited all back pay, and was given

a dishonorable discharge from the USMC.
** Garwood appealed his conviction to the U.S. Supreme Court.
** Spring 1981--Playboy interview.

** 20 March 1981--DIA requested permission from USMC to interview Garwood.




**.1 April--USMC denied DIA request due to Garwood appeal to U.S. Supreme Court.

L4

** 5 November--DIA requested permission from Garwood's attorney, Lowe, to

interview Garwood.

** 30 December--Lowe denied DIA request due to U.S. Supreme Court appeal.

1982-1984

** Garwood made administrative appeal to SECNAV for back pay and allowances--

approximately $150,000. Appeal was denied.

** Tn addition, Garwood made appeals through court martial chain to overturn his

conviction of collaboration with the enemy and assault on a felliow POW.

1983--"Conversations with the Enemy", a biography of Garwood's Vietnam years,

was written by Winston Groom and Duncan Spencer and published.

** 4 December 1984--Garwood told the Wall Street Journal (WSJ) that he

saw live U.S. POWs in Vietnam after Operation Homecoming in 1973.

** After the publication of the WSJ article, Richard Childress, National
Security Council, met with Garwood for several hours. Garwood insisted on
immunity for the 1970-1979 years in Vietnam before he would agree to be

interviewed by USG.

1985

** 21 January--Garwood's attorney officially requested immunity for 1970-1979

years in Vietnam before Garwood would agree to be interviewed by USG/DIA.




*¥* 17 June 1985--Garwood testified before the House Subcommittee on Asian

and Pacific Affairs.

** 2 December 1985--Garwood's appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court was denied.
Immediately upon this denial, Garwood's attorney contacted the DIA to arrange

an interview, subject to immunity being granted Garwood for 1970-1979 years.

** Both SecDef and SECNAV did not support immunity request. Immunity was never

granted.

** December 1985--Garwood was interviewed by CBS _Sixty Minutes. He claimed that
he had never been debriefed. As noted earlier in this chronology, Garwood was
debriefed by the USMC on 29 March 1979 and by Congressmen Wolff and Gilman on
4 April 1979. During both sessions, he provided hearsay information on U.S.
POWs but indicated that he had nct seen an American since 1969 when he Jeft

South Vietnam for the North.

1986-1987

** 26 February 1986--Garwood was interviewed, for the first time, by DIA,

Special Office for POW/MIAs.

** 5 April 1987--Garwood was interviewed by former DIA Director, LTG Eugene

Tighe, USAF (Ret).

** 17-20 September 1987--Garwood was interviewed again by DIA, Special Office
for POW/MIAs.



1988-1390

** Congressional delegation (CODEL) consisting of Congressmen McCloskey (D-IN),
Smith (R-NH), and Rowland (R-Conn) recommended that Garwood accompany
delegation to Vietnam. State Department did not concur and Garwood did not

participate in CODEL mission.

** 1988--Garwood debunked the book by Groom and Spencer. He said it was not
his story. Speculation suggested that considerations for the making of a
Garwood movie may have prompted Garwood's actions. Garwood made-for-television

movie appeared in 1991/1992.

** 20-27 February 1988 and again on 12 November 1990--Garwood was interviewed

by DIA, Special Office for POW/MIAs.

1991

** November 1991--Senate Select Committee on POW/MIAs was convened.

** Tn November, ASD/C3I commissioned an independent study of the Robert Garwood

case to specifically investigate Garwood's live sightings.

19

N

** May 1992--Team of U.S. investigators went to Hanoi to meet with SRV

officials on several POW/MIA matters, including the case of Robert Garwood.

** Principal Garwood investigator remained in Hanoi three weeks to visit




locations of Garwood's live sightings.

** SRV maintained that Garwood "crossed over" willingly and that he pever had

been a POW.

1993

** Final report on Garwood investigation submitted to ASD/C3I.
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IX_ENDNOTES

1. Testimony by SecDef on 5 November 1991 to the Senate Select Committee on
POW/MIA Affairs called: "The POW-MIA Effort: Qur Fullest Support'.

2. Garwood interviews with Wall_ Street Journal (WSJ) reporter Bill Paul
on 4 December 1984

3. USMC Intelligence Debrief, 29 March 1979.
4. Congressmen Wolff and Gilman Debrief, 4 April 1979.
5. Garwood interviews with WSJ reporter Bill Paul on 4 December 1984.

6. Vaughan Taylor letter to OASD/ISA/EAP of 24 January 1986. Taylor remains
Garwood‘s civilian defense counsel to this day.

7. Letters (2) between Vaughan Taylor and OASD/EAP of 7 December 1985 and 17
January 1986.

8. SecDef letter of 7 February 1985 and SECNAV letter of 1 March 1985.

9. Garwood's testimony before the House Of Representatives, Subcomm1ttee on
Asian and Pacific Affairs, in 1985.

10. e.g. No evidence could be found of an island fortress on Thac Ba Lake (Yen
Bai) which supposedly contained U.S. POWs after 1973. Neither on-the-ground
examination of the lake by a live-sighting investigator (LSI) in early 1992, nor
a low-altitude helicopter flight over the lake in June 1992 and again in February
1993 (JTF-FA), nor statements made by the SRV, give any indication that an island
fortress ever existed in the live-sighting location noted by Garwood. ( LSI
report and the report by the Joint Task Force-Full Accounting [JTF-FA] team of
the bi-lateral talks with the SRV in June 1992.)

11. ASD/C3I letter of 4 September 1991 to Senator Bob Smith (R-NH).

12. WSJ article of 4 December 1984.

13. Ibid.

14. MOS = Military Occupational Speciality

15. See Debriefs of PFC Geill, PFC Braverman and LCpl Smith of 1979.

16. In the same message, SECNAV was notified that there was a possibility that
Garwood was UA and not missing. This presumption was based on Garwood's

current Service Record Book (SRB) entries of violations of the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ): two violations of Article 86, UCMJ (Failure to be at

appointed place of duty), one violation of Article 86 (AWOL), and one violation
of Article 134 (Breaking restriction).
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17. Investigatioh Report by Captain Donald R. Knepp, USMC, of 30 December 1965.

18. PFC Geill, USMC, Debrief of 24 April 1979, as well as the debriefs of PFC
Braverman and LCp1 Smith, also USMC. Ref. also the Summary of the Investigation
Agent Report of 16 November 1965.

19. When PFC Geill was debriefed in 1965, just after Garwood's disappearance,

he gave another rendition of his last sighting of Garwood. He indicated that he
and Garwood had been in their tent just prior to 1800 on the 28th when Garwood
~came into the tent, picked up his weapon, and was supposedly going on a driver’s.
run to pick up a Marine officer at the G-2 Headquarters, approximately 1/2 mile

away. Garwood never showed up for that pick-up. Indeed, there is a notion that
that assignment had been cancelled since in 1979 Geill, Braverman and Smith

indicated that they saw Garwood, "around dusk" in a DaNang Hotel or USO. Garwood
could not have been in a hotel/USO and picking up a Marine officer at the same

time. There is also the remark by Capt James F.Baier, USMC, Assistant Chief AO,

3rd MarDiv (Rein) FMF that he had secured Garwood after the 1300 run had been

completed at 1430 and had not instructed Garwood to report back at 1800 as

Garwood has claimed. In other words, Garwood had no further runs after 1430
hours. As for PFC Geill, he said that he misspoke in 1965 since he was trying

to "protect" Garwood for any possible "indiscretions" on Garwood's part. He

assumed that Garwood would eventually show up. ( Ref. detailed and well-

documented Agent Report of 16 November 1965 by the USMC).

20. Letter from Commanding Officer, Service Company, (Garwood's organization),
to the Commandant of the Marine Corps, dated 13 October 1965.

21. Ibid-

22. 1bid.

23. Agent Information Report from the Quang Nam Census Grievance Studies Center
of 4 October 1965 and the report from the DaNang Central Registry Detachment
(CRD) [704th INTC CI DET] of 3 October 1965.

24. Ibid.

25. 12 October 1965 letter from CO, 704th INTC Det (CI) (LTC Hal Burnett).

26. 15 October 1965 letter from General John E. Watson, Commanding General, 3rd
Marine Division, USMC. This letter is the FIRST ENDORSEMENT to the letter from
Garwood's CO to the Commandant, USMC, and recommends Garwood be kept in a
"missing status" until further information is known.

27. 4 November 1965 Commandant, USMC, message.
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28. 6 December 1965 letter from CG, III MAF to Commandér, U.s. Military
Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV), [Attn: J22], and 10 December Agent Report,
File Number ZA 015603.

29. The Fellow Soldier's Appeal was dated 20 October 1965.

30. See 16 July 1966 version of the Fellow Soldier's Appeal in the Appendix.
31. Letter from CO, 3rd Marine Division (Reinforced), FMF, to the Commandant,
USMC. Garwood's status to "presumed captured" and therefore a POW was never to

change, officially. He was to remain classified as a POW until his repatriation -
in 1979.

32. Memorandum from Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2 (J.J. Shutz) to the Commandant,
USMC of 23 December 1965.

33. Ibid.

34. Garwood letter to Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth McMillan (Garwood's mother), dated
27 December 1965. It was carried out of Camp Khu (located in the mountains of
Quang Ngai Province) by one of the 14 Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN)
military personnel who had been released on 28 December by the Viet Cong. The
letter did not reach the Commandant, USMC, until after 7 January 1966 and was
then forwarded to the addressee.(See Appendix).

Prior to this new information, the only official word from the enemy forces
concerning Garwood had come on 30 September when the Viet Cong reported that they
had captured a U.S. serviceman in the Cam Hai region. Although there was no
apparent reason for Garwood to have been anywhere near Cam Hai, none of the many
efforts by the USMC could verify how or where Garwood was picked up by the Viet
Cong. A

Strangely enough, it does not appear from historical documents that Garwood was
ever asked directly by any USMC or USG source just what he was doing some 11.5
miles SE from the DaNang Air Station...if, in fact, he was picked up by the Viet
Cong in the Cam Hai region. Again, only the SRV and Garwood can officially
validate the location of Garwood's disappearance in September 1965.

35. FMFPac= Fleet Marine Force, Pacific.

36. Report from Assistant Head, CI Branch (J.J. Guenther) to the Assistant Chief
of Staff, G-2 of 18 January 1966.

37. Ibid.

38. File Report Number 3 CIT 51-1 (a)-65.
39. 3rd CI Team, FMF report of 21 March 1966.
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40. It is interesting to note that at least two former U.S. POWs in Hanoi
indicated that they had heard Garwood himself on Radio Hanoi during the time they
were held captive. Both naval aviators, Captain John Fellowes, USN (Ret),
captured on 8/27/66, and Cdr. Everett Alvarez, USN (Ret), captured on 8/5/64,
stated in personal interviews in November 1992 that Garwood identified himself
as "Bobby Garwood" in the broadcasts and stated that he was a U.S. Marine who had
"crossed over". Garwood never mentioned the word “captured".

41. This version of the propaganda letter, however, was a more sophisticated
reprint and was professionally printed. It was typed on a better grade of paper,

showed better type facing, and was a better reproduction than the previous
letter. (Ref. III Marine Amphibious Force (MAF) 1-3 (e) -66 report of 29 July’
1966). Another report of 16 August states that this same USMC battalion found
copies of ‘the letter on 1 August, some 19 miies southwest of DaNang (File # ZA
015566). This could either be another incident or a second report of the same.

42. FBIS, Okinawa report of Radio Hanoi broadcast of 1300 GMT, 5 May 1966.

43. FBIS, Okinawa message to III Marine Division and Commandant, USMC, of 13 May
1966 (P 1305572 ZYT--0541GMT).

44. Message from Commandant, USMC, to CG, Third Marine Division et al of 12
August 1966.

45. COMUSMACV (135th MI Group) 1341 66 of 15 November 1966. The final statement
in this reference is s1gn1f1cant as it relates to the USG's efforts in tracking
Garwood: "Collection action is continuing”.

46. Debriefing Report ( # 016967) submitted to Commandant, USMC, by CG, III MAF,
on 21 January 1967.

47. CG,FMFPac letter(# 0246--67), to Commandant, USMC, of 31 January 1967.

48. Defense Information Report Evaluation, # 6~075-4390-67, of 21 February 1967,
reported by COMUSMACV, 149th MI Group.

49. Defense Information Report Evaluation of 6 March 1967, # 060605Z.

50. PFC Jose Ortiz-Rivera, USA, was captured in late December 1966 and LCpl1 Jose
Agosto Santos, USMC, in mid-May 1967. Both were released by the Viet Cong in
January 1968 and were debriefed in February.

In Ortiz-Rivera's debriefing, he described Garwood's "Liberation Ceremony" in May
1967 when the Governor of the Central Vietnam Provinces for the VC came to the
camp with several other VC officers. Photographs and motion pictures were taken
of all of the POWs and Garwood, Eisenbraun and Grissett gave speeches which were
recorded. After being liberated, Garwood said that he had decided to stay with
the VC rather than to return to U.S. control because "the VC had treated him
better than his parents had ever treated him and much better than he had been
treated by the U.S. military". Ortiz-Rivera also noted that Garwood spoke to the
U.S. POWs after this ceremony and that he tried to convince them to do everything
the VC said so that they might also be liberated. Garwood, according to Ortiz-
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Rivera had also taught the VC to speak English, served as an interpreter when
needed, and acted as an informant for the VC in the U.S. POW camp. Garwood told
him that "“he was going down to the plains on a special mission for the VC and
would be back sometime in the New Year" probably sometime in April 1968 (and
after the well-known Tet offensive by the VC of 1968).

Agosto Santos, in his debriefing, told essentially the same story about Garwood
with some additional facts. He indicated that after Garwood's liberation
ceremony, "he (Garwood) wore a khaki uniform and had a cartridge belt, pack,
plastic raincoat, canteen, first aid pack, and a six or seven inch blade knife."

After their release, the CG, III MAF, reported to the Commandant, USMC that a VC
Release Document concerning both Ortiz-Rivera and Agosto Santos had been found
on the body of a dead Vietnamese national killed by ARVN Forces. (See 16 Febuary
1968 III MAF document in the Appendix).

It is interesting to note that neither of these releasees, who both attended
Garwood's "Liberation Ceremony," mentioned anything about Garwood's induction
into the NVA forces and his commissioning as a LT at this date. Garwood,
himself, however, did tell other POWs, including Captain (Dr.) Kushner that "he
had become a LT in the NVA force." (Ref Captain Kushner, USA, Debrief). It should
be noted that during the USMC Review Board actions of 1977, however, the USMC
determined that Garwood had accepted a commission in the NVA armed forces as of
July 1968.

