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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

On behalf of the Senate Seleet Committee to Study Governmental
Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities, and pursuant to
the mandate of Senate Resolution 21. I am transmitting herewith to
the Senate two detailed stafl reports which supplement Book I of the
Committees final report, entitled Foreign and Military Intelligence.
In addition, this Beok contains the addenda to the Committee’s In-
terim Report on Alleged Assassination Plots and a eomposite of writ-
ten interrogatories submitted by the Committee to former President
Richard M. Nixon and his responses,

The twrbulent history of the past 30 years is closely bound to reasons
for the growth and evolution of the intelligence funetions in the
United States Government. The first study in this volume is an un-
elussified history of the Central Intelligence Agency. It is published
to assist the Congress and the people of the Tnited States to better
understand the nature and character of the intelligence activities
undertinken by their government. Tt is also intended to assist those
who must make judgments ahout the necessity for intelligence activi-
ties by the United States in the future. The Sele~t Committee is grate-
ful for the assistance given by the Executive branch to the Committee
in the preparation of this historical study.

The second study contained in this volume. “Intelligence and Tech-
nology™, was written by Dr. Richard Garwin, a distinguished scien-
tist who has served the Select Committee as a consultant. Jt was pre-
pared for the Committee in order to enable the Congress to understand
the potential threats that jutelligence technology can create for the
rights of 175, citizens. Successor committees will have ihe task of
deafting charier legistation for the intelligence activities of the United
States Government. This essay is intended to provide a glimpse into the
future of intelligence technology so that in the drafting of new laws
there conld be a suflicient awareness of intetligence technology to make
sensible balancing judgments between the needs of intelligence and
the rights of American citizens gunranteed by the Constitution,

Onee again 1 want to acknowledge the great effort, dedication, and
talent of the Committee staff, Finally. I want to cxpress the deep ap-
preciation of the Committee to Senator Walter D, H uddleston for his
work ns Chairnan of the Foreign and Military Intelligence Subcom-
mittee and the work of the other Subcommittee members, Senator
Charles McC. Mathing, Senator Gary Hart, and Senator Barry
Goldwater,

Fraxrx CHURCH,
Chairman.
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EDITORIAL NOTE

This history was reviewed and declassified by the appropriate execu-
tive agencies. These agencies submitted comments on the security and
factual aspects of the history. On the basis of these comments some
deletions were made to protect intelligence sources and methods, They
included names of individuals, dellar amounts, and personnel numbers,
Proportions and percentages are used in lieu of specific figures,

Althongh the Committee received access to some files on covert oper-
ations, the access was by no means complete, For this reason and be-
cianse executive agencies have objected to disclosures to covert activi-
ties. the treatment of covert operations has been restricted to gencral
descriptive information.

The limited time available prevented making this history oii so com-
plex a subject thoroughly comprehensive,

V1)




HISTORY OF THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

IxTiODUCTION !

During the past two years the Central Intelligence Agency has been
the object of continuing public serutiny, much of which has focused
ou the Ageney’s abuses, The current political elimate and the mystique
of secreey surronuding the ntelligence profession have made it dif-
ficult to view the CLA in the context of U.N. foreign policy and the
Ageney’s development as an institution. This history will examme
the CL\’s organizational evolution. evaluating the influences that
have shaped the Agency and determined its aetivities, An historical
study of this nature serves two important purposes. first, it provides
a means of understanding the Agency’s structure. Second, and more
importantly, by analyzing the causal clements in the CIA’s pattern of
activity, the study should illuminate the possibilities for and the ob-
ztacles to future reform in the United States foreign intelligrence
system.

Aninstitwtionalized intelligence function is not unigue to the United
States Government, The tradition of formalized veporting organiza-
tions dates haek to the 16th century in Britain, to the 19th eentury in
France, and to the 18th cemtury in Czarist Russia, In establishing a
peacetime central intelligence body after World War 11 the United
States as one of the great powers came late to defining the need for
an intelligenee institution as ae arm of foreign policy. Secvetary of
State Henry Stims=on’s alleged statement. “Gentlemen do not read each
other’s mail™ refectad the United States” rejection of ongoing espionage
activiiies, Over the course of history XAmeriean presidents and the
military =erviees emploved agents to engage in ebindestine missions,
particulariy in thnes of war. However, the distinetion between these
sporadic activities and an insitutionalized =tracture for gencrating
informmtion for senior oflicials was a significant one, The decision to
create a separate ageney implied recognition of the intelligence fune-
tion as an integral part of the forcign and military policy process,
Toduy the United States militaey amd civilian imteligenee e<tablish-
meat emplovs thonsands of people and expends hillions of dollars

"Thix history of the CLA ix Jased on fowr prineipal gaoups of sources. Sinee
classifiention restreivtions prevent eiting imlividusl sourees Qicectiy, the ciategories
are fdentitied as follows - (1) Approximately seventy-dive volumes feom the series
of infernat CIA histories, a vich if uneven eollection of stalies, which dea? with
individual Ageney compobents, the adiindstrations of the Directors of Centreal
Intelligence. and spoeelatized areas of intelligence nualysls, The bistories have beep
complled sinee the Iate BHHOS and constitute o uniipe institutional memory. (2
Approximutely sixty nterviews with present g setired Agency eimployees, These
interviews were invalaalde in providing depthe of jnsight aml onderstanding o
the organization, (3 Npecial wdes and reports condueted botle within and
ant<ide the Agency, They comprize reviews of functionat arveas and the overall
administration of the CIA. (4 Doraments pid <tatistieos sapgplied to the Com-
mittee by the CIA i vexponse e specifie reguests, They inelade internal com-
tmpdeations, mdgetary alloveations o information oo grade levels gd personnel
streneths, This history of the CEA was prepareed fos the Neleet Committee by Anngs
Karnlekas, stall member.
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annually, The Central Intelligence Agency is one organization jn that
establishment.

In contemplating the role of a central intelligence organization and
its relationship to foreigm poliey, one can define the objectives that
the agene: might achieve. It shonld gather information that is other-
wise unobtainable; it should have the institutional indepentdence that
aliows it o interpret information objectively and in a way that assists
policymakers to make decisions it sflmultl have the access that insures
maximmn tse of its analysis; with appropriate direction from the
Exeentive braneh and oversight from the Legislative branch it might
undertake clandestine operations in support of United States foreipn
poliey, '

The CLA has functioned in each of these capacities, but not with
erpnal concentration of resourees and attention to each area, During
the past twenty-nine vears, the Ageneys overall effort and the relative
emphasis aimong its functions have heen affected by four factors: the
mterpational environmenr s pereeived by senior policymakers: the
instittional milien created by other agencies serving <imilar fune-
tons: the Ageneys internal strocture, partiendarly the incentives
whicl rewitrded certain kinds of activities move than others: and the
individual ~erving as the Director of Central Intelligence, his profer-
vikees el his velative stature, “This staddy will examine the CTA%s
history, determiniag which influences were most important at which
periods avd evalnating their impact on the Ageney’s developent.

Foday the CLA is identified primarily in terms of itx espionage and
covert action eapabilities, Le, spying operations and politieal action.
propaganda, economic. and paranihitary activities designed o in-
Fuerve Toreiem government=, Jlowever, the motivating purpose in the
ereation of the Agency was very different. Before the end of World
War H American polieymakers conceived the iden of a peacetime
central intelligence organization (o provide senior government oflicials
with high-quality. objective intelligence analysis. At the time of the
new ageney's ereation the wilitary services and the State Departinent
leul their own independent collection and analysis capibilities. 1ow-
ever, the valne of their analysis was limited, sinee their vespective
pelicy objectives often skewed their judamments, A contralized body
wus intended to produce “national intelligence estimates™ independent
of poliey binses and 1o provide dizection over the other intelligenee
orzanizations to mintmize duplication of efforts?

Within two vears of s evention the CLA assumed functin s very
ditferent fronits prineipal wission, becoming a cotpeting producer
ol currvent intelligeree and o covert operational instriment in the
Ameriean cold winr otlensive, Tnaize, Tunetion. nd seale of setivities
the CEN has expanded consistently, ‘

D acddition. the problens of auplication among inteMieence agencies
renutined. Sinee 19T growth in I!u- seale and number of ['nifed States
infelhigence agencies has paralleled the CTAS own growth, In fuet,
much of the history of the CTA's role in intelligence an:s!vsis has been

eNmtiomal” idelligenes meant integrated interdepartmenc 1 intelligenee 1hat
excecdled the peespeetive aml competenee of judividunl depaeimeents and that
rovered the road aspeets of national pobey, <Fustimntes” mennt predictive judg-
ments om the poliches gid motives of foretgn governments enther than deseriptive
suinmuries of dajly events or “enrrent ittelligonce.”
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o history of its efforts to emerge a8 an independent agency among num-
erous intelligen-e organizations within the government. ‘Today these
organizations and tho CTA itself are roferred to as the intelligence
“community,” although they have been and continue to be competi-
tors in intelligence collection and analysis.®

This study is not. intended to catalogue the CI\’s covert operations,
but to present an analytical framework within which the Agency’s de-
velopment and J)mctices may be understood. The CIA’s twenty-nine
year history is divided into four segments: 1946 to 1952, 153 to 1961,
1982 to 1970, and 1971 to 1975. Because the CIA’s bagic internal or-
ganization and procedures evolved during the first peviod, these years
ore treated in somewhat greater detail than the others,

a At the time of the CIA’s ereation in 1947 only the State Department and the
wilitary services engnged in intelligence collection and analysls. Today the or-
ganizatioas responsible for U.S. intelligence activities include :

——The Nntional Security Agency (NSA) which was established in 1052 nnd is
under the divection of the Defense Departinent. NSA moniters and decodes for-
cign commmunications and electronde signals. It is the largest U.8. intelligence
ageney and 1s n collector of datn ratber than o producer of futelligence analysis.

—The Defense Iutelligence Ageney (DIA). -stablished in 1061, is responsible
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Sceretary of Defense. DIA was intended to
Hinit duplication amon  the service intelligence ngencles. Its primary tasg is
production rather than collection.

—Fhe Bureau of Intelligence and Rexearch, the State Department's intelll-
gence component, has no independent collection capability of its own but employs
Foreign Service reports in the production of analyses for the Deparhment’s
senlor officials.

—The service intelligsnee ngencler, Army, Nnvy snd Alp Force, colleet and
analyze information related te 'tacticat intelligence,” essentiully regional in-
telligence on foreigm militery capabilities.

—'Fhe FRI, the Treasury Debartment and the Encigy Research and Develop-
ment Administration have Intelligence capabilitie= that support their respeetive
migsions.
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The Cexrran Invternicesce Grooe axn v CENToaL INTELLIGENCR
Aaener. 19461952

INTRODUCTION

The vears 6 to 1952 were the most crucizl in detecnining the
functions of the central intelligence organization, The period marked
a dramilic trunsformation in the mission, size, and structure of the
new agency. In 1946 the Central Intelligence Group (CIG), the CIA’s
predecessers, was conceived and established as a coordinating body to
minimize the duplicative efforts of the departmental intelligence com-
ponents and to provide objective intelligence analysis to senlor policy-
makers. By 1952 the Central Intelligence Agency was engaged 1n
clandestine collection, independent intelligence production, and covert
operations, The CIG was an extension of the Departments: its person-
nel and budget were allocated from State, War and Navy. By 1952
the CIA had developed into an independent governiaent agency com-
manding manpower and budget far ex-:ceding anything originally
imagined.

1. The O8S8 Precedent

The concept of a pencetime centret intelligence agency had its ori-
gins in World War I with the Office of Strategic Services ((O8S).
Through the driving initiative and single-minded determination of
William J. Donovan, sponsor and first director of OSS, the organi-
sation beeame the United Stutes’ first independent intelligence body
amd provided the organizetional precedent for the Central Intelli-
genee dgeney. In vege part, CEAs functions, strueture, and experlise
were drawn from (OSS.

A prominent attorney and World War I hero, “Wild Bill” Donovan
had traveled extensively in Europe and had participated in numerous
diplomatic missions for the government after the war. A tour of
Burope for President Roosevelt in 1940 convineed him ef the neces-
sity for a centrnlized inteHigence organization. Donovan's ideas about
the paurposes an intelligence agency should serve had Loon shaped Ly
his knowledge of and contact with the Rritish intelligence services.
which encompassed espionage. intelligence analysis, and subversive
"m’mlinns—u‘hvil in sepneately administered units, The plan which
Donovan advocated in 1940 envisioned intelligence collection und
nnalysis, expionnge, sahotage, and propaganda in a single organiza-
tion. Essentially, this vemained the basie formulation for the ceptral
intelligence organization for the next thirty vears.

The immediney of the war in Europe gave force to Donovan®s pro-
posal for a central ngeney. the principal purpose of which wos to

wovide the President with infegrated national intelligence. Acting on
Yonovan's advice, Franklin Roosevelt established the Office of Coor-
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dinator of Informtion (COI) in the summer of 1941, COI with
Donovan as Coordinatox, reported directly to the President. Its spe-
cific duties were to collect and unalyze information for senior officinls,
drawing on information from the Army, Navy,and State Departinents
when appropriate. A year after its creation, when the United States
was embroiled in war with Germany and Japan, the Office was re-
named the Office of Strategic Services (08N) and placed under the di-
rection of the Joint Chicefs of Staff.

The British provided invaluable assistance to OSS. British experts
served as instructors to their American counterparts in communica-
tions, counterespionage, subversive propaganda, and special opera-
tions. In real terms the British provided American intelligence with
the essence of its “tradecraft”—the technigues required to carry out
intelligence activities,

O8RS was divided into several branches. The Research and Analysis
(R&A) branch provided economic, social, and political analyses, sift-
ing information from foreign newspapers amd international business
and labor publicaticns. The Secvet Intelbigence (SI) branch engaged
in clandestire collection from within enemy und neutral territory.
The Speecial Operations {S0) Lranch conducted sabotage and worked
with resistance forces. The Counterespionage (X-2) branch engaged
in protecting UM, and Allied intelligenee operations from eneny
penctrations, The Morale Operations (MO) branch was responsible
for covert or “black™ propaganda. Operational Groups (i) con-
ducted guerrilla operations in enemy territory, Finally, the Maritime
Unit (MU) carried out maritime sabotagre.

Althongh by the end of the war OS5 had expanded dramatieally,
the organization encountered congiderable resistance to the execution
of itx mission. From the outset the military were reluctant to provide
0SS with information for its research and analysis role and vestrieted
its operations. General Douglas Muc Arthnr excluded OSS from China
and the Pacific theater (although OXS did operate in Southeast Asian).
In addition to demanding that OS5 be specifically prohibited from
conducting domestic espionage. FBI Divector J, Kdgar Hoover and
Nelson Rockefeller, then Coordinator of Inter- Ameriean Affairs, in-
sisted on maintaining their jurisdiction over Latin America. thereby
excluding OSS from that area.

Thesa operational limitations were indieative of the obstacles which
0SS encountered as a new organization in the enfrenched Washington
bureaucraey. On the intelligence side, OSS failed to establish a con-
gistent channel of input. Roosevelt refied on informal conversations
and a retinue of personal aides in his decisions. The orderly procedure
of reviewing, evalunting, and acting on the basis of intelligence was
simply not part of his rontine, Roosevelt's erratic pracess of decision-
making and the Depanitments’ continned relinnee on their own sonvees
of information frustrated Donovan's hope that OSS would become
the major resonree for other agencies,

Nonet heles=. Genernl Donovan was tirm in his convietion that a cen-
tralized intelligence orgamization was an essential elemen: for senior
policvmmkers. Anticipating the end of the war, Donovan recommended
the continuance of all OSS functions in a peacetime agency directly
responsible to the President, Having endured the difficultios surronml-
ing the establishnient of OS&, Donovan had by 1944 aceeptad the fact
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that a separate, :ndependent intelligence agency would have to coexist
with the intelligence services of the other Departments. In s November
1944 memorandum to Roosevelt in which he recommended the main-
tenat ¢ of a peacetime intelligence organization Donovan stated :

You will note that coordination and centralization are
placed at the policy level but operational in‘elligence (that
pertaining primarily to Departmernt action) remaing with-
in the existing agencies concerned. The creaticn of a central
authority thus would not conflict with or limit nocessary in-
telligence functions within the Army, Navy, Dopartment of
State, and other agencies.

Donovan’s hope that 088 would continue uninterrupted aid net
materialize. President Harery 8 Truman orvdered the disbandment of
OS5 as of October 1, 1945, at the same time maintaining and frans-
ferring several OSS braanches to other departments. The Research and
Analysis Branch was relocated in the State Departinent, and the Se-
cret Intelligence and Counterespionage Branches were transferred to
the War Department, where they formed the Steategic Scrvices Unit
(SSU). Althongh it is impossible to determine conclusively, theve is
no evidence that (0SS subversion and snbotage operations continued
after the war, SSU7 end the former R&A Branch did continue their
activities under the direction of their respective departments.

The OSS wartime exverience foreshadowed many of ('1A's prob-
lems. Both 0SS and (LA encountered resistance to the execution of
their mission from other government departments; both experienced
the difliculty of having their intelligence “heard™: and both were
charactervized by the dominance of their clandestine operational
components,

. The tivigins of the Central Intelligenre Group

As the war ended. new patterns of Jecisionmaking emerged within
the United States Government. In the transition from war to peace,
polievmakers were vedefining their organizational and informational
needs. A new President influenced the manner and substance of the
decisions. Unlike Franklin Reosevelt. whose conduct of foreign policy
was informal and personalized, Harcy Truman proferved regular
mectings of his fifl erbinet. Senior officials in the State, War, and
Navy Depurtinents were more consistent participants in presidential
decisions than they had been under Roosevelt. In part this was a
result of ‘I'ruman’s vecognition of his lnck of exporience in foreign
nolicy and hia reliance on others for advice. Nonetheless, Truman’s
forthright decisiveness made him a strong leader and gained him the
immediate respect of thase who worked with him.

Seceretary of State James F. Byrnes had little diplomatic experi-
ence. although he had an extensive background in domestic politics,
having served in the House and Senate and on the Supreme Clourt.
Seeretary of War Robert P. Patterson. n lawyer by training. had
been immersed in the problems of war supply and produetion. In
1445 he faced the issue of demobilization and its implications for
the T.8. postwar position. Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal




was probably the individual with the most fully developed idas on
foreign policy in the eabinet. As enrly as May 1945 he had expressed
concern over the potentinl threat of the Hoviet Union and for the
next two years he continied to be in the vangunrd of U.S. officials who
pereeived the U.S.3.R. as the antagonist to the United States.

Among the Secretaries. Forvestul was also a vocal proponent of
more effective coordination within the Government. He favored some-
thing similar to the British war eabinet system, wnd along with it a
central organization to provide intelligence estinmtes. In the fall of
L1045, Forrestal took several initiatives to sound out departmental
preferences for the creation of a central ageney, These initiatives
were erucial in developing n consensus about the need for centralized
intelligence production, if not about the structure of the organization
serving the need,

Truman himself shared Forrestal’s conviction and supported the
Secretary’s efforts to review the problem of centralization and re-
organization. From Oetober through December 1945, U.S. Govern-
ment agencies, spurred on by Forrestal, engaged in a series of policy
debates about the necessity for and the nature of the future ULS,
intelligence capability. Three major factors dominated the discus-
sion. First was the issue of postwar defense reorganization. The de-
bate focused around the question of an independent Air Foree and
the unification of the services under a Department of Defense—
whether chere should be separate services (t‘w Air Force becoming
independent) with a Joint Chiefs of Staff organization and a civilian
Secrerary of Defense coordinating them. or a single Department of
National Defense with one civilian secretary and. more importantly.
one chief of staff and one unitied general staff. Disenssion of a sepa-
tate central intelligence agency and its structure, authority. and
accountability was elosely linked to the reorgnization issue,

Seeond. it 'was clear from the outset that neither separate serviee
departments nor a single Department of National Defense would
willingly resign its intelligence function and accompanying personnel
and budgetary allotments ta 2 new central ageney. I'f such an ageney
came into heing, it would exist in parallel with military intelligence
organizations and with a State Department political intelligence or-
ganization. At most. its head would have a coordinating function
comparable to that envisioned for a relatively weak Secretary of
Defense.

Third. the funections under discussion were intelligence analysis
and the dissemination of intelligence, The shadow of the Pear? Har-
bor disaster dominated polieymakers' thinking about the purpose of
a contral intelligenee ageney. They saw themselves rectifving the
conditions that allowed Pearl ITarbor to happen—a fragmented mili-
tarv-based intelligence apparatus. which in current terminology
could not distinguish “signals” from “noise.” let alone make its as-
sessments nvailuble to senior officials,

Within the govermment in the fall of 1945 numerous studies ex-
vlored the options for the future defense and intellisence organiza-
tions. None ndvoeated giving a central independent group sole
responsibility for either collection ar analysis. Al favored making the
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central intetligence body responsible to the Departments themselves
rather than to the President. Lhwh Department lobbied for an arvange-
mem that would give itself an advantage in intelligence coordination.
In particular, Alfred MeCormack, Specinl Assistant to Secretary of
State Byrnes, was an aggressive, indeed, beliigerent, advocate of State
Department dominance in the production of national intelligence.
President T'vuman had encouraged the State Deparvtment to take the
lead in organizing an intelligence coordination mechanisin. However,
as MceCormack continued to press for the primacy of the State Depart-
ment, e enconntered outright opposition from the military and from
Foreign Serviee stalwarts who nll)jm'h'd to the establishment of a sepa-
rate ollice for inteiligrence gnd research within State,

Among the studies that were underway, the most influential was
the Eberstadt Report, direeted by Ferdinand Eberstadt, an investment
banker and friend of Forrestal. Eberstadt’s recommendations were
the most comprehensive in advancing an integrated plan for deferse
roorganization and centralized decisionmaking, In June 1945, For-
restal commissioned Eberstadt to study the proposed merger of the
War and Narv Departments, In doing so, Eberstadt examined the
entive strueture of policymaking at the senior level—undoubtediy
with Forrestal's preference for centralization well in mind, Eberstadt
coneluded that the War and Navy Departments could not be merged.
Instead. he proposed a consultative arrangement for the State Depart-
ment, the Army and the Navy, and an independent Air Foree through
a National Security Council (NS5,

Fherstalt stated that an essential element in the NSC mechanism
was a central intelligence agency to supply “anthoritative information
on conditions and developments in the outside world.” Without sueb
an ageney. Eberstadt maintained. the NSC “could nat fulfill its role”
nor could the military services “perform thewr duty to the nation.”
Despite the fact that the Eherstadt Report vepresented the most af-
tirmative formal statement of the need for intelligence analysis, it did
nol make the giant leap and recommend centralization of the depart-
mentul intelligence functions. In a seetion drafted by Rear Admiral
Sidney Souers, Deputy Chief of Naval Intelligence, and soon to be-
come the first director of the central intelligence body. the report
stated that each Department had its independent noeds which required
the maintennoee of independent eapabilities. The report recom-
mended only o coordination role for the agency in the synthesis of
devartmental intelligence,!

The Presidentin} Dirvective establishing the Central Intelligence
Group reflected these preferences. The Departments vetained au-
tonomy over their intelligence services, and the CIG’ budget and
stalf were to be drawn fron the separate agencies. 1ssued on Janu-
ary 22, 1946, the Directive provided the CIG with a Director of
Central Intelligence (INCI), chosen by the Presideat. The CIG was
responsible for coo* dination, planning, ¢valuation, and dissemination

T Amld this major offore to define the role of o central intelligence ageney, only
one Individunt advecated the creatlon of an independent ageney which would
vetttrnlize the intelligence functions in the Covernment. General John Magrader,
Chief of SKU, openly questioned the willlngnesr of the separate agencles to co-
operate in intelligence production, (u that bagix he argued for o separate agency
whally responsible for the eollection and analysix of foreign intelligence.
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of intelligence. It al:o was granted overt collection vesponsibility.'s
The National Intelligence Authovity (NIA), a group comprised of
the Sceretary of State, the Secretary of War. the Secretary of the
Navy, and the personal representative of the President, served as
the Director's supervisory !mdy. The Intelligence Advicory Board
(IAB), which included the heads of the military and civilian intel-
ligence ugencies, was an advisory group for the Direetor.

Through budget. personnel, aid oversight, the Departments had
assured themselves control over the Central Intelligence Group. CIG
wag a creature of departments that were determined to maintain in-
dependent capabilities as well as their dirvect advisory relationship
to th* President. In January 146, they succeeded in doing both: by
retair ng nutonomy over their intdlligence operations, they established
the strong imstitutional elaims that would persist for the lifetime of
the Central Intelligence Agency.

. The Divectors U_f Central Futelligenee, 1946-1962

At a time when the new ageney was developing its mission, the role
of its senior official was erucial. The Director of Central Intelligence
was largely responsible for representing the ageney’s interests to the
Departiment and for pressing its jurisdictional claiims, From 1946 to
1952, the strength of the agency relative to the Departments was de-
pendent on the stature that the DCT commanded as an individual.
The four IC1s during this period ranged from providing oaly weak
leadership to firmly solidifying the new organization in the Wash-
ington burcaveracy. Three of the four men were cnver military ofli-
cors, Their appointments were indicative of the degree of control
the military serviees nuaaged to retain over the ageney and the ae-
ceptance of the serviees” primary role in the intelligence procoess,

Sielncy Wo Nowees (Gowwary 18306-Tune 1946)

En January 1946, Siduey W, Soners—tl only one of these DCIs
whoe was not a cuveer military oflicer —was appointed Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, Having participated i the drafting of the C1G di-
rective, Souers had o lised concept of the central intelligence funetion.
ane that «did not challenge the position of the departmental intel-
ligrenee rerviees,

Born and edueated in the Midwest, Souers was a talented business
executive. Befare the war he amassed considerable wealth revitaliz-
ing ailings corporations and developing new ones, particulazly in the
aviation industry, A naval reserve ofeer, Sowoes spent his wartime
serviee in naval intellienee, rising to the rank of Rear Admiral, Tis
aehievements in developing countermensiives against enemy subma-
rine action hrought him to the atiention of then Seeretary of the
Navy Forrestal, who appointed hin Assistant Divector of the Office
of Naval Intelligence in July 1934, Later that year, Souers assumi.d
the pot of Depuy Chief of Naval Intelligence.

™ Participants in the drafting of the Jannary IIHG Pyrective buve stated that
elandestine colleetion was an infeaded Petion of the CIG ut that time, although
it wns ot formally assigned to CIG until June VW8 See p 14, 0 I unclear how
widely shaved this vnderstanding was, Commenting on the muintenanes of MRLT,
soepetury Pattersan wrote to the President in Octobor 15, saying that “the
finetions of 882, chiefly chundestine activities, hiod been Rept sepmrate in the
[trategle Services Unit of the War Pepattinent @< tae nuelows of o possible cen-
trnd intollgence servive, . .7
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The combination of his administrative skills and his intelligence
background made him Forrestal’s choice to head the newly created
Central Intelligence Group. Souers accepted the job with the under-
stending that he would remain only long enough to build the basic
organization. Holding to that condition, Souers left CIG in June
1946 and returned to manage his business interests in Missouri.

The close velationship between Souers and President Truman re-
culted in Souers’ return to Washington a yvear Jater to assunie even-
tually the position of Executive Secretary of the National Security
Council. a job he held from Septeraber 1947 until 1950. It was prob-
ably in this position rather than as DCI that Souers exerted the most
influence over the central intelligence function. His stature as a
former DCLand his friendship with Truman lent considerable weight
to his partieipation in the early NSC deliberations over the CTA,

Licutcnant Gencral Hoyt S. Vandenberg (June 1946-May
1947)

The appointment of Licutenant General Hoyt Vandenberg as DCI
on June 100 1946 marked the beginning of C1lGs gradual develop-
ment as an independent inteliigence producer. Vandenberg was an
aggressive, assertive personality, As a three-star general, he may have
viewed the DCs position s a means of advancing his Air Foree
carcer. 1s actions during his one-year term were directed toward
erhancing CHGS stature, Soon after leaving ClG he became Air
Force Chiel of Stail, acquiring his fourth star a8 the saane time,
Vandenherg's rekgronnd. personal connections, and strong opinions
contributed in a significant way to changes which oceurred over the
next vear,

A graduate of West Point. Vandenberg had served as head o the
Army’s intelligence division, G-2, and immediately prior to his ap
poinfient a~ DCT had represented G2 on the Intelligence Ndvisory
Buard. This experience gave him the opportunity to observe the prob-
lems of directing an ageney totally dependent on other departments.

One of Vandenbergs important assets in the never-ending battles
with the military was the fact that he was a high-ranking military
careerist, s such. e eould deal with the military inteligence chiefs
on more than equal terms Vandenberg was also well-connected on
Capitol HHIL e nephew of Arthr Vanderberg, ranking I{vl)ul)-
lican on the Senate Foreizn  Reletions Committee, Vandenbery
mained wide aecess to members of the House and Senate.

Vandenhere's aehievements touched on two areas: administrative
anthority and the =cope of CIG' intelligenee mission. He fivst ad-
dresseil himse!f to the problem of the Imdget. The existing arrange-
ment requived the DCT to request funds Trom the Departments for
operating expenses a= they developed, There were no funds earmarked
in the werartmental budgets for CIGS nses therefore, the DCT was
dependes on the disposition of the Departinent seeretasies to release
the money he needed,

Since CHE was not an independent ageney. it could not he direetly
granted approp-istions from the Congress. Vandenberg pressed the
Devartinents to 1 rovide CHG with a specific lotnent over which the
DCT wonkl have dizpersal anthority. Although hoth Secretary of War
Patterson and Secrefary of State Bymes objected, argning that
CLG's buadget had to be kept confidential, Admirat Teahy, President
Tranmns Chiel of Staff, provided Vandenberg with the support he
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needed. Throvgh the certification of vouchers, the DCI could pay
personne! and purchase supplies.

Under Vandenberg, CIG moved beyond a strie* coordination role
to acquire a clandestine collection eapability, as well as authority to
conduct independent reseacch and analysis® During this period, CIG
also replaced the I'BI in Latin America.? When Vandenberg left the
CIG, he left an organization whose mission had considerably altered.

Admiral Roseoe If. Hillenkoctter (May 1957-Cctober 1950)

Rear Admiral Roscoe Hillenkoctter assumed the position of DCI
at a time when the Central Intelligence Group was about te be vecon-
stituted as the Central Intelligence Agency and when interpational
pressures placed widely disparate denmnds on the fledgling agency.
Under Hillenkoetter, the Ageney experienced undirected evolntion in
the area of intelligence, never fultilling its coordination function. but
developing as an intelligence praducer. In this period the Agency
also acquired its covert operational eapability, Hillenkoetter’s part
in these changes was more passive than active, Having only recently
been promoted to Rear Admiral, he lackad the leverage of rank to deal
eifectively with the military,

Hillenfeootter had spent most of his almost thirty-vear naval career
at sea. and he remnined a sea eaptain in mind and beavt, A geaduate
of Annapolis in 1918, he served in Central America, Europe. and the
Pavifie, his assigrnments as naval attaché had given him some ex-
posure to the intelligence provess. However, the position of the DI
required hurenneratic expertise: Hillenkoetter il not huve the in-
stinets or the dynamisni for dealing with senior policymakers in
State and Defense,

In fairness to Hillenkoeiter. he labored under the difficulty of
serving during a period of continuing disngneements between Seeye-
tary of State Dean G. Acheson and Sceretary of Defense Fouis A
Johnson. With the dgeney having to execute covert operations which
were to serve the poliey nevds of the two Department=, the antagonism
Between the two Secretaries keft the DCTina diffienlt position, Hillen-
koetter lofe the Ageney in 1950 to resume seq commaind.

Creneral Werlte o Brodi 1 Suiti (Oetoher (050 Febivary 195.3)

It was precisely heeanse of Hillenkoetter's weakness that General
Walter Bedell Smith was seleeted to sucesed hime in October 1800,
Nieknamed the = Amevican Bulldog™ by Winston Chagehills Smith was
a tough-minded, hard-dviving, often intimidating military enreerist,

smith vinne 1o the po-ition of DL as one of the most highly re-
garded and most senior-ranking military officers in the governnent.
During World War T he had served as Chiel of staft of the Alied
fforees in North Afvica and the Meditermmnean, aml later beemne
Dwiglt Eizenhower= Chief of Stafl, after Eisenhower’s appomtment
as Communder of the Furopean theater. Following the war. Smith
sorved as U8 Ambassador 1o the Soviet Union,

fEor g fall disensshon of these chnges, see pp, 13, 14

TN wequisition of nomita! antheeity i Latin America may linve ek o
symbotle gabn, bt the organlzation fueed Institutional ebstacles o the assumg-
tlon of its mission thers, b odd-1936, jurisdiction for Latin Amverica wax Feas-
shgnal to 1the C1G, The proeess by which the trnsfer veenrped Ix unkuown, hat it
ix vlone thint FRI Director Hoover bad couceded hix aathority grudgingly. A
formal agreement hetween the two ugencies (prestimably initinted by Hoanver)
stiprlated that be FIRT Latin Amerlean flles were to be hiried over ta the CTG.
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The Korean War placed enormous pressvies on the Ageney during
Smith's term, and had a major impact on he size and divection of the
CCLAL Althowgh by the fime of Smith's appointment the Agency’s
functions had been established—overt and clandestine collection,
covert operations, intelligence anulysis, and coordination of depart-
mental activities--Smith supervised sweeping administrative changes
which created the basie structure that vemains in effect to this day.
As DCE Smith easily outranked the service intelligence chiefs with
whotn he had to deal. 1lis stature and personality made him one of
the strongest Direetors in the Ageney’s history.

V. The Eeolution of the Ceatrad Intelligence Funetion, 1946-1949
AL The Puttern Established, 19461959

The CG had been established to rectify the duplication among the
military inielligence services aml to compensate for their biased
analyses, The rather vaguely conceived notlon was that a small stafl
would a=semnble and review the raw data cotleeted by the departmental
intelligence serviees and produce objeciive estimates forr the use of
senior N acrican policymakers. Athough in theory the coneept was
reasonable and derived from real informational needs, institutional
resitanee made implementation virtually impossible, The military
intelligence services: jealonsly gmwarded both their information and
what they Dbelieved woere chelr prevogatives i providing  policy
guidanee to the President, making CHG'S primnry wission an exereise
in futility,

Limtted in the excention of it coordinating vesponsibility, the
ormuization radually emerged s o intelligenee prodieer, gen-
erating enrrent inteligence summaries aind thereby competing with
the Departinents in the dissemination of information. The following
section will explore the process by which CLG, and later the CLA,
crented by the Nationad Seeurity At of 19507 drifted from its original
parpose of producing coordinated national extimates to becoming pri-
marily a curvent intelligenee producer,

I January 18160 Souers assumed direetion over a feeble organiza-
tion. U personnel Ted to be assigned Drome other agenctes, wnd its
budget was allocated frons other departioents, Clearly, the Depart-
ments were notinelined to relinguish manpower nd money to a
separate organization, even i that organization was little more than
i adjunes of their own, Postwar personnel and hudget cuts further
limited e support which the Departineni« were willing to provide,
These who were assigned conld nst renain long: some were of
mediocre ability, By TS0 Government =tandards CTGowas & overy
sl ovganization. L June 1916, professionad and elerieal personnel
inhered ajrprosimately 1, .

CLG haed fwo overt ealbection compenents, The Domestie Contaet
Servier (DER) solicited domestie sourees, incliding travelers und
Linessiien for forvign intellisence inforiaation o a voluntaey aud
wittinge basi! The Forcign Broamdeast Information Serviee (F1318).
an clement of OSS, menitored oversea= loadeasts, There wen- two
statf=, the Intevdepsotmental Coordinating and  Planning Staft
CPhe term Cwitting® is used by intelligence professionnls to belicate an ine
dividunl's knowledgenble assocfation with an intelligence service,
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(ICAPS), which dealt with the Departments, and the Central Reports
Stafl (CRS), which was responsible for correlation and svaluation. A
Council, comprised of three Assistant Dirvectors, dealt with internal
matters,

In March 1946, the Central Reports Stafl consisted of 29 profes-
sionals, 17 “on loan™ from the Departments of State. War, and Navy,
and 12 full-time analysts. ‘The crucial element in the conception of
CRS was Soners” plan to have four full-time representatives from the
Departments and the JCS who would participate in the estimates pro-
duction process and speak for the chiefs of their agencies in presenting
departmental views. The plan never developed. The departmental rep-
resentatives were eventually assigmed, but they were not granted the
requisite authority for the praduction of coordinated intelligence.
Only one was physically stationed with CIG. The Departments” failure
to provide personnel to CHG was only the first indication of the re-
sistance which they posed on every lovel.

The military particularly resented having to provide a civilian
agency with military intelligence data, The services regarded this
as a breach of professionalisne, and®more importantly, believed that
civilians could not understand, let alone analyze, military intelligence
data. The intensity of the military’s feelings on the issue of civilian
aceess is mdicated by the fact that CLG could not receive information
on the capabilities and intentions of 175, armed forces.

Almost immediately the State Department challenged ('IG on the
issue of aceess to the President. Traman had requested that CIG pro-
vide him with a daily intelligence summary from the Army. Navy.
and State Departments. However, Seeretary of State Byrnes asserted
his Department’s prevogative in providing the President with { sreign
policy analyses, While CIG did its summary, the State Department
continued to prepare its own daily digest. Truman received both,

The United Stales’ first major postwar intelligence evaluation
project. further vevealed the obstruction which the Departments posed
to CIis Lission. In March 16, the Army, Navy. and \ir Force
itelligenee services were directed to join with CIG “*te produce the
highest possible quality of intelligence on the T.S.5.R. in the shortest
pessible time.” Intended to be brondly focused. the study began in
un ntmosrlu-n- of urgeney, Reeent events had aroused alarm over the
growing belligereney of the Soviet Union and had revealed the Umited
States” relative ignorance of Soviet militayy strength in relation to
itsown,

The project was ridden with contention from the start. The military
regarded the project as their own and did not expeet or want C16 to
review and process their raw intelligence materials for evaluation.
sSecurity restrictions prevented assigmment of work to interdepart-
mental task forces and required that subject areas be assigned De-
partment by Departiment. Each agency was interested in the project
only as it sm'\'u-tll its individunl purposes. For example, the Air Force
regarded the study exclusively ax a means of evaluating the U.S.8.R.'s
air capubility. CIG's intended role as an adjudicator between Depart-
ments wag quickly reduced 1o that of an editer for independent depart-
mental estimates, The report was actually published in March 1948,
two years after it had been commissioned,

In the spring of 1946 the NI, probably at the yeqnest of Vanden-
berg. authorized CIG to enrry ont independent. regearch and analysis
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“not being presently performed™ by the other Departments, The
anthovization fed to a rapid increase in the size and functions of CIG's
intelligence stafl. In August 1946, DCT Vandenberg established the
Office of Research and Evahmtion (ORE) to replace the Central Re-
ports Stafl, which had been responsible for correlation. ORE's func-
tions were manifold—the production of national current intelligence,
scientific, technical, and economie intelligence, as well as interagency
coordination for national estimates. At the same time. CIG was
granted more money and personnel, and Vandenberg took full sdvan-
tage of the opportunity to hire large numbers of peopie. One partici-
pant n-vallch Vandenberg as saving, “If T didn't ﬁ{l all the slots 1
knew I'd lose them.” By the end of 1946, Vandenbery took on at least
300 people for ORI

With its own research and analysis capability, CIG could carry out
an independent intelligencee function withont having to rely on the
Departments for gnidelines or for data. In effect. 1t made CIG an
intelligenee producer, while still assuming the co. tinuation of its role
in the production of coordinated national estimates, Yet acquisition
of an independent intelligence role meant that praduction would out-
strip coordinated analysis as a_primary mission. Fundamentally, it
was far easier to colleet and analyze data than it had been or would be
to work with the Departments in producing coordinated analysis, In
generating its own intelligence, CI1G could compete with the Depart-
ments without the problem of departmental obstruction.

The same 1946 directive which provided the C1G with an inde-
pendent vesearch and analysis capability also granted the CIG »
clandestine collection eapability. Since the end of the war, the remnant
of the OSS clandestine collection enpability rested with the Strategic
Services Unit (SSU). then in the War Department. In the postwar
dismantling of OSS. 88U was never intended to be more than a tem-
porary body, In the spring of 146, an interdepartmental committee.
whose mewmbers had been chosen by the President, recommended that
CIG absorh SSTUs functions,

The amalgamation of SSU constituted a major change in the size,
structure, and mission of CIG. Since 1945, SSUT had maintained both
personnel and fivld stations, Seven field stations remained in North
Afrien and the Near Fast, Iquipment. cades, techniques, and com-
munications facilities were intact and ready to be activated.

The transfer resulted in the establishment of the Office of Special
Operations (030), OSO was responsible for espionnge and counter-
espionage. Through SSU, the C1G acquised an infusion of former
0SS personnel. who were experienced in hoth areas. From the begin-
ning, the data collected by OSO was highly compartmented. The
Office of Reports and Estimates did not_draw en QS0 for its raw
information. Overt collection remained ORE's major source of data.®

The nature and extent of the requests made to ORE contributed to
its failure to fulfill its intended role in national intelligence estimates,
Presidlent Truman expected and liked to receive C1G's daily summary
of internationnl events, is known preference meant that work on the

*The nequisition of a clandestine collection capalility nmnd authorization te
carey out Independent researeh and avalysis enlarged CIG's persannel gtrength
conxbiderably. Ax of December 1940, the tolal Cli stalf numbered approzimately
1810 Proportionately, approximately ane-third were overseas with O8O, Of
thoxe stationed in Washington. approximately hnlf were devoted to administra-
tive and support functions, one-thipd were arsigued to 080, and the remulnder
to intelligence production,
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Daily, as it was called, assumed priority attention—every day. The
justification for the Paily as an nddition to other departmental sura-
maries was that CIG had access to all information, unlike the Depart-
ments that had only their own, This was not true. Between 1946 and
1949, CIG and later CTA received almost all its current informativn
from State. Although CIG had been created to minimize the duplica-
tive efforts of the Departments, its acquisition of an independent intel-
ligence production capability was now contributing to the problem,

The pressures of current events and the consequent demand for in-
formation within the government generated n constant stream of
official requests to ORI, Most were concerned with events of the
moment rather than with national intelligence, strictly defined. ORE,
in turn, tended to accept any and all external request=-—from State,
from the JCS, from the NSC. As ORE attempted to satisfy the wide-
ranging demands of many clients, its intelligence became directed to
a working-level audience rather than to senior policymakers. As such,
it lost the influence it was intended to have, Gradually, ORE built up
a series of commitments which made it. less likely and less able to direct
its efforts to estimate production.

The passage of the National Sccurity Act in July 1947 legislated
the changes in the Exeecutive branch that had been under discussion
since 1945. The Act established an independent Air Foree: provided
for cacedination by n committee of service chiefs, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS), and a Secvetary of Defease; and created the National
Security Conneil (NSC')." The CIG became an independent depart-
ment and was renamed the Central Intelligence Agency.

Under the Act, the CTA’s mission was only loosely defined, since
efforts to thrash out the CIA’s duties in specific terms would have
contributed to the tension surrounding the unification of the services,
The five gonernl tasks assigmed to the Agency were (1) to advise
tho NSC on matters related to national security; (2) to make recom-
mendations to the NSC regarding the coordination of intelligence ac-
tivities of the Departments; (3) to correlate and evaluate intelligence
and provide for its appropriate dissemination; () to carry out “serv-
ice of common concern” and (5) “to perform: such other functions and
duties related to intelligence affecting the national security as the
NSC will from time to time direct . . . ." The Act did not alter the
functions of the CIG. Clandestine collection, overt collection. pro-
duction of national current intelligence, and interagency coovdination
for national estimates continued, and the personne) and internal strue-
ture remained the same* )

As the CIA evolved between 1947 and 1950, it never fuifilled its
estimates function, but continued to expand its independent intelli-
genco praduction. Essentially, the problems that had developed in the
CIG continued. Sinee its creation in 1946, incentives existed within
ORE for the production of current rather than national ceordinated

*Not until the Act was amended in 1940 was provision made for a statutory
chnirman for the JOK or for a Depactment of Defense, Tt then took n serles of
preaidentint reorganization decroes in the 1960' 10 give the Secretary of Defenzre
the power he was to have by the 1900's. As of 37, the positions of the Secretary
of Defeuse and the DO were not disshisilor, but the DOT wag to remain a mere
coordinator,

" por chart gRhowing CIA orgnnizntion ns of 147, xee p. 10.
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intelligence. ORE was organized into regional branches. comprised of
unalysts in specialized areas, and a group of staff editors who were re-
spousible for reviewing and editing the hranches’ writing for inclusion
an the ORE suninaries. Since the President’s daily sununary quickly
became ORE's main prionty. contributions to the sununary ‘were vis-
ible evidence of good work. Individuals within each of the branches
were eager to have their material included in the Daily and Weekly
publications, To have undertaken a longer-term project wanld have
meant depriving oneself of n sevies of apportunities for quick recog-
nition. Thus. the ronte to personal advancement lay with mecting the
immediate, day-to-day vesponsibilities of ORIE. In doing so. individ-
unls in ORE perpetuated and coniribated to the enrrent intelligene -
stranglehold,

The drive for individuals in the branches to have their material
printed and the role of the stalfs in reviewing, editing and often re-
Jeetings materint for publication caused antagonisin between the two
gronps, The hranches vegarded themselves as experts in their given
fields and resented the stafi’s claims to editorial anthority. A reorgan.
ization in M7 attempted to break down the conflict Ietween the re-
viewers and the producers but failea. By 199, the regional branchoes,
in vifect, controlled the publications,

The hranches” tenacions desire to saintain control over C1.A puly-
lieations frusteated suecessive efforts to encourage the production of
estimates, Xeveral internal studies conducted in 149 enconrmged the
re-establishment of a separate estimates group within ORE, devoted
exclusively to the production of national estimates, The branches re.
sisted the pl‘u]am'svt‘ reorganizations, primarily beeanse they were un-
willing to resign their prerogatives i intelligence praduction to an
independent estimates division, '

Ay B9 study condneted by a senior ORI analyst stated that
OREs emiphasis in production had shifted *from the broad long-term
type of problem 1o a narrowly defined short-term type and fiom
the predictive to the non-predictive type.” The =me year a National
security Counwil-sponsored stwdy concluded that “the principle of
the authoritative NI | National Intelligence Estimate ) does not yet
have established aceeptance in the government. Eael department still
depends more or fess on its own intelligence estinites and estahlishes
s plans and policies gecordingly,” * OREs publications provide
the Dhest jndication of its failure to execte its estimates function,
In 196 ORE had eleven reglar publications. Only one of these,
the ORE Special Extimate Series. addressed national intelligence
questions amd was publizhed with the concurrence or dissent of the
Departments comprising the Intelligence Advisory Committee. Less
than ene-tenth of OREs products were serving the purposes for
which the Oflice had been created,

B The Reorquuization af the futclligenee Funetion, 1950

By the time Walter Bedell Smith became DCTL it was clear that
the C1Vs vecord in providing national intelligenee estimates hail
fallen far short of expeetation. The obstacles presented by ihe de-
partmental intelligence components, the CLAs acquisition of au-

*Eroin the Pules-Jnekson-Correy Sarvey, See g, 17,
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thority to carry out independent rexearch and analysis, demands {rom
throughout the government for C1A analyses, and internal organiza-
tional incentives had contributed to the failure of the coordinated
national estimates function and to ORE's current intelligence ori-
entation. In 1950 ORE did little more than produee its own analyses
and reports. The wholesaie growth had only confused ORE's mis-
sion and led the orgunization into attempting analysis in areas alrendy
being serviced by other department.™ ‘

‘These problems appeared more stark following the sutbreak of the
Korean War in June 1930, Officials in the Executive branch and
members of Congress eriticized the Agency for its failure to predict
niore specifienlly the timing of the North Korean invasion of South
Kovea. inmediately after his appointment as DCT in Gctober 1950,
smith discovered that the Ageney had no currem coordinated estimate
of the situntion in Korea. Under the pressure of war, demands for
information were proliferating, and it was apparent that ORE conld
not meet those demands.

The inumedincy of the war and the influence of Willam 1. Jackson.
who served with him ag Depaty Director for Central Intelligence
(DDCI), convinced Smith of the necessity for changes. Mter
taking office, Smith and Jackson defined three major problems in
the exceution of the CIAS intelligence mission: the need to en-
sure consistent, systematic production of estimates: the need to
strengthen the position of the DCT relative to the departmental in-
telligence components; and the need to delineate niore clearly CIA’s
vesearch and analysis function. Within threc months the two men
had redefined the position of the DCI: had established the Office
of National Estimates, whose sole task was the production of
coordinated “national estimates™: and had limited the Agency’s inde-
pendent vesearch and analysis to cconomic research on the “Soviet
Bloe™ nations. Nevertheless, these sweeping chunges and the strength
of lendership which Smith and Jackson provided did not vesolve the
fundamental problems of jurislictional couflicts ameny departments,
duplication, and definition of a consumer market continued.

Jackson, a New York attorney and investment banker. had gained
insight into the intelligence funetion through wartime sexvice with
Army intelligence and through his participation in the Dulles-
Jackson-Corren Survey.? Commissioned by the National Recurity
“ouncil in 1948, the Survey exnmined the U.S. intelligence establish-
ment, focusing principally on the CLA, The report enumerated the
problems in the Ageney’s execution of Poth its intelligence and opera-
tional missions. and made recommendations for reorganization, Vir-
tunlly all of the changes which Smith made during his term were
drawn from the Survey in which Jackson participated.”

Y Por chart showing (1A orgunization as of 1050 prior to the reorganization
and including the elandestine operationnl component disenssed on pp. ., Hee
. I7.

P sintthins Corres, 0 New York Jawyer and a wartime assistunt to Reerotary
Forrestal, was not an active paeticipint in the Rurvey. Allen W. Dulles, later
to hecome DCT, and Tackson were its principal executors,

* Thore IR rome indleation that Jackson araumed his position with the under-
stunding that he and swlth wouldd act on the Burvey's Fecommenmdations,
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The 1A and the Office of National Kstimates

In an August 1950 memorandum to Smith, C1A General Counsel
Lawrence R. Houston stressed that the Intelligence Advisory Com-

mittee had assumed an advisory role to the NSC and functioned as o

supervisory body for the L/CI—contrary to the initial intention.'* The
TAC' inflated vole had diminished the DCI's ability to demand de-
lmrtmontal cooperation for the (*TA national estimates responsi-
ility. Houston advised that the DCI would have to exert more specific
direction over the departmental agencies, if coordinated national in-
telligence production was to be achieved. Seath acted on Houston's
adviee and informed the members of the LAC that he would not sub-
mit to their diveetion. At the same time, Smith encouvaged their
participation in the disenssion and approval of inteltigence estimates,
Basically. Smith cultivated the good will of the TAC only to aveid
open conflict, His extensive contacts at the senior military level and
his pervasive prestige freed him from velinnee on the FAC to accom-
plhisl his ends,

smith's real attempt to establish an ongoing process for the produe-
tion of national estimates focused on the Office of National Estimates
{OXE). At the time Smith and Jackson took oflice, there were at least
five separute proposals for remedial action in ORE, all of which ree-
ommended the establishiment of a separate. independent office for the
praduction of national estimates.'’ Jackson himself had been the
strongest advoeate of sneh an ofice duriig his participation in the
Dulles-Jackson-Correa Survey, and he was prepared to act quickly
to implement a separation of the re caveh and reporting funetion from
the estimates function. As a first sep, ORE was dismantled.

To organize the Ollice of National Estimates, Smith called on
William Langoer, the Harvard historian who had directed the Re-
<earch and Analysis Branch of OS5 during the war. In addition to
his inteHeetual capacitios, Langer possessed the buremucratic savvy
anel personal dynamism to carey ont the coneept of ONI. Tle was
detormined to keep the organization small and loasely run to avoid
bureaneratic antagonisms,

As organized in 1950, the Olliee of National Estimates had two
components, a group of staff members who drafted the estimates and
a senjor body, known as the Boanl, who reviewed the estimater. and
courdinated the intelligence judgments of the severnl Departrients.
Jacksen envisioned the Board members as “wen of affairs,” e: peri-
eneed in government and internationa) velations who eould mrke
stee, pragniatic contributions to the work of the analysts. At first all
stafl members were genetalists, expeeted to write on any subject, bt
gradually the staff broke down into generalists, who wrote the esti-
nates and regional specialists. who provided expert assistauce.

With the help of recommendations from Ludwell Montague, an
historian wml w senior ORI analyst. and others, Langer personally
selected eneh of the OXE staff mensbers, most of whom were drawn

B dee g, 25 for more diseassion of the Intelligence Advising Committee.

e individuds who advanesd the recommendation Inelnded John Bross of
the Offiee of Poliey Coordination, General Magrader of 88U, Tadwell Montague
of ORI and Willinm Jackson in the Dulles-Tnekson-Correa Survey.

= e story, perhaps apoeryplutd, his Bedell Smith offering Langer 200 slotg
for ONE. te vhieh Langer suappadd back, “1 can do it with twenfy-five.”
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from ORE. Dy the end of November, ONE had a stall of {ifty pro-
fessionals, Seven Board members were also hirved. They included four
historians. one former combat commander, and one lawyer.,”

As ot corrective to what he regarded s the disproportionate munber
of aeademies on the Board. Jackson devised the idea of an outside
panel of consultants who had wide experience in public aflairs and
who could bring their practical expertiae to bear on draft estimates.
In 10 the *Princetor consultants™ M as they enime to be ealled, in-
chaded George . Kennan, Hamilton Fish Armstrong, the editor of
froreign Affairs, and Vannevar Busiy, the atomie scientist,”

As ONE wis convelved in BEHE it wis to be entively dependent on
departmental contributions for research support. Although Langer
found the mrrangement somew hat an=atisfactory for the predictable
reasons and considered providing ONI with its own research capa-
hility. the practice continued, Towever. as o result of the CIA%
graclual developiment of its own independent revenreh epahilitios over
the next rwenty vears, ONE inereasingly relied on C'TA resonrees.
The shift in ONEs zourees meant that the initiad deaft estinates—the
estimates over which the Departments wegatiated-—beeame more C1A
products than interdeparetmental produets.

