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(Draft--9/8/75)
Box 349

The "Executive Action' Capability

Along with the question of authorization for actual assas-’
sinacion attempts, the Committee considéred the extent and nature
of authorization for a CIA project which included, as one element,

the development of an assassination capability.

(a) Introduction

Sometime in early 1961, Richard Bissell (Deputy Dlrector

of Plans) instructed William Harvey, who was at that time the

Chief of one of CIA's Foreign.lntelligence staffs, to esﬁablish

an “execﬁtive action capability” which.ggcludéd research into a
capaﬁility to assassinate foreign leaders. (Bisse11_6/9/75, p. 51;
Harvey_6/25/75 PP - 36*37.) At some time within tﬁe same period |

Bissell and McGeorge Bundy (Spec1al A851stant to the Pre51dent for

Natlonal Securlty Affairs) had a conversation about the natter

Blssell, Harvey and Helms all,agreed_that the generali?eé“

cépabiliﬁy was never'used”'(Bissell 6/9/75, p. 87, Harvey 6[25/75;

s p. 45; Helms 6/13/75, p. 52).

”Executive actioﬁ‘ is a CIA euphemlsm deflned by the

_testlmony before the Committee as a prOJect for research lnto

developing means for overthrowing foreign political’ leaders, .includ-
ing ‘a "capability to perform assassinations’. (Harvey 6/25/75,

n. 34.) Bissell indicated that executive action covered a "wide

spectrum of actions" to "eliminate the effectiveness'" of foreign

leaders, with assassination as the "mest extreme' action on the

spectrum (Bissell, 7/22/75;_p.-32). The Inspector General's Rgpért
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déséribed executive'action as a ”generél{standéby capability' to
carry out.assassination when required (1.G., p. 37). The prbject
was given the code name ZR/RIFLE by the CIA.* .

A single agent (”aséet”), given the cryptonym QJ/QIN,

WaS piaced under Harvey's supervision for the ZR/RIFLE project,

‘but never used in connection with any actual assassination efforts.

Richard-Helmsldescribed.QJ/WIN's "capability'':.

"I1f you necded somebody to carry out murder, 1 guess yéu

had a man who might be prepared to carry it out. (Helms,
6/13/75 p. 33). . : -

Harvey did use agent QJ/WIN, waever, to spot "individuals

-with criminal and underworld connections in Europe -for possible

| multi-purpose use" (Harvey,'5/25/75, p; 50). For example; QJ/WIN;

reported that a potentiél asset- in the Middle East was "the leadei

of a gambling syndicate' with "an available pool of assassins"

(CIA file, ZR/RIFLE/Personality Sketches). = b

However, Harvey testified_that:V

"during the entire existence of the ‘entire ZRRIFLE project
. no agent was recruited for the purpose of assassina-
tion, and no even tentative targeting or target list was
ever drawn. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p.. 45.) -

Project ZR/RIFLE involved, generally, assessing the

problems and requirements of assassination and developing a stand-

!

* ZR/RIFLE was a cryptonym relatihg to two programs. One was. .
the executive action assassination capability. The other was
another program which is not part of the subject matter of this
report: (William Harvey had been in charge of the CIA section
with general responqlblllty for such programs.) This second
program was genuine, but it was also to provide a.cover. for- any
executlve .action operation. ~(Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 49. )
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_ﬁhe evidence varied widely.

by assassination capability; more specifically, it involved

"spofting” potential agents and "

researching” assassination:
techniques that.might be used (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 11 and 6/9/75,
. 73i;H§rvey, 6/25/75, pp. 37-A, 45). Bissell_ﬁharacterized |
Project ZR/RIFLE as ”internal and pﬁreiy preparaéory” (Bisséll,
?/22/75, p. 32). The I.G. Report-of 1967 found “ﬁo indicaticn '
in the file thgt the Exequtivé Action Capability of ZR/RIF?E—‘

QJ/WIN was ever used", but said that "after Harvey took over the

Castro operation, he yran it as one aspect of ZR/RIFLE". (I.G.

pp. 40-41.)%

{b) The Question of White House Initiétion, Authorization,
or Knowledge of the Executive Action Project

_There is general agreement on one fact: at some point in

early 1961 Bissell discussed the executive action capabilitj ﬁith:

_ Bundy. The timing of that conversation .and Qhethér "the Whﬁte |

lHouse' urged tha: a capability be created were matters on which

Do

Harvey testified that Bissell had told him that "the

White House' had twice urged the creation of such a capability

and the Inspectér-General's'Repérthuoted notes of Harvey's (no

longer in‘eXistence) to that effect. Bissell did not recall‘ény

specific conversation with the "White House'. ‘However, his initial

ltestimony assumed the correctness of Harvey's notes,. and stated

ot

= A dLSCUSSlOH of whether ZR/RIFLE was related to the actual

aqsaSSLHatlon efforts against Castro is found at Section (d),
infra.

HW 50855 DocId:32423525 Page 5



thaﬁ; while he cquld-have created the capability on his own, any
-urgings would have come from Bundy or Walt Rostow. In a later
appearance, howgﬁgr, Bissell séid ke mgrely informed Bundy éf
the capabilityvaﬁa that the context was a briefing by hin aﬁd
notlufging'by Bundy. Bundy said he received a briefing and,
gave no urging, though he raised no objections. Rostow saidihe
never heard of the project.

Wllllam Harvey testlfled that he was "almost éertain“
that on January 25 and 26, 1961, he met.with CIA OfflClalS Sldney
lGottlieb: the new Chief of CIA'; Technicdal Services Division, and
Arnold $ilvér,'a 6IA recruiting officer, to discuss tﬁe feasibility
of cfeatiné a cdpability within theAAgency for "executive aétion”:
(Harvey,'6/25/?5, p. 52). Aftervreﬁiewing His notes of thoée

meetings,* Harvey testified that they took place gfter‘his:initiél

* As to the date of these notes, larvey was asked whether his no-
tations '25/1-5id G" and "26/1-AS" indicate that he spoke to Sldney
- Gottlieb and Arnold Silver in 1961, as oppoued to 19062, Harvey testi-
fied as follows

Q: And is it your judgment that that is January 26, 1961 and
is about the subJect of Executive Action? ’

Harvey: Yes, 1t is.

Q: And it followed your COHVEIS&LLOH with Mr. Pissell that ‘
-you have recounted? S

~ Harvey:" . . . [W]lell, when I first looked at this, I thought
this, well, this has got to be '62, but I am almest certain
now that it is not. If this is true, this might place the-
~ first discussion that I had with Dick Bissell in early
' January and this is difficult to pinpoint because there were
several such discussions in varying degrees of detail durlng
the period in the spring, -and very early in '6l to the fall
. .o '6l period, but I did find out fairly early on that Silver

BW 50955  DocId:32423525 Page 6



discussion of executive action with Bissell, which, hg said;
might have transpired in '"early January" (Harvey, 6/25/75, p.
52). When Bissell was shown these notes, he agreed with Hafvey
about the timing of their initial discussion (Bissell, 7/17{75,

p. 10).

had -~ or that Bissell had discussed the question of assassi-
nation with Arnold Silver, and this discussion, at the very
least, had to take place after I know Bissell alrcady had
discussed the matter with Silver. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 52).

-
—

Harvey had also testified that, after receiviug Bissell's initial in-
‘structions to establish an executive action capability:

the first thing I did . . . was discuss in theoretical,
terms with a few officers whom T trusted quite implicitly
the whole subject. of assassination, 'our possible assetls;
our posture, going back, if you w111 even to the funda-
mental questions of A, is asvasalnatlon_a proper weapon

- of an American intelligence service, and B, even if you
assume that it is, is it within our capability within °

. : the framework of this government to do it effectivcely .

- , and properly, securely and discreetly. (Harvey, 6/2)/75

pp. 37-A, 38). '

- the Inspector Ceneral's Report’ connected bllver and bottlleb ‘to the
early stages. of the executive action progect as follows:

Harvey-says thdt Bissell had alreadady discussed certain
aspects of the problem with Arnold Silver and with Sidney
Gottlieb. Since Silver was already cut in, Harvey .used
him in developing the Executive Action Capablllty
Harvey's mention of him [Gottlieb] in this conncctlon
may explain a notation by Dr., Gunn that Harvey instructed
Gunn to discuss techniques with Gottlieb without associa-.
© ting the .discussion with the Castro operation. (I.G.
Report, pp. 37-38).

. It is evident from the testimony of Harvey and Bissell that the turn-
- ‘over to Harvey of the Roselli contact in Hovember 1961 was discussed
-as part of ZRRIFLE (see Section {(d), infra). lhua, their initial
‘discussion of executive action can, at the least, ‘be dated before
November 1961 and the "25/1" and ”26/1” notations would have to .
( refer to.January 1961. o

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 7
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Harvey testified that the "executive action' capabiiity.
was intended to include assassinations (Harvey, 6/25/75, p..35);
His cryptic Eandwritten.notes of the January 25/26 meetings, pre-’

served at the CIA, contain phrases which suggest a discussion of .

assaseination--and Harvey confirmed this'interpretetion; ”lest
resert beyond last resort and a confession of weakness”;,”tﬁe
magic-bugton”; and "never mention.word assassination'. (Harvey,
Ex. 6/25775) % |

The Inspector General's Report did not mention theee
notes, or their‘dates. -HoWeeer, in desé}ibing Richard Bissell's
initial assignment of the “execetive'aétioﬁ“ project to Harvey, -
it referred to enother set of‘Harve§'s notes, which were destroyeg
after the preparatlon of the Report The excerpt from these ndtee
quoted Blssell as saying to Harvey,'”The White House had tw1ce
;uréed me- to ereate such a capablllty_ (I.G., P. 37). Harvey alse.
testified that this "urging' was mentioned in his inlt;el d;s—

fcyésion of "executive action” with BisSeill(Harvey, 6/25/75?}p. 3?).
HoweVer;_the?ﬁestimony'from Bissell and whiteAHQuse aides'iﬁ the |
'Kennedy anﬁrEiseﬁhoﬁef Administratioeeuis in conflict with ﬁarveyfe-
tesﬁimony eS'to-whether such ”urging” had in fact been giveﬁ.to

Bissell.

1

* ltarvey's notes also contained a phrase which supgests his con-
cern that any U.S. assassination attempts mipght breed retaliation
from other governments ”dangers of RIS (Russian Intellipcnce
Servi.ce) countér-action and monitor if they are blamed." (Harvey,
Ex. 1, 6/25/75; Bissell, Ex. 1, 7/17/75) .
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The Eollowing testimdny regafding-the relaﬁionship
between ''the White douse” and the executive action capability
was obtained by the Committee: ‘ l

Harvey: Harvey testified that his missiﬁg notes ?ndicé;
ted that Bissell mentibned White House urgings to develop aﬁ'exeéu—
tive action capabiiity-(ﬂarvey, 6/25/75, p. 37). Harvé?_said that
he "particularly remémber{éd}” that Bissell said that hé reééive&
"more than one' urging Erom.the White House‘(ﬂa;vey,'6[25/7$,

pp. 36-37; 7/%1/75, p..59).. However, he had no direct evidence

that Bissell actually had any such discussion with "'the White House

o spec1f1c individual in the White House was named o harvey
(Harvey, 6/25/7), P- 31) Aoreover “he said that it would have been
”improper”_for him to have asked Bissell who he had talked to and'

Ygrossly imp;opér for Bissell to have volunteered that name : L

(llarvey, 6/25/75, p. 37). S . ;
Bisgell: ~Bissell specifically_recalleﬁ assignlngiﬂarkcﬁ
tb investigate the capability (BisSell 6/9/75, p. 51). Hoﬁevef f

“Bissell did not recall "a spec1Llc conversation with anybody in

‘the White House. as the origin” of hlS instruction to Harvey (Blssell

5/97/75, p. Slj.

During the course offseveral appearénCes-before the
Committee, Bissell's testimony varied as.ﬁo_whether or not he had
been urge& by the Whiﬁe House to deveiop an ‘executive actiof

capability.

WY 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 9



In his_initial‘appearance5'before the Committee on June 9 and
11, 1975, Bissell made statements that tended to indicate that White

House authorization had been given. In response to the 'twice urged”

. quotation of llarvey's nhotes in the Inspector General's Report,

Bissell said, "I have no reason to believe that Harveyfs quoée is
wrong.' (Bissell, 6/9/75; p. S51). Bissell~accordingly said;in_his
initial‘tésti@ony that as far as he knew, it Qas'true that hé was
aske& by the YWhite llouse te create a general stand-by,assaséination
capability. (Bissell, 6/9/753, p. 49).

Based again upon llarvey's missing notes (”Nhite House urging”)
and his initial gtatement thatAhe'had no reason to challenpe their-
accuracy; ﬁissell initially gaﬁe the opinion that HcGéorge Bundy
(Id., 6/9/75, p. 49}, Speciai Assistant to Presidént.Kennedy,for

National Security Affairs, and Walt Rostow (Id., p. 51), Deputy

““Assistant ta-?resident,Kennedy during 1961, were the two people frém'
" whom such a request was most likely to have come (1Id., p;'SBl hecause

" they were "the.two members of" the White House staff who were closest

to CIA operatioﬁs.” (Id., p. 54)

At another point in his initial testimony, Bissell. said that

the creation ¢f the capability "may ﬁave been initiated within the

Agency” (Eg., p. 81). And stillzlater he said: 'there is little ;

doubt in my mind that Project RIFLE was discussed with Rostow and
possibly Bundy" (Bissell, 6/1L1/75, p. 46).
When Bissell_returned'td'the,Committee on July 17 and 22, his

. > » ' - - N 3 - » - ' L - -
testimony, given in light of information gained since his earlier

HW.50955 DocId:32423525 Page 10



had received his assignment prior tollanuary 25726, 1961 Those '

appearances,.was that there was no White House urging. for the creation

of the executive action project, altﬁoﬁgh tacit approval for the

"research" project was probably given by Bundy alter it was established.
Firét, he-was shown the Harvey notes;which nad been:pfesérved

and which, without any mention of the White HOUSG,.indiCatéd llaxvey

dates -~ just 5 days after the change of administration -- made

Bissell conclude that-it was ''very unlikely that that assignment .

to {Harvey] was taken as a resﬁlt of White louse urging or #onsul—
tation” (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 10). Bissell said that bundy. did

not havé aﬁy influence on‘thé performance of his Agency duﬁies before
the Presidential inaugﬁfétion_(ﬂiséeli, 7/22/75, D. 23)i Bisself
added that he did not remember meeting with anyone in the new ad-
ministraﬁion on matters prior to thé inauguration (Bissell,i?/22/75;
p. 23). | | N

Sgcond,-when he returned in July, Bissell also said he?was con-

vinced by télephone'conversations with Kostow and Bundy that based

upon Rostow's duties. -- which, in 1961, had nothing to do with

covert action -- he !never discussed'-executive action with Rostow

(Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 105 7/27/75, p. 22).

‘As for Bundy, Bissell’s-final testimony (after telephone con-

tact with Bundy)_was'that he bélievéd that he had informed Bundy

about the capaEiLity aftér_it had been'creaﬁed {(Bissell, 7/17/75, -
pp. 10-11; 7/22/75, pp. 21-22)." ‘But Bissell confirmed his original

testimony (6/9/75, pp. ) that he did not brief Bundy on the

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 11
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CIA (Bissell, 6/1L/75, p. 4

-10-

assassination plots against Castro already undertaken by the

7; 7/22775, p. 3L). DBissell was "guite

certain' that hp'w0uld'ﬁqt have expected Bundy to mention tﬁe
executive action capability to the President.- (Bissell, 7kéé/75;i
p: 35)1"Bissell testified:

Q). Would you think the development of a éaﬁabilityhgb:

kill foreign leaders was a matter of sufficient impor--
tance to bring to the attention of the President? ’

“Bissell: In that context and at that time and given the
llnLLed scope of activities within that project, I would

not.

(Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 35).

Bissell said that he and Bundy spoké about an untafgeted

"capability" rather than the plan or'appr¢Val.for an assassination .

operaﬁion (Bissell, 7/17/75, P. 11). Bissell said that although.

he does

Castro,

not have a specific recollection, he "might have' mentiocned

Lumumba, and Trujille in the course of a discussion of

executive action "because these were the sorts of individuals at

that moment in ‘history against whom such a capability‘mightippssibly

have been employed." (Bissell, 6/11/75, ﬁp. 50-51) .

Bisséll‘said his impression was that Bundy, in addition to ex-

. pressing no unfavordble reaction to tlie project, might have actually

given a

Bissell

HW 50933

more affirmative reaction {Bisseil, 7}22/75, PP . 25}‘28);

testified that he might have interpreted Bundy's reacpioﬁ

as approval for the executive‘éétion'concept (Bissell, 7/22]75, #.

Q .

L]

I think the testlmony of this witness is Foing

further in saying what yodu received from (Bundy) was,

in your view, tantamount to approval?
- Bissell: I,_at least, interpreted it as you,can call -
it approval, or you could say no objection. "He (Bundy)

pocld: 32423525 Page 12
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was briefed on something that was being done, as I now
believe, o the initiative of the Agency. liis (Bundy "s)
commentt is that he made no ObJBCLlOn to it. 1 suspect
that his reaction was somewhat more favorable than that,
but this is a matter that probably someonc listening to
the conversation on which such a person could have had
differing interpretations. (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 33).

Bissell's testimony on any cénversation with Bundy regérding
ekécutive action was.$peculative-reconstruction from first appearance
to last because he had no ”cléar recollecrion" of the events (Bissell,
7/22/75; pp. 29, 36). DBut Dissell maintained that more "formal and
specific and explicit approval would have been required” beﬁore any
“actual overt steps in use of .the capability.“ (Bissell, 7/22/75,

p. 3. | o | |

Bissell said that Harvey's notation about White ilouse urgingg

to develop an exeéutive‘aétion capability may have been a slightl?l
| confused account of a conversation subsequent to thé_initié%ion 5?'i
:ii the project in which Bissell.relayéd Bundy's reaction to Hafﬁey
- (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 25). r
o Bissell testified that the*de&elopment of an executiveiéction
Lcapability was ”ﬁnddubtedly” initiated-within the Apency (Bissellt

7722775, _p; 22) .. He had acknowledged or" his first day of testlnony

that this’ would not have been unusudl

.it was the normal practiée in the: Agency and an impor-
tant part of its mission to create various kinds of
capability long before there was any reason to be cercain
whether those would be used or where or how or for wliat
purpose. -.The whole ongoing job of ... a secret intelli-
- ‘ gence service of recruiting agents is of that character..
So it would not be particularly surprising to, me if the

L.

g}

mf 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 13



decision to create ... this capability had bLQH taken -
without an outside request. (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 67- 68)
Bundy : - tcGeorge Bundy also testified that he had a'conversdtipn
. with Bissell, during which the executivé action capability_wés dig~
cussed (Buﬁdy, pp. 4-5). - ' Bundy's testimony comports Qith .
Bissell's on the fact that they spoke about an untargeted cnpabiiity,
rather than an assassination-opération (Buﬁdy, pp. 4-5). But Dundy
said that the capability included ”killing'the individual“_{ﬁdudf,
p. 5).% Bundy's impression was ﬁhat‘the.CIA was ""testing ﬁy reagtion,“
not ”scéking authorit&”.(ﬁundy;'p,-lS).h'Bundy summarized his testi-
'mony.by séying;
I am sure I gave no iustrﬁctionﬂ But it .is only fair.to

add that I do not recall that I offered any impediment
either. (Bundy, p. 10)

Bundy sald that he did not take steps to halt Lhe develoPment of

the executive action capability or 'pursue the maLter at all” (Bundy,

p. 19) because he was satisfied

.

that this was not an operational aCthlty, and woulc noL '
become such without two conditions: . first, that there .
be a desire or.a request or a guldance that there should
be planning against some specific individual; and second,
that there should be a decision to move agalnst the indi-
vidual. (bundy p. 7). .