51. Gunnery Sgt, USMC .(Ret), Leo Powell"s telephone interview of 18 September
1992 as well as the transcript of several other telephone discussions with him.

52. Groom, Winston, "Conversations with the Enemy", New York: G.P. Putnam's
Sons, 1983.

53. SGT Willie Watkins, USA, Debrief in November 1969.
54. PFC Geill Debrief of 24 April 1979.

55. According to Geill, Braverman, Smith, and other servicemen who served in
DaNang in the 1965 timeframe (and even later), it was not an uncommon practive
for U.S. servicemen with access to a vehicle to sometimes travel into DaNang town
or environs, stay overnight, and then drive back to the base in the morning. As
long as these individuals reported for the 0730 muster the next morning, they
were not usually charged with UA.

Interestingly enough, the Viet Cong reported on 30 September that they had
captured an American serviceman during daytime hours. He was traveling alone in
his jeep.

56. According to PFC Allen Braverman, Garwood's "girl friend", Phan Thi My
Nhung,(who was a bar girl) resided in Room 18 in the OK Hotel in DaNang.
According to the hotel register, Phan Thi My Nhung was absent from the OK Hotel
for several days after Garwood's disappearance on 28 September 1965.
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57. One ARVN POW noted in a debrief on 5 January 1966 that he was housed in the
- same building as were Garwood and Eisenbraun, at least initially.

Another ARVN POW 2nd Lt., and Deputy Commander, 2nd Company, 1lst Bn.,51st ARVN
Regiment, who was debriefed on 6 January, also indicated that Garwood "had no
wounds" and had been "“captured while driving a military vehicle outside of the
city of DaNang; he was alone at the time". In addition, according to this 2nd
LT, Garwood was very homesick, very much afraid of his captors, and wanted to be
released: he did everything the VC at Camp Khu told him to do.

Another ARVN releasee debriefed on 5 January indicated essentially what the ARVN
2nd LT had reported. And from yet another ARVN releasee came the information that
Captain Eisenbraun had told him (not in Garwood's presence) that Private Garwood
"very much wanted to be released" and that the Viet Cong had told both Garwood
and Eisenbraun that they would be released after they had studied Viet Cong
propaganda.

A1l of these-ARVN releasees were abie to identify Garwood's photograph in the
U.S. Detainee folder which was made available to them.

58. A made-for-television movie entitled: The Last POW ? The Bobby Garwood Story.
This movie was shown in Thailand in early 1992 and has an English language
soundtrack with Thai Tanguage subtitles. The same movie was shown in the United
States on 28 June 1993 over ABC Television.

59. In bi-lateral talks in Hanoi in June 1992, between the JTF-FA team and
senior military officials of the PAVN, SRV representatives impuned Garwood's
self-serving version. of how he was "picked up" by the Viet Cong. They also
emphasized, as they have for more than 25 years, that Garwood was a "rallier",
had never fired a shot, and that he had "crossed over" to the Viet Cong cause
willingly.

60. 1st Lt. T.H. Marino, USMC, Memo for the Record, of 7 March 1972, which
indicates that "In September 1965, the Headquarters Battalion, 3rd MarDiv Motor
Pool was located less than one-half mile to [sic] the 3rd MarDiv Headquarters
..and the 3rd MarDiv Headquarters was situated adjacent to the Danang Air Base".
Furthermore, "The probability of a Marine being captured enroute to Division
Headquarters from the Motor Pool is considered remote".

61. Captain James. E. Baier, USMC, Assistant Chief AO, 3rd MarDiv (Rein) FMF,
remarks at Endnote 19.

62. Garwood USG testimony and 1992 Garwood made-for-television movie.
63. Debriefs of Ortiz-Rivera and Agosto Santos in January/February 1968.

64. As of 9 December 1992, historical records at the USMC History Office did not
reveal any de jure defectors in the 217-year history of the Marine Corps.
Although, historically, there could have been marines considered de facto
defectors, there have never been any officially designated defectors, not even
Garwood.
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65. Message from Commandant, USMC, to Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) et al of
7 February 1968 (P 0723021) and fu11 debriefs of both Ortiz-Rivera and Agosto
Santos.

66. RVN = Republic of Vietnam. MI = Military Intelligence.

67. This is the name (alias) that Garwood took in South Vietnam. When he went
to North Vietnam in 1969 or 1970, he assumed a new name, Nguyen Viet Nam.

68. Information Report, IR/1/1/0025/68/IN of 20 February. See also VC document
ref. Garwood's release from the VC in 1967, in the Appendix.

69. Report 5 CIT/33/68 of the 5th Counter-Intelligence Team, CI Intelligence
Report of 6 March 1968. Documents were found in the middle of an unimproved road
near some caves.

70. These documents included propaganda statements to: 1) "Fellow Marines and
Servicemen Now Serving in South Vietnam"; 2) "A11 U.S. Servicemen Now Serving in
the Quang Nam-DaNang Areas" [2]; 3) "Who is Your Enemy", presumably addressed to
black servicemen; and 4) another statement with no heading/title. The personal
letters included one supposedly written to Garwood by his Aunt Catherine; another
written to Chan by Dau (Garwood's Vietnamese alias); another written to Bobby by
Chan; and another written to Dau by Hung (a VC Tanguage interpreter).

71. See USMC/FBI documents of 6 and 18 March 1968 in the Appendix.

72. It should be noted that the USMC continued to treat the Garwood case with
care and objectivity until it could be certain, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that
Garwood had really collaborated with the enemy. In fact, the USMC recommended
that Garwood be reconsidered for promotion as late as August 1967. In September
he was promoted in_absentia, to Private First Class (PFC), a rank he had held
before being demoted some months prior to his disappearance in September 1965.
(See USMC Memo of 14 August 1967 in the Appendix).

As noted in Endnote 50, the USMC had enough information in July 1968 to determine
that Garwood had been involved in anti-U.S. activities and collusion with the
enemy and that he had accepted a commission as a LT in the NVA forces. (POWs
debriefed in 1973 made it clear that Garwood himself had admitted accepting the
military commission). Ironically, Garwood was promoted to and then carried as a
PFC in the United States Marine Corps in September 1967, two years after his
disappearance and perhaps after he had accepted a commission as a LT in the NVA
forces! Although it had been noted by some early releasees that Garwood had
accepted the LT's commission during his Liberation Ceremony in May 1967, the USMC
did not officially agree that Garwood had become an NVA LT until July 1968. A1l
of this information notwithstanding, the USMC continued to carry Garwood as a
POW.

73. 6 March 1968 FBI letter in the Appendix.
74. USMC letter to FBI of 8 September 1969.
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75. FBI response to USMC of 6 October 1969.
76. CIA Memo to Captain Bruce R. Greisen, USMC, of 26 May 1970.

77. Department of the Army, Staff Communications Division, message of 15
November 1969 and Debriefs of Watkins, Strickland and Tinsley.

78. SGT Willie Watkins, USA, Debrief of November 1969.

79. Additional debriefings of repatriated POWs at Operation Homecoming who had
been incarcerated with Garwood in the camps in South Vietnam would corroborate
information given by these five released POWs, but not until 1973.

80. Endnote 40, ref. Captain Fellowes and Cdr. Alvarez.

81. USMC POW Screening Board Report of 5 May 1969.

82. NLF = National Liberation Front

83. DOD Intelligence Information Report of 4 November 1970 (SICR D-7CX-49018),
CMIC, Saigon, South Vietnam.

84. DOD Intelligence Information Report (SICR D-7CX-49018) of 21 November 1970,
CMIC, Saigon, South Vietnam.

85. Message from CG, III MAF, to Commandant, USMC, of i February 1971.

Of these three VC sources, one was captured on 24 November 1970, and the two
ralliers were picked up on 29 December 1970 and 6 January 1971 respectively.
86. 17 February 1971 cable from DIA to U.S. DAO, Moscow.

87. 1bid.

88. Message from CO Det C, 1st MI BN, 525th MI Group, DaNang City to CG, 1st MI
BN, 525th MI Group, DaNang, of 16 April 1971.

89. This is precisely what happened when Garwood returned to the U.S. in March
1979!

90. USMC POW Screening Board Report of 30 March 1971.

91. USMC Summary Board Report of 30 March 1971.

92. Title 37, U.S. Code Sec 552, in ref. to Garwood's pay and allowances.
93. JAD Comments of 7 July 1971.

94. CIA report of 3 September 1971.

95. 6 October 1971 letter to USMC Deputy Chief of Staff(Manpower)
from Senior Member, USMC POW Screening Board.
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96. Undated Memo from POW Screening Board to Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower),
USMC. (n.b. from additional Memos between these two principals, it appears that
the Memo was probably written in late October 1971).

97. Undated Memo from Deputy CS (Manpower) to CS, USMC. (n.b. In view of similar
correspondence on the issue of "status change" for Garwood, this Memo was
probably written in late October 1971).

98. Missing Persons Aét, 37 U.S. Code 556 and U.S. Supreme Court case of Bell
.versus U.S. 366 U.S. 393, 6 L. Ed 2nd 365, 81 S. Ct. 1230.

99. JAD (Code AI) Comments of 4 November 1971.

100. 1Ibid.

101. Sgt Sweeney, USMC, was éaptured on 2/19/69 and repatriated on 8/17/70.
102. op.cit., 4 November 1971.

103. Ibid.

104. 1Ibid. Interestingly enough, the JAD warned that if Garwood was not declared
a deserter, he would continue to accrue his pay and allowances and, legally,
could access the sum without ever having to return to the United States. He would
simply need to execute a power-of-attorney and request his appointed agent to
withdraw the funds from his account. Theoretically, Garwood could have
undertaken such an action by mail from Hanoi!

105. Memorandum from Colonel Dwight E. Howard to Headquarters, USMC, of 5 May
1972.

106. SP4 Lewis; PFC Pfister; CW2 Anton; PFC Daly; CPT Kushner.

107. CPT Floyd H. Kushner, MC, USA, Debrief of 16 March 1973.

~108. 20 March Memo to AQ2A, Headquarters, USMC, from HOMIC Marine Liaison.
Harker, Lewis and Pfister were also debriefed.

109. 21 March 1973 Memo fof CS, from Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, USMC.

110. Undated Fact Sheet on Operation Homecoming; disciplinary action against
returnees. See the Appendix.

111. Ref. DIA letter to service intelligence chiefs of 17 April 1974.
112. CIR of 7 August 1975/# R-4HX-4900°N.
113. op.cit. Report of 94th Congress, 13 December 1976. It should be noted that

the two (2) reasons for the Committee's being were: 1) the problem of U.S.
servicemen still identified as missing in action... and 2) the need for
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additional international inspection teams to determine whether there are service-
men still held as POWs or civilians held captive or unwillingly detained...

114. This Committee was to function for 15 months after this date.
115. Ibid.., p. 238.
116. Ibid., pp.238-239.

117. United States House of Representative, 94th Congress, 2nd Session, "Final
Report of the Select Committee on Missing Persons in Southeast Asia", dated 13
December 1976, but published in January 1977. (ref: p. 243).

118. Review Board appointment letter from CS, USMC, to Colonel James Coody,
president of the Review Board, dated 8 July 1977.

119. Ibid. Letter dated 25 July 1977. In a 29 July letter to the CS, USMC from
Review Board president, Colonel Coody, it was noted that "the now-convened Review -
Board does not consider itself bound by the recommendations of the House Select
Committee, ref. notification of next-of-kin that Garwood's case was being
reviewed," since DOD had not promulgated any guidance to that effect yet. In a
23 August letter from Deputy CS, USMC, to Review Board it was noted that the
Garwood case review should be considered "merely an authorized service review."
Under SECNAV regulations, the requirement to notify next-of-kin of status reviews
was not applicable.( See 25 August letter in the Appendix).

120. See undated Review Board report to CS, USMC, in the Appendix.
121. Ibid.
122. See copy of note passed to Rahkonen in the Appendix.

123. As early as 1981, (Groom's book p. 301), Garwood had ‘indicated that he
hoped this 1ie (of 15 other POWs!) would be believed so that his own repatriation
would be accelerated. :

124. State Department telegram of 0916087 February 1979.

125. In bi-lateral meetings between the JTF-FA and the senior military officials
of the PAVN in June 1992, it was noted that Hanoi had "forced" Garwood to leave
the country after he had officially requested permission to do so through
appropriate SRV channels. According to these PAVN officials, although Garwood was
a "rallier", he had proven to be undisciplined, had been involved in black market
activities, and was a known womanizer.

126. 1bid.

127. State Department telegram of 1401267 February 1979.
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128. As a "humanitarian gesture", the Secretary of State (SecState)

requested that upon Garwood's release, the ICRC notify him that his mother had
passed away during the last year. (State Department Telegram of 1423547 February
1979).

129. SecState telegrams of 1505097 and 160331Z February 1979.

130. SecState message of 152236Z February 1979.

131. Ibid.

132. This pronouncement was to prove prophetic. The POW/MIA issue has continued
to this date and the Senate Select Committee on POW/MIAs ceased operation in
January 1993.

133. op.cit., SecStafe message of 1522367 February 1979.

134. U.S. Mission Geneva telegram to SecState of 1616397 February 1979.

135. Ibid. Congresswoman Elizabeth Holtzman (NY) was in Hanoi at this time.

136. As regards the POW/MIA issue, the USG was to find this remark prophetic as
well.

137. AmEmbassy Stockholm telegram to SecState of 1709507 February 1979.

138. AmEmbassy Stockholm telegram to SecState of 0916087 February 1979. Tom
Tscherning was the Swedish ambassador to Hanoi at this time.

139. SecState telegram to U.S. Mission Geneva of 2622377 February 1979.
140. U.S. Mission, UN, New York telegram to SecState of 270127Z February 1979.

141. The SRV has maintained, to this day, that Garwood was the only American to
remain in Vietnam and that there were no others.

142. op.cit.,270127Z February 1979.
143. SecState telegram to U.S.Mission, Geneva of 280311Z February 1979.
144. Memo for the Director of Intelligence, USMC, of 14 February 1979, # 3461.

145. In fact, USMC Captain Jordan, USMC Public Affairs Office, in an undated
USMC Memo (probably circa late March or early April 1979), indicated that the
"Marine Corps position concerning allegations of misconduct is that until proven
otherwise, Garwood is an active duty Marine and as such will receive the same
courtesy and respect accorded any other returning POW." Additionally, Captain
Jordan referenced 5 USC 552, DOD Dir 5400.7, SECNAVInst 5720.42 B, HQBul 5720 of
14 Feb 1975, and MCBul 191200Z Feb 1975--all of which pertain to treatment of
returning POWs.