The process of conrdinating the Departiments” Jielaents was not
easy, A mmjor problem was the nture of LAC vepresentation and
iteraction between the FAC and the Boawed, At fiest, the TAC mem-
hers as senior officers in their respeetive agencies were too resioved
from the subjects trested in the esthuates ta provide substantive dis-
ewssions, An attempt to have the Board meot with lower-ranking
olicers meant that these officers were not close enough to the poliey
level 1o make Jdepavtmental decisions, "This problem of ~abstantive
awckground vs decisiomnaking anthority wus never reallyv resolved
and resulted bie o jrolonged negotiating process,

A=t immedintely the anilitary challenged OXNT on the natwre of
the estinutes, demanding thit they be factaal and  deseriptive.
Montigone, however, insisted thin they Te problem-oriented in order
to sutisfy the necds of tie NSCJack=on, Banger, Montague and sthers
viewerd the NIEs as providing senior polievnmkers with essential
information on existing problewms,

OXNEs link to policviakers existed throngh the NSC. where meet-
ingzs opened with i bricting by the DCL Bedell Smith's regulare attend.
anere il bis personal stature weant that the Ageney was at least
listened to when hiiclings were prese:s ted Former mwaubers of QNI
have saick that thi= was a period when they felt their work veally was
nking 1= way to the semor level and being nsed, The precise way in

CUTie historiniis . Sherman Bent Ladwell Montagae, 1eForeest Von Slyek,
aned Harytoots] Sontaz General Chavcnee Hgebner retived US Commatader of adl
1.5 furees in BEovopee, vepresepied thee militiry. Maswell Foster, a0 Roston
rwyver srd Calvin Hoover, o professor of ceoleanies it Dke niversity, woere
i et mether- Bl pesiouned withibn o fesw anonths however,

"rhey et at the Gun Clab ot Prineeton Unive e-ity,

TN Es pretive of wshag an ot ide gronp of snjor eonsultants for key ostl-
mittes econtinned into the Vs alohongh the eopsaliapts” contribation beceiime
lose <tbstaptial as the ONE o D=t developed depth of backeeoand and wunder-
stalitgs it 1 hwir respractive ficlds
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whicl ihese N1Es were used is unclear. Between 1930 and 1952 ONE's
i jor effort dominated by production of estimates related to the Korea
War, particnlarly those involving annlyses of Soviet intentions.
T'he Office of Research and Reports

Tae estimates problem was only symptomatic of the Ageney’s
broader difliculties in intelligence production. By 1850 ORE had
become a directionless serviee organization. attempting to answer ve-
quirements levied by all agencies related to all manner of subjects—
politics. economies, seience, technology, ORE publications taok the
form of “backgrounders,™ conntry studies, surveys. and an occasional
estimate. In attemipting to do evervthing. it was conteibuting ntmost
nothing. On November 13, 14950, the same order that ereated ONE also
remauned ORE the Ofice of Researeh and Reports (ORR). and re-
defined the Ageney’s independent intelligence production mission.

The Duelles-Jackson-Corien Survey had recommended that out of
ORE a division be created to perform research services in fields
of common concern that might be nsefally performed centrally.
Specifieally. the report suggested the ficklds of science, technology., and
vconomics, ‘The report pointedly exeluded political research. which it
regarded ns the exclusive domain of the State Department’s Office of
Intelligrence Research. Onee again, having participated in the Survey
gronp. Jackson was disposed to implenient its recommendations.

The i=sue of responsibility for pnl‘ili-':zl research had been a source
of contention hetween ORE and State, which objected fo the Agency’s
use of its data to publish “Ageney™ simmations on subjects which
State belicved were appropriately its own and which were covered
i State’s own publieations, Jackson had already neeepted State's
cliims and was more than willing to concede oth the political re-
searel and coordination funetions (o the Department. In veiurn, the
Oflice of Research and Reports was to have responsibility for eco-
nenie researeh on the “Sovier Blae,”
There were three compotients of ORR: the Baxie Intelligence Di-
vision and Map Divicion. both of which were maintained intaet from
ORE. il the newly created Feonomie Research Area (KRN ). Basie
Intelligence hadd no resenvel funetion. 1t consisted of w coovdinating
and edating st inccharge of the prodoction of Nationa] Intelligenes
Surveys. eampendin of deseriptive information on nearly every coun-
tryin the world, which were of primary intere<t to war planning
ageneie= " The Map Divisioe consisted of geographers and cartogra-
Phersomost of whom were veterans of OSS, As the only foreign map
speciadistcin the government, the division provided government-wide
.‘\l‘l'\‘i('('.‘--
The Eccnomic Research e becuoe the forus of the Ageney's
re~eareh and analy<i effort, and the Ageney™ developuent of this
capability had o major inpact on military and  Strategic anad-
¥z of the Soviet Union in the decade of the Boevs, ERA Denefitted
chomously from Jackson’s ippointment of Max Millilian ax A-sistant
Director of ORRL A professor of economies at the Massachusetts Tn-
stitute of Teclimology., Millikan had participated in the Office of Price

"ORE had nssamed this funciion in 1945,
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Administration and War Shipping Administration during the war
and later served in the State Department’s Oflice of Intelligence
Research.

Millikan came to ORR in January 1951 and devoted his exclusive
attention to organizing ORRs cconomie intelligence effort, He di-
vided ERA into five areas: Materinls, Industrial, Strategie, lico-
nomic Rervices, and Eeonomic Analysis, and embarked on an extensive
recruitment program among graduate students in corresponding
specialtios. In July 1951, ORR personnel numbered 181, including the
Map and Basic Intelligence Divisions and some ORE personnel who
had been retained. By January 1952, when Millikan left to return
to MIT. ORRs strength had increased to 654, with all of that growth
in ERA. ORR continued to grow. and in February 1933, it employed
T86 persons,

This remarkable and perhaps excessive escalation was a result of
the redefinition ¢ F the Ageney's research and analysis mission and the
immediate pressures of the Korean War, Aithongh the Agency was
imited to ecanomte research, its inielligence had o service virtually
all levels of conmers, Unlike ONE, ORR's intelligence was never
intended to be directed to senior policymakers alone, Instead, ORR
was 10 respond to the requests of senior and middle-level officials
throughout the government, as well ie serving a coordinating fune-
tien. The breadth of ORR's clientele practically insured its size. In
addition. the fact that OKR was created at the height of the Korean
War, when the pressure for information was at a consistent peak,
and when budgetary constraints were minimal. meant that personnel
increases conld be justifica as casentinl to meet the intelligenee needs
of the war., After the war there was no effort te reduce the personnel
strength,

Despite ORR's agreement with State regarding jurisdiction for
political and cconomic intelligence, theve remained in 1951 fwrenty-
Faur qorernment departinents awd agencies producing ceonomiv intel-
figeaee. Part of ORR'S charge was to coordinate production on the
eWoviet Bloe.” In May 1951 the Economic Intelligence Committee
(E1C) was ereated as n subeommittee of the TAC, With interdepart-
mental representation, the EIC, under the chairmanship of the \ssis-
tant Director, ORI, was to insure that priorvity areas were established
among the agencies and that. wherever possible, duplication was
avoided.'”” The BIC also had a publieation funetion. It was to produce
reports providing “the best available forvign cconomic intelligence™
fron U8, Government agrenvies, The E1C papers we. . drafted in ORR
and put through the EIC machinery in much tae sanve way that
ONE praduced N1Es, Beeause of OKR's emerging expertise in eco-
nomie intelligence. it was able to exert a -lominant role in the coordi-
nation process and more importantly, on the substance of EIC
publications,

The Agency’s assumption of the economic researeh function and the
«cibseq tent eveation of the EIC is a prime example of the 1ll-founded
attempts to exert control over the departmental intelligence comno-
nents, While the Agency was given primary respongibility for ewo-

" Phe BIC Ineludsd representatives from State, Army, Navy, Afr Foree, CILA,
nnd the JO8 sat on the FIC,




22

nomic research on the “Soviet Bloe,” other departments still retained
their own intelligence capabilities o meet what they regarded as their
specific needs. Senior officials, particularly the military, continued to
rely on their departmental staffs to provide them with information.
The EIC thus served primarily as a gublication body. Yet the assign-
ment of a publication role to the EIC only contributed to the atready
flooded intclligence paper market withir: the government.

The fundamental problem was one of aceretion of additional fune-
tions without dismantling existing capabilities. To assume that a sec-
ond-level committee such as the EIC would impose real control and
direction on the entrenched bureaucratic interests of twenty-four gov-
ernment agencies was at best misplaced confidence and at worst fool-
hardy optimism. The problem grew worse over the next decade as
developments in science and technology created n wealth of new intel-
ligence eapabilities,

The Office of Curccnt Intelligence

Compietely contrary to its intended faneti 1 ORE had developed
into a current intelligence producer. The u ™ . kson-Correa Sur-
vey had sharply eriticized CLAs duplication of eurrent intelligence
produced Hy other Departments, principalty State. After his appoint-
ment as Depaty Director of Central Intelligence, Jackson intended
that CLY would completely abandon its current political intelligence
function. State’s Office of Intelligence Research would have its choice
of persounel not taken into ONE and ORR. and any former ORE
staff niembers not chosen would leave,

In spite of Jackson’s intention. all former ORE personnel staved on.
Those who did not join State, ONE, or ORR were first reassyrned the
task of publication of the Daily. Subsequently. they joined with the
small COMINT (communications intelligence) unit which had been
estnblished in 1948 to handle raw COMINT data from the Army. The
group was renamed the Office of Current Intelligence (QCT) on Janu-
wry 12. 1951, Drawing on COMINT und State Department informa-
tion. OCI began producing the Curvent Intellige nee Bulletin which
replaced the Daily. As ef January 1951 this was to be its onty func-
tion—collating data for the daily CTA publication,

Interne! demands soon developed for the Ag~iey to engage in cuy-
vent politice]l research. Tmmediately following the disbandiaent of
CTA’s currenv politicial intelligence functions. the Agency's clandes-
tine components insisted on CLA-originated resenrch support. They
feared that the security of their operations would be jeopardized
by having to rely on the State Department, As a result of ‘ieir re-
quests, OCT developed into an incloppmlvn! political reseas 1 orga-
nization. Although OCI began by providing research support only
to the Agency’s clandextine components. it gradually vxtomll:wl its in-
telligence function to service the requests of ot her Departments, Thus,
the personnel which Jackson never intended to rehive and the orga-

nization which was not te exist had survived and reacquired its pre-
vious function,

The Office of Seientifie Tntelligenee

The Office of Scientific Intelligence (O81) had been ereated in 1949,
anid like other CLA components, had confronted military resistance
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to the execution of its coos dination role** OSI's real conflict with the
military lay with the division of responsitility for the production of
seientific and technical intelligence. The chief 1ssue was the distinction
hetween intelligence relating to weapons and means of warfare already
reduced to known protorypes and intelligence at the pilot-plant stage,
anterior to prototypes. The military resisted OXEs intrusion into the
first aren and fundamentally, wished to vesteiet OS5I to research in the
basic sciences,

In August 1952 the military succeeded in making tie distinetion in
an agreement which stipulated that the serviees wounld have primary
responsibility for the production of intelligence on all weapons,
\\'cu}mns systems, militavy equipment and techniques in additien to
intelligence on research and developr.ent leading to new military
material and technigques. OSI assumed primary responsibility for re-
search in the basic sciences. seientific resources and medicine. Initially,
this order had a devastating effect on the morale of OSI analysts.
They regarded the distinetion which the military -had drawn as arti-
ficial. since it did not take into account the inextricable links between
basic scientific rescurch and military and weapons systems rescarch.
Ultimately, the agreement imposed few restraints on OS1. With tech-
nological advances in the ensning years, OSI developed its own capa-
bility for intelligence on weapons svstems technology and eentinned
to <hallenge the military on the issue of basic sclence-technology
research,

The OSI-military agreement included a provision for the creation
of the Scientific Estimates Committee (SIEC)Y which, like the J1C, was
to serve as n coordinating body as well as a publication source for inter-
agency scientific intelligence, Like the EIC. the SEC represented a
feeble effort at coordination and a source for yet another publication.

In January 1952, CTASs intelligence functions were grouped under
the Dircctorate for Intelligence (DDI). In addition to ONE, the
DDI's intelligence production components included @ the Oflice of
Research and Reports (ORR). the Office of Neientitic Intelligence
(O8&1), and the Office of Current Intelligence (OQCT). Collection of
overt information was the responsibility of the Office of Operations
(00). The Office of Collection and Disseminntion {OCT)) engaged in
the distribution of intelligence as well as storage and retrieval of
unevaluated intelligence.

The immediate press -res for information generated by the Korean
War resulted in continued esealation in size and intelligence produe-
tion, Government-wide demand= for the Ageney to provide informa-
tion on Commmnist. intentions in the Far Iast and around the world
instified the inereases. By the end of 1953 DD personnel numbered
A8, Despite the sweeping changes, the fundamental problem of
duplieation among the Agency and the Departments remained. Smith
and Juckson had painstakingly rvedefined the Agency’s intelligence
functions. yet the Ageney’s position among the departmental intel-
ligence services wax =dll at the merey of other intelligence
producers,

W OSIs creation wax prompted by the Dullex-, sekson-Corren 8urvey’s evalua.
tion of the poor state of selentifle intelligence In the CTA.
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C. Depurtmental [ntelligence Aetivities

Apart from their role in the production of coordinated national
estinmtes C1G and CLA were intended to exercise some direction over
the intelligerce activities of the State Department and *he military—
determining which collection and production functions would most
appropriately a1 most efliciently be conducted by which Departments
to svoud dunlieation,

The mtention of CIA's responsibility in this area was essentially
a management function. The «xtent (o which Souers. Tlillenkoetter,
Vandenberyg and Bedell Smith saw this as a primary rvole is diflicult
to determine, Each DCT was concerned with extracting the coopera-
tion of the Departments in the production of national intelligence.
That wasadiflicult enougl. task,

A majorr problem related to the coordination of departmental
activities was the role of the Director of Central Intelligence, speeifi-
cally his relationship to the military intelligrence chiefs, The Director
had no desigmated authority over either the departmental intelligence
components or over the departmental intelligenee chicfs,™** Thus, he
cnld not exert any real pressure on beliadf of the Ageney and its
abjectives. Confronted with objections o a challenge from the Army
-2 Caief, for example, the Direetor had no basis on which to press his
arzuments or preferences exeept in terms of the Ageney’s overall
mtsston. This give him Bittle o0 no leverage, for the intelligenee chiefs
conld appeal te their Department heads. who served as the TYCI's
supervisors, The military chicfs of intelligence and the military stafls
actod o way which assaneed that the DOT was one among cquals-—
or less,

By the end of Iis teem Vandenberg had beeome convineed that the
enby means by which CEG could accomplish its coordination mission
vis throwgeh control of the depavtmental intelligence agencies, Ap-
rropching the Intelligenee Advisory Bonrd, Vaeleaberg asked that
they geant the DCT anthorvity to act as *exeentive agent™ for the de-
partinental secretaries v matters related to intelligrence, In effeet, the
DT was to he given authosity for supervision of the departmental
intelligence components, The TAIY approved Vandenberg's request
and drafted an agreement providine for the DCTs inereased an-
thority. However, Hillenkovtier preferred not to press for its ennet-
ment and instead, hoped to rely on dav-to-day cooperation. By failing
to act on Vandenberg's initiative, Tillenkeetter undermined the posi-
tionof the DOT in relation to the Departimerts,

Consideratior of the 1947 Nationg ! Security Aet by the Congress
was accompanied by aet’ et on i the Executive about the
newly constituted Central snteMigence Aygeney. The DCT's velation-
hip to the departiental intellicence components, the Departiments’
amuthority over the Ageney, md the Depmrtments” roles in the prodae-
tion of national intelligenee continued to be =ources of contention.
The fundumental issue remined one of control and jurisdiction : how
much wonld the CTA gain and how wuch wonkd the Departments be
willing to concede !

™ Thretigh the TTHT Act the DO wis granted the eighd to “Inspect™ the intelli-
geh e compuinents of the Depavtments, bt the bureaueratie value of that right
wirs Timfted and DT have tradditionally not invoked it
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As the bill touk shape, the Departments resented the DOCI's stated
role ns inteiligence advisor to the NS('. thercby responsible to the
President. Tho military intelligence chiefs, Inglis of the Navy and
Chamberlin of the Army. favored continuation of the InteMigence
Advisory Board. They advecated providing it with authority to grant
approval or dissent for recommendation:s before they reached the NS(.
I enacted, this arrangement would have given the Departments veto
power over the Agency and, in cifect, wonld have made the IAB the
advisory body to the NSC.

Robert Lovett, Acting Secretary of State, made a similar recom-
mendation. He proposed an advisory board to insure “prior considera-
tion by the chiefs of the intelligence scrvices™ for matters scheduled
‘0 go before the NSC. The positions of both Lovett and the military
reflected the reluctance of tie o patments to give the CLA the pri-
mary intelligence advisory rale forsenior policymakers.

More specifically, the Departments themselves resisted conceding a
divect relationship between the President and the 15C1 Such an ar-
rangement was perceived as limiting and threatening  the Seere-
turies’ own advisory relationships to the President.

Bet ween 1946 and T, in an effort to curb the independence of the
DCT, the military considered saceessive picees of legislation vestrict-
ing the Director’s position te military careerists. Whether the at-
tempted legislation was prompted by the concern over eivilian aceess
to military intelligence or by a desire to gain control of the Agency
18 unknown. In either ense, the Departments were tenacionsly pro-
tecting what they perceived to be their best interests.

In spite of continned resistance by the Departments the National
Security Act affirmed the ('I.\'s role in coordinatingr the intelligence
activities of the State Depariment and the military. In 1047 the In-
telligence Advisory Committee (IAC) was created to serve as a co-
ovdinating body in establishing intelligence requirements *® among the
Departments. Chaired by the DCL the 1AC included representatives
from the Department of State. Army. Air Foree, the Jont Chiefs of
Staft, and the Atomic Fnergy Conmnission.® Although the DCT was
to “establish priorities” for intelligence collection an! analysis, he
did not have the budgetary or administrative authority to control the
departmental components, Moreover, no Department was willing to
compromise what it J)er(-vivod as its own intelligence needs to meet
the collective needs of policymakers ax defined by the DC1.

1", Clindestine Aetivitien
A. Orizins of Covert Action

The concept of a central intelligence ngeney developed ont of a con-
cern for the quality of intelligence annlysis available to policymikers.
The 1945 discussion which surrounded the creation of CIG focused
on the problem of intelligence coordination. T'wo years later debates
on the CITA in the Congress and the Executive assumed only the co-
ordination role ajong with intelligence collection (both overt and
clandestine) and analysis for the newly constituted Agency.

* Reguirements constititte the informational objectives of Intelligones eelliae
tion, ez, in IHT determbning Soviet troop strengths in Fastern Lurope.
=aote: WHD the erention of the CLA nmd NTA and the LAD were dissolvel.



Yet, within one year of the passage of the National Security Act,
the CIA was charged with the conduct of covert psychological, po-
litical, paramilitary, and «conomie activities,”* ‘Fhe acquisition of this
mission had a profound impact en the direction of the Agency and.
on its relative stature within the government,

The precedent for covert activities existed in (O8S, The clandestine
collection capability had been preserved through the Strategic Serv-
ices Unit, whose responsibilities C1(i absorbed in June 1946, The
mitintenance of that capability and its presence in (1A contributed to
the Agency's ultimate assumption of n covert operational role.

The United States, initintion of covert operations is usually associ-
ated with the 1945 Western European elections. It is trne that this was
the first officially recorded evidence of U.S. covert political intervention
abroad. However, American policymakers iind !ﬂl‘illll]ﬂti‘d J+lans for
eovert action—at first covert psychological action—mnch earvlier. De-
cisions regarding U.X, sponsorship of clandestine activities were grl-
ual but consistent, spurred on by the growing concern over Soviet
intentions,

By late M6, cabinet officinls were preocenpivd with the Soviet
threat. and over the next year their fears inteusified. For U5, policy-
makers. international events seemed to be a sequence of Soviet ineur-
stons. In March 16, the Noviet Union refused to withdraw its
troops from the Deanian provinee of Azerbaijun; two months later
civil war involving Communist rebel forces crupted in Greece, By 1947,
Communists had assiumed power in Poland. l{ungur_v. and Rumania.
and in the Phillipines the government was under attack by the Huk-
balahaps, a communist-led guerritla group.

For U8, officials. the pereeption of the Soviet Union as a global
threat demmnded new mades of conduet in foreign policy to supple-
ment the traditional alternatives of diplonmey and war, Massive eco-
nomic aid represented one new method of achieving U.S, foreigm policy
objectives. In 147, the United States embarked on an IIllpl'l‘('l‘(‘l‘llf(‘ll
economic assistance progeam to FKurope with the Truman Doctrine
and the Marshall Pl By insuring economie stahility, U8, oflicials
hoped to limit Soviet encroachiments. Covert operations represented
another, move netivist departare in the comdnet of U8, peacetime for.
eign policy. Covert action was an option that was something more
than diplomaey but still short of war, A such, it held the promise of
frastrating Soviet ambitions without provoking open conificet.

The suggestion for the initiation of covert operations did not origi-
nate in CIG. Sometime inate 1846, Secretary of Way Robert Patterson
suggested to Forrestal that military and eivilian personnel study this
form of war for future use, What prompted Patterson’s suggestion is
unelerr, However, from Patterson’s suggrestion policymakers proceeded
to consider the lnes of authority for the conduet of psyehological
aperations. Diseussion took place in the State-War-Navy Coordinating
Committee (SWXNCC), whose members inclided the Seceretaries of the

2 peyehologglenl operations were primarily medin-relnted activities, ineluding
wnatreibuted puldleations, forgeries, aml «absidization of publications: polttical
aetion Involved expleitation of dispossessed persons nnd defectors, gl sapport
to politlen) porties: parmandlitary activities inctuded <upport to guereidlnz and
stbotages ;s econemje aetivities conststed of monetary operations,
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three Departments, Byrnes, Patterson and Forrestal.* In December
1946, 2 SWNCC subcommittee formulated guidelines for the conduct
of psychological warfare in pencetime and wartime** The full
SWXCC adopted the recommendation lnter that month.

Digcussion continued within the Executive in the spring and summer
of 1947, I'rom all indications, only senior-level officials weve involved,
and the discussions were closely held, From establishing guidelines for
the possibility of psychelogicul warfure, policvmakers procecded to
contingency planning. On April 30, 1947, a SWNCC subcommittee was
organized to eonsider and actually plan for a U.S. psychological war-
fare effort. On June 5. 1947, the subcommittee was accorded a degice
of permanency and renamed the Special Studies and Evaluations Sub-
committee. By this time. the fact that the U, wounld engaye in covert
operations was a given: what renmined were decisions about the orga-
nizational arrangements and actual inplementation. Senior officials
had moved from the point of (‘()Il(‘l'])(ll:l{imlfiﬂll. 1o determination of
speeific need. Yet it is not clear whether or not they had in mind specific
activities geared to specific countries or events,

In the fall of 1947 policymakers engaged in a series of discussions
on the assignment of responsibility for the conduer of covert opera-
tions. There was no ready consensns and a vaviety of opinions enierged.
DCT Hillenkoetter had his own views on the subject. Sometime in
October 1947 he recommended “virally needed psyehologieal opera-
tions™-—again in general terims without reference to specific countries
or groups—imt believed that such activities were military rather than
intelligence  functions and therefore belonged in an organization
responsible to the JOS. Hillenkoetter alzo believed congressional au-
thorization would be necessary both for the initiation of psychological
warfare and for the expenditure of funds for that purpose, Whatever
Hillenkoetter's views on the appropriate authorization for a psyclo-
logical warfare funetion, his opinions were undonbtediy influenced by
the difficulties he had experienced in dealing with the Departients.
It is likely that he feared CEAs zequisition of an operations] capa-
bility wounld precipitate similar problems of departmental elaims on
the Ageney’s operational functions, Hillenkoetter's stated preferences
had no apparent impact on the outcome of the psychologicul warfare
debate,

Within a few weeks of Hillenkeetter's statement. Fovrestal. the See-
retavies of the Army, Navy, and Air Foree, nlong with the JON, ad-
vanced their recommendations vegarding the appropriate ovganiza-
tion to conduct covert psychologienl warfare. In a proposal dated
November 4, they held that propaganda of wll kinds was a funetion of
the State Departinent and that an As=istant Secvetary of State in
consultation with the DCT and a military representative should be
responsible for the operations,

2 QWNCE was established lnte in 1944 us an dudetal attempt at mare centralized
declionmaking.

By peacettne, psyeholosien]l warfitre woull e directed by an interdepart-
mentat subeommittes of SWXCC with the approval of 10 JC8 amd the National
Intelligence Authority, Daring war, 5 Director of Bsychologlenl Warfure would
assttoe primnrey  responstbility under o centeal commnitfes rexpeshisible (o the
Prestient, The committer wenld copsist of representutives from the SWNCC
und froa U106,

M2H 0. M-
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On November 24, President Truman approved the November  ree-
oinmendation, assigning psychological warfare coordination to the
Seeretary of State. Within three weeks, the decision was reversed.
Despite the weight of numbers favoring State Department control.
the objections of Secretary of State George Marzhall eliminated the
option advanced by the other Neceretaries. Marshall opposed State
Department responsibility for covert acticn. He was vehement on the
point and believed that such activities, if exposed as State Depurt-
ment actions, would embarreass the Depart nent amd diseredit Ameri-
can foreign poliey both short-term and loag-term.

Apart from his position ag Secretary of fsiate, the impact of Mar-
shabls argument devived from the more general influence he exerted
at the time. Marshall had cmerged from the war as one of Ameriea's
“silent heroes.” To the public, he was a guiet. taciturr., almost unim-
pressive figure, but us the Army Chief of Stafl’ during the war, he
Fad gined the universal respect of his civilian and military col-
leagraes for his commitment, personal integerity. and ability.

In the transition from military officer to diplomat. he had developed
a strong serse that che Uaited States would have to adopt an activist
role agminst the Seviet Union, Timmediately after his appointent as
Secretary in Febriary 187, he played a key role in the decision 1o aid
Greece and Turkey and quickty after, in June 1M7, announced the
sweeping Europran economie recovery program which bore his name.
It was out of concern for the success and credibility of the [nited
States" recently artienlated econcmic program that Marshall objected
to State Deparanent conduct of covert action. Marshall favored plac-
inge covert activities outside the Department. but still subject to guid-
ance fro:. the Seeretary of State.

Muarshall’s objections prevailed, and on December 14 the National
Security Counceil adopted NSC £/A, a divective which pave the CTA
responsibility  for covert psychologienl operations, The DCIT waes
charged with ensuring that psychologieal operations were consistent
with T7.8. foreign policy and overt foreign information activities, On
December 22 the Specinl Procedures Group was established within the
ClAs Office of Special Operations 1o earry  out  psyehologieal
nperations.

Although Marshall’s position prevented State from conducting psy-
chological warfare, it does nat explain why the CTA was charged with
the respongibility. The debate which ensued in 1947 after the agree-
ment on the reed for psychologieal warfarve had foensed on control and
respongibility, At issue were the questions of who would plan. direct,
and oversee the actual operations,

State and the military wanted to maintain confrol over coverd
psvehologieal operations, hut they did not want to assume operational
responsibility. The sensiuive nature of the operations made the De-
prrtments fear exposiure of their association with the activities, The
CLA offr0 0 advantages as the organization to exeente covert opera-
tions. Indeed, in 17 one-third of the CLA s personnel had served with
085, The presence of former O8NS petsonnel, whe hald experiense
in wartime operations, provided the Ageney with a group of individ-
mals who eodd gquickly develop and implement  programs. Tl js,
coupled with its overseas logistical apparatus, gave the Ageuey
norendy eapability, Tn addition. the Ageney also possessed a sy-tem
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of unvouchered funds for its clandestine collection mission, which
meant that there was no need to approach Congress for separate ap-
propriations. With the Departinents wawilling to assume the risks
mvolved in eovert activities, the CTA provided & convenient
mechanism.

During the next six months psychologienl operations were initiated
in Central and Eastern Enrope. The activities wero both limited and
amateur and consisted of unattributed publieations, radio broadcasts,
and blackmail. By 1948 the Specinl Procedures Group had acquired
a radio trapsmitter for broadensting behind the Tron Curtain. had
sstablished a soevet propagamda printing plunt in Gersany., and had
Legun assembling a fleet of halloons to diop propaganda materials into
Fastern Furopean countries,

Both internally and externally the pressure cont inned  for an
expansion in the seope of US, covert retivity. The initial definition
of covert action hadd been limited to covert. psychalogical warfare, In
May 1848, George T, Kennan, Director of the State Department’s
Policy Planning Staff, advoeated the development of a covert political
action eapability. The distinetion at that time was an important and
venl one. Political action meant diveet intervention in the electoral
processes of foreign governments rather than attempts to influence
public opinion through media activities,

Internations! events gave foree to Kennan's proposal. In Febroary
1048, Comumunists staged a suceessful coup m Czechoslovakia, At
the same time, France and 1taly were beleaguered by a wave of Com-
munist-inspired sirikes. In March 1045, near hysteria gripped the
1.5, Government with the so-culled “war seare,” The crisis was pre-
cipitated by a cable from General Lucius Clay., Commander in Chief,
European Command. to Lt. General Stephen J. Chaumberlin, Director
of Intelligence, Army General Staff. in which Clay said. “T have
felt u subtle change in Moviet attitude which T cannot define but which
now gives me a feeling that it [war] nay come with dramatic
suddenness.”

The war seare lnunched a series of interdepartnental intelligence
estimates on the likelihond of & Soviet attack on Western Europe
and the United States. Although the estimates concluded that there
was no evidenee that the U.S.8.R. wonkd start a war, Clay’s eable had
articulated the degree of suspicion and outright fear of the Soviet
Union that was shared by policymakers at this time. Kennan pro-
posed that State, apecifieally the Policy Planning Stafl, have a “di-
rectorate™ for overt aml covert politieal warfare, The director of the
Special Studies Group, as Kennan named it would be under State
Departuient control, but not formally assovinted with the Department.
Instend. he would have concealed finds and personnel elsewhere, and
his small staff of cight people would be compriged of representatives
from State and Defense.

Kennan's concept. and statement of function were endorsed by the
N&C. Tn June 1948, one month after his proposal, the NSC adopted
NSC 10/2, a directive authorizing n dramatic increase in the range of
covert operations directed agminst the Soviet Union. ineluding political
warfare, economie warfare, and paramilitary activities.
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While authorizing a sweeping expansion in covert activities, N8C
14/2 established the Oflice of Special Projects, soon renamed the Offiee
of Policy Coordination (QOPC), within the CLA to replace the Special
Procedures Group. As a CIA component OPC was an anomaly. OPC'R
budget and personnel were appropriated within CTA allocations, but
the DCT had tittle nethority in determining OPCs wetivities, Responsi-
hility for the direction of OPC rested with the Office’s divector, desig-
nated by the Secrotary of State. Policy praidance—decisions on the
need for specifie activities—eame to the OPC divector from State and
Defense, hypassing the DCT.

The organizationn! arrangements established in 1948 for the conduct
of covert operations reflected both the concept of covert action ax de-
fined by 1S _officials and the perception of the CT.\ as an institution,
Both the activities and the institution were regarded as extensions of
State and the military serviees, The Departments (essentinlly the
NS defined UK, poliey objectives: covert action yepresented one
means of attalning those objectives: and the C'TA excented the oper-
ations.

In a conversation on August 12, 1945, Uillenkoetter, Kennar, and
Sidney Soners diseussed the implementation of NSC 10/A, The sum-
mary of the conversation re\'t-a\s policvinakers firm expectation that
covert political action would serve strictly as a support Tunction for
U5, forcign and military policy and that State and the services wonld
define the scope of covert netivities in speeifie terms. The snmmavies
of the participants® statements as eited in o CLA history bear quoting
at length:

Mr. Kennan made the point that as the State Department’s
designated vepresentative he would want to have specific
knowledge of the cbjectives of every operation and also of
the precedures and methads emploved in all eases where those
procedures and methods involved political decigions.

Mr. Souers indicated bis agreement with Mr. Kennan’s
thesis and stated specifically that it has been the intention of
the National Seeurity Council in preparing the uocument
that it should reflect the recognition of the principle that the
Departinents of State and the National Military Fstablish-
ment are responsible for the vonduct of the activities of the
Office of Special Projects, with the Department of State tak-
ing preeminence in tilne of peace and th: National Military
Establishment succeeding the pre-eminent position in war-
time,

Admiral Tillenkoetter wrreed wvith Mr. ennan's state-
ment that the politieal wavfare activiry shoald be conducted
as an instrument of 1.8, fareign poliex and subject in peace-
time to dirveet gnidanee by the State Departinent,

Mr. Kennan agreed that it was necessary that the State
Department assuine responsibility for stating whether or not
individual projects ave politically desivable and sinted that
as the State Department’s designated representative he would
he accountable for providing such decisions.

Likewise. refl «ting on his intentions and those of his collengties in
148, Kennan recently stuted :
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. .. we were alarmedl at the inronds of the Russian influence
in Western Europe beyond the point where the Russian troops
ind reached. And we were alarn:> ) particularly over the situ-
ation in France and Ttaly. We fel. ilial the Communists were
using the very extensive funds thac they then had in hand
to gain control of key elements of life in France and Italy,
particularly the publishing compunies, the press, the labor
unions, student organizations, won:en’s organizations, and all
sort of organizations of that sort, to gain contvol of them and
use them as front organizations, . . .

That was just one example that I recall of why we thought
that we ought to have some facifity for covert
operations. . . .

. .. It ended np with the estublishment within CIA of a
Eranch. an office flor activities of this nature, and one which
emploved a great many people. It did not work out at all the
way I had conceived it or others of my associates in the De-
partinent of State. We hnd thought that this would be a
facility which could be used when and if an occasion arose
when it might be needed. There might be years when we
wonldn’t have to do anything like this. Bul if the occasion
arose we wanted somebody in the Government who would
have the funds, the experience, the expertise to do these things
and to do them in a proper way®

Clearly. in recommending the development of a covert action capa-
bility in 1948, policymakers intended to make available a small con-
tingency force that could mount sperations on & limited basis. Senior
officials did not plan to de:clop large-scale continuing covert opera-
tions. Instead, they hoped to establish a small capability that could be
activated at their discretion.

B. The Nffice of Polivy Coordination, 1948-1952

OPC developed into a far different organization from that envisioned
by Forrestal, Marshall. and Kennan in August 1948, By 1952, when it
merged with the Ageney’s elandestine collection component, the Office
of Special Operations, OPC' had expanded its activities to include
worldwide covert operations, and it had achieved an institntional inde-
pendenea that was unimaginable at the time of its inception.

The eutbreak of the Korean War in the summer of 1950 had a sig-
nifieant effect on OPC, Following the North Korean invasion of South
Koren, the sState Department as well as the Joint Chiefs of Staff
reconuended the initintion of paramilitary activities in orea nnd
China. OPC's purticipation in the war effort contributed to its trans-
formation from an organization that was to provide the capability for
n limited number of ad hoe operations to an organization that con-
ducted continuing, ongoing activities on a massive scale, In concept,
manpower. budget, and scope of activities, OPC gsimply skyrocketed.
The comparative fignres for 1919 and 1952 are staggering. In 1849
0P total personnel strength was 302 in 1952 it was 2,812 plus 3,142
overseas contract personnel, In 1949 O'(M's budget figure was $4.700,-
00 in 1952 it was $82,000,000, In 1949 OPC had personnel assighed

 Goorge 1. Kennan testimony, (etobior 2%, 1075, pp. H-10
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to seven oversens stations; in 1052 OPC had personnel at forty-seven
stations,

Apart from the impetus provided by the Korean War several other
factors converged to alter the nature and scale of OPC's activitic..
Fust, policy direstion took the forin of condoning and fostering
activity without providing serutiny and control. Oflicials throughout
the government regarded the Soviet Union as an aggressive toree,
and OP("s activities were initiated and justified on the basis of this
shared perception. The series of NSO directives which authorized
covert operations Inid out brond objectives and stated in bold terms
the necessity for meeting the Soviet challenge hoad on, After the first
148 directive authorizing covert action, subsequent diveetives in 1950
and 1951 called for an intensification of these activities without es-
tablishing firm guidelines for approval.

On April 14 1950, the National Security Council issued N3C Gx,
which called for a non-military counter-offensive against the U.S.8.R.,
including covert cconomie, political, and psychological warfare to
stir up unrest and revolt in the satellite countries. .\ nwmo written
in November 1951 commented on the fact that such broad and com-
prehensive undertakings as delineated by the NSC could only be
accomplished by the establishinent of a worldwide structure for covert
operations on a much grander scale than QPC had previously con-
templated. The memo stated:

It would be a task similar in coneept, magnitude and com-
plexity to the creation of widely deployved military forces
together with the Jogistical support required to conduct
manifold, complex and delicate operations in a wide variety

of overseas locations,

On Oetober 21, 1951 NSC 1075 replaced NSC 10,2 as the governing
directive for covert action. It once again catled for an intensification
of covert netion and reaflirmed the responsibility of the DCL in the
conduct of covert operatiens. iach of these policy directives provided
the broudest justification for lurge-scale covert activity.

Second, O operations had to seet the very different policy needs
of the State and Defense Departments. The State Department en-
couraged political action and propaganda activities te support its
diplomatic objectives, while the Defense Department requested para-
military activities to support. the Korean War effort and to counter
communist-associnted guerrillas. These distinet inissions required
OPC to develop and nmintain different capabilities, in-luding wan-
power ml support. material.

The thind factor contributing to OPC"s expansion was the organiza-
tionnl arrangements that created an internal demand for projects.
The decision to undertake covert politival action and to lodge that
responsibility in o group distinet from the Departments requived the
creation of n permanent structure. OI*C required regular funding to
train and pay personnel, to maintain overseas stations (and provide
for the supporting apparatus), and to earry out specific projects. That
funding could not be provided on an ed hec busis. 1t had to be budgeted
for in advance. With budgeting cune the need for ongoing activities
to justify future ullocations--rather than leaving the flexibility of
responding to specific requirements,
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To fulfill the different State and Defense requirements OPC
adopted a “project” system rather than a programmed financia! sys-
term.. This meant that operations were organized around projects—in-
dividual aetivities, e.g, funding to a political candidate—rather than
general programs or policy objectives, and that OPC budgeted in
terins of anticipated numbers of projects. The project system had im-
portant internal effeets. An individual within OI'C judged his own
performance, and wus judged by others, on the importance and num-
ber of projects he initinted and managed. The result was competi-
tion gmwong individuals and among the OPC divisions to generate the
muximum number of projects. Projects remained the fendamental
units around which clandestine activities were organized, and two
generations of Agency personnel have been conditioned by this system.

The interaction among the OPC components reflected the internal
competition that the project system genervated, OPC was divided be-
tween field personnel stationed overscus and Headquarters personnel
stationed in Washington, Sphit imto four functional stafls (dealing
with political warfare, psyvehological warfave, paramilitary opera-
tions and econotnic warfare) and six geographical divisions, Iead-
suarters was to retain close control over the initiation and imple-
mentation of projects to insure close policy coordinution with Htate
and Defense, Field stations were to serve only as standing mechanisms
for the performance of tasks assigned from Washington.

The specific relationship between the functional staifs, the geograph-
ient divisions and the overseas stations was intended to be as follows:
With puidanee from the NS, the stafls would generate project out-
lines for the divisions, In tuen, the divisions would provide their ve-
spective overseas stations with detailed instiuctions cn project action.
Very soon, however. each of the three components was attempting to
control project activities. Within the functional stafls Hroprietary at-
titudes developed toward particular projects at the point when the
recions) divisions were to take them over, The stails were reluctant
tor adopt an administrative support role with respeet to the divisions
in the way that was intended. Thus, the staffs and the divisions began
to look upon each other as competitors rather than joint participants,
Iiv Novemnber IHD an internal study of OPC coneluded that :

.« . the present organization makes for duplication of effort
ang an extensive amount of unneces=ary coordination and
competition rather than cooperation and teamwork. , .,

A rearganization in 1950 attempted to reetify the problem by us-
=tgning responsibility for planning single-country operations to the.
appropriate geographical division. This meant that the divisions as-
stiined real operational control, The stafls were responsible for coordi-
nating multiple coantry operations as well as providing the gaidatce
functioin. In principle the stafls were to be relegated to the support role
they were intended to serve, However, the break was never complete,
The distinetions thenselves were artificial, awd stafls seized o *0n0
authority over aultiple country activities to taintain an operaion
role in such areas ns labwor operations, This tension between the siafls
and the divisions eontinued through the hute 1960% qs some stafls
achieved maximum operational independence, The situation is a com-
mentary on the project orientation which originated with OPC and
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the recognition that promotion and rewards were derived from proj-
ect management—not from disembodied guidance activities.

The relationship between Washington and the field was subject to
pressures simi'ar to those that influenced the interaction between the
divisions and the stafls. Predictably. Held personnel began to develop
their own perspective on suitable operations and their mode of conduct,
Being “there™, ficld personnei could and did arprue that theirs was the
most realistic and accurate view. Gradually, as the nwinber of overseas
personne! grew and as the nunber of stations increased, the stations
assuiied the initiative in project development.

The regional divisions at Headquarters tended to assume an ad-
ministrative support role but stll vetained approval authovity for
projects of particular sensitivity and cost, The :-_aLift in initiative fisst
from the <taffx to the divisions, then to the stations. affected the rela-
tive desirability of assignments. Since fulfillment of the OPC mission
was measured in terms of project development and mgnagement. the
sougcht-after places were those where the projects originated. Indi-
vidnals who were wsigned those places rose quickly within the Direc-
torate.

. Policy &uidance

Responsibility for coordination with the State and Defense Depart-
nients rested with Frank G, Wisner, appointed Assistant THeector for
Poliey Cocrdination (ADPCY on September 1185, Deoserilwed almost
unanimously by those who worked with him as “brilliant,” Wisner
possessed the operational instinets, the activist temperament, and the
sheer physieal energy required to develop and establish OPC as an
oraanization. Wisner alzo had the advintages of 'ndependemt wealth
and professionnl and social contacts which he employved skillinlly in
advaneing OI'("s position within the Washington burcaueracy,

Wisner was born inte a prominent Southern famnily and distin-
gaished himself as an undergenduate and a law student at the Uni-
versity ef Virgmia. Following law school, Wisner joined a Now York
Iaw firm where he stayed for seven years. After o brief stint in the
Navy, Wisner was assigned to OSS and spent part ot his time serving
undder Alien Butles in Wieshaden, Germany. At the end of the war
he returned to law practice, but left again in 1947 to aceept the post
of Deputy 1o the Assiorant Secretary of State for Oceupicd Areas. It
wiz from this position ihat Visner was tapped to be ADDPC,

Althongh the stiptlation « . NSC 1002 that the Seeretary of State
designate the A DPC was infended to insure the ADIC's primary iden-
tification witl: ®eate, that 1 not ocenr. Wisner quickly developed an
mstitntion:? wovalty to OPC and its inission and deew on the web of
New York faw firm connections that existed in postwar Washington
as well as on his State Department ties to gain support for Qs
activilies,

The guidanee that State and Defense provided OPC beeame very
gencral and allowed the maximunm opportunity  for project de-
velopment. Approxinately onee a week Wisner met with the desig-
mited representatives of State and Defense, Given that Kennan had
been a prime mover in the establishwent of OPC, it was unlikely that
as the State Departiient’s designated vepresentative from 194s 1o 1950
he wonld disconrnge the overall direetion of the organization be had
helped create, From 1948 to 1919 Defense was represented by Genera!
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Joseph 'T. M~Narney, the former Commander of i8S, Forces in
Lurope. Having stood “eyveball to exeball” with the Russians in Ger-
many, MeNarmwey was highly sympathetic to the OPC missior.

With the broad objectives %{lil out in NSC 10/2, the means of
implementation were left to OPC. The representatives were not an
approval body, and there was no formal mechanism whereby individ-
unl projects had to be brought before them for discussion. Because it
was assumed that covert action would be exceptional, striet provisions
for specific project authorization were not considered necessary., With
minimal supervision from State and Defease and with a shared agnee-
ment on the nature of the OPC mission. individuals in OPC could
tale the initintive in conceiving and implementing projects. In this
context, operational tasks, prosonnel. money and muterial tended to
grow i relation to one another with lictle outside oversight,

In 1051 DO Walter Bedell Smith took the initiative in requesting
more specilic high-level poliey direction. kn May of that yvear, aftera
review of NSC 63, Smith sought a clarifieation of the OPC mission
from the NSC # Ina paper dated May 8, 1951, entitled the “Scope and
I*ace of Covert Operations™ Smith called for NSC restatement or re-
determination of the several responsibilities and authorities irvolved
in {78, covert operations. More nnportantly. Snith proposed that the
newly created Psyehologieal Sorategy Bonrd provide CIA guidanee
on the conduet of covert operations.?

The NSC adopted Smith's propesal making the Psyehological
Mtratepy Bourd 1he approval holy for covert action, The hody that
had been responsible for exercising guidance over the CLA had re-
ceived it from the DO Whatever the dimensions of the growth in
OPC operations, the N8SC Lael not attempted to limit the expansion.

1 0P Activities

At the outset OPC activities were directed toward four principal
operational areas: rofugee programs, labor activities, media develop-
ment. and political action. Geographically, the area of conecentration
was Western Europe. There were two reazons for this, IFirst, Western
Kurope was the area deemed most vulnerable to Communist eneroach-
ment : and second, until 1950 Loth CLA (O8SO)) ana OPC were exeluded
from the Far East by Geperal Douglas Mac A rthar, who refused to con-
cede any jurisdiction to the civilian intelligence ageney in the Pacific
theater—jast as he had deae with OSS during the war,

O inherited programs from both the Special Procedures Group
(S1G) and the Eeonomie Cooperation Administeation (ECA). After
the issuance of NSO 10,2 SIPG turned over to OPC all of its resourees,
inclwhing an nnexpended budget of over $2 million, & small stail. and
its conmunications equipment. In addition to SPGs propagmnda ae-
tivities OPC aequired the £OCA fledgling Iabor projects as well as
the aceompanying fundx, Foreign labor operations continmed and be-

S Raon after lis appeintment s DCL in October 1850, Smith sueceeded in hav-
sz O pliaead directly ander the juzisdiction of the DCL mnking Wistier re-
s ponsible to him rather thige to the PDepartment of State and Defense, See pp. 37—
A=

T rhe Prychologicat Steategy Bonrd (1883 wax an NRC subeommittee extnh-
tixiied on April 4, 1951 to exereise dircetion over psyehologient warfare programs.
Ha memberstiip ineloded departmental representitives amd PRSI staff members,
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cune a major focus of CIA activity on n worldwide basis throughout
the 1950°s and into the mid-1960’s,

The national elections in Kurope in 1948 had been a primar
motivation in the establishment of OPC. By channcling fundz;
to center parties and developing medin assets, OPC attempted to in-
flucnce clection results—wiih considerable success. These activities
fornusd the basis for covert noliticul action for the next twenty years.
By 1952 approximately forty different covert action projects were
underway in one central ISuropean country alone. Other projects were
targeted against what was then referred to as the “Soviet bloe.”

During his term in the State Department Wisner had spent much
of his time on problems involving refugees in Germany. Austria and
Trieste. In addition, his service with Os%8 had been orviented toward
Central Europe. The combination of Stats’s continuing interest and
Wisner's personal experience led to OPC's immediate emplhasis on
Central Buropean refugee operations. QP representatives made con-
tact with thousands of Soviet refugees and emugrés for the purpose of
influencing their political leadership. ‘The National Conmiittee for
Free Lurope, a group of prominent American businessmen, luwyers,
and philanthropists, and Radio Free Kurope were products of the
QP program.

Until 1950 OPC’s paramilitary activities (also veferred to as pre-
ventive direct action) were limited to plans and preparvations for stay-
behind nets in the event of future war. Requested by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, these projected OPC operations focused, once again, on West-
ern ]‘T‘{urope and were designed to support NATO forces against Soviet
attack.

The outbreak of the Korean War significantly altered the nature
of OP(C’s paramilitary activities as welﬂs the organization’s overall
size und capability. Between fiscal ycar 1950 and fiscal year 1951, OPC’s
personnel strength jumped from 584 to 1531, Most of that growth took
place in paramilitary activities in the Far East. In the summerof 195t
following the North Korean invasion of South Korea, the State
Depurtment requesied the initiation of paramilitary and psychologicul
operations on the Chinese mainland. Whatever MacArthur’s prefer-
ences, the JCS were also eager for support activities in the Far 12ast.
This marked the beginning of OPC’s active paramilitary engmgement.
The Korean War established OPC’s and CIK’S jurisdiction in the Far
Tiast and created the basic paramilitary capability that the Agency
employed for twenty years. By 1953, the elements of that capability
were “in place”™—aircraft, umpﬁibious craft, and an experienced group
of personnel. For the next quarter century paramilitary activities re-
mained the major CIA covert activity in the Far Fast.

F. QP I'ntegration and the OPC-~O80 Merger

The creation of OPC and its ambiguous relationship to the Agency
precipitated two major administrative problems, the THCUs relation-
ship to OPC and untagonism between OBIPC and the Ageney’s elandes-
tine collection component, the Office of Special Operations. DCT
Walter Pedell Smith acted to rectify hoth problems.

As OPC continued to grow, Smith’s predecessor. Admiral Hillen-
koetter, rescnted the fact that he hnd no management anthority over
O1’C, although its budget and personnel wers being allocated through




37

the CIA. Hillenkoetter’s clashes with the State and Defense Depart-
ments as well ns with Wisner, the Director of OPC, were frequent.
Less than a week after taking office Smith announced that as DCI he
would assu'ne administrative control of OPC and that State and
Defonse would channel their policy guidance through him rather than
throu . Wisner. On Qctober 12, 1950, the representatives of State,
Defense and the Joint Chicfs of Staff formally accepted the change.
The ease with which the shift occurred was primarily & result of
Smith’s own position of influence with the Departments.

OI’("s anomalous positior: in the Ageney revealed the difficulty of
maintainit ¢ two sepirate organizations for the exceution of varying
but overlapping clandestine activities. ‘The close “tradecraft™ relation-
=hip between elandestine collection and covert action. and the frequent
necessity for one te support the other was totally distorted with the
separution of functions in OSO and OPC. Organizational rivalry
rather than interchange dominated the relationship between the two
components,

On the operating level the conflicts were intense. Each component
}Hlll T'l‘lll'l‘:ﬁl'll'illi\'i'h' \'()ll{lll('lillg .“('liill'i"(‘ Ull(‘l'!“i()“.“ ul l‘ll('h ﬁtill‘l()ll.
Given the related missions of the i wo. OPC and 50 personnel were
often competing for the same agents and. not infrequently, attempting
to wrest agents from ench other, In 19052 the outright hostility between
the two organizations in Bangkok required the direct intervention of
the As<istant Director for Special Operations, Lyman Kirkpatrick.
There an important oflicial was closely tial o OPC. and O8O0 was
teving to lure hiim jado its employ,

i'he OPC-O=0 conflict. was onliy partially the result of overseas
competition for assets, Salary diferentials and the differenees in mis-
sion werc other sourees of antagonism. At the time of it creation in
1945 OPC was geanted liberal funding to attract persenncd quacikly
in order 1o get its operation underway. In addition, the bhurgeoning
aetivitivs enabled people. once hived, to vise vapidly. The result was
that. OIC personnel held higher-tanking, better-paid positions than
their RO connterparts,

Many OSSO personnel had sevved with OSS, and their resentment
of OPC was intensified by the fact that they regarded them-
selves as the intelligence “purists” the  professionals who en-
gaged in collection rather than action and whose prewar ex-
pericnee made them more knowledgeable and expert than the
OPC reergits, En particalar. QSO personnel regarded OPCs high-
risk operations as a *hreat w the maintenance of VS0 security aml
cover. OPC™s favored position with State and Defense, its generons
imdgget, and it~ visible accomplishiments all contvasted sharply with
OROs silent. long-term objectives in espionage and counteresplonage,
By June 1932 OPC had overtaken QSO in personnel and budget
alloention. Soon after his appointment as DCE, Smith addressed the
problem of i OPC O8O conflict. Lawrenee Houston, the CLA%
Generad Cotinse had raised ihe issae with him and recommended a
merger of the o orgnizations™ sentiment in O8O ad OPC

Arpne Dulles-Jackson-Correa survey had also advised o merger of 0OPC, OS0
and the Oftice of Operations, the Ageney's overt colleetion component,
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favored the principle of a merger, Lyman Kirkpatvick, the Ixecutive
Assistant to the DCL, Major General W, G. Wyman, Assistant Divec-
tor for Special Operations, Wisner, and William Jackson all appeared
to have favored a merger—although there was disagrecinent on the
form it should take. 7

Between 1951 and 1952 Swmith made several cosmetic changes to
toster better coordination between OI'C' and OS0). Among them was
the appointment of Allen W. Dulles as Deputy Director for 1Mans in
January 1951.2 Dulles was responsible for supervising both OPC and
=0, although the fwo components were independently administered
by their own Direciors. During this period 0} “henign coordination™
Smith consulted extensively with senior officials in OPC and O80).
OM"s rapid growth and its ipstitutional dynamism colored the
attitude of OS0 toward a potential merger. In the discussions which
Bedell Smith held, senior QSO personnel, speeitically Lyman Kirk-
patrick amd Richard Helms, argued for an integration of OPC
fund tions under O8O control cather than an integrated chain of
command down to station level, Fundamentally, the QS0 leadership
feared being engulfed by OIC in both operations and in personnel,
However, by this time Bedell Smith was committed to the udea of an
integrated structwe,

Although some effort was inade to ceubine the OS0O and OPC
Woestern Hemisphere Divisions in June 1951, real integration at the
operations level did not oceur until Augnst 1952, when O80 and OPC
became the Divectoraie of Plans {(DDI?). Uader this arrangement,
Wisner was named Deputy Director for Plans and assumed the
cor.mand functions of the ADSO and ADPC. Wisner’s sceond in
command, Chief of Qperations, was Richard Helms, deawn from the
0S50 side to strike a balance at the senior level. At this time Dulles
replaced Jackson as DDCI.

The merger resulted in the maximum development of covert action
over clandestine collection, There were several reasons for this, First
was the orientation of Wisner himself, Wisner's OSS baelgzroand and
his OIPC experience had established his interests in the operational
side of clandestine activities. Second. for people in the field, rewards
came more quickly through visible operational accomplishiments than
through the silent, long-term deselopment of agents required for
clandestine collection. In the wonls of one former high-ranking DDP
ofticial, “Collection is the hardest thing of all; it’s much easier to plant
an article in a loeal newspaper.”