© % For example, Blssell testified thaL on his own LnlLLaLlVE he
had requested a CIA offlcer to go to. the Congo to "make plans and

develop the ~¢apability!' for an assassination attempt a st L
~if ordered (Blssell 6/11/75 p. 55). Pt again wrumba ;

ot

- - % Bundy alsq'testifled that ‘he- nad a vague recollection of hearing
about poison in relation to Cuba, but he did not connect this to the
-conversation about executive actlon (See footnote, p. 6, Kennedy
Pre-Bay of Plgs section, _Hﬁra )

HW 50835 DocId:32423525 Page 14
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Bundy testified that he belieﬁed that neither of tliese conditions had
been fulfilied (Bundy, p. 7).

- Bundy recalled the conversation as taking place "sometime in the
early months of 1961." ‘(Bundy, p. 4). VWhen ngstioned aboﬁ; the
datesuiﬁrﬂarvey's-notes, Bundy rated the chance that the coﬁversafion
about executive.actioﬁ ﬁook place before January 25 -- whéniﬁarvey
was already discussing . the p;oject at the CIA'ﬁursuant to Bissell's
dlrectlve -~ as ''mear zero”‘because the new Administration Ead'beén
in offlce less than a week and he had been preoccupied with other
problems, including the Berlxn-crLSLs and reorganizing the Natlonali
Security staff (Bundy, p. 9). | -

Lundy Lestlfled that he did not brief the PIGSLdLnL on. the
executive action project: _ - : o . % ‘

Chairman: And you have testified that you did not take‘
the matter to the Pre51dent? S : : L

Bundz:[ As far as I can recall, Mr. Chairman.-
(Bundy, p. 16)-

ABuﬁdy explained that the division of responsibilitf fof.natiSnal
_securiﬁy affairs exciﬁded Rostow from'quisdicﬁion over covert opéra-
tiops, making it unlikely that Rostow would be briefed on afproje;t{
like ZRRIFLE (Bundy, p. 11; Ro§t0w,.p. 11). 1 :

{ostow} Rostow testifiedstﬁat he was ”morally'cerﬁain“'thatr
during his €ﬂtire'tenurg iﬁ government, he never heard a reference

to executive action or "'such a capability or such an intention to

act by -the U.S." (Rostow, pp. 10, 13).
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Goodpaster and Gray: The responsibility for national sﬁcdrity

affairs during‘the lacter part of the Eisenhower AdministrationnWés
borne by Andrew Goodpaster and Gordon Gray. However , thére;was no

evidence which raised the name of either man in connection Qith thgl
develdpment of an executive action cépability.' Both Goodpaster and

_Gray testified to having no knowledge of it.  (Goodpaster, p. 11;

Gray, p. 56.)

'(c) Authorization or Knowledpe of EhLLULlVL ALLLOH PrOJect

by DCL

 Richard Bissell said he was "guite certain" thatrAllen'

Dulles had full kﬁowledge of thg executive. action project for two_
reaséns: first, it ”would'have come to the DCI'S attention" at the;
time of the transfer of ‘William Harvey between components of the
j Agency to work on Cuban operatlons,’ and second, BlSSLll ”wqgld % |
imagine" it was mentiénéd_to Dulles at the initiation of thé:project
(Biésell, 7[22/75,—p.'35).' Llssell and’ Harvcy briefed Rlchdrd Helms
on Project ZRRIFLE when he became -DDP (Blsseli 6/11/75, p. 53“ Harvey,
' j7?ll/75, p. 63). But Bissell did not recall briefing John McCone
_about the prbject when Mchne took over. as DCIL (Bissell, 7/17/75,
p. 11). HMcCone testified that he had no knowledge .of such a project
(Mchne,'p.'ﬁj). R ;
' William Harvey said.éﬁ was assﬁmed that the projééﬁ was’
withiﬁ‘the pafaheters permitted.by_the bCI. But llarvey testified

that officially advisihg the DCI of the existence of the preject

* Harvey's transfer to Cuban operatlons was not completed untll
late in 1961 :

HY 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 16
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was "'a bridge we did not cross® and would not have crossed ungil

“there was ecither specific targeting or a specific operation or a

~specific recruitment." - (llarvey, 6/25/75, p. 59).

. (d) The Question of Whether Project ZRRIFLE was Cbnnected
to Any Actual Assassination Plots -

The Committee has sought to determine whether®the CIA de-

velopment of an executive action capability was related'in any way to

the actual assassination efforts. One question raised by this

1nqu1ry is whether the participants in the assassination operations

' mlght have percelved the executive action capability as in’ some way

lending legitimacy to the actual assassination efforcs.

(i) Conversation Between Bissell and Bundy

In his early testimony} Bissell said he diﬂ‘notEhave

a recollection of whether he discussed the names of Castro, Lumumba,

and Truiillo with anyone in the'white'ﬁousé.in the course}df discussing

the prqjéct to develop an executfive action capabiliry (Biéégll,!élll/?S,

p. 5L). However,_Bissell testified that it was ”perfectly plausible

that I would hgve gsed examples" (Bisseil}.6/11/75; p. 5L).- Hergoﬁ~

tinued:

in such a discussion of a capability, I mlght well have
used the three names that I just gave, because these were °
the sorts of individuals at that moment in history against

whom such a capability might possibly have been employed.'™ - .-
(Blsbell 6/11/75, p. 51). '

Bissell and Bundy both testlfled however that

. their discussion of the development of the capability for assdssina-

tion did not involve any mention of actual assassination plans or

Daqxd}32423525 Page 17
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attempts (see detailed treatment at Section (b)), supra). There

is no testimony to the contrary. The account of this conversa-

tion ralses a questilon as to whether Bissell acted properlyiin
withhqiding from.Bundy the fact that assassination efforts |
against Castro had élready been mounced and were mqv@ng forward.
Bundy.was respcncible to a new President for national securicy

affairs and Bissell was his principal source of informationfabout.

 covert operations at the CIA

(1ii) Bl%qell s Instruction to Take 0ver Res pOﬁSlblllty
: for Underworld Contact: November 1961

Both Bissell and Harvey recall a meeting in November
1961 in which Harvey was 1nstructed To Lake over .the contact with

John Roselll-(Blssell 6[11[75 pp. 19, a7; Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 86;'

and 6/11/75, p. 19)"'Which had been used for the initial poison pili

] plot as part of Project ZR/RIFLE. Harvey S notes placed the meetlng

on November 15, 1961.(I.G., p..39), durlng the perlod in whlch Harvey
was freed from his duties-on another Agency staff to take cyer

direction of Task Force W, the locus of CIA activity_agéinsttthe -

_Castro regime. - o -

Accordlng to BlSSEll and Harvcy, the November meetlng

1nvolved only thc plannxng and research of a capablllty rather than

] i

a targeted-operatxon against Castro (Bissell, ]/17/75, P. 13-

. Harvey, 7/11775,.p. 60). But Bisscil acknowledged that the purpose

of the Roselli contact- had been to assassinate Castro, and that it

rar

L.

is a fair inference'that there would have been no reason to maintain
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it [the contact] unless there was some possibility of reactivating
that operation” (Bissell, 6/11/75, p. 19). Bissell stated that

because the assassination plot against Castro involving the syndicate

had been stood down after the Bay of Pigs . . . and there
was no -authorizatien to pursue it actively . . . the re-
sponsibility that was given to him [Harvey] was that of

taking over an inactive contact." (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 14)

Bissell said that he had, in effect, asked Harvey to stand watch over
the contact in case any ‘action should be required and furthei testi-

fied that it was never required.

.

The Inspector General's Report stated: "After
Harvey toolk over the Castro operation, he ran it as one aspect
of ZRRIFLE." - (I.G.,,ﬁ.féﬂ). Harvey rvecalled that during a dis-
; cussion Qith Bissell of the creation of an executive action.cépabélity,'
’ Bissell advised‘him of ”a'Ehen-goingxope:ation“ iﬁvolving tﬁesnamgs:
~of Maheu:and_passibly Roselli and Giancana,’“which-wés a pagtiof ﬁhé
Agency's effort to.develop . . . a capability for executive:aétion.ﬁ
- “(Harvey, 7/11/75, pp. 55, 61). Harvey said that at the timé of
this discuséion,'the_gperation'had Begq_“in train” for "approxi-
-@qtély two yéars_gr perhaps -18 months.“ (Haryef, 7/11/75,‘p. 54) )
Although his "net impression' was that both the
"exploratory project'” and the“sﬁecific operation' were "fully
authorized agg_approved”,AHarﬁe&_said he could not téstify that
"specific White llouse autﬁqrity'fof‘this given operation was implied
_ or stated”. {Harvey, 7/11/75, p. 54.) Bisscll does net regall

telling anyone in the White House that something had been done to
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bring a CIA officer together with the criminal éyndiéate (Bissell,
6/11/75, pp. 19-20). Harvey did not recall any mention of'the |
White House or any higher'authority than the DDP in his November |
meeting with Bissell (Harvey, 7/11/75, pp. 60-61). | |
T Although Richard Helms was briefed and giveﬁ
administrative responsibiiity‘(as DDP) for Project ZR/RIFLE:three‘
months laﬁgr, he did not recall that ZR/RIFLE was ever contemplated
as a capabiiity to assassinate Castro (Helms,_6/l3/75, P. 55).

Aéked Whethef the actual assassination efforts against Castfo'were

related to ZR/RIFLE (executive action),’kelms testified: "In my

mind those lines never crossed” (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 52),‘ However,'

Bissell's testimony leaves more ambiguity: "the contact with the

syndicate which had Castro as itsltarget . . . folded into the

ZR/RiFLE project . .. and-they.became one' (Bissell, 6/11/733

. p. 47). -When asked by Senator Baker whether the executive action; !

“capability . .. for assassination’ was "used against Castro",

_Bissell replied that it was 5inrthe later phase'. (Bissell,?ﬁ/ll/?S;

p; 47). The instructicn from Bissell to Harvey on November 15,

-1961, however, preceded the'reactivatiéh-of the CIA-syndicate assas-

ination operation against Castro by approximately five months.

(iii) Use of Agent,QJ/WIN in Africa

'QJ/WIN was a foreign citizen with a criminal back-

ground'who Hgd'been_recruited by the CIA for certain sénsitive'“

_programs involving surreptitious entries which pre-dated Prdject

-

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 20



-19-

ZR/RIFLE. Harvey testified that QJ/WIN's function after the advent
of Project ZR/RIFLE in 1961 was restricted to the '"spotting!' of
potential assets for "multi-purpose' covert use.
However, in the Fall of 1960--before Harvey Qés
éssigdéd'to create Prpjéct ZR/RIFLE by Richard‘Bisséll--age@t-
QJ/WIN had been dispatched to the Congo by Arnold Silver, h?s
supervising CIA case cofficexr in Europe. William Harvej, as;the,
Chief of the CIA Foreign Intelligence staff on which.Silver;workéd,
‘had ordered QJ/WIN's mission to the Coﬁgo (CI1A Dispatch AUDWal&?,
‘11/2/60)"and arranged the financial accSunting for the mission
afterward (Memorandum to Finance Division from william K.lHarvey,
1/11/61). -[QJIWIN’s.activities in the Congo are treated in’de;aii

in the ‘discusgsion of the Lumumba case; see Section , supra. ]

There are two factors which may raise a question aé
@ to whether QJ/WIN was being'used in aﬁ ad Egé capacity to déveioﬁ}
an assassiﬁation capabiliﬁy before ZR/RIFLE was fprmally iﬁitiatea.
_ First, there.ig a similarity in the cast of characters: Harééy,
QJ/WINf Silver, and Gottiieb were connected with the Lumumba matter
- and reéppear'in,conﬁébtion with the éhﬁsequent-development of
"ZR/RIFLE; éecond; Bissell‘informed Harvey that the_devélopment of
an assa;éinétion capability had already béen_discussed with Silve£
and Gottlieb beforé Harvey}s aésignment to ZﬁfRIFLE (Harvey, 6/25/75,
p. 52; 1.G. Report, pp. 37-38). |
| .Nevertheless, there does not appear to be any firm
'eﬁidencetoffa épnnection’beiWeen QJ/WIN and the plot to assassinate

Lumumba .

s-:‘ .

; p—y
E;, s
i o
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FINAL DRAFT

Agreed to by drafting
‘ - subcomittee on
Sumary , : ' August 28, 1975%
'Rafael Trujillo was assassinated by a group of Dominican dissidents on
May 30, 1961. . ,

| Trujillo was a brutal diqtator, and both the Eisenhower and
Kennedy Administrations encouraged the overthrow of his regime by Dominican
dissidents. Toward that end the highest policy levels of both Administrations
approved or condoned supplying ams to the dissidents. Although there is no
evidence that the United States instigated any assassination activity, certain
evidence tends to link United States officiais.td_the assaséination
plans.

Material support, consisting of three pistols.and'three carbines, was
supplied to various dissidents. While United States' officials knew that the
dissidents intended to overthrow Trujillo, probably by assassination, there
is no direct evidence-that the weapons which were passed were used in the -
assassination. The evidence is inconclusive as to how high in.the two

Administrations information about the dissidents' assassination plots

‘had been passed prior to the spring of 1961.

Beginning in March of 1961, the dissidents began asking United States -
officials for machine guns. By the time four M-3 machine guns were shipped to
the CIA Station Chief in the Dominican capitol in April, it was well knom
that the dissidents wanted them for use in connection with the assassination.
Thereaftef, hawever, permission to deliver the machine guns to the dissidents
was denied, andlthe guns were never passed. Two days before the assassination,

President Kemmedy perscnally authorized a-cable to. the U.S. Consul General -

e - -

b
™

The second paragraph under V.A.3.c. and the paragraph under VII.C. were
drafted pursuant to the directions of the Subcommittee but have not been
reviewed by the Subcommittee.

HY 50955
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-

in the Dominican Republic stating that the United States goverrment, as a
matter of general principle, could not condone political assassinations, but
at the same time indicating the United States continued to support the dissi-
dents”and stood ready to recognize them in the event they were successful

in their endeavor to overthrow Trujillo.
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Rafael Trujillo came to power in the Dominican Republic
in 1930. For most of his tenure, the United States government
supported him and he was regarded throughout much of the
Caribbean and Latin America as a protege of the United‘States.
Trujillo's rule, always harsh and dictatorial, became more
arbitrary during the 1950's. As a result, the United States .
States' image was -increasingly tarnished in the eyves of many
Latin Ameriqans.

Increasing American awareness ©f Trujillo’'s brutality:
and fear that it would lead to a Castro-type revolution caused
U.S. officials to consider various plans to hasten his abdi-
cation or downfall.

" As early as February 1960 the Eisenhower administration
gave high level consideration to a program of covert aid to
Dominican dissidents . (Special Group minutes, 2/10/60).

In April 1960 President Eisenhower approﬁed a contingeqcy plan
for the Dominiéan ﬁepublic which provided, in part, that if the
situatioﬁ éeterioré;ed still further: '

.the United States would immediately take political action to

remove Trujille from the Tominican Republic as soon .

as a suitable successor regime can be induced to take over

with the assurance of U.S. political, economic, and

~~ 1f necessary =-- military support."” {Memo. from

Secretary of State Herter to the President, 4/14/60;

Presidential approval indicated in Herter letter to
Secretary of Defense Gates, 4/21/60.)

Simultaneously, the United States was trying to organize

hemispheric opposition to the Castro regime in .Cuba.. Latin-

S T e
i Nuter wd o bl W 3

B 50955 DocXd:32433525 Page 24



American leaders, such as President Betancourt of'Venezuela{
pressed the United States to take affirmative action against
Trujiilo to dispel criticism that the U.S. opposed.diétatoru
ships of the left only. A belief that Castro's road to power
was paved by the excesses of Batista led to concern that the
Dominican Republic might also eventually fall victim to a

Castro-style Communist regime. (Rusk, pp. 8,9)

II. Initial Contact with Dissidents and Request for Arms

During the spring of 1960, the U.5. ambassador to the
Dominican Republic, Joseph Farland, made initial contact with
dissidents who sought to free their coﬁntry from Trujillo’'s
grasp. They asked for sniper'rifles. Although documentary
.evidence indicates that a recommendation to provide these
rifles was approved both ﬁithin the State Department and‘thé

CIA, the rifles were never provided.

A. Dissident Contacts

Ambéésaaor Farland establishéé-contact with a group of
ldissi@ents'regarded as moderate, pro-U.S. qné desirous of
establishing a democratic form of government{* (Farland |
éffidavit) Prior to his final departure from the Dominican
Republic<;n May 1960, the Ambassador introduced his Deputy-Chief-

of-Mission, ienry Dearborn, to the dissident lesaders, indicating that

. * This loosely-organized group, with which contact was es-
§ tablished, was referred to in cables, correspondence, and
memoranda as "the dissidents"” and is so referenced herein.

¥
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Dearborn could be truéted. Then on June 16, 1960, CIA
Headquarters® cabled a request that Dearborn become the ''communi-
qations link'' between the dissidents and CIA. The cable /stated/

that Dearborn's role had the "unofficial approval of /Assistant

Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, Roy R;T Rubottom"
(Eméhasis in original.) (HOS to Station cable 6/16/60).
Dearborn, agreed. He requested, however, that the CIA
‘confirm the arrangement with the dissidents as béing that the
U.S. would "clandestinely” assist the opposition to "develop
effective force to accomplish Trujillo overthrow,"” but would
not ”undertake anonvert action itself.against Trujillo
government while it is in full control of Dominican Republic"
(Station to HQS cable. 6/17/60). CIA Headgqaurters confirmed
Dearborn's understanding of the arrangement (HQS to Station

cable 6/19/60).