146. Telephone interview with Frank Sieverts on 19 August 1992.
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147. AmEmbassy,Bangkok telegram to SecState, Washington of 151229 March 1979.
148. SecState telegram of 152255Z March 1979.
149. Ibid.

150. Telephone interview of 17 November 1992 with Andrew Antippas, former
Counsel General, AmEmbassy, Bangkok, in 1979.

151. Ibid., AmEmbassy, Bangkok telegram to SecState, Washington, also refers.

152. In the August 1992 telephone interview with DAS Sieverts, it was noted that
the State Department wanted to accompany Garwood from HCMC to Okinawa so that
there would be an opportunity to "debrief" him about any other American personnel
he knew of, who were still in Vietnam. DAS Sieverts indicated that he personally
went to see the Commandant, USMC, and USMC JAG counsel, to urge them to concur
with State's recommendation. Apparently, upon legal counsel, the Commandant
decided that the USMC desired that State Department serve as the point-of-contact
(POC) and intermediary between the ICRC and the USMC in Bangkok and then simply
accompany Garwood to USMC control.in Bangkok rather than to Okinawa. Furthermore,
"in order to protect Garwood's rights", he would be read Article 31 of the UCMJ
as soon as he boarded the USMC C-130 aircraft in Bangkok so that he would not
"self-incriminate".

153. SecState telegram of 170059Z February 1979 and Mailgram from Dermot G.
Foley, 122 East 42nd St., New York, NY,10017, to Secretary of State Cyrus Vance
and the U.S. Marine Corps. Foley was the attorney for the "National League of
Families" and agreed to act as Garwood's lawyer.

154, Telegram of 221123Z from AmEmbassy Bangkok to SecState, Washington.

155. Telephone conversation with Colonel Joseph Composto, Director, Research and
Civil Law Branch, Judge Advocate Division (JAD), USMC, Headquarters USMC, on 22
December 1992. ,

156. See, for example, a copy of Agosto Santos' statement of 24 January, 1968
in the Appendix. Ref. also statements made by Ortiz-Rivera, Tinsley, Strickland
and Watkins upon their release from Viet Cong custody in 1968 and 1969
respectively.

157. Telephone interview with Col Composto of 22 December 1992.
158. 1bid. The in-flight discussions with Garwood are rather interesting in that

they show that Garwood had not forgotten his native language, English, as he was
to insist later to both the media and USG officials. v

159. Sgt Zawtocki, USMC, died in captivity. His remains were returned to the
U.S. on 14 August 1985. Apparently, Garwood and Zawtocki had exchanged rings in
a type of "bonding" ceremony. Eventually, this ring and a "kind of " PLO scarf
would end up in the hands of Dermot Foley (according to Foley's widow) and would
never be returned to Garwood. No evidence has been found, however, to document
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an association between the PLO scarf and "threats of death" supposedly made to
Garwood by the SRV.

160. After-Action Report of 20 April from Director, Manpower Plans and Policy
Division, USMC, (Code MP) to Director, History and Museums Division, USMC, (Code
HD).

This After-Action Report renders a chronology of the major events concerning the
return of Robert Garwood. It should be noted that the USMC, notified of Garwood's
desire to be repatriated in early February 1979, had set up a POW Task Group by
15 February. This Task Group consisted of representatives from all principal
HQ,USMC Departments that would be involved in Garwood's return to USMC control
and was chaired by the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower.

161. Ref. undated (but probab]y.circa 1 April 1979) USMC Synopsis of Garwood's -
debriefing by USMC as well as 4 April 1979 Transcript of Garwood Interview by

Congressmen Wolff and Gilman. Both meetings were held at the Great Lakes Naval

Hospital. ‘

162. In a 6 April 1979 announcement from the Committee on Foreign Affairs, it
was noted that Congressmen Wolff and Gilman had informally questioned Garwood
concerning the possibility of American prisoners still alive in Vietnam. The
announcement also noted that "Full discussion of PFC Garwood's knowledge must
await conclusion of Marine Corps legal proceedings." Woiff and Gilman also added
that "We are pleased and grateful for the cooperation extended to us by the
Marine Corps...They are making every effort to aid our task will full regard for
Pvt. Garwood's legal rights."

In reference to the above, it appears that the USG was more concerned about
Garwood's legal rights than it was about prosecuting him for any alleged conduct
violations during the almost 14 years he spent in Vietnam.

163. Undated DIA Memo of probably late March or early April 1979, entitled "DIA
Evaluation of PW/MIA Information provided by PFC Robert R. Garwood, USMC." It
should be noted here that this DIA Memo also indicated that "All of his
information is admittedly hearsay, rumor, opinion or possibly propaganda with no
specific information or concrete evidence which would verify his statements."
Neither in 1979, nor in any of his later testimony, did any of Garwood's
statements on his Tive sightings in Vietnam after 1973 lead to the recovery of
any U.S. POWs.

~In a5 April 1979 Memo to ASD/ISA, however, DIA noted that the USMC had debriefed
Garwood and that a synopsis of the debrief noted that "the scope of the debrief
was limited by direction of Garwood's civilian attorney."

164. Ibid. Garwood maintained, to both the media and other organizations, that
he had not seen any other U.S. POWs or even Americans after his departure from
South Vietnam in 1969. He changed his story in a 4 December 1984 interview with
the WSJ when he indicated that he had seen a number of U.S. POWs at several
locations in Vietnam. None of these live sightings has ever been corroborated.
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165. At this point, the military defense attorneys were then-Captains Joseph
Composto and Dale Miller, both USMC, and Mr. Dermot Foley, civilian counsel.

166. USMC prosecution attorneys were Major Werner Hellmer and Captain Theresa
Wright.

167. The list of former POWs includes some already mentioned in this report:

Agosto Santos, Ortiz-Rivera, Tinsley, Strickland, Watkins--who were the five

early releasees--as well as those who had been with Garwood in the years after

1967, when it was quite clear that he had crossed over to the enemy. This list
includes CPT (Dr.) F.H. Kushner, CW2 F.Anton, PFC J. Pfister, PFC D. Harker, and

many others. Also interviewed were Garwood's tentmates from 1965, PFC J. Geill,

PFC A. Braverman, and LCpl G. Smith.( Ref.DIA Garwood File of 1979 ).

168. Although DIA was not to have the opportunity to debrief Garwood until early
1986, it had become involved in the Garwood case as early as 1971 when it cabled
the U.S. DAO in Moscow that it had information from released POWs that Garwood
might have gone to the USSR for political indoctrination. (Ref. 17 February 1971
cable from DIA to U.S. DAO, Moscow). DIA was not successful in debriefing Garwood
until seven (7) years after his return, due to legal considerations posed by the
USMC and then by Garwood's attorneys as the latter continued to 1ns1st upon -
immunity for Garwood for the 1970-1979 Vietnam years.

169. The trial actually had begun in February or March 1980 but had to be
delayed due to a change in defense attorneys and to the number of motions
presented to the court. Composto and Miller removed themselves from the defense
in April 1980 and civilian attorney Foley was to be relieved by Garwood in June
of that same year.

170. In addition, Foley's brother Brendan, an Air Force major, had been shot
down in Laos in November 1967 and neither he nor his RF4C aircraft had been
found.

171. op.cit. See Groom, Winston, pp.333-386, for a lengthy explanation of the
pre-trial attorney activities; however, it should be noted that some of the dates
are not accurate, per official USG and USMC records.

172. See Attachment to 16 May 1985 ASD/Legislative Affairs Office Memo.

173. It is interesting to note that of those who testified during the Garwood
trial, almost all were enlisted personnel who had served with Garwood at some
time during his military service. Obviously, those who had been in the POW camps
with Garwood knew most about his collaboration with the enemy.

174. As recently as early 1993, an official request for all of Garwoods files
and records was made of the SRV via the JTF-FA/Det II office in Hanoi. There has
been no response from the SRV to that official request.
175. DIA letter of 20 March 1981 to Commandant, USMC.

176. Commandant, USMC letter to Director, DIA of 1 April 1981.
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177. Lowe letter of 30 December 1981 to the DIA.
178. Ibid.

179. 1bid.

180. DIA General Counsel Memo of 18 November 1982.
181. DIA Memo for the Record of 7 December 1983.
182. 1Ibid.

183. Ibid. Little did DIA know how prophetic this Memo would be. It was not
until early 1986 that DIA finally got to debrief Garwood!

184. ASD/ISA letter to John Lowe, Esq. of 6 June 1984. Although this letter was
drafted in June, it does not appear that it was sent to Lowe until December.

185. The WSJ article of interviews with Garwood was the first mention of his
having seen live U.S. POWs after 1973. In all discussions with USG officials,
Garwood had specifically stated that he had had no first-hand knowledge of any
live POWs after 1973. Indeed, on 29 March and again on 4 April 1979, in
debriefings with the USMC and Congressmen Wolff and Giiman at Great Lakes Naval
Hospital, Garwood had indicated that he had not seen an American in 10 years.
This pronouncement notwithstanding, the WSJ 1live sightings were examined,
analyzed, and evaluated by DIA, Tlive-sighting investigators (LSI) and again by
a JTF-FA team of U.S. investigators in June 1992. SecDef's principal Garwood
investigator remained in Hanoi three weeks in June 1992 tracing the Tive-sighting
locations noted by Garwood. No evidence has ever been found, in any of the live-
sighting locations noted by Garwood, that there were ever any live POWs held in
any of his locations after 1973.

186. op.cit., Groom,VWinston.
187. Washington Times article of 6 December 1984, by Duncan Spencer.

188. Gilman letter to SecDef Weinberger of 17 December 1984. Although Gilman did
not say that Garwood had not mentioned 1ive U.S. POWs to him during the 4 April
1979 interview that he and Congressman Wolff had had at Great Lakes Naval
Hospital, he must have been surprised that Garwood was now claiming to have seen
live U.S. POWs, almost six (6) years after repatriation.

189. DIA Memo of 19 December 1984.

190. 1In the meantime, DIA began to examine the live-sighting locations noted in
the WSJ article, especially the Thac Ba Lake detention facility near Yen Bai,
some 75 miles NW of Hanoi. (Ref. 26 December 1984 DIA request for Thac Ba Lake
search).

191. Letters between ASD/ISA and Lowe and Taylor of 17,21, and 22 January 1985.
192. ASD/ISA Memo to SecDef of 1 February 1985.



118
193. Note for ASD/ISA from SecDef of 7 February 1985.
194. SECNAV Memo to SecDef of 1 March 1985.
195. 1Ibid. And pno immunity ever was granted to Garwood.
196. Navy JAG Memo for General Counsel of 12 February 1985.
197. ASD/ISA Memo to SecDef of 13 February 1985.
198. Ibid.
199. ASD/ISA Memo of 8 March 1985 to SecDef.
200. National Security Council (NSC) Memo to JCS of 13 March 1985.
201. Ibid. '
202. Ibid.
203. ASD/ISA Memo of 21 March 1985.
204. Solomon letter to SecDef of 21 March 1985. It is interesting to note here,
as well, that Solomon knew of the current controversy within the DOD with respect
to Garwood and he commented, "I personally have absolutely no use for Mr.
Garwood, and I want nothing in this letter to be construed as in any way
condoning his reprehensible collaboration with our Communist enemies in Vietnam."
Solomon further noted that the President's position was unequivocal: all reports
of Tive sightings were to be investigated fully.
205. ‘ASD/ISA letter to Congressman Solomon of 28 March 1985. It should be noted

that Garwood's court-martial conviction was under review by the Court of Military
Appeals at this time.

206. Ibid.

207. ASD/ISA Memo to SecDef of 5 April 1985. In fhis memo it was also noted that
Garwood was to pass an outline of the information he possessed to Congressman
William Hendon and that the congressman would pass it on to the SecDef.

208. ASD/ISA letter to Congressman William Hendon of 28 March 2985.

209. Taylor letter to Commodore Cossey, ASD/ISA of 9 April 1985.

210. SecDef letter to National League of Families of 9 April 1985.

211. ASD/ISA letter to Congressman Solomon of 12 April 1985.

212. Hendon letter to the President of 16 April 1985.

213. Ibid.
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214. General Vessey, Chairman, JCS's Tletter to Executive Directof, National
League of POW/MIA Families of 1 May 1985.

215. Foley to Col. Jerry Venanzi (USAF), ASD/ISA of 15 May 1985.
216. Telephone conversations with Colonel Composto in January 1993.
217. ASD/ISA Memo of 15 May 1985.

218. Ibid. No further correspondence was found to indicate that this notion
continued to be pursued by the Task Force.

219. ASD/Legislative Affairs Memo of 16 May 1985.

220. Ibid. See also Attachment to this 16 May 1985 Memo for a lengthy

description of the legal status of Garwood's appeal and why the complications of
this case suggested a long appellate processing time.

221. ASD/ISA Memo to General Counsel, 0SD, of 20 May 1985.
222. Ibid.
223. Bennett letter to the Chairman, House MIA Task Force of 22 May 1985.
Apparently, Bennett was, for a short period of time, a local Washington area
attorney who represented Garwood. Vaughan Taylor continued to be the primary
attorney for Garwood and remains so until this date, 1993.
According to 27 June 1985 closed/executive session testimony to the House Task
Force on POW/MIA Affairs, Bennett first met Garwood in January of 1985. In a 24
September 1985 letter to Commodore Brooks, USN, DIA, Bennett indicated that he
was no longer Garwood's counsel. The Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs
had already been notified of the change in Washington counsel, to Brian M.
0'Connor Esq., in a 10 September letter.
It is not known if any of the confrontational correspondence between Bennett and
the DIA led to his removing himself from the Garwood case.(See correspondence
between Bennett and DIA of 13 August and 19 September 1985).
224. Ibid
225. SecDef Meo to ASD/ISA of 29 May 1985.

226. SecDef Memo of 3 June 1985.
227. Chairman Solomon letter to PFC Robert Garwood, USMC, of 30 May 1985.
228. ASD/ISA Memo to SecDef of 14 June 1985.

229. This writ requests the record of a case for review.

230. Ibid.
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231. ASD/ISA (EAP) letter to Vaughan Taylor of 26 July 1985.
232. Taylor letter to ASD/ISA (EAP) of 31 July 1985.
233. Taylor Tetter to ASD/ISA (EAP) of 7 December 1985.
234. Ibid.
235. DIA memo from Chief, Special Office for POW/MIAs, of 17 December 1985.
236. ASD/ISA(EAP) letter to Vaughan Taylor of 17 January 1986.
237. Taylor letter to ASD/ISA (EAP) of 24 January 1986.
238. DIA Memo from Chief, Special Office for POW/MIAs, of 15 June 1987.
239. Ibid.
240. General Tighe Qas Acting Director, DIA, from December 1975-May 1976 and
Director, DIA, from August 1977-August 1981.
241. op.cit. DIA Memo of 15 June 1987.
242. According to General Tighe, Dr. Chris Gugas, a noted polygraph expert was
present at this 5 April interview. But there is nothing to suggest that Garwood
took a polygraph examination on this date. Nevertheless, it is interesting to
note that in a DIA Memorandum for the Record of 16 April 1987 it was mentioned
that "General Tighe and Dr. Chris Gugas have interviewed Garwood on the West
Coast and Gugas conducted a polygraph exam of Garwood. Both Tighe and Gugas are
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DEPOSITION OF ROBERT GARWOOD

Thursday, January 23, 1992
U.S. Senate
Select Committee on
POW/MIA Affairs

Washington, D.C.