FF. Congressional Review

The CIA was conceived and organized as an agont of the Ixceutive
branch. ‘I'raditionally, Congress” only  formal relutionship to the
Ageney was through the approprintions process, 'The coneept of Con-
gressional oversight in the sense of serutinizing and being fully
informed of Ageney activities did not exist. The international atios-
phere, Congress relationship to the Executive branch and the Con-
gressional committee structure determined the pattern of interaction
between the Ageney and members of the fegislnture, Aeceptanee of the

= Dulles hadd been serving ns an gdviser to successive DO dnee 1947, Smith
ntud Juckson prevaited upon bim to join the Agencey on a full-time hasis,
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need for clandestine activities and of the need for seereey to protect
these activities contributed to Congress” relatively unquestioning and
uncritical attitude regarding the CLA, as did the Executive branel’s
ascendancey in foreign policy for nearly two decades following World
War 11 The strong committee system which accorded enormous power
to committee chairmen and limited the participation of less senior
members i committee business resulted in informal arrangements
whereby selected members were kept informed of Agency activities
primarily through one-to-one exchanges with the DCL

In 1946, following a Joint Committee review Congress enacted the
Legislative Reorganization Act which reduced the number of commit-
tees and realigned their jurisdictions.® The prospect of a unified mli-
tary establishiment figured into the 1946 debates and decigions on Con-
gressional reorganization. However, Congress did not anticipate hav-
ing to deal with the CIA. This meant that after the passage of the
National Security Act in 1947 CIA affairs had to be handled within »
committee structure which had not accommodated itself to the exiat-
ence of u central intelligence agency.

In the House and Senate the Armed Services and Appropriations

Commilttees were granted jurisdiction over the Agency. No formal
CLA subcommittees were organized until 1956. Until then small ad
hoc groups composed of a fow senior committee members revie®ed the
budget, appropriated funds. and received nnnual briefings on CEA ue-
tivities. The DCIs kept senior committee members mformed of
largre-scale covert action projects st the approximate time of imple-
mentation. There was no fortml review or approval process involved;
it was simply 0 matter of courtesy to the senior memhbers. The initia-
tive in gmining information on specific activities rested with the
members,
For nearly twenty years a small group of ranking members Jom-
inated these relationships with the Ageney. As Chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, Rep.esentative Carl Vinson, a Democerat
from Georgia, presided over CLA matters from 1949 to 1953 and from
1955 to 1965, Clarence Cannon served as chairman of the House Ap-
propriations Committee from LMD to 1953 and from 1935 to 1964 and
chaired the Defense Subcommittee which had supervisig anthority
over CLA uppropriations. Cannon organized a special group of five
members to meet informally op CLA approprisvons. In the Senate
between 1947 and 1954 chairpanship of the A 1 =er =ices Comit-
tee was held by Chan Gurney, Millard Tydings, Kichaad Russell and
Leverett Saltonstall. In 1955 Russell nssumed the chairmanship and
held the position until 1968,

Because the committee chiairmen maintained their positions for ex-
tended periods of time, they established eontinuing relationships with
DCTs and preserved an exclusivity in their knowledpre of Agency o:-
civities, They were also able to develop relationships of mutual teust
and undersianding with the DCls which allowed informal exchanges
to prevail over formai votes and close supervision.

Vithin the Congress procedures governing the Ageneyv’s budget
assured maximum secrecy. The IDCI presented his estimate of the

*The Act Hmited wembers’ committee assignments, provided for professional
stiffine, tried to regularize meeting:, and nnde some char pes in the appropria-
tons process as weli as legislating other ndministrative mo lilications.
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budget for the coming fiscal year broken down into general functional
categories, Certifieation by the subcommittee chairien ¢onstituted ap-
proval. Bxempt from floor debate and from public disclosure, CLA. ap-
Isropriations were and are concealed in the Department of Defense
wmidget. In accordance with the 1949 Act the DCT has only to certify
that the money as appropriated has been spent. He does not have to
account publicly for specific expenditures, which would foree him to
veveal specific activities.

To allow greater flexibility for opevational expenditures the Con-
tingeney Reserve Fumd was created in 1952, The Fund provided a sum
independent of the regular budget to be nsed for unanticipated large
prejects. For example, the initinl funding for the developent of the
"2 reconnaissance airersft waz drewn from the Contingeney Reserve
Fund. The most common use ov the Fund was for covert operations.

Budgetary matters rather than the specific nature orf €I\ activi-
ties were the coneern of Congressional members. and given the per-
veption of the need for action against the Soviet Union, approval was
routine. A former CIA Legislative Counsel chareterized Congres-
sional attitudes in the early 19505 in this way ;

In the view of the general public, and of the Congress which
in the main reflected the publie attitude, a national intelli-
grence service in those days was more or less a part and parecel
of our overall defense establishment. Thervefore, as our de-
fense budget went sailing throngh Congress under the impact
of the Soviet extension of power into Fastern Europe, Soviet
probes into Lran and Greece, the Berlin blockade, and even-
tunlly the Kovean War, the relatively modest CLA hudget in
effect grot a free ride, buried as it was in the Defense und other
budgets. When Directors appeared before Congress. which
they did only rarely. the main concern of the members was
aften to muke sure that we {the CIAT had what we needed
to do our job.

Linmr‘ed information-sharing vather than rigerous oversight char-
acterized Congress relationship to the Ageney. Aceeptance of the need
for secrecy and Congressional procedures would perpetuate what
amounted vo mutant acconnncdation,

By 1953 the Agency had achieved the basie strueture and seale it
retained for the next twenty years.™ The Korean War, United States
foreign policy objectives, and the Agency™ internal organizational
arrangemients had combined to produce an enormons impetus for
growth. The CTA was six thines the size it had been in 1947,

Three Directorates had heen established. 1n addition to the DDP
and the DDT, Smith ereated the Deputy Directorate for Administra-
tion (DDA). Hs purpose was (o consolidate the imansgement fune-
tions required for the burgeoning organization. The Directorate
was responsible for budget. personnel, sceurity, and medienl serv.
teos Agency-wide. IHowever, one quarter of DDA total person-
nel strength was assigned to logistical support for overseas opera-
tions, The DDP commanded the mujor share of the Apgency’s

24 T or chnrt showlng CLA orgnnization as of 1953, see b 0K,




-~

41

budger, personnel, and vesourees: in 1952 clandestine collection and
covert action gecounted for 74 pereent of the Ageney’s total budget : ¥
its persennel constituted 60 pereent of the CIA™s personnel strength,
While production rather than coordination dominated the DI-1 oper-
ational activities rather than collection dominated the DDP, The DDI
and the DDP emerged at different times ont of disparate poliey needs.
Iliere were. in etfect. separate organizations. These fundamental dis-
tinctions and cmphases were reinforeed in the next decide,

S Phis din not include DDA budgetary alloeations in support of D operations,




Parr Two
Tine Dueres Era, 1953-1861

INTRODUCTION

During the years 1953 to 1961 the Ageney emerged as an integral
element i high-level United States policymaking, The CIA's covert
operational capability provided the Ageney with the stature it
acquired. Rather than functioning in a striet support role to the
State and Defense Departments, the CLA assumed vhe initiative in
defining the ways covert opetations could advance U8 poliey
objectives and in determining  what  kinds of  operations were
snited to particalar policy needs. The foree of Adlen Dulles” leader-
ship and his recognition throughout the govermment as the quin-
tessential case oflicer accounted in large part for the enhancement of
and shift in the Ageney'’s position, The reason for Dulles” influence
“extended well heyond his personal qualities and inclinations. The
composition of the United States Government, infernational events.
and senior policymmkers’ perception of the role the Agency could
play in United Stutes foreign poliey converged to muake Dulles” posi-
tion in the government and that of the Agency nnique in the years
1953 to 1962,

The 1952 election brought Dwight D Eisenhower to the presi-
dency. Eisenhower had een elected on a strident anti- Communist plat-
form, advucating an aggressive worldwide stance mgminst the Soviet
Union to replace what he deseribed as the Truman Administration’s
pussive policy of containment. Eisenhower cited the Connnunis
victory in China, the NSoviet occupation of Eastern Europe. nd the
Korean War as evidence of the passivity which had prevailed in the
T7nited States Government following World War T1. He was equally
strong in calling for an climination of government corraption and
for removal of Communist sympathizers from public office.

This was not simply election rhetorie. The extent to which the
urgenc of the Communist threat had become a =haved pereept ion s
diflieult to appreciate, By the ¢lose of the Korean War, a broad con-
sensus hud developed nhout the nature of Soviet amlbotions and the need
for the United States to vespond. In the minds of governmer t aflicials,
members of the press, snd the informed publie, the Soviets wonld try
to achieve their purpeses by penetrating and =ubvert i governments
all over the world. The aceepted role of the Uaited States was to pre-
vent that expansion,

Washington polieymakers regarded the Central Tntelligence deeney
as o major wveapon- both offensive and defensive: gainst connn-
nism. By 1953, the Ageney’s contributions in the areas of paolitiead
zetion and paramilitary warfare were recognized and respected. The
CLA alone conld perform many of the activities seemingly required
(42)
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to meet the Soviet threat, Foi senior government officinis, covert opera-
tions had beconie a vital tool in the pursuit of United States foreign
policy objectives,

During the 1950% the CLA attracted some of the most able lawyers,
academicians, and young, committed activists in the country, They
brought with them professional associations amd friendships which
extended to the senior levels of government, Thi= informal network of
contacts enhanced the steture of the Ageney considerably, Men such as
Frank Wisner, Desmond £litzGeralbd, then in the Far East Division of
DDP and later Deputy Discetor for Plans, € Tracy Barnes, the
Special Assistant to Wisner for Pavamiliteey and Payveliological Op-
erations. William Bunddy. won analy=t in the Oflice of National ISsti-
miates, Kingman Douglass, former investment banker and head of
OCIL and Loftus Beeker, then Deprty Divectir for Entelligence,
had developed a wide array of contucts which hridged the worlds
of  wovertment, busbrsz Jaw. jouwrnalisme and  pelities. at their
higrhiest levels, The fact that ~<enior Ageney oflivials had <haved similar
wartime experienees, cone from comparable ~octal backorounds, and
served in positiens corparalde in those of other government oflicials
contributed sigmifienntly to the legitinmey of and conlidence in the
Ageney ax an instrument of government. Maoreover, these informal
ties ereated a sharved consen=us among polievimakers about the role and
divection of the Ageney,

At the working level, these contaets were Facilitated by the Ageney's
location in downtown Washingrion, Housed o a sprawling set of
buildings in the conter of the city--along the Reflecting Poncd at the
Mall and clsewhere  Apeney personnel could easily meet and talk
with State and Defense ofticiuls throughout the day, The CT.As physi-
el presence in the city gave it the advantage of seetine an integral
part of. rather than a separate clement of, the govermnent.

Noone was more convineed than Alen Dobles that the Ageney could
make a ~pecial contribution to the advanevment of United States
foreign poliey goals, Dulles came to the post of DCL in February
1953 with an extensive hackground in foreign atfairs and foreign
espionage. By the time of hiz appointment his interests and his view
of the C1A had Been fiemly extablished. The son of o winister, Dulles
was raised inn family which combined a strong sense of moral purpose
with a long tradition of servive at senior levels of government, This
backgronnd gave Allen Dulles and his older hrother. John Foster, the
apportanity to participate in interntional atfairs and hronght a di-
mension of convietion to their idews and opinion.

Before beeoming DCLL Dulles® background ineluded ten years in the
Forvign Service witl assigmment= to the Versailles Peaee Conference,
Berlin, and Constantinople. Luw practice in New York followed.
After the outhreak of World War H William Donovan called on
Dulles to serve in OS5, Dulles was stssigned o Bern, the center for
OSS petivities ngainst the Germans, where hie developed o dazzling
array of operations again=t the Germans and Halinns, A fter the war
Dulles returned to Yaw practice in New York, e served as a consult-

VPlles' paternal geandfather had boen Secretary of Rinte wnder Benjamin
Itarrison : his maternnd grandfuther had served s United States Mindsfer ithen
the equivalent of Ambassadery o Mexien, Russhy, nod Spain: and hix unele,
Hobert Lansing, had been Seerctury of State nnder Wondrow Wilskon,

TO-Tho-T6 -4




44

ant to DCIs Vandenberg and Hillenkoctter, and in 1948 President
Truman and Secretary Forvestal asked him to participate in the NSC
sSurvey of the CLA, He joined the Agency in January 1951 as the Duep-
uty Director for Plans, Later that year he replaced William Jackson
as DDCIL, a position he held until February 1953, when he was named
Bedel}l Smith's successor,

Dulles” experience in the Foreign Service. O83, and the law cou-
pled with his naturally gregarious personality had won him a vast
array of domestic and international contacts in government, law, and
the press. As DCI Inlles used and cultivated these contacts freely to
enhance the Ageney’s stature, He made public speeches, met quictly
with members of the press, and socialized constantly in Washington
society. Dulles’ own unofficial activities were indicative of the web of
associntions which existed among senior Agency personnel and the
major sectors of Washington society. By the early 1950°s the C1\ had
gaived a 1eputation among United States Government agencies as a
young, vital institution serving the highest national purpose,

In 1953, Dulles tock a dramatic stand agairst Senator Joseph Me-
Carthy, and his action contributed significantly to the Agency's repu-
tation as a liberal institution. At o time when the State Department
and even the military services were cowering before MeCarthy's pre-
posterous charges and attempting to appease the Wisconsin Senator,
Dulles oper'y challenged MeCarthy's attacks on the Ageuney. He denied
MeCarthy's charges publicly. had Senate subpoenas quashed. and de-
nuanded that MeCatthy wake available to him any evidence of Com-
munist influenee or subversicn in the Agency, Within a month, Me-
Carthy backed ofl. The episcde had an important impact on agency
morale and on the public’s perception of the CLA As virtually the
only government ageney that hud successfally resisted MeCarthy's
allégations and intrnsions, the CLA was identified as an organization
that fostered free and independent thinking.

A crucial factor in securing the Ageney’s place within the govern-
ment during this period was the fact that the Seeretary of State. John
Foster Dulles. and the DCE were brothers. Whatever the formal vela-
tion=hips among the State Department, the NSC, and the CLAL they
were superseded by the personal and working aszociation hetween the
brothers. Most important!y. both enjoyed the absolute confidence of
President Kisenhower, In ihe dav-tosday formmlation of poliey. these
refationships were erucial to the Exceutive’s support for the Agency
and more specificatly, for Allen Dulles personally in defining his
own role am{ that of the Agency. ' _

Dulles® role as DCT was rooted in his wartime experience with OS5,
His intero-ts and expertise lay with the operational a-pects of intel-
ligence, and his fascination with the details of operations persisted.
Perhaps the wost important effect of Dulles’ absorption with opera-
tions was its impuet on the Agency's relationship to tie intelligence
“eommunity“-—tbe intelligence components in the Department of State
aned Defense. Ax OCL Dulles did not assert his position or the Ageney’s
in attempting to coordinate deparimental intelligence activities.

For the Agency, this constituted a lost opportunity. Throughout the
1950, the CIA was in the forefront of technological innovation and
devéloped a strong record on military estimates, Coneeivably. Dulles
could have used these advances as bureaucratic leverage in exerting
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some contro) over the intelligenee connunity, He did not. Mueh of the
reason wis a matter of personal temperament. Jolly and extroveried
in the extreme, Dulles disliked and avoided confrontations at every
level, In so doing, he failed 1o provide even minical diveetion over the
intelligence agencies at a time when intelbgenee capaldlities were
undergoing dramatic changes, Dulles was equully inaitentive to the
administration of the Ageney itself. and the real internal management
responsibility fell to Lis able Deputy Director, General Charles T
Cabeli, who zerved throughout Thlles” term,

. The Clandextine Serriee®

It 1= both ensy to exaggerate and diflicalt to appreciate the position
which the Clandestine Seryvice secured in the CLY during the Dulles
admintstration and, roa Targe extent, retained thereafter, The number
and extent of the activities undertaken are far less important than
the impact which those activitie: had on the Ageney’s institutional
identitv——the way people within the DDP. the DDLL and the DDA
perecived the Ageney’s primary mission. and the way policymakers
regarded its contribution ta the proces: of government.

Covept action was at the core of this perception. and it= importance
1o the internal and external cvalvation of the Agency was derived
largely frone the fact that only ti: CTA could and did perform this
function. Mereover, in the international environment of the 1950°s
Ageney operntions were regarded as an essential contribution to the
attainment of United States foreign policy objectives. Political action.
subotage, support to demoeratie governments. counterintetligence--all
this the Clandestine Service could provide.

The Ageney also benefitted from what were widely regarded as its
operational “siecesses™ in this %wriml. In 1953 and 14904 twa of the
Ageney’s boldesi. most spectacnlar covert operations took place-—the
overthrow of Premier Mohammed Mossadegh in Tran and the coup
aginst President Jacobo Arbenz Guzman of Guatemala. Both were
quick and virtnally bloodless operations that removed from power two
allegedly commmmist-ussociated leaders and replaced them with pro-
Western offivials. Out of these early peelaimmd achieveents both the
Ageney and Washingion policymakers acgpiived a sense of confidence
inthe CLA's capacity for operational suceess,

The popular perception was an aceurate reflection of the Ageney’s
inh-rn:ll dynamies. The Clandestine Serviee oceupied a preeminent
position within the CTA, First. it had the constant attention of the
DCL Dulles was absorbed i the day-to-day details of operations.
Working closely with Wisnher and his key, subordinates, Dulles con-
veived ileas for projects, conferred with desk oflicers, and delighted
in the stnallest achicvenents, Iibes never extended comparable time
aidd attention to the DD

The DD continued to connand the mnjor portion of \geney re-
sonrees, Between 153 and 1961, elandestine collection and covert
action absorbed an average of 34 pereent of the Ageney's total annual
budget® Although this percentage represented o reduction from the

Phe ferm CClandestine Serviee™ dsouxed  synonymously with the Deputy
IHrectorate for Plans.
*Thir did not inelude DDA bwdgetary alloeadons in support of DDI operatlons.
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period of the Korean War, the weight of the Agency’s expenditures
stilt fell to the DDI. During the same period, the DDI? gained nearly
200 personnel. On its formal table or organization. the DEE® regis-
teved an increase of only 1060 personnel. However, inereases of nearly
Looo in the logisties and communications components of the DDA
represented growth in support to Clandestine Serviee operations,

A, Iuternad Procedures: Seeveey and Tis Consequences

Within the Ageney the DD was a Directorate apart. Because of
presumed seenrity ueeds the DDI® was exempt from many of the re-
view procedures that existed within the Agency. Secreey was deenied
essential to the suceess and protection of DD activities,

The demands of seearity—aus defined by individuals within the
DDP—resulted in capricious administrative procedures, Wisner and
Dulles condoned wind aceepted exceptional ovganizational arrange-
ments, Netther man was o strong manager. and neither had the dis-
position to impose or to adherve to strict Hines of anthority. Both men
behieved that the functional dynamies of clandestine activities required
the absence of routinization, and it was not unusual for either of them
to initinte projects independent of the stails and divisions that would
ordinarily be involved,

Although the Comptrolier’s Oflice was responsible for teacking budg-
ctary expenditures in the DDP on a preject-by-project busis, special
netivities were exemt from such review, For example, foreign intelli-
gence projects whose sensitivity required thad they be anthorized at
the level of the Assistant Deputy Divector for Plans or above were not
included in the Comptroller™s aceounting. Records on the costs of surh
projects were maintained within the Directorate by the Foreign Intelli-
gence Sia? Often politien] projects which had a highly sensitive
elassificaton were implemented without full infornmtion bheing pro-
vided to the DDA or to the Compiroller.

The Othce of the Inspeetor General was formally established in (951
to serve as on intra-ageney monitoring unit, s range of duties in-
cluded surveys of agency components and consideration of grievances,
Until 1957 there were restrictions uin the Offiee’s nuthority fo investi-
gate the DDI camponents and to examine specific operational problems
within the Dirvectorate. The DD mmmintained its own inspection
group, staffed by its own careerists,

The DDI became a highly compartinented struetare in which in-
formation was Hiited to small groups of individuals, Thronghout the
Directorate information was subject to the “need to know™ rule. This
was particularly trae of highly sensitive politieal action and paramili-
tary operations, but it was alse routine practice to imit the routing of
cable traflic from the field 1o Headguarters, Within the DD ex.
ceptions to standard guidelines for project approval and review
were frequent, In o certain eases an nllwl'ulinn or the identity of an
agent was known only to the Deputy Divector for Plans and the two
or three oflicers direcily involved. Tndie words of a former high-rank-

CThe Foredgn Intelligence 8tafY was one of the severat funetional staffs in the
DD Anemg s pesponsibilities were checkingg 1he authentivity of sourees and
Infarption, serecning clinmdestine collection resprirements, aid reviewing the re-
gheqal divisions” projects, idget informatlon, and operationa cable traffic.
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ing DD ofticial. ~Flexibility s the name of the game” A forceful
ense can be made i support of these procecures, for reasons of vounter-
espiobage, maximum creativity ete, However, UCie arrangements placed
enormous preminms on the professional integrity of the individuals
involved ad Jeft many devisions subjeet to the strains amt npses of
personal judgments.

The Ageney’s drag testing program iz a eclear example of the
excesses that resulted from a system that allowed individuals to fune-
tion with the knowledge that their actions would not be subject to
seratiny from others eithor within or outside the DDP. Testing and
experiments were conducted withont the participants’ prior knowledge
and without medical seveening. snd drgs were administered without
participation of trained medical or scientitic personnel. One person is
known to have died as a result of Agency experimentations. Those
responsible for the drug teating programs were exempt from routine
Ageney procedures of acenuntability and approval.

Blurred hnes of authority continued to characterize relationships
among tie DD componentz. s discussed earli~r. the intended roles
of the functional statfs and the geograz-hical divisions (administrative
support v operational control) il broken dowr undet the Incentives
to generate and manage projects, During this period hoth the Covert
Action (CAY Staff and the Comterintelligence (C1) wiaff ran field
operations while also serving as advisory and conrdinatin g bodies
for the operations condueted by the geographical divisions.®

The C1 stafl actually monopolized counterinteiligence operations
and left little latitude to the divisions to develop and implement their
own counterintelligence actiyities. The staff naintained their own
communications channels with the field, and CT operations were fre-
quently conducted withont the knowledge of the respective DDP Divi-
sion Chiefs or Station Chiefs. The example of the CT Stafl is the
extreme. Tt was derived from the personal influenee that. CT ehief,

- James Angleton, exereised for nearly twenty years. Nonetheless, the C1
staff is indieative of the compartmente Gon wWithin the Directorate that
ereated pockets of privilege for specificoperations.

An important consequence of the degree of compartmentation that
existed in the Clandestine Serviee was the impact on the intelligence
process, Theoretically. the data colleeted by the DDP field oflicers
could have served as n major sovee for DDT analysis. However.
striel compartmentation prevented open contact hetween the respee-
tive DDP divisions snd DDT components.

The overriding element in the distant relationship bet ween the DDP
and the DDI was the so-cailed “zources and methods™ rule. DDI
analysts seldom lad aceess to vuw data from the ficld. Tn the decade
of the 1950' information collected from the field was transmitted (o
Hendguarters and swmmavized theve for dissemination {0 all of the
analytic components thronghont the government, inchuding he DDLS

The DD aihered strictly to its principle of not recealing the
identity of its assots, Reports gave only vagie deseriptions of assets

I Phe Covert Aclion Stafl was lavolved with a full range of politieal, propa-
ganda, and lbor netivities,

*More reeent]y reports officers in the tield draft intelligencee swnmaries which
pocelve mintmnl review at Hesdipuieters before dissemioation,
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providing informution. Intelligence analysts found this arrangement
highly unsatisfactory, since they could not judge the quality of in-
formution they were receiving without some better indication of the
nature and reliability of the source. Analysts therefure tended to look
npon DDP information—however limited their access 1o it—with res-
ervations and relied primarily on overt materials and COMIXNT for
their production eflorts.

Throughout Dulles’ terin desk-to-desk contact between DD officers
and DDI analysts was practically nonexistent. The rationale for this
was to prevent individual analysts from imposing requirements on
the collectors, The DDP viewed itself as serving the community’s clan-
destine collection needs subject to government-wide requirements, The
DDI leadership. on the other hand. believed that the DDP shounld
respond primarily to its requirements. The DDIs definition prevailed.
The Clandestine Service maintained control over determining which
requesis it accepted from the commanity.

Intelligence requiremments were established through a subconmittee
of tht Intelligence Advisory Committee.” After the intelligence nriori-
ties were defined, the DDP's Foreign Intelligence Staff reviewed them
and accepted or vetoed the requirements unilaterally. Moreover, be-
cause the requirements were very general the DDP had considerable
Iatitude in interpret -y and defining the specific collection objectives,
The most significant consequence of this process was that the DD
itself essentially controlled the spedific requirements for its collectors
withont ongoing consultation with the DDT,

The existence of this enfrreed isolation between the two Pirectorates
negaled the potential advantages of having collectors and analysts
in the same agencey, Desnite efforis in the 1960% to break Jdown the bar-
riers between the Direciorates, the lack of real interchange and inter-
dependence persisted.

Fhe tolerance ot flexible procedire within the DD, the Diree-
torate’s exemption from accountability to ow' ide canponents and
the DCEs own patronage gave the DD a considerable cegree of free-
dom in undertaking operations. In addition, the loose process of
external review, discussed Iater in this ection, contributed to the
Directorate’s independence. The DDI"s relative antonomy in the
Ageney also affected the mission and functions of the other two Di-
rectorates, In the case of the DDT the consequences woere significant
for the exeention of the inteligence funetion. These patterns =olidi-
fieed wunder Dulles and shaped the Jong-term configuration of the
Agreney.

B. Clandestine Activitics, (95311

Covert act’on expanded significantly in the 1953 to 1961 period.
Following the Korean War and the accompanying shift in the percep-
tion of the Soviet threat from military to political, the CLA concen-
trated its operations on political action, particniavly support to elee-
toral candidates and to politieal parties. The Agency also contineed

! Later throogh the United States Intelligence Bonrd (USTB). Nee p, 63
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10 develop its paramilitary eapability, employing it in Guatemala in
1954, the FFar Fast, and in the ill-fated Bay of Pigs landing in Cuba
in 1961, Relative to the paramilitary aperations in Laos and Vietnam
in the 19460% the seale of these activities was imimimai,

G agraphically. the order of prioeities was Western Furope, the
Far East, and Latin Ameriea, With the Soviets in Eastern Furope
and Communist parties stll active i France and Ttaly, Forope ap-
prared io be the area most vulierable 1o Comunmist eneroachments.
The CIA staticn in West Berlin was the center of CLA operatio 3
against Fastern Europe, amd the German Braneh of the European
Division was the Ageney's largest <single conntey component, By 1962
the Western Memisphere Division had experieneed considerable suecess
i penetrating the major Conannist Parties in Batin Ameriea,

Just ws the Agenev's activities reflected certain geographieal pat-
terns, they also displayed functional patterns. In the pered 1952 ta
1963 the Xgeney acquir =1 most of its clandestine information throngh
lintson arrangements witl foreign governments. Both Wisner and
Dulles enltivated relation  ~ith forcign intelligenee officiats and be-
ense of the United Stat -7 predominant postwar position. govern-
ments in Western Furope, in particalar, were very willing to rooperate
in infornuation sharing, Liaison provided the Ageney with sonrees and
contacts that otherwise wonld have been denied them. Information on
individuals, on politieal parties, on labor movements, a1l derived in
part feom laison. Certamiy. the diflientty and long-term nature of
developing asset= was Inrgely responsible for the C LA s initial relinnee”
on linison.

The existence of close liaison 1 lationships inhibited developing
independent assets, First, it was simply easier to rely on information
that had nlready bren gleaned from agents. Regular meetings with
local oflicials allowed CTA officers to ask questions and to get. the
information they needed with minimal effori. Tt wax far easier to
talk to colleagues whe had numerous assets in place than to expend
the time required mervely to make contact with an individual whose
wotentinl wonld not be realized for years, Sceond. maimenance of
inison became an end in itself, against which independent. collection
operations were judged. Rather than serving o u supplement to Agen-
ey operations it assumed primary importance in Western Europe,
Often, a proposal for an independent operation vras vejected hecanse
a Statton Chief believed that if the operation were sxposed. the host
soverninent’ intelligenee service woull be offended.

. Rebance on liaison did not mean that the Ageney was not develop-
ing its own eapability. Liaison itself enhaneed the Ageney’s politieal
action eapability throngh e information it provided on the domestie
situation in the host country, With the Soviet Union and connmunist
parties a= the targets the Agency concentrated on developing anti-
“ommunist political strength, Finaneal support to individunl eandi-
dates, subsidies to publieations including newspapers and magazines,
involvement in local and national labor unions—all of these interlock-
ing clements constituted the fundamentuls of a typicnl political action

.
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rogram. Elections, of course, were key operations, and the Agency
mvolved itseif in clectoral politics on a continuing basis. Likewise, case
officers groomed and cultivated imdividuals who could provide strong
pro-Western leadership. ) .

Beyond the varying forms of political action and haison the
Ageney’s program of clanddestine activities aimed at dev.loping an
mternational anti-Conmmunist ideology. Within the Agencey the Inter-
national Organization= Division coordinated thiz extensive organi-
zational propaganda effort, The Division’: activities ineluded opera
tions to assist. or to ercate international arganizations for youth. stu-
dents. teachers, workers, veterans, journalist=, and jurists. This kind
of activity was an attempt to lay an intelleetual foundation for anti-
communizm around the world, Ultimately. the organizational under-
pinnings could serve as a politieal foree in assuring the establishment
or maintenance of democeratic governments,

O Ewevutive Autharization of Covert Aotion

During the Dulles period there were severad attemnts to regularize
el improve the process of Fxeeutive coordination and authorization
of covert action. Aithongh the changes providdd a mechanism for
Ageney acconntahility .o the Executive. none of the a ‘rangements sig-
nificantly restricted CLA activities. The pereeption of American
foreign policy objectives enconraged the develepriut of anti-Com-
Immist activities: the Ageney held the advaitage i its ability to
introduce project proposacs based on detailed knowledge of internal
conditions in a given foreign country: Dulles” personal influence and
the fact of his brother’s position lent enormous weight to any proposal
that originated with the Ageney.

Until 1955 no formal approval mechanisin existed ontside the
Agency for covert action projects. Since 1948, when covert action was
first anthorized, senior State Department and Defense Departmen
oflicials were desigmated to provide only loose nolicy gmidance to
CLA—with the assamption that covert operations wonld be i freaient.
As covert activiies proliferated, loose under tandings rather than
specific review formed the basis for CEA's aceountability for covert
operations.

Following the Korean Wai. the 1)efense Departnent s role in rela-
tion to covert action breame more one of providing physiewn apport to
the Ageney’s paramilitary operations. Liaison between DOD and
CLA was not channelled throngh lower levels hbut was handled by s des-
ignated DG representative. For several yenes there was some tension
Ietween the 1w ageneies heeause the De fense Department oflivial who
wits responsibde for Tigison was not tosted by senior ageney persoennel,
[ 1957 he was dismissed, and his veplacement was able 1o ease rela-
tions hetween tie two agreneies.

Apart from day-to-day linison at the working level, n sevies of senjor
linlies developed over the veies 1o provide guidianee fo- the initiation
of covert operations. The Psvchological Steategy Board (PSR). an-
NSC subweommitter, hid been e tablished in 1951, Sinee both depart-
mental representatives and PSP ~tafl members sat on the Boawd, it
was too Jarge and too widely representational to function ax a senior
policvinaking bady, The Board's defizition of covert aviivity was also
faulty, since it gxsumed a neat distinetion between psyehiological op-
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erations and political and paramilitary operations, With the prolifera-
tion of activities in the latter two categories there was n need to include
these programs in the poliey guidance mechanisne,. Where the initia-
tive for change originated is unclear. Lot in Septemter 1953 the
Operations Coordinating Board (OCB) was establishex to replace the
PsB. Although the new Board’s membership was restricted to
Deputy-leved oflictals® it never seeved in an approve| eape.ity, More-
over, its interdepartinental composition made Dulles reluetant to dis-
cuss seeret operations with OCR members. Dulles emploved the OCB
primartly to gain backing for requests to the Burcau of ihe DBudget for
reserve releases to meet inbudgeted expenses,

In Maveh and November 1075 two N32C policy directives, NSO
G2 and NSC 112 2 e avsued, outlining veised conteat proce-
dures. They established < anof Sdesionated vepresentatives™ of
the President and Secretariey of State and Defense to review and
approve covert avlion projects, Ireegolar procediires elireterized
the  groups  Dmetioning, The actual mendership of the 51z
Comnnittee or =Npecial Groap™ a< it came to be known, varied as ad hoe
task forees were organized for different situations, Neither the CIA
nor the Group established obscly defined critesia for subtaitting
projects to the NSC hody, and antib 1959 meeting were infrequent.
In that year regular weekly meetings began, but the real initiative
for projects contimied to rest with the Xeeney, Special Cronp nembers
frequently did not feel confident cnongh 1o Judge Ageney eapabilitics
or (o determine whether a particular projeet was feasible.

Aterthe Bay of Pigs failure President Kennedy requested a review
of US. puramilitary capabilitios, The President s vequest assumied the
necessity for continned. indeed, expanded operations. and the prirpose
of the report was to explore way= of insuring <necessful future para-
military aetions—as well axdetermining why the Bay of Pigs landing
had failed. Directed by General Maxwell Taylor, the report recom-
mended strengrthening the top-level divection for aperations by estab-
Fshing areview gronp with pertianem memberslip, Asa resuli of the
report. the standing members of the Special Gronp ineluded Mot worge
Bundy. the Special Assistant for National Seenvity Afairs as Clair-
nan. Ul Alexis Johnson, Under Secretary of State, Roswel) Lilpatrie,
Beputy Secretary of Defense ghe DCL an General Lyvinan Lenmitzer.

Chairnum of he doint Chiefs o oup asamed o more
vigorous role i aning an., o rations,

D Congessival foesin

Buring the teem of Alen Dulles 1 Congressional committee
streture and the pereeption of the Agreney as a firet line doefense
against Conmnnnisiy rematned the determinant= in the relationship
Between the CLA aned the Congress. Dullos Bimself reinforeal the
existing procedures throngh hiz casual, friendly approaeh to Congeress,
amd he seenred the absolute trnst of ~enjor ranking members, Whi'e
Dullex was DCT Richard Russell continyed a- Chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, Corl Vinson remained ps Chairman of the

TOCR members inchaded the Under Seeretiry of Siade, the Depmty Secretary

of Thefense, the Special Assistant 1o the Presiasat for Colill War affalrs. and the
Privector of the Matuad Seurity Administeation 1the designation for the forelgn
and peogran at Ahat time),
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Iouse Armed Services Committee, and from 1955 to 1964 Clarence
(Cannon held the chairmanship of the House Apnropriations Commit-
tee. Dulles’ appearance before a group consisted of a tour d'horizon
on the basis of which members would ask questions. Yet the proce-
dure was more perfunctory than rigorous. Likewise. members often
preferved not knowing about Agency activities, Leverett Saltonstall.
the former Massachusetts Senator and a rnking member of the
Senate  Armed Services and  Appropriations Cemmittees stated
candidly:

Domingted by the Committee chairmen, members wonld ask

few questions which dealt with internal Agency matters or

with specific operations, The most sensitive dizcussions were

reserved for one-to-one sessions between Dulles and individuoal

Committee chairmen.

In spite of the appears.ace of a comfortable relationship between
Congress and the Ageney. there were serious offorts to alter the nature
of the procedures, During the Dulles administration there were two
strong but unsucees=ful attempts to strengthen Congres=" oversight role
and to broaden the participation of members in the execntion of the
Coramiittees’ responsibilities. The failare of these attempts derived
principally from the strength of the Committee system and from the
adrc’t tactics of the Executive branch in deflating the impetus for
chang>.

In 1975 Senator Mike Mansfield introduced a Resolution for a Joint
Oversighy Committee, The Mansfield Resolution resulted from a con-
gressional survey of the Executive branch. The Hoover Comrnission,
chaired by former President Herbert THoover. was established in 1954
to evaluate the organization of Lixecutive ngencies. A small task foree
under General Murk Clark was assigned responsibility for the intel-
hgrenee commmity, The prospeet of a survey of the Clap lestine Serv-
ice, information from which would be reported to the full Congeress, 1«1
PPre<ident Eisenhower. presumably in consultation with Allen Dalle s,
to reqquest o sepierade, classified report on the DD to be delivered t
Lim personally. The group charged with the investigation was ths
Doolittle Committee, <o nanwed after its Chairman, General JJanes
Doolittle. 2 distinguished Weorld War 1 aviato.. In turn. the (Tak
Task Foree agreed not to duplieate the activities of the Doolittle ¢Cang-
mittee. Essentially. the areangement meant that the Cengress was jre-
vented from condueting its own investigation into the Clandestine
Reeviee.”

*The orientation and composition of the Doolittle Comnaiftee did not encour-
age eriticlsm of the Ageney's activities or of the existing framework of decision-
maklpng, Barly draftg of instaactions 1o General Donolittle were prepared Iy the
Ageney. The four memmbers af the Committee were well known in the Agency und
had atlffintions with the Exeeative. Dootittle himself was o fric «d of Wisner's;
Morrix 1 dley, n New York lawyer, was an old frichd of Allen Dulles . William
Tawley was n former ambusardor : and Willlanm Franke lid been an Assistant
Seeretary of rthe Navy, Atthough the Doolittde report did call for hetter coordl-
nition between the CIA and the military and better cooperation befween the DD
and the DDA, the report wus priacipully an aftivmation of the need for a clan-
destine capubility, The prose was chilling :

“It s now clear that we are facing an implacable cnemy whose avowed ohjec-
tive i world domiuation by whatever means and at whatever cost. There are no
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Among the members of the Clark Task Force, Clark and Admiral
Richard L. Connolly were respensible for the CLA™ The Task Forvee
found an excessive emphasis on covert action over intelligence analysis
and in particulay eriticized the quality and quantity of the Ageney’s
intelligence on the Soviet Union. With regard to the Congress the
Task Force recommended the establishment of an oversight group,
a mixed permanent. body including members of Congress and distin-
gaished private citizens. The full Hoover Commission did not adopt
the 'I'ask Force proposal but instead recommended two bodies: a joint
congressional oversight committee and a group comprised of private
citizens.

It was on the basis of the Commizsion’s recommendation that
Senator Mansfield introduced his resolution on January 14, 1955,
Debated for over a year, the resolution had thirty-five co-sponsors.
However, fieree opposition existed among senior members, including
Rus:ell. Havden and Saltonstall. who were reluctant to concede their
Committees” respective jurisdictions over the Agency. An exchange
between Manstield and Sattonstall during the floor debate 3= indieative
of the pespective existing in the Senate at the time:

Mr. Massreeeh, My, Prestdent, 1 Jmow the Senator from
Massachusetts speaks from his heart, but 1 wonder whetiv e
the guestion T shall ask now shouwld be asked in pit oo if
not, let the Senator from Massachuseus please refrain from
answering it: IHlow many times does the CLA request a meet-
ing with the partienlar subcommittees of the Appropriations
Committee and the Aemed Services Committee. and how
nny thmes does the Senator from Mussachusetts reguest. the
CIA to brief him in regard to existing affairs ¢

Mr. Savroxatanl. I belicve the correct answer is that at
least twice a year that happens in the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and at least once a year it happens in the Appropri-
ations Committee. T speak from my knowledge of the
sitnation during the last year or so: 1 do not attempt to refer
to previous periods, Certainly the present administrator and
the former adiministrator, Gen. Bede!l Smith, stated that they
were ready at all times to answer any questions we might
wish to ask them. The difficulty in connection with asking

rules (n such a game. Hitherto aceeptable norms of bimnan conduet do not apply.
If the United States s to survive, long-standing American concepts of “fair
phity ™ must be reconsidered. We must develop effective espionage and counter-
espionage services and must learn to =subyvert, sabotage aml destroy our enemiex
hy more elever. more sophisticated, and more effeetive methadsg than those gsed
agninst us It may hecoe necessaty that the American people be mnde aesualnted
with, understand aul supporl this fundamentally regazgnant phitosophy.”

* The report callidd for u separation of the Chindestine Seeviee into what was
virtunlly the old OPC OSO division, s critiei=m was shaep and poioted :

“It appears that the elandestine colection of raw intelligenee from the UXSR
hit been overshadowad by the coacentention of the Il and others of an
inoroinnte amount of vheir time ana efforlx on the performance of the Ageney's
cold war funetions, The Taxk Force therefore is of the opinion that the present
Internal organization of the CLA for the performanee of the DI 1y pes of fune-
tions has had o decidedly mdverse offect on the aceostmpdishment of the Ageney's
explonage and counterespionage funetions,”
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questions and obtaining information is that we might obtain
information which 1 personally would rather not have, un-
less it was essential for me as 8 Member of Clongress to have
it.

Mr. Maxsrienp, Mr. President, I think the Senator’s
answer tells the whole story, for he has informed us that a
subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee has
met only twice n year with members of the CIA, and that a
sutbcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committes has
met only once a year with nmmvx'rs of the CTA, Of course, it
is very Tilkely that the meetings in connection with the Appro-
priations Committee oceurved only at a time when the CTA
was making requests for approprintions, That information
from the Senator from Massachusetts does not indicate to
me that there is sufficiently close contact between the con-
gressionn’ committees and the CIA, as such.

My, Bavroxsranr, In reply, let me state—and I should like
to discuss th.s point more fully when I present my own views
on this subject—that it. is not a question of reluctance on the
par’ of the CIA officinla to speak to us. Instead, it is.a ques-
tion «f our relustance, if you will, to scek information and
knowledge on subjects which I personally, ax a Member of
Congress and as a c’tizen, would rather not have, unless
I believed it to be my 1esponsibility to have it because it might
involve the lives of American citizens,

Mr. Maxsriew. 1 see. ‘The Senator is to be commended,

Opposition to the Resolution also existed in the Executive branch.
After its introduction, the NSC requested Dulles’ analysis. The
DCI responded with a long memorandum analyzing the problems such
& committee would create. Although the memo did not express out-
right objection, the effect of enumerating the problems was to recom-
mend against its establishment, Dulles expressed concern about the
ossible breaches of security on the part of comnmittee staff members.
n particular he stated that foreign intelligence services would object
to information shaving and that (7.5 liaison relationships would be
jeopardized. Dulles ably convinced the genior members of the Iixec-
utive that an oversight committe was undesivable. Although the
Administration’s objections were undoubtedly known by the con-
gressional leadership, the decigive factor in the defeat of the Mans.
field Resolution was the opposition of the senior-ranking members.
In addition to the objections of Russell, Hayden, nnd Saltonsinll, Sen-
ator Alben Barkley, the former Viee President, and Scenator Stuart
Symington spoke strongly against the bill when it came to the floor.
On April 11, 1956 the resolution was defeated by a vote of 9 to 27
with miore than a dozen of the original co-spunsors voting agninst,
One change did result from the protracted debate on an oversight
committee: formal CLA subcommittees were created in the Armed
Services and Appropriations Committees. Yet the same small group
of individunls continued to be responsible for matters reiated to the
Agency. In the Avmed Services gommith-e Russell appointed Sen-

ators Saktenstall and Byrd, both of whom had been meeting infor-
maltly with Ruessell on Ageney activities, to a CLA subcommittee, Sul-
sequently, Se ators Lyndon Jolmson and Styles Bridges were ap-
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pointed to the subcommittee. In 1957 the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee formalized a CLA subcommittee for the first time. The members
of the subcommittee were, agnin, Russell, Bridges and Byrd. Essen-
tinlly, these three men held full responsibility for Senate oversight of
the CIA. They frequently conducted the business of the two subeom-
mittees s the same meeting. ' Despite attempts to regularize the sub-
commitiee meetings, the most frequent form of interchange with the
CIA remained persons] ~ommunications between the subcommittee’s
chairman, Richard Russell, and Allen Dulles, fu 1961, fellowing the
Bay of Pigs, Senator Iiugene MeCarthy attempted to vevive the idea of
a formally desigmated CIA oversight committee, but his effort failed.

In the House, under Chairman Carl Vinson, the Armed Scrvices
Committee formally established a CIA subcommittee, chaired by Vin-
son. The Subcommittee reviewed the CTA’s programs, budget and leg-
islative needs. Briefings on CTA operations were more regularized than
in the Senate and the House Armed Services staff maintained almost
daily contact with the Agency. The House Appropriations Commit-
tee did not establish a formal subcommittee. Instead Cannon contin-
ued to rely on hia special group of five members. As part of the secu-
rity precautions surrounding the functioning of the special group, its
memvership never became public knowledge.

11, Intelligenee Production.

In the decade of the 1950's, the CTA was the major contributor to
technological advances in intelligence collection. At the same time
DDI analysts were responsible for methodological innovations in stra-
tegic assessments. Despite these achievements, CIA's intelligence was
nof serving the purpose for which the organization had been created—
informing and influencing policymaking,

The size and structure of the Deputy Directorate for Intelligence
remained constant during the Dulles Administration. retaining the
composition it had acquired in 1950. ORK, OS], OCI and ONE were
the centers of DDI's intelligence analysis. The Oftice of Current Intel-
ligence continued to pump out its daily. weekly and monthly publica-
tions and in terms of volume produced dominated the DDI's out-
put. OCT continued to compete with the other intelligence components
of the government in providing up-to-the-minute sumimarios of world-
wide events,

The 1951 State Deparvtment-CIA agreement had given ORR ex-
clusive responsibility for economic research and analysis on the
Soviet UTnion and its satellites, and it was in this area that the Agency
distinguished itself during the 1950, ORR was divided into four
principal components: the Office of the Assistant Director, the Eco-
nomic Research Area (ERA). the Geographic Research Avea (GRA).
and the Coordination Staff. The Economic Research Arvea was the
focus of the research and analysis effort. Each ERA division (Anal-
ysis. Industrials, Materials, and Service) had two responsibil-
ities: the ‘)mdu(‘tion of all-source economie intelligence on the Soviet.
Union and the production of material for the NI1Es.* Day-to-day re-
sponsibility for coordination rested with the respective divisions, but

* Between 165 and 1969 when Carl Hayden served an Chsirman of the Senate
Ap!)ruprlmiunn Committee, he usunlly gat in on the subcommitice meetings,
®* ERA had gone through severnl reorgnnizations sinee 1950,
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most KRA publications were based on CIA data a'one and did not
represent coordinated interdepartmental intelligence.

The quality of ERA’s work bencfitted enormously from research
nnd analysis done by outside consultants between 1953 and 1955, The
Center for International Studies (CENIS) at the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology made the principal contribution in this eategory.
When Max Millikan left the directorship of ORR in 1953, he arranged
for an ongoing consultancy relationship boetween the Agency and
CENIS. The CENIS effort contribvted subst:ntially to ORR’s inno-
vations in the analysis of Soviet strategie capabilities,

Although at the insistence of the military the Agency was ofticially
excluded from military analysis, ORR's immediate emjhasis beeame
Soviet strategic research. There were two reasons for ORR's concen-
tration in this area. First, the prevailing fear of the Soviet threat made
knowledge of Soviet strategic capabilitics a priority concern for
civilian policymakers as well as the military. Second. and aore impor-
tantly, military analysis was the area where the Ageney had to estab-
lish tself if it was to assume legitimacy as an intellige. e producer
in competition with the services, The military services constituted the
Ageney’s greatest threat in the execution of its mission and only by
generating strategie intelligence could CLA analysts begin to challenge
the military’s established pusition as intelligence producers,

By introducing economic production capacities into assessments of
Hoviet strategic eapabilities the Agency challenged the hasic premises
of the military’s judgments. For example, the Air Foree mission re-
quired that it be informed about Soviet advances in nuclear weapons
and air technology, The Air Force justified its budgetary ¢laims in
part on the basis of the projected size and capabilities of Soviet. stra-
tegie forces. Air Farce intelligence based its estimates on knowledge
of Soviet technology and laboratory reseavch, which by 1953 were
well advanced. ORR based its estimates of Soviet (l(‘p""\‘llll‘l_lts oh
Soviet economic praduction capabilities. which were severely limited
as a result of the war. Consequently, ORR's methodology attributed
lower strategic deployments, Le. long-range bombers and missiles, to
the Russians,

ORR's contribution to the aren of strategic assessments came quick-
Iy. In the mid-195("< a major controver=sy developed over the Soviet
Union’s long-range bomber capability. The issue was complicated and
intensified because the military services were then suffering post-
Korean War budget cuts and were vying with one another for mar-
ginal resources. Air Force estimates that the Russians were making a
substantial investment in intercontinenta] bombers argued for dispro-
portionate allocations to the United States Steategic Air Command
and air defense systems also belonging to the Air Foree. The Navy
and Army both questioned the Air Foree case,

Tn the midst of this controversy the Oflice of Nationnl Estimates,
drawing heavily on work done by ORR and by CEXNIS at MIT, pro-
duced it estimates of Soviet bomber production. The ONI assess-
ments were move moderate than those of the Air FForee, ONT nnalysts
argued that because of production difficnlties, the U.S.8.R, conld not
operate as lnrge n long-range bomber foree as the Air Foree was pre-
deting, The Agency’s contribution to military estimates at this time
marked the beginnin, of its gradual ascendaney over the military in
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strategic analysis, The real take-off point for the Ageney oceurred
in the early 1960's with the data supplied by sophisticated overhead
reconiissance systems,

Despite the Ageney’s analytic advances. the extent to which the
CIA estimates actually influenced policy was Limited. The CLA had
heen created to provide high-quality natienal intelligence extimmies to
pelicymake-s, However, the commumication and exchange necessary
for analysis (o -ulibrate, anticipate and respond to policymakers’
needs never really developed.

Although the NIEs were conceived and drafted with senior policy-
makers in mind. the estimates were not consistently vead by high-
level oflicials. Between 1955 and 1956, a senior stafl member of the
Office of National Estimates surveved the NIE readership by contact-
ing Execntive Assistants and Special Assistant s of the Pregident and
Cabinet. officers, asking whether or not the NI1Es were actually placed
on their superiors’ desks, The survey revealed that senjor polieymak-
ers were not reading the NIEs. Instead. second and third level offi-
cials used the estimates for background information in briefing senior
oflicials,

Of all the products of the intelligence community NIEs represented
the broadest, most informed judgments available, The process of coor-
dinating N1Es was Iaborious, imvolving protracted painstaking nego-
tintions over langunge and nuance. In those instances where a de-

artment held views very different from those of the other agencics, a
dissenting footnote in the estimate indicated the difference of opinion.
The necessity to acconmmodate the views of numerous participants
meant that conclusions were frequently hedged judgments rather than
firm predictions. To obtain the broadest possible consensus the speci-
ficity of the evaluations had to be compromised. This indefinite quality
in the estimates limited the NIEs® utility for policymakers.

The failure of the NIEs to serve their fundamental purpose as basic
information for senior officials was indieative of the overall failure of
intelligence to intersect with policy. Even in an oflice as small as the
Office of National Estimates, where the stall never exeesded fifty-
four professionals, close interchange did not exist between stafl spe-
cinlists and senior “consumer™ oflicials, whose poliey decizions de-
pended on speeific expert information.

The problem was magnified throughout the DDI. The Directorate’s
size constituted a mujor obstacle to the attainment of consistert in-
terchange between analysts and their clients, In 1955 there wer~ 466
analysts in ORR, 217 in OCL and 207 in OSL The process of drafting.
reviewing and editing intelligence publications involved large num-
bers of individuals ench of whom felt responsible for and entitled to
make a contribution to the final product. Yet without aceess to policy-
mukers analysts did not have un ongoing accurate notion of how the
form and substance of the intelligence product might Lest serve the
needs of senior officials. The produet itself—as defined and arbitrated
among DD analysts—rather than the satisfaction of specific policy
needs beeame the end.

By the 1960 the CIA had achicved simmificant advances in its
strategic intelligence eapubility. The development of overhead recon-
naissanee, boginning with the U-2 aireraft and growing in xcale and
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sophistication with follow-on systems, generated information in great-
er quantity and accuracy than had ever before been contemplated.
Basic datz on the Soviet Union beyond the reach of human collection,
such as railroad routes, construction gites, and industrial concentra-
tions beeame readily available, At the snme time, CIA analysts began
reevaluating assumptions regarding Soviet strategic capabilities.
Largely at the initiative of the ONI Soviet staff, n different soiting
of estimates developed, The gencral estimate of Soviet military in-
tentions and eapabilities had become unwieldly and took an inordinate-
Iy long time to produce. Gradually a series of separate estimates were
drafted dealing with such subjects as strategic attack, air and missile
defense, and general purpose forees. These estimates resulied in a shift
from “worst case” assessments to projections on the most jikely nssort-
ment of weapons. ‘Fhe military services tended 10 eredit Soviet missiles
with maximum range and paylead and to assume that as many as pos-
sible were targeted on the United States for a possible first-strike, The
Ageney advanced the propasition that the U.S.8.R. was not putting all
or most of its resources into maximum payload intercontinental bal-
listic missiles (ICI3Ms) but had priorities for “sizes and mixes™ of
weapons, including substantial numbers of intermediate-range hallistic
missites {IRBMs) and medium-range ballistic missiles {MRBIMg). In
the short run the Ageney praved to be more nearly correct than the
services, though in the longer run, the Soviets were to develop much
largrer ICBM capabilities than ONE predicted.