B. The Sniper Rifles

Duriﬁg the course of a cocktaii party in the Dominican
Republic, a leading dissident made a specific requést to Ambas-
sador Farland for a limited number of rifles with telescopic
sights. Ehe Ambassador promised to pass on the reéuest {(Farland

affidavit) . He apparently did so after returning to Washington

in May 1960 (CIA memorandum for the record, 6/7/61).

-

* As used herein “leadquarters” refers to Headquarters of the
Central Intelligency Agency; "Department” indicates the
Department of State. ‘

I
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Documents indicate that consideration was given within

the CIA to airdropping rifles into the Dominican Republic.

At a June 21, 1960, meeting withl of the CIA

Western Hemisphere Division, Ambassador Farland reportedly
suggested possible sites for the drops.
(CIA memo, 6/21/60)
Documents also indicaﬁe that a meeting was held
around the end of June 1960 betweeﬁ Assistant Secretary
-of State for Inter-American Affairs'goy R. Rubottom and
Col. J. C. king, Chief of CIA's Western Hemisphere Division.

Apparently King séught to learn the Assistant Secretary’'s view

regarding "To what extent will the U.s. goéérnment participate
in the overtnrow of Trujillo." A number of guestions were
raised by Klng, among them:
?;7 A “c. Would it provide a small number of sniper rifles
B or other devices for the removal of key Trujillo people
from the scene?" i
King's handwritten notes indicate that Rubottom's response to
. that gquestion was "yves" (CIA memo”qf 6/28/60; King affidavitTi
On July 1, 1960, a memorandum directed fq’General Cabell, the Acting
Director pf Centfal Intelligence, was prepared for Colonel King's
‘signature and, in his absence, signed by his principal aeputy,
Rudy Gomez (I.G. Réﬁort, p. 26). The memorandum stated that
é principal ieadef of the anti-Trujillo cpposition had asked
Ambassador Farland for a limited number of arms to precipitate

-

Trujillo's overthrow, and recosnized that such armms’

- * Neither King nor Rubottom recalls such a meeting, nor does
either recall any proposal for suoplylng snlper rlfles.
{Rubottom affldav1t K%ngiaffldav1t oy ' *q

Juby
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"presumably would be used against key members of the Trujilld
regime.“ The memorandum recommended that the arms bg provided,
since the fall of the Trujillo regime aﬁpeared inevitable,
and therefore U.S. relations with the opposition should be as
cloge as possible. '"Providing the arms as requested would
contribute significantly toward this end."
(CIA memo, 7/1/60)
Specifically, the recommendation was td deliyer to dissidents
in the Dominican Républic 12 sterile” rifles with teles~-
copic sights, together with 500 rounds of ammunition.
Parégraph 4 of the memorandum stated:
"4. Approval for delivery of these arms has
been given by Assistant Secretary of State
Roy Rubottom, who requests that the arms be

placed in hands of the opposition at the earliest
possible moment." (Id.)

e Gomez's recormendation was concurred in by Richard

Helms, as Acting DDP, and approved by General Cabell,

- (I.G. Réport, p. 26).

Theskihd-of arms approved;héterile fifleg~;th
telescopicrsights:'together with thé statement that theyAwould
be presumably used against key members of the Trujillo regime
clearly indicated the "targeted use™ for which the weapons were
intended. (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 77).

Oon jﬁly 1, 19260, a cable was sent to Deafborn by CIA

Headquarters informing him of the plan to airdrop 12

telescopically-sighted rifles into the Dominican Republic. The

; *"Sterile” rifles are "untraceable" rifles. (Bissell, 7/22/75,p.69)
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cable inquired whether the dissidents had the capability to
realigﬁ the sights if thrown off by the drop. On July 14,
1960, Dearborn replied that the dissident leaders were against
anwaurther action in the Dominican Republic until after re-
solution by the OAS of a Venezuelan complaint then pending
against Trujiilo. The dissidents reportedly believed that
sufficiently strong action by the OAS could bring Trujillo{s
downfal} without further effort on their part. (Station to
HQS cable, 7/14/60) The 12 sniper rifles were never furnished
to the dissidents. |
On August 26, 1960, Dearborn cabled Deputy Assistant

Secretary of State_Lester Mallqry reporting on a meeting between
a dissident leader and John Barfield, the ConSulate‘srpolitical
offiéer. The dissident leader was reported to have lost
enthusiésm for an assassination attempt and was then speaking
of an invasion from Venezuela. However, by September 1, 1960,

: dissidents.wefe again speaking about the possible provision to
them of aﬁms. This time the request was for 200 rifles. For

the next several months, consideration centered on providing

200 to 300 guns.

.II. Summer and Fall of 1960

In August 13960, the United Statesrsevered diplomatic
relations with the Dominican Republic and recalled most of its

personnel. Dearborn was left as Consul General and de facto

ko

CIA Chief of Station. Consideration was given both to providing

il
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arms and explosive devices and to the use of high level
emissaries to persﬁdde Truﬁillo to abdicate. By the end of
the year, a broad plan of general support to anti-Trujillo
fo;?es, both within and without the éountry, was approved.

A. Diplomatic Development --
Withdrawal of U.S. Personnel

Events occurring during the summer of 1960 further in-
tensified hemispheric opposition to the Trujillo regime. In
June agents of Trujille tried to assassinate Venezuelan Presi-
dent Betancourt. As.a result, the 0A8 censured the Trujillo
government. At the same time, in August 1960, the United
States broke interupted diplomatic relations witﬁ the Dominican
Repuﬁlic and imposed economic sanctions.

With the severance of diﬁlomatid relations, the United
States closed its Embassy. -Most American personnel, including
‘the CIA Chief of Station, left the Dominican Republic. With
the departure of the CIA Chief of'Statién,_Dearborn became
de facto CIA Chief of Station and was recognized as’such by
both CIA and the State Department. —Although on Jénqary 20,
1961, a new CIA Chief of Station came to the Dominican Republic,
Dearborn continued to serve as a link to the dissidents.

B. Dearborn Reports'Assassination May be Only
Way to Overthrow Trujillc Regime

Dearborn came to believe that no effort to overthrow the
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Trujillo government could be successful unleSs it involved
Trujillo's assassination.

He communicated this opinion to both the State Department and
théwCIA. In July 1960, he advised Assistant Secretary Rubottom
that the dissidents were

L

... in nc way ready to carry on any type of revolutionary
activicy in the foreseeable future except the
assassination of their principal enemy.’

{(Dearborn to Rubottam letter, 7/14/60)
It is uncertain what portion of the informatiqn provided

by Dearborn to State was passed above the Assistant Secretary

level. Through August of 1960, only Assistant Secretary Rgbottom,

his Deputy, Lester Mallory, and Staff Assistant Frank Devine,
were, within the Latip American Division of the Department,

aware of Dearborn’'s "current projects."” (Devine to Dearborn

letter, 8/15/60)"

By September 1960, Thomas Mann;héd replaced Roy Rubottom

as Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, and Frank

Devine had become a‘Special Assistant to Mr. Mann. While

serving as Special Assistant to theuﬁssistant Secretary, Devine

reportedly spent ninety percent of his time coordinating State

activities in Latin America. It was in this capacity that

Devine maintained almost daily communication with | |
and other officials of the CIA's Western llemisphere Division

(bevine, p.7)

*Dearborn's candid reporting to State during the summer of 1960
raised concern with the Department and ne was advised that dertain
specific information should more appropriately come through 'the
other channel"” ({(presumably, CIA communications). Dearborn was
advised that his cables to State were distributed to at least 19
different recipient offices. (Id.) . ‘
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Mann solicited Dearborn's comments concerning plans -
under discussion for forcing Trujillo from power. Dearborn
replied in a detailed letter which concluded:

"One further point which I should probably not even

. make. From a purely practical standpoint, it will
he best for us, for the 0AS, and for the Dominican
Republic 1f the Dominicans put an end to Trujillo
before he leaves this island. If he has his millions
and is a free agent, he will devote his life from
.exile to preventing stable government in the D.R., to
overturning democratic governments and establishing
dictatorships: in the Caribbean, and to assassinating
his enemies. If I were a Dominican, which thank
heaven I am not, I would favor destroying Trujillo as
being the first necessary step in the salvation of
my country and I would regard this, in fact, as my
Christian duty. If you recall Dracula, you will
remember it was necessary to drive a stake throuah
-his heart to prevent a continuation of his crimes.
I helieve sudden death would be more humane than
the sclution of the Nuncio who once told me he thought
he should pray that Trujillo would have a long and
lingering illness." ({Dearborn to Mann letter, 10/27/60)

C. Efforts to Convince Trujillo to Abdicate

<

- Throughout the fall of‘l960, efforts were made on both the
diplomatic and economic fronts aimed at pressuring Trujillo
into relinguishing coﬁﬁrol, and ideally, leaving the Dominican
Republic. The use of high level em§§sarieé; both from within
and without the ranks of government, was considered. - (Special
Group Minutes, 9/8/60; Mann to Dearborn corres., 10/10/60)

None of the efforts proved successful, and at the end of 1960

Trujillo was still in absolute control

D. CIA Plans of October 1960

A CIA internal memorandum dated October 3, 1960 entitled -

-

[ /
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"pPlans of the Dominican Internal Opgosition and deinicaﬁ

Désk for Overthrow of the Trujillo Government” set fortH plans
which "have been developed on a tentative basis which appear
feqsible and which might bhe carried out..covertly by CIA with
a minimal risk of exposure.” These plans provided, in part,
for the following:

*a. Delivery of approximately 300 rifles and pistols,
togaether with ammunition and a supply of grenades, to
secure cache on the -South shore of the island, about
14 miles East of Ciudad .Trujillo.

"b. Delivery to the same cache described above, of an
electronic detonating device with remote control
features, which could be planted by the dissidents in
such manner as to eliminate certain key Trujillo
henchmen. This might necessitate training and intro-
ducing into the country by illegal entry, a trained
technician to set the bomb and detonator.” (Emphasis
added) (CIA Memorandum, 10/3/60) :

E. December“1960 Special Grogg Plan of Covert Action

On December 29, 1860, the Special Group considered and
approved a broad plan of covert support to anti-Trujillo forces.
The plan, presented by Bissell, envisioned support td'both
Dominican exile groups and internal dissidents. The
‘éxile‘groups were to be furnished money to organize and under-
take anti~-Trujillo propaganda efforts and to refurbish a yacht

ad

for use in paramilitary activities. Bissell emphasized
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future, lacking some decisive stroke against Trujille himsell.
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to the Special Group that "the proposed actions would not,

of themselves, bring about the desired result in the near

(Special Group Minutes, 12/29/60)

.-

IVv. January 12, 1961 Special Group ApprOVal of “"Limited
Supplies of Small Arms and Other Material”

! *
On January 12, 1961, with all members present, the
Special Group met and, according to its Minutes, tock the
following action with respeéect to the Dominican Republic:

"Mr. Merchant explained the feeling of the Department

of State that limited supplies of small arms and other
material should be made available for dissidefts in-

‘side the Dominican Republic. Mr. Parrott said that we
believe this can ke managed securely by CIA, and that

the plan would call for final transportation into the
country being provided by the ‘dissidents themselves.’

The Group approved the project." (Special Group Minutes, 1/12/61)

A. Heworanda Underlying the Special Group Action

On January 12, 1961, Thomas Mann sent a memorandum to
Under. Secretary Livingston Meréhant. The memorandum,sent
through Joseph Scott, Mefchant's Special Assistant, reported
on the disiilusiqpment cf Dominicapﬁ@iséidents with the United
States for its failure to furnish them with any tangible or

concrete assistance., Further, it reported:

Opposition elements have consistently asked us to supply

them with "*hardware®’ of various types. This has included
quantities of conventional arms and also, rather persis-
‘tently, they have asked for some of the more exotic items
and devices which they associate with revolutationary
effort. {Mann to Merchant memo of 1/12/61)

* The members of the Special Group were at the time: Livingston
Merchant, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs; Gordon
Gray, Advisor to the President for National Security Affairs;
John N. Irwin, Deputy Secretary of Defense; and Allen Dulles,

_Dlrector of the Central Intelllgence Agency

E (\ .-
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" Mann suggested for Merchant's consideration and,)if,he
approved, for discussion by the Speciaerroup,the provision
of token quantities of selected items desired by the dissidents.
Mann specifically mentioned small exnlosive devices which would
place some "sabotage potential” in the hands of dissident
elements, but stated that there '"would be no thought of
toppling the GQDR (Government of Dominican Republic)
by any such minor measure.” (Mann to Merchant memo, 1/12/61)
This memorandum was drafted on January 11 by Mann's Special

Assistant for CIA liaison, Frank Devine.

A_Covering memorandum from Scott to lMerchant, forwarding
Mann's memo, was apparently taken by Merchant to tﬁe Special
Group meeting. Merchant's handwritten notations indicate that

. the Special -Group "agreed in terms 6f Tom Mann's memo”
'an@ that the Secretary of State was infofmed of that
decision b& late afterncon on January 12, 1961, (Scott
to Merchant memo, 1/12/61)

There is no evidence that any“hembér of tﬁémSpeciél'Group}
other than Allgn Dulles, knew that the dissidents- had clearly.
and repeatedly‘expressed a desire for arms and explosives to
be used by them in_assassination efforts.* ' While it is, of
course, possible that such information was passed orally to
some or all of the members of the Special Group, and perhaps

even discussed by them on January 12, 1961, there is no

-

*Various CIA cables, including those dealing with the sniper
rifles, indicate that copies were sent to the DCI, Allen Dulles.
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documentary evidence of which the Committee is aware which
would establish this to be the case.

On January 19, 1961, the last day of the Eisenhower
administration, Consul Geﬁeral Dearﬁorn-was advised that
approval had been inen for supplying arms'aqd other material
to the Dominican dissidents (HQS to Station cable, 1/19/61) .
Shortly thereafter, Dearborn informed Devine that the |
dissidents ware "delighted" about the decision to deliver

“gxotic equipment.” (Dearborn to Devine cable, 1L/31/61)

-

v. Jandary 20, 1961 - April 17, 1961
{(the Kennedy Administration Through the Bay of Pigs)

On January 20, 1961, the Kennedy administration took
office. Three of the four membefs of the Special Group (ali
except Allen bulles) retired.

:::: Prior Ed'the failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion on April
17, 1961, a number of significant events dccurred. These
events includéd_meetings with Dominican dissidents in

which SPElelC assa531natlon plans were discussed, re-

quests by d1q31dents for explosive é;v1ces the passage by
U.S. officials of pistols and carbines to dissidents inside
the Dominican Republic, and the pouching to the Dominicank
Republic of machine guns which had been requestéd by the-

3

dissidents for use in connection with an assassination attempt.*

*As 1nd1cated in the post-Bay of Piygs aectlon, 1nfra, permlshlon
£to pass those machlne guns was denied and the guns were never
¢ rassed,
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These events are discussed below under subheading A.

- BEvidence reflecting the degree of knowledge of those events
possessed by senior American officials is treated thereafter.
As used herein, "senior American officials" means individuals

in the White llouse or serving as members of the Special Group.

A. Specific Events Indirectly Linking U.S.
to Dissidents' Assassination Plans

1. Assassination Discussione& and Reguests for Explosives

At meetings held with dissident leaders in New.York City
on February 10 and'lS, 1961, CIA officials were told repeatedly
by dissident leaders that "the key to the success of the plot
[to overthrow the Trujillo regime] would be the assassinafion of
Trujillo." (CIA memo for the record, 2/13/61) Among the requests
made éf the CIA by dissident leaders were the following:
{a) Ex—FBI_agents who would plan and execute
the death of Trujillo.
(b) Cameras and other items that coﬁld be used
to fire projectiles.
(c) A siowiworking chemical that could be rubbed on the palm
of one's hand and transferred to Trujillo in
. a handshake, caﬁsing delayed lethal results.
(d) Silencers for rifles that could kill from a
distance of several miles. (Id.)

Other methods of assassinating Trujillo proposéd by dissidents

I e
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at the February 10 or February 15 meetings included poisoning
Trujillo's food or medicines, ambushing his automobile, and
aﬁtacking him with firearms and grenades. (CIA memo for the
record, 2/13/61; 2/16/61)*

The dissidents' “latest plot", as described in the February
CIA memoranda, wasg said to involve the planting of a powerful
bomb, which could be detonated from a nearby electric devicé,
along‘the route of Trujillo's evening-walk. (Id.)

On March 13, 1961, a dissident in the Dominican Republic
asked for fragmentation grenades "for use during the nekt.week
or so." This regquest was communicated to CIA-Headquarters
on March:ldé léGl,-and was followed the next day by an additional
requést for 50 fragmentation grenades, 5 rapid~fire weapons, |
and 10 64 mm'anti-tank rockets. This furthner request was also
passed on to CIA HHeadquarters. (Station to. HDQS cable, 3/15/61)
There is no eﬁidehce that any of these arms were supplied to
the dissidents.

The documentary record makes clear that Frank:Dévine at

the State Department was also advised of related developments

in a Marxch 16, 1961, "picnic" letter from Dearborn who complained

that his spirits were in the doldrums because:

. . . the members of our club are now prepared

"in their minds. to have a picnic but do not have
‘the ingredients for the salad. Lately they have
developed a. plan for the picnic,which just might
work if they could find the proper food. They

* There 1s no record that the CIA responded affirmatively to

any of these requests and the CIA officer who drafted the

February 13 memorandum stated the view that some of the ques-
tions raised by the dissidents did not reguire an answver.
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have asked us for a few sandwiches, hardly
more, and we are not prepared to make them
available. Last week we were asked to furnish
three or four pineapples for a party in the
near future,but I could remember nothing in my in-
structions that would have allowed me to contri-
bute this ingredient. Don'k think T wasn't
tempted. I have rather specific guidelines

to the effect that salad ingredients will be
delivered outside the picnic grounds and will

be brought to the area by another club.

{(Dedrborn letter to Devine, 3/16/61)

After reviewing his.“picnic“ lettér, together with the reguests
in the March 14 and 15 cables discussed above, Dea%born con-
ciuded during his ﬁestimony-before the Committee that the
“pineapples"” were probably the requested fraémentation

grenades and the restriction on delivering salad ingredients
outside of tﬁe picnic grounds was; almost certainlﬁ, meant to
refer to the requirements of the January 12 Special Group

order that arms be'delivered outside the Dominican Republic.

{Dearborn 7/29, pp. 25-27) .