Continued classified deposition of ROBERT GARWOOD, a
witness herein, called for examination by counsel for the
Select Committee, pursuant to recess, the witness having been
Previously duly sworn by MARK T. EGAN, a Notary Public in and
for the District of Columbia, taken at the office of Hon.
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commencing at 4:00 p.m., and the proceedings being taken down
by Stenomask by RAYMOND HEER, III, and transcribed under his
direction. |
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Examination by Counsel for the

ROBERT GARWOOD Committee
By Mr. Codinha 4
EXHIBITS
Garwood Exhibit No. Page

8 4
9 ' 5
10 7
11 | 22
12 22
13 . - 24
14 ' 25
15 ’ 27
16 28
17 29
18 : 30 .
19 31
20 32
21 : 33
22 35
23 36
24 38

(Exhibits retained by counsel for the Committee.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
1111 14th ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20005-5650 (202) 289-2260




10

|-

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PROCEEDINGS

MR. CODINHA: Mr. Garwood, I would like to remind
you that we’ve now resumed your déposition. I'd like to
remind you that you’re still under oath and we’re continuing
with the deposition. We’re now under Senate security.

Let’s mark this as the next numbered exhibit.

(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 8.)
Whereupon,
ROBERT GARWOOD,
was reéumed as a witness and, having been previously been duly
sworn, was examined and testified further as follqws:
CONTINUED EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL
ON BEHALF OF THE COMMITTEE

BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. This is Garwood Exhibit No. 8, showing Casualty
Resolution Center reference number I-84-050, and these are the
first~-hand live sightings reports. The first one is Garwood
Exhibit No. 8, this first-hand live sighting.

What I’m going to do, Mr. Garwood, is I’m going to
read to you information contained in here, and if you can
deterhine whether you are the person who is referred to here
in this document, I would like you to tell me. so. If you say,

no, I don’t believe that’sAme, what we will do is try to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
1111 14th ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20005-5650 (202) 289-2260
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determine why not.
This Garwood Exhibit 8, this is information that was
related. It deals with Yen Bai in approximately from the end

of 1976 until March ’77. This source remembers seeing an

American, dark black hair, eye color unknown, healthy,

approximately 20 to 28 years old, commonly wore short-sleeved
white shirts and olive drab long trousers.

Source was told the man was an American. He lived
alone with a cadre called the Man Nam. I believe that’s you.

A. That is correct, that is.me.

MR. CODINHA: Let’s mark this.
(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 9.)

BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. This is Garwood Exhibit No. 9. It is a Defense
Intelligence Agency report and it is a report of a source
stating he had information on a live sighting of an Ame}ican,
and the source states that: “An American soldier in July °77
was seen at Yen Bai." And the source further says that: "The
individual voiunteered to stay and work as a driver after his
release."

That’s the entire piece of information. Do you
believe that the individual referred to in this first-hand

live sighting is you?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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A. You’re referring to Yen Bai?

Q. Yen Bai, it says. He'saw an American soldier in
July 77 at Yen Bai who volunteered to stay and work as a
driver after his release. That is the totality that refers to
you?

AL He never saw me driving.

Q. It says, and I’m reading it in total: “The second
account is first-hand, in that he states he saw an American

soldier in July *’77 at Yen Bai, who volunteered to stay and

work as a driver after his release." That’s the entire
report.

A That is not me. Only by, only by phrases, the
driver. Yen Bai, I was in Yen Bai. I was in Yen Bai prison

camp or holding facility or whatever, and that was definitely
me. But under the definition of that, no.

Q. Well, let me say, Mr. Garwood, this is again a
report that could come from any number of different sources,
some of it being hearsay. He states‘that he saw you —-- strike
that. He saw an American soldier in July ’77 at Yen Bai, and
that’s the end of the first clause.

Would that fit your description?

AL Yes.

Q. An American soldier at Yen Bai in 772

A. Yes. R
Q. What you’re taking umbrage at is "who volunteered to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
1111 14th ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20005-5650 (202) 289-2260
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stay and work as a'driver after his release"?

A Yes. ‘

Q. And you are saying that, what, that you never
volunteered to stéy as a driver and that you were never
released at that time?

A. That is correct, and I never operated any vehicles
other than inside the motor pool of Yen Bai.

Q. But the portion he describes as what hé sees could
be you in ’77 at Yen Bai? .

A. Yes. I was in 1977, I was in Yen Bai.

. Q. And again, I’m not asking you to accept the
information as to whether you were released or whether you
were cooperating as a driver. 1I’m just trying to determine if
this'could be you. |

MR. CODINHA: Let’s mark the third exhibit.
(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 10.)

MR. CODINHA: This is Garwood 10. It is a Defense

Intelligence Agency document. It is five pages long.
| Let’s go off the record for a minute.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. CODINHA: Back on the record.

BY MR CODINHA:

Q. Going to the third page, there is a report that a

ALDERSON REPOR;HNG COMPANY, INC.
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source saw you between June of °76 and January of 79 in the
area of Yen Bai walking freely, that the name reported,
recorded was used for you was Nguyen Van Nam. Your ph}sical
description was "approximately 25 years of page, approximately
1.7 meters tall, skinny with pale complexion, wore light green
shirt and drab-colored trousers."

And location -- wéll, I’m sorry. And the background
was that you were -- this individual was told that a Caucasian
was an American, captured in the Central Highlands. Learned
from the cadre the American was given the Vietnamese name
Nguyen Van Nam, maintained camp systems, generators, and
repaired vehicles. Movement was not restrained."

Do you believe that was you?

A. That was me.

MR. CODINHA: For the record, Senator Kerry has now

arrived.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. CODINHA: Back on the record.
BY MR. CODINHA:
Q. The second report in this is that a source repofted
that you were a movie projector operator. Your physical

déscription was "predominantly Caucasian features, dressed in
PAVN type uniform at Yen Bai," and you were observed to be a
Caucasian from a distance and the Caucasian was not of

Vietnamese ancestry. You spoke, or the individual spoke,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Vietnamese fluently and was involved in showing movies in the

Yen Bai camp system.

A. That was me.

Q. Going to the third first-hand live sighting, there
is no activity'reported, no name reported, /but the physical
description was "approximately 30 years of age," occurring in
July of *77 at LTI Camp 2, Hoang Lien Son, North Vietnam, and
the information is that: “The Caucasian was a former American
Prisoner of war who volunteered to remain in Qietnam following
the ’73'prisoner excﬁange and his presence was common
kno&ledge among inﬁapes.“

Are you able to determine whether that was you?

A. I am sure that.he is referring to me. As to my
knowledge, I was the only American at Lien Trai 1 -- that 'is
what you just said there -- at Yen Bai prison camp. The

information is inaccurate, though.
Q. The information as to the background is inaccurate?
A. On all three of them.

MR. TAYLOR: Why don’t you Jjust be specific as to

what you mean by that.

BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Do you want me to read it again?
AL I was not a projectionist. To this day I don’t know
how to operate a projector. I was with the film crew and

maintained the operation of the generator, the electric

ALDERSON REPOR';ING COMPANY, INC.
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generator, the portable electric generator, the maintenance
only of the portable electric generator in the showing of
these films.
I was part of that crew, yes. They got the clothing
wrong. That’s irrelevant as far as I’'m concerned.
Q. When you Qere described as dréssed in PAVN-type

uniform, you’re saying that is the clothing that is wrong?

A. Yes.
Q. Anything else you would like to correct?
A. There was something else. You wduld have to read it

back.
SENATOR.KERRY: What would you have been wearing?
THE WITNESS: I would have been wearing in the camp,
it is called Ba Ba 33. 1It’s called Cloth 33 in Vietnam. 'It’s
a very fine cloth, but it was sewn with the pockets, the shirt
was sewn with the pockets resembling that -- well, what it
looked like exactly is the same type of clothes as a service

station attendant or something, that had the pockets, long

sleeves.
BY MR. CODINHA:
Q. That is Jjust what you described to us before?
A. Yes.
Q. The fourth report is the activity you were seen

doing is riding a Chinese-manufactured bicycle. This happened

approximately April ’74 through July of ’75 at Camp 2; Yen
!
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Bai. The description is: “A 25 to 28 year old man" -- I’m

sorry. “Approximately 25 to 28 years of age, approximately

1.8 meters tall, white skin, slim, thinning dark brown hair,

wore short-sleeved chocolate brown shirt, drab colored

trousers and leather sandals."

The background ipformation is that this source was

told the individual was. a progressive American.

AL

Q.

Would that have been you?
That fits the time, ves.

Going to the next first-hand live sighting, source

describes in the ’76-'77 time period that the individual was

working on an electrical generator, riding a fuel truck.

|Location was Ha Tay reeducational camp, North Vietnam, and the

information is: "On a'weekly basis, the American observed

with communist cadre leaving and returning to the camp in a

large fuel transport truck."

On a weekly basis?

-

I'm only reading what’s here. It says "on a weekly

The area, please?
Ha Tay reeducation camp, North Vietnam.
Not me. I know that was not me, not Ha Tay.

Do you know where Ha Tay was?

Yes, I do.

Had you ever been to Ha Tay?

. ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
1111 14th ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20005-5650 (202) 289-2260
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Q.

A.

12

Yes, I have.
When had you been to Ha Tay?

Gee, very early post-’73, when I was taken from Nimh

Binh to Bat Bat.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

And you arrived in Bat Bat in 717

1970, November, approximately November of 1970.

Had you been at Ha Tay before you went to Nimh Binh?
No.

When do you believe you were at Ha Tay?

It was in transit to Bat Bat. It was a stopover at

a prison camp in Ha Tay. It was right in the city of Ha Tay.

But the vehicle that I was in did not go inside the camp.

Q. What kind of vehicle was it?

A. They were.ARVN. I only obsérved ARVN prisoners.

Q. What kind of vehicle was it you were on?

A. A Jeep. It was a Russian, a Russian jeep.

Q. It wouldn’t have been a two and a half?

A. No, it wasn’t. That is not me.

If that, if the place had been changed to Yen Bai,

that would have -- the information would have even been
incorrect, because the only time I was ever -- first of all,

we didn’t have any fuel trucks at the camp. They came from

Hanoi.

And that wasn’t me.

MR. TAYLOR: Were you ever transported?

THE WITNESS: Somebody repairing the truck, maybe,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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if they saw me repairing, but not on a weekly basis.

MR. TAYLOR: Were you ever transported in a fuel

truck at all?
THE WITNESS: No.
BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. What is it about this first-hénd live sighting that
makes you believe it isn’t you? You’ve told me the location
makeé you believe it wasn’t you.

A. The time, the date.

Q. '76 through ’77?

A. That’s incorrect. I was only in Ha Tay one time.

Q. So it’s the location that is incorrect, Mr. Garwood?
And what I'm trying to determine is, these are first-hand live

sightings. Someone is saying they saw an American. We can’t

lltell whether it’s you, and what I’m trying to find out is

what’s wrong with this, and then I will go back to DIA and
determine why they believed it was you.

But righ; now I’m Jjust trying to find out the
problem you have with it. So the time period ’76-'77, that'’s
a problem for Ha Tay, is that right?

A. Yes. I was restricted to Yen Bai prison camp in
that time. I was unable to leave Yen Bai until 1977, to go
outside of the Yen Bai area.

Q. And Ha Tay is outside the Yen Bai area?

A. That’s on the other side, yes.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q. How far away is it?

A. I don’t know. About, by jeep if you’re moving
quickly, about 4 or 5 hours.

Q. I’m showing you Exhibit 6. Are you able to show me

on Exhibit 6 where Ha Tay is with relaﬁionship to Yen Bai?

And Yen Bai, I think is number 3, if I recall correctly.

(Pause.)
Q. Mr. Garwood, I don’t want you to spend a lot of time
looking for this. If you can’t find it readily, I realize no
one wés giving you maps in Vietnam to work with.
A. For expedience, it’s just around this area right
here. This is all in Vietnamese. It is not in English.
MR. TAYLOR: But if all you’re doing is spotting it
because of the name on a map, we can do that later. |
THE WITNESS: What I wanted to do is to show the
distance, what’s important, the distance from Yen Bai to Ha
Tay.
SENATOR KERRY: Where is Yen Bai, sir?
MR. CODINHA: Yen Bai is number 3.
THE WITNESS: It is near Son Tay and Ha Dong.
SENATOR KERRY: That’s Son Tay prison?
THE WITNESS: That is correct.
BY SENATOR KERRY:
Q. And it’s not far from there?

A. It is in the general area.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q. What is it called?

A. Ha Tay, H-a T-a-y.

Q. Would it be on this map? 1Is it big enough?

A Yes, sir, it is.

Q. It is near Hanoi, then?

A That is correct.

BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Why don’t I just continue on going through the next.
Is there anything else about that live sighting report that
gives you cause or concern to make it believe it isn’t you?

A. I never rode or had anything to do with a fuel
truck. I didn’t make weekly visits to any camp, scheduled or
otherwise. And from 1974 when I arrived at Yen Bai and not
until .*77, after Tet of ’77 orAvefy close to Tet of 77, did I
ever leave Yen Bai, was ever permitted to leave Yen Bai for
anything.

Q. I’m going to the next live sighting report, on
Exhibit No. 10. I have no activity reported, no name
reported, no physical déscription. The location is northern
Vietnam, the date is ’76 through ’78, and the background is
that this source was told the American remained in Vietnam
after ’75 and was working for “some communist organization."

Are you able to tell whether that is you or not?

AL No, I’m not.

Q. I won’t even pursue that one. I’m going to the next

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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live sighting report.

A. I did'not work for any communist organization. I
don’t know what they’re talking about.

Q. A source reports that the activity reported is that
the individual was seen operating ah electrical generator.
The name of the individual was Nam. The location was Yen Bai
Province, North Vietnam. This was prior to '78, and the
individual ’s background Qas that they were told the American
was in Yen Bai camp, was responsible for operating the camp’s
electric generator, and responded to the name "Nam."

AL That was me.