An additional factor working to the CIA's advantage in the
carly 1960's was matevial supplied by Colonel Oleg Penkovsky, Well-
placed in Soviet military cireles, Penkovsky turned over a number of
classified documents relating to Roviet strategie planning and eapa-
bilities. Having an agent *in place,” i.e., a Soviet oflicial who was pro-
viding information from within the Soviet Government, represented
the uﬁimnto achievement in the Ageney’s clandestine collection mis-
sion. ‘These three factors—technological breakthrongh, analytic in-
novation, and the single most valuable Soviet agent in CTA lustory—-
converged 10 make tﬁ'. Ageney seem the government’s most reliable
source of intelligence on Soviet strategic eapabilities,

Of the three achieveemnts in the late 1950°s and the carly 1960,
overhead reconnaicsance was by far the most signifieant. The develop-
ment of the U"-2 and its follow-on systems had an enormous impact
on intelli _ence collection eapabilities and on the Agency’s relative
standing in the intelligence community,

Richard M. Bissell, whom Dulles named his Speeinl Assistant for
Planning and Cooerdination in 1954, organized 2 smnll group of
Ageney personne! to shepherd the projeet through, Bissell's back-
gronnd was in economies, and he combined academic experience with
extensgive government serviee, first during World War h in the De-
'mrlnu-nt of Commerce and the War Shipping Administration and
ater with the Economic Cooperation Administration. nmong other
positions, Bissell was an innovator above all, qaick to seize new idens
and to sponsor their development, For the next six years he maintained
virtually exclusive control over the developinent of the U-2 progrmm,
its management. and the initiation of follow on reconnaissanee systems,

The Ageney'ssponsorship and deployment of the U-2 reronnaissance
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aircraft was a technical achievement nothing short of spectacular.
The U-2 represented dramatic advances in aircraft design and pro-
duction as well a8 in camera and film techniques. In July 1955, only
cighteen months after contracting the U-2 became operational, and a
fleet of 22 airplanes was deployed at o cost $3 million below the
original cost estimate.

he U~2 marked the beginning of the Agency’s emergence as the
intelligence conmnmnity’s leader in the area of technieal collection
eapability, Soon nfter the first U-2 flight in 1955 Bissell moved quickly
to organize the research and development of follow-on systems. The
Ageney never attempted to establish its own technological R&D capa-
bihly. Instead, it continued to utilize the best private industrial man-
power available, In large part this arrangement accounts for the
consistent. vitality and quality of the Agency's technical R&D capa-
bility, which remains unsurpassed to this day.o

The deployment of the U2 follow-on systems coincided with
the growing controversy over United States defense policy and the
alleged Soviet advances in intercontinental missile deployment. The
services, in particular the Air Force, produced cstimates on Soviet
missile capability which stated that the T7.8.8.R. was superseding the
United States in long-range missile production. By 1959 the issue
involved Congress and became a subject of heated political debate
in the 1960 Presidential campaign. Democerats, led by former Seere-
tary of the Air Foree, Senator Stuart Symington of Missouri, charged
the Eisenhower Administration with permitting the U7.8.8.R. to exceed
the United States in bomber and missile strengt] . Data generated by
he ClA's photographie reconnaissance systems produced evidence
that these charges were ill-founded. The U.S.8.R. had not approached
the United States in missile production, 1t is unelear to what extent.
Lisenhower relied directly on ONE estimates in .aking his position
on this issne, The controversy was largely n politieal one, dividing
along party lines, Howover, it ig likely that Eisenhower's stance, 1f
not actually determined by, was at least reinforced hy ONE intelli-
grence analysis. which was never made publie.

The development of overkiead recennaissance systems created a need
for anoiher group of intelligence specinlists: photographic interpre-
ters. The Agency had established a photographic center in the DIDI
in 1953, As a result of the U2 deployment that group formed the
noeleus of a quickly expanding spectalty among intellig, nee anntysts.
In 1961 the National Photographic Interpretation Center (NTIC)
was established urder the DCT's dizection. Staffed by CTA and military
personnel, NPIC was a DDIT component until 1973, when it was a com-

ponent traunsferred to the Directorate for Science and Technology
(DDS&T).

" In 1955 to coordinate collection requirements for the V-2 program Bissedl
arranged for an informml Ad Hoc Requirements Committee (ARC), comprised
initlally of representatives of 1A, Arny, Navy, and Air Foree, Subsequently,
representatives of NHA, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the State Department
were inchided. In 1060, after the deployment of the U-2's follow-on system, n
formnl USER (see pp. (12-03 for a dircussion of URIR) subcommittes, the Com-
mittee on Overhead Reconmndssance (COMOR), -ureceded the ARC. ('OMOR
was responsible for the developmoent and operntion of all overhead reconnalssance
fystems,

T0-T250-76 -3
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These technological developments in the late 1950’s constituted the
beginning of an important expansion in the C1A’'s functions and capa-
bilities. Technical collection was to have a significient effect on the
Ageney’s relationship to the departmental intelligence services and
on the alloeation of resources within the intelligence community.

HI. The Coordination Problem

Dulles’ neglect of the community management or coordination as-
pect of his role as DCT was apparent to all who knew and worked with
him. Durving a peviod when the Agency was responsible for numerous
innovations, analytic and technical, Dulles might have seized the op-
portunity to strengthen the DCTs position relative to the military
services, As the community became lavger and as technical systems
required larger budgetary allovations, the imetitutional obstacles to
coordination increased,

Two episodes in Pulles” termn illustrate his lack of initiative in co-
ordinatien. One involved the Economic Research Arvea in ORR and
the other, the Oflice of Scientitic Intelligence. Both represented op-
portunities that. if taken, would have enhanced the DCI's capacity
to manage the community’s intelligence activitios.

By 1936 the major portion of FRA's work was devoted to Soviet
strategic analysis. ‘The work was seattered throughout the four FRA
divisicns, making production unwieldy and ineflicient. In that year
senior ERA personnel advanced a proposal to establish a Military
Kceonomics Braneh which would combine the fragmented military
intelligence efforts then heing conductwd in KRA. Dulles rejected the
recommendation on the grounds that the services might interpret such
a move ag a unilateral attempt by the Ageney to assume large respon-
sibilities in their fields of primary concern, In effect, Dulles” reluctance
to challenge the military services limited the Ageney’s own work
effort, More importantly, it allowed the Agency’s production of stra-
tegric intelligence to go without formal recognition in the community.
A decision by Dulles to establish the Ageney’s authority in the field
of national military intelligence would have required a confrontation
and a bureaucratic battle—ueither of which Dulles was inclined te
arsue,

The second example involved the establishment of the interdepart-
mental Guided Missiles Intelligence Committee (GMIC), an Intel-
ligence Advisory Committee subcommittee created in 1956, Since
1HY the Oflice of Seientifie Intelligence had wrangled with the mili-
tary services over the division of responsihility for producing scientific
aud technieal intelligence. DCID 3/4, issued in 19052, stipulated that
OSTI's primary mission was research for basic scientifie intelligence,
leaving rescarch for technienl intetligence with the militavy, Despite
the restrictions of DCED 374, the inseparable links between basic
seience and technology allowed OSI to branch into technienl =cience,
By 19533 OST had five divisions in the technieal seiences avea, inchuding
a Guided Missiles Intelligence Division,

The growing community-wide emphasi= on guided missiles intelli-
gonee raised the issue of interageney coordination, Discussions on the
subject provoked a split between the State Department and the CTA,
on the one hand, and the services on the other. State and the Ageney,
specifically OSL favored an interdepartmental committee with overall
responsibility for coordinating and producing guided missiles intelli-
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gence, The services and the Joint Staff favored exclusive Defense De-
partment control. It teck two years to reselve the issue. Between 1854
and 1956 Dulles hedged on the problem and was unwilling to press
055 claims. Finally in 1956 he took the matter to Secretary 0} De-
fense Charles Wilson, who supported the creation of a committee over
the objections of the Joint Staff and Navy and Army irtelligence.”
The sorviees, however, retained the right to. appoint the chairman,

In both these instances, the organization of (ST and the formation
of the GMIC, Dulles had an opportunity in the first stages of new
areas of intelligence production to establish a pattern of organization
for the comrumity and to assert the DCI's position. By not acting,
Dilles allowed departmental procedures to become more entrenched
al.l_li;: 1']outinizcd, making later coordination attempts all the more
difti ult.

At the time of its 1954 survey the Clark Task Force of the Hoover
Conrnission  recognized the need for more efficient intelligence com-
munity management, The Task Force members recomuended the
appointment of a Deputy Director to assume internal managens nt
responsibilities for the Agency. leaving the DCI free for his coordina-
tion vole. Dulles turned the recommendation around and appointed
General Lucien Truscott his deputy for comnumity affairs, Clearly,
'I‘rl]lscott lacked even the DCI’s limited authority in his coordinating
task.

Most of Truscott's efforts were dirvected at resolving jurisdictional
conflicts between the Agency and the military intelligence seivices.
The most persistent and troublesome operational problem i intelli-
gence community coordination involved the Army’s espior.age activi-
ties, particularly in Western Europe. The Army, Air Force, and to a
lesser extent, the Nuvy. had continued their independent clandestine
collection operations after the war, Among the services, the Army had
ieen the most active in the field and grossly outnumbe-ed the CiA in
manpower, The services’ justification for their operations had been
that during wartime they wonld need elandestine collection support.
That eapability required long-term development, Service activities,
in particular the Army’s, resulted in excessive duplication of the CIA
effort and frequently. competition for the same agents.

In 1958 Truscott succeeded in working cut an arrangement with the
sorvices. which attempted to rationalize clandestine collection activ-
itiex. A National Security Council Intelligence Dirvective assigred
CIA the primary responsibility for clandestine activities abroad. An
accompanying directive gave the DCT’s designated field represenia-
tives n modified veto over the services field activities. by requiring
that disagreements be referved to Washington for arbitration by the
DC1 am{- the Secretary of Defense. Although issuing these direc-
tives theoretically provided the DCI with authority over espionage
activities, in practice the directives only ereated a means of adjudicat-
ing disputes. Militavy commanders continued to rely on service intelli-
gence personnel to satisfy their intelligence requirements, To some
extent the difficulties were eased after 1959 but this was not as a result
of Truscotts efforts, ‘The principal reason was that the development

"pepe Alr Foree had eome to support the idea of an TAC stibcominittee.
12 @ap p, H2-53 for b discusalon of the Hoover Commisston.
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of technical collection systems made heavy drains on service intelli-
gence budgets and reduced the funds available for human coilection.
After 1959 Adr Foree activities declined sharply as the service began
developing overherd reconnuissunce systems, Likewise, the availability
of photographic data made the Army less able to justify large budg-
ctary allocations for buman collection, '

Within the Executive braneh there were efforts to strengthen the
s direction of the intelligence community. In January 1956, President
Eisenhower created the President’s Board of Consultants on Foreign
Intelligence Activities (PBCILA). Composed of retired senior gov-
ernment officials and members of the professions, the PBCFILA was to
provide the President with advice on intelligence matters.'® The Board
was i deliberative body and had no authority over either the DC1 or
thoe community. Accordingly, it had little impact on the administration
of the CLA or'on the other intelligence services. The Board did identify
the imbalance in Dudles” vole as DCE and in December 1956 and in
December 1958 recommended the appointment. of a chief of stafl’ fou
the DCT to carey out. the CLA's internal administration, In 1960 the
Bourd suggested the possibility of separating the DCIL from the
Agency, having him serve as the President’s intelligence advisor aml
as coordinator for community activities. Nothing resulted [rom
these recommendations. In part the failure to implement these pro-
posals was a reflection of PBCFLA's impotence. However, Dulles’
persoral standing liad a major influence on palicymakers’ acceptance
of his limited definition of the role. President Eisenhower, who himself
repeatedly pressed Dulles to exert more initiative in the community.
indicated his fundamental acesptance of Dulles” performance in a
statement cited in a CL\ history:

I'm not going to be able to change Allen. 1 have two alterna-
tives, either to get rid of him and appoint seineone who will
assert more authority or keep him with his limitations. 1'd
rather have Allen as my chief intelligence officer with his
limitations than anyone else i know.

On another level the PBCIIA did try to create a stronger insti-
tntional structure for the community. In 1957 the Board recommended
merging the United States Communications Intelligence Board with
the TAC. PBCFIA’s proposal was directed at improving the commu-
nity’s overall direction. The USCLDB was established in 1946 to advise
and make recommendations on communications intelligence to the
Secretary of Defense The PBCEFIA's recommendation for the
IAC-USCII merger was intended to strengthen the DCI’s nuthority
and to improve intelligence coordination, by making the DCI chair-

B rhe original PBCFIA members, all of whom were recomsmended by Dulles,
included : Genernl Doolittle, Sidney Souers, General Owar Bradley, Admiral
Richard Connolly, General Johu E, Hull, Morris Haodley, 1. New York lawyer,
Willam 3. Francke, former Necretary of the Navy, David Bruce, Forwer Am-
bassador, Henry Wriston, forwer president of Brown Cupiversity, amd Donald
Wussell, a member of the Clark Task Foree and former Asslstant Secretary of
state.

W CsCIR's membership included the Secretarles of Siate, Defense, the Direc-
tors of the FBI, and representatives of the Army, Navy, Alr Foree, nnd CIA.
USB votes were welghted. Represer “atives of State, Defense, the FB1, and
CLA ench bad two votes: other members hud one. Although the DCL sat on the
Commnittee, he had no vote.
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man of the newly established body. The services objerted to the erea-
tion of the Bouard, since it meant that in the arvea of electronic intelli-
genee they would be reduced to an advisory role vis g ris the DCL and
would lose the representational dominance they held in USCHE.
Despite the services' objections. in 193% the United States Intelligence
Board (US1B) was created to assume the duties of the 1AC and
USCIBL As with the TAC, USTB worked mostly through interdepast-
mental subsommittees in speeialized sreas,

Like the TAC, USTE was little tove than 2 superstenctnee. It had
no budgetary anthority, and did not provide the DCT with any dirvect
control over the components of the intelligence community, The
separiate olements of the commimity continned to function under the
inpetus of their own internal drives and mission definitions, Fsxen-
tiallv. the problem that existed at the time of the creation of C1G
remained,

From 1953 to P61 a =ingle Presidential administration aml con-
sistent J\meriean poliey objectives which had wide public azd govern-
mental support contributed to o period of oversll stability in the
CLA's history. Allen Dulles’ orientation and policymakers’ opera-
tional relianee on the Ageney made clandestine activities the dominant
CLA mission. The etios of seerecy within the DD allowed the Direc-
torate exemiption from the usu.l accountability procedures resulting in
u lnrge degree of independence in the conduct of operations.

The Ageney’s intelligence production. though distinguished by
advances 1 technieal colleetion and_in analysis, had not achieved the
consistent policy support role that hiad been the priiocy pur?osv for
the CIA crention, While Dulles may have cerved as 1o bricting
officer during NSC weetings=, in the day-to-day conduet of foreign
policy policymakers did net look to the Ageney for information nd
analyses,

The Ageney was equally unsuceessful in fullilling its interdepart-
mental coordination function. The inherent institutional obstacles to
management of the commnnity’s intelligence activities combined with
Dulles” indifference to this area of responsibility allowed the perpeto-
ation of a fragmented government-wide inteligence effort,

® For chart shiowing CILA organization as of 1961, see . 19,
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In the 1960 as in the previous decade the CIA's covert operational
capability dominated Agency activities. Policymakers’ reliance on
covert action fostered the CLs wtilization of irs existing operational
capabilitios as well as an inerease in paramilitary activities in support ‘
of counterinsargeney and militay programs. in intelligence produe-
tion the Ngency expanded its aveas of specialization, but senior gov-
crnment officials =11l did not consistently deaw on the DDIs intel-
ligenee analysis or on the DCL for policy support.

The most sigmificant development for the Agency during this period
was the impact of technological capabilities on inteiligence produc-
tion. These advances resulted in internal changes and necessitated in-
creased attention to coordinating the netivities of the intelligence com-
munity. The large budgetary resources nvolved and the value of
technical cellection systems precipitated major bureauceratic battles
and pointed up the inereasing, vather than diminishing, problems
surround; bg interagency participation in the intelligence process. De-
spite the Agency’s internal adjustinents an:l a sustained effort in the
carly 19G0's to effect better management in the community, the CLA's
fundamental strueture, personnel. and incentives remained rooted in
the early (9500,

Beginning in the fall of 1961 the C1A vacated its seattered areay
of butldings in downtown Washington and moved toits present strue-
ture in Langley. Vieginin, Allen Dulles had lobbied long and hand to
aequive 4 sigrle building for the Agency. Reasons of efliciency amd
the need for impreced seenrity dictated the move, Beveral locations

<were considered, including a building in the city. However, no single
downtown structure conld accommodate all the Agency empioyees sta-
tioned in Washington and alzo provide the requisite security for the
clandestine component. The availability of land in Langley, cight
i iles from the eity. made a new building there seem the ideal solution.

The effeets of the nove are diflicult to gauge, Some have argued that
the building has enconraged interchange Letween the DDI sl the
DDP, making the Ageney a more integratesd organization. That benefit
secis marginal, given the procedural and institutional barriers be- |
tween the two directors, A more significant effect may le on the
negative side, specifically the physical isolation of the Ageney from
the policymnkers it was created to serve,

In 1961, Cold War attitndes continued to shape the foreig policy
assumptions of United States «ficials, One need only peendl the mili-
tant tone of John F. Kennedy's January 1961 inangrural address (o

(G4
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appreciate the aceepted definition of the United States role. The Soviet
pronouncement ending the moratorium on nuclear testing in July
1961 amd the erection of the Berlin Wall a month Inter reinforced
existing attitudes. In the early years of the decade, Anerican con-
fidence and conviction were ma.ifested in an expansic e foreign policy
that included the abortive Bay of Pigs invasion, a dramatic con-
frontation with the Soviet Union over the installation of Soviet mis-
siles in Cuba, increased economic assistance to underdeveloped coun-
tries in Latin America aed Afriea, and rapidly esealating military
activities in Southeast Asia.

Mthough the Awerican presence in Vietaam, beginiing in 1963,
svinbolized U8, adherence to the strictoves of the Cold War, pereep-
tions of the Soviet Union had hegun to change. The image of an in-
ternatioml conmumise monolith began breaking down as ditferences
between the U8R, and the PPeople’s Republic of China emerged,
Moreover. the s rategic arms competition assuned inereased impor-
tagee in Soviet-Xmerican relations. By the mid-1960°5 the Soviet
Fion posses=ev a0 credildes T minnoald, noelear doterrent against
tie United States: by the end of the decade the two nations were a-
proaching strategie parity, Sovied advanees provided the impetus for
cifort= a1 arms control ad for attempts at greater cooperation in
cultwe al amd cconomie areas. The CEA was drawn o each of these
nejor developments in United States policy.

1. The Diveetors of Centval Lotelligenee, 196 1-1070

In the 1950~ Allen Dalles had given his personal stamp o the
Areney il i Lrge measure independently defined his roke as DCL
In the next decade the suecessive Presidents, John F. Kennedy, Lyn-
don B3, Jdohnzon. and Richard M. Nixon, had a greater influence on
the role of the DO —his statuze and his relative position among policy-
makers,

dohnw A Mot . Novewdhor (0060 -A pril s

John MeCone came to the Central Intelligence Ageney s an out-

sidet. Ths hickground had been in private industey, where he had dis-
tingnished Limself as a corporate inanager. Trained as an engineer,
MeCone enterel the constrnetion business and rose to beeoms lxecen-
tive Viee President of Consolidated Steel Corporation. Later in his
careet, he fomded his own epgineering firmg sunl during World
Wi I Lecame involved in =hiphuilding and aiveraft production,
Following the war, hie served on several govermment committees and
Leld the position of Under Seeetaey of the Nir Fo e In 14005,
MeCone was nined (o the Momic Energy Comisiot, aud dater (i
vear he ok overes it chairma,
TThe Bayoof Vies f0bere precipitated Fresident Kennedy's decision
1o replace Alien Didles znd to appoint o DCL who hind o iiore de-
tnehed viow of the Ageney s operational capahitiny, MeCone hronght
a quick. snarp inteflect do s jobas DOE and he devoted meh of s
attention o =orting ont * snagement problems at the commmity level.
His political imlependence s stamel Republican in a Democratie
admyristigjon as well e Lis personal confidenee meude i a <trong
atui n=sertive tigure arong policymalkers, .

Uneguestionably, the missib erisis in October 1962 solidificd Me-
Cone's place in the Rennedy Administration as an active participant
in the policy process, The human and technical resourees that the
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Agency brought to bear—U-2 flights ~ver Cubn, overhead reconnais-
sance over the U.S.S.R., supplemented by agents in both places—
dearly identified the Agency’s contribution in a period of crisis and
enhanced McCone’s position as DCI. McCone resigned in 1965 be-
cause Lyndon Johnson had nat accorded him the stature and access he
had enjoyed under Kennedy.
Fiee-Admiral William Raborn, April 1965-June 1966

At the time of his appointment as DCI Viee-Admiral William
Raborn had retired from Aw Navy and was employed in the acrospace
industry. A graduate of Annapolis, Raborn had had a suecessfnl Naval
career as an administrator and combat ofiicer. His most significant ae-
complishment was his participation in the development of the Polaris
missile system. Immediately prior to hus retivement from the Navy
in 1963, Raborn served as Deputy Chief of Naval Operations. He was
Director of Centra. Intelligence for only a year, and his impact on
the Ageney was minimal.

Lichurd M. Ielms, June 19G6-F clbruary 1873

Richard Hel:ns became DCL following nearly twenty-five years in
the Clandestine Service, Just as Allen Dulles had identitiod himsel f
with the intelligence professions. Helms identified himself with the
Ageney as an institution, Having served in a sueeession of senior
positions since the early 1950, Helms was a fivst-generation product
of the CLA. and he conunanded the personal an:d professional regpect
o his contemporaries.

[Tehus” international orientation began early, Most of his secondary
education consisted of private schooling in Germany and Switzerland,
MMter grraduating from Williams College in 1935, he worked s a jour-
nalist. In 142, he joined the service and was assigmed to OS5, THelms
remuined an intelligence oflicer through the transitions to 881 and
the Central Intelligenee Gronp, As a member of the CLAs Office of
Specaal Operations, he rose to become Deputy Assistant Divector for
Special Operations, An excellent adminiztrator, he seeved as Assistamt
Deputy Divector for Plans (ADDP) under both Wisner and Bissell,
In 1963 Helms was named DDI? and vas appointed Deputy Director
of Centeal Intelligence (DDCH nnder 10 born,

As Director of Centreal Inteligence. Helms™ ‘nterests veimined on
the operations side, and he did not displey a strong interest in the
management problems related 1o the intelligerce community. e col-
leagrue stated that “duiing his term as Divector, Helms san the DDP
ot of his hip pecket.”™ Helms labored under the difliculty of two
Iresiients who were not receptive to the DUDS function as senior
i g aee officer. Lyndon Johnzon was mired in Vietnam and bent
cniomidlitary victory s Richard Nixon had an inherent distrust of the
Sgeney and preferred to work within his Waite Honse staff. Neither
President gave the DCT the opportunity to falfill his rvole as chief
mtelligrence advisor,

I, The Clandestine Sopeiee
A Tandestine Aetivitics, 1061 - 1970

The Clandesting Service dominated the Ageney’s activities during
this period. In bodget, manpower, and degree of DCT attention ae-
corded the DDP, clandestine operations remained the CEA s most con-

L
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suming mission. The DDP continued to function us n highly compart-
mented structure with small groups of individuals responsible for and
privy to selected activities. That ethos unquestionably fostered and
supported the development of s..ch excessive operations ns assassina-
tion plots agninst foreign leaders, Nonetheless, the policies and oper-
ational prefere.ces of the Iixecutive branch dictated the priorities in
the Agency’s activities.

Evidence of Communist guerrilla activities in Southeast Asia and
Africa convinceed President Kennedy and his closest advisors, inelud-
ing Robert Kennedy and Geners! Maxwell Taylor, of the need for
the United States to develop an unconventional warfave capability.
“Counterinsurgeney,” as the U.3, cffort was designated, aimm\ a pre-
venting Communist-supported military vietories without precipitat-
mg a major Soviet-American military confrontation. Simultancously,
the CLA wax called on to develop and employ its puramilitavy eapa-
bilities around the world. In the decade of the 1960's, paramilitary
operations became the dominant CIA elandestine activity, surpassing
covert psychological and political uction in budgetary allocations by
14967,

Political action, propagatda. and operations involving international
organizations continued. By the early 1960° the DDP had developed
the infrastructure—assets in place—which allowed the development
of continuing activities. The combination of the paramilitary surge
and self-sustaining operations made the peviod 1964 to 1907 the most
active for the execution of covert activities,

In the 1950% the administeative arrangements in the DDP were
highly centralized. The DDP or his assistant. the ADDI*, personally

wapproved every project initiated either at Headquarters or in the feld.
By 1960 the delegation of approval authority beenme n bureaucratic
nevessit v, Beeause the number of projects had proliferated, no one or
two individuals could either efliciently act on or competently make
jubzments en the multitude of proposed activities, In 1960 a gradu-

ated approval proeess hegan to develop in the DDP. whereby Station -

Chieis and Division Chiefs were authorized to approve projects, de-
pemding on cost and potentinl risk factors. The more sensitive projects
were referred to the ADDD, the DDI?, or the DCL The extent to which
the procedural changes affected the number and nature of projects
approved is unclear.

Under the direction of the Kennedy Administration, paramilitary
programs were initinted in Cuba, Laos, wvd Vietnam. The failure
of the Bay of Pigs did not diminigh senior oflicials’ conviction that
the U5, had to take offensive action against the Cuban government.
It is difficult to appreciate the near obsession that characterized atti-
tudes toward ]"iﬁel Castro in the first $we yvears of the Kennedy
Admimistration. The presence of an avowed Communist leader ninety
miles from the Florida coustline was regarded as an intrusion on U8,
primacy in the Western Hemisphere and as a diveet threat to American
security.

Between Octobor 1861 and October 162, the Agency conducted
Operation MONGOOSE. The program consisted of collection. pmra-
military, sabotage, snd political propaganda activities, aimed at dis-
crediting and ultimately toppling the Castro government, MON-
GOOSE was administersd throngh a specinl Headgnarters Task Foree
{'Fask Force W) that was comprised of some of the most able DD
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“ilea men™ and operators, Describing the intensity of the Ageney’s
effort and the breadth of activities thai were generated, one former
'l’n.i;)lc Force W member stated “1t was very simple ; we were at war with
Cuba,”

The Cuban effort coincided with a major inerease in the Ageney's
averall Latin Ameriean program. ‘The perception of a growing Soviet
presence in the Western Hemisphere both politically and through
suerritla activity in Peru, Bolivin, and Colombia resulted in a 406
inc:l-cnsu in the size of the Western Hemisphere Division between 1960
atad 10652

In the early 1960 the decolonization of Africa sparked an incvease
in the scale of CLA clandestine activities on that continent. CIA ne-
tions paralleled growing interest on the part of the State Department
and the Kennedy Administration in the “third world countries,” which
were regarded as o line of defense against the Soviet Union. The gov-
ernment-wide asswinption was that the Soviet Union would attempt to
encroack on the newly independent African states. I'rior to 1960, Af-
riea had been inelud d ia the European or Middle Eastern Division, In
that vear it beerine o separate division. Stations sprang up all over the
continent. Between 1959 and 1963 the number of CLA stations in Africa
Iereased by 35.5%. Apart from Limiting Communist ndvances through
propaganda and political action, the Agency’s African activities were
directed at gaining information on Communist China, the Soviet
Union, and North I{orea.

The Agency’s large-seale involvement in Southeast Asia began in
1962 with programs mm Laos and Vietnam, In Laos, the Agency imple-
mented air supply and paramilitary training programs, which gradu-
ally developed into full-scale management of a ground war. Botween
1962 and 1965, the Agency worked with the South Vietnamese Gov
ernmient to organize pelice forces and paramilitary onits. After 1965,
the CIA engaged in a full-scale paramilitary assistanee program to
South Vietnam. The CIA program paralleled the esealating U.S.
military commitment to South Vietanam.

The Agency’s extensive operational involvement in Southeast Asin
lad a tangible impact on the leadership within the DDP. By 1970,
lar, nmntm's of individunls began retiring from the Agency. ssen-
tially, these were the fisst-generntion CIA profes- onals who had be-
gun their enveers in the late 1940’s. Many were O8S veterans who had
wen promoted to senior positions early and remained. As these men
began leaving the Agency, many of their positions were fillesd by indi-
viduals who had distinguished themselves in Southeast Asin-related
activities. Tn the Clandestine Service—the present Deputy Dircetor
tor Operations? his predecessor, the Chief of the Connterintelligence
Stadl, and the Deputy Chief of the Soviet/JKast Enropean Division all
spent consideryble time in the IFar Last at the height of the Ageney's
effort there.

By tke end of the decade, the level of covert operations hegan to
decline, Mensured in terms of project numbers, budgetary expenditures

! Following the Bay of Pigs, an interageney ingpection team recommended an
inerense in the Western Hemisphere Diviglon to improve ULS, Intelligence capa-
bilitiex In Latin Mnericn.

*in 1993 DCI James Schlesinger changed the name of the Clandestine Rervice
from e Directorate for I’lans to the Directorate for Uperatious,
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and petsonnel, the DDI”'s covert operations dininished between 1867
and 1971, The process of reduction extended over several years and
derived principally from factors outside the Agency.

The most. conspicuous intrusion into CIA operations was the 1967
Ramparts magazine article, which exposed CIA funding of inter-
national student groups, foundations, and private voluntary ogani-
zations that had begun in the 1950%s. The revelations resulted in
President Johnson's appointment of a three-person committee to ex-
amine the CLAs covert funding of American educational and private
vormtary organizations operating abroad, Chaired by vhe Under Sec-
retary of State, Nicholas Katzenbach. the Commiittee included DCI
j Richard Ilelms amd Secvetary of Health, lducation and Welfare,
John Gardner. Arter conducting its review, the Katzenbach Commit-
tee recommended that no federal agency provide covert financial assist-
ance to Ameriean educational and voluntary institutions. The Katzen-
bach Report prompted an internal C1.A examination of itz domestic-
based organizational activities. Although the Agency complied with
the strict terms of the Katzenbach guidelines, funding and contact
arrangements were realigned so that overseas activities could con-
tinue with lit:le reduction. Overall, funding to educational or private
voluntary orpanizations constituted a small proportion of covert activ-
ity, and the Katzenbach Report did not affect major operations in the
areas of overseas political action, labor. and propngumla.

Government-wide personnel cutbacks had n wider impact on covert
operations, In 1967 and 1989, concern over the U.S. balance of pay-
ments deficit prompted Executive Orders veducing the number of fed-
eral employees stationed overseas. Budgatary limitations imposed by
the Office of Management and Budget and State Department 1estric-
tions on the number of cover positions made available to CLA person-
nel also contributed to sigmificant reductions in DD personnel.

By the end of the decade, internal concern developed over the prob-
lem of exposire for large-seale operations, It was this factor that
determined Helms® 1970 decision to transfer the budgetary allocations
for operations in Laos from the CIA to the Defense l)vp:n'tm("nt.
Gradually, senior Ageney personngl began to recognize the cumulative
effects of long-term subsidies to and associations with political parties.
media. and agents overseas—a large presence invited attention and was
vulnerable to exposure, .

During this peviod of esealation and decline in covert operations,
clandestine collection was alsc undvrgning some changes, As indicated
in the preceding chapter. in the 1930's much of the DDI”s clandestine
information hml. for a variety of reasons, cotte from 1 Sson relation-
ships with host governments. By the early 196tVs the Clandestine
service had doveloped its own capability and was less de mendent. on
linison “or executing its clandestine collection function. DDP ease
ofticers had had approximately ten years to engage in the long-range
pracess of spotting. assessing. cultivating, and recruiting agents,

As Deputy Director for Plans from 1962 to 1965, Richard 1lelms
attempted to upgrade the DDPs clandestine collection mission. elins
had been an OS8O oflicer and. in contrast to both Wisner and Bissell,
s professionnl identity had been forged on the scollection” side of
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the Clandestine Service, In the carly 1960%, Helns embarked on a
concerted effort to improve DD training to produce ofticers whoe coukl
recenit agents as well as maintain liaison velationships.

Fechnotogical developments had a major impact on clandestine col-
lection “tavgets"—the specific objects of an agent's colleetion effort.
From at least the eavly 1950°s, information related to Soviet strategic
capabilitics was a continwous priorvity for clandestine human source
cotlection. Tlowever, the difliculties of aceess to the Soviet Union and
Castern Karope—the so-called “denicd areas™—left even the most
baxice information out of the reach of human colleetion. Reconnaissance
filled that gap. providing hard data on Soviet strategic deplovinents—
locations of missile sites, production centers, and transport facilities,
With the acquisition of these broad categories of information, human
vollection was redirected to more specific targets, inchuling researeh
amd  developnent,

B Fecentive Authori: ion

During the 1962- 1970 period, proceanres for Executive authoriza
tion of covert acticn projects beeame morve regularized. and eriterin
for approval became move =trictly defined. In large pan these pro-
coddural changes reflected a helated recognition that covert operations
were no longer exceptionul activities undertaken in extraordinary
circumstances. Instead, covert operations had become an ongoing
clement in the cond'uct of U, foreign policy and required formal-
ized channels of rev.ew and approval.

Althongh the approving bedies went throngh a number of name
changes and adjustments in membership, fundamental assumptions
governing review remained the same, Each group functioned in a way
that Hlurred accountability for decisions; no participant was requirved
to sign off on * dividual decisions: amd the frequency of meetings was
irregular, The absence of strict acconntability was intentional. By
shieldimg the President and senior officials from direct association
with covert operations, it was possible for the Chief of State to publicly
deny responsibility for an exposed operation. Such was the theory. In
faet. us the Soviet attack on the U=2 in May 1960 illusteated, the Presi-
dent has historieally assumed ultimate responsibility for U.S, actions.

During the Kennedy Administration the Special Group served
as the review body for covert action, The Taylor Report in June 1961
redefined the membershin of the Group in an effort to insure bhettor
review and coordination for the anticipated expansion in paramilitary
activities. Tt was not until 1963 that formal criteria developed for
sulmnitting covert action projects to the Group. Until then, the judg-
ment of the DCL had determined whether an Agency-originated
project was submitted to the Group and its predecessor bodies for
authorization. In 1963 project cost and risk beeame the general criterin
for e termining whether a project had to be subnatted to the Special
Giroup. Although the specific eriteria were not established in writing,
the Mpreney used $23.000 as the threshold amount, and all projects at
that level and above were submitted for approval. Ageney officinls
judged the relative risk of a proposed project—its potential for ox-
posure, possibility for suceess, politieal sengitivity.

T pget” refera to the specifie source through which informantion may be
ob aed, e, o scelentist or a research Inhogatory may be o Iarget for Soviet
technologieal innovation.
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The Kennedy Administration’s initiation of large-scale paramili-
tary nctivities resulted in the creation of two additional working
groups, the Special Group on Counterinsurgency (C1), and the Spe-
cial Group (Augmented). The Special Group (Cl) had only three
members, General Maxwell Taylor, the President’s Military Advisor,
McGeorge Bundy, the Assistant for National Security Affuirs, and
Attorney General Robert Kennecy. Established in January 1963, the
Special Group (CI) was to provide coordination for counterinsur-
geney programs. The Special Group (Augmented) was responsible
for supervising only one operation, MONGOOSE. The members of
this body included "Mcticorge Bundy, Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Roswell Gilpatrie, Under Secretary of State, U, Mlexis Johnson.
Chairman of the JOS, Lyman Lenmitzer, McCone. Taylor and Robert
Kennedy. The Speeinl Group (Augmented) engaged in close super-
vision of and hizison with CLX officials regarding the execution of the
MONGOOSE program. Following the disbandment of the operation
in October 1962, the Special Group (Augmented) was dissolved.

The changes that oceurred under Lyndon Johnson and Richard
Nixon demonstrated that the 1eview proecess remained subject to the
working habits and preferences of individual Presidents. During the
Johnson Administration, the Special Group was renamed the 303
Conmittee, Ilowever, the real forum for NSC-level decisions became
the *Tuesday Lunches,”™ a luncheon meeting at the White House that
included Prosident Johnson, Helms, MeNamata, Bundy (later his suc-
cessor Walt Rostow). the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs  f Stail, and
the IPress Secretary to the President. These discussions were dominated
by the subject of military operations in Vietnam, and the informality
of the meetings fostered consensual fuzziness rather than hard choices,

In tebruary 1970, the basic directive governing covert act ion
authorization. NSC 341272, was replaced by National Security Deci-
sion Memorandum (NSDM) 40, That directive spelled out the duties
of the newly-designated 40 Committee, which replaced the Xpecial
Group as the Executive decisionmaking body on covert operations.!
.\'Sl).\l 40 restated the DCI's responsibility for coordinating and con-
trolling covert operations. Its only real modification from the Hiz/2
directive was 1. provision that the 40 Connmittee annuaily review covert
action projects previously approved.

A major shortcoming in the review process was the limited nmmber
of projects subject to external authorization. The vast majority of
covert action projects were initiated and approved withir. the Ageney.
Morcover. whole categories of projects were exempt from outside au-
thorization. Covert political aetion projects-—those involving political
parties, the press, media, and Inbor unions—ure often made possible
snd suppotted by the existence of clandestine collect ion projects, The
assets maintnined through these projects provide aecess and informa-
tion and serve as conduits for resources, Despite their importance to
covert action prejects and their frequently indistinguishable function.
such projects were not defined ag covert action and therefore were
exempt from external authorization.

In the fick] covert netion coordination hetween the State Department
and the CLA was & continuing problein. Since the relationship between

CPhe 40 Committer wembers ineluded the President’s Assistant for Natleual
Neeurity Affnirs. the Depnty Seeretary of Defetxe. the Under Sveretnry of State
for Politienl Affalrs, the Chaleman of the Joinl Chiefs of Stall, and the DCL
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Ambassadors and Chiefs of Station was not strictly defined, consulta-
tion between State and CIA was uneven. Ambassadors were generally
imformed of broad covert action programs undertnken in the host
country but frequently did not know the details—identities of agents,
methods of action, scope of the program. Some Ambassadors preferred
not to know the extent of CLA activity, regarding it a diplomatic Ha-
hility to be'too closely identified with the CIA. Still, it was not unusual
for Ambassadors thewselves to recommend or request the initiation of
vovert intervention to hring about political conditions more favorable
to U8, policy. In cach case, the kind of information an Ainbassador
received was dependent on his preference for being informed, his
disposition to assert his prerogatives, and his relationship with the
CLEA Station Chief,

Etforts to improve coordination and to give the Ambassador a more
formalized role were ineffective. In 1961 President Kennedy addressed
a letter to all Ambassadors, indicating their responsibilities to oversee
and coordinate all Embassy activities. A sinnlar letter was addressed
to Ambassadors by President Nixon in 1969, These Presidential ini-
tiatives did not fundamenctally alter relationships in the ficld. Having
ne direct anthority over the Station Chief, an Ambassador could only
make requests in his eapacity as head of the “country team”—the
ranking government. agency representatives posted to the IKmbassy.
He conld not make demands or exercise formal control based on n
position of recognized seniority. In terms of overall foreign policy
coordination the situation was less than satisfactory s

(. Congresgional Review

In the mid-1960%, international developments resulted in increased
congressional demands for intelligence information. The 1967 Middle
tast War, advances in space technology, and nuclear proliferation
contributed to heightened Congressional interest in the intelligence
produet. In response to Congressional vequests DCT Richard Helms
mereased the number of briefings to conmittees, subcommittees and
individual mmembers, In 1967 thirteen Congressionu] committees, in ad-
dition to the fonr with oversight functions, received substantive intelli-
vence bricfings.

The increased Congressional demand for the intelligence product
did not alter the closed. informal nature of Congressional oversight.
Both John McCone and Richard Helms mamntained good relation-
ships with senior-ranking committes members, who were kept -
formed on an individual basis of important CIA activities. Cursory
review of CI\ activities continued to characterize the subcommittees’
functions. Tn 1966 Senator Kugene McCarthy agnin sponsored a bill
for the establishment of a CTA oversight committee, but the effort
failed. Oversight had not progressed from information sharing
to serutiny.

HI. The Effort at Ma.agement Reform

Technological developments foreed attention to the problem of co-
ordinating the collection activities of the departmental intelligence
components, The costs of lechnical collection systems and competition
for their deployment necessitated some working relationship to replace
the undirected evolution that had matked the intelligence community

15 1974 the Ambasgador's responsibilities for coordinating field nctivities were
vittlined hy statute, hut the game problems remain,
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in the deeade of the 1950, During McCone’s directorship, the problem
was identified more specifically than it had been before, yet the obsta-
cles to coordination were considerable. Later, the pressures of Viet-
nam, the changes in Executive decisionmaking, and the personal inter-
ests of the DCIs ouce agnin relegated community probiems to a low
piiority. .

The Bay of Pigs fiasco had a major impact on John If, Kennedy's
! thinking about the intelligence community, He felt he had been poorly
served by the experts and sougat to establish procedures that wonld
better en=ure his own acquisittion of intelligence judgments. In short,
Kennedy defined a need tor a senior intelligence officer and in so doing
assured John MeCone aceess and influence. The fact that McCone was
kncwn to have that access—he had a regular weekly meeting alone with
the President—provided hi:n with a degree of stature and leverage
among the Departments which strengthened his vole in the community.

Kennedy defined the DOUs rele in a letter sent to McCone on
January 16, 1962, In it Xennedy gave primary emphasis to the DCI's
function as coordinator for the community and ax principal intelli-
gence oflicer for the President. The letter read. in part

In carrving out your newly assigned duties as PCL Ot ismy
wish that vou serve as the govermpent’s principal foreign in-
telligence officer, and as such that rou undertake as part of
your responsibility. the coordination and effective guidanee
of the total 7.8, foreign inteligence eifort. As the govern-
ment’s principal intelligenee ollicer. yvon  will assure the
proper coordination. correlation. and cvaluation of intelli-
gonee from all sources amd its prompt dissemination to me
and to other recipicuts as appropriate, In fulfillment of these
tasks, I shall expret you to work closely with the heads of all
departments amd agencies having responsibilities in the for-
cign intetligence field, . ..

As head of the C1A, while you will centinue to have over-
all responsibility for ‘ne Ageney. T shall expeet you to dele-
gate 1o vour principal deputy. as you may deein necessary,
so much of the Jirection of the detailed operation of the
Ageney as may be required to permit you to earey ot your
primary task as DCL ...

The letter deew a sharp distinetion between MeCone’s responsibili-
ties a~ head of the Ageney and as coordinator for the commmunity,
Keunedy's action was in part an attempt to vectify Alen Dulles” con-
spicuons negleet of conununity affaivs” For any DCL the demands of
managing an organization with thousands of cmplovees, overseeing a
comminity nearly fen times the Ageney’s size, asg well as keeping in-
formed on substantive intelligence matters to brief the President, were
excessive, Kemmedy's instructions regarding the administration of tha
Ageney were intended to relieve MeCone of his internal vexponsihili-
ties to allow him to better fultill his roles in intelligence and inter-
departmen® ] coordination.

Althongh MeCone agreed with Kennedy™s coneept ot the DO
job and vigorously pursued the President’s objectives, the resulls were
uneven. Followige o 1961 study diveeted by Lyman 13, Kivkontrick,

* Botwoen July aud October 1001, PFIAR . onee agalh, recommeided o
redefinition of the role of the DUT, *
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the Agency Inspector Generul, several organizational changes were
made i the Office of the Diractor. The most important change was the
creation of a new position, Ixecutive Director-Comptroller.® Kirk-
patrick was appointed to the post, and his job was to assume most of
the responsibility for interna‘mnmungo.munt. In practice, the altered
system did not. signifieantly limit the DCI’s involvement in Agency-
reluted administrative matters. This was particularly true for issues
involving the Clandestine Service, The fundamental nature of clan-
destine operations, the fact that they invelved people in sensitive,
conplicated situations, demanded that the Agency’s highest ranking
official assume responstbility for decisions, A former member of
MeCone's staff stated that despite his community orientation, McCone
spent 40 percent of his time on issues related to clandestine activities.”

From 1963 te 1966, much of the Agency’s community effort was
directed toward working out an agreement with the \ir Foree
on overhead reconnaissance programs. The major issue was whether
the CIA would continue to have an independent capability foi the
design and development of space systems. In 1961, the Agency and the
Air Force had established a working relationship for overhead recon-
naissanee through a central administrative oflice, comprised of a small
stadl of CLA. Air Force, and Navy representatives. s director re-
ported to the Secvetary of Defense, but aceepted intelligence require-
ments throngh USIR. Budget approprintions for the central office
came through the Air Foree. Under the agreement, the Air Foree
provided the missiles, bases, and recovery capability for reconnaissance
systems, and the CLA was vesponsible for research and development,
contracting. and sceurity, Fssentially, this arrangement left the
Ageney in control of the collection program, Since a primary mission
was at stuke, the Air Force was not willing to relinquish control over
development. production, and deployment. to the Agency.

Two other factors magnified the reconnaissance program’s impor-
tance to the Air Foree. IFirst, with the advent oll intercontinental
ballistic misstles (1CBMs), the manned bomber had lost its primacy
in strategic planning. Second, when the civilian-controlled National
Aeronantics and Space Administration (NASA) was ereated in 198,
the Air Foree had been deprived of directing the overall U8,
arcospace program. Because of these developments, the Air Force,
particularly the Strategic Air Command, looked upon overhead recon-
naissance as vet another mission that was being snatched away.

The Ageney recognized that it could not assume management re-
sponsibility for reconnaissance systems, once developed. Missiles,
Jaunch sites, and recovery capabilities were not clements in the
Ageney's repertoire. ‘Thus, whatever claims the CIA miade for research
and development, the Agency was dependent on the Air Force for
adntinistering the systems?

SOther changes included placing the General Counsel's office. Audit Siaff.
Comptroller, Office of Budget, Program Analysis and Manpower directly under
the DCT and estnblishing a reparate Office of leglalative counsel.

" An Ageney employee charseterized the three fuactional Directorates thiz
way : “The DDT i o produetion outfit nnd can run itrolf, the DDS&TDT spends
ey, it the DD always nvolvea prople problemns.”

SPhere wers some within the Ageney who favored CIA contre over all phases
af the recapissanee prograi, ot they werd in the minority,
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Theso factors complicated an already complex rivalry. Control by
one agency or another involved more than t;mlgets, manpower, and
nceess to photography. A decision would affect the Lature of the recon-
naissance program itself. Given its mission, the Air Foree was inter-
ested in tactical informntion, which required high resolution photog-
raphv. The CIA. on the other hand, was cvommitted to procuring
national intelligence, essentially long-range strategic information.
This required an area search capability, one with broad coverage but
low resolution. Also at issue was the question of who would determine
targeting and frequency of coveragre, ie. the establishment of re-
quirements. If the Air Force assumed vesponsibility, its decisions
would reflect its tactical orientation : if the Agency decided, national
intelligence requirements would have precedence.

While the rivalry between the dir Force and the CIA was intense,
the competition within the Departinent of Defense was equally acute.
The Air Force determination to seenre control of +he reconnaissance
program jeopardized the Sccretary of Defense's capa ity to utilize
reconnaissance datn. The infornation generated by photographie
collection was crucial to the Seeretary of Defense in making inde-

endert judgments on weapons procurement and strategic planning.
f the \ir Foree controlled the reconnaissanece program, the service
would gain an enormous advantage in pressing itx own claims, See-
retary of Defense Robert MeNamara was awave of the threat which
the Air Foree posed. In the protracted negotiations over the national
reconnaissance program MeNamara beeame McCone's ally against
the Air Force in order to maintain the independence of his own
position.

In August 1965, an agreement was reached that gave the Ageney
and the Seerotary of Defense decizionmaking authority over the na-
tional reconnaissance program. A three-perton Exeeutive Connnittee
(EXCOM) for the manggement of overhead reconnaissanee was es-
tablished. Its membership included the DCL an Assistant Seeretary
of Defense. and the President’s Scienee Advisor, The EXCOM re-
ported to the Secretary of Defense, who was assipned primary admin-
istrative authority for overhead veconnnissance. The arvrangement
recognizedd the DCLs rigght as head of the community to establish col-
lection requirenients in consultation with USTB and gave him l'es\nm-
sibility for processing and utilizing reconnaissance-produced data
To balance the Secretary of Defense’s anthority. the DCT conld appenl
to the President in the event he disagreed with the Secretary’s
decision.”

The agreement represented & compromize between military and
Ageney claims and provided substantive recognition of the DCTs na-
tional intelligence responsibility. As a decisionmaking =tructure. it
has worked well. However, it has not rectified the inherent competi-
tion over technieal collection systems that has come to motivate the
intelligenee provess, The development of these systems las erented in-

*In 1807, the Committee on  Imagery Requirements and  Exploitation
(COMIREX) sucteeded COMOR nx the URIB subeommittee responsible for the
management of colleetion planning. Unlike COMOR, COMIREX also bad respon-
alltity for the distr bution of imagery obtnined through photographie nnd aerisl
reconnalasance progrims,
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tense vivalry, principally between the Air Force and the Agency, over
development. \\'ith so mueh money and manpower at stake with each
new system, cach Ageney is eagrer to gain the benefits of successful
contractmgr.

Beyond the interagency agreement on the reconnaissance program,
McCone took other initiatives to develop better community-wide co-
ordination, The establishment of the office of Nationa! InteHigence
Programs Evaluation (NIPE) in 1963 was the first major DCT effort
to ensure onsistent contact with other intelligence components. The
NTPE staff had three major responsibilities: reviewing and evaluating
intelligence community programs as a whole: establishing an inven-
tory of intelligence activities to facilitate judgments regarding the
cost and effectiveness of particular programs: and assessing USIB
committee actions to implement priorvity national intelligence objee-
tives. In each area. the NTPE staff was limited iy the absence of regu-
larized procedures among intelligence ngencies, by these agencies re-
sistance to any effort to impose external diveetion, and by the sheer
magnitude of the task.

For example, in attempting to dovelop a consolidated intelligence
budget the staff confronted four different program packages, Signals
Intelligence (SIGINT) was prepared in a Consolidated Cryptaiogieal
Program, consisting of the National Security Ageney budget and the
activities of the military services’ eryptological agencies. The budget
for the Defense Intelligence Ageney e in(-ﬁldml DIA s allocaiions as
well as those of the military intelligence serviees, The overhead recon-
naissance programm had its ewn budget, and the CLA program was
formulated on the baxis of eategories different from those of any other
program. These avrangements nde it excemdingly difficnlt to break
down the costs for categories of activities within the respective agen-
eios or for major subordinate components of the commnity. The first
national intelligence budget was compiled in 1965, when the approxi-
mation of intelligence expenditures was several billion dollars.

The preliminary budgetary work of the NIPE staff resulted in
the establishment of the National Intelligenee Rexources Bonrd
{NIRBY in 1965 The NIRB was to advise the DO in making judg-
ments on foreign intelligence resonree needs. NIRB was chaived by the
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. and its members inctuded the
Director of the Ntate Department’s Burean of Intelligence and Re-
search (INR) and the Director of the DIA. By 1970, a1 centralized
reporting mechanizm existed, capable of providing community -wide
budgetary  information in nations! 1oreign intelligenee programe,
Despite these advances in -ompiling bua retary and program informa-
tion as well as other efforts at coordination through USIB subeom-
mittees, a real process of centralized nunagement and allocation of
resotirees did not exist. Budgetary authority vested with the Depart-
ments, ench of which defined its programs in terms of its specific needs,

* P he Defense Intelligence Ageaey {DTA) was erented by Recvetary of Defense
Robert MeXamarva In 1961, Staffed by reprosentatives from cael of the services,
D was intended to limit the existing duplieation among the militory intelli-
gence services and to provide more obfective intelligence analysis than that
being produced by the service inteligence components,
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IV. The Directorate of Svience and Technology (PDS&T)

_Internally. the Agency was also adjusting to the impact of tech-
mical and scientific advances. The debate between the Air Force and
the CIA over the national reconnuissunce program coincided with
the Ageney’s organization of an independent directorate for science
and technology. The developments in technica! collection programs.
ineluding overhend reconnaissance and ELINT (electronic intercepts).
made plain the necessity for centralizing collection and analysis of
scientific intelligence. As early s 1957, there had been suggestions
that CIA’s technical and seientific activities be combined under a new
directorate, Richard Bissell's insistence on maintaining close control
over the U-2 program and Allen Dulles' traditionalist definition of
intetligence prevented the change.

Immediately after his appointment, John McCone made the issne
of technical and scientitic organizational arraugements a priority.
McCone was convineed of the importanee of technical collection pro-
grams and regarded the ereation of a separate directorate essential
to effective tanagement and utilization of these capabilities. The 1961
Kirkpatrick study alwo recommended integration and reinforced the
DCT's ewn preference.

In 1961, seientific and technical intelligence operations were seat-
tered among the three Directorates. The reconnaissanee component had
been transferred to the DDP under the title Development Projeets
Division (DPP1}) : in the DD, the Oflice of Scientific Intelligence
conducted basie sctentific and technologieal research: the Fechnical
Services Division of the DDP engaged in research and development
to provide operntional support for clandestine activities: a-ul the
Oflice of ELINT in the DDP was vesponsible for electronic intercepts.
Organizing an independent direetornte meant wresting manpower and
resources from existing components, The resistanee was considerable.
and a year and half passed between the first attempt at ereating the
directorate and its actual establi=himent,

McCone’s announcement of the Directorate for Researeh (DIR)
in 1962 precipitated the two major controversies which sur-
rounded the consolidation of the existing components=—DDTI's elaim to
OSI and DDPs elaim to TSD Unwilling to relinquish their respec-
tive components, oflicials in both Directorates thwarted the intial
offort to organize the Research Dirvectorate. In Angust 1963, in the
second attempt to integrate the seientific are’ technologien] funetions,
the Directorate for Scienee and Technology (DDSET ) was nrmmigod.
As its first Deputy Director. Albert Wheelon agaressively supervised
tho organizat'on of the new Directorate.® The ¢ ponent included
081, the Data Processing Stafl. the Oftice of ET INT. the Develop-
ment Projects Division. and a newly created Oftice of Research and
Development. Later in 1963, the Foreign Mizsile and Space Analysis

" Risseli’s departure enrly in 1902 removed the major obstacle to transfer of ’
the DPD.