2. The Passage of Pistols

a. Pouching to the Dominican Republic

In a March 15, 1961 cable, éhief of Station[::::jreported
that Dearborn had asked for three .38 caliber pistols for issue
to several dissidents. In :eply, Headquarters cébled: "Regret
no authorization exists‘to sﬁspend pouch regulations against
shipment ¢6£ ;rms“ and indicated that their replf had beén coor;
dinated with State. (HQS to Station cable, 3/17/61) The
Station Chief then asked Héédquarteré to seek the necessary

authorization and noted that at his last two posts, he had

received pistols via the pouch for "worthy purposes” and,
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therefore, he knew it could be done. (Station to Hgs cable,
3/21/61) Two days later, Headquarters cabled that the pistols
and ammunition were being pouched. However, the Station

Chief was instructed EQE'fO advise Dearborn. (Hgs. to Station

cable, 3/24/61)%*

b. Reason for the CIA Instruction
Not to Tell Dearborn

QOwen testified that he believed the "don't tell bear-
born the pistol is being pouched" language simply meant that
the sending of firearms through the «liplomatic pouch was not
something to be unnecessarily discussed. (Owen, pp. 78,79)
Dearborn said he never doubted the pouch was used, since he knew
Owen had no other means of receiving weapons. {Dearborn,
7/29, p. 33)

c. Were the Pistols Related to Assassination?

beaﬁborn testified that he had asked for a single pistol
for purposes completeiy unrelated to any assassination con-
sideration. (bearborn, 7/29, pp. 29-31) He said he had been
approached by a Dominican contact-who lived in a remote arear
and was concerned for the safety of his family in the event

of political reprisals. Dearborn testified that he had believed

¥ The Inspector General's Report, issued in Connection with
a review~-of these events, concludes that:

"There is no indication in the EMDEED operational files
that the pistols were actually pouched. The request

for pistols appears to have been overtaken by a sub-
sequent request for submachine guns.” (I.G. Report, p« 60)

This conclusion is difficult to understand in light of the March
24, 1961, Headquarters to Station cable; which provides:

"C. Pouchingyrevoiversgand;ammoﬁrééues%ed TRUJ 0462
(in 20040) on-28 March. Do not advise(name Dearborn deleted)
this material being pouched. Explanation follows."
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the man's fears were well-founded and had promised to seek a
. * )
pistol.
Although there is no direct evidence linking any of these
pistols to the assassination of Trujillo, a June 7, 1961, CIA

-

memorandum, unsigned and with no attribution as to source,

states that two of the three pistols were passed by to

Lorenzo "Wimpy" Berry, a United States citizen who was in direct
contact with the action element of the dissident group. It
should alsc be noted that the assassination was apparently con=-

-

ducted with almost complete reliance upon hand weapons. Whether

one or more of these .38 caliber Smith & Wesson pistols
eventually came into the hands of the assassins

and, if 50, whether they were used in connection with the

assassination, remain open gquestions.

F—

Both Dearborn and testified that they regarded the pistols

as weapons for self-defense purposes and they never

considered them in any way connected with the then-current
. i
assassination plans. (Dearborn 7/29, p.70; Owen, pp.38,73)

However, none of the Headquarters cables ingquired as to the
purpose for which the handguns were sought andiﬁjﬁjﬁj}cable‘
stated only that Dearborn wanted them for passage to dissidents.

(Station to HQS cable, 3/15/61) Indeed, the March 24, 1961,

*Dearborn is clear in his reccllection that he asked Lo
request only one pistol. (Dearborn, 7/22, pp.30,31)
on the other hand, testified that if his cables requested three
pistols for Dearborn then Dearborn must have asked for three
pistols. (Owen, p.72) - : -
The pistols were, however, apparently sent in one package
b (HQS to Station cables,3/27/61 and 3/24/61) and Dearborn testi-
o fied that, what he believed to be the one gun, came "wranped
up” and that he passed it. __ - (Dearborn,-7/29,p.30) i
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cable advising that the pistols were being pouched 1s the

very cable which -was sent in response to a request by the
dissidents for machine guns to be used in an assassination

effort which had been previously described ‘to Headquarters.
Aé'with the carbines discussed below, it appears that little,

if any, concern was expressed within the Agéncy over passingthese

weapons to would-be assassins.

3. Passing of the Carbines

-,

a. Reguest by and Dearborn aﬁd Approval by CIA

In a March 26, 1961 cable to CIA Headquarters,[ﬁfﬁf}asked
for perﬁission to pass to the dissidents three 30 caliber Ml
.carbines. The guns had been left behind in the Consulate by
Navy personnel after the U.S. broke formal diplomatic relations
T in August 1960. Dearborn testified that he knew of and concurred
in the proposal to supply the carbines to the dissidents. |
(Dearborn 7/29, pp. 42,43) On March 31, 1961 CIA Heédquarters

cabled approval of the request to pass the carbines. {(Hgs to

Station cable, 3/31/61)

b. Were the Carbines Related to Assassination?

The carbines were passed to the action group coﬁtact, winmpy Berty, on April 7,
1961. (Station to HQS cable, 4/8/61) Eventually, they found . |
their way into the hands of one of the assassins, Antonio |
de la Maza. ‘(Station to HQS cable, 4/26/61; I.G. Report

pp. 46, 49) Both Dearborn and [xxxxkestlfled that the

4
B tj'l S d 3!—'_., v

. carbines were atﬂpllytlmes v1ewed ‘as ‘strictly a token show
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of support, indicating U.S. support of the dissidents' efforts
to overthrow Trujillo. {Dearborn 7/29, pp. 46-48; Owen p. 39)

c. Failure to Disclose to State Department
Officials in Washington

- There is no indication that the reguest or the passage

of the cartines Qas disclosed to State Department officials in
Washington until several weeks after the passage. In fact, on
April‘S, ﬁeadquarters requested its Station to ask Dearborn

not to comment in correspondence.with State that the carbines
and ammunition were being passed to thke dissidents. This cable
was sent wnlle{izii]was in Washlngton, and- 1t indicated that
upon his return to the Dominican Republic, he would eﬁplain

the regquest. The Station replied fhat pearborn had not com-
mented on the carbines and ammunition in his correspondence

with State and he realized the necessity not to do so. {Station

to HQS cable, 4i6/61)

| Dearborn testified, however, that he believed, at the
time of his April-6 cable that someocne in éhe State De-
partment had been consulted in ‘advance and had approved the

passage of the carbines (Dearborn 7729, p. &44)

at

=y
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3. Requests For and Pouching of the Machine Guns

a. [:;;:]Requests Machine Guns for Use
‘ in Assassination

The Station Chief suggested that Headquarters“conéider
pouching an M3 machine gun gn'Feb?uary 10, 1961 (Owen, pp. 63,64;
Station to HQS cable, 3/15/61). The request was raised again
in March but no action wés taken. On March 20, 1961,[:zzz]cabled
a dissident request for_five M3 or comparable machinesguns |
specifying their wish that the arms be sent via the diplomatic
pouch or similar means.l The dissidents were sald to feel that
delivery by air drop or transfer at sea would overly-tax their
resources. (Station to HQS cabLé, 3/20/61)

The machine guns sought by the dissidents were clearly
identified, in[zzzzzz]cab1e, as being sought for use in connéc—
tion with an attempt to assassinate Trujillo. This plan was to
kill Trujillo in the apartment of his mistress and; according

to[  Jcable:

"4. To do they need five M3 or comparable machine-
guns. and 1500 rounds ammo for personal defense in
event fire fight. Will use quiet weapons for basic
job." (Id.) '

In essenée,_QIA's response was that the timing for an
assassination was wrong. [Z:Z]Was told that precipitious or
uncoordinaﬁed action could lead to the emergence of a leftist,
Casﬁro—type regime and the "mere disposal of Trujillo may create
more problems than solutions;” It was Headquarters' position

that:
".-..we should attempt to avoid precipitous action

by the internal dissidents until opposition group _

and HQS are better prepared to support /assassination/™,

effect a change in the regime, and cope with the after-

math." (HQS to Station cable, 3/24/61)

e
w

Word supplied by CIA in previously sanitized cable.
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The cable also stated that Headquarters was prepared

to deliver machine guns and ammunition to the dissidents when
they developed a capability to received them, but that security
considerations precluded use of U.S. facilities as a carrier.¥
Soon, thereafter, on April 6, 1961, while [:::]was in Washington
for consultation with Headquarters, he reported on events in
the Dominican Republic and

"especially on the insistence of the EMOTH [dissident]

leaders that they be provided with a limited number

of small arms for their own protectlon (specifi-

cally, five M3 caliber .45 SMG's). (CIA memo

for the record, 4/11/61)

b. Pouching the Machine Guns is Approved
by Bissell

Accofdingly, on Apyril 7, 1961, a Pouch Restriction Waiver
Request and Certlflcatlon was submltted seeking perm1551on to
pouch "four M3 machine guns and 240 rounds of ammunition on a
priority basis for issuance to a small action group to be used

for self protection." (Pouch Restriction Waiver Request 4/7/61)

The request, submitted on behalf of the Chief, Westekrn

Hemisphere Division, further provided:
T"B. A determination has been made that the issuance
of this equipment to the action group iz desirable

if for no other reason than to assure this important
group's continued ccooperation with and confidence in
this Agency's determination to live up to its earlier
commitments to the group. These commitments took

¥ This same cable Of March 24, 1961, 18 tne one which advised
that the revolvers and ammunition were being pouched.
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the form of advising the group in January

1961 that we would provide limited arms

and assistance to them provided they develop
the capability to receive it. Operational
circumstances have prevented this group from
developing the assets capable of receiving
the above equipment through normal clandestine
channels such as air drops or sea infiltra-
tion.”

The Waiver Request was approved by Richard Bissell, as Deéﬁty
Director {Plans), on April 10, 1951. {(Id.}
The machine guns were pouched to the Dominican Republic and
Qere received by the station on April 19, 1961.% (I.G. Report,
p. 42; Station to Headguarters cables 4/13/61).
On April 10, Walter Elder, Assistant to the Director, had issued

a memorandum which stated:

"Mr. Dulles wants no action on drops of leaflets
or arms in the Dominican Republic taken without
his approval. (Elder memorandum of 4/10/61).7"
The Elder memorandum suggests that Dulles d4id not know that an

air drop of arms was regarded as unfeasible and that pouching

had been approved.

B. Knowledge of Senior American Qfficials (pre-Bay of Pigs)

On February 14, 1961, prior to the passage of weapons,

" but a month after the generalized approval of the passage

of arms by the prior administration, a meeting of

the Special Group was held with Messrs. McNamara, Gilpétric,

Bowles, Bundy, Dulles, Bissell, and General Cabell in attendance.

¥ Permission to pass the machine, guns was never cbtained and the guns
' never passed into the hands of the dissidents. The matter is discussed

in detail beginning at page ;

P

*% Elder testified that this note, sent the weekend before the Bay of Pigs
invasion of Cuba, was intended to make sure that there were no unusual
planes shot down or any umecessary noise in the Dcmlnlcan Republic"”
prior to the Cuba 1nv351on (Elder, p. 51)
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~which the Special Group was infotmed concerning the means by

The minutes state that:

"Mr. Dulles, assisted by Mr. Bissell, then summarized
for tne benefit of the new members of the Special

Group the specific actions taken by the predecessor
group during the past year, and also a list of signi-
ficant projects which antedate the beginning of 1360

and which it is planned to continue." (Special Group Minutes
of 2/14/61) ,

In the course of the discussion, the following point, among

others, was made:

"{a) Dominican Republic -- Mr. Bundy asked that a
memorandum be prepared for higher authority on the
subject of what plans can be made for a successor
government to Trujille.® (Id.)

s

The request attributed to Bundy suggests that the Domini-
can Republic had been one of the matters on which Dulles and

Bissell briefed the new members.

What is unclear from the February 14 minutes (just as

it is unclear from the January 12 minutes) is the degree to

which the"dissideats planned to ac;éﬁplish the overthrow of
the Trujillo regime. Specifically, it is not known if
‘the new members of the Special Group were told that the
dissident group had expressed the desire to assassinate

L}

Trujillo. Nor is it known if the Special Group was
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advised that_the State Department representative in the
Dominican Republic had made the assessment that the'Dominican
government could not be overthrown without the.assassination
~of Trujillo.
Bissell testified that he had no clear recollection
of the details of the February 14 briefing and he was unable
to say whether or not the method of overthrow to be attempted
by the dissidents was discussed. (Bissell, 7/22, pp. 101, 102)
~Robert McNéméra, one of the new members of the'Special Group

in attendanée for the briefing, has ;5 recollection as to the
speqificity in which the Dominican Republic was discussed at the
February 14 meefing. He does not recall any mention by eitner’
Dulles or Bissell of dissident plans to assassinate Trujillo.

{(McNamara atffidavit).

February Hemoranda

The Secretary of State sent the President a memorandum
on February 15, 13961, in response to a request concerning pro-
gress to assure an orderly takeover "should Trujillo fall.

The memorandum advised that:

"Our representatives in the Dominican Republic

have, at considerable risk to those involved,
established contacts with numerous leaders of the
underground opposition . . . /and/' . . the CIA
_has recently been authorized to arrange for dellvery
“to them outside the Dominican Republlc of small arms
and sabotage equipment.”

This reference to recent authorization for delivery of
arms indicates that Secretary Rusk had received some briefing

- y concerning events in the Dominican Republic and the January 1961
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Speacial Group decision tolprovide arms to anti-Trujillo
elements. Assistant Secretary for Inter;American Affaifs,
Thomas Mann; Deputy Assistaht Secretary William Coerr; and
Special Assistant Frank Devine continued in their respective
positions throughout the transition period. The Committee has
been furnished no documents indicating that Secfetary Rusk or
Under Secretary Bowles were specifically advised as to the
intentions of the Dominican dissidents to kill Truijillo:; intentions
of which the Bureau of Tnter-American Affairs certainly
had knowledge, Indeed, Secretary Rugk testified that hé was not
personally so advised. (Rusk, 7/10, pp. 41,42)

On February 17, 1961, Richard Bissell sent a briefing paper
on the Dominican Republic to McGeorge Bundy, President Kennedy's
ﬁational‘Security Advisor. The paper made noté of the out-
= standing Special Group approﬁél for the provision of arms and

egquipment to Dominican aissidents‘and stated that the dissidents
- - had been informed that the U.S. was prepared to provide suéﬁ

arms and equlpment as soon as they developed the capablllty to

receive them. ; o

The briefing paper also indicated that dissident leaders

had informed CIA of "their plan of action which they felt could

be 1nnlementea if they were provided with arms. for 300 mer,

explosives, and remote control detonation devices." Various

witnesses have testified, however, that supplying arms for 300

men would, standing alone, indicate a "non-targeted“ use fof the

o o et
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arms (i.e., a paramilitary or revolutionary implementation as
opposed to a specifically targeted assassination use). (Rissell,

7/29, p.80),

Concerning the briefing paper, Bissell testified that:

"... 1t is perfectly clear that I was aware at the
time of the memorandum to Mr. Bundy that these
dissident groups were, and had for a long time,

been hoping they could accomplish the assassination
of Trujille. As a matter of fact, the reguests since
some seven or eignht months earlier was a perfectly
clear indication of that, so that fact was not new
knowledge.” (Bissell 7/22, p.102)

When asked why the memorandum did not dinclude the fact that
the dissidents intended the assassination of Trujillo, Bissell
replied:

"I cannot tell you, Mr. Chairman. I do not
remember what considerations moved me. I don't
know whether it was because this was common
knowledge and it seemed to me unnecessary to
include it, or as vou are implying, there was

Ciearer an element of concealment here. I would be very

L surprised if it were the latter, in this case.”
{Bissgell, 7/22, p.101)

In response to guestions concerning the lack of information

in the February 17, 1961 briefing paper concerning the uses to
- which thé'requesféa arms might likely be put'by the dissidents,
Bissell stated:

" . . . I would say that the Agency's failure,

if there be a failure here was [not] (sic) to'state

in writing that the plans of the dissidents

..would include assassination attempts."
{3issell, 7/22, p.99)

Bissell's briefing paper for Bundy concluded with the

assessment that a violent clash might soon occur between Tryjillo

s
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and the internal opposition,; "which will end eithexr with the
ligquidation of Trujillo andlﬁis'cohdrts or with 5 COmpléte
roll up of the internal opposition.” 1In this regard, the fear
was expressed that existing schedules for the delivery of
weapons to the internal opposition might not be sufficientlv
timely, and it was therefore recommended that consideration be
given to.caching the requested arms and other materials.
(Bissell to Bundy memo, 2/17/61)
hus, by £he ﬁiddle of February 1961, the senior

merbers of the new administration, and in Qiew,of the "for
higher -authority"” natufe of Bundy's request, presumably
President Keﬁnedy himself, were aware of the outstanding Special
Group approval for the passage of arms and other materials to
opposition elements within the Dominican Republic. There was
no modification or recision of the "inherited" Special Group
approval aﬁd.it would Seem‘fair,_therefore, to regard the
approval as having been at least_acquiesced in by the new

administration.

During March and early Apfi1"196l, operational levels
within both the CIA and the State Department 1earped-of in-
creasingly detailed plans by the dissidents to assassinate
Trujillo. There is no evidence that thié information was

passed to the White House or to any member of the Special Group,
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except Allen Dulles;* Similarly, there is no evidence thiat
the passage of the pistols or the carbines or the pouching
of the machine guns to the Dominican Republic was disclosed
to anyone outside of the CIA dgring this period.*+

vI. April 17, 1961 - May 31, 1961
(Bay of Pigs Through Trujillo Assassination)

Following the failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion, attempts
vere made.by State.and CIA representatives in the Dominican
Republic to dissuade the dissidents from a precipitous assassina«r
tion attempt; These efforts to haltfthe assassination of Trujillo
were the reéult of instructions from CIA Headguarters and were
prompted by concern over filling the power vacuum which would
result from Trujillo's. death.

The machine guns arrived in the Dominican Republic but
pérmission to pass them to the dissidents was never given and
the guns never left the Consulate.

Dearborn réturned to Washinagton for consultationland a
contingency plan for the Dominican Republic was drafted.

TwWO days beiore Trujillo's ass;551nat10n, Dearborn received
a cable -of instructions and guidance from President Kennedy.

The cable advised thaﬁ the U.S5. must not run the fisk of asscci-
ation with politibal assassination, since the U.S., as a matter

~2

of general policy, could not condone assassination. The cable

* Copies of CIA cables, including the March 20, 1961 cable

describing the plan to assassinate Trujillo in the apartment
0of his mistress were apparently sent to the office. -
of the Director of Central Intelligence. '

** plthough a copy of the CIA cable advising that the pistols
were being pouched was sent to the Director's office, Dulles
apparently did not receive copies of the cables approving

passage of the carblngs or pouchlng o£ the machlne guns.

P S
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further advised Dearborn to continue to hold open offers of
material assistance £o-the dissidents and to advise them of
U.S. support for them if they were successfui in overthrowing
the Trujillo yovernment. The cable also reconfirmed the
decision not to pass the machine guns.