S Q. Going to the next live sighting report, thére is no
activity listed. The name reported is "Nam." No physical
description. The location is Hoang Lien Son in 1978, and the
background is that an American sefvice member volunteered to
remain in Vietnam subsequent to the Paris Peace Agreement ,
survived an airplane crash, afraid to return to the United
States, living freely, Vietnamese name "Nam."

Let me just ask, is the location correct?

A. The locétion is correct.

Q. Is the date correct?

A. The date is correct.

Q. And the name reported, “Nam," is correct?

A.‘ Yes. -
Q. Do you have some problem with the backgrand?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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A. Yes. I never flew an airplane and don’t -know how.
And I did remain in Vietnam after ’73.

Q. It also says "afraid to return to the United
States."

A. I was afraid? No. I’m here"now; barely made it.

Q. Going to the next live sighting report, a source
reports that the individual was seen driving a truck, name
reported "Ho Viet Nam." Physical description: western
appearance. Location, Yen Bai Province, North Vietnam. Date,
approximately September ’7§ or September '80. Background:
“Américan had lived in Yen Bai for a long time and was known

to the populace by the name of Ho Viet Nam."

A. The dates again, please?

Q. Approximately September of ’79 or September of i9é0.

A. If he saw an individual in ’79 or 1980, it was not
me .

Q. Because you returned to the United States?

A. I was in the United States.

Q.: Much of ’792

A. Right. And also, I did not drive.any vehicles in

Hoang Lien Son.
Q. In where?

A. Hoang Lien Son. That is what he said, the province

of Hoang Lien Son?

Q. Yen Bali, Yen Bal Province.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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A. My closest to driving a vehicle in Yen Bai was the
star%ing of the vehicle and forward 100 feet, backwards 100
feet, checking transmission, et cetera. I was not a truck
driver. That’s incorrect. That’s not me.

BY SENATOR KERRY:

Q. But could all but the date be correct?

A. . Driving a truck?

Q. Was the name reported, “Ho Viet Nam," correct?

A. No, “Ho Viet Nam" isn’t. "Ho Viet" i; not correct.
The last name, "Nam," is correct. "Nam" was the word that
means “"south."

Q. Could you have been seen in the truck?

A. My whole name that they had given me was “Tran Trung
Nam." “Tran Trung Nam" was given’to me because I was captured
in Central Trung Bo, South Vietnam. . That is what that means.
That is what it translates into, is "Central Trung Bo, South

Vietnam."

.

MR. TAYLOR: The Senator asked you if ydu had been

seen in a truck.

BY SENATOR KERRY:

Q. Were you in a truck for 100 yards forward or
backward?

Al Yes.

Q. So you could have been seen in a truck? .

Al Sure.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q. And somebody could have simply missed the name,
because I notice later there’s a "Nguyen Van Nam." The "Nam"
occurs, so there may be -- the western appearance would be

correct, the province would be correct, correct? 1Is that
accurate?

AL Yes, the province would be correct.

Q. And you returned when in 17972

A. March 22nd. 1979, sir.

Q. How long had you been in Yen Bai Province at that
time? |

A. From December of 1974 until March 17th, 1979.

Q. So you were 5 years there, approximately?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. So the notion that you might have -- I mean, it
soﬁnds like it could have been you with some variations?

A. .Yes, unless someone took my place when I left.

BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Just to clarify, the date is wrong? 1If it’s
approximately September ’79 or September ’80, that couldn’t be
you?

A. No, I was in the United States.

Q. And the reported name, the only part of it that is

correct is the "Nam" part?
A. That is correct.

Q. And you told me, I thought, 2 days ago that "Nam"

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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meant "five"?

A. “Nam"? I mean, it’s one word, is five phonetics.
Each sound has a different meaning.

Q. On Exhibit 10, the next live sighting is that a-
source has you operating a movie projector and genefator,
riding in a jeep, walking along a road. The reported name is
“Nam." This took place in LT-1, T4, Hoang Lien Son.
"Approximately 35-year-old Caucasian, nice looking, thin, wore
pink-colored shirt, between‘June ’76 and September ’76."

The background is: “The American called °’*Nam’"
worked as projectionist and generator operator. Cadre told
prisoners Nam was an American. Several times greeted
prisoners with ’Hello.’"

A. That sounds like me. The timé frame fits.

Q. This one you’re going to enjoy. This is the final
live sighting report that has been correlated with you on
Exhibit 10. No date given. Activity, working with electric

generators and repairing vehicles. Name reported, "Nguyen Van

Nam . Physical description: black American. Location:
Hoang Lien Son.

Background: “American named ’Nguyen Van Nam,’
married to Vietnamese woman, had two children, worked
repairing vehicles and electric generators.®

Do you believe that person is you?

AL Not with that description. Now, the profession:

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q.

So the activity, working with electric generators

and repairing vehicles, that fits?

A-:

Q.

Q.

A.

Q.

Yes.

The location, Hoang Lien Son?

That fits.

The name reported, "Nguyen Van Nam"?
The "Nam" fits.

Only the last portion?

Only the last name, yes.

Obviously, the physical description, a black

Amer ican, doesn’t fit. The background, "American named

’Nguyen Van Nam," married to Vietnamese woman." Were you

married to a Vietnamese woman?

A. No.

Q. Did you have two children?

A. No.

Q. And worked repairing vehicles and electric

generators?

AL I did that.
(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 11.)

'BY MR. CODINHA:
Q. Let’s go on to Garwood Exhibit 11. This is a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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document from Department of Defense JCS Message Center.
MR. CODINHA: Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. CODINHA: Let’s go back on the record.
BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. We now have Garwood Exhibit 11. That’s a document
from the Department of Defense JCS Message Center. It deals
with a live sighting in Abril ’76. An individual, while
stopped at Yen Bai camp awaiting further transport, saw a
foreigner, Caucasian. He asked the individual his nationality
aﬁd was told he was American.

The individual seemed to have free access to go -
where he liked. The source described this person as being a
Caucasian /1 meter 90 centiméters tall, thin with black hair,
wearing a one-piece blue overall type -- I’m sorry, coverall
type uniform, carrying tools. | .

The source later heard this pefson was known by the
Vietnamese name of “Nam," and that’s it.

A. That’s the most accurate report I’ve heard yet.

Q. You think that’s accurate?

A. That is the most accurate report I’ve heard todax.

Q. F‘You think that was you?

A. That was definitely me .

. ( The document reférred to was

mar ked for identification as

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Garwood Exhibit No. 12.)

BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. The next document is Garwood No. 12. This is a
document four pages long, dated at the top 7-2-86. It
involves a sighting of a male Caucasiaﬁ‘observed in Son La
Province some time during July of 1976. A male Caucasian who
the source believes was American was on top of a hill near Son
La reeducation camp cutting bamboo.

Source states that the American was chopping down a
tree with a machete. 'Soufce described the man as male
Caucasian, light skin, approximately 1.8 meters tall, slim
build, dark hair, wearing a prison issue pajama-type uniform,
wide dark blue and burgundy vertical stripes.

Source stated at the time of his observation sederal
other inmates were also cutting bamboo.

That’s the report.

Al Several other Caucasiané?

Q. No, Jjust several others; one Caucasian.

A. What was the date?

Q. July 1976, Son La Province, near the Son La
reeducation camp.

A. What kind of shirt did it say?

Q. Source described the man as male Caucasian, wearing
Prison issue pajama-type uniform with wide dark blue and , N

burgundy vertical stripes. ’
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A. The blue ' is right. The ARVN’s had red.

Q. Do you believe this was you?

A. .There was only a couple of occasions and I went
there by truck to get bamboo, to cut bamboo. I didn’t know we
were in Son La, but I did go to get bamboo. It was almost a
day from the camp, in the hills.

Q. Do you think this might.be you?

A. The time frame fits, because we got bamboo to build
the hooches for the camp.

Q. So the time frame is right?

A. The time frame is right. I did go cut bamboo. It
was in the back hills behind, north of Camp 5. I didn’t havg
-- I had blue and white striped pants on, but I had, it was a
one-color shirt. |

Q. So the only thing that is concerning you about this
sighting is the color of the shirt, and aside from the color
of the shirt it could be you?

A. Yes.

MR. CODINHA: Let’s do the next oﬁe.
(The document referred to was
marked for identification as

Garwood Exhibit No. 13.)

BY MR. CODINHA:
Q. This is Garwood 13, DIA evaluation of PW/MIA

information: "Source saw Caucasian cutting bamboo poles with

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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a ﬁachete. Source;described individual as 1.8 meters tall,

JIlight complected, slim with dark hair. Source says Caucasian

was wearing a prison issue type uniform. Source heard from
guards that he was‘a foreigner working at agricultural site
nearby."

A. That sounds like the same incident.

Q. So you think it might be you?

AL It fits the time frame.

(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
A Garwood Exhibit No. ;4:5
BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Exhibit No. 14, numbered at the top 31668: “"Source
provided infdrmatién pertaining to sightingbof an American at
Yen Bai reeducation camp August ’79. Saw an American who
source was told had'volunteered‘to stay in Vietnam. American
was reputed to speak very good Vietnamese. At the time of
sighting, the individual was walking by the camp. He was
described as follows: Over 1 metér 60 centimeters tall,
white, blond hair, wearing green fatigue-like shirt and
trousers.

"According to sourée, many inmates at the camp saw
this American. Source was over 100 meters away . "

A The color hair is wrong. What year?

Q. 1979.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
1111 14th ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20005-5650 (202) 289-2260




10
"
12
1394
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26

A:' The year‘is>1979?

Q. Yes. |

"Source was in reeducation camp at Son La in August
’79. At this time he saw an American, source was told, who
volunteered to stay in Vietnam."

A. At Son La prison camp, S-o-n L-a?

Q. The summary is different than the actual detail. I
will read you both. Summary: “"Source provided information
pertaining to the sighting of an American at Yen Bai
reeducation camp in August ’79." That is the summary.

The information: “Source was in reeducation camp at
Son La camp, Yen Bai, in August ’79. At this time he saw-an
American who, source was told, volunteered to stay in Vietnam.
This American was reputed to speak very good Vietnamese. At
the time of the sighting, tHe individual was walking by the
camp.

"He was described as follows: Over 1 meter 60
centimeters tall, 60 kilos, white blond hair, wearing green
fatigue-like shirt and trousers. According to source, many
inmates at the camp saw this American.*

A. I was not there in August of ’79, and that
description fits Weatherman.

Q. This description fits Weatherman?

A. Yes, it does.

MR. CODINHA: That is Exhibit No. 15.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 15.)
THE WITNESS: Prior to that -- I bet he went to Yen
Bai after I left. |
BY MR. CODINHA:
Q. = Exhibit 15 is a document referring to report 184-
068. This is a source some time in ’78: “"While held as an
inmate in reeducation camp at Yen Bai during a period of 3
months, source personally observed an American approximately’
five times. Sightings took place when source was detailed to
work at Yen Bai railroad station. Source never.met the man or
spoke to or heard tﬁe man speak, but described him as follows:
“American was‘skinny, approximately 1.8 meters tall,
had dark brown avérage length hair, wore no hat, wore no
glasses, normally dressed in short trousers except once when
he was dressed in military clothes. Once the American came to
source’s reeddcation camp following a team of movie-makers.
Fellow inmates saw him and told source that some had had the
opportunity to speak with him and learned that the. man was a
volunteer who stayed behind after the war, spoke Vietnamese
and was named °’Nam.’
“Source feels the American was essentially a free
man, not treated like prisoner."

A. Well, the description sounds like me. The time

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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frame %its. That is his opinion.
| (The document referved to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 16.)
BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Again, Mr. Garwood, just so the record is clear, I’m
not asking you to accept the opinions attached. I’m merely
asking you if you can identify from the location and time and
what you might have been doing whether these are relating to
you.

A. Yes. Well, my knowledge also that'the Yen Bai camp,
to my knowledge I was the only American from December 1974
until March of 1979 in that camp, again to my knowledge.

Q. This is Garwood Exhibit 16. It’s from JCRC-LMB,
referring to a report-number M84-068, firét—hand live
sighting: “From 29 June °*76 to 23 October *77 at Yen Bai re-
education camp, source says he personally observed an American
working in the camp as a driver of the Mo-lo-to-va autos for
communist cadres and électric linemen working on electric
poles. The American lived somewhere outside the camp and was
not considered a prisoner.

"Cadre told source that the man was an American and
had taken the Vietnamese name ’Tuan,’" T-u-a-n. "Source
described the American as follows: Approximately 1.75 meters

tall, healthy but very slim, approximately 233 years of age .,
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brown‘hair, blue éyes, normally wore long green trousers and
white shirt. \
“Source only saw him while he was working as a
driver or tending electric lines.*"
A. What year?

Q. June ’76 to October of *®77 at Yen Bai.

AL Okay, that fits the time frame that I was there and

no one else, but his characteristics are mistaken. I never
drove any vehicle. I did in fact repair or work on the
electric lines, that is correct. |

Q. The Vietnamese name of "Tuan"?

A. No, it was "Nam." The name is incorrect.

. (The document referred to was

marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 17.)
ABY MR. CODINHA:
Q. Garwood 17 is a Joint Casualty Resolution Center
document , two pages long, referring to " RP84-034." This
deals with a siting in August ’77 in Reeducation Camp 5 near

Tran Fu agricultural zone:

"At this time, individual was en route to work, saw

person he believed to have been an American. Alleged American

went by the name of ’Nam,’ described as being 1.8 meters in

height, weighing 70 kilos, with light brown hair worn in U.s.

military style, blue eyes, appeared thin but healthy, wore a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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3

lighé vyellow shirt, one pocket, tan trousers which were too
large for him, and shower shoe-type sandals, ¢id not wear
glasses.

"At the time of the sighting this persén was workin:

on an electrical pole in a village near Tram Fu agricultural

zone."
A. That village was inside the camp. That’s me.
(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 18.)
8Y MR. CODINHA:

Q. Garwood No. 18 is a Department of Defense JCS

sighting at Yen Bai during ’77. “"Source states that at Yen
Bai in ’77_he observed an Americén.' Source first saw the man
some time during early ’77. Source described the man as’male
Caucasian, 1.76 meters tall, short brown hair, clean-shaven,
slim build. Source not able to estimate the man’s age, but
said he was young.

"Soqrce recalled the man wearing long military gree
trousers (occasionally khaki long trousers) and a white shirt
with short sleeves (occasionally a light yellow or beige
shirt) and wore a round green communist-issue cloth hat when

it rained.

"Source did not speak with man, but heard from othe
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‘near the cadre headquarters. Source did not observe or hear

- about any wife or children of the man."