12 Wheelon joined OSI in the late 1950°x from Thompson, Ramo-Wooldridge,
the technical rerearch flrm,
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Center was added. Significantly, the DDP retained TSI, which con-
tinued to carry out all technical vesearch and development related to
clandestine activities as well rs a Iministering aireraft support for
sovert operations.'®

The DDS&T was o.ganized on the premise that close cooperation
shonld exist between research and application, on the one hand, and
technical collection and anaiysis, on the other, The Directorate’s
specifie funetions included, and continuie to include. research. develop-
ment, operations, dats reduction, analysis, . nd contributions to esti-
mates, This close coordination and the stafting and carcer patterns in
the Directorate have contributed to the continuing vitality and qual-
ity of DDS&T’s worl. i

The DDP began and remained a closed, seli-contained component;
the DDI evolved into a closed. self-contained component., However,
the DDS&T was created with the assumption rhat 1t would continue
to rely on expertise and advice from cutside the Agency. A number
of arrangements ensured constant interchange between the Director-
ate and the scientific and industrial communities. First, since all
vesearch and develosment for technical systems was done through
contracting, DDS¢ ' could draw on and henefic from the most ad-
vanced technical sysiems nationwide. Second, to attract high-quality

rofessionals from the industrial and scicidiile communities, the

ircctorate established a competitive salary scale. The result has
been personnel mobility between the DDS&T and private industry. It
has not been wnusnal for individuals to leave private industry, as-
sume positions with DDS&T for several years, then return to private
industry. This pattern provided the Directorate with a constant in-
fusion and renewal of talent. Finally, the Directorate established the
practice of regularly employing: outside advisory greups as well as
fostering DDS&T staff partic.pation in conferences and seminars
sponsored by professional associgtions, :

In the early 1960, the Agency acquired tacit recognition of its
technical achiovements among the depa~tmental intelligence compo-
nents. Within the intelligence community. DDS&T began to exercige
informal iufluence through the chairmanship of several USIR sub-
committecs. DDS&T representatives chair the Joint Atomic Energy
Intelligence Committee (JAEIC). the Scientific Tntelligence Com-
mittee (STCY. the Guided Missiles Astronauties Intelligence Com-
mitteer (GMAIC). and periadieayv. the SIGINT (Signals Intel-
ligenee) Committee.

. Intelligence Production

During the 19611970 period. the Agency expanded its finished
intelligence production in two :nportant areas, strategic and eco-
nomic analysis, Although the Aweney had engaged in vesearch in hoth
fielde. its jurisdiction hnd been limited. According to the 1951 agree-
ment with the State Department. the DD conld only pursue econmmie
analysis on the “Soviet Bloc.” while the State Department fetained
authority for economie reporting on the “Free World.” In the mili-

" For chart showing OIA organization as of 1004, see . 100,
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tary sphere, Dulles had accepted the services' elaims to production
of strategic intelligenice and had restricted internal efforts to ex-
pand the CLA’s coverage of military problems. By 1962, the interna-
tionn] environment and bureaucratic factors in the Agency and the
Pentagon converged to produce greater demands for economic and
strategic intelligence and to support the cxpansion of the CIA's
capabilities,

A. Economic Research and A nalysis

In the early 1950°s, the Kconomic Research Aren of ORR had
directed most of its efforts to long-term, streiegic research and anal-
sis on the Soviet Union. At that time, cconomic intelligence had a
imited audience among policymakers, since internationnl affairs
were defined in political terms. Even in the mid-1950%, when the
Agency extended its economic vesearch to inchide the © Free World"
countries, economic infelligence was subsitmed in analyses of Soviet
olitical objectives, Referring to the period of the 1950%, a former
SRA analyst said, “Our biggest problem was whether or not anybody
would read our product.” ' '

1t was not until the mid-1960’s that economic intelligence acquired
an importance of its own. The emergence of independent Africon
nations and the view that the Soviet Union would engage in ecor.omic
penetration of the fledging governments resulted in more specitic re-
quests for information on these countries” economies. Approxim itely
if pereont of KRA’s professional strength shifted from so-ealled Sino-
Sovirt. Bloe research to what was formally designated “Free World”
research. Still. the focus remained on countries that were Soviet
wrgets,

mce ORR did not Lave specitic authorization for research on non-
Communist conntries, MeCone worked ont an agreement with See-
retary of Siur: Dean Rusk in Mareh 1965 whereby CLA's activities in
this arci weie formally sanctioned. The conbination of McConz's
relative strength and ORR’s recognized competence allowed the DCI
to seize the imitiative at a time when the State Department vecord on
economic reporting was weak. This informal agreerient gave the CLA
a tacit charter to pursue econonic intel gence worldwide.

In 1987, a n:ajor change occurred, when a market developed for
policy-oriented non-Communist economic intelligence, The growing
econoinic strength of Japan and of the cou .tries of Weatern Furope
produced a related decline in the U.S. competitive posture and ve-
flected the growing inadequacy of the dollar-dofuinated international
monetary system. ﬁconomu- analysts found themselves called upo. for
more detatled research on “Free Workd” countries as trading partners
and rivals of the United States, In 1967, the cconomic analysis func-
tion ga:ned office statu: with the estnilishment of the Office of Tco-
nomic Research (QIER}, which sucevedod ORI The devaluation of
sterling ut the end of 1967 and the internntionai monetary crisis a fow
munths later ereated additicnal demands for detailed analysis and
reporting on international monetary problems, QLR began receiving
formnl requirements from the Treasury Department in June 1968.
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The inereasing demands for information produced a current in-
telligence orientation in QOER as each component struggled to meet
the requests for timely analysis. Publication became tﬁc vehicle for
individual recognition, and short-termi research began to dominate
OER’s production output. In I'Y 1968 OER produced 47 long-terin
resenrch sindies, provided 800 responses to specific requests from U.S.
Governent  departments, and published 1075 current intelligence
anicles.

B. Strategie Researeh and Analysis

The growing Linportance of the strategic arms competition between
the United States and the Soviet Uinion had important effects on the
Agency s military intelligence effort. Although in the decade of the
19565 the Agency had made some contributions to military intelli-
=-vee, it had not openly challenged the military’s prevogative in the
area. That opportunity came in the early 1960°s, The combination of
Mecretary of Defense Robert McNamara's reliance on the Agency for
analysis and John McCone's insistence on the DCT's necessity to have
independent judgments on military matters vesulted in the expansion
of the CIA’ strategic intelligence effort and the acceptance of the
Agreney’s vale as a producer of military snalysis.

Hy 1962, three separate Offices were engaged in military-related
research : OCL OSL and ORR. Each had at least one division devoted
to strategic analysis. In QCIL. the Military Division reported on mis-
sions aml functions in Soviet weaponry. OSI provided technological
information through ‘ts Offensive and Defensive Divisicns.'* In mid-
1962, ORR's military research eifort was consalidated into the Mili-
tary-Eeonomie Division.

MeXNmmara': initintives to the Agency influenced the DDI's mi'’
tary atelligence eapabilities in two ways. First, they legitimized tis
CEA effort. and second thev upgraded the quality +f the product. As
Secretary of Defense, McNamaru introduced innov. tive management
and strategic planning progeams. Ip particular, he sought to make
long-range program decisions by projecting foreign policy needs,
military strategy, and budgetary requiremen‘s agningt foree strue-
tures. ‘The kinds of questions which MeNamara posed required in-
creasingly sophisticated and detailed resenrch and analysis. Dissatis-
faction with the quality of service-produced military estimates con-
tributed to his establishing the Defense Intelligeney Agency (DLA).
although the stated rason was to reduce duplieation, MeNamara also
turned to the CLa to procure bettee quality analysis. He requestad
spreeind studies and estimates on questions of strategic planning.

One of MeNnmara's priorities was to request comparative assess-
mants o Soviet- American military programs. The Secretary’s requests
precipitated, once agnain, the conflict between the military and the
Ageney on the issue £ CIA aceess to information on TV.&. military
capabilities, Given the military’s longstanding cbjections to providing
the Agenev with data. senior officials in the DDT were reluctant to
accept MeNamarn's requests. When the Seeretary insisted on the esti-
mates, the CTA had difficnity obtaining the necessary information.
At the same time analysts in both the Pentagon and the Agency ques-
tioned whether the requisite ruble-dollar conversion rosta could be

P when DDR&T was created In 1003, (431 beeame part of that Directorate.
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made.” When the Agency made its first projections, the Air Force
challenged the results.

The Cuban missile crisis in October 1962 contrituted to the Agency's
capucity to make comparative e timates and to its claim to engage in
milita: ¥ analysis. Before the risis, McCone hed argued that the
DCT had to be informed of U, strategic enpabilitics in order to give
adequate intelligence support to the President. MeCone was one of
the key participants in the dehberations during October 1962, and
the Ageney’s contribution to the verdfication of Soviet missilé en-
placements in Cuba was ervcial. During the erisis. MeCone obtained
the data he requested on U.S. foree dispositions, Tiiis was n wedge he
needed. Following the erisis. with encouragemment from MeNamara, b
continied to make the requests. By the mid-1960% the DD was pro-
curing information on U, strategic planning on a 1egular basis.
Consistent access to this data increased the Ageney’s information base
considerably amd further established the (1A' clhims to strategic
research,

Eatvly in 1865, C1A%s work in military-cconomic intelligence was
fornally recognized through an exchange of letters between MeCone
and the Deputy Secretury of Defense, Cyrus Vance. Fhe letters con-
stituted recognition that the CIA had primary responsibility for
studies related to the cost and resource impuct of Toreign ilitary and
spacn programs. Issentially, the Defense Deportment was agreeing
formally to what the Agency had informally been doing for over a
decade.

In addition to requesting specinl studies and estimates from the
DDI. MeNamara included Ageney personnel in joint CTA-DIA ex-
ereises in Jong-term Soviet foree projections. In 1962, MeNamara
established the Joint Analysis Group (JAG). Composed of military
officers from DLA amd representatives from OSI and ORR. JAG pro-
vided regular assessments on Soviet and beginning in 1966, Chinese
future military strengths, These judgments were known as National
Intelligence Projections for Planning (NI1PP). .

The Vietnam War absorbed a Iarge shawe of the DDI’s research
strength. Following the initiation of the bombing car inign ngainst
North Vietnam i 1965, ORR was called on to provide reg. lar vomb
damage assessments, n.~luding information on the flow of supplies
and men to South Vietnam, the recuperability of supply centers, and
* details of shipping and cargoes,

By 1966 both the Office of Research and Reports and the Otlice o!
Current Inteliigence had established special staffs to deal with Viet-
nam. En addition, the Special Assistant for Vietnam Affairs (SAVA)
stafl was created under the direction of the DL While the DD
cffort was inereasing in proportion to the Amesican military baildup.
DDI estimates printed a pessimistic view of the likelihood of U8, sue-
cess with vepeated esenlations in the ground and air wars, At no time
was the institutional dichotomy bot ween the operational nl analviical
cemponents more stark.

The incrensed volume of requests from the Pentagon pointed wp the
unwieldy nature of the DDT production effort, With two Oflices per-

¥ Anothes Issue Involved the question of whether XERs should take account
of U.H. forces. Rhierman Kent, the Director of ONE, opposed ~wing dats «n U8,

capabilities, fearing that ONE would be drawn mto debates nhovt 1.8, military
programas,
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forming closely related functions under greater demands snd with the
Dofenso DePurtment—m.t least at the civilian level—having sanctioned
the Agency’s activity in this area, individuals closely involved with
strategric analysis began to press for consolidation and the establish-
ment of an office-lovel component. Although recommendations were
advanced as early as 1064, opposition to the changes existed at senior
levels in the DL In 1966, however, a series of personnel changes ele-
vated several psople who had long favored consolidation to senior Di-
rectcrate positions. With the npproval of DCI Helms, the military
inteligence units in OCI and (I;YCR were combined into n separnte
Office, the Offico of Strategic Research (OSR).

The decada of the 1960’s brought increased attention to the prob-
lem of coordinating intelligence activities in the community but illus-
trated the complex difficulties involved in effective management. De-
gartmontal claims, the orientation of the DCI, the role accorded him

y the President, and the demands of clandestine operations all af-
fected the oxecution of the interdepartmental coordination role. Al-
though policymakers were inconsistent in their relinnce on the
Agency’s intelligence unalysis capability, all continued to rely heavily
on the CIA’s operational capab:lity to support their policies. That
fact established the Ag acy’s own priovities. Despite the Agency’s
growing sophistication and investment in technological systems,
clandestine activities contintied to constitute the mnjor share of the
Agency’s bndget and personnel. Between 1962 and 1970 the DDP
budget averaged 5 percent of the Agency’s towal annnal budget.’®
Likewise. in the same !)oriml. 55 pereent of full-time \gency personnel
were assigned to DD activities.'s Essentially, the pattern of activity
that had begun to emerge in the early 1950 and that had become
tirmly established under Dulies contine?,

14Phis does not include the proportion of the DDA budget that supported DDP
uctivitier.

*This figure includes those individuanls in the communications and logistics
components of the DDA, whose actlvities were in direet support of the DDP
mj salon.



Panr Four
Tie Recext Pasr, i971-1975
INTRODUCTTON

The years 1971 to 1975 were a period of transition and abrupt
change for the CIA. The administrations of DCIs James R.
Schlesinger and William L. Colby both reflected and contributed to
shifts in the CIA's emphases. Spurred on by inereased attention from
the Executive branch, intelligence production. the problems of the
community, and internal management chuiges became the primary
concerns of the D7'Is. Fssentially, the diminishing seale of covert
action that had begun in the late 1960 and continued in this period
both required and provided the opportunity for a redefinition in
the Agreney's priovities, .

The decline in covert action was indicative of e broad changes
that hai evolved in American foreign poliey by the carly 1970,
Détente rather than cold war characterized the U.S. posture toward
the Noviet Union. and retrenchment rvather than intervention charae-
terized U.S. foreign policy generally, The cumulntive dissension over
Vietnam. the Congress’ more assertive role in foreign poliey. and
shifts in the internationa! power structure evaded the assumptions on
which U.8. foreign policy had been bused, The consensus that had ex-
isted among the press, the informed publie, the Congress. and the
Executive branch and that had both supported and protected the CEA
broke down. As conflicting poiicy preferences emerged il 8= miscon-
duct inthe Exeentive braneh was revealed. the CT.A, once exempt from
public examination, beeame subject 1o elose serutiny, The Congross and
even the public began to seck a more active role in the activities that
Presidents and the Agency had for so long controllel.

Foreign aflairs were a continuing priority in the Nixon Adwinis-
tration. Until 1971, Vietnam absorbed most of the time o attention
of the President and his Special Assistant for National Seeurity
AFaivs, Henry Kissinger, After 1971 both turmed 1o 0 redetinition of
United States foreign poliey, Sharing a global view of U8, poliey. the
two men sought to restructainee relationships with the Soviet {7ninn aml
the People’s Republic of China, It was Kissinger rather than-Nixon
who maintained regular contact with DCTs Ielms and Colby, and in
offect, it was Ilissinger rather than the DCLs who served as Nixon's
genjor intebligence advisor, Under Kis  agers diveetion the NSO be-
£AMo an inh-.ﬁig'm'u and poliey stail, providing nnalysis on such key
ixsues as missile programs, The staff's sl size wl close proximity
to policymakers allowed it to ealibrate the necds of senior oflicials in
o way that msde {heir information more timely and nseful than com-
parabie CTA analyses.

{*8)
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Boih Kissinger: a1 Nixon's preferences for working with (and
often inde&ndenﬂy of) small, tightly mannged staffs is well known.
However, both were genuincly interested in obtaining more and better
quality intelligence from the CVA. §: December 1970 Nixon requested
astudy of the mtelligence communuy. Executed by James Schlesinger.
then Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget. the -tudy
resulted in a Presidential Directive of November 5, 1971, assigning the
DCT formal responsibility for review of the iut(-’llig,rom-a cammanity
budget.! The intention was that the DCT would advise the President
on budgetary allocations by serving in a last review capacity. As a
result of the Directive, the Tntelligence Resources Advisory Committee
{TRAC) was established to advise the DCI in preparing a consoli-
dated intelligence r-dget for the President.'*

The effort faltered for two reasons. Iirst, Nixon chose not to mequest
Congressiona) enactment of revised legislation on the rok of the DCT.
This decision inherently limited the DCI’s ability to exert control
over the intelligence components. The DCI was once again feft
to arbitrate with no rea! statutory authority, Second. the implementa-
tion of the Directive was less energetic and decisive than it might have
been. Helns did not attempt to make recommendations on budgetary
allorations and instead, presented the President with the agreed views
of the intelhigence components. Furthermore, within the Agency the
mechanismy for assisting the POT in community matters was weak.
arly in 1972 Helms established the Intelligence Community {TC)
stail ‘s u replacement for the NIPE staff to assist in community mat-
ters. Between e time of the decision to create such a staff and its
actual organization, the number of personnel assigned was halved.
Moreover. the stafl itself wos composed only of CTA employeos rather
than community-wide rapresentatives. This arrangement limited the
stall's accessibility to other components of the community, and was
a contributing fact r to the disappointing vesults of the Nixon
Directive®
1. The Dircctors of Centrad Tutelligence, 1973-1975

James Schlesinger's tenure as DCI from February to July 1973 was
bricf but telling. An ceonomist by training, Schlesinger brought an
extensive backgronnd in national security affaits to his job as DCL Tle
eame to the position with definite ideas on the management of the com-
munity and on improving the quality of intelligence.

Tie hegan his enreer as a member of the University of Virginia fac-
wity, From 1963 to 1969 he served ax Director of Strategic Studies at
the Rand Corporation. Tle was appointed Assistant Director of the
Bureau of the Budget in 1269 and continued as Assistant Director dur-«
g the transition to the Office of Management and Budget. In 1971
President Nixon named him Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. e left that position 10 become DCLL Schlesinger had a clear
sense of the purposes intelligence <hould serve, and during his six-

1 e directive was addressed to the Becretarles of State, Defense, aned ‘F'rens-
ury, the Attornex (leneral. the Director Oftier of Nelenee and Techuntogy. the
Chnlrman of *he Joint Chiefs of Staff, PFiAB, and the Atowmie Energy
Connmlssion.

wIRAC men hers included representatives from the Deprrtients af Ntute,
Defense, OMIL, and 1A,

1 fegp chart showing CIA orgunization ax of 1972, xee p. 101,
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month term he embarked on n series of changes that promised to alter
the Agency’s and the DCI's existing pricrifies.

William I, Colby succeeded Schlesinger. An O8S veteran and
career DDP officer. Colby’s background made him seem of the tradi-
tional operations school in the Agency., His overseas assignments
included positions in Rome, Stockﬁolm and Saigon, where he was
Chief of Station. Yet Colby brought an Ageney and community orien-
tation to his term as DCI that was uncommon for DDP careerists,
Colby saw himself first as a manager—for both the Agency and the
community—rather than an operator. '

His position as Executive Dirveetor under Schlesinger exposed him
to Schicsinger’s idens of reform and reinforced his own disposition
for inaovation. Weill before public disclosures and allegations regard-
ing ClA activities, Colby was committed to reconcilirg the Agency’s
priorities with changing public attitudes and expeetntions. Soon after
his appointment. the Agency became the focus of public ard Con-
gressional inquiries, and most of the DCTs time was absorb+d in re-
sponding to these develuopments,

11, Atftempts at Redirection
A. Internal ('hanges

It is likely that had Schlesinger remained as DCI, he would have
assumed a vigorous role in the community and would have attempted
to exereise the DOCTs Iatitude in coordinating the activities of the de-
partmental intelligence services, Schlesinger's overali objectives were
to maximize his role as Director of Central Intelligence rather than
as head of the Agency and to improve the quality of the intelligence
product.

To strengthen efforts at better management Schlesinger altered the
composition of the IC' Staflf by increasing the number of non-Agency
personnel. Tn this way he hoped to facilitate the Stafl’s contacts with
the other components of the community.

Schiesinger feit strongly that the Agency was too large. On the
operations side, he believed the DDO 2 was overstatfed in proportion
to the needs of existing activities, In the aven of intelligence produc-
tion he identified size as impeding the nbility of analyst- to mmteract
with policymakers, Within six months he reduced personunel by 7 per-
cent-—-with most of the cuts occurring in the DDO.

Under Colby attempts at innovation continued, Congistent with his
management orientation, Colhy attempted to alter existing patterns
of decisionmaking within the Agency, specifieally in the DDO and
tho Office of National Estimates. The DI stafl structure had created
enormons problems of competing claims on ope rational arens and had
fostered the development of small “duchies.”

The counterintelligence funetion had become a separate entity, ad-
ministered independently of the divisions and controlled by a small
group of offices .. Under this arrangement counterintelligence was not
an integrated element in the Ageney’s clandestine capability. Iy break-
ing down the exclusive juris(ficﬁon of the staff, Colby attempted to

! Hehlesinger changed the name of the Clandestine Service from the Direetornte
for Plans to the Divectorate for Operations,
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incorporate counterintelligence into the day-to-day operatiens of the
geographical divisions.

1by sought to force the DDO to interact with other elements of the
Agency. He supported the transfer of the Technical Services Division
(TSDg from the DDO to the DDS&T. At the time of the creation of
the DDS&T senior officials in the DDO (then DDP) had opposed
the transfer of TSD to the new Divectorate. That opposition con-
tinued. However, in 1973 Colby ordered the transfer. In addition to
achieving management consolidation in the aren of technology, Colby
was attempting to break down the DD(’s insularity.

Colby’s enactment of the system of Management by Objectives
(MBO) in 1973 tried to alter DDO administrative patterns in an-
other way. The MBO systemn wrs iustituted throughout the Agency,
but it potentially affected the DDO the most by attempting to replace
the project-based system with specific program objectives against
which projects were to be developed. Under MBQ), relnted projects are
aggrognted into “programs” aimed at a policy abjective. As such, the
system is primarily a means of evaluation to measure performance
against stated objectives. Although the DDO directive establishing
MBQ in January 1974 ordered the elimination of the project system for
purposes of planaing, projects remain the basie units for approval pro-
cedures and for budgeting at the station and division levels, Thus,
the internal demand created by the preiect system remains. MBO
was nut intended to rectify the incevtives for tﬁe generation of proj-
ects, and has not sueceeded in replacing the project system adminis-
tratively. The nature of DDO operations makes it difficult to quantify
res1lts and therefore Lmits the utility of MBQ. For example, recruit-
meat of three agents over a given period may result in little worth-
while information, while a single agent may produce valuable results.

Tho changes that occurred on the intelligence side were at least in
part o response to existing dissntisfaction with the intelligence

roduct at the policymaking level. The Board of National Iistimates
wd become increasingly insulated from the policymaking process. In
1950 Langer, Smith and Jackson had established the Board with the
agsumption that genior experts would serve a8 reviewers for estimates
drafted by the ONE staff. Over time the composition of the Board had
changed considerably. Rather than continuing to draw on individunls
from_ontside the Agency, the Board became o source of senior staff
positions for DDI careerists themselves. Promotion to the Board be-
came the capstone to a successful DDI analyst’s carcer. This meant
that ‘he Office and the Board became insular and lacked the benefit
of views independent of the DDI intelligence process.

The Office and the Bonrd had brcome nore narrowly focused in
other ways as well. ONE had a staif of specialists in geographic and
functional aress, In the process of drafting estimates QNI analysts
often failed to interact with other DDT experts in the same fields. As
intelligence analysis became more sophisticated and specialized. par-
ticularlv in tho cconomic and strategic arens, Bonrd members™ ex-
pertise often did not equal the existing level of annlysis. Consequently,
the Board could not fulfill its function of providing review and crit-
icism. Overall, the intelligence product itself suffered. With little
direct contact between ONE and senior policymalers, there was no
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continuing link between the NIEs and the specific intelligence needs
of United States officials. On occasion, Special NIEs (SNIEs) re-
sponded to questions specifieally posed by policymakers, e.g., if the
Uinited Rtates does sueh and such in Vietnam will the Chinese inter-
vene. Toven these documents. however, were seen by polieymakers ns
seldom meeting their verl needs. N1Es were deﬁne(g and produced by
a small group of individuals whose perspective was limited by both
their lack of nccess to consumers and by thoil' inbred drafting process.

After his appointment in 1873, when approximately half the Board
positions were vacant, Colby abolished 0]1\'1'1 and the Board and es-
tablished in their place the National Intelligence Oflicers (N1Os).
A group of eleven senior specialists in functional and geographic
areas, the N1Os are responsible for intelligence collection and produc-
tion in their designated fields. The senior NIQO reports to the DCL
The N1Os serve two specific functions, First, they are the DCs senior
suhstantive stafl officers in their designated specialties. Second, they
are coordinators of the intellgence production machinery and are to
make recommendations to the DCT on intelligence priorities and the
aliocation of resources within the communaty. Their access is com-
munity-wide including the DDO. Their job is not to serve as drafters
of nationul intelligence cstimates but to foree the community's intel-
ligenco mnchinery to make judgments by assigning the drafting of
estimates to anslysts. They do not collectively review estimates in the
way that the Board did. Essentially, they arc intended to serve as
mnna%m-s and facilitators of information.

Colby was responsible for another management innovation, the
Key Intclligence Questions (KXIQs). A major problem in the DCI's
fulfillment of his role ag nominal leader of tllu- intelligence community
has bees his inability to establish community-wide priorities for the
collection and production of nationa) intelligence. As DCI Colby
addressed the problem in managerial terins and defined n set of Key
Intelligence Questions (K1Q)s). By cstablishing specific entegories of
information needs and by utilizing the NIOs to activate the com-
munity's responses, Colby hoped to encourage better policy-related

crfor.aance, A year after igsunnce of the lles. the N10Os and the

irector evaluated the community's responsiveness to the guidelines,
The KTQ system has not altered the agendies’ independent deternina-
tion of inte{ligence collection and production priorities. This applies to
the CTA as well as to DIA and the service intelligence agencies.?
Although the limitations of the KIQ system are a commentary on the
DCI’s limited authority with regard to the Departments, the system
also represents a larger migconception. The notion that control can be
impos>d from the top over an organization without some effart to
alter internal patterns and incentives is ill-founded.

"Chese changes were accompanied by shifts in emphasis in the DDO
and the DDI. In the Clandestine Service the scale of covert opera-
tions was reduced, nnd by 1972 the Agency’s ‘mrnmilitary program in
Southeast Asia was dissolved. Yet, the overal) reduction did not affect
the fundamental assumptions, orgenization, and incentives governing

YNBA appears to have Integrated its requirements more closely with the K1Q
system.,
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the DDO. The rationale remained the seme, and the operational capa-
bility was intact—as CIA activities in Chile illustrated. Presidents
could and did continue to utilize the Agency’s covert action ecapability.
CIA operations in Chile included a wide range of the Xgex.cy's
clandestine repertoire~—political action, pronaganda, economic activi-
ties, Inbor operations, and liaison relations. In clandestine collection
Sorviet strategic capabilities remain the first priority. Responding to
recent. internationnl developments, the DDO expanded its collection
activities in other areas, notably international narcotics traffic—with
considerable snecess.

In the DDI, economic intelligence continued to assume increased
importance and to take on new dimensions. In sharp contrast to the
British intelligence service, which has for generations empnasized
international economics, the DD1 only rvcentﬁ' has begun developing
& capability in such #reas as international finance, the gold market,
and international economic movements. A major impetus for this
change came in August 1971 with the U.S. balance of payments crisis.
Since that time, the demands for international cconomic intelligence
have esealated dramatically.

In 1974 the Office of I’(Kitiml Research {OP’R) was established to
provide in-depth foreign political intelligence nnalysis. OPR is the
smallest of the DDI &Iicus. For the most part, OPR analysts are
insulated Tr« . day-to-day rvequests to allow them to concentrate on
larger research projects. The Office’s creation represented recognition
of the need for leng-term political researeli, which was not being ful-
filled in the existing DDI structure.*

B. Outside Review

Increased Congressional interest in the CIA's intel'igence analysis
continued in this period. However, oversight of the CL.\ did not keep
abreast of demands for the intelligence product. In 1971 the C1A sub-
committee of the Senate Armed Services Committee did rot hold one
formal meeting to discuss CIA netivity: it met only once in 1972 and
1973. One-to-one briefings between the DCT and the senior members
continued to characterize the arrangenients for Congressional review,

In 1973 Representative Lucien Nedzi mmade this comment on CIA-
Congressional relations:

Indeed, it is a bit unsettling that 26 years after the pussage
of the Nationnl Security Act the srope of rea} Congressional
oversight, as opposed t¢ nominal Congressional oversight,
remains uformed and uncertain.

Nedzi was veflecting the face that no formalized reportinfz require-
ments existed between the CIA and the Congress, particularly with
regurd to the initiation of covert action. Judgment and informal
arrangements dictated the procedures. ) )

Two chunges in this period signalled growing Congressional con-
cern with the oversight function. Yet the changes did not alter the
fundamental relationghip between the Agency and the Cougress,
which continued to be one of mutual :".-('mmumfntiun. Although both
the DCI and the Congressional members who were involved in the
process appear to have been satisfied with the frequency of exchange
and quality of information provided, in 1973 unrest developed among
younger members of the House Armed Services Committee who de-

* Jor chart showing C1A orgnnization as of 1076, see p. 102,
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manded reform in intelligence oversight. Committee Chairman Ed-
ward Hébert responded by appointing Nedzi to ehair the CIA sub-
committee, thus replacing Hébert himself,

In 1975 the Hughes-Ryan Amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Aet formalized the reporting requirements on covert action, Funda-
mentally, it inereased the number of committees to be informed of
covert operations by requiring that the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and the House International Affairs Committee receive
appropriate briefings in addition to the four (LA subeommittees,
The Amendmient did not provide for prior notification or approval of
covert action, and as sm"l. still Jeft Congress in the role of passive
recipient of information.

The Ilughes-Ryan Amendment also alteved procedures in the
Executive branch somewhat. The Amendment specitied that the Presi-
dent himself must inform the Congress of decisions to implement
covert operations and must certify that the program(s) are essential
to U.S. policy. Until 1974 40 Committee decisions on covert action
were not always referred to the President, Only if there was o dis-
agreement within the Committee or if a member of the Committee
thought the proposed operation was important enongh or sensitive
enough would the I’l'{-si(llvnt become involved. Once again, these am-
biguous arrangements were intentionnl. designed 18 protect the Presi-
dent and to blur aceontability, The Amendment furced the F esident
both to be informed himself and to intorm the legislative branch of
covert activities, Congress™ action, though limited. reflected the grow-
ing momentun: for «hange in the standards of conduet and procedures
governing U.S. foreign intelligence activities,

Public disclosures between 1973 and 1974 of alleged (LA domestic
programs had contributed to Congress' demand for broader and more
regularized participation in decisions regarding CIA nctivities. Soon
“after Sehlesinger's appointment the Watergate scandal exposed the
Agency to churges of involvement with Howard Hunt, former CIA
employee. As a_vesult of vepeated allegations concerning Agency
acquiescence i White House demands related to Watergate reveln-
tions, Schlesinger requested that ull Agency employees report any past
or existing illegnl uctivities to him or the Ageney Inspector General.
In response. Agency employees presented their knowledge and recol-
lections of 693 possible 1A violations of inteynal directives. Known
as the “Family Jewels,” the file was reviewed by the Office of the
Inspector General and by then DCI William Colby. o

The review revealed the Ageney’s extensive involvement in domes-
tie antelligence activitios—in violation of its foreign intclligence
charter. In response to requests from the Federal Burean of Investiga-
tion and from Presidents Johnson and Nixon the Agency had partici-
pated in severa® programs (lvsi{mvﬂ. to Oillect intelligence on domestic
political groups, Operntion CHAOS, whose purpose was to determine

whether or net domestie politieal dissidents, inclnding students, were
veceiving foreign support, resulted in the Agency’s collection of in-
formation on thousand: of Americans, The Agency’s mnil opening
program, conduct~d in partial cosperntion with the FBI, was divected
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against political activists, protest organizhtions, and subversive and
extremist groups in the United States. Although the program had
begun in the carly 1050’s a8 & means of monitoring foreign intelligence
activitics in the United States, by the late 1960% it had taken on the
additional purpose of domestic surveillance. Following the internal
Agency veview, the mail opening program and Operation CTTAOS
were discontinued.

In December 1974 newspaper disclosures made further allegations
vegarding CIA domestic activities. What had been consensual ac-
cepiance ot the CLA’s right to secrecy in the interests of national
security was rejected, The Agency’s vulnerability to these revelations
was indivative of theylegree to which American foreign policy and the
institutiona! framework that supported that poliey were undergoing
redbfinition. The closed system that had defined and controlled T7.5.
intelligence activities and that had left decisions in the hands of a
smatl group of individuals began to hreak down, The assumptions,
procedures and actions that had previously enjoyed unquestionable
acceptance began to be reevaluated.



*ART L ave
CoxcrLusions

The CIA was conceived and established to provide high-quality
inteiligence to senior policymakers, Sirce I947 the Agency—its struc-
ture, its place within the government and its functions—has undergonz
dramatic change and cxpansion. Sharing ~haracteristies common to
most large, complex vrganizations, the CIA has responded to rather
than anticipated the forces of change; it has nccumulated functions
rather than redefining them: its internal patterns were established
carly and have solidified: success has come to those who have made
visible contributions in high-priority areas. These gencral character-
istics have affected the speeifies of the Agency’s development.

The notion that the CLA could serve us a coordinating body for
departmental intelligenee activities and that the DCI could orchestr e
the process did not take into aceo mt the inkerent institutianal ob-
staczs posed by the Departanents. Fron the outset no Department wns
willing to concede a centralized intelligence function to the CLA, Bach
insisted on the maintenance of its independent capabilities to support
its policy role. With budgetary and management anthority vested in
the Departments, the Agency was left powerless in the exccution of
interdepartmental coordination. Even in the area of coordinated na-
tional intelligence estimates the Departments did not readily provide
the Agency with the data required.

It was not until John McCone®s term as DCT that the Ageney ag-
gressively sought to assert its position as a coordinating bedy. That
¢ffort demonst ated the complex factors that determined the relative
success of community management. One of the principal influences
was the support accorded the DCI by the President and the coopern-
tion of the Seeretary of Defense. In n situation where the DCT com-
manded no resources or outr'ght authority. the position of these two
individuals was erucizl. While Kennedy and MeNamara provided
MeCone with consistent backing in a variety of areas. Nixon and
Laird failed to provide Helms with enough support to give him the
necessary bureaucratie leverage.

It is elear that the DCIs® own priorities, derived from their hack-
grounds and interests, influenced the relative success of the Ageney’s
role in interdepartmental coordination. Given the limitati < the
DCY's anthority. only by making community activities a first o der
concern and by pursuing the problems assertively, could a DCI
begin to make a difference in effecting better management. Dur-
ing Allen Dulles' term interagency coordination went neglected, and
the results were expunsion of competing capabilities among the De-
partments. For McCone, community intelligence activities were
clearly a priority, and his definition of the DCT's role contributed to
whatever ndvances were mode, Helms' fundamental interests and

(91)
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inclinations lay within the Ageney, and ke did not push his mandate
to its possible limits.

The DCI’s basic problems have been competing claims on his time
and attention and the lack of real autherity for the execution of the
central intelligence function. As presently defined, the BCTs job is
burdensome in the extreme. He is to serve the roles of chief intelli-
genece advisor to the President, manager of community intelligence
activities, and senior executive in the CIA. Ilistory has demonstrated
that the job of the DCI as community manager and as head of the
CTA are competing, not complementary roles, Tn terms of hoth the
demunds imposed by each function and the expertise required to ful-
till the responsibilities, the two voles differ considerably. In the future
separating the functions with precise definitions of authority and re-
sponsibilities may prove a plausible alternative.

Aithough the Agency wax established primarily for the purpose of
providing ivtelliqenee analysis to senior policymalkers, within three
years clandestine opevations became and continued to be the Ag ney's
preeminent acti :-.r'.r‘y. The single most important factor in the trans-
formation was policymakers’ perception of the Soviet Union as &
worldwide threat to United States security. The Agency’s large-scale
clandestine activities have mirrore! American foreign policy priorities.
With political operations in Ilurcpe in tue 1950, paramiblitary opera-
tions in Korea, Third World activities, Cuba, Southeast Asia, and
eurrently nareatics control, the CIA’s major programs paralieled the
internattonal cotwerns of the United States, For nearly two decades
Amwerican policyimakers censidered covert action vital in the struggle
agrainst international Communism. The generality of the definition or
“threat pr veeption” iiotivated the continnal development and justifca-
tion of covert activities from the senior policymaking level to the field
stations. Apart from the overnll anti-Comumunist niotivation, succes-
sive I'residential administrations regarded covert xction as a quick and
convenient means of ad vancing their particular objectives.

Internal incentives contributed to the expansion in covert action.
Within the Agency DDO careerists have traditionally been rewarded
more quickly for the visible accamplishments of covert action than for
the long-term development of agents required for clandestine collec-
tion. Clandestine activities will remanin un element of Tnited States
foreign poliey, and policymakers will divectly affect the level of opera-
tions. The prominence of the Clandestine Service within the Agency
may moderate as money for and high-level Executive interest in covert
actions <diminisl:. However, [X) incentives which emphasize opern-
tions over collection and which ereate an internal demand for projects
will continie to foster covert action unless an internal conversion
process forces a change.

In the past the orientation of DC'1s such as Dulles and Helms also
contributed to the Agency's emphasis on clandest” w activities, Tt is
no coincidenve that of these IDCIs who have heen Agency careerists.
all have come from the (landestine Service, Except for James
Sichllesinger’s brief appointment, the Agency has never been directed
by a tiained nnalyst. The qualities demanded of individuals in the
DDO—essentially management of people—serve a8 the basis for bu-
reanciatic skills in the organization. As a result, the Agency’s leader-
ship has been dominated by DDO careerists,
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Clandestine collection and covert action have had their successes, i.e.
individual activitics have attained their stated objectives. What the
relative contribution of clandestine activities has been—the extent to
which they have contributed to or detracted from the implementation
of United States foreign policy and whether the results have Leen
worth the risks—cannot be evaluated without wide access to records on
covert operations, access the Committee did not have,

Organizational arrangements within the Agency and the decision-
making structure outside the Agency have permitied the extremes in
Ol A aetivity. The athos of secrecy which pervaded the DDO had the
effect of setting the Directorate apart within the Agency and allowed
the Clandestine Service a measure of autonomy not accorded other
Directorates. More importantly, the compartmentation principle al-
Towed units of the DDDO freedon: in defining operations. In many cases
the burden of responsibility fell on individual judgments—a situation
in which lapses and deviations nre inevitable. Previous excesses of drug
testing, nssassinntion planning, and domestic activities were supported
by an internal structure that permitted individuals to conduct opera-
tions without the consistent neeessity or expectation of justifying or
revealing their activities.

T ltimately. much of the responsibility for the seale of covert action
and for whatever abuses occurred must fall to senior policymakers.
The decisionmaking arrangements at the NSC level created an en-
vironment of blurred accountability which allowed consideration of
actions without the constraints of individual responsibility. Histori-
cally the ambiguity and imprecision derived from the initial expecta-
tion that covert operations would be limited and therefore could be
mansged by a small, informal group. Such was the intention in 1948,
By 1951 with the impetus of the Korean Wi r, covert netion had be-
come a fixed element in the U.S. foreign policy repertoire. The fre-
3uency of covert action forced the development of more formalized

ecisionmaking arrangements, Yet structural changes did not alter
ambiguous procedures. In the 1950's the 1elationship between Seere-
tary of State John Foster Dulles and Allen Dulles allowed informal
agreements and personal understandings to yevail over explicit and
precise decisions. Tn addition, »', the scale of covert action expanded,
policympkers found it useful to maintain the nmbiguit.y of the
decisionmaking process to insure secrecy and to allow “plausible
deniability” of covert operations.

No one in the Executive—least of all the President—was required to
formally sign off on n decision to implement a covert action programn.
'Phe DCT was responsible for the execution of a project but not for tak-
ing the decision to implement it. Within the NSC a group of indi-
viduals held joint responsibility for defining policy objectives. but
they did not attempt to establish eriteria placing moral and constitu-
tional limits on activities undertaken to achieve the objectives. Con-
gress has functioned under similar conditions. Within the Congress n
handful of committee members passed on the Ageney’s budget. Some
members were informed of most of the C'TA's major activities: others
preferred not to be informed. The result was twenty-nine vears of
acquieseence,

At cach level of serutiny in the National Seeurity Council and in the
Congress a small group of individuals controlled the approval proc-
esses. The restricted number of individunls involved as well as the as-
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sumption that their actions would not be subject to ontside scrutiny
contributed to the seale of covert action and to the development of
questionable practices.

The DDO and the DI evolved out of separate independent orga-
nizations, sercing different policy needs. Essentinlly, the two Direc-
torates have functioned as separute organizations. They maintain
totally independent career teacks and onee rvecruited into one, indi-
viduals are ravely posted to the uther.

In theory the DDOs candestine coilection function should have con-
tributed to the DDI's analytic capacity., However, DDO concerns about
maintaining the security of its operations and protecting the identity
of its agents, and DDT concerns about measuring the reliability of its
sources restricted interchruge hetwoen the two Directoretes, Funda-
mentally, this has deprivea the DD of a major source of information
Although DDE-DDO) contact has incrensed during the last five years,
it remains limited,

The DDT has traditionally not been inforned of sensitive covert
operations undertaken by the DDO. This has affected the respective
missions of both Directorates. The Clandestine Service has not had the
benetit of intelligence support during consideration and implementa-
tion of its operations, The Bay of Pigs invasion was an instance in
which DDI analysts, even the Deputy Director for Inteliigence, were
uninformed and represents a situation in which timely analysis of po-
litical trends and basic geography might have made a difference—
cither in the decision to embark on the operation or in the plans for the
operation. In the DDI, lack of knowledge about operations has com-
plicated and undermined the analytic eﬁort. Information on a CIA-
sponsored political action rrogrnm would affect judgments about the
results of a forthcoming clection : information provided by a forcign
governinent official would be invaluable in assessing tho motives, pol-
icies, and dynamics of that government: information on a CIA-
sponsored propaganda campaign might alter analyses of the press or
public opinion in that country. Essentially, the potential quality of the
finished inteligence product suffers,

The Agency was created in part to rectify the problem. of duplication
amony the departmental ?’ﬂfﬂ;;fgeﬂl'(f services, [Rather than minimizing
the problem the Agency has coniributed to it by becoming yet another
source of intelligence production. Growth in the range of American
foreign policy interests and the DDI's response to additional require-
ments have resulted in an incrensed geale of collection and analysis.
Today. the CTA's intelligence produets include ;s eurrent intelligence in
such disparate areas as seience, economies, polities, strategic affnirs,
and technology ; quick responses to specific requests from government
agrencies nnd officials ; basic or long-term research ; and national intelli-
pence estimates. With the exception of national intelligence estimates.
other intelligence organizations engage in overlapping intelligence
analysis.

Rather than fulfilling the limited mission in intelligence analysis
and coordination for which it was created. the Ageney became a pro-
dvecr of finished intelligence and consistently expanded its areas of
responsibility. Tn political and strategic intelligence the inadequacy
of analysis by the State Department and by the military services
allowed the Agency to lay claim to the two areas. As the eed for spe-
cinlized research in other subjects developed, the DT responded-—as




095

the ouly potential source tor objective national intelligence. Over time
the DDI has addressed itself to a full range of consumers in the
broadest number of subject areas. Yet the extent to which the analysis
satisfied policymakers’ needs and was an integral part of the policy
process has been limited.

T'he size of the DDI and the administrative process involved in the
production of finished intelligence—a ’procesn which involres numer-
ous stages of drafting and review by large numbers of individuals—-
precluded close association betiveen policymakers and analysts, be-
tween the intelligence product and policy informed by intelligence
analysis. Kven the National Intelligence Ilstimates were relegated to
briefing papers for second and third level ofticials rather than the prin-
cipal intelligence source for senior policymakers that they were in-
tended to be. Recent efforts to improve the internction include creating
the NTO systems and assigning two full-time analysts on location at
the Treasury Department. Yet these changes cannot compensate for
the nature of the intelligence production system itself, which employs
! ondreds of analysts, most of whom have rittle sustained contact with
tirrkl consumers,

At the Presidentisl level the DCI’s position is essential to the vtili-
zation of intelligence. The DCT must be constantly informed, must

ress for access, must vigorously sell his product, and must anticipate
future demands. Those DCIs who have been most successful in this
dimension have been those whose primary identifiention was not with
the DDO.

Yot the reletionship between intelligence analysis and polieymaking
is a reciprocat one, Senior policvmakers must actively utilize the intel-
ligence capabilities at their disposal. Presidents have looked to the
Agency more for covert operations than for intelligence analysis.
While only the Agency conld perform covert operations, decisionmak-
ing methods determined Presidential relinnce on the CTA's intelligence
capnbilities. Preferences for small staffs, individual advisors, the need
for specinlized information quickly—all of these factors circumseribe
a President’s channel of information, of which intelligence analysis
may be o part. It was John F. Kennedy who largely determined John
Mc(one’s relative influence by defining the DCI’s role and by including
McCone in the policy process; it was Lyndon Johnson and Richard
Nixon who limited the roles of Richard Helms and William Colby.
Aithough in the abstraet objectivity may be the most desirable quality
in intelligence analysis, objective judgments are frequently not what
cenior officials want to hear about their policies. In most cases, Presi-
dents are inclined to look te the judgments of individuals they know
and trust. Whether or not a DCI is included among them is the Presi-
dent’s choice. .

Over the past thirty vears the United States has developed an insti-
tution and a corps of individuals whe constitute the the U.S. irtelli-
gence profession. The question remains as to how both the institution
and the individuals will best be utilized.
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

ADDP: Assistant Deputy Director for Plans, second person in line
of cor. mand of the DDP.

ADP( . Assistant Director for Policy Coordination. the senior admin-
istrative officer in the Office of Po'icy Coordination.

ADSO : Assistant Director for Speciat Operations, the senior admin-
istrative officer in the Office of Special Operations.

ARC : Ad Hoc Requirements Committee. an interdepartmental group
established in 1955 to coordinate intelligence collection require-
ments among the Departments for the 17-2 program, Succeeded by
COMOR in 1960,

BI1): Basic Intelligence Division. a comprnent of ORR. responsible
for production of Nationul Intelligence Surveys. Became Office
of Basic Intelligence in 1955.

CA Staff : Covert Action Staff, a component of the DD, responsible
for review of covert action projects for the Directorate as well
as management and control of some field operations.

C7G : Central Intelligence Group, 1946-1947, predecessor of the CTA.

C/{ Staff : Counterintelligence Staff, a component of the DDP, which
until recently maintained virtual control over counterintelligence
operations.

COMINT : Communications Intelligence. technical and intelligence
information derived from foreign commumications. not including
foreign press, propaganda. or public hroadeasts.

COMIRE X : Conmiittee on Imagery Requivements and FExploitation,
establisheu in 1967 to suceeed COMOR as the USIB subcomniittee
respongible for the management of collection planning.

CONOLR : Commitice on Overhend Reconnaissanes, a USTD subcom-
mittee established in 1860 to coordinate intelligence collection
reguirements wumenz the Departments for the development and
operation of all overhead reconnaissance systems.

CRS ! Central Reports Staff. a component of the CIG. responsible for
correlation and evaluation of information drawn from other
Departments.

Dl Divector of Central Intelligence, chief officer of the CTIG and
the CIA.

DbcID: Direcior of Central Intelligence Directive. a directive issued
by the DCT which outlines general policies and procedures to be
followed by the intelligence community. It ix generally more spe-
cihe than an NSCTI.

DS Domestie Contact Serviee, a component of CIG. responsible for
soliciting domestic sources for foreign intelligence information,
Renamed the Domestic Contact Division in 1951: heeame n
component of the DDT in 1952: renamed the Domestie Contact
Service in 1065: transferred to DDO in 1973 and renamed the
Domestic Collection Nivision.

(108)
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DDA : Directorate for Administration, established in 1950, responsible
for personnel, budget, security. medical services and logistical
snp%)rt for overseas operations.

DDOI ; Deputy Dirvector of Central Intelligence, second person in line
of command of CTA.

DI : Divectorate for Inte]li%,ence, created in 1952, responsible for
production of finished intelligence (excluding scientific and
technical intelligence since 1963) and for collection of overt
information.

DDP : Directovate for Plans, ereated in 1952 from the integration of
0OS0 and OPC, alse known as the “Clandestine Service.” Respon-
sible for clandestine collection. counterintelligence, and covert
operations. Renamed the Directorate for Operations in 1978,

DR Divestorate for Research, created in 1962, immediate predeces-
sor to the Direetorate for Science and Technoiogy

DDSAET @ Directorate for Science and Technology, organized in 1963,
combining (ST, the Data Processing Staff. the Office of ELINT,
the DPD. and a newly created Office of Research and Develop-
ment. Responsible for research development and operation of tech-
nieal collection systems and for production of finished scientific
and technieal intelligence.

DIA: Defenss Intelligence Agency. created by Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara in 1961, responsible for preduction of mili-
tary intelligence,

DPD : Development Projects Division, a component of the DDP, re-
sponsible for overheud reconnaissance. Transferred to DNS&T in
1963,

EIC: Economie Tntelligence Committee, a subecommittee of the IAC
created in 1951, charged wiih interdepartmental coordination of
economic intelligence activities and the production of publications.
Continued under UTSIB.

L1 NT : Electronic Intelligence, technical and intelligence informa-
tion derived from the collection (or interception} and processing
of foreign clectromagnetic radiations such as radar,

FRA: Fronomic Research Aren, established in 1950 as a component
of ORR. responsible for production of economic intelligence.
Eventually developed into OER.

EXCONM : Executive Committee. established in 1965 for the manage-
ment of overhead reconnaissance, giving the CIA and the Depart-
ment of Defense decisionmaking authority over the national re-
connhaissance program,

FRID : Foreign Broadeast Tnforination Division, as element of CIG
which monitored overseas broadeasts. Became a component of the
DDI in 1952; renamed the Foreign BBroadeast Information Serv-
ice in 1965,

GMAIC: Guided Missiles and Astronautics Intelligence Committee,
n USIB subrommittee established in 1938, responsibje for inter-
d_(ipal‘tmcntal coordination of intelligence related to guided mis-
siles,

GMIr: Guided Missiles Intelligence Committee, an TAC subcommit-
tee created in 1956, responsible for interdepartmental coordina-
tion of intelligence reramd to guided missiles, Succeeded by
GMAIC in 1958,
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GRA: Qeographic Research Ares, created In 1950 as a component
of ORR; in 1985 transferred to OBI, which was renamed Offico
of Basic and Geographic Intelligence; OBGI became the Office
of Geo‘zmphic and Cartographic Research in 1974,

14B: Intelligence Advisory Board, an advisory group to the DCI,
composed of the heads of the military andy civilian intelligence
agencies, Existed for the life of CIG.

140 Inteligence Advisory Committee, ereated in 1947 to serve as
a coordinating body n establishing intelligence requirements

%msoll%g the Departments. Merged with USCIB in 1958 to form

I1C Staff : Intelligence Community stafl, established in 1972 as a re-
placement for the NIPE staff. R sponsible for assisting the DCI
m the manageinent of intelligence community activitics,

ICAPS : Interdepartmental Coordinating and Planning Staff, a com-
ponent of the CIG, which handled the administrative aspects of
CIG's contects with the Departments.

INR: Bureau of Intelligence and Research, the State Department’s
intelligence analysis component.

TRAC : Intelligence Resources Advigsory Committee, an interdepart-
mental group established in 1971 to advise the DCI in preparing
a consolidated intelligence program budget for the President.
Members included representatives from the Departments of State,
Defense, OMB, and CIA.

JAEIC : Joint Atemic Energy Intelligence Committee, a subcommit-
tee of USIB, responsible for interdepartmental caordination of
intelligence relating to atomic energy.

JAG: Joint Analysis Group, an interdepartmental body established
in 1962, to provide regular nssessments on Soviet and Chinese fu-
ture military strengths,

KI1¢s: Key Intelligence Questions, initiated in 1974 and designed to
produce intelligence on topics of particular importance to na-
tional policymalkers, as defined by the DCI.

MBO : Management by Objectives, a system established in 1974 to
measure performance against explicitly stated goals,

MONGOOSE : Operation MONGOQSE, a program conducted be-
tween 1061 and 1962, aimed at discrediting and ultimately top-
pling the Castro government.

NIA': National Intelligence Authority, supervisory body of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Group (CIG), comprised of the Secretaries of
State. War, and Navy, and the personal 1 presentative of the
President.

NIE: National Intelligence Estimate. a predictive judgment on the
enpabitities, viulnerabilities, and courses of action of foreign na-
tions. It represents the comnposite view of the intelligence
community.

NI0s: National Intelligence QOfficers. a senior group of analysts, orga-
nized in 1973 to replace ONE. Responsible for the management
of intelligence collection and production,

NIPE Staff : National Intelligence Programs Evaluation Staff, estab-
lished in 1963 under the DCI to sorve as a coordinating body in
the management of interdepartmental intelligence activities. Re-
placed by IC Staf in 1971,
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NIPP: National Intelligence Projections for Planning, interageney
- assessments on Soviet and Chinese future military strengths, pro-
duced by the JAG. . . )

NIRB: Nufiona! Intelligence Reviow Board, established in 1968, to
advise the DCI in making judgments on foreign intelligence
resource necds, Replaced in 1971 by IRAC. .

NIS: National Intelligoncoe Survey. o compendium of factual infor-
mation on foreign countrirs drawn from throughout the intelli-
gence community. The program was terminated in 1974, .

NPI{: National Photographic Interpretation Center, established in
1961 under the dirvection of the DCT to analyze photography de-
rived from overhead reconnaissance,

NS8C : Nutional Seeurity Conreil, the senior decisionmaking body in
the Exec.tive branch. Established in 1947, comprised of the
President, the Viee President, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense with vepresentatives of the JOS, Special Assistant to the
President and other officials attending as requived,

NSCED : National Security Council Tntelligence Directive. a directive
issued by the NSC to the intelligence ngencies. NSCTIDs are often
angmented by more specific DCIDs and by internal departmental
or agoney regulations,

OCR : Onerations Coovdinating Board, established in 1953 to replace
the PSB as a schior review body for covert operations. Jts mem-
bers included deputy-level officials from the Departments of State,
Defense, the office of the President, snd from the foreign aid

rogram.

O(TDP.- Oflice. of Colleetion and Dissemination, a component of the DDI
charged with the dissemination of intellizence and the storage and
retrieval of unevaluated intelligence. Renamed the Office of Cen-
tl'n]”Rcf(-rcnce in 1955 renamed the Central Reference Service in
1967,

OCT : Office of Current Tntelligence. a component. of the DDI, estab-
lished in 1951, Respeansible for the production of current intelli-
ZONce In NUINErous Areas.

OFER: Ofce of Tconomic Research, a component of the DDI,
catablished in 1067. Responsible for production of economic
intelligenee.