A. Decision Hot to Pass the Machine Guns and Unsuccess-
ful U.5. Attempt to Stop Assassination Effort

By April 17, 1961, the Bav of Pigs invasion had
/operation was a failed/. _As a result, there developéd a general
réalization that precipitous action €hould be avoided in the
Dominican Republic until Washington was able to givé further_
consideration to the conseguences of a Trﬁjillo overthrow and
the power vacuum thch would be created. {Bissell, 6/11,
1.113}) A cable Ifrom lleadgquarters to the Station, on April 17,
1961, advised that it was most important that the machine gyuns
not be passed without additional Headguarters approval.

The machine cuns arrived in the Dominican‘nepublic on April
19, 1961, and Headguarters was so advised. “The earlier ad-
monition that the machine guns should be held in Station custedy
until further_notice was repeated in a second cablerfrpm ilead-
yuarters, sent April 20, 1961. This decision was said to have
been "bascd on judgment that filling a vacuum created by assas-
sination How bigger qﬁestion than ever view unsettled conditions
in Caribbean area." (HQs. to Station cable, 4/20/61)

The dissidents centinued to press for thé release of tie
achine guns and their requests were passed oﬁ:to Reédquarters

|
|
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in cables f{rom Dearborn and [ﬁiﬁj] {Station to HQS cables

4/25/61) On April 25, 1961, advised‘neadquarters that

Wimpy Berry had informed him that Antonio de la lMaza was
go%pg to attempt the assassination between April 29 and May 2.
[ lalso reported that this attempt wogld use the three
carbines passed from the American Consulate, together with
whatever elge was available. (Id.)

In response to the April 26 cable, Headguarters restated
that there was no approval to pass‘any adaitional arms to the
aissidents and requested[;;;;]to advgge the dissidents that the
United States was simply no£ prepared at that time to cope with
the aftermath of the assassination. (See C/S5 comments, -
Station to HUS cable, 4/27/6l) The following day, April 27,
1961,[::::]replied that, based upon further discussions with
the dissideﬁts, "We doubt statement U.S. government not now
prepared to'cope with aftermath will dissuade them from

- - attempt." (Station to HQS cable, 4/27/61)

Dearborn recalls receiving instructions that

an efforﬁ.be made to turn off the assassination attempt and

testified that efforts. to carry out ﬁhe instructions were

unsuccessful, In effect, the dissidents informed him that
‘this was their affair and it could not be turned off to suit

. -l

the convenience of the U.S5. government. ' ’

(bearborn, 7/29, p.52)
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On April 30, 1961, Dearborn advised Headquarﬁers that
the dissidents had reported to him the assassination attempt

was going to take place during the first week of May. The

action group was reported to have in its poééession three carbines,

four to six lZ2-gange shotguns and other small arms. Although

they reportedly still wanted the machine guns, Déarbcrn advised

Heédquarters that the group was going to go ahea& with what they

had, whether the U.S. wanted them to or not. (Station to HQS

cable, 4/30/6i) -
Dearborn's cable set forth the argument of the action

group that, since the U.S. had already assisted theigroup ﬁo

some extent and was therefore impliga;ed, the additional assistance

of releasing the machine guns would not change the basic re-

lationship. The cable concluded: |

'"Owing to far-reaching political implications
involved in release or non release of re-

quested items, Headquarters may wish discuss fore-
going with State Department.” (Id.)

B. Further Consideration of Passing‘Maéhine Guns

In Yeponse, a cable was drafted at CIA Headquarters authori-

zing passage of the machine guns. The cable which was sent

to Allen Dulles, with Bissell's recommendation for. its diépatch,

provided:
"Since it appears that opposition group has
committed itself to action with or without

"
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additional support, coupled with fact ref.

C items [the carbines] already made available

to them for personal defense; station authori-

zed pass ref. A items [the machine guns] to

opposition member for their additional pro-

tection on thelr proposed endeavor.” {Draft of HQS

- to Station cable, 5/2/61). :

The cable was never sent.

In his testimony before the Committee, Blssell characteri-
zed his reasoning for recommending release of the machine guns
as:

e .. haVing made already a considerable
investment in this dissident group and its
plans that we might as well make the addi-
tional investment." (Bissell, 7/22, p.127)

The following day, May 3, 1961, Ray Herbert, Deputy Chief
of the Western Hemisphere bivision of CIA, who frequently acted
as liaison with the State Department in matters concerning
covert operations in the Dominican Républic, met with Adolph
Berle, Chairman of the.State.Department‘snlnteragency Task Force
on Latin America.

A Berle memorandum of the meeting states that lierbert
informed Berle that a local yroup in_the Dominican Republic
wished to ovérthrow Trujillo and sought arms for that purpose.
The menorandum continued:

"On cross examination it develo#ed that the

real plan was to assassinate Trujillo and they
-wanted guns for that purpose. Ilerbert wanted

to know what the policy should be.

"I told him I could not care less for Trujillo

and that this was the general sentiment. Dut A
~we did not wish to have any thing to do with any =

agsassination plots anywhere, any time. Herbert

{ gaid he felt the same way." {Berle, Meno of
- Conversation, 5/3/61)
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Copies of Berle's memorandum were sent to Wyﬁberly Coerr;
the Acting Assiétant Secretary for.Inter—American Affaifs,
and to Special Assistant Frank Devine.

Both Herbert and Devine, who had been in almost'daily
contaét_with each other since. August of 1960, had been advised:
of the assassination plans of the dissident group. In.fact,
Hlerbert, alongy with Bissell; had signed off on the proposed
cable of May 2, releasiﬂg the machine guns for‘passage.

' C. Special Group Meetings of May 4 and iay 15, 1961

-

On the day following the Berle-Herbert meeting, the

Special Group met and, according to the minutes:

"The DCI referred to recent reports of a new
anti-Truiillo plot. He said we never know if
one of these is going to work or-not, and asked
what 1is the status of contingency planning should
the plot come off. Mr. Bundy said that this point
is covered in the Cuba paper which will be discussed

o : at a high level in the very near future.” (Special
. Group Minutes, 5/4/61)

Onc¢e again, the cryptic reporting of Special Group Minutes
makeés subseguent analysis as to the scope of matters discussed
speculative;A It is not known to what extent and in what detail
Allen Duiles referred to "recent reports” of a new anti-Trujillo
plot. Certainly, the most fecent'report of such-a plot was
bearborn{s April 30 cable -- disclosing an imminent assassinatiocon
attempt potentially utilizing U.S.-supplied weapons.

"On May 18, 1961, the Special Group agaiﬁ considered the

situation in the Dominican Republic and,_according to the

.‘;
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minutes:

"' Cabell [Deputy DCI] noted that the
internal dissidents were pressing for the
release to them of certain small arms now in
U.5. hands in the Dominican Repgublic. e

- inguired whether the feeling of the

Group remained that these arms should not be
passed. 'The members showed no inclinatjon to
take a contrary position at this time."”
(Emphasis supplied). (Special Group Minutes,

5/18/61)

D. Final Requests by Dissidents for Machine Guns

On'May 16, 1961, Dearborn cabled the State Departnent,

-

attention Acting Assistant Secretary Coerr, with an urgent
reguest from tﬁe dissidents for the machine guns. The cable
advised that the assassination aﬁtempt was scheduled for the
night of May 16 and that, while the chances of success were
5{) percent, prbviéion of the machine guns would reduce the
possibil;ty'of failure. The dissidents'reportedly stressed
to Dearborn that if the effort failed,duelto U.5. refusal to
supply the machine guns, the U.S. would be.held fesponsible

and would never be forgiven. Dearborn reported that he had

informed the dissidents that, baséémon his recent conversations

in Washington, he was reasconably certain thatAauthoriZation

could not be obtained for handing over machine guns. (Dearborn

to State cable, 5/16/61)

-2

A return cable from the State Department to Dearborn, sent

the same day, confirmed Dearborn's judgment. It instruckted him

* There was 1o meeting of the Special Group at wnich kne Domini-
can Republic was discussed between May 4 and May 18. The language
attributed to General Cabell as to whether the feelinyg of the
Group remained not to pass the arms, tends to suggest that the
guestion Of passing these arms must have been raised prior to

the May 18 Group ﬂgeping,%pe;haps;at_p%g;ﬁayﬁd, 1861 meeting.
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to continue to take the same line until he received contrary
instructions which clearly indicated thev had beén cleared in
advance by the State Deéartmeﬁtitself. This cable from Stnte was
approved by Under Secretary Bowles. (Department to Dearborn, 5/16/61)
i Ray Herbert_réferred tO.Dearborn's May 16 request in a
memorandum he sent to Devine on the same date and asked to be
advised as fo the Department’'s policy concerning passage of
the machine guns. Herbert noted that when,fhis request was
Last tﬁken to the Department, Berle made the decision that the
weapons not be passed. (Memo to ARA’from CIA, 5/16/61)
Devine responded to Herbert's memorandum on the same day,
advising Herbert that the Department's pplicy continued to be
»negative on the matter of passing the machine guns.*- Herbert's
attention was directed to the January 12, 1961 Special Group
e limitation concerning the passage of arms outside of the
- Dominican Republic; A copy of Devine's memorandum to Herbert
was forwarded to the Office cof the Under Secretary qf State,
to the atténtion of his personal assistant, Joseph Scott.
- (Devine o6 Herbert memo, 5/16/61)

E. Dearborn in Washington for Consultation --
Drafting of Contingency Plans

At a meeting bf the National Security Council on May 5, 1961,
the guestion of U.S. policy toward £he Dominican Republic was
considered and it was: |

"agreed that the Task Force on Cuba would
prepare promptly both emergency and long- an

range plans for anti-communist intervention
; ~in the event of crises in Haitl or the

*
By Hay 27, 196l Dearborn was advising the State Department that
the roup was no longer requesting the arms and had accepted the
fact that it must make do with what it had. (Dearborn to State
" cable, 5/27/61)
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Dominican Republic. Noted the President's -
view that the United States should not

initiate the overthrow of Trujillc before

we knew what government would succeed him,

and that any action against Trujillo should

be multilateral.” {Record of Actions bv
Wational Security Council, 5/5/61)

- © (Approved by the President, 5/16/61)

Although the prgcise dates are uncertain, Dearborn was
recalled to Washington to participate in drafting of these
contingency plans and récommendationg. Dearborn was in Washing-
ton at least from May 10 througih May 13, 1861. |

While in Washington, Dearborn met with State
Department personnel and with Richard Goodwin and Arthur
Schlesinger of the Whiﬁe House staff. Vhen testifyingrbefore

e the Committee, he was unable to recall the substance of
his discussions with Goodwin and Schlesiﬁgér, aside from his
general aésumption ﬁhat‘the current situation in the Dbminicah
Republic was diséussed. He did not recall any discussion with
- Goodwin or Schleéihger concerning arms, either those which had
béen passed to the dissidents or those which were being sought.
_(Deafborh, 7/29, pp. 58-61) Dearborn left the meeting at the
wWwhite House, however, with the firm impression that.Goodwin had been
reviewinéjcablé traffic between Washingtop an@ the Dominican
Republic.and-was very familiar with events as they then stood.

{(Dearborn, 7/29, p.62)

—_—
»
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On May 11, 1961, Dearborn prepared a two-page draft”™ -
document which set forth ways in which the U.S. éould‘overtly
aid and encourage the opposition to Trujillo. The draft noted
that means of stepping up the covert program were considered
inwsebérate' papers. (Dearborn draft document of May 11, 1961)
This Dearborn draft of #Hay 11, 1961, was apparently used as a
basis for vortions of the "Dominican Republic -- Contingency

Paper” discussed below.

Two documents entitled, “Program of Cove;t Action for the
Dominican Republic" were provided-toﬁfhe Committee staff from
State Department files. Each appears to be a draft of thg
covert activities paper describe& in Déafborn‘s May 11, 1961
memorandum. One drafﬁ recommended an expanded U.S. offer to
deliver small expiosive devices and arms. (Document indicating
it was attached to *Dominican Rgpublicimw Contingency," dated
5/12/61 and bearing Nos. 306-308). The other draft is very
similar except that it concludes that delivery of arms within
the bominican Republic to members of the underground is not
recommendéd. (Doéﬁment frém State‘bébt. files bearing No. 310).

Attached to the second dfaft was a one~page‘documént which
Frank Devine believes he wrote. It listed eight numbered
points inclﬁdimg.the following:

”“l. The USG should:ndt lendritselfAté,direct
political assassination.

“2. US  moral posture can ill afford further =

tarnishing in the eyes of the world.
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"3, We would be enccouraging the action, supplying
the weapons, effecting the delivery, and then
turning over only the final execution to
{unskilled) local triggermen.

"4, So far we have éeen no real evidence of action
capability. .Should we entrust ourselves and
our reputation to this extent in the absencé

thereof? |

"7. Can we afford a precedent which may convince
the world that our diplomatic pouches are used
tq_deliver aséassination weapons?”  (Document
from State Department files bearing No. 313)
The other points raised in document No.'313.relatea to the
likelihood that any such involvement by the U.S5. would ultimately
. be revealed.

On May 15, 1961, Acting Assistant Secretary Coerr sent to
Under Secretary Bowles a document entitled ”Covert'Actionl?re—'
grams Authorized With Respect to the-Dominican. Republic'. That
dbcument'outlined the existing Special Group approvals for covert
éssistance to Dominican.dissiéents and, whileamaking no recommen-.
dation  as to further policy, suggested that the Special Group
review tlre outstanding approvals énd cormmunicate to interested
agencies the status of such authorizétions. {State Dept. document

from Coerr to Bowles, %/15/61)

During this period a document dated May 13, 1961, was
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prepared at the request of Richard Goodwin and was thereafter
' *
circulated within the State Department. This document,
entitled "Program of Covert Action for the Dominican Republic"
reported:
"CIA has had in the direct custody of its Station
in Ciudad Trujillo, a very limited supply of
weapons and grenades. In response to the urgent
requests from the internal opposition leaders for
personal defense weapons attendant to their
proiected efforts to neutralize TRUJILLO, three
{3} 38 Cal revolvers and three (3) carbines with
accompanying ammunition have been passed by secure
means to the opposition. The recipilents have
repeatedly requested additional armed support.”
This memorandum is the first direct evidence of disclosure to
anyone on the White House staff of the fact that arms had been
passed to dissidents in the Dominican Republic,
The original ribbon copy of the memorandum has the above
e quoted material circled in pencil and the word “neutralize”
is underscored. Goedwin testified before the Committee that
he circled the above paragraph when first reading the meﬁorandum
because the information concerning passage of the arms was new.
- to him and struckhhim as significagéi (Goo&win 7/18, pp. 48,49}
Under the heading of "Possible Covert Actions Which Require
Additional Authorization,"” the memorandum to Goodwin indicated
that the CIA had a supply of four 45 caliber machine guns and
a small number of grenades currently in the direct éustody of

the Station in Ciudad Trujillo and that a secure means of passing

these weapons to the internal opposition "for their use in =

. * See Scott to Bowles memorandum of May 1%, 1961, enclosing copy
of Geoodwin memorandum.
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atéendant ﬁo their prdjected efforts to re-
move Trujillo" could be developed by the Station.i_The memo-
randum made no recommendation to approve or disapprove passage
of these weapons. (Id.)-
4. .On May 15, 1961, Bundy forwarded to Goodwin ancther
memorandum, _This one, entitled "The Current Situation in and
| Ccntingency Plans for the Dominican Republic," had been received

by Bundy from the State Department. Attached was an under-

lving document which began:

"Recent reports indicate that the internal
Dominican dissidents are becoming increasingly
determined to oust Trunillo by any means, and
their plans in this regard are well advanced.”
The May 15 memorandum stressed that it was highly desirable
for the U.5, to be identified with énd to support the elements
seeking to overthrow Trujille. The attachment
recommended that Consul General Dearborn inform the dissidents
that if they‘succeed "at their own initiative and con their own
responsibiliéy;iﬁ”forming an acceptable provisional government
‘they can be assured that any reasonable request for assistance
froﬁ the U.S. will be promptly éndrfavorably answered." (Documents
frbm State Dept. files bearing Nos. 279-286).

F. 'Drafts Leading to and Final Cable of May 29, 1961

A copy of Dearborn's cable of May 16, 1961, requesting
urgent State Department guidance, was forwarded to Richard
Goodwin. At the specific request of Goodwin,

the State Department replied to Dearborn on May 17,
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and advised him to keep in mind the President's view, as
expreésed at the May 5 National Security Council Meeting, that
the United States should not initiate the overthrow of frujillo
before knowing what government would succeed him. (Depart-
ment to Dearborn, 5/17/61)

Dearborn responded on May 21, 1961, pointing out that
for over a year State Department representatives in the

Dominican Republic had been nurturing the effort

to overthrow Trujillo and had assisted the dissidents in
nunerocus ways, all of which were known to the Department. It
ﬁas, Dearborn stated, "too late to consider whether United
T States will initiate overthrow of Trujillo." Dearborn invited
further guidance from State.
N__‘ : In response to Dearborn's request for guidance, the State
Department drafted a reply on May 24. The draft discussed a
conflict.éetween.;ﬁo objectives: o
"{l} To be so associatéd with remecoval Trujillo

regime as to derive credit among DR dissidents
and liberal elements throughout Latin America;

"{2) To disassociate US from any obvious inter-

: vention in Dominican Republic and even more so
from any political assassination wihich might
occur."”
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It was said to be the Department's considered bpiﬁion that
"former objective cannot, repeat not, sasily overrids latter.”
(State bept. to Dearborn cable, 5/24/61 - not sent)

B This State Department draft was forwarded to Under Secretary
Bowles with the cowment that Goodwin conszidered it "too negative”
and that he would try his hand on a draft "for'Bundy to present
tomorrow morning." (Memo from Achilles to Bowles, 5/24/61)

A lay 26, 1961, memorandum from Bowles to Bundy begins:
"Following up on our discussion of the Dominican
Republic at yesterday's medtinug of the Special
Group, I am forwarding you a draft telegram which
wa would like to send to Henry Dearborn, our Consul
General in Ciudad Trujille, supplementing the
guidance he will be receiving on the recently
approved contingency plans.®
Minutes .of the Special Group meeting on May 25, 1961 do not,
however, reflect any discussion of the Dominican Republic.
T If, as Bowles' memorandum suggests, a discussion concerning
the Dominican Repubiic did occur at the May 25 meeting, it is
not known what the discussion involved or what deciszions,
if any, were made. '
Richard Goqdwin personally preparved alternate drafts to
the probosed State Department cable to Dearborn. = Goodwin testi-
fied that it was his intent in revising the cable to communicate
to Dearborn, President Kennedy's personal belief that the United
States:
", . . didn't want to do anything that  would
involve us further, the United States further,

in any effort to assassinate Trujille."
(Goodwin, 7/10, p.32)
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At the same time, Goodwin's draft raised thé issue Qé
further covert action and transfer of arms to the dissidents
and advised Dearborn to hold out the arms as being available
to _the dissidents pending their ability to receive them.