)

inmates the man could speak Vietnamese well and he was called
'Ho Chi Nam.” Source saw the man working on the power
generator at LTI headquarters and also saw him occasionally
riding a bicycle around the camp.

"Source saw the man lived in a small bamboo house

A. Yes, that fits the time and then that fits me. Hig
opinion or his observations are a little incorrect.
( The document referred to was
mar ked. for identification ﬁs
Garwood Exhibit No. 19.)

8Y MR. CODINHA:

Q. Exhibit 19 is a document, Department of Defense JC$

Message Center, dated April ’85. It deals with a sighting o
an American at Yen Bai reeducation camp in August *79:
"Source was in reeducation camp at Son La in Augus

79, at this time saw an American who source was told

volunteered to stay in Vietnam. American was reputed to speh

very good Vietnamese. At time of sighting, individual was
walking by the camp. ODescribed as follows:

"Over 1 meter 60 centimeters tall, 60 kilos, white
blond hair, wearing green fatigue-like shirt and trousers.
Many inmates at the camp saw this man."”

A. That’s not me.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q. Earl Clyde ﬂeatherman?

A. Yes. I told you I knew they did that.

(The document feferred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 20.)

8Y MR. CODINHA:.

Q. Garwood No. 20 is a document from Joint Casualty
Resolution Center. It’s a document three pages long, dated
January ’85, referring to "RPT No. I84-094". This deals wit]
a source sighting in Yen Bai in August *77:

| "Source. saw an American described as follows:
approximately 1.7 meters tall, brown hair, brown eyes, very
slim build, no limp, no hat, no glasses, no beard, no
moustache, wore sandals, wearing a long-sleeved shirt, long
trousers, carrying nothing in his hands.

"At the time of the sighting, the American was

standing on the side of the road next to his jeep talking'to
communist cadre."

Are you able to identify that?

A. What year?

Q. *77.

AQ That sounds like me.

Q. August 77?2

AL That wasn’t my jeep, but standing beside a jeep,

yes, probably. 8ut that was me, I’m sure.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, iNC.
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Q. There’s a little more detail which may help you.

The information says: "The American was originally a U.s. Air

Force pilot who had Been‘shot down and captured some time in
’68 and after ’'75 had voluntarily stayed behind to live in
Vietnam as a progressive. He had takén the name °’Nguyen Vie
Nam,’ spoke fluent Vietnamese. He had no family in Vietnam.
“American’s duty within the camp was to maintain t
camp’s electric generator."
A. Well, he is definitely referring to me. I was the
only American that took care of'the generator. But again,
date I have yet to learn how to fly.

{ The document referred to was
. ‘ marked for identification as

‘Garwood Exhibit No. 21.)

8Y MR. CODINHA:

Q. . Garwood Exhibit 21 is a document labeled at thg top

"AGPC-0PS, 5 December ’79." It is a document of 14 pages.

This deals with a sighting in July of 1976 in Yen Bai: "In

Yen Bai there was an American who claimed to be an ex—Mariné,

but who communist cadremen said had been an Air Force pilot

who, when shot down, volunteered to work for North Vietnam.

He was known by the Vietnamese name of *Nguyen van Nam.’ The

American worked for the regiment, was in charge of the camp
a general maintenance man. Primary mission seemed to be to.

care for the camp generator."
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It says that this source had only one direct

Personal contact with this American. "Source, having a sma

amount of money, managed to sneak out to go to a small stork

near the railroad station. As source was entering the stor

the American rode up on his bicycle and asked source what He

was doing there and who had given him permission to be ther

Source replied he was only going to the store, but the

34

L1

=

e .

American took him by the arm and led him back to camp, turning

him in to the headquarters.

"American was about 1.8 meters tall, around 6-2,
dark brown, almost black, curly hair, wore a beard. He wag
thin and had a long, almost boney, face with blue eyes. He
wore civilian clothes. He had a pet monkey."

A. That was me. I had a pet monkey, all right. 'The

other things he’s talking about were nonexistent.

had

Q. You had a pet monkey?

A. Yes, I did. I’'m surprised that’s the first timel|it
came up.

They killed and ate it after they found out I pagsed

a note.

Q. When did you get the pet monkey?

A. Right after I arrived at Yen Bai. I caught him in
the manioc fields. He was a baby.

Q. And you kept him all the years you were at Yen Bai~?

A. He was my only companion. He was my buddy. His

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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name was "Ha". He was my buddy .

35

They killed and ate him when they found out I passed

a note.
Q. This is, again, Garwood 21. 1It’s a separate repq
that relates to the same report. The rest of these pages

relate to the same report.

(The document referred to was

marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 22.)
8Y MR. CODINHA:

Q. The next document is Exhibit 22, Joint Casualty
Resolution Center report. It is seven pages. "The source
says in April 78 he was taken to Yen Bai, where the NvA 7]
Division headquarters was located. While at Yen Bai heAﬁei
tall Caucasian who sometimes wore the uniform of an NvA
soldier and an ensignia of the 776 Division. Usually,

hpwever, he wore plain civilian work clothes and a uniform

with a star on it.

by

6

-

cap

"He performed maintenance on the camp generator and

radios. Source became friendly with the Caucasian, who sp
Vietnamese with a northern accent. : Caucasian said he was |
American, born in Venezuela, and had been captured at Khe

in ’67. He used the name ’Nam’ and lived with an NVA sold

cadre.

"Caucasian was a skilled radio technician, accor
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to the source, and sometimes communist officers from other

Places would send radios to him to repair. Nam liked to

listen to American music on the radio. Source said he fouhnd

Nam to be friendly, outgoing, even jolly at times.

*After a while, Nam confidéd to source he was

unhappy in the North and requested to go South. His requekt

-

3¢€

was refused. Nam then requested a return to his country, but

received no reply."

A. I don’t know where these guys come up with these
stories. Just thevtime iz important.

Q. The time is right?

AL I want to know the time, please.

Q. April ’'78, Yen Bai.

A, I was in Yen Bai in April qf ’78. Where was ihe
location?

Q. In Yen Bai.

A. I was in qu Bai in April of °78. The rest of it

fiction.
Q. The “"Nam"?
. AL Yes.

(The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Garwood Exhibit No. 23.)
THE WITNESS: Is that what I’m supposed to look .

like? 1Is that my picture?
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BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Garwood 23 is a Joint Casualty Resolution Center

37

document, T79-042. This is: “Source stated that he had spen

a Caucasian in Yen Bai prison camp almost .daily from Octob{
*75 until January *77. Source on one occasion saw and tal
with the Caucasian, at which time the Caucasian said he waj

born in Costa Rica.

"Source mentioned to the Caucasian that he had bfen

to San Antonio, Texas, for helicopter training. It was
source’s impression Caucasian seemed nervously reluctant t{
talk to him. They never spoke after that, but source obse
the Caucasian hanging around thé camp or fishing in nearby
paddies or the lake across the road.

"Source said the Caucasian was given freedom to 4
into Yen Bali town by himself quite often. According to
source, Caucasian did not have Vietnamese wife or girlfrie

"30 to 32 years old, 1.8 meters tall, thin dark
brown haif. usiﬁg the Vietnamese name of ’Nguyen Dinh Nam.

Source did not observe the Caucasian doing any maintenance

work during the 15 or so months he was with him. Source df

say the Caucasian had a portable radio on which he liked t
listen to American music on Voice of America from Washingt
"Caucasian was still at Yen Bai in January of °7

AL I was there during that time. The other

characteristics are fiction.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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(The document referrvred tb

was marked for

' identification as Garwood

Exhibit No. 24.)
BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. This is Joint Casualty Resolution Center document

number T80-001, 10 January 1980. It is Garwood 24: A forrer

RVN source, 40 year old native of Saigon interviewed in
Thailand. He had actually seen two Caucasians in the motor
pool of Camp 7 Yen Bai on 22nd December ’77."
. A. What month?
Q. December 22nd, 1977.

A. No, he d1dn t. He mlght have seen one.

38

Q. ”Other detalls said source said he heard from souwce

one regardlng the Caucasian, indicated source had become
fairly cloée to Caucasians, particularly the one which used
the name ’Nam.’ The second source is quoted as saying: °’TI
Americans like to drink ruou de, which they bought in the
mar ket and consumed at home.’"

.A. That is potato wine.

Q. Do you think one Qf those people is you?

Al There was one American and that was me. There was
not two.

Q. Now, I would like you to just concentrate on that

one for a mlnute, Exhlblt 24. Do You ever recall there belt

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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another American in that motor pool?

A. No. The only time I cannot account for was when ]

was not in that motor pool myself. I can’t account for that

time.

Q. But at this time frame, the 22nd of December 1977

Jjust before Christmas ’777

A I was there, no doubt. And another thing. If they

were passing through where they were walking the road or
something, if anybody was working there I would have heard
about it. They couldn’t keep something like that quiet.
MR. CODINHA: Let’s go off the record.
" (Discussion off the record.)
MR. CODINHA: Let’s go back on the record.
BY MR. CODINHA:

Q. Mr . Garwood, in talking to Senator Kerry you said
you would make yourself available at a later time. I have
obviously only gone through a small portion of what you have
to offer us. We would like to continue doing the live
sighting reports.

We will arrange a time with Mr. Taylor and with yd
when it is convenient to get you back here and continue goir
I can tell you that both Senator Smith and Senator Kerry war

to get to the truth of this matter and want to get to the

bottom of this matter and want the true Garwood story to bef

told.

’
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My commission expires:

So that is what our effort is going to be, and we’
going to try to determine that. 1Is that satisfactory?

A. That’s fine with me .

Q. You have a subpoena. It runs day to day.
Obviously, we’ll suspend this until Ydﬁf attorney can be wif
you again. |

Thank you very much for your time. I appreciated
it.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR; CODINHA: The exhibits are now listed 1'throug
24. Ali those exhibits will be kept at Senate Security and

they’ll be kept together in the Garwood file.

‘Signature of the Uitness

SIGNED AND SWORN TO before me this

40

re

h

day of . , 199 .

Notary Public

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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DEPARTWMENT OF THE NAVY

HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203e¢
INRIP vQ,¢.0 -

INT:CKBfesb

rrom: Commandant of the Marine Ccrps . é
To: Director, Defense Intelligence Agency !
Subj: Intelligence Dekrief of PFC' R. L. GARWOOD R

Ref: {a) DIA ICR T-4HX-490C0

Encl: (1) Synopsis of the debrief

(2) Recording of debrief session
1. An intelligence debrief of PFC Robert L. GARWOOD was
conducted at the U.S. Medical Research Center, Great Lakes,
Illinois on 29 March 1979, for the purpose of obtaining casual-
ty resolution information on possible remaining Americans in
Vietnam. The debrief was conducted by Captain M. L. Shanklir,
USMC. Also present was Captain Ccrmpasto, military counsel, Mr.

Dermont GT Foley, civilian counsel, and, intermitently, Mr.
Jack Garwood, Father.

2. Based“on the sensitivity of the particular case, both
civilian and military counsels requested that the debrief be
conducted under certain conditions. In crder to insure the
rights of PFC Garwood, counsels requested that the debriefer
refrain from discussing specific issues or subjects which would
place Garwocd in specified areas and times, dates and places.

" Additionally, at the regquest of counsel, the session wouid be

recorded and a copy provided to both parties. These®conditions
were agreed to, with the stipulation that the Marine Corps would
reserve the right to classify porticons of the recording should
it be required. The debriefing preoceeded in accordance with
reference (a), certain elements beirg omitted.

3. A synopsis cf the debriefing is provided in enclosure
(1), enclosure (2) is a copv of the recorded sessicn. Only -
generalized casuality resolution infcrmation was received with

. .ho specific identities furnished. Garwood, according to dis-/

cussions with and hearsay bv local Vietnamese opines that thére
mav be secreted camp areas where persons may be detained. These
ar€as c6uld hold both Americans and other third state nationals.
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INT:CWB:esh

Subj: 1Intelligence Debrief of PFC R. L. GARWOOD

Specific camp locations were not provided but general areas
were indicated on maps provided. Garwood states he has not
seen these areas. Soviet presence in North Vietnam appearcé
prevalent in that Garwood maintains large numbers of Soviet!
nationals apparently travel unrestricted. -

4. "~ Subsequent debriefing sessions are planned speéiﬁﬁc
dates cannot be determined at this time. - o

[ A T
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INTELLICENCE DEBRIEFING
or
2FC ROBERT R. GARWOOD, USMC

SYNOPSIS:

1. Subsequent to 1975 GARWCOD had overheard numerous §
rumors relative to the possibility that American POW's were f
still detained in the Socialist Republic of Vietnam (SRV). |
GARWOOD opined that the possibility of Americans being detaﬁned

in the SRV was common knowledge among the Vietnamese populage
in North Vietnam. ‘ p - ;i
2. " Open discussions with regards to these possibilities

by the populace was prohibitive and personnel caught in dis-
cussion of this nature could be seriously admonished.

3. The SRV had propagandized:the populace with commznts
which would indicate that Americans were still being detaineéd
for post war negotiation purposes..

4. During the period@ 1975 through 1977, GARWOOD.had heard

. rumors that two or three detention camps for Americans were

located in the northwestern and northeastern quadrant of the
SRV. These Camps were located approximately 50 to 100 km
from the SRV/People's Republic of China border. The suspected
camp locations are depicted in attachments (1) through (3).
The annotations contained in these attachments were made by
GARWOOD during the exiguous debriefing.

5. Vietnamese civilian personnel are forbidden to travel
within 50 km of these suspected camps. The security personnel
associated with these camps are identified as “hard core com-
munists®. They are specially trained security personnek who

-have little or no family ties. These security elements are not-

permitted to leave the camps.

6. Supplies to these suspected camps are delivered in

special security convoy. These convoys are operated only during
periods of darkness and utilized an "intelligence cut’ out" mode
i.e. driver "A" delivers the vehicle to driver "B" who delivers -
it to driver "C" etc. In June 1976, GARWOOD overheard a driver

. who had participated in one of these trips. The driver was an {

army sergeant who stated that the trip began somewhere in i

HAIPHONG. The driver also indicated he drove all night befdre

he turned hlS vehicle over to his relietf.

-

7. The last time GARWOOD heard rumors about alledged

American detention camps or personnel was in the latter part
of 1977.
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8. HE stated that the only personnel HE has personally
witnessed as detainees in the SRV were Third Country Nationals.
‘These third country nationals were detained in labor camps
‘'with HIM as late as 2 MARCH 1979. ﬁ

9. GARWOOD reviewed ATTACHMENT (4) and opined that phgto-
- graph number 2 was he. EHE requested that enlargements be made
of numbers 77 and 114 upon continuation of the debriefing. ¥
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'GARWO0D: No, not really at this time.