ONE: Office of National Tetimntes, organized in 1950, to produce
Nationnl Tntelligence Fstimates. Dissolved in 1973,

70 : Office of Operations. a component of the DDT. eharged with the
collection of overt information. Dissolved in 1985,

OP? : Offtee of Policy Coordination. a component attached to the CTA
but reporting t3 the Departments of State and Defanse. Fstab-
lished in T8 with reeponsibility for the condnet of covert opera-
tions. Mergaed with (380 in 1952 to form the DDP,

OPR : Oflice of Political Rezearch, established in 1974 as a component
of the DDT. Responsible for long-term political research.

ORF: Office of Resenrch and Tealuation, a component. of CTG and
CIA. established in 1946. Responsible for intelligence production
and interagency eoordination, Dissolved in 1051,

ORR: Office of Research and Reports, established in 1950, became a
component of DDT in 1952. Responsible primarily for economic
and strateg. research. Dissolved in 1987,




107

OSI : Office of Scientific Intelligence, created in 1949, Responsible for
basic science and technical 1esearch, Becamo a component of the
DDI in 1952, Transferred to the DDS&T in 1963.

080 : Ofize of Specinl Operations, u component of CIG and CIA,
established in 1946, responsible for espionage and counterespion-
age. Merged with OPC in 1952 to for the Directorate for Plans.

OSE : Office of Strategic Research, established in 19687 as a component.
of the DDI. combining milita v intelligence units in OCI and
ORR.

088 : Office of Strategic Services, U.S. intclligence ngeney from
1942-1943. Responsibilities included research, analysis. espionage
and oversens operations,

PBCFIA : President’s Board of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence
Activities. an advisory body cireated in 1956 by President Lisen-
Lower. Renamed President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
{(PF1ADB) in 1961,

PS1: Psvebological Strategy Board. a subrommittee of NSC estab-
lished in 1051, charged with directing p=ychological warfare pro-
orams. Its members included departmental vepresentatives and
Roard staff members, Replaced by OCB in 1953.

SEC: Scientific Esti ates Committee. a subcommif*ce of the TAC.
established in 1952, chareed with interagency coordination of
scientific intelligence and the production of publicition.; Renamed
the Scientific Intelligence Committee in 1959,

SIGINT : Signals Intellizence. which involves the interception. proc-
essing. analy<is and dissemination of information derived from
foreium olectrieal eonmmunieation< and other signals.

KY/F: Special National Tntelligence Estimate, request by poliey-
makers for a judgment on a partienlar question.

8P Special Proeedires Group, a componont of OSQO. extablished
in 197, Responsible for the conduct of covert psichological
operations.

R8T 2 Strntegie Services Uit a component of the War Dopartinent
charged with elandestine collection and conunterespionage. Trans-
foarred to C1(7 in 1146,

SWNCC: Sate. War. Navy Coordinating Commiittee, established in
1944. the predecessor bady to the NSC.

T8D : Tochnical Sorviees Division, a component of the DDP, engayred
in researeh and development to provide oporational support for
clindestine activitiez, Transfarred to DDSET in 1973,

7°S7rR : United States Communntentions Intelligenee Board. estab-
lished in 1946 to advise and make recommendations on communi-
eations intellizonce to the Seeretary of Dofonse.

I'SIR : United State< Inteltigence Board. an interdepartmental hody
established in 19358, throngh the mergeyr of the TAC and the
USCIB. Responcihle for coordinating  intelligenee  activities
among the Departients,

70-125 O- 16 - 8







INTELLIGENCE AND TECHNOLOGY !

1. Background

The First Amend:ent right to free speech and the Fourth Amend-
ment right to be secure in one’s person. papers, and home have been
violated in recent years, Although these rights have been abridged in
time-honored ways, in some cases the sbridgement has taken place in
ways that conld not have been foreseen by the framers of the Constitu-
tion and the Bill of Rights. A partial list of means employed follows:

Breaking and entering into offices and homes;

Opening of letters in the Postal System:

Bugging or use of hidden microphores with ne party to the

conversation witting:
Wiretap of telephone communications:
Intercept of telephone communications withont netual con-
nection to wires: and

Intercept of facsimile or printer communication.
Although files have existed for many years in all societies, and have
sometimes been used to pernicions ends, technology has now made avail-
able to the managers of personal files greator speed and efficiency in
the rotrieval of data. as it has to managers of inventory files, of airline
reservations, of the corpus of legal decisions, and of the United States
House of Representatives Computer Based Bill Status System, In
recent venrs. ton, heightened public sensitivity and legislative nctivity
have begun to introduce legislation, guidelinas and standards regard-
ing governmental and private files on individuals, granting the indi-
vidual in many eases the right to know of the existence and the content
of such a fite, and to be able to challenge information which may be
found in that file (Privacy Aet of 1974 5 US.CL 5520), Computa
technology may not have heen instrumental in the misuse of CI1A or
IRS files to provide information to the White House on 1.8, citizens,
but the future impact of such technology must be assessed.
Tt is a logical possibility that the modern technological tools em-
ploved in th exercise of other rights and freedloms for the general and
individual good might inadvertently result in such general exposure
that the First and Fourth Amendment rights could no longer he pre-
served. ar that their preservation wounld require severe restriction of
other rights and freedoms with major damage to society. For example,
such might be the impact of (fanciful and wnphysical} spectacles
which, while restoring perfect vision to older peopie, endowed them as
well with the ahility 4o look throngh envelopes and walls,
A sccond logical possibility is that the general exercise of technol-
ogy for individual good and the good of society doss not in itself
imperil the rights nnder diseussion, but that snc-ific targeting of this
tachnology toward individuals can imperil these rights. In this case,
the particular threat to these rights could of conrse ho removed by out-
lawing the suhject technology and enforcing such laws, It may be,

t*Thiz staff report was prepared for the Select Committee by Richard Garvein,
consultant.
(109)
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however, that comparable protection of these rights may be obtainable
by legal restrictions on the use of such technology, for such invasion,
without denying society benefits which would otherwise be obtainable.
If similar guarantee of rights may be achieved in this way, the ban-
ning of technology (even if politically feasible} would be an exag-
gerated romedy.

Finally, in some cases new technology may aid in restoring privacy
against invasion by people or tools. An old example is the use of locks
on doors; newer ones are the nse of encryption for written communi-
eations and for the privaey of information in files, On the other hand,
it would be inappropriate to require the individual to go to great cost
to preserve his rights if such preservation could be obtained at lesser
social cost. e.g. by restrietions of the actions of individuals who would
intentionally violate these freedoms or whose activities might inad-
vertently imperil these rights, Thus, the expectation of privacy for
the contents of & post card sent through the mails is quite different
from that of a first-class letter in a sealed envelope, and the cost of an
envelope is rot regarded as an excessive charge for the guarantee of
privacy. As the human senses and capabilities of vision, hearing, and
memory are expanded by the use of new tools, what is the place for the
analog of better envelopes?

H. Covert Observation and Intercept

Covert hearing (hidden microphones).—It hag always been possiblo
for a person to secrete himself, unbeknownst to the participants in a
conversation, in such a way as to hear the conversation and so to vio-
late an expectation of privacy (“eavesdropping”). No doubt mechani-
cal aids in the form of tubes were used at times to make eavesdropping
ensier and less dangerous, Furthermore, rooms equipped with speak-
ing tubes to convey orders to another part of a building were vulner-
able to another kind of eavesdropping in which the nse of the appara-
tus was other than that intended.

Microphones were in use in the 18th century for telephone com-
munication and more recently for radio, public address, and record-
ing. The present state of microphone technology is apparent to us all,
with microphones a few millimeters across and a millimeter thick
common in portable cassette recorders in use for business, education,
and pleasure throughout the world. Over the last few years, the devel-
opment of integrated-circuit technology and its extremely wide use in
such recorders, in stereo equipment, and in caleulators has provided
not only the possibility but nlso the widespread capability to house
amplifiers in a snace of a few cubic millimeters and with power con-
sumption of microwatts. Thus, microphones can bo hidden in walls or
moldings of rooms, in furnishings, or in personal possessions, They
can be left behind by visitors or can be introduced as part of the nor-
mal resupply or refurbishment procoss.

Microphones can be accompanied by sclf-contained recorders or can
transmit the sigmal (nsnally after amplification) either along near-
invigible wires or bv radio. In the cage of wire or radio transmission.
there would normally be a recorder or more powerful relay at some
small distance of a few meters to a few hundred meters. The power
requirements for microphones nnd amplifiers can be provided by bat-
teries, by conne. tion to the normal builling power supply, from the
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telephone system, or by silicon or other cells converting sunlight or
roomlight into electrical power. Microphones can also be provided
with power by the absorption of radio or microwave signals, and can
retransmit intelligence on the same carrier waves. In addition to dedi-
cated wires or radio transmission, the microphone signal can also be
transmitted on the building power line or on the telephone lines, if
any. Under most circumstances, the ability with further advance of
technology to make microphones still smaller would not be of great
utility. They are already small enough to pose a near-maximum threat.

Not only are aﬁpamtus containing microphones available by the
tens of millions throughout the world, but the components are also
common wrticles of commerce and can be assembled by any one of mil-
lions of people. Many rooms are now permanently equipped (entirely
overtly) with microphopes for use in recording conferences or in pick-
ing up clearly comments made by an audience during question period.
Such microp® ones could easily feed recorders, wires, or transmitters
at other times as well. Furthermore, every loudspeaker, whether built-
in or part of a portable electronic device, is capable of working as a
microphone in just the same way. Individuals with impaired hearing
have particularly small microphone-nmplifiers, some of them con-
cealed in the frames of eye glasses.

A slightly different king of covert hearing is said to be_ possible by
detecting with laser beams the vibration of ordinary windows enclos-
ing a room in which the target conversntion is taking place. Another
approach to overhearing conversations outdoors is to use large direc-
tional microphones distant as much as one hundred meters.

Retarding the further development of microphone technology for
commercial purposes would be of little help, even if it were feasible,
given the already small size of microphones. It seems likely that pri-
vacy can be adequately protected against ¢ .ert hearing in the United
States by proper legislation and enforcement requiring a warrant for
the exercise of covert hearing capability. There being no expectation of
privacy against a person present, legislation in the future, as now,
should not restrict cov:rt recording or retransmission by a person
present, whether that person participates in the conversation or not.
OFf course, covert hearing capability can be banned administratively
from designated premises, as it is now, by those in control of the
premizes—e.g.. “no micropliones, radios. recorders, ete. at defense in-
stallations” (or on premises operated by the XYZ company).

Covert seeing (hidden cameras).—Hidden cameras (whether elec-
tronic or film) can imperil Fourth Amendment rights in analogous
fashion to hidden microphones. Observation through a crack or peep-
hale; personnel observation via a partially transparent overt mirror:
large automatic or remote-control cameras or TV-type sensors behind
an overt mirror: small cameras behind a small aperture—this series
represents the amﬂicntion of technology to the goal of covert seeing.
Vision comparable with that of a person can be obtained through a
hole about 3 mm (V4-inch) in diameter. A 1 mm hole would permit
commercial TV-quality picture. Reading the text of papers on a desk
across the room will require a larger aperture. Unlike microphones,
such cameras are not yet common or cheap. A ilm camera taking a pie-
ture every 5 seconds wonld need a considerable film supply anc would
have to be quiet if covert ; a TV camera eapable of communicating even
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at such a rate. with hum .n vision quality is feasible. hut is at present
costly, With time. the technology of fiber-optic signal communication
wilt allow unobtrusive relay from a hidden camera. A command link
could direct the view of the camera townrd the interesting portion of
the room, saving power and communications rate (as could built-in
intelligence at a later time),

Clearly, the invasion by covert sesing of privacy would be inten-
tional. not the result of innocent exercise of rights on the part of others.
As such. preservation of such privacy can look toward legislation and
the enforcement thereef, with such unconsented observation available
onlv under warrant, .

Wiretap of telephone lines—Anywhere on the line running from the
telephone instrument through the building to the junction box and on
to the local exchange (typically a mile or so from the subscriber’s in-
strument). connectlon to the line or proximity to that line will allow a
high-quality telephone conversation to be provided for listening or
recording. For many decades there has been no need for phvsical con-
tact with the line to allow “wiretap.” and no telltale click or change in
quality is necessary or likely,

The technology needed for wiretap (whether by contact or non-
contact) is primitive compared with that used for covert hearing.
There is no way in which this technology can he onrlawed without ont-
lawing telephones themselves. However, in this field particularly. there
is ho necessity to abandon the protection of privacy. The intercept of
communications from tolaphone lines may readily be controlled by
legislation and by the requirement of a warrant for such actions by
government bodies.™

Intercept of voice from dowmestic microware relay.-—In the United
States, most telephone calls beyond the local area are now transmitted
vin microwave relay. Towers about 20 miles apart contain receiving
antennus, amplifiers, transmitters, and transmitting antennas, The
microwave relay system operates near 4000 megahertz and 6000 mega-
hertz. at wavelengths on the order of 6 centimeters,

'The transmitted beam from each of these velay towers has an angular
width on the order of one degree and so can he picked up well over a
wedge some 20 miles long by a thicd of a mile wide. Lmsoc{-lino services
siuch as the federal government FTS systemn. WATS lines, and indi-
vidunl corporate “private-line” networks occupy permanent pnsitions
in the frequency spectrum in those relays which are used to carry the
signals (not always by the most direct path) over the fixed network.
Direct-distance-dinling ealls. constituting the buik of the tyaflic. cannot
be so precisely located. In general, however. these YD) ealls are pre-
ceded by digital information which serves to direct the eall to the re-
coivinnu telephone number and to indicate the ealling teleplione number
ns well.

At present, an individual with an instruction manual and a few
thousand dollars worth of equipment ean set up a makeshift antenna
and listen ot record continunmsly calls on any desired fixed-assigned
channel. In principle. even the DDD calls conld, at substantially larger
investment, Y)e matched with a list of “interesting™ telephone numbers

* Omnibus 8afe Streets and Crime Control Act of 1908 (18 ULR.C. 2610-2520).
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80 a8 to record only those calls originating from or directed to a given
subscriber number.

These voice messages, having traveled by wire at least some distance
may be from the telephone instrument, Jegally atforded the same pro-
tection as calls earried on wire from sendor to recciver.? However,
questions of extra-territoriality arise. There appears to be no way in
which individuals on foreign emnbassy and consular properties ean be
forbidden from listening into those microwave links which pass their
territories. It must be anticipated that certain powers will use such
information not only for affairs of state,* but also simply to enrn funds
by taking advantage of information which is obtained in this way.
Conununication in regard to commedity markets, stock exchanges, and
bidding prices for large contracts all convey information which can
have substantial value. :

Given this peculiar situation, one might judge that the threat to
privacy from all but exira-territorial infereept 15 adequately control-
fable by a legislative ban on such intercept (and the vequirement of
wirrants for government “search™). and that the vather limited ex-
posure to personnel controlled by foreign powers and based outside
the reach of U.S. law can be controlled by other means. Voice links
carrving defense information ave all encrypted. Other important
information of the federal govermuent can he rernuted te avoid some
small pumber of possible listening posts. Direct-distance-dial ealls
eventually will be relayed with the destination and origination infor-
mation going over separate channels. When all-digital transmission
is used to carry voice. encryption can be available at negligible cost.
It could be implemented with separate keys for each microwave link,
;u- encryption eould be done at the point of digitizing each signal, or
roth,

{ntercept of non-voice from domestic microwave relay links.—Many
channels on 11.8. microwave relay are devoted to the transmission of
non-voice information (facsimile machines, teletype, telex service,
other printer traffic). The comments above regarding the intercept of
voice communications from such microwave links apply with equal
force to the intercept of non-voice connmunications, There is. however,
a major difference. Existing law protects only communications from
which intelligence ean be “aurally acquired.” * so there is at present no
legal bar to the intercept of such non-voice communications.

At present. the value of the average non-voice communication re-
layed over the microwave net is probably greater than that of the av-
erage voice commmunication. Even if non-voice were protected by new
legislation, it would stil! be subject to intercept from extraterritorial
sites. Fortunately. the protection of non-voice data transmission by
means of encryption is far easier than is the case for voice and is prac-
tieal now over all telex and printer links. Several machines and
clectronic devices of varying effectiveness are available to provide
end-to-end transmission security, The National Burean of Standards

18 U.8.C. 2811.

1 Report to the Prerident by the Commission on CIA Activities Within the
United States, June 1975, p. 8.

418 U.8.C. 2510(4).
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has begun the promulgation of a national standard for data security
via encryption, which apparently satisfies the concerns of the United
States Government for maintaining the privacy of non-defense
information.

Intercept of voice or non-voice from domestic communication satel-
lite links.—About half the international common-carrier communiea-
tions originating in the U.S, goes by satellite and half by supmarine
cable. A rapidlfr increasing fraction of purely domestic communiea
tions is now relayed by satellite. Present satellites may receive com
munications from any one of o number of ground stations and simpl
rebroadeast the signal at a different frequency, covering the contr
nental United States with the microwave beam. For some communica-
tions with multiple addressees, this large potential receiving aren is
an advantage: for most communications with a single addressee, the
perticular ground station to which the messare is addressed will
recognize the digital address and record or retransmit the message
into) the Jocal net (or print it and put it into an envelope for delivery.
etc.).

Modern relay satellites are in stationary orbit. so that a fixed antenna
can be used to receive signals, rather than the tracking antenna initially
required for the lower-orbit satellites. Thus. anywhere in the large area
iltuminated by the satellite microwave beam. a relatively simple an--
tenna and amplifier would allow intercept of messages relnyced by
satellite. The satellite transmits microwave energy not only onto the
land mass of the U.S, but slxo onto adjacent waters and countries, in-
cluding Cuba. Non-T".8, citizens on non-U.8S. territory are completely
free to recetve satellite velay of domestic 1.8, communications and to
do with this information whatever they will,

Although some satellite relay is digital in nature and thus readily
protected by eneryption at negligible added cost. the voice communica-
tion is primarily analog (whereby the intelligence is carried by con-
tinnons amplitude or frequency modulation as is the common case for
terrestrial multiplex velay . Enerypted voice communication would re-
quire a wider channel at present than is needed by annlog voice, but
tho additiona! cost for privaey via eneryption might be small even so,
since {he safellite yesource is a small part of the end-to-end communica-
tions coat.

- Unfortunately. domestic satellite relay. as presently practiced. is an
examp'e of a case in which the indispntable benefits of technology
bring with them a threat to privacy, In this case, it is not the appliea-
tion of technology to intereept bint the technologneal nature of satellite
transmission which malkes intercept as easy ontside U.S. territory as
within. thus putting protection of privacy outside the reach of U.S.
law. Technology in the form of cncryption provides an adequate solu-
tion. This remedy is available now for non-voice communication and
conld be used with equal ense for digital voice, Aside from encryption.
satellite voice rommunication could be provided some degree n* pro-
tection in the near future by avoiding fixed-assignment schemes for
users desiring privacy,

1l File Technology

Some eramples of current status— Among the early large compu-
terized file-oriented systems were the nirlines seat reservations systems
now in use by all U.S. airlines. The overall system accommodates thou-




sands of flights per day. with a hundred or more seats per aireraft, and
can handle reservations months ir the future. A reservation can be
made, queried, or cancelled within seconds from many hundreds or
thousands of terminals. Some of the records may contain little moro
than the name of the passenger others may include a complex continu-
ing itinerary, with hatels, car rental. telephons numbers, ang the like.

Seismic data bases are used by oil exploration companies to hold
seismic reflection data and core logs. The former is the pattern of re-
flected sonmd waves versus time at various microphones which are
sensitive to signals from a small explosion at the surface of the ground.
The reflection comes from change of structure at different levels in the
carth below. Core logs (or bore logs) may measure the detailed ground
conductivity, water content. radionctivity content, and the like in tens
of thousands of oil exploration wells, The material is kept computer
aceessible so that it ean be retrieved and provcessed in a timel; fashion
ns new tonls are developed or as new information makes it desirable
to compare with old information in the neighborhood.

Several governmnent eelwlons have tax data bases, At the city or
county level, such a data haze may include details ahout every dwelling
n the city, Such data bases can he partieutarly usefu! in case a blanket
reassessmen: is desjred.

The New York Times Information Bank (“NYTIB") provides at
the New York Times building hoth abstracts and full texts of articles
published in that pewspaper. From remote terminals, subseribers can
search the compendium of ah.tracts for all articles which have been

ublished in the New York Times and may reguest photocopies of the

ull articles whose ab=tracts satisfyv the =earch criteria, The abstract
searching ean be full-text search, Le. a search on the name “Harold
Iekes™ might resalt in a sheaf of abstracts. necompanying stories most
of whose headlines =ay nothing about Ickes, but may refer to Roose-
velt,

Full-text search eapability is used in several states for pnrposes of
Law and logad decisions, In addition to stengrgling with the often inade-
quate index to =ueh a corpus, an attorney ean wndertake a full-text
searel for stututes or ¢ases which have zome charncteristies in commmon
with lis current concern.

The Tnited States House of Representatives Bill Status Office
handles over 1000 telephone ingniries cach dey concerning the status
and content of legislation which has heen introduced into the ITouse.

Al these wre file-oriented v teme, some of which may retrieve files
according to the index systern under which they were prepaved : others,
s we have seen. have o full-teat seareh eapability, such that a file can
b vetrievedd in aceorda we with it confept 1ther than heading.

Computer file xysrems are now in colwmon vse for text preparation
and editing. A draft letter, veport or publieation is ¢vped at a terminal
connected with a compiter {or sometimes at a stand-alone aystem).
At any time, portions of the draft ean be di=played, typed ont locally
or on a fast printer. The typist can enter corrections into the com-
puter sy=tem (ineluding global changes, e.g. to change the group of
characters “seperate™ overy place it may oceur into the group
“l.:v[inlrato“). can rearrange paragraphs, append additional files, and
the like,
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Use of fles in intelligence work.—~The work of intelligence agencies
and their analysts is in large part the production of reports. There
are routine periodic reports, seports in response to specific tasking on
questions of concern to national leaders, reports which are initiated
internally to the agency in response to some fact or complex of facts
which scems to require attention at a higher level. In presenting any
such material, the analyst needs to obtain as much other information
about the subject (What is the signifieance of the appointment of an
unexpected person as premier?) as is possible, There 1s a strong anal-
ogy to the NYTIB which should aiso serve to provide responsible ve-
portel , with other information on the subject of current interest (ear-
lier, pei vaps contradictory speeches of publie officials, and the like).

Intelligence files may also have agents’ reports, which are in the
nature of fragmentary newspaper artictes except that they are secret.
Raw intelligence files may also contain the full text of foreign radio
broadeasts as transeribed and cirenlated in printed form by the
Foreign Broadeast “nformation Service (FBIS). Tf plaintext mes-
snges of a foreign military command are availabla, they will also be
filed, and for efficient search and vetrieval preferably in a computer
store.

The use of computers in all these file applications—commercial,
educational. and intelligence—is motivated by the same drive for effi-
ciency, reliability and the capability 1o retrieve materials at places,
times, and by persons other than those who have filed them. Com-
puters at present are not normally used to store pictures or t'.ngs,
but indexes to such eollections can as readily be placed in the com-
puter as can any other kind of information. In contrast with a single

hysical file of paper documents, the computer store never suffers
rom the dacument’™s unavailability beeanse it is on somebody else’s
desk. Multiple copies of a micro-iinage store can also satisfy the
requirement for multiple simultancons use. but cannot be updated
or searched =o readily as can a compaiter store,

Xear-term fFuture file technology: perforactuee and cost~1n any
case, it is not the purpose of this note to desigm a file system for the
intelligence connnnmity. but rather to inguire as to certain aspeets of
privacy in regard to such files. The Privacy Act of 1974 is both the
result and cause of increased interest in desigm of safeguards, which
is at present the concern of an active subset of du{n-pl'nc:'ssing wofes-
sionals and of a number of existing organizations® inchuling the Pri-
vacy Protection Stnudy Commission. hut a brief discussion of near-terin
future technology may be of help.

Obviously, concern regarding files and privaey is with the chain
of information from collection through storare and retrieval. One
worry is that some sovernment organization by the expendituree of
enough money, conld have the capability to “know everything about
evervone” at any time. Beeanse there i8 no general public vight of

* 8ee for Instance National Bureau of Standards Publications: FIPR PUB41-—
“Computer Recurity Guidelines for Tmplemeuting the Privacy Act of 1874 (8D
Catalog Number C18.52:41) aud “Exeeutive Gu de to Coraputer Scceurity™ (Avall-
ubie from the lostitute for Compuater Scichees and Technology, NS, Waxhing-
tion, D.C. 20234).
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necess to the files of the intelligence agencies. it is of interest to know
what these eapabilities might amonnt to, as a guide to the introduction
of sufeguards.

In order to provide some intuitive feeling for the magnitudes in-
volved, consider the storage of full page. double-spaced text, Such a
page may have thivty lines of sixty-five letters or digits. or ubout 2,000
characters per page. Fxcept as noted, it is assumed that a character
requires one “byte™ (R bits) of storage, although by appropriate cod-.
ing of text. one can store as many as three characters per byte.

Using a typical modern dizk-pack magnetic stora device, storage
of 300 miltion bytes ean be obtained for a rental Oﬁlhout $1500 per
month. or some $3 per month per million characters. Such a device
can transfer about 1.2 million characters per second, so it would re-

uire 250 seconds to search its entive contents if the logical search
;L'\'ice could operate at the storage data rate. Search is normally done
by a query. looking for an exact match in the data stream as it is
brought from the store. Iixamples of sim!)k- queries are: “theft of
service” in the case of the legal corpus: “Chamberlain/Munich” in
the case of the NYTIB (where the “/” simply means that both “Cham-
berlain™ and “Munich” should lie in the same document) ; “seperate”
in the case of ordinary text processing where the properly spelled
word “separate™ is to be substituted. Such queries against n small data
base are handled well by a general purpose computer. Indeed, lnrge
data bases also have sonie structure which can often be used to reduce
by large factors the amount of data which actually has to be gearched.
But even if the data base has little structure. one could imagine
streaming the entire data base past some modest special-purpose elec-
tronic device (n “match register”) which may detect a match against
the query and divert the matching document into a separate store,
where it may be bronght to the attention of the analyst. In large pro-
duction. such a mateh-register might be bought for $100 in rnngern
integrated-cirenit technology. In any case, the cost of special-purpose
mateh registers would be small compared with the cost of the massive
store nnd will henceforth be neglected herve,

By such techniques. as many queries ns are desired may be entered
from terminals and simultanousiy matched against the entire data
stream. If the data base is entirely in this type of storage (at a present
cost of 85 per month per megabyte. or 50 cents per month per nominal
file of 50 typed pages) any query can be answered within five minutes.
Of course. a single query might lead to many other sequential queries
before all the desired facts are at hand, but the time is measured in
minutes, not months.

Given that most queries need not be answered in minutfes, one can
nsk the cost of a slower system. There are now commercially avaitable
tape library products. of which a typical one can store 35 billion char-
acters at a cost of about $18,000 per month (so 50 cents per million
characters per month). This particular device can deliver data at a
rate of 0.8 million characters per second. so that it would require some
twelve hours for such a store to Le seatched entirely for as man
queries ns have heen presented. The range of cost associated with suc
a system with current technology and twelve-hour response time thus
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goes from $10 million per month for a system capable of storing 50
pages on each of 200 million individuals (without encoding) to about
$200,000 per month for n system storing the same amount of infor-
mation on each of 10 million indiv duals, with the characters com-
pacted into more efficient form for storage.

So much for the near teri technology. It is being developed in this
country and abro:d entirely for commercial purposes. It serves highly
important functions in allowing uny organization—commerce, in-
dustry, government, and tie professions—to muanage information
quickly and accurately.

Yet fresh in our memory is the use by the White House of the C IA
to provide a “psychological profile™ on Daniel Ellsberg. An ordinary
file drawer would be adequate if one knew long in advance that infor-
mation would be requested on this particular person. Given the unusual
nature of the cnse and the non-existence of that partienlar file drawer,
it would be technically possible to search all government files for docu-
ments which mentioned the name in question. This would bring to
light, of course, income tax returns, military service history, all em-
ployees for whom social security tax bl been paid in the pust by the
individual in question, names of relatives, etc. "Ihis material would
not be found in intecigence tiles, but it condd be found if the yueries
were mude available to cooperating individuals with access to files in
non-intelligence agencies like the IRS, Selective Service, and the tike.
Additional important information might be available by use of the
NYTIB as a commercial subscriber.

Thus the problem in regard to those intelligence agencies with large
files of raw ilatn is to ensure that these files are used only in support
of the authorized mission of the agency and are not exploited for pur-
poses of improving prospects of mcumbent ofticials in an election, of
punishing those on an “enemivs list,” and the like. But it is no longer
enough to proscribe the creation of speeific files on 1.8, citizens: it is
now possible to recreate such a file from the central file in less than a
day, or to answer questions from the central file without ever having
a nanila folder or file drawer labelled “John Smith.” There must
therefore be control over the queries asked of the file, of whom, and
by whom. It is just as important to ensure that information given
freely by individuals to non-intelligence agrencies is not exploited
for unanthorized purposes and is not accessible to unauthorized
individuals.

The computer technology which miakes possible rapild access to large
nsses of information also allows in | = winle for control of access
to that information. Measures for preventing illegitimate use of gov-
ernment files could be propased by the Executive, which ean obtain

help from equipment munufacturers. organizations experienced in
computer use and analysis. and from the setentific societies. Such
mensares conitl be embodied in Executive Ovders, Their adequacy and
the need for legislation providing eviminal and eivil penalties should
be the subject of Congressional hearings and research.

Safeguards which are being considered and partinlly implemented
in non-intelligence filex ure the following:

1. There should be a limitation as to who can keep files on
individuals, (But clenrly the New York Tinmes is n}lm\‘ed to
put their own newspaper into cemputer-readable form, And
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is it a file on an individugl if the individual's name is only
mentioned in a larger docwinent ¢) ’

2. Individuals should be allowed aceess to their files (for
repayment of the actual cost of search) and to receive the
information in the file on them. (But if the file is very large,
such access might be made very expensive. On the other hand,
if the access were treated like an ordinavy query in the ex-
ample above, t)e cost might be guite reasonable.) ;

3. The individual should be allowed to write into the file in
order to contest the facts or in order to present his own point
of view;

4. There should be Jimitatious on those who gain access to
the file or who can receive information from the file;

5. Duplication of the file should be limited and unathorized
areess prevented ;

6. There should be an indelible record of who has queried
the file and what questions were asked, so that failure of
aceess limitations will not go nndetected.

Anmony the safeguards for nny system should be adequate require-
ments for identification of terminals from which queries are heing
made, identification and authorization of the inviduals who query:
n complete record of the queries (with terminal and individual identifi-
cation), adequate security agninst transmitting large amounts of in-
formation and the like. ‘The moment-by-moient. execution of these
controls on nccess is the task of the set of computer instructions known
as the “operating svstem.” * Although the design of an adequate op-
crating system is a difficult task, the detailed specification of the con-
trols is itself non-trivial and must be done with some understanding of
what is technically feasible at present. Fundamental to the continued
effectivencess of such safeguards is the maintenance of the integrity of
the main program which controls the computer. Even in highly classi-
Sed applications, there is no veason for this nmin operating program
to be classified. and a souree of strength should be public serutiny of
this operating system. Clearly, the introduction of access controls
should not wait for the perfect oporating system,

No matter what the safeguards, individuals mighi be nble to gain
access to some information for which they ave not authorized. \de-
quate legisintion, criminal penalties, and the enforcement of these
laws should deter many who might otherwise try. Data security meas-
ures. such s encryption of the file itself. ean help also.

What must be purticularly guarded against is not so much the mis-
use of intelligence files but the misuse of information freely siven or
enllected for authorized purposes and whick is then turned to an im-
proper use, Indeed. open analysis by all those concerned should lead
to an understanding of the protection which may be provided.

* An introduction to the problem can w fouad in “The Protection of Informa-
tion in Computer Systemy,” §. 1. Saltzer and M. D. Sehroeder, Proe, I1IEEL, Vol.
G4 N (Septomber 19550, pp 127811,







ADDENDA TO THE INTERIM REPORT ON ALLEGED
ASSARSINATION PLOTS

The fotlowing sections are intended to <upplement the Commniittee’s
Interime Report en alleged assaszination plots,' One of these sections
stnarizes evidence involving the plot against Chilean General Rene
Sehneider which has come to the Commitiee’s attention =ince the issu-
ance of the Interim Report, Two other principal sections—>The “Spe-
cial Operations” Enit™ and “The Question of Diserediting Aetion
Agrain=t Jack Anderson™—report on the Copnnittes 2tadl inguiry into
allegations of CLA involvement in as=assination planning: neither in-
quiry revended evidence of such plaminng. Finably, some miseellureous
vortections of errata in the previows report and some additional pieces
of evidence are included.

I. SCIINEIDER CASE

Sinee the issaanece of the Committee’s Interim Report on alleged
assassization plots invelving foreign leasdlers, the Conmittee has re-
ceived statements from two sources to sn]l)pl(-mvm its enrlier inguiry
into the death of Chilean General Rene Sehneider:? (1) former Presi-
dent Richard M. Nixon's responses to written interrogatories from the
Committee; and (2) the recent statements and testiimony of Edward
Korry. former United States Ambassador to Chile.

* The Interim Report was published on Xovember 20 ( legislative day. November
180, 1975 ¢th Comgs, st Sess, 3 Report No, 14465,

2 With respect to the death of General Schnefdor, the Committee founmd @ “On
Octover 23, 1970, General Schiieider died of ganshot wounds inflicted three days
earlier while resisting a kidnap attempt. Schneider, ax Commander-in-Chief of
the Army and a constitutionalist opposed to military coups, was considered an
abstacle in efforts to prevent Salvador Alleinde from nssuming the »flice of Presi-
dent of Chile. The United States Government supported and sought fo instigate
n military coup to bloek Allende. U8, oflicianis supplied financial ald, machine guns
und other equipment te varisus wilitary figures who opposed AHende. Althongh
the €'IA continned to support ¢coup plotters up to Schneider's hooting, the record
indicutes that the CIA had withdrawn aetive support of the group which earried
onr the actiid klduap attempt on Qetober 22, which resnlted in Schneider™s death.
Ifurther, it does not appear that any of the equipment supplied by the CIA to
coup plotters in Chile was nxed in the kidnapping. {The Committee found] no
evidence of a plan te kil! Sehneider or that United States officlats specifically
unticipeted that ¥ehneider would e shot during the abduction.” (Alieged As=snx.
slnation Plots Involving Forejgn Leaders: An Interin Report of the Senate Select
Committee to Stady Governmenial Operiations With Respect to Intelligence Ac-
tivitier, United States SNenate, 11/20/95, po 5; hereinafter cited as Interim
Assgosination Report.)

azn
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A, Interroagatory Responses of Richard M. Nixon

Of the 77 written interrogatories submitted to former President
Richard Nixon by the Select Committee on February 4, 1976, 36
dealt with Chile, Of these, all but eight specifically related to the events
discussed in the Schneider chapter of the Committee’s Interim Assas-
sinntion Repoit.

In summary, Mr. Nizon’s responses to the Comniittee’s interroga-
tories included the following statements relevant to the subject covered
in the Interim Report.?

—According to the former President, the purpose of the September
1970 White House meeting, attended by M. Nixon, CIA Director
Richard Helms, Assistant to the President for National Seci rity
Atfairs Henry Kissinger, and Attorney General John Mitehell was to
discuss “the prospect of Salvador Allende’s election to the Presidency
of Chile.”* Mr. Nixon stated that he informed Director Helms that
he wanted “the CLA to determine whether it was possible for a polit-
ical opponent of Mr. Allende to Le clected President by the Chilean
Congress.” s “Specific means™ to be ased by the CIA to prevent Allende
from taking office were not discussed: “general means” were, These
included “the direct expenditure of funds to assist Mr. Alionde’s op-
ponents, the termination of United States financial nid and assistance
programs as a means of adversely affecting the Chilean economy, and
the effort to enlist support of various factions, including the mifitnry.
behind a candidate who could defeat Mr. Allende in the congressional
confirmation procedure.”®

—Mt. Nixon stated that he was not aware that from September 15,
1970, to mid-October 1970 “the CI.A was attempting to promote a
military coup in Chile,”* With the exception of a mid-October dis-
cussion with Dr. Kissinger. Mr. Nixon stated: “I do not presently
recall being personally consulted with regard to CIA activities in
Chile at any time during the period September 15, 1970 through
Qctober 24, 1970, ®

In mid-October 1970, Mr. Nixon was informed by Dr. Kissinger
that “the CTA had reported to him that their efforts to enlist the sup-
port of varous factions in attemspts by Mr. Allende’s opponents to
prevent Alende from hecoming president had not been successful and
likely would not be." According to Mr. Nixon. Dr. Kissinger informe
him that “under the circumstances he had instructed the CIA to
abandon the effort.” ® Mr. Nixon stated that he informed Dr. Kissinger
that he agreed with that instruction.

—Mnr. Nixon stated that he did not receive information “concerning
plans for a military coup in Chile involving the kidnapping of Gen-
cral Rene Schneider.” * He also statod that he was unaware that “the
CTA passed muehine guns or other matevial to Chilean military ofticers
known to the CLA to he planning a conp attemp,* 1
My, Nixon s statements regarding the events surroutuding the death

* The full text of the Committee’s interrogatories nnd former President Nixon's
rexpiortsex (hereinafter eited as Interrogiorien) 1s set forth ar pp. 143-171

4 Ynterrogntory 30.

&7,

¢ Interrogatory 40,

! Interrogatory 1.

* Interrogatory 49.

° Interrogatory 52.

" Inlerrogntory .

" Interrogntory 6,
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»f General Schneider contrast with evidence received previously by
the Committee, A1l CTA officials stated that they interpreted President
Nixon’s September 15 instruetion as a directive to promote a military
conp in Chile in the Fall of 1970: both CTA documents and the testi-
mony of President Nixon's Assistant for .xational Security Affairs,
Dr. Kissinger, are consistent with this interpretation.’? Mr. Kﬁxon has
stated that he instructed Richard Helms to determine whether it was
possible for a political opponent of Mr. Allende to be chosen ns Presi-
dent by the Chilean Congress. e further stated that he “informed Mr.
Helins that to be successful, any effort to defeat Mr. Allen le wonld
have to be supported by the military factions in Chile.” ** Mr. Nixon
stated that he did not reenll, however, instructing the CLA to promote.
acoup in Chile.

Of equal importunce is the controversy surrounding whether the
White House knew of the CLA's continuing efforts to promote u coup
in Chile after mid-October, 1970, According to an October 15 CL:
memorainslum Dr. Kissinger instrueted DD Thomas Karnmessines at
a White House meeting to suspend coup ‘phmning by “de-fus[ing]
the Viaux coup plot, at least tom]mmri‘_\' * and Kissinger also “in-
structed Mr. Knramessines to preserve Ageney nssets in Chile, work-
ing clandestinely and securely to maintain the capability for Agency
operations zginst Allende in the future,” * Kissinger testified—and
his former deputy, Alexander Huig agereed—that after Qctaber 15, the
White Iouse neither knew of nor specifically approved CIA coup
plans in Chile. CTA officinls, however, testified that their encourage-
ment of coup planning by the Chilean military after October 15 was
known to and thus authorized by the White House.® Mr. Nixon's rec-
ollection s that in mid-Octoher he had agreed with Dr. Kissinger's
instruction to the CIA to abandon its effort in Chile to prevent Allende
from becoming President. My, Nixon did not recall “being wersonaliy
consulted with regard to CIA activities in Chile™ hetween (l)('tnlmr 15
and the October 21 vate in fuvor of Allende.

‘The elear import of Mr. Nixon's statements. is that the CIA was
pursuing conp plans in Chile without suflicient anthority, Ths state-
ment with respect to the September 15, 1070, White Honse meeting is,
Lowever, al variance with those of CLA oflicials and his Assistant for
National Security Adfairs, Dr. Kissinger. With respect to the mid-
October instruction if Mr. Nixon's stafements aceurately deseribe the
events, and if Dr. Kissinger unambiguously informed the CIA on
October 15 to suspend all coup plans in Chile and gave no indieation

¥ gap Enterim Assssination Report, pp, 228, 2348 egn, Richard Heims, 7/15/76,
pr. 6-7, 10-11; Chlef. Chile Task Furee, 778175, po 5% Deputy Chief, W1 hivi-
s, 115775, p. 20 Memorandum/Genesis of the Project, /170 ULA Cable
236, Hendguarters to Station, %2170 Cable 24 Headgimrters to Station,
0723770 Kissinger, R/012/70, p, 12

1 Interrogatory 39,

W perroggntorfes 383, 45,

For a fall aveount of the evidenee in the Comtnittees revord relating te the
gaestion of authorization for the C1A 1o promete o eoup i Chlle, see the Interiin
Axsnssination Report, pp. 225 254, Richawd Helms' notes of his September 135,
1970 monthly meeting with Presdident Nixon anl his testhinony about the mecting
i fncluded at pp. 227225, Bee also the Comiteee ST Report “Covert Actur n
Chifle, 19051973 (12/18/700.

13 CTA Memorand i of Conversation: Dr. Kissinger/Mr. 1ty ivesatne General
Haig, nt the Whioe House, 0715 T

e Interim Assitssitation ltepoet, pp. 227, a0 10 30 2470 250 pLis LY :
Karumessines, &,6/70, pp. 8, 7278, =,

.

MW-TL O - T6 -9



124

of support for renewed coup planning before October 24, then the
CLA wonld have heen acting in contravention of White House policy.
On the other hand, if, as CL\ officials testified. the coup activity was
authorized from the beginning and the White House was kept in-
formwed wutil the end, then the accounts of Mr, Nixon amd Dr.
Kissinger are ealled into question.

B Statemonts and Testimony of Fdward M. horry

Former U85, Ambassador to Chile Edward Korry has testified and
submitted statements to the Committee since the issuanee of its Interim
Report on as=ussination plots.”” He made the following comments with
respect to the Schineider case: '

Y M Rorey appeared before the Committee in public session on December 4.
1970 to testify on Chile, Lo addition to his testimony, Mr, Korry saomitted q 25
page letter, with accompnnyime documents. detailing his views on ovents in
Chile, His textimony and letter (with acecompanying doecmuents) are contained
in the Senate hearings hoefore the Scheet Committes to Study Governmental
Hperations witl Respeet to Intelligenee Activities, Vol 7. “Covert Action.” De-
cember 4 and 3 1975 Finally, Mr. Korey was deposed by the Commmiltee
on February 2 1976, in a six-hour session. During bis testimony and deposition,
and in varionx letters to the Committee, Mr, Korry ohjected to several items in
the Schneider chapter of the Committee’s Tuterim Assassimition Report.

The following points, amohg others, were made by Me. Korrey: (1) Korry
stated that hix two-phase proposal (see ITnterim Assussimation Report, p. 224)
of June 18, 1970, had heen requested the previoux January “by the State Depart-
ment” and CLA representatives in response to his suggestion that the Chilenn
presidentinl election be viewed in two phases (“one up to Neptember 4th and
then between September 4th and Getober 24, 197073, He war nsked to “submit
with dollar figures a preclse scenario for a phase one and n phase two™ (Korry
deposition, 2/24/76, pp. 20-26). (2) Referring to the 40 Committee’s direetive
of Noptember 14 (xzee Interim Assassinntion Weport, p. 230) “to go directly to
President Frei” about & plan to prevent Allende’s confirmation, Korry teatifled
tha! he “refused to go' see President Frei (Korey deposition. 2/24/76. p. 36).
Despite Korry's statements that he “would not approach Frei . . . even in-
digectly” (IKorry leposition. 2/24/70, pp. 43161, on September 36, 1970, in re-
sponse to the 40 Committees instructions, Ambassador Korry cabled Underseere-
tary of State U, Alexis Jolinson: 1 am extrenely grateful for the confidence
and support of President Nixou and the Forly Committee. . . . To provide that
moral baxe (so that President Frei will feel there is suflicient justifteation to
me ce against Allende) is largely our task. . . . It {s highly unlikely that 1
shall be ahle to see Fref. T eannot go to tae presidential palace without crenting
a storm: T eannot go to Wiz home anymore since it is subject to the same observa-
tion that my regidence ix. There are no TN, visitors . . . in #ight to provide
an innocuous cover for another talk. Henee I dolivered iny message to Frel one
hour after receipt of your message through fan intermedinry] that there was
no point in further analysis of the sitoation . .. we were prepatred ta glve appro-
printe support 1f Frei could deécide hix own eourse. hut if he preferred to live
interminably the Hamlet . . . 1 would tnke [hix] indecision to mean that he had
epted for a Communist Chile.” () Although e did refer to General felineider
in a Neptember 21, 1070, situntton report to Dr. Kissinger and Assistnut Secre-
tary Charlox Mever. (See Tuterim Assassinntion Report p. 2310 Korry told the
Compmittes that this was “an assessment provided by the Chileans,™ it was not
a referencs to Klduapping or assassination, nnd he wax not personally advoentinge
any netion with rexpeet to Sehoelder. (Korry doposdtion, 2.M/50, pp. 67080
Korry also stated that, months eardier, hie had reported the view that Schneider's
vonstitutionalst “deeteine” would prevent (he Chitean nilitary from intervening
in the electoral process :

“T met with General Schnelder myself in the middle of the spring of 1070
to wnderstand exactly what he xtond for. T reported promptly therenf or what
the Schaeider doctrlne wius and «aid H was immatable and sanld that it wonld
provall in the military,

“The milltary attaché, subgoguently to my reclleetion . repeated again nnd
ngnin that the Schnetder doctrine wits 1 faet awl ns loog as Sehnelder wan o
thut job, nubody woulldl ever pove” (Roery depusition, /24770, . OO
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—Korry took issue with the view. expressed in the Committee’s Re-
port und by Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, that the line sepavat-
ing Track T and Track 1T often became blurred.® According to Korry:

Much is made in the assassination report of the “two tracks”
that the U.S. policy followed in Chile in September and
Octoher of 1970, ‘The report stitches a new myth to suit some
consciences or some ambitions or some institutions. There are
many who it might wish the public and history to believe
that no real difference existed bet ween the diplomatic ‘Frack
[ that I followed. and the covert dnilitary Track 11 that the
White White Inunched. It is hogwash, Track 1 followed Mr.
Frei. then the President of Chile and its consiitutional leader.
It aclopted certain minimal and cosmetic suggestions put for-
ward by one purpertedly in President Frei’s confidence.
Track T led nowhere beeause President Frei would not en-
courage or Jead any Chilean military action, and because I
would neither have the United States through the CTA. or
anyone else even in the private community. assume a responsi-
bility that had to be Chitean. I never informed President Frei
of the money which was authorized for work for Track I.and
not a penny. as vou also say, was spent on it.

Truck IT. on the other hand. did not deal with Frei. did
not seek his concurrence., did not follow his lead. did not pre-
tend to be within any constitutionnl framework of Chile.'

In his deposition of February 24, 1976, Korry qualified his asser-
tion of the dizferences hetween Track T and Frack TI, which was to be
enrried out without hiz awareness. When asked if Tracks T and 11
lnlllll:l'i'il together in that they both sought the same objective, he
replied

You coukd say blurring of objective. And at the point of
inspiration, But at the point of execution, there was no blnr-
ring whatsoever.*

—There were numerous references in the Interim Assassination Re-
wort to United States contact with retired Chilean General Roberto
‘inux. a Chilean coup-plotter, and the coup-oriented activities of a
United States military attache assigned to Santiago.?* Tn his letter to

senator Chureh, Korry stated that these activities were contrary to
the instructions he had issued while in Chile:

A. I nrred. from 1969 on, any U8, Embassy or U8, mili-
tnry centact with the eivele around Gencral Viaux, 1 renewed
this ban in the strongest terms again and again in 1970 and
thereafter. 1 cheeked periodically by divect questioning of the
CIA and of the military attaches, and by corroborative in-
vestigation. to satisfy myself that this order was heing earried
out.

B. I barred the CLA i late 1968 or early 196D, 1row any
operntionn] contuet with the Chilean military without my
prior knowledge and approval. (1 can seeall no permissive
instanee ), from any physical contact with a colonel or higher

"Nge Interdm Assinntion Report, pp. 22020402,

*Jlearings, Vol T, “Covert Actlon,” Deceber 4 and 5, 1055, ppe 3031
* Rorey depemition, $724/76, p. 10,

f nterhin Assazsinntion Report, pp. 235240,
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rank. from any conteet with Frei or any Minister or deputy
Minister, fron. any contact with any major pohtical figures
without my prior approval ¢rarely given) or any contact
with the lweull of. or a leading figure in n government ageney
uside from the approved limson with the Chilean police. I
checked in every conceivable way., regularly =
—The Committee noted in its Interim Assassination Report that
Ambassador Kooy had informed the 40 Committee that the Chilean
militaiy would not move agninst Allende after he received the plural-
ity in the presidential election of Septemiber 4, 1970.3 In his testi-
mony before the Select Conmittee, Korry added :

I consistently warned the Nixon administration. starting
in_early 1970, monthis before the election, that the Chilean
military was no poliey alternative in Chile. 1 was pressed in
September and October by Washinrton to develop possible
seenarios for independent ("hilean military intervention in
Chile. Without exception. my responses excluded all possi-
bilities. Indeed, I warned gratuitonsly and very strongly on
two oceasions that if anyone were conside ing snch schemes,
it would be disastrous for U.S. interests.?*

Korry then cited two eables he sent after the September 4 ¢loction:

Let me read from two cables sent to Undersecretary of
State U, Alexis Johnson and Dr. Henry Kissingrer, so that the
public can judge for itself.

One, on September 25: “Aside from the merits of a conp
amd its implications for the United States, 1 am convinced we
cannot proveke one and that we should not run any risks sim-
ply to have another Bay of Pigs. Henee 1 have instructed our
military and CAS”, that is, the CIA. “not to engage in the
encourngement of any kind.”

Agin, on October 9. to the same two addresses, “Eyes
Only.” “In sum. T think any attempt on ouy part. actively to
encourage a coup could lead us to 2 Bay of Pigs failure. 1 am
appalled to discover that there is liaison for terrorists and
coup plotting, names deleted. “T have never been consulted or
informed of what, if any, role the United States may have in
the financing of* names deleted. “An abortive coup. and T amd
my chief State coleagues. FROS are unalterably convineed
that this i what is here under discussion, not more be-
knownst 16 me. would be un unbelieved disaster for the
United States and for the President. Its consequences wonld
be to strongly veinforee Allende now and in the future. and
do the gravest harm to 1.5, Liwiests throughout Latin
Amerien, if not beyvond.” #n

—Livbassador Korry also told the Committee that in late Septem-
ber or arly October 1970, he heeame suspicious that “the CIA was

= Hearings, Vol. 7, “Covert Action,” December 4 and 5. 1076, pp. 122-123,
= Interlm Assussinntin Report, pp. 2050, 250,

* Honringe, Vol, 7. “Covert Action,” December 4 amd 5, 1076, pp. 3132,
o phid, . 32,
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‘up to something behind my back.! " According to Mr. Korry, he
asked his Deputy Chiet of Mission to investigate. Neither he nor his
deputy were able to uncover auy factun! basis for Kovry's suspicions. *
—Mr. Korry testified that in the period September 15 to Octo-
ber 15, 1970, f;e informed the EFrei government of the identity of a
likely assassin of Allende. “a military man who was then involved in
provocative nets. bombings throughout Santiago.” ¥ This man, Major
Arturo Marshal, was arrested shortly thercafter, n fow days before
the shooting of General Schneider.
—Mu. Korry also informed the Committee that in the final two
weeks of the so-called Track IT period he met with President Nixon
in the White House. Avccording to Korry:

I told President Nixon in the Oval Office in mid-October
1970 that the ¥nited States had to avoid a self-fulfilling
prophecy however correet my reporting and analysis might
be, by seeking generafly an understanding with Allende,
starting even before his Inauguration. T said this effort need
not prevent subsidies by the CLA to non-conformist media
and to non-conformist, non-exiremist political parties which
we knew, we knew from superh CIA penetrations and from
excellent State Department reporting were soon going to be
squeezed to the wnl‘.“

—Tinally, Mr. Korry objected to the fact that the Interim Report
sitributed sole authorship # of the so-called “nuts and bolts™* cable
to him. He has asserted that. his cable had n CLA designation. and that
thg]Sﬂntiago CIA Station at least concurred in the wording of the
cable,

Mr. Korty also stated that the idea for such a severe cable orig-
inated not with him but with President Frei: “President Frei asked
the Ambassador {Korry ] through the minister of national defense
for & statement that could be used" in Frei’s negotintions with the
Chilean military.” Korry said that the harsh lnnguage of the cable
was i deliberate overstatement of the repercussions an Allende admin-
istration coukl expect from the United States:

I had to retain the confidence of an administration in
Washington that I believed would inevitably get involved in
military relationships with the Chileans. . . .

% rhid. The Committee uoted In its Interim Assasslmtion Report o, 227)
that on September 15, 1970, President Nixon had informed LA Director Helms
that there should be no U.8. embassy invelvement in what hecame known as
Track il

™ Ibid.

¥ fbid., . 31.

" Ibid.. pp. 32-33.

® Interim Assnssination Report, 1. 231,

= That cable rend : ve Frei should know that not a nut or bolt will be allinved to
ronch Chile under Allende, Once Allende comes to power we shall do atl within our
power to condemn Chile and the Chilenns to utmost deprivation and poverty, a
policy deslgned for a long time to come tu aceelerate the hard features of a Com-
munist soctety in Chile. Henee, for Frel to belleve that there will be much of an
alternative to utter misery, such ax xeeing Chile mudille through, would lie strictly
Miukory. (Rituntion Report, Korry to Meyer and Kissinger, $/721/70.)

3 Korry deposition, 2/24/78, p. 08,
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X know I deliberately, and the embassy knew it, overstated
the message . . . in order to prevent and halt this damn pres-
suro on ine to go to the military.’*

11, THE “SPECIAL OPERATIONS” UNIT

On December 26, 1075, the New Yeark T'imes reported that former
CIA oilicer E. Howard Huant, Jr., told an interviewer that:

[H]e was told in the mid-1%50s that the CIA had a small
unit set up to arrange for the assassination of suspected double
agents and similar low-ranking officinls . . . Hunt snid he re-
called having been told by CIA =uperiors in 1954 or 1955
the.. Boris T. Push, an Agency official, was in charge of the
assassination unit.®

Hunt was also reported to have said that he once met with Colonel
Prash and broached the subject of planning an assassination of a sus-
pected double agent,

The Committee =tall jnvestigntion concluded that a special unit
headed by Colonel Pash in the early days of the CIA was assigned,
among other things, rwsponsibility for acmssinutions and kidnap-
pings—including any which might be directed against double agents—
in the event that such operations were nuthorized. We have found no
evidence, however. that this unit performed any covert action involy-
ing ascassination or kidnapping operations.® Although the “Special
Operations™ it had general jurisdiction for assassinution or kid-
napping, it appears that no such operations were ever seriously con-
sidered by this unit.