It was the twofold intent of the cable és revised by
Goodwin, {1} to express the desire to remain in the gqod graces
of the dissidents who, it was believed, would constitute the
new government following Trujillo's assassination, and (2)
te avoid any action which might fuft@er involve the United
States in the anticipated assassination. This dual p&rﬁose
is clearly.évident in the cable which advised:

Hi

. - . we must not vun risk of U.S. association
with political assassination, since U.S. as matter
of general policy cannot condone assassination.
This last principal is overriding and must prevail
in doubtful situation." (Emphasis added)

* % % *k * *x *

“Continue to inform dissident elements of U.S.
support for their position."

According'to Goodwih, the underscored material was inserted in
the cable at the specific direction of President Kennedy.
(Goodwin,?/lo, pPP- 22, 23).

With-feépect to the four machine guns whiéh were in the
Consulate and which had been repeatedly requested by. the
dissidengé, the cable advised Dearborn that the U.S. was unable
to transfer these arms to the dissidents. Dearborn was
instructed to:

"Pell them that this is because of our suspicion
that method of transfer may be unsafe. In actual
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fact, we feel that the transfer of arms would
serve very little purpose and expose the United
States to great danger of association with
assassination attempt.”
The cable, as revised by Goodwin and approved by President
Kennedy, was sent to Dearborn on May 29, 1961. (State Dept.

to Dearboern cable, 5/29/61) Co _ s

VIE, May 30, 1961 and Immediately Thereafter:

A. Trujillo Assassinated

Late in the evening of May 30, 1961, Trujillo was ambushed
and assassinated near San Cristobal, pominican Republic. The
assassination closely paralleled the plan disclosed by the
action group to American representatives in the Dominican Republic
and passed on to officials in Waéhington at both the CIA and
the State Departﬁent. (Dearborn cable to State, 5/30/61) The

. assassination was conducted by members of the acticn group, to

whom the American carbines had been passed, and such sketchy

ihformation as is available indicates that one or morelof the

carbiges were in the possession of the assassination group when

Trujillo was killed. (I. G. Report, pp. 60~61}. This evidence indicate
however, that the actual assassination was accomblished by

handguns and shoteuns. (I.G. Report, p.6l)

"B.  GCables to Washington

After receiving the May 29 cable from Washington, both Consul

General Dearborn and Station Chief sent replies. According

an

to Dearborn's testimony, he did not regard the May 29 cable
A as a change in U.S. policy concerning support. for assassinations.

(Dearborn 7/29/75; p. 74).
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He interpreted the May 29 cable as saying:

Y,..we don't care if the Dominicans assassinate

‘Trujillo, that is all right. But we don't want
anything to pin this on us, because we aren't
doing it, it 1s the Dominicans who are doing
it." (Dearborn, 7/29, p. 104)
Dearborn testified that this accorded with what he said had
always been his personal belief; thas thé U.S.'shouid not be
involved in an assassination and that if an assassination
occurred it would be strictly a Dominican affair. (Dearborn
7/29, pp. 100, 101)

In contrast the CIA“Station-Chief,[iiiiiipid regard the
cable as manifesting a2 change in U.S. policy, particularly on
the questionof suppl&ing arms. [zzzzz]p. 120) He believed the
May 29 cable was the final word in U.S. policy on this matter
~and consequently felt that the government had retreated from

its prior-position; of offering material support to the dissi-

dents, and had adopted a new position of withholding such sunnort.

responsive cable to Headguarters stated:

"HQRS aware extent to which U.S. government already
associated with assassination. If we are to at least
cover up tracks, CIA personnel directly involved in
assassination preparation must be withdrawn."
(Station to HQRS cable, 5/30/61)

-
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Immediately Eolibéing the assassinatién, all CIA
personnel in the Dominican Republic were removed from the
country and within a few days Consui General Dearﬁorn waé
back in Washington. The State Department cabled the CIA station
in the Dominican Republic to destroy all records concerning
contacts with dissidents and any related matters, except not to
destroy the contingency plans or the May 29, 1961 cable to Deax-
born. (HQS to Station cable, 5/31/61.

C. Immediate Post-Assassination Period

The U.S. Consulate in the Dominican Republic was quick
to dispatch its early reports that Trujillo had been assassinated,
and the U.S. communications network transmitted the report to
" President Kennedy in Paris. The President's Press Secretary,
Pierre Salinger, made the first public announcement of the
assassination, preceeding by several hours release of the news
o in the Dominican Republic. Secretary of State Rusk testified
| that when he léarned of Salinger's announcement he was most con-
cerned. Rusk said that Trujillo's son Ramfis was also in Paris
and he was afraid tﬁat Ramfis, upon first learning of his
- father's death from the press secretary to the President of the
U.S., might try to retaliate against President Kennedy. (Rusk,

32, 33.)
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%% SCHNEIDER REPORT

W
ok

. Summary -
ﬁgfﬁf':on September 4, 1970, Dr. Salvador Allende Gossens won a plurality

*

in Chile's Presidential election. Since no candidate had received a

- gy
W

majority of the popular vote, the Chilean constitution required that

a joint session of jts Congress decide between. the first and second place
finishers. This constitutional requirement had, in the past, been pro-

forma. The Congress had always selected the candidate who received

highest popular vote. The date set for the Congressional joint session

was October 24, 1970.
On September 15, 1970, President Richard Nixon informed CIA Director

Richard Helms that an Allende regime in Chile would not be acceptable to

the United States. The CIA was instructed by President Nixon to play a

direct role in organizing a military coup d'etat in Chile to prevent

Allende's accession to the presidency. The Agency was to'take this action
without coordination with the Departments of State or Defense and without é
informing the U.S. Ambassador in Chile. While coup éossibilities in
g general aﬁd other means of seeking to prevent Aliende's‘accessicn to
power were explored by the 40'Committee throughout this period, the 40
Committee was neﬁer informed of this direct CIA role. Nor did it-éver -

approve that role. The only institution to which the Agency was to re-

port, both for informational and approval purposes, was the White House.

*Dr. Allende, a long-time Senator and founder of the Socialist Party in
Chile, was a candidate of Popular Unity Coalition. The Coalition was made
up of Communists, Socialists, Social Democrats, Radicals, and dissident
Christian DNemocrats. Allende was a self-proclaimed Marxist and was making
" his fourth try for the presidency. His opponents were Radomire Tomic Romero,
candidate of the ruling Christian Democratic Party, and Jorge Alessandri
Rodriquez, candidate of the right-wing National Party. Dr. Allende won
36.3% of the popular vote; Alessandri was second with 35. 34 of the vote. == - P
" Dr. Allende's margin of victory was 39,000 votes out of a ‘total of 3 mil- ¥
lion votes cast in the election. The incumbent Pre51dent, Eduardo Frei
Montalvo, a Christian Democrat, was ineligible for re-election. Chilean
i ) law prohibits Presidents from succeeding themselves. '
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ﬁ%gg\.;ﬂlh practice, this meant that the CIA waé to keep the President's Assig—

i R tant for National Security Affairs, Henry Kissinger, informed of its ‘

activities. L.
Between (October 5 and October 206, 1970, the CIA made 21 contacts

with key military and Carabinero (police) officials in Chile. Those

-

Chileans who were inclined to stage a coup were giveﬁ assurances of
strong support at the highest levels of the U.S. Government, both be- ‘ Rt
fore and after a coup.

One of the major obstacles faced by all the military conspirators
in Chile was the strong opposition to a coup by the Commander-in-Chief

L

of the Army, General Rene Schneider, who insisted the constitukional

e
process. be followed. As a result of his strong constitutional stand, ?‘
the removal of General Schneider Became a necesséry ingredient in the f-"
coup plans of all the Chilean conspira:ofsf Unable to have General
' Schneider retifed or reassigned, the conspirators decided to kidnap ;
N him. An unsuccessfﬁl abduction attempt was made on October 19, 1970, f
) by a group of Chilean military officers whom the CIA was actively sup- i___
- . porting. A second kidnap attempt was made the followipg day, again un- %_
successfully. In the early morﬁing houfs of Cctober 22, 1970, machine ?
) guns and aﬁhunition ;;te passed by the Cik“io the gfqup that had failed i
on October 19) That same day General Schneider was morﬁally ‘
wounded in an attem?ted kidnaﬁ on his way to work, The attempted :
kidnap and the shooting was apparently conducted by conspira- }
wa L
tors other than those to wﬁom the CIA had providad Wﬁgponsvgag%iega . r
in the-day. :1.‘ff\‘i : o _' ?! Esf:
. : &
........... “ e ' . o
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?{ A Chilean mllntary court found that high-ranking military officers,
both active and retired, conspired to bring about a military coup and
to kidnap General Schneider. Several of the officers whom the CIA had

contacted and encouraged in tﬁeir coup conspiracy were convicted of con-
spiring to kidnap Qeneral Schneider. Those convicted of carrying out

the actual kidnap attempt and the killing of General Schneider were assoc-
jates of retired General Roberto Viaux, who had initially been thought by
the CIA to bé the best hope. However, later the CIA discouraged General E#:
Viaux because the Agengy felt other officers, such as General Camilo

Valenzuela, were not sufficiently involved. General Viaux was convicted by the

military court and received a twenty-year pfison_sentence for being

the "intellectal author" of the Schneider kidnap attempt. General

Valenzuela was sentenced by the military court to three years in exile Pmisman
for taking part in the conspiracy to prevent Allende's assumption of
; office. The military court found that the two Generals had been in i

contact throughout the coup plotting.

The principal facts leading up to the death of General Schneider (all -
Vof which are discussed in more detail below) areé as follows:

1. By the end qf September 1970, it appeared that the only feasible
way for the‘CIA to implement the Presidential order to pfevent Allende from

coming to power was to foment a coup d'etat.

2. All of the known coup plots developed within the Chilean mili-
tary entailéd the removal of General Schneider by one means or another.

3. United States officials continued to encourage and suppert Chilean
Pl . .ﬂ-df{
plans feor a coup after it became known that théffirst step would be to j:
_ ¥ - . L M prm—
kidnap General Schneider.

AR R S ST
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4. Two unsuccessful kidnap attempts were madé,lone on October 19,
the other on October 20. Following these attempts, and with knowledge
of their failure, the CIA passed three submachine guns and ammunition -
to Chilean officers who still planned to kidnap Gemeral Schneider. !
5. In a third kidnap attempt on October 22; apparently conducted
* by Chileans other than those to whom weapons had been supplied, General
Schneider was shot and subsequently died. The guns used in the abor-
tive kidnapping of General Schneider were, in all probability, not those ké
supplied by the CIA to the conspirators. The Chilean military court —_
which investigated the Schneider killing determined that Schneider had

been murdered by handguns, although one machine gun was at the scene of

the killing.* ?ﬂ
6. While there is no question that the CLA received a direct . '
‘ ) - ——
instruction from the President on September l5th to attempt te foment ‘
. a coup, the Committee received sharply conflicting testimony about
i
whether the White House was kept informed of, and authorized, the
' coup efforts in Chile after October 15. On one side of the conflict ?
is the testimony of Henry Kissinger and Gemeral Alexander Haig; on the
other, that of CIA officials. Kissinger testified that the White House
stood down (IA efforts to promote a military coup d'etat in Chile on
October 15, 1970. After that date, Kigsinger testified--and Haig. agreed--
that the White House neither knew of, nor specificélly approved, CIA i
. -+
coup activities in Chile. CIA officials, on the other hand, have testi- ]
: : ' 4
fied that their activities in Chile after October 1% were known to and P
i ' R;._.. N
[
* . - P

The Committee has not been able -to determine whether or nct - =
the machine gun at the scene of the Schneider killing was vne of the

i three supplied by the CIA.
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*
thus authorized by the White House.
This conflict in testimony, which the Committee has been unable

to resolve through its hearings or the documentary record, leaves un-

answered the mcst serious question of whether the CIA was acting

pursuant to higher authority (the CIA's view) or was pursuing coup
activities in Chile without sufficient communication (the Kissinger/

Haig view).

r... ".
——
i

* .

The basic issue is whether or not the CIA.informed.the White House of #

its activities. 1In context, informing was tantamount to being authorized.
No one who testified believed that the CIA was required to seek step~by-
step authorization for its activities; rather the burden was on.the White
House to-object if a line of activity being pursued by the CIA seemed .
unwise, Both Kissinger and Halg agreed that if the CIA had proposed a persua- ;
sive plan to them, it almost certainly would have been approved., The CIA i
did not believe it needed specific White House authorization to transfer wea-
pons to the’Chileans; in fact, CIA Deputy Director {(Plans) Thomas y
Karamessines testified that he did not formally approve the transfer, ;
but rather that in the context of the project it was clear that the i
Agency had the authority to transfer weapons and that it was clear to a
Karamessines' subordinates that he would approve their decision to do o
so. He believed he probably was informed before the weapons actually = e

were sent. :

L R A TS
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A. September 15 White House Meeting

On September 15, 1970, President Nixon met with his Assistant for

>

National Security Affairs, Henry Kissinger, CIA Director Richard Helmsf ' -
and Attorney General John Mitchell at the White House. The topic was

Chile. Handwritten notes taken by Director Helms at that meeting re-

flect both its tenor and the President's instructions:

1 in 10 chance perhaps, but save Chile! 7
worth spending a
not concerned risks involved

no involvement of Embassy

510,000,000 available, more if necessary
full-time job--best men we have )

game plan -

make the economy scream

48 hours for plan of action

1

In his testimony before the Select Committee, Director Helms recalled
coming away from the meeting on September 15 with:

. (the) impression...that the President came down
very hard that he wanted something done, and he
didn't much care how and that he was prepared to
"make money available....This was a pretty all- .
inclusive order....If I ever carried a marshall's ' ‘ ri
baton in my knapsack out of the Oval Office, it. - : o
was that day.* (Helms testimony, July 15, pp. 6,10,11)

*
Director Helms also testified that the September 15th meeting with

President Nixon may have been triggered by.the presence of Augustin
Edwards, the publisher of the Santiage daily El Mercurio, in Washing-
~ton. That morning, at the request of Donald Kendall, President of
Pepsi Cola, Henry Kissinger and John Mitchell had met for breakfast
with Kendall and Edwards. (Mitchell calendar} The topic of conversa-
tion was the political situation in Chile and the plight of El Mercurio '
and other anti-Allende forces. - ‘According to Mr. Helms: '

“F recall that prior to this meeting (with the President)
the editor of El Mercurio had come_to Washington. and .. . ,--voeen t
I had been asked to go and talk - to him at one of the ', ;}
hotels here, this.having been arranged through Don C
Kendall, the head of the Pepsi Cola Company....Il have
this impression that the President called this meeting -
where T have my handwritten notes because of Edwards'
presence in Washington and what he heard from Kendall

b

-

A

i about what Edwards was saying about conditions in
Chlle and what was happening there. ‘ \
(Helms testimony, July 15, pp. 4-5)

.:‘. ™~ ,;;:\—
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How%yeﬁgjnéné'of?thé CIA officers believed that assassination was within

-.f"k?ithe gﬁidelines Helms had been given.

AN R
LR :
R Senator Hart of Colorado. ...did the kind of carte
blanche mandate you carried, the marshall’s baton
that you carried out in a knapsack, to stop Allende
from assuming office, include physical elimination?

T
3

Mr. Helms. Well, not in my mind, because when I be-
came Director, T had already made up my mind that we
weren't going to have any of that business when I was
Director, and I had made that clear to my fellows, and
I think they will tell vou this.

The following day, September 16, Director Helms called a meeting

S

at the CIA to discuss the (Chilean situation. At this meeting, he re-

,,_
S
:

lated to his colleagues his understanding of the President’'s instruc-—
tions:

2. The Director told the group that President
Nixon had decided that an Allende regime in Chile
was unacceptable to the United States. The Presi- F?
dent asked the Agency to prevent Allende from com- ;
ing to power or to unseat him. The President ‘ '
authorized $10,000,000 for this purpose, if needed. ' ot
Further, the Agency is to carry out this mission

without coordination with the Departments of State

cr Defense. '

(Memorandum/Genesis of the Project, 16 Sept. 1970) :

Fa Henry Kissinger's recollection of the September 15 meeting with
President Nixon is in accord with that of Richard Helms.* Although
Dr. Kissinger did not recall the President's instructions to be as

precise as those related by Director Helms, he did testify that: ;

- ...the primary thrust of the September 15th meeting
was to urge Helms to do whatever he could to prevent
Allende from .being seated. (Kissinger testimony, p. 13)

k%

*

The documents, and the officials from whom the Committee has heard
testimony, -are in substantial agreement about what President Nixon
authorized on September 15, namely CIA involvement in promoting a
military coup d'etat in Chile. There is not,:however, agreement .
about what was communicated between the CIA and the White House--—
and hence what was authoriZed by the latter-—in the week between -
October 15 and the death of General Schneider, October 22. This
matter will be discussed in Part V of this report on the Schneider
o ‘killing.