1T entT

‘MARINE DEBRIEFING

SHANKLIN: There we go. (inaudible) Let me start off by saying g ‘
(inaudible) relevant to your life (inadible) ér
Also, I'd 1ike to bring out the point that the purpose of th1s debr1ef1ngéto
solely to resolve or to find out any 1nformat1on on American POWs or h ;z
personnel otherwise detained in the SRV -- The Socialist Republic of Vietnam
-- stands for, SRV that stands for the Socialist Republic of Vietnam. That

is the sd]e purpdse of this session. This particular kind of a debrief and
that's what it is, and it will be, it's allowed to be conducted, will beT
conducted in an interview manner. That means you tell me what you know or
what you feel you can tell me and we will not, this is not an interrogation,
it's an infervfé;, it's a session between you and I based ont he information
you may have concerning Americans who have been, who were POWs or otherwise
detained by that Socialist Republic of Vietnam. Every returning American

from Vietnam was reai]y basically answering the same basic kind of

quespiqps; we requested them to answer the same kind of questions. ngby,

do you have any qdestions at this time regarding the concept of this oo

interview.

~ -
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SHANKLIN: Now, I'd like to take the time to identify the personnel who are
here at the present time. Myself as a debriefer, Capt Michael L. Shanklin.

Representing the U.S. military counsel is Joe ) /,‘

COMPOSTO: Composto. | . é

SHANKLIN:  Composto. Representing civilian counsel is...

FOLEY: Dermot G. Foley of New York City.

SHANKLIN: '‘Also present is Mr. Jack Garwood, Mr. Garwood's father. This
debriefinq started at 1435-on the 29th of March, 1979. O0K. Bobby, the
first thing that we have the greatest interest in obviously, are any
Americans that may be still alive that you could tell us about. Could you

give us the names of these people and tell us of any you last saw.

FOLEY: "Pardon me, if I may, could I say that the first question is: Do you

know of your own knowledge of any Americans now alive in Vietnam? Not what .

you heard from other people, but your own knowledge.

GARWOOD: No.

‘FOLEY:~ No. Do you, have you seen any living Americans in North Vietnam

since the-time that you were brought to North Vietnam from South Vietnam in

71969 or 70?
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GARWOOD: Ne.

FOLEY: OK. Have you any information that would or do you know of any ,,é"
reason for suspecting or believing that there might be any living Americanﬁ

in North Vietnam? . . J

GARWOOD: ™ I do.

FOLEY: Are they, can you in a general way describe what that basis is?
In other words, why, what have you heard and that sort df thiné, a general

description'of the type of sources or who knows or how widely known is it,

that type of thing.

GARWOOD: There (inaudible)
Especially after 1972 a 1ot of Americans, POWs who were supposed to be

returned. It was common, it was common, I'm speaking, common knowledge

among tﬁe Vietnamese population in general that within the prisons
(inaudible) o _ BTN
that there are still Americans in Vietnam who have not been returned. Aﬁd,

uh,

FOLEY: inaudible . [

aen



GARWOOD: Why can handle this Nam, how could I 1ive? Because I made it a
point to be able to survive under that Communist Government, to know these

people and especially their language. Being able to know the language helped
me to - ‘ all walks of thze

.. Being able to converse with all walks of the Vietnqm se
language especially if the, I was able to most 6? the hearsay. But yoh kﬁow
if there are any Americans, which I think in my own opinion, I think there
are still Americans there.' Because if there are any guards, these are
either relatives, they are sons, they are husbands, that must be the guards

or the cadres. On or about around these camps

Ya know. In my opinion, there must be some kind of basis that these people
would have opinion that they express, that they feel, that there are still
Americans in Vietnam. The Vietnam, the not the, how you say, the patriot.

The patriot or you, like you exchange the country.

s

SHANKLIN: OK. 1In the country,;when you spoke among these people with the
common know]edge, did any of them say that they themselves had seen

Americans?

GARWOOD: No.



SHANKLIN: _.0K. So they had always heard it from somebody else?

GARWOOD: That's right.

. é"

FOLEY: Now, can you tell us, give us any idea what type of‘people thgy é

. foor
heard it from? Another words, is there anything specific abeut them? r

GARWOOD: This, if you could understand Vietnam, at the point it is now,
especially now, there is a very tight security. Very tight. Even among the

population. And because of this security; the people down

there in a tense situation. There are many things thats going on people

.don't know about. And it's curious, any country somebody doesn't know about

something'aboufqhhat they see or read, they try to find out about it. Why?
But all these people, they expressed to me that there was still... There is
a camp, one or two camps they don't know how many camps there are, in about
in or about the locations of these camps it can't be proven, they're only
hearsay; _They are guesses by the people themselves. This is guesses, been
inquired to but tﬁe, ya know, these people don't know, it's a country. They‘
dop't kﬁow. But anyway there are some areas in Vietnam that even the '

Vietnamese people in a radius of 50 kilometers are prohibited. Strictly

prohibited.

* FOLEYY And there would be specific areas where within 50 kilometers that's

where the~people are prohibited from going?



GARWOOD: That's right. Perimeters.
FOLEY: Those are known places...

GARWOOD: That's right.

[ £ V-V,

-

FOLEY: -~ That the public is on notice you don't go there.
GARWOOD: That's right.

FOLEY: I see.

GARWOOD: ‘Peopié_suspect, possibly it possibly exists that Americans are at

these places.

FOLEY: People suspect it.

s

GARWOOD: Yeah. But, it's not been proven. They have never seen any.

L]

SHANKLIN: Do you know of any, can you give us general locations of where

this is suspected, like towns or things of this nature.

* GARNOGD: On this here?

- -

. FOLEY: That's it, yeah.
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SHANKLIN: Would you be willing to give us the general locations of the

possible areas where Americans could be detained?
GARWOOD: Yes. ' [;

FOLEY: Now, tell me something about who guards’ihesq camps. _

-

GARWOOD: These guards are specially picked, hard core. Hard core
communists. These are communists that, from what I've understood from my,
ya know, my speaking, conversing with the cadres, all levels, all walks of
the Vietnamese people. These people that they have had special training, ya
know, have special training and their backgrounds, their hand picked. Such
as they don't have family, they don't have family and they don't wives, but

for somebody to learn how to...

FOLEY: Do they stay there all the time or do they move in and out.

s

GARWOOD: That's right. They stay all the time and do not move in and out.

L]

FOLEY: Now, do they, have you ever met any of these people or have you ever

met anybody who did meet them?

GARWOOD:  Yes.

~ —

" FOLEY: Yes which? You met them or met somebody who met them?



GARWOOD: At the camps that I wés retained, there are drivers, you know
vehicle drivers, ya know, drive a vehicle. And of course, any camp, in any

camp it's the situation in Vietnam they must get supplies in and out of

these camps, they must have vehicle drivers. _ /},
. w ' . yé
FOLEY: Right. . i

~

GARWOOD: But, in these camps they have what you say, for example they take

supplies from here and they transport them here, here and here.

(TOO MANY PEOPLE AT ONCE)

SHANKLIN: Relay?

GARWOOD: That's right, relay. (inaudible)

Because drivers téke it, they don't know what they're taking it for or to

-

who. Only when it ‘gets a certain...

FOLEY: At the end of the trail, somebody goes into that camp with that

——

truck o
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GARWOOD: With someone. And that truck is later returned. Returned to this
driver. This driver he takes the truck to this point‘and this other driver
he takes it to this point and the other driver takes it to this point and

then after this they return - | é

FOLEY: Now, if I understand you, you say that Some of these drivers h%ﬂ §,

meetings- or conversations with some of thesé guards. i
GARWOOD: No, not mainly with the guards, especially guards, with the, ya
khow, with the relations of the drivers, that would drive the trucks and fhe
guards would have, they have what you call the perimeter grounds. ~They had
the big perimeters, had the inner, I don't know how many perimeters they had
but they most of them have a big perimeter. These guys, ya know, these
guys, they don't even know what's going on here really. Actually they don't

have, they don't know. But

people talking about people about people about people. But what...

3

FOLEY: This a perfect comment isn't it? So, but some of the conversations
that the truck drivers had with other people in someway are affiliated...’

-

GARWOOD: That's right and this got out to the local population.

FOLEY:... What, what got out.exactly?



GARWOOD: Got out that this. Because in the war, in the war, ya know the

big, big propaganda they shot down over 4,000 U.S. gunners.
FOLEY: Right. | é’

GARWOOD: And, uh, even the Vietnamese normally say that 4,000
about 8,000 Americans.

FOLEY: Yeah.

GARWOOD: And, uh, when they saw, when the Vietnamese people, they saw they
get a percentage of these pilots that were killed. Ya know, when they shot
down. But there's also that the percentage, they were, as soon as they
were killed, the percentage that were returned was a very small percentage.
It was very small. And, ya know, even... It was very logical for the
Vietnamese people and all walks to --

But,_they use these skills. Ya know, that the cargo will be very widi and
we have-one car pe} sleeve so tq speak.

FOLEY: Yeah.

GARWOOD: This is very, but this is the Vietnamese, they also have it.

FOLEY: Yeah.



GARWOOD: And, keeping with the post war, okay, the post war

so to speak for the post war.
FOLEY: Annunciation? ‘ ' . i

GARWOOD: That's right. ) ) . :
FOLEY: I see. But specifically, did these conversations between the camp
cadre and the drivers include any hint or any statement that Americans were

there?

GARWOOD: Not : The statement, no, hearsay.

FOLEY: OK.

SHANKLIN: Where are the camps located at, general locations of the camp?

- 8

GARWOOD :

SHANKLIN: How far from the border were they, from the PRC border to the SRV

border?

[

‘GARWOOD:  PRC?



))

SHANKLIN: - I'm sorry. The Chinese border. I'm so used to using those

words. . .
GARWOOD: PRC is People's Republic of China. /;
SHANKLIN: People's Republic of China. I'm sorry. _ RS

-

GARWOOD: From 50 to 100... Are they in the north? This is on a straight

line.
SHANKLIN: ~ No.
GARWOOD: Not on the road?

SHANKLIN: Right on the straight 1ine. Bobby, if I brought a, if I had a

map could you give me a general idea, if I showed you a map?

GARWOOD: Yeah.

.

SHANKLIN: Let me stop this for a second.

(PICKING UP AGAIN)

SHANKLIN=— Okay, as you can see...
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FOLEY: We're now looking at a map.

SHANKLIN: This is the border between the SRV, Socialist Republic of Vietgfm'
and China. Can you distinguish the names of these towns as to where thos f

camps are located? v | é
§

. e o
.
'

GARWOOD:=~  Suspected, suspeéfed, okay?

i

SHANKLIN: Let me get the words right here.

GARWOOD: I myself do not know where these camps are located and anything
that I know, is only what I've heard.

SHANKLIN: Yes, I understand.

GARWOOD: Amongst the indigenous population. I have not witnessed, I have

never been able to go to these camps, everything I know now, what I will be

E-3

saying is what I've heard from the indigenous population.

‘

SHANKLIN:  Hmm-mm.

GARWOOD: (Looking at the map.) Here, here's one.

———

‘SHANKLIN;..Up in the, the northeastern quadrant of the SRV.

GARWOOD: Here. Here and here.



SHANKLIN: Hmm-mmm.

FOLEY: Uh, Captain would you like to mark them, underline them?

SHANKLIN: You can mark them, that's fine, no problem. 1I've got a betteé
map if you'd 1ike? I have better map we coqu'ﬁse.d OK. . Iﬂve got a Betfpr
map downstairs if we could...

i .

FOLEY: Put the tape...

SHANKLIN: Well, at 3 o'clock Bobby's got to go down to the --

I don't know. I've got a large that we could use and also a map in

Vietnamese. T
FOLEY: Exactly, what we need.

GARWOOD: -...most...

. s

SHANKLIN: 1I've got that one, I can get that one.

.

GARWOOD: These are... And these are mostly areas that the minority peopie

live. Only the minority.

‘SHANKLIN;__By minority people, what do you mean? I don't understand.

. é-‘

2



GARWOOD: I usually call them montagnards.

SHANKLIN: Oh, montagnards.

GARWOOD: Yeah. But also they have the indigenous the call them i
: ' ¢

- - ot

SHANKLIN: Hmm-mmm.

GARWOOD: You know the
SHANKLIN: Yes.

GARWOOD: These fiere people, they're not really Chinese and they're not

Vietnamese.

SHANKLIN: Hmm-mmm.

FOLEY: ’This is on their territory the camps, Bob?
GARWOOD:

FOLEY: Yeah.

GARWOOD : _Not that they're out, I don't know that they're out there, ya

7 _know. This is, everything... I must express that this, I've only heard

and'because of my knowledge of Vietnam ya know because I've been over there
14 years. And I was detained in North Vietnam for 9 years. That I had some

b



knowledge, ya know, of these whereabouts, ya know, because I was able to
speak Vietnamese. And, from the indigenous population especially after the
war, ya kﬁow, after the war, ya know... Before, before the war, before.the .
war, before 1975 I would say they would, before 1975 that there was not t ﬁ
indigenous population only after 1975. : | 4

. o oo

SHANKLIN: Do you have an idea of a possible number of camps in these two -

{

locations?

GARWOOD: No. This is it. Because this is radius. There was never anyone
to be able to go in and out. And, these areas, because I could reasons, for
reasons of my interest I have this that... I have suspicions that
great suspicidnS'wherever I went that I think that some of these“suspicions

by indigenous population.

FOLEY: For the record I think that we should point out something, that is,

he has .certain reluctance to get into something, into areas that might

s

invo]vé personalized implications or information that would lead to personal

identification that could number one, get other people into trouble and . -

.

could possibly get him involved with something that downstream would. lead to

what we're seeking to avoid.

,COMPOSIﬁE Well, for the record also, let me say, for the record, Bobby,
" that those people that you‘re referring to, that you very well may know of,

- the United States Government very very much concerned about them also. And

the USG would do nothing to damage these peoples' lives. They're, they,



are very much concerned with the lives of any Americans or other persons in
North Vietnam who would be damaged if information was released at the wrong

time or to the wrong people. I think that, I think I can assure that. ‘I' o
positive. I can guarantee you that. {

GARWOOD: (inaudible) - ] RS
COMPOSTO: I can guarantee you that. But nothing will be done that would
endanger these people's lives. I'l11 stake my career on that. As little of

it as I've got left.

SHANKLIN: Do you have a feel for the possible numbers of people that could
be, just based on what you've overheard over the years? Ya know, could you

calculate a figure?