A, Program Branch 7: A Speeial Operations Unit with dssassination
Jurisdiction

Boris T. PPash, an Army colonel specializing in intelligence and
counterintelligence, was assigned to the CIA from March 3, 1949, to
Junuory 8, 1952, and worked in connection with the CL\ on several
projects nfter that date.* In the formative years of the CIA, Pash
served as Chief of Program Branch 7 (PB/7), a “gpecial operations”
unit within the Office of Policy Coordination, the original clandestine
services organization which was eventually transformed into the Diree-
torate of 1’Ians, ‘Uhe responsibility for standard forms of covert action
was assigned to the six other program branches within OPC’s Stafl 3:
political warfare, psychological waefure, cconomic warfare, 2aseape nnd
cvasion, snbotage, and countersabotage.®® According to Colonel Pash,
PI/T was responsible for “such activities which the other six branches
didn't specifically have.” 3 Pash testified that PB/7 was ‘not opera-

® Ibid., pp. 14-76,

B New York Times, Decelber 26, 1975, p. 0.

3 I'me to the fact that CIA has no record of documents which denl with this
axpeet of Pashs unit (CTA letter te Neleet Committer, Junnary 16, 1976), the
Committee hay relled upnn the testimony of the principal witnesses, It should
he remembered that this testlineny relates (o evenia that transpired twenty-five
yYenrs ugo.

LA letter to Nelect Committee, Jnnuary 16, 1076
™ Director of Operntions Planuing (Staft 3), Janvary 1, 1976, pp, 4-5.
* Colunel Boris T, Pash testhinony, p. 13
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tional,” but rather invelved in the planning of “special operations”
such as promoting defections from Communist countries, facilitating
the escape of prominent political refugees, disgetninating anti-Com-
munist propaganda behind the Iron Curtain, and contingency plan-
ning for the death of foveign leaders, such as Stalin.®®

Howard Hunt’s testimony pointed to an additional function of Pro-
gram Branch 7. Hunt stated that, based on “hearsay” from his su-
seriors in the CIA’ Southeast Furope division in the early 1950s, ho
1nd the “distinct impression” that Colonel Boris Pash had run a unit
which would nrrange an assassination mission if it were required.”®

The Director of Operations Planning for OPC, who supervised
program branches, confirmed the fact that Colonel PPash’s Program
Branch 7 unit was responsible for assassinations and kidnapping as
well a8 other “specinl operations,” # The supervisor testified that he
consulted with I'rank Wisner, the Director of OPC. who agreed that
Pash should have jurisdiction over assassinations.*! Kidnapping was
also part of I'B/7’s “cateh-al! function,” aceording to the supervisor—
“kidnapping of personages behind the Iron Curtain . . . if they were
not in sympathy with the regime, and conld be spirited out of the coun-
try by our people for their own safety; or kidnapping of people whose
interests were 1nimical to ours.” **

Boris ash testified that he did not believe that he had been ('hal'i:ed
with responsibility for assnssinations, but allowed for the possibility
that he was viewed as if he had such responsibility :

1t is conceivable to me that. if someone in OPC had thought
that an assassination program and policy shonld be developed,
the requirement miglllt have been levied on PB/7 because of
the “catch-all” nature of its responsibility . . . I was never
asled to undertake such planning. It was not my impression
that such pienning was my respunsibility. However, because
of the “catch-all" nature of my unit, it is understandable to
me that others on the PP [Political and Psychological Way-
fare] Staff could have had the impression that my unit weuld
undertake such planning.*

The Deputy ChZ.f of PB/7, who served under Pash, testified, how-
ever. that he had a clear recollection that the written charter of the
“special operations” unit included the following language:

’B/7 will be responsible for assassinations. kidnapping. und
such other functions as from time to time may be given
it . . . by higher authority.” **

He said that the charter also assigned to PB/T responsibility for
any functions not specitically assigned to the other progeam branches.*

* NBoris Pash teatimony, pp. 16-18, 20.

= 13, Howard Hunt testimony, 1/10/76, vp. 33. 80, 61,

“ Director of Operations Ilunning, 1/52/36, pp. 19, 18, 24-16.

" 1bid., p. 14,

“ 1bid., 1. 18,

“ Rorls Pash aMdavit, 1/19/76,

“ Deputy Chief, I'B/7, testimony. 1/6/76, p. 10-70. The CIA was unuble to
im%me a charter for Frogram DBranch 7. (CIA letter to Select Commltteg,
[1/76.)

“ Deputy Chlef, PB,7, 1/5/70, p. 10.
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The Deputy Chief did not recall any discussion at the CI\ of the as-
sassination or kidnapping aspects of this charter beecause, compared
to the charters of the other program branches, he beliecved that PB/7's
charter was “more secret than any of the others.™ ** e construed the
charter's reference to “higher authority™ to include “State Depart-
ment, Defense Department. National Security Council, the President
of the United States,™ +*

Boris Pash did not reenll “particular wording™ in a charter that in-
cluded a veference to assassinations. but he did not dispute the ae-
curacy of the Deputy ChiePs testimony: 1t could have heen there
without my recalling it. but 1 didn't give it uny serions consideration
because [ knew that . . . it would be beyond us,™ *

The Divector of Operations Planning did not reeall the charter of
1’13, 7. but he testified that whether or not there was a written directive
*it was clear” to evervone in O1C that assassination nd kidnapping
“wag within the purview™ of 'ash’s responsibilities? The Director
testified that “the heads of the program branches™ were all involved in
general disenssions of assassination as a tactic, although the subject
did not have a high priovity.” The Director of Operations Planning
suid that Colonel Pash was entrusted with this jurisdiction not be-
cause he had performed any assassination in the past. but beenuse he
lll?d n gcm-m{ backgroun:d in clandestine operations in World War

51

None of the witacesses testified that any actual assazsination opera-
tion or planning was ever undertaken by PB/7. which was dishanded
along with the cther program branches when the DDP was formed in
late 195:2.5% Pasa testitied that he was “never in charge of or involved

“*Jbid.

? I'bid.

® Pash, 1/1/76, p. 2. P'asb speculated that the reason he may have dismissed
churter lnnguage relating to nssassluntlon was that be saw it as a part of the
wartime mentality carried into the C1A's clandexstine sorvices by former oflieers
who served in the Offve of Stiategie Services (OF8) during World War 11:

=1 probab'y just sort of glanced over it, thinking well, this s 2 typleal 088
approach to things . . . to them uosing vords lke that is maybe o common
thing. . . . 1 think they felt big in talking that way,

+ .. There were some very goud men in 088, xoma dedientw] men. . . . Buat
also there were i lot of entreprineurs amd adventurers, . . . 8o when the CIA
was formed. a lot of these peopne with these wild fdeas mnd witil approaches
wefe there. No, of conrse, when Yo say you're tn charge of “all other nctivities’

. these fellows might have idens [sueh nx] . - . cit's easler to KL o guy than
to warry about treailing him'." 1 Pasl ppe 16- 1, 220 : .

* Director of Operations Plannkng, 1712776, pp. 18148, K6

“ Ihid. p. 12 The Director exptained the renson for direnssion of assassinn-
tion in the early phase of organzing OPC after World Ware I1:

“tme of the things that was taken bnfo gecount and was discussed on o sort
of lagt diteh haxis was assas<taation . .. {11t wax n matter of keeping up with
the Juneses. Every other power practiced, and ns far as T know still privetices,
pssassingtion if nesd be. R, reluctantky we took thnt finte acconnt.” (IMrector
of Operations lanning, 1,12/76, 1. %)

S rector of Operutions Planning, 1712736, po 85 1t should be nofed that,
among his noteworthy activities in military ntelligenes, Colonel 1"ash was dees-
vated for Dis leadership of the Alson Missjon to protect naelear seerets at the
el of Warld War 1§, )

8 Rach nren divlsion In the PDP subsequently performed the functions which
the progeain brunches bhad handed.
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in any assassination planning, nor ever requested to do s0.” > Pash's
Deputy said that no action or planning was ever undertaken pr-sunnt
to that portion of the PI3/T eharter which assigned responsibility for
assassination and kidnapping.® The Director of Operations Plan-
ning testified that he knew of no assassination mission or planning,
including contingency planning, by Pash or amyone in OPC>*
The only considerntion of assassiations that the Director was aware
of was the general discussion among Pash and other program branch
chiefs in the process of establishing OPC.* Likewise, Howard Hunt
was unaware of any assassination planning or attempts by Pash.”

B. The Hunt-Pach Meeting and the Huandling of Double Agent
Problcins

Howard Hunt testified that he once met with Boris Pash and his
Deputy to discuss “on hypothetical basis™ a method of dealing with a
situation in which the CIA suspected that a double-agent was under-
mining the Agency’s linison with a group in West Germany. Although
suspicion had not yet focused on a particular agent. Hunt described
his inquiry to Pash ag “a senrch mission to determine the alleged capn-
bility of Colonel Pash in “wet affairs’. . . that is, liquidations, would
have any relevance to our particular problem.” * Hunt snid that Pash
“seemed a little startled at the subject. He indicated that it was some-
thing that would have to be approved by higher authority and I with-
drew and never approached Colonel Pash again.” ** Nonetheless, it was
Hunt's impression even after lenving the meeting with Pash that ns-
sassination was one function of Pash’s unit.*

Hunt testified: I never asked [I'ash] to lrlun an assassination mis-
sion, I simply asked if he had the capability.” *! I'ash did not encourag
the discussion, according to Hunt, and “made it very clear that if any-
body was going to get approval for such a thing. it would have to
be.. :my division; .. . he was not going to go forward.” ** Hunt stated
that he believed that Pash was referring to Frank Wisner as “higher
autherity,” but Iunt did not think that Wisner ever considered the
idea: "no direct approach or = request for such approval was ever
made,” *

Colonel Fash testified that he did not recall any incident like the
one described by Ilunt : “I deny that Lhave ever talked to him about it
and that he ever asked me about-it.” * Pash did not recall “any dis-

= pagh, 1/7/70, pp. 23-25, 33. Pash added that hie was philosaphieally oppored
to assassination exeept in extreme sitnations where “if yot don't de it, the United
sintex 18 destroyed.” (Pash, p. 25}

& Deputy Chief, PB/T. 1/5/70. p. 4.

@ Dipector of Operations Masning, 1/12/76, p. 3.

2 [hid.. p. &,

¥ Huut, 1/10/76, pp. 12-13.

“ Hunt, 1/10/76, pp. ®-11. Iunt said that “figuidations” included “removala”
by assassination or kidnapping.

® haut, 1/10/76, p. 10,

* Jbid. p. 38.

“ Fhid. p. B2

“ Ibid, p. 34

® fhid, . 45,

“ pagh, 1/7/76, p. 41.
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cussion of uny double-agent-type activity anyplace.” ** The Deputy
Chief of PB/7 also said that ie knew “absolutely nothing” about the
incident recounted by Hunt.®

Pash stated that PR/T would not have dealt with double-agent
yroblems because wis unit was more oriented to planning rather than
‘operationnl” activity.* Likewise, Pash’s Deputy Chief testified that
Plli/? never handled double agent problems.®®

The Divector of Qperations Planning testified, however, that Pash’s
unit wonld have had responsibility for the planning aspects of dealing
with a donble-agent problem. But the Divector was not aware of an
specific instances in which the “Special Operations™ unit had to handle
i doable-agent problem. The Director sand that assassination or com-
plete izolatior was gencrally regarded as the means of dealing with
a suspected double-agent.®

0. Assassination Suggestions Rejected by C'1A Headquarters

The Deputy Chief of the “Special Operations’ unit reconnted two
instunces where assassination was seriously saggested and, in both
instances, was quickly and firmly rejected at CLA headquarters,

1. Axian Leader

The Deputy Chief testified that in the summer of 1949, while he was
serving as Acting Chicf of PB/T hecanse Boris Pash was out of the
country, the Chief of the CIA's political warfare program branch
approached him to request the assassination of an Asian leader, After
attending a planning meeting at the State Department. the Chief of
the politieal branch—who was the CIA's linizon with the State De-
partment-—tokl Pash’s deputy that the Asian leader “must be sent to
meet his ancestors.” The Deputy Chief of PR/T testitied that the
political braneh chief assured him that there was “higher authority™
for this request,™

The Deputy Chief referred the request to OPC Director Irank
Wisner’s assistant. Soon thereafter Wisner’s assistant told the Deputy
Chief: It has gone right to the top. and the answer is no . . . we
don't engage in such activities,” He instructed the Deputy Chief to

©Ihid. pp. GK A58, Pash also stated: “Mr, FTlunt claims to have disenesed
the alleged aszassination matter with me sometime in 1954 and 1655, at least twe
vears after I left the Ageney. . . . I categorically deny having had any discus-
ston on any subect whatseever with Mr, Fiunt during thoze years,” (p. 33) Hunt
testifled that his weeting with Pash could have oceurred before 1950 or after
1953—-Hunt was on assignment to a non-European nation in the interim—but
that it was much more likely that the meeting took place in 1054 or 1955, during
which perlod Hunt was deallng with operations in West Germany. (Huat,
110/:6, po 44 15 Tt zhowid be noted that iash did undertiake certain projects
in lalgon with the CIA after his formal nssigument terminated in January 19862,

™ Deputy Chief, ¥B/7, 1/5/18, pp. 73-74.

" 'ash, 1/7/76, pp. 37-3K, 4840,

® Deputy Chief, P’B/7, 1/5/78, p. 61.

* DBhector of Operatlons Planning, pir 27, 34 He testified: “In the inter-
national clandestine operations business, It was purt of the cowde that the
one and the only remedy for the unfruocked double-ugent was to kitl him . . .
und all double-ngents knew that, Tiat was pact of the occuputionnl hugard of
the job. . . . Bo In a shadowy sort of a way, we did have In mind that possibly
as a last ditch effort [assassination] might come up. But it didn't come up within
my time there because we were very slow in getting off the gronnd on uny of
these activities,” (DMrector of Operations Planning, 1/12/76, p. D).

* Deputy Chief, PB/7, 1/8,/70, pp. 28, 30, 34,
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inform anyone involved of this position and to destroy any document
related to the incident. The Deputy Chief followed these instructions.
The Deputy Chief speculated that Wisner’s assistant had been re-
ferring to the Director of Central Intelligence when he snid that the
matter had gone to the “top.”

2. Fast Asian Leader

The Depnty Chief testified that during his tenure at a CTA’s sta-
tion in Asin. where le served after PB/7 was disbanded, he sent a
cable to hesdguarters from the station outlining a proposwd medin
propaganda program, He later learned that the other station oflicers
had attached an additional paragraph to his cable suggestine that an
Tast Asian leader should be assassinated to disrupt an impending
Communist conference in 14935,%

A reply cable was received immediately from CIA Leadquarters
disapproving the recommendation to assassinate the East Asian lender.
According to the Deputy Chicf, the cable “strongly censured” the
Station and indicated “in the strongest possivle language this Agency
has never and never will engage in any such activities.” The cable
added: “immediately proceed to burn all copies” of any documents
relating to this request.” The Deputy Chief testified that a senior
representative from C'I.A headquarters arrived shortly at the station
to reprimand the officers involved in the incident.™

1Y, THE QUESTION OF DISCREDITING ACTION AGAINST JACK ANDFREON

The Washington Post recently reported that, “according to reliable
gources,” former CIA officer E. Howard Hunt, Jr., “told associates
after the Watergate break-in that he was ordered in December, 1971 or
January, 1972, to assassinate syndicated columnist Jack Anderson.”
The Post further reported that Hunt had said that the order, which
came from a “senior official in the Nixon White House,” was “cancelled
at the last minute but only after a plan had been devised to make
Anderson’s death appear accidential.”

According to the newspaper article, Hunt'’s “nlleged plan”

. . . involved the use of a ponison to be obtained from a
former CIA physician, said the sources, who added that the
poison was a variety that would l:ave no trace during &
routine medica! examination or autopsy.

Hunt told the sources Anderson was to be assassinated be-
cause he was publishing sensitive national security informa-
tion in his daily newspaper colwmn . . ™

The Committee staff has found ne evidence of a plan to assassinate
Jack Anderson. However, a White House effort was made in consul-
tation with a former CIA physician to explore means of drugging
Anderson to discredit him by rendering him incoherent before & public

" peputy Chlef, P13/T, 1/5/76, pp. 35-81.

TInid., pp. 4748, 5.

Biid., pp. H0-51, 56-5T.

“ Washington Post, “Hunt Told Asenciates of Orders to Kill Jack Anderson,”
by Bob Woodward, 9/21/75, p. A1, A20.

= Idid., p. 1.
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appearance. This effort apparently never proceeded boyond the plan-
ning stage.

The Committee staff inquiry into allegations of CIA involvement
in this matter produced no evidence of such involvement.

A. The Meeting Between Howard Hunt and Charles Colson

Howard Hunt testified that somewhere in late 1971 or carly 1972
Special Counsel to the President Charles Colson called Hunt into his
office and asked him to find a means of discrediting newspaper
columnist Jack Anderson:

Mr. Colson at that juncture was—appeared rather nervous.
He . .. had a conmion wall with President Nixon's suite in
the Old Executive Oftice Building., and although he did not
glance in that direction, my impression was that he had been
with the Presidens not too long before . . . [Wlhat he
indicated to me was that Mr. Anderson had become a great
thorn in the side of the President and that . . . it was
thought that one way to discredit Anderson was to have him
a[)poal' incolierent or rambling on a radio broadeast. . . .
Mr. Colson asked me if I could look into it ™

Hunt testified that neither Colson nor anyone else ever mentioned to
him the possibility of assassinating Anderson, even in the sense of
contingency planning,?”

Hunt stated that Colson never explicitly mentioned any discussion
with President Nixon about diserediting Jack Anderson.” Hunt’s
irpression that Colson had recently spoken with the President before
giving him the Anderson assignment was an “inference™ Hunt drew
from Colson’s demeanor:

Colzon was normally a highly controlled individual. . . . He
was agitated when he called ine in. sort of talking to me and
rifling through papers on his desk. which was very much
unltike hiny, and the inference I drew from that was that he
bad just had a conversation with the President. So when 1
accepted the assignment T assumed. as T usually do with
Colson, that he was cither reflecting the desives of the Chief
Executive or else that he, as a prescient staff officer. was
attempting to find a =olution to a problem that was troubling
his chief."®

Like ¥unt. Charles Colson testified that he “never heard anvone
discuss any plan to kill Jack Anderson.” nor did anyone ever request
him to make such a plan® Colson could not, however, “discount the
possibility of having aid something in jest™ along this line 8

Colson testified that he was asked “many times” by President Nixon
to take action to diseredit Jack Anderson: nnd action was “probably™
taken in response to those requests.?? Colson did not recall being asked

* lunt, 1/11/76, pp. 1-5.

T ihid,, pp. 11, 16

*roid., p. 11.

® Ibid.. p. 10.

# Charles Colson testimony, 8/8/76, pp. 7, 20
= Ibid., p. 10,

® Ibid., p. 84.
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by the President to find a meins of drugging Jack Anderson or
rendering him incoherent during a public appearance.®

Colson said that the only discussions that he recalls initiating
“involving Howard Hunt regarding Jack Anderson would be during
the ITT flap” when he sent Hunt to interview ITT lobbyist Dita
Beard.®* Colson testified that his logs show that he met with Hunt on
March 14, 1972. and he assumed that the I'TT affair was the snbject
of that meeting.®* Colson did not recall if the subject of drugging Jack
Anderson was raised during those diseussions.®®

Despite Ioward Hunt’s testimony that the discussion of drugging
Jack Anderson was at Colscn’s initiative,2” Colson recalled “Hunt on
a couple of occasions coming to ine with some hare-brained schemes,
something to do with drugging invelving Jack Anderson.” Allowing
for the possibility that a serious discussion of the subject took place
which he did not recatl, Colson said that as a routine matter he “would
dism’ss” most such suggestions coming from Hunt.*® Colson szid that,
in the context of casual storytelling, as opposed to planning an opera-
tion agninst a specific target, he recalled hearing Hunt describe tech-
niques for the covert ndministration of drugs:

1 do recnil him telling me about the CIA inducing drug reac-
tions and how they did it, and the fact that it could be en-
tered into a person’s body through bodily contact.®

The only serious discussion with Hunt about the effect of drugs on
a specific target that Colson recalled involved ¢ plan to disorient
Daniel £llsberg, which Colson said “never received a very sympathetic
reaction” from him."

B. Hunt end Liddy Discuss Drugging Techniques with e Former
1A Physician

Howard Hunt testified that within a few days of the meeting in
which Col.on nssigned him to “look into” means of rendering Jack
Anderson incoherent during a public appearance, Hunt “got in touch
with a retired CIA physician™ and arranged to meet for tunch at the
Hay-Adams Hotel in” Washington, D.C'** Huat then contacted (.
Gordon Liddy. “who at that point had just left the White House and
moved over to the Committee to Re-ellect the President,” to invite
Liddy to attend the luncheon meeting.

2 rbid., pp. 33-35.

% Ibid., p. 24.

® Ivid.. pp. 28, 20,

* Ibid., p. 24.

“ Hunt, 1/11/76. p. 10.

® Colxon, pp. 24-25.

= foid., pp. 30-31.

* rbdid., pp. 17, 31, 35.

“Hont. p. 5. The physiclan testiflied that he receiveq Hunt's telephone
call shortly prior to March 24, the day on which the meeting took place. (Former
CIA Physician testimony. Before the Senate Subcommittee on ilealth of the
Committee of Lahor and Pul:lie Welfare and the Senate Subcommittee on Admin-
istrative Practice and Procedure of the Committee of the Judiciary, 11,7, %, pp
B8R, 40.) This places the Hay-Adams Hotel meeting within ten days of the Colson-
Hunt meeting of March 14, 1072, which was recorded in Colson's logs.
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Hunt said he contacted the former CLA physician beeause “he had
some knowledge of the unerthodox administration of behavior-chang-
ing or altering substances.” Hunt said that he never contacted anyone
who was a current CIA employee in relation to this matter.*

Hunt stated that he invited Liddy to attend the meeting “because
Liddy also was interested in Juck Anderson.” He said that he ex-
plained to Liddy while walking to the Hay-Adan s Hotel that Colson
“wants me to find out something about lL.llucinogenic drngs nnd
their applications to a particular individual, in thi: instance Jack
Anderson, and Colson wants him to appear incoherent and rambling
during a broadeast,” **

The former CIA physician testified that he met with Hunt and
Liddy at the Ilay-\dams Totel on March 24, 1972, He said that he
knew Hunt from their previous work at the CIA ; during the meeting,
“ITun! =aid that he had an oflice in a part of the White House,” The
physician described the purpose of the meeting as follows:

1 was asked if I could help them provide behuvior alterving
medication to an individual, unidentified, and in no way
could I detect of whom they were speaicing. 1 said T could
not. I had retived in 1971. . . . I had no aceess to any kind of
medicines, So I did not provide it.*

The former CIA physician testifi.d that Ilunt wanted an “LSD-type
dl'ug’;' in order “to make someone behave peculiarly in n public =*tua-
tion,” ¥

Despite his inability to provide a behavior-alteving substauce, the
former CTA practitioner of “occupational medicine™ testified that he
discussed with Hunt and Liddy the operational problems involved in
administering such a drug through ingestion or absovption through the
skin.'® According to Hunt, they discussed various means of administer-
ing a drug: painting the steering wheel of a car “for absorption
through the »alns of the hand,” switching bottles in 2 medicine eabi-
net, or dropping a pill into a cocktail, Hunt added that during the
meeting with the doctor there was no discussion of techniques of
assassinution.®

Hunt said that he made it clear to the former CIA doctor that he
was making this inquiry on behalf of the White House.®®

ITunt did not ask the former CIA physician to procure any drugs
because he *felt confident . . . that |¥ tilc time came when any con-
trolled substance were needed, that Mr. Liddy could secure what was

Y Ehant, pp. B, 13, 15,

T hiel, pp. 12-13. 4. Gorden Liddy sibmitted o sworn statement to the Com-
mittee imdicating that he would refuxe to answer any quostions on this sab-
juet nnder bis Fifth Ametdiment privilege and that he would continue to refuse
(o ans ver such gaestions even if he were granted use immunity. (6, Gordon
Liddy aflidavit, 2/8/76.0

LA phiysician, 13/7/75, pp. 38-38.

Y P hi., i 3842,

“ Phid., pp. 4042,

" Hunt, 1/11/76, pp. 6, 14.

™ Ihid., p. 19,
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necessary throngh a secure source™ within the Trensury Department,
where Liddy previously worked.”

€. Repart to Colson on the Fmpracticabiliiy of Drugging Anderson

Hunt testified that, while walking back to their offices, he and Liddy
“discnssed the matter . . . pointing out the impracticability of utiliz-
ing [the ] administration methods indicated™ by the former C1A physi-
cian:

We almost had to have him under elinical conditions to muke
sure that A, he got a measured amount of the substance, what-
ever it might be. and that the timing was just right, and that
he woulil be able to sit down or stand up at the lecture piat-
form in apparently good condition, that at least he would
be navigable to get there before he began to talk and make a
fool“n:c:: of himself, . . . None of these conditions pertained
atall

Hunt said he promptly reported to Charles Colson that he met with
“a former CLA physician who knows something about these things™
and “in terms of what Mr. Colson was thinking about it was impracti-
eal and we should jnst forget about it,**

Charles Colson testifiedd that he did net vecall receiving such a report
from Hunt nor did he reenll whether he ever learned that a meeting
took place bet ween HTunt and a former CLA physician.'™

“That was the end of the affair.,” Hunt said. The proposal to drug
Jack Anderson “never advanced Dbevond simply the information-
gathering phase. There was never any propo:al or any further refer-
ence made to it.” According to Hunt, Colson did not seem to be dis-
appoiated and did not ask him to explore other alternatives.*’ Hunt
coneluded :

I don’t think Colson would have been willing to let that thing
drop on the basis of simply my preliminary mquiry if he were
under great pressure from the Chief Executive*

Thus, although the prospect of drugging columnist Jack Anderson
was explored by White [ouse personnel, it appears that the planning
was terminated in an early stage,

“ Ihid.. . 6,

" foid.. o Hunt said they considered 1he possibility that Anderson's car was
chaulTeured and. il be drove hig ewn car, that he would be wearing gloves in
the wintertime or would hnve moist palms in the sunuer, elimtanting the possl-
bility of absorption of a drug on the steering wheel, Second, they decided that o
surreptitions entry to plice o fnke medicine bottle was impractical ; it was Im-
possible to know wio weld swallow the dirg or  to control when it would be
taken. ¥innlly. Hunt underxtood that Anderson did not drink and thus conld not
B ddpraged by means of a pidl in a cocktail, (Frid., pp 7-F0)

= Hun:, 1/11/76, pp. 8. 14,

 (*alxon, 3/0/76, pp. 27, 33. Colson did recall “Hunt at one time or another
talking about bhaving mot with CIA doctors™ in connection with consideration
of eovert acon sgdtinst onicd Elskerg™ ofbid., g 2% Colxon glyo sajd Pt hils
logs do not show & meet ng with Hunt after their meeting on March 14, 1072,
(Ihid, pp. 28240

'@ Hunt, 1/11/76, pp. 8-9, 15.
W ibid,, p. 16
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IV. MISCELLANEOUS EVIDENCE AND ERRATA

A. Aurand Affidavit

After the publication of the Interim Report, the Committee ve-
c’fn-ed (tlht' following sworn statement from retired Vice Admiral . P,
Aurand:

. . . it was my honor to serve President Lisenhower as his
Nava! Aide during his second term (1957-61). My position
was not one which included the regular discussion of high
matters of state with the President. Therefore, the few occa-
sions on which he did mention such problems to me weve
personally momentous and I recall them clearly. On one of
these occasions, he mentioned that the assassination of a cer-
tain dictator (Fidel Castro) had been hypothetically sug-
gested to him. His renction was that even if it would do any
good, which he doubted. it was immoral in the first place and
might bring on a wave of retaliatory assassinations which
could be counter to world peace, his ﬁighust priority.1°s

B. Afidavit of Eisenhower Administration Officials

In January 1976, the Committee received a statement signed by

Eisenhower administration oflicials Gordon Gray. C. Douglas Dillen,

“aneral Andrew J. Goodpaster, John 8. . Eisenhower, and Dr.

Marion W. Boggs requesting the Committee to “disavow™ the portion

of the findircs of the Interim Report on assassination allegations

which stated that “the chain of events revealed by the documents and

Lestimony is strong enough to permit a reasonable inference that the
ot to nssassinate Lumumba was authorized by President Lisen-
wower.” On Foebruary 2, 1976, Select Committee Chairman Frank
Church and Vieo-Chairman John Tower responded to this request,
ns follows:

After reviewing the evidence in the Lumumba case once
g . we remain convineed that the Janguage used in the
Committes’s findings was warranted. Thua, we have decided
that the Committee cannot necede to your request for n dis-
avowal of the portion of the findings of the Report which
stated that “the chain of events revealed by the documents
and testimony is strong enough to permit a reasonable infer-
ence that the plot to assassinate Lunmba was anthovized by
President Fisenhower.” We can only assure you that the
Mommittee was mind ful of the considerations you have raised
when it wrote, at this same portion of the report :

sNevertheless, there is enough countervailing testimony
Ly Eisenhower Administeation officinls nnd enough ambiguity
ated lack of clarity in the records of high-level policy meet-
ings to preclude the Committee from making a finding that
the DPresident intended an assassinztion effort  against
Lumumba,” ™

w e p, Aurand aifdavit, 12/24/75.

18 eph ' Committee elted the countervalling testimony frow. vificials in the Elsen-
nower wdminidiration in s Tnterim Assassination Reperd on the Lumainba case,
poth in the divcussion of Robert Jubnson's lestimony aned In a0 sepurate section
ontitled Testimony of Elsenhower White FEotune OHBelal" 4 interin Awsassination
Tteport, pp. 65— 60; G4-056.)
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In summary. the argument advanced as the basis of the request was
as follows: (1) Rober* .Johnson's testimony that he received the
impression that he heard a Presidentinl order for the assassinntion of
Lumumbn at an NSC merting is contradicted by the testimony of ull
others who were in atts ndance at that meeting and who appenred
before the committee. (2) The “reasonable inference” about Presi-
dential authorization oy President Eisenlower in the Lumumba case
was not drawn in the Castre case in relation to President Kennedy.'%%

e+ The notarized statement sulunitted by Messes. Gray, Dillon, Goodpaster,
J. 8.1 Elsenhower, and Boggs stated fn pertinent part @ [page citations are to the
Interim Assussinntion Report].

“As r as the recond dizcloses, Robert H. Johnson was the only person frong
whom the Committer received fextimony who thoeaght he hoed heard Proxident
Fisenhower say something that appeared to order the assassivution of Lumumba
and from a rending of the above quotation from his testimony it cun be =nlid
that it was setnewhat ambivalent.

“By coutrast, Murvion Boggs, who attended the meeting of August 18, 140650,
us Acting Exeewtive Secretary of the N8C, states, after reviewing the Memoran-
dum of Discussion of the Meeting

*I vecall the discussion at that meeting, but have no indepenslent yecol:
lection of any statements or diseussion not summnnrized in the wemoran-
dum. Specitienlly, F have no recolleetion of fny statewent, order or
reference by the President (or anyone else present at the mecting)
which could be interpreted as favoring action by the United States
te bring about the asxassination of Lumumba.” (page 59)

“Marfon Boggs was Robert H. Jolnson's superior officer in the XSC staff,

“(tordon Gray, who was Npecinl Assistant to the Prosident for Nationat
security Affairs and responsible for the organization of XS0 meetings, spoeckii-
cutly impugned Johnsun's testimony after hearing abour it for the first time
when he appeared before the Committee. The Commlttee veport savs that Gray
testified that, despite the prevalent attitude of hostility toward Lumumba in the
Administration, he di¢ not recall President Etsenhower “ever seving anything
that conteplated killhi g Lumumba,” (page $4). Gruy was head of the X8C stafl
and, therefore, was Robert H. Johnson's ultimate superior officer.

“It seems noteworthy that the Committee did not take xpecific note of the
fact that Robert H. Johnson's testlinony was sald to be incorrect by two of his
superior officers nor of the fuct that the August 1¥, 1960, meeting was the lrst
of ouly twe NSC meetings ever attended by Robert H. Johmson, when Presl-
dent Elgenliower was present.

sAddiuonnlly, General Andrew J Goodpaster, White House Stalf Secretary to
'verident Eisenhower, was listed among the participants of the NSC mecting of
August 18, 1061, and when asked if he ever heard about any assassination effort
during the Eisenhower Administration, he replied unegquivocally :

e & % gt no time and in no way did [ ever know of or hear nbout nny
proposul, any mention of such ap actlvity. * * * (1)t [sx my belief that
hiad such a thing been raised with the President other than in my
presence, [ would Lave known about it, nnd * * * it would have been a
matter of such siguificance and seusitlvity that I am confident that
* ¢ = would have recalled it hod sach a thing happensl.” (page 64)

“Furthermore, John Eixenbower, the 'resldent’s son who served under Good-
paxter us Assistint White House Staff Secretary. was gquoted as saying that
nothing that cotue te hisx attention in his experlence at the White Hoose “enn be
cotstrued oy mind in the remotest way to mean ahy Presldential knowledge of
or coucurrehice inany assassination plots or plans.” (page 4i)

Acting Secretary of Swate, U, Pougins Driflon, artended tive NBC weoing of
August 18, 110, aud testilled, after reviewing N8C documients and being Inforined

{Continued)
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In response to this argument, it should be noted that ne witness in
uny of the other cnses put forwnrd eye-witness testimony about an
presidential authorization. It should also be noted that Johnson's testi-
mony was unambiguous on the cemral point : although he allowed for
the possibitity that what he heard was actually discussion of some more
general political nction, it was his “clear impression’ that he heard
an order for the assassination of Lumwnba®

Nevertheless, if the account of this NSC meeting by one witness were
the on.y evidence on presidential nuthorization before the Committec
in the Lumumba case. we <o not doubt tiat the findings would have
been phrased in much the saime manner as in the other cases.

The Lumumba case was distinguished, however. by the presence of
a strong “chain of events,” culminating in the dispatch of a CIA
scientist to the Congo in late September 1960 on an assussination mis-
sion. that appeared to originate in a particular meeting over which

(Continued)

of lobert Johnson's testimony, that he did not “remwember such a thing™ us a
*“cloar d;nt order® from the President for the nssassinnation of Lumumba.
{page 58)

“Finally, as las been polnted out, the Comiittee stated that “the chain of
events revenled by the dovuments nod testimony is stroug enough to permit n reu-
sonable inference that the plot 1o pssassinpte Lumumbn wis authorized by
President Bisenhower. Nevertheless, there is encugh countervailing testimuny by
Fisenhower Administeation officials upd enough ambiguity and lack of clarity In
the records of high-level policy meetings to preclude the Committes from muking
n finding that the Prestdent intended an assassination offort ngninst Lumumba.”
(e 263)

“It ix b ted in this regard that, conceraing the lindings with respeet to assnasi-
nation attempts involving 1'lcel Castro, the Committee's report rends:

“In view of the strained chaln of ussumptions and the contrary testi-
money of all the Presidential advisors, the men closest to bouth
Fisenhower and Kennedy, the Committee makes no finding implieating
Iresidents who are not able to speak for themselves.” (page 2064

“We must point out that nll of the Presidential advisors, the men closest to
President [isenbower, similarly gave contrary testimony in the cage of the
Lumumba allegntions, ns to any involvement on President %isenbiower’s part.
'he Committes, In our judgment, was yenufss in falling to puint this out, us they
did when President Keonedy's name was Jolned with that of President ¥isen-
hower In the cage of allegativns regarding Castro.

“We du not undertake to evnluate the t.catment given by the Committee to
testimony coticerning the extent to which President Kennedy and his senlor
advisors had specific knowledge of and involvement in the assugsination plotting
and efforts ngainst Castre. In reletion to the treatment given to Rabert John-
son's testimony In the Lumumba case the contrast is, to say the lenst, significant.
Eobert Johnson was not an advisor to President Elsenhower and was certainly
not une of those clusest to him; In any cage be has himself expressed doubl re-
gard ing the interpretutlon of what he beard.

“Finally the Cotnmittee disclaims “imaking & finding” that I'resident Eigen-
hower intended an assassinntion effort against Lumumba, Yet in the very pre-
celling sentence the Committer stated that “a reasonable inference’ ‘is permitted
that Firenhower puthoized the ploi—a statewent that has the form of a fiod-
iug and hus been so tnken ih news reporting.

“We can ouly conclude that the Commibtter’s work has Ty compromised
by the inctusion of this reference to n “reasol uble inference.” We, therefore, calt
upon the Committee to disavow the stntement that “a vensonnble Inference” is
permitied as to FPrestdent Elsenhower's involvement in the Lumumba mntter.”

W Woe Intorhin Assmarsinntion leport, pp. 3500




141

{;re?idvnt LEisenhower presided, probably the NSC meoting of August
, 196000

Y Phis chain of events was sunnnarized in the Interim Assassination Report at
pp. 32-33, ax fuliown: .

't e chain of signifieant events in the Lummnbn case beginsg with the testi-
mony that Fresident Elsenhower made 8 statement at a mecting of (he NXatjonal
Yecurity Couneil in the summer or earcly fall of 1900 that came across to one
staff member in attendance as an order 1or the asspssinntion of 1'atrice
Lumumba. The next link is a memorandum of the Speclal Group wmecting of
August 23, 1960, which indiceted that when the President’s “extremcly strong
feelings on the necessity for very straightforward action’ were conveyed, the
Specinl Group

. . agreed that planning for the Congo would not necessarily rule ouvt
‘considernilon’ of any particular kisd of activity which might contribute to
getting rid of Lunvmbai. (Special Group Minutes, 8/23/00.)

1 he following day, ClA Director Allen Dulles, who had attended the Special
Group meedng, personally cabled to the Station Officer in Liopoldville that
Lumumba s REMOVAL MUST BE AN URGENT AND PRIME ORJECTIVE

. A CIIGH PRIOIRITY OF OUR COVERT ACTION. YOU CAN ACT ON
YOUR OWXN AUTHORIEY WHERE TIME DOLS NOT PERMIT REFERRAL
HERE. { C1A Cable, Dulles to Station Officer, 8/26/60.)

“Although (he Dulles vable does not explicitly mention assassination, Richard
Bissell—the ClA official ander whose acgis the assussination effort against
Lutmumba took plice—testiied that, in his opinion, this calidle was a direct out-
growth of the Specinl Group meeting and signaled to him that the 'resident
hud nuthorized assassination ny one means of effecting Lumwuba’s ‘removal.’
t Bissell, /10795, pp, 53-34, 61-G2; sce Bection Tie), infra) Bronson Tweedy,
whe had dicect operational responsgibility at Headyuarters for activities against
)} uninha, testified that the Dulles cable confirmed the policy that no measule,
including ussassination, was to be overlovked in the attempt to remove Lumumba
from a position of influence. (Tweedy, 10/9/75, i 4-3.) :

“Jn Septewmber 19, 1830, Bissell and Tweedy cabled - Station Olicer Hedgmun
to vxpect n messenger from CIA Headguarters. ‘Twoe ddys later, in the presence
of the President at a meeting of the National Security Council, Allen Dulles
stated that Lmuwumba *would remnin & grave danger ng long ns he was not yet
digposed of.” (Memorandum, 460ih N8C Meeting, 9/21/60,) Five days after this
meeting. C1A acientlst, Joseph Scheider, arrived in Leopuldville and provided the
station Officer with toxic biological substanees, instructed him to assassinate
Lumunwine, and informed him that the President had nuthorized this operation.

“Two mitigating tactors weaken this chtin just enough so that it will not
supjrort an sbeolute finding of Prestdentlal cuthorization for the assassination
eftort against Lumumba,

“Birst, the 1wo oflicinls of the Bisenhower Administration responsible to the
President for national security affairs and present at the NXC meetings in
question testiffed that they koew of po Presidential approval for, or knowledge
of, an assassingtjon operation.

“Npcond, the minutes of discussions at meelings of the National Security Coun-
cil and its Speclal Group do not record an explicit I'residential order for the
asstssination of Lumumbi. The Recretary of the Xpecial Group maintained that
his memoranda reflected the actual language used at the meetings without o.nis-
slon or vuphemdsm for extremely sensitive statements, c'areat, /10475, p. 1)
All other NSC staff executives stated however, that there was a atrong possibitity
that n statement os xensitive a5 an nssassination order would have been omitted
from the record of handled by means of euphemism. Several bigh Government
ofticials involved in polleymaking and planning for covert operations testined
that the ‘anguage in these minutes clearly indicated thut assassinntion was con-
templated at the NSO as one means of ellminating Lumumba as a political
threat ; other officials testified to the contrary.”
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Taking this chain of circumstances together with all the testimony
and documents of the period, the Committee felt constrained “from
making a finding that the President intended an assassination effort
against Lumumbn™ but obliged to point out that, in this case, the evi-
dence was “strong cnough to permit a reasonable inference that the
plot to assassinate Lumumba was_authorized by President Lisen-
hower,” whether explicitly or implicitly,'®®
C. Typographicai Error

The last sentence in the fivst paragraph on page 63 of the Interim
Report contained a typographical error, The sentence shovld read as
follows : *As a participant at NSC meetings whe freguenily attended
Oval Ottiee discussions relating to nutional security affairs, John Fisen-
hower testifie:] that nething that came to his attention in his experi-
ence at the White IHouse *ean be construed in my mind in the remotest
way to mean any ['residential knowledge of or concurrence in any

assassination plots or plans,’ * 1¢

™ Interim Assassipation Report, po 263,
1 yohn Eisenhower testimony, July 18, 1075, pp. 4, 14.




APPEXNDIX

SeLeer CoMyrrTiEE INTERROGATONIES #OR FORMER PRESIDENT
Ricuann M, Nixos

Throughout December 19753 and January 1976 the Senate Select
Committee pegotisted with the attorneys for former Presicdent
Kichard M. Nixon to formulate a mutuaily agrecable procedure to
take the former President’s testimony on three of the Committee™
cuse studies—>Mail Opening, Huston Plan, and Covert Actior in
Chile. It was agreed by both parties that the following interrogatories
would be submuitted to former President Nixo. at San Clemente for
hi= written response. They were submitted on “ebruary 2, 16576, and
tho Committee received the former President’s notarized response
on March 9, 1976.

Opening Statement

The following submission of responses to the interrogatorics
propounded to me by the Senate Select Committee to Study Govern-
mental Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities, as was my
offer to meet informally with the ranking imembers of the Committee
to discuss any mitter within the Commitiee’s jurisdiction, is made
voluntarily and follow.ng careful consideratior. of the propriety of
a former Presideat responding to Congressional questions pertaining
to activit;es which occurred during his term in office,

It is my opinion that Congress cannot compel a President to testify
concerning the conduct of his office, either in justification or in
explanation of actions he took. The existence of such power in the
Congress would, withont doubt, impair the lixecutive and his sub-
ordinates in the exercise of the constitutional responsibilities of the
Presidency. The end results would be most unfortunate, The totally
uninhibited flow of communication which is essential to the Ixecu-
tive Branch would be so chilled as to render candid advice unobta n-
able. Xo President could carry out his responsibilities if the advice
he received were to be filtered [‘; the prospert of compelled disclosure
at a future date, The result would be the interference nnd interruption
of the open and frank interchange which is absolutely essentiai for
n President to fulfill his duties.

As President Truman stated in a letter to a Congressional committee
in 1953, this principle applics to a former President as well as to a
gitting Pregident.

In his words:

It must be obvious to you that if the doctrine of separation
of powers and the independence of the Presidency is to have
any validity at all, it must be equally applicable to a Presi-
dent after his term of office hns expired when he is sought to
be examined with respect to any aets occurring while he is
President.

(143)
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The doctrine would be shattered, and the President, con-
trary to our fundamental theory of constitutional govern-
ment. would become a mere arm of the Legislative Branch
of the Government if he woukl feel during his term of office
that his every act might be subject to official inqniry and
possible distortion for political purposes.

In their wisdom, the founders of this country provided—through
the constitntional sepuration of powers—the safeguards prevequisite
to three strong. independent branches of government. The zea with
which the Congress }ms guarded and defended its own prevogatives
and independence is a clear indication of its support of that doctrine
where the Congress is involved.

I believe, however, it is consistent with my view of the respective
powers and privileges of the President and Congress for mie to reply
voluntarily to the Committee™s request for information. In responding,
I may be able 1o assist the Committee in its very difficult task of
evalunting the intelligence community of this nation. By doing so
voluntarily, future Presidents or former Presidents need not be con-
cerned that by this precedent they may be compelled to respond to
congressional demands.

Whether it is wise for a President, in his discretion. to provide
testimony concerning his presidential actions, is a matter which must *
be decided by each President in light of the conditions at that time,
T ndoubtedly. as has been the case during the 200 yeavs of this nation’s
history, the instances warranting such action may be rave, But when
the approprinte circumstances avise, ench President niust feel confident
that he can act in a spirit of cooperation, if he so decides, without
impairing cither the stature or independence of his successors.

Finally. I believe it is appropriate to inform the Committee that
the responses which follow are based totally npon my present recol:
lection of events—many of which were relatively insigmificant in com-
Parison to the principal activities for which I had responsibility as

resident—relating to a period some six years ago. Despite the dif-
ficnlty in responding to questions pairely from memory. 1 wizh to
assure the Committee that my responses represent an effort to respond
as fully ns possible,

Interrogatory 1—Please state whether, while President, you re-
ceived information that, at any time during your Administration, an
ngency or employee of the United States Government. acting without
& warrant, opened mail :

A. Sent between any two persons or entities in the United States,
neither of which was a foreign government ot a person or entity repre-
senting a foreign government : or

R. gent between two persons or entities in the United States, one.
or both. of which was a foreign government or a berson or entity
representing a foreign government ; or

C. Sent to, ar from. any person or entity in the United Statex 1o,
or from. any person, or entity outside the United Statex, where neither
the originatfor nor the recipient was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing a foreign government ; ov

D. Sent to. or from, any person or entity in the United States to.
or from, any person or entity outside the United Stntes waere cither
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the originator or the recipient, or both, was a foreign government or
A puerson or entity repreacnting a foreign government.

I do not recall receiving information, while President, that
an agency oy cimployee of the United Mtates Government, act-
ing without a warrant, opened mail:

A. Sent between any two persons or entities in the United
States, neither of which was a foreign governent or a person
or entity representing n foreign government; or

B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United States.
ore, ur buth, of which was a forelgn govermment or a person
or entity representing a foreign government: or

C. Sent to. or from, any person ar entity in the United
States to, or from, any person or cntity outside the United
States, where neither the originator nor the recipient was a
foreign government or a person or entity representing a for-
eign government : or

D. Sent to, or from, any persen or entity in the United
States to, or fron, any person or entity outside the United
States where cither the originator or the recipient, or both.
was a foreign government or n person or entity representing
a foreign government.

Intcrrogutory 2~—Please state whether, while President. you re-
ceived information that, at any time :luring your Administration,
an gency or cmployee of the United States Government. aering
witl out a wnrrant, intercepted teles, telegraph, or other non-voice
communications excluding mail :

A. Sent between two persons or entities, in the United States. @ either
of which was a foreign government or a persen or entity representing
a foreign government ; or

B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United States, one.
or both, of which was a foreign government or a person or entity repre-
senting a foreign government; or

C. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United States, to, or
from, any person or entity outside the United States. where neither
the originator nor the recipient was a foreign government or n person
or entity representing a foreign government; or

D. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United States to, or
from, any person or entity outside the United Stutes. where either the
originator or the recipient, or both, was n foreipm government or a
person representing a foreign government.

It seervs to me quite likely that sometime during my Presi-
deney 1 learned that the National Security Agency was
engaged in, or had engaged in. both prior to and during my
Administration, the practice of intercepting nom-voice com-
munications involving foreign entities, preswmebly without
a warrant, However, I do not reeall having received specific
information to that effect, Nor do 1 reeall receiving informa-
tion, while President. that an agency or employee of the
United States Government inteveepted telex. telegraph or
other non-veice communications with the cooperation of
private organizations,
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Except to the extent indicated. I do not recall receiving
information. while President, that an agency or employee of
the United States Government, acting without a warrant,
intercepted telex, telegraph. or other non-voice coramuni-
cations excluding maif’:

A. Sent between two persons or entities, in the United
States, neither of which was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing a foreign government; or

B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United
States. one, or both. of which was a foreign government or a
person or entity representing a foreign government; or

C. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United
States, to, or from, any person or entity outside the United
States, where neither the originator nor the recipient was &
foreign government or a person or entity representing a for-
eign government; or

D. Seit to, or frori. any person or entity in the United
States to. or from, any person or entity outside the United
States, where either the originator or tine recipient, or both,
was a foreign government or a person representing a foreign
government.

Interrogatory 3.—Pleuse state whether, while President. you re-
ceived information that. at any time during your Administration, an
agency or employee of the United States Government, acting without
a warrant, intercepted telephonic or other communications by which
voice is transtnitted :

A. Between any twe persons or entities in the United States,
neither of which was n foreign governiuent ov a person or entity
representing a foreign government; or

B. Between two persons or entities in the United States, one, or
both, of which was # foreign government or a person or entity repre-
senting a foreign government ; or

C. To, or from, any person or entity in the United States to, or
from. any person or entity outside the [nited States. where neither
the ariginator nov the recipient was a foreign government or a person
orentity representing a foreigm governn ent; or

D. To, or from, any person or entity in the United States to, or from,
any person or entity outside the United States, where either the orig-
inator or the recipient, or both, was n foreign govermmwent or person
or entity representing a foreign government.

While President. | was aware of certain instances involv-
ing the investigations to discover the source of unauthorized
disclosures of classified. nationnl security information in
which the FBI. acting without a warrant. intercepted tele-
phonic eotnmunientions which 1 assume would fall within the
deseriptions set forth in this intevrogatory. T am also aware
of one oceasion in which the Ssecret Service, acting presum-
ably without a warrant, intercepted telephonic communiea-
tions, 1 -vas generally awnre o} the fact that the Central
Intelligence Ageney or Federal Bureau of Investigation had
the eapabiilty to intercept telephonic or other communica-
tion involving certuin foreign embassies located in the United
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States. My undersianding was that this capability stemmed
from actions taken during prior Administrations,

Other than the instances just referred to, I do not remem-
ber being informed. while President, that during my Ad-
ministration, an agency or employee of the United States
Government, acting without a warrant. intercepted tele-
phonic or other communications by waich voice is trans-
mitted:

A, Between any two persons or entities in the United
states, neither of which was a foreign government or a per-
son or entity representing a foreign government; or

B. Between two persons or entities in the United States,
one. or both, of which was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing a foreigm government: or

C. To. or frow, any person or entity in the United States
to, or frem, any person or entity outside the United Mtates,
where neither the originator nor the recipient was:  oreign
government or a person or entity representing a for rgn gov-
ernmen. ; or

D, To, or from, any person or entity in the United States
to, or from. any person or entity outside the United States,
where cither the originator or the recipient, or both, was a
foreign government or person or entity representing a foreign
government.

Interrogatory j—Please state whether, while President. you re-
ceived information that, at any time during yonr Asbministration, an
ageney or employee of the United States Government, acting without
a wirrant, engaged in “break-ins,” “surreptitious entries,” or entries
utherwise not anthorized by the owner or acenpunt of :

A A dweing or place of business located within the United
States: or

B. A foreign embassy located within the United States,

On March 17, 1973, 1 learned that employees of the United
States Government had engaged individuals who, ncting with-
out a warrant, had entered what I assumed 10 he a place of
business located within the United States without the author-
ization of the owner or occupant.

Apart from that incident, 1 do not reeall learning., while
President, that during my Administration an ageney or
ciploree of the United States Government, acting without a
warrant, engaged in “break-ins” “surreptitious entries.” or
entrivs otherwise not authorized by the owner or accupunt of ;

A awelling or place of business located within the
U'nited Stutes: or

B. A foreign eribagsy located within the United States,

Luterrogutory 5.—Plense state whether, while President. you re-
ceived information that. at any time during vour Administration, the
Contral InteMigence Ageney, acting without a warrant. intercepted
und opened il sent fram within the Pnited States to:

AL The Soviet Union: or

3. The People’s Republic of China.

70-725 O - - 10
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While President, T remenler being generally aware of
the fact that the Central Intelligence Agency, acting without
a warrant, both during and prior to my Administration, con-
ducted mmil covers of mail sent from within the United
States to: -

A. The Soviet U'nion: or

B. The People’s Republic of China.

ITowever, I do not remember being informed that such mai:
covers included unauthorized mail openings.

Iuterrogatory 6. —Please state whether. while President, you re-
cetved mformation that, at any time during vour Administration, an
agency or employee of the United States Government: acting wir 1-
out i warrani, itercepted telephonic communications to, or from,
the Tsraeh Embassy in the United States.

I do not remember learning. while President. that an
ageney or employee of the United States Government. acting
without & warrant. intercepted telephonie conununications to,
or from. the Israeli Embassy in the United States, How-
ever, as indicated in my response to Interrogatory No. 3, 1
was gencrally aware that the capability existed to conduct
intercepts of telephonic conmunications to or fram various
embassies located within the United States, and. therefore,
despite the absence of any specitic recollection in this regard,
it is possible that at some tie 1 may have learned that tele-

shonie intercepts of conversations to or from the Israeli
“Imlmssy oceurred.

Intcriogatory 7.- -1Mlease state whether. while President. you re-
ceived information that. at any time during vour Administration,
an agency or employee of the United States Government, acting with-
out a warrant, engaged in a surreptitious, or otherwise unauthorvized,
entry into the Chilean Embassy in the United States.

