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‘Colonel Links
2d General to
Illegal Raids

By George C. Wilson and Michael Getler

: Washington Post Sta{f Writers f'@f T T
A major general in the U.S. Seventh Air Force in Viet-
nam went to a telephone reserved for secret messages
and directly ordered wing commanders to disregard
civilian-imposed restrictions and homb a series of targeis
in North Vietnam, according to testimony given in a
closed-door session of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee yesterday.

Col. Charles Gabriel, com-
mander of the 432d Wing at
Udorn Air Base in Thailand,
told the committee that the|
major general who passed the
bombing orders is Alton D.
Slay, formerly deputy for op-
erations in the Seventh Air
Force and now commander of
the Technical Training Center
at Lowry Air Force Base in
Denver.

Committee Chairman John
C. Stennis (D-Miss.), in deserib-
ing Gabriel’'s testimony to
newsmen, said Slay himself
will be called as the next wit-
ness. But no date has been
set because Slay, 47, is recov-
ering from surgery.

Slay worked for Gen. John
D. Lavelle, the Seventh Air
Force commander who was
MAJ. GEN. ALTON D. SLAY  fjreq for conducting 28 bomb-

...named in bombings  _ing raids which violated the

|restrictions existing at the

time. The illegal raids were’

‘carried out between Nov. 8,
1971 and March 8, 1972.
. Yesterday’s testimony means
that two top generals in the
U.S. Air Force in Vietnam
have been accused of playing
a direct role in ignoring re-
strictions and ordering North
Vietnamese targets bombed.
They acted at a time that
Nixon administration officials
said the bombing of North
Vietnam—except for brief ex-
ceptions—was done only when
the North Vietnamese fired at
or otherwise endangered U.S.
[recomifaiSsanee planes through

.| tion” restrictions.

{posed armed reconnaissance

The policy was called “pro-
tective reaction.” Stennis said
this unauthorized bombing
went all the way back to No-
vember, but most of it was af-
ter Jan. 25 when a sheaf of
false reports was written to
coverup the violations of pro-

.|tective reactions rules.

Both Gen. Creighton W.
Abrams, President Nixon's

.|nominee for Army Chief of
;|staff and Lavelle's former
.|Poss  in'  Vietnam - where
.| Abrams was field commander,

and Adm. Thomas H. Moorer,
chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, have denied that they
authorized any raids that
broke these “protective reac-

Lavelle, in the partial tran-
script of the closed hearings
the committee released yester-
day, said on Tuesday that he
discussed with Moorer a pro-

flight over Quanglang air
field, a Mig base in North
Vietnam about 165 miles north
of the demilitarized zone. The
reason he had to clear the mis-
sion with Moorer was because
it was in an area normally cov-
ered by Navy planes, not Air
Force.

This exchange between Sen.
Harold E. Hughes (D-Iowa)

such acts as training gun or
missile radar on them.

and Lavelle indicates that
Moorer approved a raid within
the existing protective reac-
tion rules. Moorer did not ap-
prove breaking the rules, how-
ever, :
Hughes: Was this clearance
(from Moorer) for a strike or
for reconnaissance mission?
Lavelle: Sir, it was clear-
ance for an escorted recon-
naissance mission because
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there was a Mig on (Quang-
lang) field, and when we were
fired on we were going to try
to get the Mig on the field as
well as the defenses around
the field.”

Hughes: I want ‘to
know this, then, why the
Inspector General listed this
as an unauthorized strike
when you had clearance from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in ad-
vance to make it?

Lavelle: “Sir, he has several
of his strikes on the original
list that are, I think, quite in-
accurate. We now have a re-
vised list that I have seen and
I question some of those, too.

Hughes: But you don’t have
any explanation for it.

Lavelle: No, sir.

One explanation came yes-
terday when Gabriel, accord-
ing to informed sources, told
the committee that the secret
orders, given on Nov 8, 1971,
were tfo. bomb Quanglang,
whether the North Vietnamese
shot at the reconnaissance
planes or not.

Those “bomb regardless” or-
ders are what put the Quang-
lang raid on the unauthorized
list. As it turned out, the or-
ders to ignore the “protective
reaction” restrictions need not
have been given by Lavelle’s
command since the North Vi-
etnamese fired back as the
armed reconnaissance force
swept over Quanglang.