GARWOOD: No. Because of the Even the indigenous
population in Vietnam could even speak about such things, ya know, it was
very Ve;y dangerous. Especially speaking to, to talk, to converse wi;h me.
What they converse among themseives is one thing, but what they converse. -
wité me, ya know, it was dangerous. if'the security, the intelligence of
Vietnam, found out -about it they could be very explosive people. It was, 1
tried to, I tried to find, but it was almost impossible to gefvanything, ya

know. ﬁEVEn a number of camps or number of Americans that may be still alive.

- -

- SHANKLIN: Do you have any idea what kind of camps they are? If 1 showed

you some pictures of previous prisoner of war camps do you think that would

help you and maybe on the rumors you heard, identify these camps? Could you

¢



ya kpqw'ﬁreaking code, there was some unusual, they thought there was some F-

identify, could you tell me what a camp looked 1ike? Uh, give you an
example. Can you, based on the rumors that you heard of the possible
camps in the northwest part of North Vietnam, would you describe for me one

of those camps? it

i

é

GARWOOD: That's kind of hard because I don't"think the peob]e knew. Whe?
were just guessing. They were guessing from, ya know, this was... I thi%k
these camps, they are very much different. They were very very much un]ike
the camps before, during the war. I think these camps were long prepared,

long prepared even before the, I think even before the 1973.

SHANKLIN: What makes you feel that they were prepared before 1973?

GARWOOD: This was also by rumor of the indigenous popujation. 0f, ya know,
travel and materials -and everything, plus the roads. These roads in this
area, they are all dirt roads and they were made by the French. And if it
was unusual frave] on these roads the people would know it. Of course, if
theré'§ no action 'as military action of this, especially if there is zny
military action, and especial]y.ya know, in the night the caravaﬁs. Becausé
ithhese areas, if you see you havé to go across rivers and so usually in

these areas are no. bridges. You have to go across by ferry. And this

takes a very long time. And, this was unugual following what the people,

“kind of operation, some special operation because these people could only

-~ travel at night. Only travel at night.



SHANKLIN: OK. Because the suspected camps are in this area here, Bobby,
okay, do you have any information that would say that maybe these people
were moved when the Chinese attacked the North Vietnamese? Did you ever

hear any rumors 1ike that?

. GARWOOD: No, I didn't. But this could be a-possibility. fooa
SHANKLIN: Is it possible that the people were hurt, the suspected peop1e'
that are in this area could of been hurt as a result of the activities by

the Chinese?

GARWOOD: No. Because from, I think this, if you can understand tﬁe

propaganda, the -propaganda machine of going to Vietnam now, ya know, when
the Chinese they crossed the border, they were very cool about it. There
was really very big Vietnamese. There were (inaudible)
from the border tower, they séemed very cruel but as they were very sure of
themselves. 1 feel that these areas, I think
aqd alsd ya know, this may have some links, I think this may have somz links
with the Russians, ya know Russian state about China going over td.Vietnam.‘
This was all the rumors, especially when the Chiﬁese'crossed over, ya know
when they this they pushed the... The common rumors over thefe, the

. jhdigegpus population rumors. But

We have.sjgped qgreement to that it's time that I go, ya know,

—..-. {inaudible)

A



SHANKLIN: Do you know if there were any ever non-Vietnamese in these areas?

COMPOSTO: Wait, were there any Russians up here that maybe the rumors, they.
could of been mistaken the American or the non-Vietnamese for a possibly

American?

-— L]

T R S — .m

GARWOOD:. I'11 tell you something I consider this from my wisdom the

Russians were all over there. There was no place that Russians could hide.

Not because a large troop of Russians, but half the Russians all over.

COMPOSTO: During the course of the, of the rumors that you heard, were here
were any times when they indicated to you what service these peop1é were
from or what race they were, these suspected people? Were there any black,

any, anything like that? Something like, maybe the guy was he was pilot or

. he was a whatever?

GARWOOD: _No. Because these weren't exactly Asian people. Any European or

Russianm. - ®
FOCEY: Stop.

VOICE: (inaudible) four or five days.
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COMPOSTO: Do you know of any other, have heard any rumors of any other

camps? Other than in these two locations here.

GARWOOD: This only typical, typical area because (inaudible) é
Only indigenous people know. 2

, ;
: v F
. = §
:

- '
1

SHANKLIN: In your conversations, or the rumors that you overheard, could it
!

indicate what the people, the suspected people, were in labor camp type

situation similar to what you were in?

GARWOOD: No. Because they didn't say it did and I don't think it could of.

Because if someone ever allowed in this radius here.

SHANKLIN: They were kept 50 miles from...

 GARWOOD: About a 50 mile radius.

SHANKLIN: 0K, 50 kilometers, 50 kilometers from the...

GARWOOD: Oh, yes 50 kilometers.

SHANKLIN: And the guards are all specially trained personnel;

GARWOOD : wlhat'g_right. And... These people, these guards, that these

- people talk about their especially, ya know people like they didn't have

family. They weren't married, they had no precious things. It means they

did not go out, they did not go out of, even the guards stayed in this area.

4
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It even surprised to these areas that by truck, but
by-refay. Even the truck drivers I had actually met one of those drivers,
he said he had took the, what he was driving, what he was carrying in the,
in his truck, he had orders to go this warehouse in Haiphong and when he é:

picked it up he was given orders to remain in his truck. He was a mi]ita{y

: Z.

guy. He was . ‘ e

-

and his orders were remain in his truck. He could not climb down from tﬁe
cabin of the truck. “And these other people they load a truck and then i£
wsa completely closed. He could not see what was in it, what he was
carrying and he was given a destination, close to this area. .And there
were, it was canvas they closed, it was talked about just because it was a
very good theory that the truck was aluminum, sides aluminum and that over

that was tarpoletm and nailed all around it. And there were two guards

right inside.

(END SIDE ONE)



START SIDE 2 -- MARINE DEBRIEF

GARWOOD: And then they were taken to this area, they took the truck to‘tj£s‘

|

4

area (tape goes silent)

FOLEY: ... the vicinity of that camp where tfie truck . B

1

GARWOOD: It was like a forest within them. There was no road, any people
going on this, on this main road you would not know there was a road there.

It was actué]]y, they said it was actually green fbrest. And a1l the sudden

it opened up.
FOLEY: Opened up in front of what, open country or...

GARWOOD: No, other road just passover enough passing room for his truck.
And he was ordered to get down here and to go. And he remained there until
morning,; it was morning not daybreak and as they returned his truck to him
they.ga;e him orders to return to the village. He, I overheard this ]
conversation he was talking to the other truck driver. Ya know, they werée
fri;nds or something. I didn't knoQ he was a driver. And he, he was, I
overheard this conversation when I was working and he was ta]king to this
other truck drivers, Vietnamese truck drivers. They, ya knoQ, because it

was.vexywﬁwsterious. They just were, and for my, when I heard the

‘indigenous,population and from what I heard here, then I had some

- _conclusions that maybe what the indigenous population was saying was true.



)

SHANKLIN: Bobby, where did you overhear this?

GARWOOD: There was a deputy cadre in 1976. It was the first time.

was my first time overhearing.

SHANKLIN: Where were you at at the time when Vot overheard this?

-~

GARWOOD: Oh, I'm sorry, the first time I overheard was
FOLEY: What's this?

GARWOOD: It was where I was...

FOLEY: Yeah, but then we're getting inside

GARWOOD: Yeah, that's just getting inside.

FOLEY: OK.

GARWOOD: OK.

SHANKLIN: What, I'm confused about what you said when you first heard it,

" when you heard about the truck, this truck driver's story.

- -

- GARWOOD :



SHANKLIN: It was in 19767

GARWOOD: That's right.

SHANKLIN: Oh. What time of the day was it, ya know,

story? -

-

GARWOOD: Afternoon.

SHANKLIN: Afternoon?

GARWOOD: Yeah.

. i
when you overheard Efe
. b

)
H

SHANKLIN: Did it seem 1like, when you overheard that thg guy was, was really

excited about this thing in?

GARWOOD: Excited, sort of like like it just some kind of special operation?

.

. SHANKLIN: Yeah, right, right, right.

GARWOOD: It was very mysterious.

§HANKLLN?‘ What rank was the guy that drove, that you

‘What was his military rank?

GARWOOD: In the Vietnamese military, sergeant.

P

overheard this from?
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SHANKLIN: Who was he talking to?
GARWOOD: The other truck driver at the campgrounds.

SHANKLIN: What was his rank? £
’ - [ ¥

-

GARWOOD:- I'm not sure of rank. Because, not the one, he talking, they

'
!

talking.with a group of drivers not to individuals. They were having

conversation. I was, I just overheard. I was not to participate.

SHANKLIN: I can understand, I understand that. They didn't invite you in
to...

GARWOOD: No, they didn't.

SHANKLIN: Hey, we got something we want to talk to you quys about. Come on

over here tet's sit in on this one. Had you heard any conversations like

s

this since 19762

GARWOOD: No.

Fs

SHANKLIN: It was 1976, you time of the year it was?

GARWOOD: Month of June.



L/ ‘ _
. SHANKLIN: They only moved according to the drivers, they only moved at
-7 night.
GARWOOD: That's right. One direction, never stop. ﬁ.
SHANKLIN: Never stop. It was a non-stop . ] SRR |

Did he indicate how Tong it took?
GARWOOD: No. He went from Haiphong, Haiphong to (inaudible)

SHANKLIN: -Bobby, I'd 1ike to stop now and go downstairs and get another

. ;__ map, a larger map that you, obviously you'd be able.

GARWOOD: Vietnamese map would be good.

SHANKLIN: I have a Vietnamese map and I have a larger map...

FOLEY:' This is a Vietnamese language map.

SHANKLIN: We're now looking at a map of Vietnam, in Vietnamese, which I
cannot read. But Bobby is going to read for us. And the basis of that is,
the Vietnamese language map that will.... Now, how about we use this,

mark, it anyway you want. Go back to this area of the possible camps.

——
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GARWOOD: (unintelligible)

SHANKLIN: Want'to move it underneath the...

GARWOOD: No, not that close, because you miss to much. The writing..;

|

I have 20/20 vision but my - has never worn off yet.h
Go here?- :
i

SHANKLIN: Sure, anyway you want to put it. I doesn't matter at all.

GARWOOD: This is a better map then the political map you had. Because they

told me Do you have it?
FOLEY: Uh, I think. These are the - right.
GARWOOD: Yeah, but that's that's... Oh, no. I don't mean this, this

place is much better than this. This is the, this is not because all the

s

rpadé are gone off in traffic. Could I look at this.
SHANKLIN: Sure.

(UNINTELLIGIBLE)



i m—e—e

GARWOOD: This is the ghost trip some of them drove. Son Hong.
H-0-N-G. Here it .is. Here there are some flowers down here. Unpopulated
and looked bigger than 50. But the effect... The high mountain area.

Very high mountain area.

FOLEY: Is that the area there? - 4_ b
GARWOOD: What, this here, there is nothing, there are people here, ya knbw,
because these are populated. These are When 1 take

these as boundaries.

‘FOLEY: Did he mark the inside circle there?

SHANKLIN: No, this area, this geographical area here is only one referring

to.

FOLEY:  Yeah, but within that do I understand there's a circle 1ike in here

sgmewhe?e? That the circle you meant in there?

GARKOOD: Yeah, because this is a hfgh mountain area. And these are the

indigenous population.

FOLEY: T see.

- -

-~ SHANKLIN: Those people living on the outside, the outskirts of that, that's

the outskirts of the area.



——

GARWOOD: And inside here is the, around mountain, but I'm not sure.

(unintelligible).

SHANKLIN: This map was in 1976. I get the impression that I could be 5

totally wrong, that the area your'e speaking of is the center of this... 1

. - . ;.F

GARWOOD:. It is.

SHANKLIN: What he's saying these are the towns, correct me if I'm wrong...
GARWOOD: I want to take you, you see what I mark here. These are the
province towns. Alright. I make a cirle here,
50 kilometers that the

FOLEY: Same as the outside?

GARNOQD: - Same here. You take this to center, this to center, this to

center; this to the center, for 50 kilometers
FOLEY: That's radius now? That's where you left from?

GARWOOD: Yeah.

- SHANKLIN: Bobby, could we move into another area just for a second? With

-

.. regards to, you mention the Russians and you mention Hong Son and that they

were using that as resting and recooperation area, an R & R area.



GARWOOD: This, I've never been there.

SHANKLIN: Do you know if the Russians were ever allowed to go into any‘of

;ﬁ

GARWOOD: No. I never been there. It was only-supposed faét because %hef

these denied areas that the Vietnamese people couldn't go into?

Russians, they went anywhere they want to.

SHANKLIN: Do you know of any possible, have you heard any rumors of any

camps that still remain what is now or what was South Vietnam?.

GARWOOD: No. I never heard that. The camps but not American camps, only

Vietnamese. e

SHANKLIN: So the only camps that you heard rumors on that may exist, exist
in North Vietnam? And they exist in the northeastern and the northwestern
portions of Vietnam. Outlined in those particular areas that you showed me

s

on this-particular-map and on the Vietnamese map.
GARWOOD: Right.

SHANKLIN: And, as I understand it the individuals provinces that you marked
are shown-on the map, Vietnamese people were not allowed to go within a 50

kilometer radius of those particular areas. Is that correct?

-



GARWOOD: Yes. They were strict. This is what they had, they... Ya know

this is what they said, I was never able to go to these areas.

SHANKLIN: Yeah.

GARWOOD: But you know this was, this is what-most really ; i

ya know.. They go on the road... They, sometimes

because they were not, it was use curiousity.
SHANKLIN: (inaudible)

FOLEY: (inaudible)

SHANKLIN: This is a better to use?

GARWOOD: No, this a better map.

SHANKLIN: How about this here?

GARWOOD: This one here

Because you know you can get anyone in Vietnam

SHANKLIN:~ Is it more accurate here?

-

[}
1

they have a mysterious:
|



GARWOOD: What date is this one? Think I shqu]d get

on the road 1976

I'11 tell you what this‘means .

This is for the education for schools as ' é'
school. ' J

SHANKLIN: The school map, the children.

GARNObD; Yes, that's right.

SHANKLIN: So that they can learn about...

GARWOOD:  Ah, yes. Geography map, that's right.
FOLEY: I really regret taking a few more minutes.

GARWOOD: I had ~ that's right.

-

SHANKLIN: Those are the cities on the outer towns.

A

VOICE: Those are the reference points. Boundaries from which people

FOLEY: But thcse are cities that aren't even shown on this? I got some of

them but...

-



GARWOOD: I think maybe this map was made

FOLEY: Yeah, okay.

GARWOOD: Don't worry about it, we'll get another map. ' J

! . . : ‘ g

SHANKLIN: You heard once about, from the truck drivers, then you heard from
t
ya know, rumors from local populace/people. What would the, when was the

last time you 