[ el
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"It is clear that President Nixon wanted him (Helms)

g to encourage the Chilean military to cooperate or

to take the initiative in preventing Allende from
taking office. (Kissinger testimony, p. 12)

-
: : , [
Operationally, the CIA set the President's instructions intc motion b
on September 21. On that day two cables were sent from CIA Headquarters
to Santiago informing the CIA Chief of Station (COS) of hig new directive:
3. Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende as- )
sumption of power. Parliamentary legerdemain has b
been discarded. Military solution is objective. ;f
(Hgs. -to Stn. 236, 21 September 1970} ' ——
Rk
B. (Track Two)--This is authority granted to CIA
only, to work toward a military sclution to problem.
As part of authority we were explecitly told that
40 Committee, State, Ambassador and Embassy were e
not to be told of this.Track Two nor involved in any ‘ by
matter. (Hgs. to Stn. 240, 21 September 1970) Lot
B. Background: Tracks I and II
United States Government concern over an Allende regime in Chile
did not begin with President Nixon's September 15 instruction to the
: * _
CIA. For more than a year, Chile had been on the 40 Committee's agenda. g%;
At an April 15, 1969, meeting of the 303 Committee (the predecessor of e
the 40 Committee) the question arose as to whether anything should be ¢
done with regard to the September 1970 Presidential election in Chile. :
At that time Director Helms pointed out that "an election operation will =
i
%
¥
* 2 T ‘

Covert U.S. Government involvement in large-scale political action %m
programs in Chile began with the 1964 Presidential electiom. As in -
1970, this was in response to the perceived  threat of Salvadore E};
Allende. Over 53 million was spent by the CIA in the 1964 effort. e

_ i
(Colby testimony, July 14, 1973, n, 5) " e
s i _ A o

R
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hot béaéffééﬁiﬁefunless an early enough . start is made. On March 25,

1270, Ehe 40 Committee approved a joint Embassy/CIA proposal recom-

" mending that ''s oiling” operations--propaganda and other activities—-
g that "sp P pag

be undertaken by the CIA in an effort to prevent an election victory

by Allende's Popular Unity (UP) Cecalition. A total of $135,000 was
authorized by the 40 Committee for this anti-Allende activity. On f

June 18, 1970, the U.S5. Ambassador to Chile, Edward Korry, submitted a f

two-phase proposal to the Department of State and the CIA for review.
The first. phase involved an increase in support to the anti-Allende . 2 l
campaign. The second was a contingency plan to make "a $500,000 effort

in Congress to persuade certain shifts in voting on 24 October 1970,

Phase 1II was, stated simply, a proposal to bribe Chilean Congressmen to

vote against Allende éhould he win a plqrality in the September 4 elec-

“tion. On June 27, 1970,:the 40 Committee incregged_funding for the
o - anti-Allende "spoiling" operation to $39b,000.. A decision on Ambéséador
Korry's bribe proposal was deferred pendiqg.the results‘of the.Septémﬁer éi : !

election. s _ ‘ i

The 40 Committee met twiﬁe between the time Allende repeiﬁed a plural-
ity of the popular vote on Sepgembér 4 and President Nixon issued hfs‘
instguction,to Direéﬁor‘Helms on SeptemberuiS?ﬁ?At both';hese meetimgs the;' _ g
qdestiﬁn of U.$. involvement in a militdry toup,against Allénde waszraised:
Kissinger sgressed thé-importaﬁcerof these meetings whenvhé'testified.be—

fore the Select Committee: A : ' . : ' .

*This and other references to 40 Committee discussions- and actions'regard— .
ing Chile are contained in a memorandum provided to the Committee by the '
CIA entitled "Policy Decisions Related .to Our. Covert Action Tavolvement

in the September 1970 Chilean Presidential Election," dated Octobér 9, 1970.

On August 25, 1975, we subpoenaed all White House/National Security Council
documents and records relating to the effort by the United States Govertt-

‘ment to prevent Salvadore Allende from assuming office. On September 4, the
Commlttee recelved 46 documents from the Whlte House relating to Chlle cover-—
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**Following the September 4 election, the ClA's Directorate.of Intelli-
gence circulated an intelligence community assessment of the impact of
an Allende government on U.5. national interests. That assessment,
dated September 7, 1970 stated:

.Regarding threats to U.5. interests, we conclude that:

1. The U.8. has no vital national interests within Chile.
There would, however, be tangible economic -losses.

2. The world mllltary balance of power would not be 31g-
nificantly altered by an Allende government.

3. An Allende victory would, however, create consider-—
able political and psychological costs: '

a. Hemispheric cohesion would be threatened by
the challenge that an Allende government .
‘would pose to the QAS, and by the reactions
that it would create in other countries.

We do not see, however, any llkely threat
to the peace of the region.

b. An Allende victory would represent- a defin-
ite psychological set-back to the U.5. and _
a definite psychological advance for the . , e :
Marxist idea. (Intelligence Memorandum/ ' ;

e -~ "YSituation Follow1ng the Chilean Presidential’ - é: o omes
T Election,”" CIA's Directorate of Intelllgence Do : 5
' 7 September 1970) . . P A
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I rhlnk ‘the meet1ng of September 15th has to be
seen in the context of two previous meetings of

- o the 40 Committee on September 8th and September

;L s S 14th in which the 40 Committee was asked to look T
! at the pros and cens and the problems and pros- . i::
pects of a Chilean military coup to be organized . ' g
with Unlted States assistance. R
{Kissinger testimony, p. 5)
According to the summary of the 40 Committee meeting on September
8, the following was discussed:
...all concerned realized that previous plans for ' : '%&‘
a Phase II would have to be drastically redrawn.... R ' e
The DCI made the point, however, that congressional : e

action against Allende was not likely to succeed
and that once Allende was in office the Chilean ' <
opposition to him would disintegrate and collapse ‘
rapidly. While not adveocating a specific course

of action, the Director further observed that a

military golpe against Allende would have very

little chance of success unless undertaken soon. ‘ 5
Both the Chairman and thé Attorney General supported : . <
this view....At the close of the...meeting the
Chairman directed the Embassy to prepare a 'cold-
blooded assessment of:

L 1) the pros and cons and problems and ﬁros~ i S

: pects involved should a Chilean military _ ' ,
. coup be organized now with U.S. assistance, 5 :
e and : )

L g
'

2) the pros and cons and problems and-pros—
pects involved in organizing an effective . R
- future Chilean opposition to Allende. _ : o N

(CIA Memorandum/Policy Décision Related to Our
_ Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970
- ‘ ' * Chilean Presidential- Elcctlon, 9 October 1970)

. P;
Y“cold-blooded aésessment” on Septembér 12. He stated that ”We l;he _ ?;L

d ‘ ¢ J B

-hmbassz/ belleve it now clear that Chilean mllltary will not, repeat ;{:
: .

B
|
!

Ambassador Korry fesponded,to-the 40 Committée's request for a

not, move to prevent Allende's accession, barring unlikely situation

—. . of national chaos and widespread violence." The Ambassador went on to

say that "Qur own military people l;igf-unanimous in rejecting possi- -

¢

it mf)

ﬁ
.‘-l
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bility of meaningful military intervention in political situation.”

He concluded by stating: "What we are saying in this 'cold-blocded
assessment’ is that opportunities for further significant USG action

with the Chiléan military are nonexistent.”

L

(Memorandum/Ambassador's

i

Response to Request for_Analysis of Military Option in Present Chileaﬁ

Situation, 12 September 1970)

The. CIA's response was ih the same vein., Viron Vaky, Kissinger's

-assistant. for Latin American affairs. on the NSC staff, summarized the-

CIA's "cold-blooded assessment' in a memo to his boss: 'Military ac-

tion is impossible; the military is incapable and unwilling to seize
power. We have no capability to motivate or instigate a coup.”" (Memo-
"randum for Dr. Kissingeb/Chile——&O Committee Meeting, Monday--~September 14,

September 14, Viron P. Vaky)

On September 14, the 40 Committee met to:discuss these reports and o {

what action was to be taken: o : _ !
T Particular attention was devoted to a CIA prepared ;
S review of political and military optioms inm the ) ;
Chilean electoral situaticn based on the Embassy’ . ;
and Station's "cold-blooded assessment.' The Com- o P
mittee focused on the so-called "Rube Goldberg" L S hoswe
" gambit which would see Alessandri elected by the ' A ‘
Congress on October 24th, resigning thereafter to . .
. leave Frei constitutionally free-te run in a second o ' -

election for the presidency. ) ; P e

mt
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.Ambassador Korry was asked to go directly to President
~Frei to see if he would be willing to commit himself to

Loy “this line of actlon A contingency of $250,000 was

approved for 'covert support of projects which Frel or
his trusted team deem important.'" Tt was further agreed
that a propaganda campaign be undertaken by the Agency
to focus on the damage of an Allende takeover. ...

(CIA Memorandum/Policy Decision Related to Our
Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970
- Chilean Presidential Election, -9 October 1970)
Following the September 14 Forty Committee meeting and President

Nixon's Septembér 15 inétruction to the CIA, U.S. Government efforts
to prevent Allende from assuming office proceeded on two tracksf Track
I comprised all covert activities approved‘by the 40 Committee, in-
cluding the $250,000 c0n£ingency fund to bribe Chilean congressmen as
well as propaganda and economic activities. These activities were

designed to induce the opponents to Allende in Chile to prevent his

assumption of power, either through political or military means. Track

*The terms Track I and Track II were known only to CIA and White House
officlals who were knowledgeable about the President's September 15 order
to the CIA. The Committee sent letters to various senior cfficials in-
quiring if they were, in fact, not knowledgeable of the Track II activities.
Those letters were sent to Secretary of State William Rogers, Secretary of
Defense Melvin Laird, Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard, Under-
gsecretary of State for Political Affairs U. Alexis Johnson, Chairman of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Thomas Moorer, NSC Staff Member for

Latin America Vironm P. Vaky, Director of the State Department's Bureau:

of Intelligence and Research Ray S. Cliné, 7and the Deputy Chief of Mission
in Santiago Harry W. Shlaudeman. Thus far the Cormittee has received
written responses from Messrs. Moorer, Johnson, Vaky, Shlaudeman and Cline.
All except Cline have indicated that they had no knowledge of the Track II
activity at the time; Cline indicated he heard of the activities in a
general way, from his subordinatre who handled 40 Committee work and from
former associates at the CIA. In oral communications with Committee
staff membeys, Secretaries Rogers and Laird have 1nd1cate& they were unaware

-0f Track II. _ . -




encouraging the Chilean military to move against Allende. In his testimony

..‘:
L

[
.
i

before the Committee, Kissinger stressed the links between Tracks

. : I and 1IT1:
... There was work by all of the agencies Lo try to
prevent Allende from being seated, and there was
work by all of the agencies on the so-called Track
T to encourage the military to move against Allende
...the difference between the September 15th meet-
ing and what was being done in general within the
government was that President Nixon was encouraging
& more direct role for the CIA in actually organiz-
ing such a coup. (Kissinger testimony, p. 13)

Tracks I and II did, in fact, move togefher in the month after
September 15. The authorizatien to Ambassador Kerry, who was éormally
excluded from Track IT, to encourage a military coup became broader and Pom—.
broader, In the 40 Committee méeting on September !4, he and other
"appropriate members of the Embassy Mission" were authorized to inten-

R sify their contacts with Chilean military offigers to assess their
willingness to support the "Frei gamﬁit"—-a voluntary turn-over of
power to the military by Frei; wﬁo‘would then have been eligible té
run for President in new =lections. (Memor%ndum/?olicy Decisions Related
- to Our Covert Action Involvement in the Séptember 1970 Chilean Presiden—
tial Election, 9 October 1970}
In a situation report to Dr. Kissinger and Assistant Secretary
Charles Meyer on September 21, Ambassador Korry indicated .that iﬁ order:

to make the Frei gambit work, "if necessary, General Schneider would

)
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. 7+ have te be neutralized, by displacement if necessary."*

{Korry to
Meyer and Kissinger/SituatioQ Report, 21 September 1970) In testifying,
Kissinger felt the Korry réport indicated ''the degree to which Track

I and Track IT were merging, that is to say, that individuals on Track

I were working on exactly the same problem as the CIA‘was working on
Tré;k Ir." (Kiséinggr testimony, p. 21)

Ambassador Korry's activites in Chile between September 4 and

October 24 support Kissinger's view that the line separating Track I
and Track iI.often became blurred. For example, the Ambassador was
authorized to make his contacts in the Chilean military aware that if
Allende were seated, the military could exp®ct no further military
'assistance {MAP} from the United States. Later, in response to his own -
recommendation, Kofry was authorized to inform theVChilean military that
.all MAP and military sales were being held in abeyance pending the outcome
of the Congressioﬁal election on October Z&f On Octoher 7, Ambassador

e Korry received the following cable from Kissinger and Under Secretary

*In this same situation report, Ambassador Xorry related a message that N
he had sent to President Freil through his Defense Minister indicating

the economic pressures that would be brought to bear on Chile should

Allende assume office.

. Frei should know that not a nut-or bolt will be

allowed to reach Chile under Allende. Once

Allende comes to power we shall do all within

our power to condemn Chile and the Chileans to 7
utmost deprivation and. poverty, a policy designed ‘
for a long time to come to accelerate the hard
features of a Communist society in Chile. Hence, !
for Frei to believe that there will be much of ;
“an alternative to utter misery, such as seeing
Chile muddle through, would be Strictly illusory. ] B

%

The use of economic instruments as levers on Frei and. the Chilesan
military was a persistent subject of White House/CIA discussions ]
and of instructions to the field. Helms' notes' from the September - —
15 meeting with the President and Kissinger included the notation :
i "make the economy scream.” Economic leverage was the primary
Ao topic of a September 18 White louse meeting involving Kissinger,
Helms and Karamessines.
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of State U.nAlexis Johnson:

W e
-

2. ...you are now authorized to inform discreetly
e A the Chilean military through the channels available
a to you that if a successful effort is made to block 3

Allende from taking office, we would reconsider the "

cuts we have thus far been forced to make in Chilean a

MAP and otherwise increase our presently programmed

MAP for the Chilean Armed Forces.... If any steps

the military should take should result in civil dis-

- order, we would also be prepared promptly to deliver

support and material that might be immediately re-
quired. (Hgs. to Stn. 075517, 7 October 1970)

The essential difference between Tracks I and II, as evidenced by

wG

on e,

instructions to Ambassador Korry during this period, was not that Track
11 was coup-oriented and Track I was nect. Beth had this objective in
mind. The difference between the two tracks was, simply, that the CIA's

direct contacts with the Chilean wmilitary, and its active promotion and

e

support for a coup, were to be known only to a small group of individuals pr——

in the White House and the CIA. Kissinger testified that Track LI

i matters were to be reported directly to the White House "for reasons
ﬁf security.” (Kissinger testimoqy, p- 14) Thomas Karamessiﬁes, the
CIA's Deputy Director for Plans at the time and the principal CIA
contact with the White Housé on Track II matters, testified on his
understanding of why State, Defense, the 40 Commigtee and Ambassador

" Korry were excluded Trom Track II:

That was not a decision that we made. But the

best I can do is suggest that there was concern ;_
about two things. Number one, that there might b
be serious objections lodged, for example, by B
the State Department particularly if Track 2 b
were to be laid out at a Forty Committee meeting. ;
“And the only other thing I can contribute to that ;

is that it was felt that the security of the f
activity would be better protected if knowledge . .
of it were limited. (Karamessines testimony, p. 122) EE;
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Track I is unanimous: - they all said they thought Track 1T was unlikely ¥

:pn one point the testimony of CIA officials who were involved in

to succeed. That view ran from the working levels of the Agency to the

top. They all said they felt they were being asked to do the impossible,

that the risks and potential costs of the project were too great, At

the same time, they felt they had been given an explicit Presidential

order, and they tried to execute that order. . ?'
A few excerpts from the testimeony follow:

Richard Helms, CIA Director -

...my heart sank over this meeting, because...the
possibility of bringing off somefhing like this
seemed to me at that time to be just as remote as
anything could be. In practical terms, the Army
was constitutionalist....And when you look here at
the time frame in which the man was suddenly asking : e
you to accomplish something, it seemed really almost

inconceivable....

) 7 What I came away from the meeting with
the distinct impression that we were being
asked to do almost the impossible and trying
to indicate this was going to be pretty tough.... -
(Helms testimony, July 15, 1975, pp. 6-7)

David Phillips, Chief, Chile Task Force -

«..it is my feeling that the odds are unaccept-
able, it is something that is mot going to work,

. , “and we are going to be burned if we get into it
...what are the chances of pulling off a coup
successfully, or in any way stopping Allende from
assuming the presidency?...we never even g0t to
two chances out of 20. (Phillips testimony, p. 16)

-

...l assure you that those people that T
_was in touch with at the Agemncy just about univers-
ally said, my God, why are we given this assignment?
{(Phillips testimony, p. 53}

! ’

AR

I
o
L

James Flannery, Deputy Chief, Western Hemisphere Division

3

p—
.

ot

There wag just no question that we had to make
- this effort, no matter what the odds were. And
! : I think that most people felt that the odds were
. just pretty-long. (Flannery testimony, p. 20)
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L
Furthef, CIA 6fficials believed their judgment of the endeavor's

difficulty was known to the White House. Helms commented on the Septem-

ber 15th meeting: '"So reélizing all cof these things, I(m relatively .
certain that day that I pointed out this is going to be awfully tough."
{Helms testimony, July 15, 1975, p. 16) Karamessines recalled pointing
oututo the President that "the Chilean military seemed to be disorganized
and unﬁilling to do anything. And without their wanting to do something, w o *

T

there did not seem to be much hope.' (Karamessines testimony, p. 10)
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i III)\ﬁg£§$%iidblementation of Track II

D

\.1?;' R A. Evolution of CIA Strategy

The President's instruction to the CIA on September 15 to prevent
Allende's assumption of power was)given in the context of a broad U.S. —
Government effort to achieve that end. The September 15 instruction
to the CIA involved from the beginning the promotion of a military coup

d'etat in Chile. Althdugh there was talk of a coup in Chilean military

CEa

circles, there was little indication that it would actually take place
without active U.S. encouragement and support.

There was much talk among Chilean officers about
the possibility of some kind of coup...but this
was not the kind of talk that wa& being backed by,
you know, serious organizational planning.

" {(Karamessines testimony, Aug. 6, 1963, p. 32) ' SN

1. The "Constitutional Coup' Approach

Although efforts to achieve a political soiution to the Allende
victory continued simultaneous with Track IT, the Agency premised its
activities on the assumpfibn that the Political'avénue was a dead end.
On September 21, CIA Headquarters cabled its Station in Santiago:

Purpose of‘exercise is to prevent Allende assump-
tion of power. Paramilitary legerdemain has been

discarded. Military sclution is objective.
(Hgs. 236, Sept. 21, 1970, para. 3)

The initial strategy attempted to enlist President Frei in promoting

a coup to perpetuate his presidency for six more years. The Agency

decided to promise "help in any election which was an outgrowth of a

successful military takeover." (Nov. 18, 1970 Helms memo to Kissinger)
Under this plan Frei would invite the military to take over, dissolve the

Congress, and proclaim a new election. A private U.S. citizen who had P

been a conduit for CIA funds to Frei's 1964 campaign was sent to see him - ¥
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with this message on)September 24. (Task Force Log, September 23)

* Thomas Karamessines, the Deputy Director for Plans, testified:
r.-.

So this was in a Sense not Track IT, but in a
-sense another aspect of a guiet and hopefully
non-violent military coup....This was abandoned
when the military were reluctant to push Frei
publicly...and, number two, Frel was reluctant
to leave on his own. in the absence of pressure
-~ "~ from the military....There was left as the only
chance of success a straight military coup.
(Karamessines testimony, Aug. 6, 1975, p. &)

At the same time, the Station in Santiago reported:

Strong reasons for thinking neither Frei nor

Schneider will act. For that reason any scenario

in which either has to play an active role now

appears utterly unrealistic. Overtures to lower

echelon officers (e.g., Valenzuelha} can of course

be made. This involves promoting Army split.
(Stn. to Hgs. 424, September 23, 1970)

2. Military Solution

President Frei's failure even to attempt to persuade his own party
convention on October 3-4 from reaching a compromise with Aliende ended
all hope of using him to prevent an Allende presidency. {November 18
memo, Helms to Kissinger, page 16) Thus, by the beginning of October,
it was clear that a vehicle for a military solution would have to be
found in the secoﬁd echelon of Chilean officers, and that rhe top leader-
ship of the Armed Serwvices, particularly_Géneral Rene Schnei&ers congti-—
tuted a stumbling block. (Santiago 424, September 23, 1970; Santiago 439,
September 30, 1970) The Agency's task was to cause a coup‘in a highly
unpromising situation and to overcome the fcrmidable obstacles represented
by'Frei's trnaction, Schneider's strong comstitutionalism, and the absence
of organization gnd-enthusiasm among those officers who were interested
in a coup.