1 do not remember being informed, while President, that
at any time during my Administration an agency or employee
of the United States (iovernuent. acting without a warrant,
engaged in a surreptitions or otherwise unauthorized entry
into the Chilean Embassy in the United States,

{nterrogatory ¥—-On April 17, 1975, John Ehrlichman gave the
followire testimony befove the President’s Commission on CIA Ac-
tivities Within the United States:

Qucstion, Were vou, Mr. Ehrbichian. aware at any time
while you were on the White House staff of a program of in-
tercepting mail in New York or any other port, mail hended
into the United States from. or headed out to. any of the
Communist eountries?

Answer, T konew that was going on beeause T had seen
reports that cited those kinds of sourees in connection with
this. the bombings. the dissident activities,

Please state whether:

A Mr, Elelichman ever informed you that he knew, or suspected,
that some of the information in intelligence reports received l\n- the
White House was devived by means of mail openings; or )
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3. You. upon readinr st:ch reports, coneluded. or suspected, that
some of the information in said reports was dertved by menns of
mail openings.

I do not recall John Ehrlichman ever informing me
that he knew, or suspected. that some of the information in
intelligence reports received by the White House was derived
by meuns of mail openings. I do not know, of course. what in-
telligence veports Mr. <hrlichman wae referring to in his
testimony cited in Intervogatory No, 8. However, with regard
to intelligence reports which T may have reviewed. T o not
recall concluding or suspeeting that the information— or any
part thereof—was devived by means of mail openings,

Interrogatory 9.—DPlease state whether, while Vice President or
President. you received information that, at any time prior to vour
Auddmintstrarion. an ageney or employee of the United States Govern-
ment. acting without a warrant, conducted any of the activide, re-
ferred to in Interrogatories 1,2, 3, 4, or 5.

I remember learning on various oceasions that, during Ad-
ministrations prior to mine, agencies or emplovees of the
United States Government, acting presumably without a
warrant, conducted wiretaps, surreptitious or unauthorized
entries, and intercepts of voice and non-voice cormmunica-
tion:.

Intervogatory 10—If your answer to Interrogatories 1 through 9,
inclusive, or any subsection of Interrogatories 1 thvough 9, inclusive,
is in the aflirmative, pleasc state:

A. The nature of any such activity ns to which you received
information;

B. The. vear, or ycars, in which any such activity occurred;

2o When and from whom you received information as to the
existence of any such activity:

D. Whether you directed, anthorized, or approved any such
activity;

E. Whether you took any action to:

(1) terminate any such activity; or

(2) prevent any snch activity from oceurring again after you first
learned of it.

With respect to my answer to Interrogatory No. 2 concern-

g NaS. AL intercepts of non-voice communications, the com-
plete state of my knowledge is as set forth in that answer.

With respect to my answer to Interrogatory No, 3 conzern-
ing I 3.1 intercepts of telephonie communications, it is my
recollection it :

AL The inteveepts occurred in the conrse of two investign-
ton pro@as 1 anthorized for the purpose of discovering the
sonirees of manthorized disclosures of very sensitive, seerity
classified information. The first investigation involved pri-
marily members of the National Security Couneil stafl. The
second investigation involved an employee of the Joint Chiefs
of Stafl.

. The first investigmtion secnrred between spproximately
May 9, 1962 wnd Fehruary 10, 1971, The second investigation
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oceurred between approximately December, 1971 and June,
1972,

C. My knowledge of both investigntions stemmed from my
participation in authorizing their implementation.

D. 1 authorized both investigations.

E. I did not participate in the termination of the first in-
vestigation, With regard to the second investigatior., I did not
participate in the decision to terminate the intercepts. How-
over, when the identity of the individual whe had disclosed
classifiecd information was discovered, I directed that he be
reassigned from his then present duties to a less sensitive
position and that Lis activities be monitored for a perio¢ suf-
ficient to ensure that he waos not continuing to disclose classi-
fied information to which he had been exposed during his
earlier assignment.

With respect to my answer to Imcrroi;atory Nu. 3 concern-
ing the Secret Service intercept of telephonic cominunica-
tions, it is my recollection that:

A. The intercepts occurred as o resuit of efforts to deter-
mine whether my brother, Donald Nixon, was the target of
attempts by individuals to compron. ¢ him or myself.

B. The intercepts occurred during an approximately three
week period in 1970.

. 1 discussed with John Ehrlichman my concern that
my brother's trips abroad had brought him 1n contact with
persons who might attempt to compromise him or myself, I
directed My. Ehrlichman to have my brother’s activities mon-
itored to determine whether this was in faet occurring. I
subsequently learned that the surveillance revealed no at-
tempts to compromise my brother or myself and that the
surveillance was therefore terminated.

With respect L9 my answer to Interrogatory No. 3 concern-
ing F.B.I. or C.LLA, capability to intercept tclephonic_or
other communications involving certain foreign embassios,
the complete state of my knowledge is as set forth in that
answer,

With respect to my answer to Interrogatory No. 4 concern-
ing the unauthorized entry intc a p’ce of business, it is my
recollection that:

A. The entry was into the office of a psychiatrist.

B. 1 do not knocw on what date the entry occurred,

C. I received the information from then counsel to the
President. Jolin Dean. in a conversation on March 17, 1073,

D. T did not direct. authorize or approve of the action.

E. T learaced of the event nearly two years after it occurred
and therefore had no reason to act to terminate it.

With respect to my nnswer to Interrogatory No, 5, the
complete state of my knowledge is as set forth in that answer.

With respeet to my answer to Interrogatory No. i it is my
recollection that

A. Tlearned from J. Edaar Tloover that durving each of the
five previons Administra.ions which he had served as Direc-
tor of the F.1.1. that ageney had conducted, without  sen rch
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warrant, elephonic intercepts in connection with investiga-
tions to discover the source of unauthovized disclosures of
classified information. 1 also learned, perhaps from Mr.
Haoover or athers, that prior Administrations had engaged in
surreptitions entries and iniercepts of voice and non-voice
communications,

B. My understanding was that these activitios, or certain
of them. bad takei place at various times during each of the
five Administrations preceding mine,

C. My information concerning the use of telephonic inter-
cepts by prior Administrations to discover the sources of un-
authorized disclosures of classitied information came from the
Dirvector of the F.B.1. in discissions in which he informed me
that baxed upon over twenty yoars’ experience, the 13,1, had
concluded that this investigative methed was the most effec-
tive means of discovering the source of unauthorized dis-
closures, With regard to the use of unauthorized entries and
intercepts of voice and non-voice comnanications by prior
Administrations, 1 canmot speceifieally recall when and from
whon 1 received the information except as reflected in the
Special Report of Interageney Committee on Intelligence
(\d Hoe).

Interrogatory 1. —Please state. as to any activity mentioned in
your answer to Interrogatory 9. whether you believe that any such
activity was. af the time of its oceurrence, legal,

With respect to the intereept of telephonic conmnunications
by the IF.B.1. for the purpose of discovering the source of un-
anthorized disclosure of classified information niffecting the
security of this country, it was my belief that such activity
was legal, As to the use of surreptitious entries and intercepts
of non-veice communications by prior ddministrations. I do
not recall lenrning the svecific cirewnstances in which those
actions were taken, and therefore did not hive reason to form
n Lelief as to their legality at the time T learned of the actions,
nor do T have an adequate basis for forming snch a belief
now.

Intcrrogatory 12.~1f your answer to Interrogatory 11 is in the af-
Lomntive, please:
AL Ddentifv ehe activity : and
3. Niate the reasons for your belief as to the Jogality of the netivity.
The busis for my opinton that the use of telephonic inter-
cepts to diseo er the source of unnuthorvized disclosures of
classilicd info -pation was lawlu! stenmed from diseus: ions
I had with the Director of th: F.B.L and the Atorney Gen-
eral of the United States in whicls T was informed that this
method of investigntion had been employed for that purpose
by five prior Administrations, that it was the most eflective
means of condneting the investigation=, nud that the decisions
of the Supreme Court and various lower courts nt that time
permitted the use of wiretnns wlen the investigation involved
niatters divectly affecting the seeurity of this nation and in
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particular—as in that instance--the President’s ahility to
concduct foreigm policy.,
Interrogatory 14—Attached at 'Tabs A, I3, C, and D, respectively,
are:
A. The Specia! Report Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad
Hoc) ;
B. The Domestie Inteiligence Gathering Plan, including recom-
mendations and rationale of Tom Charles Huston:
C. A July 14, 1970 memorandum from H. R, Haldeman to Tom
Charles Huston: and
D. A July 23, 1970 memorandum from Fom Charles Huston to
Richard Helms, indicating earbon copy sent to the I'resident and
H. R. Haldeman.!
As to each document, please state:
A. Whether you have seen the document. or any part of it; and
B. If vour answer is in the aflimative, please state
(1) When vou first saw the document ;
(2) The cireumstances under which you saw it; and
(8) With whom you have discussed it.

I do not have & specific, independent recollection of having
seen any of the four doenments listed in Interrogatory No.
13. T assume that I saw item A, and probably item B, at or
about the time they were prepared. i do not believe that I
have previously seen or discussed items ¢ and D although it
is possible that I did but do not remember doing so. With
regard to when I may have seen items .\ or B. the ¢ircun-
stances under which 1 may have seen them, or with whom 1
may have discussed then. see the responses to Interrogatories
Nos. 14 to 32

Interrogatory 15 —1"ease state whether you discussed the Special
Report Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoe) (Tab A)
with:

A. H, R. Haldeman;

L. John N. Mitchell; or

C. John D. Ehriichiman.

1 do not specifically recall discussing the Specinl Report
Interageacy Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoe) with H. R.
Haldeman. However, T assume that T informed Mr, Halde-
man at some point following my meeting with the Inter-
ageney Committee that T approved the Committee’s recom-
mendations and that he should avrange for the implementa-
tion of those recommendations. )

Nometime nfter my approval of the Committee’s recom-
mendations, but before July 28, 1970, T recall talking with
John X, Mitehell concerning the Committee®s report,

Although it is possible that T did. T do not recall diseussing
the Committee’s report with Joha 1D, Ehrlichman.

Inuti rrogatory 15.--Please state whether yvon ¢ scussed the Domestie
Intelligence Gathering Plan (Tab BB) with:

A L R. Haldemnan;

B. John N, Mitchell; or

C. John D. Ehrlichman.

' Ape Hoarings Vol 2. Huston Plan: Exhildt 1, pp. 141-188 ¢Tab AV Exhibit 2,
pp. 180197 (Tab B ; Eallbit 3, p. 108 (Tab C) @ Exhibit 4, pp. 100-202 (Tub D).

L
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T do not recall discussing the Domestic Intelligence Gather-
ing Plan, as contrasted with the Specinl Report Interagency
Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoe). with H. R. Haldeman.
John N. Mitchell. or John D, Ehrlichman. except insofar ax
the discussions referred to in response to Interrogatory No.
14 may have encompassed the Domestic Intelligence Gather-
ing Plan.

Interrogatory 16.—Please state whether you disenssed the July 23,
1970 memo (Tab D) from Tom Charles Huston to Richard Hebns
with:

A. H. R, Haldeman;

B. John N, Mitchell; or

(.. John D. Ehrlichman,

1 do not recall diseussing the July 23, 1970 memorandum
from Tom Charles 1Tuston to Richard Tlelms with 11, R.
Haldeman. John N, Mitehell or John Ehrlichman.,

Interrogatory 17.—With respect to any discussion identified in re-
sponse to Interrogatories 13, 14, 15, or 186, plense relate the substance
of the discussion,

With respeet to the possible diseussion of the Comnittee’s
report with H. R. Ilaldemain, as referred to in Intervogatory
No. 1t the likely substance of that conversation—as best T
can recall—is sef forth in response to Interrogatory No, 14,

With respeet to the discussion with Attorney General
Mitchell. as referved to in my response to Interrogatory No.
14. 1 recall that Mre. Mitchell informed me that My, Hoover,
Director of the F.B.I. aund Chairmnn of the Interagency
Committee on Intelligence, disagreed with my approval of
the Committee’s special repoxt, T recall this aspect of the con-
versation because | was surprised to learnn of Mr. Hoover's
dizagreement in view of the fact that enly a few days earlier
he had attended the meeting of the Committee in my office in
which we had diseussed the Committee’s report and recom-
mendations. At that time he had not voiced any objections
or reservations to implementation of the Committee's recom-
mendations. Mr. Mitehell informed me that it was Divector
Hoover’s opinion that initiating o program which wauld
permit several government intelligence agencies to utilize the
investigative teehnigues ontlined in the Committee’s report
would =ignificantly increase the possibility of their public
disclosure. Mr. Mitchell expluined te me that Mr. Hoover
believed that although vach of the intelligence gathering
methods outhined in the Committes™s recaommendations haql
heen utilized by one or more previous Administentions, their
sensitivity would likely gonerate media eritici-m if they were
erploved. Mr. Mitehell further inforred e that it was
his opinion that the risk of disclosure of the possible illegni
aetions, such as unnuthorized entry into foreign einbassies
to instath a mi:-rrrlmm- transmitter, wis greaster than the pos-
~sible benetit ta be derivied, Based apon this conversation
with Attorney General Mitchell, 1 decided to revoke the
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approval originally extended to the Committee’s recommen-
dations.

Interrogatory 18.~The July 14, 1970 memoranduin attached at Tab
C, and the July 23, 1970 memorandum attached at Tab D. indieate
that yon approved certain recommendations and made certain deci-
sions relating ta the so-called “Huston Plan.” Please state whether
you approved any of the recommendations or made any of the deci-
sions attributed to you in the attached docunients.

With regard to H. R, Haldeman’s memorandum of July 14,
1970 to Mr. Huston, 1 do not reeall what recommendation
Toni Iuston made concerning the implementation proce-
dures and do not remember what, if any, objections I had to
the recommendation. With regard to Tom Huston's memo-
randum of July 23, 1970 to Richard Helms, to the extent
the decisions attributed to mie under headings 1 through
are consistent with the recommendations of the Interageney
Committee on Intelligence, 1 did approve the actions.

Iudervagatory 19.—I1T your answer to Interogntory 18 is in the
attirmative, please state vour reason for approving cach such recom-
mendation or making each such decision.

In my view. the principal recommendation of the Inter-
ageney Committee on Intelligence (Ad Toc) was that the
funetions of the various agencies be coordinated to reduce
neeitless (hl}l“(‘lﬂiﬂll of intelligence gathering activities and
to provide for effective interchange ot inteliizence informa-
rion, I am pleased to see that one of the recommendations
that hax resulted from the Senate Select Conmittee’s In-
vestigation i= that there be greater coordination among the
various intelligence agencies,

With regard to the Interugency Committee's specific rec-
ommendations for implementation of described investigative
techniques. my approval was based largely on the fact that
the jrocedures were consistent with those employed by prior
administrations and had been found to be effective by the
intelligence agencies.

Intervogatory 20— 1f your answer to Interrogatory 18 iv negative,
please stato the respects in which the July 14 and July 23 memoranda
are mmeorrect.,

Nee response to Interrogatory No, I8,

Luterrogatory 2 —Please state whether, sometime after July 235,
170 von w lﬂuln'\}' approval of, or otherwise reseinded. the recom-
mendations or decizions referred to in Intervogtory 19,

Neg pesponse to Interrogatory No. 17,

S terrogatory 22— your answer to Interrogatory 21 is in the
athrmaiive please state, with respect to cach =ich recommendation or
tecision, approval of which was withdrawn, your reasons for with-
drawing approval,

Nev response 1o Intl-l'l'n‘:allul'y No. 1T,
 Auterrogatary 2i— Please state whether you weie advised. orally or
m writing, at any times that any of the recommendations or decixions
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referred to in the referenced documents (Tabs A through 1)) were, or
might be 2onstrucd to be, itlegal.

To the extent that 1 may have reviewed the Special Report
Interagency Committee on Intelligence, I would have been
informed that certain recommendations ~. decisions set forth
in that report were, or might be constiued tc be, illegal. 1 do
not recall any discussion concerning the possible illegality of
any of the intelligence gathering techniyues described in the
report during my meeting with the Committee. My only rec-
oliection or a liscussion concerning the possible illegality of
any of the investigative techniques 1» as described in 1esponse
1o Interrogatory §0. 17.

[nterrogatory 24—1f your answer to Interrogatory 23 is in the af-
firmative, please state. as to each recommendativn or decision as to
which you were advised :

A. The spreitie recomiuendations or decisions as to which you were
s0 advised;

1. Who =0 advised you; and

('. When you were so ndvised.

see response to Interrogatories No. 17 and No. 23.

_Interrogatory 25—Please state, with respect to the recommmenda-
tions and decisions referved to in Interro%nmry 21, whether you dis-
cussed with anyone the legality, or possible illegality of any of these
recomendations or decisions,

See response to Interrogatory No. 15,

Interrogatory 26.--1 your answer to Intervogatory 25 is in the
allirmative, please state:

A. With whom such discussion took place; and

B. When such discussion, or discussions, took place.

¥oe rexponse to Interrogatory No. 17. ,

Lutcrrogutory 25—Please state, with respect 1o the recommenda-
tions and decisions referred 1o in Interrogatory 21, whether you were
informed by John N, Mitehell, either directly or through 11, K. Halde-
. that some, or all, of the decisions were, or might be considered to
be, illegal.

IExcept as set_forth in my response to Interrogatory No. 17,
1 do not reeall being informed by John N. Mitchell, through
11. R. Haldeman, that some, or all, of the decisions were, or
might be considered to be, illegal.

Intervogatory I8—1f vour answer to Interrogatory 27 is in the
aflirmative, please s.ate when you were s0 informed.

See response to Intervogatory No, 27,

Lute rrogatory 29.—~Please state whether, while President. you re-
ceived information that any of the recommendations mnpunoc'i in the
special Report (Tab ) invelved programs which were in operation.

AL Prior to July 25 19708 ) '

8. Nubsequent to July 23, 1070, but prior to any withdrawal on
vour part of approval of them:or

2, subsequent to a withdrawal on your part of approval of them.
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Except as diseussed in the Special Report Committee on
Intelligence (Ad Tloe) and as described in my response to
Intervogatory No., % T do not recall reeciving information,
while President. that any of the recommendations contained
in the Special Report involved programs which were in
operation:

A, Prior to July 23, 1970

B. Subsequent to Jnly 23, 1970, but prior to my withdrawal
of th approval of them: or '

C. Rubsequent to an withdrawal of approval of them,

Interroqatary 30.—Please state whether, while Tresident. vou re-
ceived information that any of the recommendations contained in the
TTuston Analysis (Tab B) involved programs which were in opera-
tion:

A. Prior to JInlyv 23, 11006;

B. Subsequent fo July 23, 1970, but prior to any withdrawal on
vour part of approval of them:or

C. Subsequent to a withdrawal on your part of approval of them.

Exeept as discussed in the Speeial Report Committee on
Intelligence (Ad Hac) and as deseribed in my response to
Intervogatory No. 9. T do not reeall receiving information,
while President. that any of the recommendations contained
in the Domestic Intelligence Gathering Plan involved pro-
grams which were in operation:

A, Prior to July 23, 1970

B. Subsequent t6 . July 23,1970, but prior to my withdrawal
of the approval of them: or

C. Subsequent to my withdrawal of approval of them.

Interrogatory 31.—Please state whether, while President., you re-
ceived information that any of the decisions attributed to you in the
July 23, 1970 memorandum (Tab 1) invelved programs which were
in operation: ¢

A Priorto July 23, 1970

B. Subsequent to July 23, 1950, but prior to any withdrawal on
your part of approval of them:or

C. Subscquent to a withdrawal on your purt of approval of them.

Except as diseussed in the Special Report Committee on
Intelligenee (Ad Thoe) and as described in my, response to
Interrogatory No. 9. T do not recall receiving infarmation,
while President. that any of the decisions attributed to me in
the July 23, 1970 memorandum from 1L R. Tialdeman to Tom
Huston involved programs which were in operation:

A. Prior to Ju]_\- 23, 1970

B. Subsequent to July 23, 1970, but prior to my withdrawal
of the approval of them: or

(. Subsequent to my withdrawal of approval of them.

Intc rvogatory 52 ~—1F vour answer to any part of Interrogatories
20, 30, or 31 is in the allivtuative, please identify the activity and state:
A. How vou learned that such activity, or activities, were in opera-
tion;
I§. Who informed vou: snd
C. When yvou were so informed.
See responses to Interrogatories No, 29, No. 30, and No, 31,
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Interrogutory 33 —The Committee has received evidence as to a
number of illegalities and improprieties committed by, or on behalf
cf, various components of the Uni‘ed Stutes intelligence community.
What controls within the Executive. Fegislative, or Judicial branches
of government could, in your view, best assuve that abuses will not
occur in the futare?

In general I believe the intelligence reorganization plans
and the recommendations prepared by the Ford Admimstra-
tion following intense study of this matter are appropriate,

Intcrrogatory 3j.—Please state whether vou believe that actions.
otherwise “illegal,” may be legally undertaken pursnant to Presiden-
tial, or other high-level authorization, following a determination by
the President, ov some other senior government oflicial, that the actions
are necessary to proteet the *national security™ of the United States.

I assume that the reference to “actions, otherwise *illegal’.”
in this intecrogatory means actions which if undertaken by
private persons would violate eriminal Taws, It is quite obyvi-
ous that there are certain inherently governmental actions
which if undertaken by the sovereign in protection of the
interest of the nations security arve lawful but which if
undertaken by private persons are not. In the most extreme
cage, for example, forceable removal of persons from their
homes for the purpose of = wruestering them in confined areas,
if done by a person—o ven by government employees
under normal circumstaress—would be considered kidnap-
ping and unlawful impriscnment. Yet under the exigencies
of war, President Roosevelt, acting pursuant to a broad war-
powers delegation from Congress, ordered such action he
taken against Americans of Japanese ancestry because he
believed it to be 1 the interest of national security, Sinilarly
under extreme conditions but not at that peint constituting
a declared war, ’resident Lincoln confiseated vessels violat-
ing a naval blockade, seized rail and telegraph lines leading
to Washington, and paid troops frem Freasury funds without
the required congressional appropriation, In 1969, during
my Administration, warmntless wiretapping, even by the
government, wag unlawful, but if undertaken because of
presidential determination that it was in the interest of na-
tional security was lawful. Support for the legality of such
action is found. for example, in the concurring opinion of
Just e White in Aafz v. Fuited Ntates.

This is not to =ay. of vourse, that any action a president
might authorize in the interest of natiennl security would
be lawul, The Supreme Court’s disapproval of resident
Truman's seizure of the steel mills is an example, But it is
naive to attempt to eategorize activities a president might
anthorize ax “kygal’ or “illegal™ without reference 10 the
circimstances under which he coneludes that *he activity is
necessaly, Assissinution of o foreign leader—an act I never
had cause to consider and  vhich under most circunistances
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wonld be abhorrent to any president—might have been less
abhorrenmt and, in fact, justified during World War IT as n
means of preventing further Nazi atrocities and ending the
slanghter, Additionally, the opening of mail sent to selected
priority targets of foreign intelligence, although impinging
npon individual freedom. may nevertheless serve a salutory
purpose when—as it has in the past—it resuits in preventing
the disclosure of sensitive military aml state secrets 1o the
cenemies of this conntry.

In =hort, there have been—and will be in the future— -ip-
cumstanees in which presidents may  Jawfully autherize
actions in the interests of the seeuvity of this country. which
if undertaken by other persons, or even by the president
nnder different cirenmstances, would be iHegal.

Interrogatory 45— your answer to Interrogatory 34 is in the
aflicmative:

A, Please state:

(1) The basis of your belief;

(2) The individual or individuals who may, in your belief, nuthor-
ize such actions;

(3) The limitations, if any, on the type of action which may be so
authorized; and

B. Please supply illustrations or examples of such actions.

See response to Interrogatory No. 34,

Interrogatory 36.—Testimony has been received by the Committee
to the effect that on Neptember 15, 1970, you met with Richard Helms,
Ienry Kissinger, and John Mitchell at the White House to discuss
Chile. The dovtiment attached at Tab I£ has been identified by Richard
Helms as being handwritten notes taken by him during this Septem-
ber 13, 1970 meeting.? Please state whether these notes aceurately re-
fleet, in whole or in part, the substance of your instructions te Richard
Helms:

A. On September 15, 19703

B. At any other time,

My recolleetion of the September 15, 1970 meeting amon
myself, Henry Kissinger, Richard Helms and John Mitchell
is set forth in response to Interrogatory No. 39, Except to
the extent Mr, ITelms’ handwritten notes may coincide with
my expressed recollection of that meeting, I am unable to
state whether Mr. Helms’ notes accurately reflect in whole or
in part. the discussions at that meeting or the substance of
my instructions to Mr, Helms communicated then or at any
other time.

Interrogatory 37.—With specific reference to the following phrages
contained in the Helms notes: .

(1) “not concerned risks involved”

(2) “no involvement of embassy”

(3) “game plan”

(4) *make the economy scream”

? 8ce Henrings. Vol. T, Exhihit 2, p. 00,
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Please state whether you used, during the September 15, 1970 meet-
ing, any of the above phrases or nny phinse substantinlly similar to
any of the above phrases.

I do not recall using any of the four phrases set forth in
Interrogatory No. 37, or any phrase substantially similar to
those four phrases, during the September 15, 1970 meeting
referred te in Interrogatory No. 36.

Interrogatory 38.—If your answer to Interrogatory 37 is in the
aflirmative, please describe what you meant to convey by each such
phrase.

See response to Interrogatory No. 37,

Interrogatory 29.—If your answer to Interrogatory 37 is in the
negative, please state whether during a meeting with Richard Helms
you, I discus=ing the possibility of Allende’s becoming the President
of Chile, referred to:

(1) Risks involved in a CIA activity in Chale;

(2) The American Embassy in Chile; or

(3) The Chilean economy.

It is my present recollection that the Neptemler 15, 1970
meeting referred te in Interrogatory No, 36 was held for the
purpose of discussing the prospect of Xalvador Allende’s clee-
tion to the Presidency of Chile, At that time, as more fully
set forth in response to Interrogatory No. -1, T was greatly
concerned that Mr. Allende’s presence in that office would
directly and adversely affect the security interests of the
United States. During the meeting in my oflice, I informed
Mr. Hlelms that 1 wanted the C.1.A. to determine whether
it was possible for a politice]l opponent of Mr. Allende to
be elected President by the Chilean Congress. It was my opin-
ion that any citort to bring about a politieal defeat of M.
Allende could suceeed only it the participation of the C.LA.
wus not disclosed, Therefore. 1 instructed Mr. Helms that
the C.LA. should proceed covertly. I further informed Mr.
Hehns that to be successful, any effort to defeat Mr. Allende
wonld have to be suppoited by the military factions in Chile.

Because the (LLAs covert aetivity In supporting My,
Allende’s political opponents might at some pont e diseov-
eretl. I instructed that the American Embassy in Chile not
be involved. I did this so that the American Embassy could
remain a viable operation regardless of the ontecome of the
election.

P further instructed M Helms and v, Kissinger chat
any action vhich the United States conld take which might
impact wdversely on the Chilean economy—such as terminat-
ing all foreign nid assistanee to Chile except that for humani-
turian purposes—shondd be tuken as an additional step in pre-
venting Mr. Allende from becoming Prosident of Chile, there-
by negating the communist influence within that country.




160

Intcrrogatory 40.—1f your answer to Interrogatory 39 is in the
aflivmative, please velute the nature of your reference to these subjects,

See response to Interrogutory No, 39.

Interrogatory j1.—ease state whether, on September 15, 1970,
vou instructed Richard Hehns to have the Central Intelligence Ageney
attempt to prevent Salvador Allende from rssunning the office of
President of Chile,

Sve response to Interrogatory No. 3

Iutcreogatory 42— your answer to Interrogatory 41 is in the
negaitive, Llease state whether you gave such an mmstruetlion to seme-
one other tnan Richard Hels.

Nee response to Interrogatory No. 39,

Interroqutory 3-5—1f vour answer to Interrogatory 42 is in the
affirmative please identify cach individual who received such an -
stevetion rom you.

Nee response to Interrogatory No. 39

Iutervagatory bj—"lease state what national security interests of
the United States, if any, were threatened by an Allende presidency
i Chile.

In 1964 Salvador Allende made a very strong bid for
the Presidencey of Chile. 1 was aware that at that time the
ineombent Administration in the United States determined
that 3t was in the intevests of this nation to impede Mr.
Alende's becoming president beeause of his alignment with
amd support from various communist countries, especinlly
Cuba. It ix important to remember, of course, that President
Kennedy. only two years before. had faced the Cuban erisis
in whieh the Soviet Union had gained a military base of
operations in the Western Hemisphere and had even begun
installation of nuclear missiles. The expansion of Cuban-
styled communist infiltration into Chile wonld have provided
a “beachhead™ for gucrrilla operations throughout South
America. There was a great deal of concern expressed in 1964
and again in 1970 by neighboring South American countries
that if Mr. Alend: were elected president, Chile would
quickly become a haven for communist opecatives who conld
infiltrate ancd andermine independent governments through-
out Mouth Anerica. T was aware that the Administrations
of President Kennedy and President Johnson expended
approximately four million dollars on behalf of Mr. Allende’s
opponents amd had prevented Mr. Allende from becoming
President.

It was in this context that in September 1970, after Mr.
Allende had received n plurality but not a_majority of the
general electorate’s votes, that T determined that the C.LA.
should attempt to bring about Mr. Allende’s defeat in the
congressional election procedure, The same national seenrity
interests which I had understood  prompted Presidents
Kenunedy and Joanson to act from 1962-1964, prompted my
concern and the decision to act in 1970.
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Interrogatory 45.—-Richard Tlelms has testified that if he ever
carried a Marshall's baton in his knapsack out of the Oval Office, it
was following the September 13, 1970 meeting referred to above.
Please state what your nnderstanding was, on September 13, 1970, as
to the weans by which the Central Intelligence Agency would attenpt
to prevent Allende from assuming the presidency of Chile.

I do not recall discussing during the September 15, 1970

meeting specific means to be used by the C.LA. to attemipt to
prevent Mr. Allende from assuming the Presideney of Chile.
I vecall the meeting as one that focused upeon the poliey con-
siderations which should influence my decision to act and
upon the general means available to accomplish the objective.
As I have previously stated, I reeall discussimg the direct
expenditure of funds to assist Mr. Allende’s opponents, the
termination of United States financial aid and assistance
programs as a means of adversely affecting te Chilean
cconomy. and the effort to enlist support of various factions.
including the military, behind a candidate who could defeat
Mr. Allende in the congressional confirmation procedure.

Interrogatory i —The Committee has received testimony to the
etfeet that information concerning the activity being conducted by the
Central Intelligence Agency in Chile, as n result of instructions re-
ceived from you on September 15, 1970, was not to be made available
to the Department of State or the Depnrtiment of Defense, Pleaze
state whether you issued instructions that the Department of State
or the Deps tment of Defense were not 1o be informed of certain CLA
setivities in Chile.

I do not reeall speeifically issuing instructions that the ac-

tivity being conducted by the C.LA, in Chile not be disclosed
to the Department of State or the Department of Dedense.
However, I do recall instrneting that the C.LASS aetivities
in Chile be carried out covertly in order to be elfective aml
that knowledge of the C.1LAs actions be kept aon a need-to-
know basiz oniy.

Tuterrogatory j7.—11 your answer to Interrogatory 46 i< in the af-
tfirmative. please state the reasons why you in=tructed sueh information
ter be withheld from the Departments of State and Defense,

See response to Interrogatory No, -Hi,

Intervogatory J8.— Please state whether the activities conducted in
Chife by the CTA ax at result of instructions received by Richard
Hebus from yon in September 1950, known within the CTA as < Track
117 activities. were known to:

AL Secretary of State Rogoers:

B. Secretary of Defense Laind:

C. Undder Seeretary of State for Politieal Aaies Johnson:

. Deputy Secretary of Defense Vackard : ov

. Chairman of the Jeint Chiels of Staft Admiral Moorer.

I do not recall being aware that the C.LASs activities in
Chile were being carried out under desigmaptions sueh as




162

“Track I or *“Track 11" In any event. 1 do not know what,
if any. of the C.LAs activities in Chile were known to:
. Necretury of State Ragers:
B. Secvetary of Defense Laivd:
C. Underseerotary of State for Political Adfairs Johneon:
1). Deputy Seeretary of Defense Packard ; or
. Chairman of Joint Chicfs of Stafl Adwiral Maoorer,

[ntersogatory 39.~—Please state approximately how frequently dur-
ing the period September 15, 1970 through October 24, L0, you were
personally consulted with regard to CLY activities in Chile.

I do not presently recall being personally consulted with
regard to C.LAL activities in Chile at any time during the
prriod September 15, 1870 through Oetober 24, 1970, except
15 deseribed in response to Intervogatory No. iz,

Interrogato -y 30.—Please state with whom. during the period ve-
ferred to in Interrogatory 49, you disenssed CL\ activities in Chile.

Nee response to Interrogatory No, 52,

Interregatory 51.—1leaze state whether you were aware that during
the period referred to in Interrogatory 19 the CLA was attempting to
promote & military coup in Chile,

Except as set forth in response to Interrogatory No. 52,
I do not recall being aware that during the period referred to
in ITnterrogatory No. 49 the C.L.AL was attempting to prowmote
a military coup in Chile.

Interrogatory 52.~—ecretary Kissinger has stated that in mid-
October 1970 vou orally instructed him to eall off CLA attempts to
promate a military coup in Chile. Please state whether you, at any
time, issued instructions that the CLA was to terminate efforts toward
promoting a military coup in Chile.

My present recollection is that in mid-October 1970, Dr,
Kissing or informed me that the C.I.A. had veported to him
that *Lieir efforts to enlist the support of * arious factions in
at*: mpts by Mr. Allende’s opponents to prevent Allende from
secoming president had not been suceessful and likely would
not be, Dr. Kissinger told me that under the cirenmstances
l:e had instructed the C.L.A. to shandon the effort. I informed
Dr. Kissinger that 1 agreed with that instruction,

Interrogatory 53~—I{ your answer to Interrogatory 52 is in the
affivinative, please state:

A. To whom such instructions were given; and

B. Whether the instructions were intended to cover all conp at-
tempts or whether they were limited to a particular and specific coup
attempt.

Sece response to Interrogatory No. 52.

vt orogatory 5)—DPlease state whether, while 'resident. you re-
ceiverd informmtion concerning plans for a military coup in Chile
involving the kidnapping of :

A. General Reie Schneider; or

B. Any other Chilean.
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I do not recall reeciving information, while President,
concerning plans for a military coup in Chile invelving the
kidnapping of General Rene Schneider or any ather Ciulean.

Interrogatory 656.—Please state whether you were nwaro that the
Central Intelligence Agency passed machine guns and other matevinl
to Chilean miliiary officials known to the Central Intelligence Agency
to be planning n coup attempt.

My recolle-tion is that I was not aware thot the C.LA.
passed machine guns or other material vo Chilean military
officials known to the C.L.A. to be planning a coup attempt.

Ly

I'nterrogatory 56 —Testirzony has been received by the Committee
concerning a September 15, 1970 meeting between Donald Kendall.
Augustin Edwards, publisher of the Chilean nawspaper, £7 Mercurio,
Dr. Wisginger and Xt-tornev General Mitchell, Please state whether
you Lu:tructed either Dr. Kissinger or Attorney General Mitchell to
meet with Messrs, Kendell and Edwards.

I recall that during, I believe, September 1970, I received
a eall from Mr. Donald Kendall who informed me that Mr.
Augustin: Edwards, a man I had met during my years in pri-
vate life, was in this country and was interested in informing
appropriate officials here concerning recent developments in
Chile. I told Mr. Ilendall that he should have My, Edwards
talk to Dr. Kissinger or Attorney General Mitehell, who was
a member of the National Sezurity Council. I de not recall
whether 1 subsequently instructed either My. Mitchell or Dr.,
i(ils_s&nger to meet with Mr, Edwards, It is quite possible that

id.

Interrogatory 57 —Richard Helms has testified that he was ordered
to meet with Augustin Edwards snd that he did se on the morning
of September 14, 1970, or September 15, 1870, Please state who or-
dered Helms o meet with Edwards.

I do rot recall directing M, 1lelms to meet with My, Id-
wards nor do I reeall instructing anyone on my stafl to so
instruet lnn,

Interregatory 58 —Richard Helms has testified as to his impression
that you catled the September 15, 1970 meeting, veferred to in Inter-
rogatory 43, as a result of iidwards” presence n Washington and in-
formation, passed from Edwards through Donald Kendall, about
conditions in Chile and what was happening there. Please state whether
any of the instructions given by you to Richard Helms in September
of 1970 were given as a rsult of information. concerning conditions
u Chile, snpphcd from Edwards to Kendaldl.

I do not recall that either the timing or the purpose of the
Saptember 15, 1970 meeting concerning Chile had any rela-
tionship to Mr, Mugustin Edward’s presence in Washington
ot the information he may have conveyed to Dr. Kissinger,
Attorney General Mitchell, or Director Helins., Therefore, 1
do not believe that sny instructions Director ITelms may have
received during that meeting were given as a_result of in-
formation, concerning conditions in Chile, supplied from My,
Edwards to Mr. Kendall.

70-725 0 - 76 - 11
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Interrogatory 59.—Please state whether you informed Mr, Kendall,
during the summer of 1970, in words or substance. that you would see
to it that the Central Intelligence Agency reeeived appropriate in-
structions so as to allow it to tuhe netion simed at preventing Allende
frem becoming President of Chile,

I do not remember informing Mr, Kendali, in words or
substance, that I would xee to it that the C.L.\. received ap-
propriate instructions so as to allow it to take action aimed
at preventing Aliende from becoming President of Chile.

Intervogatory 6t~—Please state whether, while Prestdent, you re-
ceived information that the International Teleplione and Telegyauph
Corporation had made any offer of wmoney to the United States
Government, to be used for the purpose of preventing Allende from
taking office,

I do not recall receiving informaticn, while Pre=ident. that
the International Telephone and Telegzraph Corporation had
wade any offer of money to the United States Government,
to be used for the purpose of preventing Allende from taking
offiee.

Interragatory ¢1.—1f your i n=wer to Interrogatory 6 is in the
aflirmative, please state: ' '

A. Who informed you of this offer:

B. Your response when =0 informed: and

C. Your understanding of the nature and terms of the offer,

Mee response to Interrogatory No. 60,

Intcrrogatory 6.2—Please stute whether, while President, you re-
ceived information that :

A. The International Telephone and Telegraph Corporation. or
any other United States corporation. was, in connection with the 1970
Chilean eleetion, making money availuble to anti- Allende groups;

B. The International Telephone and ‘Felegraph Corporation, or
any other American corporation. made money availible to opponents
of Allende’s 1964 campaign for the presideney: or

C. Cooperation was rendered by the CEA, in 1964, to any United
States corperation in connection with the corporation’s provision of
funds to Chileans opposing A1 -.lo’ olection,

I do not recall vee = e vriormation, while President,
that :

AL The International Felephone and Telegraih Corpora-
tion, or any other Unite 1 States corporation. was. in connee-
tion with the 1970 Chilean clection. making money available
to anti- Allende groups;

B. The Interrational Telephione und ‘Felegraph Corpora-
tion, or any other American corporation, inade money avail-
able to opponents of Allende’s 1964 campnign for the presi-
deney: or

C. Cooperation was rendered by the CLLAL in 1964 to any
United States corporation in connection with the corpora-
tion's provision of funds to Chileans opposing Allende’s
election.
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Interrogatory 63.—1f your answer to any portion of Interrog.tory
62 is in the affirmative, please state

A. Whoinformed you;

B. Your response when so informed ; and

C. The nature of the information supplied you.

Sec reaponse to Interrogatory No. 62.

Interrogatory 64.~Please state whether, after Allende was inaugu-
rated, the United States. directly or indirectly. continued its contacts
with Chilean military officers for the purpose of promoting a military
coup d’etat.

I do not know whether, after Allende was inaugurated,
the United States. directly or indirectly, continued its con-
tacts with Chilean military officers for the purpose of pro-
moting a military coup d'etat.

Interrogatory 65~If your answer to Interrogatory ¢t 18 in the
negative, please state whether you issued instructions to the CIA to
insure that Chilean military officials. with whom the United States
had been in contact prior to Allenne’s inauguration, knew it was not
the desire of the United States Government that a military coup topple
the Allende government.

None of the instructions 1 recall issuing prior to Mr.
Allende’s beconting President of Chile, nor any of the infor-
mation I recall receiving duving that peviod led me to believe
that it was neeessary to issue instructions fo the CIA. to
insure that Chilean military officials, with whom the United
States had been in contact priov to Allende’s inauguration,
knew it was not the desire of the United States Government
that & military coup topple the Allende governmem.

Interrogatory 66.—If yonr answer to Interrogatory 65 is in the
affirmative, please state:

A. To whom such instructions were given:

B. Whether they were oral or written ; and

C. The approximate date of the instructions.

See response to Interrogatory No. 65

Interrogatory G7.—~Thomas Karamessines has testified as to his
belief that the seeds laid in the Track 11 effort in 1970 had their
impact in 1973, Please state whether you believe that the actions under-
taken by the C'IA in Chile:

A. During September and October 1970; or

B. Between Qctobor 1970 and September 1973 were. to any degree
a factor in bringing about the successful 1973 coup.

1t is my opinion that the actions which I nuthorized the
C.LA. to fake in September 1970 to prevent Mr. Allende from
becoming President of Chile, and whieh with my approval

were terminated in Qctober 1970, were not a factor in bring-
ing about the 1973 military coup.

Interrogatory 68.—1f yonr answer to Interrogatory 67 is in the
afirmative, please describe the manner in which such activities con-
tributed to the occurrence of the 1973 coup. -

See rosponse to Interrogatory No. 67,
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Interrogutory 69.—National Security Decision Memorandum No, 93
is attached at Tab I, With respeet to the “necessary actions” veferred
to at page 2, plense diseuss:

A, The actions taken, if uny. in connection with subsections a
through d;

B. Whether. as suggested on page 2 therein, any “existing commit-
ments" were reduced. delayed or terminated;

C. iy what means United States private business interests were
made aware of United States (fovernment concern with the Govern-
ment of (bile: and

D. The extent to which the United States Government elicited
the aid of United States private businesses with investments or
operations in Chile,

Apart from issuing the directives st forth in NSDM No.
03, T do not recall receiving reports or other iuformation con-
cerning the specific implementation of the divectives.

Interrogatory 70.—A tape recording of & June 23, 1972 conversation
between yourself and H. R. Haldeman attributes to you the follow-
ing remark: ©. .. we protected Helms from one hell of a Jot of things.”
Please identify with particularity the “things” referred to by you in
this conversation.

1 reeall that in early 1972 Richard Helms, as Director of
the C.I.A.. discussed with me the fact that a former employee
of the Agency was preparing a book for publication which
wounld, for the first time, revenl a great deal of classified
information about the C.I.A. which he believed should not
be disclosed in the interest of the C.I.A. or the Nation. 1
assumed from Dirvector Helms' long affiliation with the agency
that his assessment of the detrimental effect of such revela-
tions was accurate,

Mr. Helms explained that the C.I1.A. contemplated taking
legal action to prevent these disclosures, I do not recall Mr.
Hehins discussing any specific revelaticns that might be made.
but I was concerned that there might be disclosures of highly
sensitive C.1 A. covert activities. \lthough disclosure of
many of these matters would have involved actions of pre-
vions Administrations, rather than mine, I believed it would
damage the C.LAS al'lity to function effectively in the
future and thereby weaken the intelligence eapabilities of
the United States, It is also my reenlloction that Mr, Helms
and I discussed the intense eriticism my Administration and
the C.L.A. might recieve in the medin for taking such legal
actions, e felt that charges might be made that we were
ssuppressing” the right of free expression. I vecall assuring
Mr, Helms he was doing the right thing m defending the
C.LA and that he would have my fall capport despite
criticism. Therefore. 1 assured the Director that the White
House would support the C.L.A's position in opposing such
diselosures. As 1 reenll, it was in light of this incident that,
on June 23, 1972, 1 made the statement to H. R. Haldeman
referved to in this interrogatory.
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Interrogatory 71.—DPlease state whether fyou were ever informed
that any presidentially-appointed member of your Administration, or
any officer or oflicin] of any government agency, lied to, or intention-
ally misled, sny committee or subcommittee of the United States
Congress, in testimony relating to events n. or affecting, Chile during
the period 1970-1973. inclusive.

I do not recall ever being 1aformed that a presidentiallgi-
appointed member of my Administration, or an officer or ofii-
cial of o government ngency. lied to, or intentionally misled,

any committee or subcommittee of the United States Con-

gross, in testimony relating to events in, or affecting, Chile

during the period 1970-1973 inclusive.

Interrogatory 72.—1f your answer to Interrogatory 71 is in the
affirmative, plense state as to each instance in which you were so
informed.

A. Who informed you;

1. The name of the testifying official, or uilicials;

C. The committee before which the testimony was given; and

D, The appreximate date of the testimony.

See response to Interrogatory No. 71.

Interrogatory 73--During your Administration, a number of
“erisis” situations arose, domestically and throughout the world,
Please describe the quality of the intelligence provided yom in con-
nection with those erises, including specifically :

A. Whether it was ndQC\unte;

B. Whether it was timely ; and

C. Whether it was internally consistent.

Considering the pressures and the enormous problems con-
fronted by the intelligence community, T believe that, with
gome unfor.unate exceptions, the quality of intelligence re-
ceived during my Administration was velatively adequate.
Inteligence collection is a very difficult, highly sophisticated
art and the United States has progressed in its development.
Naturally, any President, hol(ling the tremendous power he
does—including the power to wage nuclear war—desires and
needs the very best intelligence information available. It is
comforting, for example, when sitting down to difficult nego-
tiations, to know the fallback positions of our ndversaries
or_their areas of vulnerability—an advantage that can be
gained or lost not only through adept intelligence work but
through deliberate or unwitting leaks of such information; a
problem I faced at various times during my Administration
and have referred to earlier.

Desiring the very best intelligence information, of course,
will in itself lead a President to believe that improvements
are possible and warranted, On the international level, for
example, better intelligence concerning the 1973 Yom Kippur
War in the Middle East might have permitted moves to avert
it. On the domestic front, the need for improved information
is equally as great, Terrorist activity in the United States,
which had reached uuprecedented heights in the late 1060'
ond carly 1970 seems again to be on tﬁe increage. The tragic
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hombing at LaGuardia Xirport in which eleven persons were
killed may only be a forerumney to a nes round of premedi-
tated violence. Tt was in a similar context in 1970—a time at
which incidents of bombings and hijackings had reached an
all-time high—that 1 requested officials of the various intelli-
genee agencies to evaluate domestic intelligence eapnbilitics
in this country and to recommend steps for its improvement.
What many persons refused to recognize when the existence
of the “[tuston™ evalustion became known, but what your
Committee’s investigation s now established Levond doubt,
is that none of the recommendations eontained in the Huston
evaluation departed from actions taken under at least four or
five earlier Mdministeations, Indeed, the recommendations
set forth in that tudy were in most respeets similar te the
recominendations emanating from the curvent reviews of the
intelligence community, The difference, of course, was that in
utilizing the various intelligence methods suggested, such as
C.LA. informant= within (the United States to tenee comm-
nist alliances with terrorist oxganizations whe had threat-
encd domestic violence to protest the Viet Nam Waur, my
Administeation was viewed as bent upon stif'ing dissenting
political views. The intermixture of protected politicat ne-
tivity, civil disobedience, and acts of terrorism—all under
the antiwar rubric—was 5o great that to move against terror-
1sm was to be guilty of political suppression, Unfortunately,
the tools available (o get at the one while avoiding the other
were not as delieate as the surgeon’s  dpel, Perhaps this
Comuittee’s recommendations in the area of improved do-
mestic intelligence will more closely resemble the instrunents
of a surgeon. H, however, by overreacting to past excesses
this Committee impedes domestic or foreign intelligence
capabilities, it may later find that in a period of terrorists
bombings, Kidnapping and assussinations, the public interest
will require more authoritarinn measurcs—daspite their im-

pact on personal liberties—than the more delicate but less
effective alternatives,

terrogatory 74 —With regard to the situations referred to in In-
* rogatory 73, please deseribe those situations, if any, in which the

quality of intelligence you received, both foreign and domestie, was
in your view:

A, Inadequate;

B. Misleading;

C. Otherwise unsatisfactory; or
D. Extremely good.

See response to Interrogntory No. 73.

Interrogatory 76.—Answering with respect to both foreign intelli-
gence and domestic intelligence, plense state your opinion as to how the

quality of the intelligence received by the iVhite Honse during your
dministration could have been i~ proved,

See response to Int.rrogatory No. 73.

Interrogatory 76.—Answering with respect to both foreign and do-
mestic intelligence, please state what administrative reorganization of
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the intelligence community, if any, wounld have improved the quality
of the intelligence recerved by the White liouse during your
Adounistration.

See response to Interrogatory No. 77.

Interrogatory 77.—As a result of your years of government service,
including service as both Vice President and President, you have had
ocension to develop insights into many of the issues currently before
the Committce. The Committeo would welcome your comments and
suggestions as to the structure, organization, and function of the
United States intelligence community, or any part of it, including
any statement gs to ways in which improvements might be made,

Attached at ‘Tab G is a copy of S. Res. 21, the Resolution pursuant
to which the Committee was established. Section 2 of the Resolution
expressly authorizes and directs the Committee to investigate certain
enumerated matters relating to the intelligence community. The Com-
mittee would also welcome your comments with respect to any of
these enumerated matters.

In 1947 as a “freshman” Congressman and member of the
Herter Committee, I visited a devastated European conti-
nent. Seeing Berlin in the agonies of partition and sceing
Italy under the severc challenge of Communist takeover;
indeed, secing Europe emerge from war in an age of stark
idealogical conflict—all these as well as other factors fostered
my firm belief in the need for a strong, determined, and ef-
fective intelligence system during a period of Cold war.

The world Fma changed since 1947, and I have been privi-
leged to have played a role in much of that change, Tragi-
cally, however, there is much that has not changed. The reali-
ties of international relatiomg have not lessened onr need for
intelligence. Thronghout history, where the great powers are
concerned, during a period of detente the danger of war gose
down but the danger of conquest without war goes up.

Consequently, I have found recent efforts vo emasculate
the Central Intelligence Awencv and related) inteMlieence or-
ganizations io be not only incredibly short-sighted but poten-
tially dangerous to the security of all free nations, The great-
est disservice of the Select Committee wonld be to take an
action or make any recommendation which would diminis
by the slightest degree the capabilities of our intelligence
community.

Even as a distant observer I can say without reservation
that the revelations and investigations over the past year have
had the obvious effeet of lessening United States intelligence
capabilities in the world.

Iven the least sophisticated among us can see that morate
among these esgentinl public servants is probably at an all-
time low.

The cecrecy that is erucial to a successful intelligence sys-
tem hag been routinely violated. causing in many quarters
a casua! indiffevence to the need for seenrity, For the na-
tional media to publish and disseminate classified national
security information is in my view irresponsible journalism,
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That they and those who leak classified information to them
in violation of the law would eontinue to be oblivious to the
harm they are deing to the Nation reflects not on their pa-
triotism but on their intelligence and judgment,

From my experience in the Executive branch I wonld be
prepared to predict that becauge of what has happened over
the prst vear. vital intelligence sources have dried up. I am
certain that other governments' readiness to aceept onr word
a8 bond and to be assured that we can keep their confidences
have ~teadily diminishe.l. What new opportunities have been
lost or what unwished consequences we might have suffered
hecause of constant attacks in the media and by the Congress
are not possible to know. It is all roo likely that we will learn
of them “the hard way."”

I realize it is in vogue to 1ail against covert netivities and
clandestine operations, Some have even rhetorieally ques-
tioned the very need for seercey in the conduet of foreign af-
fairs. Perhaps there was a time when some of this eriticism
was necessary or even helpful. However. T think that para-
phrasing an old aphorism is apt here: nothing exceeds like
eXCess,

The pendulum has swung too far. Were today’s conditions
in existence seven years ago it is highly questionable whether
the historic new opening conld have been made to the Peo-
ple’s Republie of China. Efforts to get the return of our
POW’s and achieve an honorable peace in Vietnam might
well have been aborted. Significant new initiatives in the
Middle East would have been delayed. Nuclear arms limita-
tionk and other agreements with the Soviet Union—difficult
achievements under the best of conditionss—would have been
much more diflicult.

Therefore, T make the following recommendations.

1. That Cong. -sional oversight responsibilities, which are
appropriate as a mechanism for legislative participation in
the policy decisions affecting intelligence nctivities, be Jdele-
gated to a joint committee consisting of not more than twelve
Senators amnd Representatives.

2, That no inforination or material mude available to the
joint oversight committee be made available to any Congres-
sionnl stafl member, except the staff of the joint committee,
which shonld be limited to not more than six members,

3. ‘That a statute be enacted mnking it a eriminal violation
to reveal to any unanthorized person information classified
pursuant to applicable law or executive order,

4. That a committee consisting of representutives from each
of the intelligence ngencies be established to coordinate their
respective activities. ‘

5. That the joint intelligence committee study tne -uestion
of the extent to which continued limitations on C.I.A. do-
mestic intelligence activities, where there is a direct con-
nection to matters of foreign espionage, sabotage or coun-
terintelligence, should be continued,

Freedom withont security produces anarchy. Security
without freedom produces dictatorship. Maintaining the deti-
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cnte balance between freedom nnd security has been the
genius of the American democracy and the reason it has sur-
vived for 200 yenrs, Failure to provide this balance has been
the enuse for the failure of democratic governments to sar-
vive in many other parts of the world.

The Kxecutive. the Congress. and the Judiciary have in-
herited a great legacy and have a special responsibility to
mmintain that balanee so that our American system of gov-
ernment will continue to survive in a time when security
and freedom are in jeopardy at home and abroad.

1t is important at this time to step back and assess not
enly what netion should or must be taken with respeet to o
particular matter, but also the immediate civcumstances
which seem to compel that action be taken at all. In assessing
the present circumstances, it is my opinion that the indis-
eviminate denigration that has heen heaped recently upon
the Central Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of
Tnvestigation, and our other intelligence agencies has been
most unfortunate, Tn the zesl of some to reform and others
to expose. we have come very near throwing the haby out
with the bath water. We live in imperfect tinies in an un-
cortain worll. As a nation we need every possible capability.
not merely to survive, but to be better able to build the kind
of world In peace that has been man’s perpetunl goal. T fear
that the moralizing and posturing with regard to our in-
telligenco agencies over tho past year have caused us to lose
much of that eapability, Let us hope that it does not cause
us to lose the peace.

Ricnarp N1xox.
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