Gabriel told the committee
yesterday that the North Viet-
namese opened up on the U.S.
planes” with * 23-millimeter
guns. .The F-4s dropped their
bombs at that point, but in.
flicted relatively little dam-
age, missing the guns protect-|
ing the field.

Stennis committee investiga-
tors, the Air Force Inspector
General and a special Penta-
gon investigation ordered by
Defense Secretary Melvin R.
Laird dug up the evidence
that the pilots were told to
bomb Quanglang whether the
North Vietnamese fired at the
Treconnaissance aircraft or not.
The partial transeript released
.yesterday includes this ex-
change on that point between
R. James Woolsey, general
counsel of the committee, and
Lavelle:

Woolsey: What instructions
would the pilots have had if it
should have happened that
they were not fired on at
Quanglang?

-

that we did.

investigation aroused

direct role in ordering pilots to

tinguished - from directly or-

not triggered by hostile reac-

briel at that commander’s con-
ference (in early February) for

port ‘no reaction’ on that Jan.

ignoring protective reaction
rules and striking targets con-

Abrams
break the rules. But at one
point he testified that he felt

v
‘than Gen. Abrams had implied

Lavelle: I dont know. I
don’t believe they had any.

Woolsey: Did you discuss
with Adm. Moorer this possi-
hility that they might not be
fired on?

Lavelle: I don’t remember

Another exchange between
the two indicates that the staff
suspi-
cions that Lavelle had taken a

alsify reports, The general had
told the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee in an open
hearing on June 12 that he in-
spired the false reports, as dis-

radar station i1_1 North Viet-
nam near the Laotian border.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff noti-
fied Abrams afterwards that it
went beyond the rules of pro-
tective reaction.)

Continued Abrams: “In this
whole period of January, Feb-
ruary, March, we were send-
ing reconnaissance planes into
North Vietnam south of 20 de-
grees, taking pictures; we
were authorized and encour-
aged to provide them with the
support that would protect
them, so the support went up
and up on some of these mis-

dering them, by telling his
command that there could not
be reports showing bombing

tion.

Woolsey: Do you recall at
any time criticizing Col. Ga-

having permitted a pilot to re-

23 raid?

Lavelle: No, I don’t remem-
ber that.

Several senators bore in on
the * question of whether
Abrams gave his blessing to

sidered vital by Lavelle.
Lavelle, in the censored tes-
timony released yesterday,
stopped short of asserting that
authorized him to

he had stayed within the spirit
of the U.S. command in Sai-
gon headed by Abrams.

Hughes: Do you feel that
ou did anything differently

to you or given full authoriza-
tion for you to do in your com-
mand under him?

Lavelle: No, sir, I do not be-

sions. It was also authorized
and encouraged that when
fired at or when attacked that
the whole mission would re-
spond to it and try to destroy
the weapons and the complex
that was doing it. ’

“So this was what we were
doing, and we all—I think we
all knew that; my staff knew
it; Lavelle’s staff knew it, and
he knew it. But what we didn’t
know is that the strikes were
being executed without any
firing, without any reaction by
the enemy.” " i

Lavelle, while conceding
that he might have made “pos-
sibly a liberal interpretation”
of the rules of engagement,
told the committee he did it to
protect his men. He added, “I
am profoundly disturbed that
any of my actions should raise
questions with regard to the
capacity of our military lead-
ers to fully accept our time-
tested principles of the subor-
dination of military to civilian
authority.

“No one knows better than
I,” said Lavelle, “that the op-
erations of our military forces
must be ‘responsible to na-
tional objectives and that one|
-of the primary cornerstones of |
our Constitution is the con-
cept of firm civilian control of

lieve I did.

When it came Abrams’ turn
to testify ‘about whether he
had authorized Lavelle to
bend or break the protective
reaction rules, the Army gen-
eral said: |

“I do not recall Gen, Lavelle |

ever discussing with me, ex-!

cept in this one instance that|

|
we have already covered, |

stretching the rules, breaking |
the rules, liberal interpreta-!

tion of the rules—none of lrl

that.”

(The one instance was;
Abrams’ authorization of a
strike against the Mocchau

t h e military - establish-