P

!

=

A three-fold program was set into motion:
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”a.:‘Collect.intelligence on coup-minded officers;

. * Create a coup climate by propaganda, disinformation,

and terrorist activities intended to provoke the left to

give a pretext for a coup{*(Hqs. 611, October 7, 1970)
¢. Inform those coup-minded offilcers-that the U.S. Govern-
- ment would give them full support in a coup short of direct

U.S. military intervention. (ligs. 762, October 14, 1970)

-B. The Chile Task Force

Because of the highly sensitive nature of the operation, a special
task force was created in the CIA's Western Hemisphere Division te manage it.

The task force was placed under the daily direction of the Deputy Direc-

B

Bi

-
4
-

tor for Plans, Thomas Karamessines, and a group of the Agency's most

experienced and skilled operators were detailed to the task force.

*A cable sent from CIA Headquarters to Santiago on October 19 focused
on creating an appropriate justification for a coup. The cable stated:

1. It still appears that Ref A coup has no pretext or justification
S that it can offer to make it acceptable in Chile or Latin America. It
i therefore would seem necessary to create one to bolster what will prob-
ably be their claim to a coup to save Chile from communism...You may —
wigh include variety of themes in justification of coup to military for
- . their use. These could include but are not limited to: A) Firm intel.
that Cubans planned to reorganize all intelligence services along
Soviet/Cuban mold thus creating structure for police state....B)Economic
situation collapsings...C)By quick recognition of Cuba and Communist
countries Allende assumed U.S. would cut off material assistance to
Armed Forces thus weakening them as constitutional barriers. Would then
empty armories to Communist Peoples Militia with task to run campaign of
terror based on alleged labor and economic sabotage (Use some quotes
from Allende on this.) :
2. Station has written some excellent prop guidances. Using themes
at hand and which best known to you we are now asking you to prepare
intel report based on some well known facts and some fiction to justify

i

I

k

!

l
which could even be planted during raids planned: by Carablneros. | E;ﬁ'

m———

coup, split opposition, and gain adherents for mllltary group With R S
appropriate military contact can determine how to dlscover intel’ report

o4

3. We urge you to get this idea and some .concrete suggestions to plot=:i.k¥ %
ters as soon as you can. Coup should have a justification to-prosper. =

(Headquarters 882, 19 October 1970)
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5Daving.:?hillips, Chief of Station in Rio de Janeiro, was summoned -

back to Washington to head the operation. With the exception of the
Division Chief, William Broe, his deputy James -Flannery and the head
of the Chile Branch, no other officers in the Division were aware of the
task force's activities, not even those officers who normally had respon-
sibility for Chile. The ‘task force had a special communications channel to
Santiago and Buenos Aires to compartment cable traffic about Track II;
{November 18, 1970, Helms to.Kissinger memo, page 3) Most of the
significant operational decisiocns were made by Phillips, Broe and
Karamessines, who met on a daily basis.

It should be noted that all those involwed with the task force des-

cribed the pressure from the White House as intense. Indeed, Karamessines

has said that Kissinger "left no doubt in my mind that he was under the

heaviest of pressure to get this accomplished, and he in turn was plac-

ing us under the heaviest of pressures to get it accomplished.”™ (Kara-

messines testimony, August 6, 1975, page 7) The Deputy Chief of the
Western Hemisphere Division, James Flanﬁery, testified that pressure was

"as tough as I ever saw it in my time there, extreme.'" (Flannery testi-

"mony, July 15, 1975, page 20} Broe testified that "I have never gone

through a period as we did on the Chilean thing. I mean it was just
constant, constant,...Just coentinyal pressure....It was coming from the
White House."” (Broe testimony, August 4, 1975, page 55)

C. The Use of the Army Attache and Interagency Relations

The CIA-Station in Santiago had inadequate contacts within the

Chilean military to carry out its task. However, the U.S. Army At-

tache in Santiago, Colonel Paul Wimert, knew tﬁe;Chileénlmilitary
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: contacts among the Chilean officers. Following a proposal by the Chief

! '§'Qﬁ’ﬁ of Station, the CIA decided to enlist Colonel Wimert in collecting in-

B

telligence concerning the possibility of a coup and to use him as a
channel to let the interested Chilean military know of U. S. support
for a coup. Karamessines described this procedure for the Committee:

We also needed contact with a wider segment of the military,
the senior military which we had not maintained and did not
have, but which we felt confident that our military represen—
tative in Chile had....And we got the approval of the DIA to :
enlist the cooperation of Colonel Wimert in our effort to pro- —
cure intelligence.

{Karamessines testimony, August 6, 19753, p. 6)

To obtain Wimert's services, CIA officials prepared a suggested mes—

sage for the Director cf DIA to send to the Army Attache in Santiago

through CIA communications channels. Because the DIA Director, General

Donald V. Bennett, was in Europe on official business, the Deputy smu”
Director of Central Intelligence, Gemeral Cushman, invited DIA Deputy
Director Lt. General Jammie M. Philpott to his cffice on Septémber 28,
e 1970.* During that meeting, General Cushman ?equested the assistance of 5&
the Army Attache, and General Philpott signed a letter which authorized -
- . transmission of a message directing the Army Attaéhe: : =

...to work closely with the CAS chief, or in his absence,

his deputy, in contacting and advising-the principal mili-
tary figures who might play a decisive role in any move which
might, eventually, deny the presidency to Allende.

Do not, repeat not, advise the Ambassador or the Defense At- .
tache of this message, or give them any indication of its
portent., In the course of your routine activities, act in
accordance with the Ambassador's instructiens. Simultaneocusly,
1 wish=tand now authorize you——-to act in a concerted fashion -
with the CAS chief.

: 1 )
* General Bennett returned to‘theaUnlted States on the evenlng of OctobBer p—
10, 1970. General Philpott wasféét%?g Dfiector in Bennett's absence.

U“"W‘#.%;‘ ‘...s
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: Thls message is for your eyes only, and should not be dis-
\ cussed with any person other than those CAS officers who will

A

" be knowledgeable. CAS will identify them. (Headquarters 380
to Santiago)

For this and all subsequent messages intended for the Army Attache,
the secret CIA communications channel was used.

L’Both General Philpott and Thomas Karamessines testified that ini-
tially the. Army Attache would be used only to "obtain or procure” in-
telligence on Chilean military officers.* (Philpeott, p. 11; Karamessines,
p. 6} The September 28, 1970 message to the Army Attache, however, did
in fact trigger his deep involvement in the couprattempt.. According to
the Attache’s testimony, he received day-to-day instructions from the
Chief aof Station, and-on occasion, the C0S would show him messages
ostensibly from Generals Bennett and/or Pﬁilpott, directing him to
take certain éctions. The C€O0S also transmitted messages from the Army
Attache to these Generals. |

‘General Bennett testified that he mever had Enowledge of Track I1

and that he never received .ariy communication relating thereto, nor did

he ever authorize the transmission of any messages to the Army Attache.

- General Philpott also testified that he had no recollection of anything

connected with Track II after his initial meeting with General Cushman

on September 28, (Philpott, p. 16)

U. S. Army Colonel Robert C. Roth, who in September and October 1970

was the Chief of the Human Resources Division, Director of Collection, DIA,

2

* In this connection it should be noted that when questioned about
this letter, General Philpett testified that he recalledﬂs1gn1ng
an authorization such as that contained in the’ flrst paragraph of
Headquarters 38C but that he did not recall‘the authoriratlons and
instructions in paragraphs two“énd hree, o by :
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testifiéd that he recalled working for Generals Bennett and Philpott on
"a priority requifement to identify_Chilean persconalities who miéht be
helpful in preventing the election of Allende as President of Chilé.”
(Roth, Vol. I, p. 6} Though Roth recalls no mention of Track II as suéh;
the gq?l of this mission'is identical to that described in the message.
of Septeﬁbef 28 bearing Philpott's gignature.

Beginning on October 15, Roth kept a chronology of his gctivities5
connected with Chile., This chronology reflects that there was a megtiﬁg
“on October 21-regarding the preparation of bilographic material on Chiléaq
generals which focused on their willingness to participate in a military
coup, Generals ﬁennétt; Philpott, and a CIA represeqtative attended.

The chronology alsc shows tHat on Ogtobef 21, Roth delivered a message. to

'Mr. Broe to be sent by CIA channels.* A message was sent to Col. Wimert

that same day, ostensibily from General Bennett, which avthorized:

FYT: . Suspension temporarily imposed on MAP and FMS has
been réscinded. This action does not repeat not.imply
change in our estimate of situation. On the contrary,

it is intended to place us in a posture in which we can
formally cut off assistance if Allende elected and situa-
tion develops as we anticipate. Request up date on situa-.
tion. (Santiago 446; Ref: Headquarters 762) (Headquarters
934, 21 October 1970) : '

Roth testified that this DIA project ended . on October 23 when he
followed Philpett's instructions to deliver biographic informétion on

Chilean figures to Mr.-Broe at CIA. , Philpott also instructed him that

-

* Roth believes that General Philpott directed him to deliver this
"message ‘and also pressed him on several occdsions to seek a re-
'sponse from Broe to an earlier message to Colonel Wimert. (Roth,
Vol. II, p. ) o -
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Yany further action on the subject would heanceforth be the responsibilicy

of the CIA and that DIA would perform normal support functions.'" (Roth,

p. B)*

Both Bennett and Philpott testified that the activities deseribed’
by Roth were routine DIA activities. However, Colonel Roth testified: .

I believe my impression at the time, or my recollection, is
that T was informed that there was concern at the highest .
U.8. Governmental level over the possible election of Allende,
that DIA then had a priority responsibility of coming up with
the identities of key Chilean personalities that would be help-
ful,'and so forth, I have nothing specific as to the nature ‘of
the instructions or the channels through which they came.

f

Q. Tt was your sense at the time that you were working on a
project that if it had not been initiated by, at least had

the attention of or concern of, the highest level? , . ‘ @fﬁ

=4
4
':; (A
g

——————

+

* Roth's chronology also indicates that Philpott had asked that Broe
be queried Gn two or three .occasions regarding s report from Wimert
“and that Philpotﬁ instructed that only he (Philpott) would communi-
cate with Cushman if the need arose. (Roth, p. 11) Roth also .testi-.
— fied that Philpott advised him that communications with Wimert would
be by CIA channels. (Roth, p. 41) ‘
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Colonel Roth. That was my impression at the time.

Q. You understand from your work in the Defense Department
‘that the highest level of government usually indicated the
President of the United States?

Colonel‘Roth. 1 would assume .that.

The CIA produced copiles of several messages which identify
Cenérals Benmett and Philpott as either the sender or recipient. Among
these documents is a message relating to Track II which bears Philpétt's

purported signature. (Undated‘message..ca._la October 1970} General

Philpott admitted that the signature appears to be.his but doubted that
it was and he could not recall signing it, or having seen it. (Philpdtt,'
P 3 CIA also produced messages of October 14 (Headquarters 762)

and October 21 (Headquarters 934) conveying instructions from General

Bennett to the Army Attache. General Bennett testified he did. not
authorize these messages:

It is beyond the responsibilities which I had in the military
assistance area. It goes beyond the responsibility which I
had in terms that I would have to get the authority or the
approval of the Secretary through the Chairman for covert P .
action of this magnitude. This message would not have been o ? B
signed by me. . (Bennett testimony, p. 21) ' ' , 5 pR—
B -

e

-According to Karamessines, only the White House had the authority td E !

issue the directives contained in those messages {Karamessines testi-

| . . , f ot
) ‘mony, p. 84) . . P p—
‘The Department of Defense was unable to provide any documents bear- : ;

ing on the issue of Wimert's Track II instructions or responses. A

DOD file search under the direction of'General Daniel 0. Graham, the

-

present Director of DIA, produced no copies of communication documents

. . for thé Septeﬁber-@ctobér 1970 period. (Graham, p. 6) However, Roth

e fees e
FRLEY ISR T 4 ; P

- "‘.'”;?1 t
R . : (IR S ] .
om the files: "(Roth,,Vol: II, p. )

testified that detailed memoranda for the record whic
- 2 !‘!. b T

his activities are missing.f

h he prepared on =

1
- %, i .. PAe

i by T, A G, o o 5

i Iy o
i} AR TR P
Ly s ety

HY 50255 DocEd:32423525

%

Page 99



'% CTA officials maintain that they acted faithfully in transmitting

messages to Generals Bennett and/or Philpott and in never sending a

bt

message without proper authorization. Mr. Karamessines was particularly . gﬁ;
forceful in this regard:
...I can recall neo instance in my experience at the Central
Intelligence Agency in which a message was received for an :
‘ individual, an officer of the government anywhere, in what- :
_ ever department, which was not faithfully, directly, promptly ‘
and fully and accurately delivered to that offlcer, or to his ' : o
. b .
duly authorized representative. _ . §¥£

(Karamessines testimony, p. 79) : o ' -

We may have played tricks overseas, but it stopped at the

water's edge, and we didn't play tricks among curselves or

among our colleagues within the Agency or in other agencies.
(Karamessines testimony, p. 79)

We could not remain in business for a day...if this had been
the practice of the Apency. It would have been no time at
all before we would have been found out, a single instance
of the klnd of thing you are suggesting mlght have taken
place would haveée put us out of business.

(Karamessines testlmony, p- 80)

.

Dr. Kissinger denied he was ever informed of the Army Attache's’ _ N\
role or that he authorized any messages to be sent to the_Armj Attthe; 5 f. b
o _ ‘- Bl
§ (Kissinger testimony, p. 22) e
The investigation to date has not resolved the conflict between ‘the , ég;
statements of the senior CIA, DIA and White House officials. There are L'
. . ct, R - . : R . S g™
. four possibilities that could explain the conflicet. First, Generals —
Bennett and Philpott were cognizant of Track II and communicated their . ‘;
general instfuctions to the Army Attache. This possibiliﬁy would be ] P
- . | ; -
contrary to. their sworn testimony. Second, General Bennett was not aware i,
of Track 1T but General Philpott was and communicated general instructions to . k;ag
- ' . - i ° i

the Army Attache. This possibility is supported by Roth’srtestimony

-

but would be contrary to Philpdtt’s sworn testimony and his duty to
¥ ! 24

) " keep General Beﬁnett infofmed, Third, the CIA acted on its own, and,

.!? Vi

'after recelvzng 1n1t131 authorltyﬁfrom General Phllpott, co-opted. and ordered
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“the Army Attache without further informing any member of the Department
of Defense of the White House. This poessibility would be contrary to

the sworn testimony of David Phillips, William Broe, Thomas Karamesgsines,

and William Colby. Fourth, members of the White House staff authorized
the CIA to convey orders to the Army Attache on the basis of high or
highest government authoripy. Further, that the-White House staff
directed that the Army Attache's superiors in the Pentagon not be in-.
formed. This possibility would contradict the sworn testimony of Dr. i

Kissinger and General Alexander Haig.

D. The False Flag Base

In order to minimize the risks of making contact with the dissident

Chilean officers, the task force decided in late September to set up a

11

"False Flag Base,"” i.e., to send four staff officers to Chile posing as —

nationals of other countrles to supplement Colonel Wimert's contacts

. . e q . . * . .. ) .
0 “-with Chilean military officers. Given the limitations of the Station's

i resources and Colonel Wimert's visibility, Headquarters felt the use of

TTELT

"False Flag Officers" was necessary because "We don't want to miss a

!
chance." } } %
_ e !
(—W t (Headquarters 363, '
- September 27, 1970) ST - ;
‘.
v
*The'use of."False Flag Officers" is not, according to David Phllllps, , ;
"an unusual practice," either by the CIA oL, for ;gn 1ntelllgence R i
services. (Phillips testimony, pp. 47-48) ¢ k n !
'ii o
: H i ‘ll -

1 1
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The False Flaggers were compartmented from each other and reported
.- separately on their contécts to a "deep cover" CIA officer in Santiago
who in turn reported to the Station. According to the testimony of the
Chief of Station, they received their instructions from Washington and —
not from him. (Chief of Station:testimony (Felix), August 1, 1975, p. 27)

E. Chief of Station

Although most of the Station officers in Santiago did not know of

Track II, the Chief and Deputy Chief of 8taticon were knowledgeable and

the Chief of Station initiated contacts on his own with Chilean officers.
The CO0S has testified that he regarded Track II as unrealistic:

I had left no doubt in the minds=ef my collesagues
and superiors that I did not consider ény kind of
intervention in those constitutional processes ?
desirable....And one of -the reasons certainly for my . ;o
last recall.{te Washington) was to be read the riot

w
act==which was done in a very pleasant, but very .
intelligible manner. Specifically, I was told at
that time that the Agency was not too interested in ;
continuously being told by me that certain proposals '
which had been made could not be executed, or would
) be counterproductive. (Chief of Station (Felix) ;
v testimony, August 1, 1975, p. 10) My
A e o
The Chief of Station's objection to Track II did not go unnoticed. -
- The following instruction to the COS was sent on October 7: '"Report -
should not contain analysis and argumentation but simply report on
action taken." (Headquarters 612, 7 October) Very simply, Headquarters
wanted the Station to take orders quietly as was the Agency itself. ; .-
Py
b
P
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Three examples of the Chief of Station's reperting bear out his
claim to have dissented:

Bear in mind that parameter of action is exceed- N
ingly narrow and available options are quite
limited and relatively simple.

{(Santiago 424, September 23, 1970)

- Feel necessary to caution against any false optimism.
It is essential that we not become victims of our
own propaganda. (Santiago 441, October 1, 1970)

Urge you do not convey impression that Station has
sure-fire method of halting, let alone triggering
coup attempts. (Santiago 477, October 7, 1970, p.2)

‘w:
ot

|

PRl Y
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A. The Chilean Conspirators

Anti-Allende coup plotting in'Chile centered around several key
individuals. One of these was retired General Robertc Viaux, the General
who had led the "Tacnazo" insurrection a year before.* Following the
"Taenazo" revolt, and his dismissal from the Army, Viaux retained the
support of many non-commissioned and junior officers as well as. being
the reéognized leader of several right-wing civilian gréups. {CIA u?T
Briefing Paper, "Sbecial Mandate from the.President on Chile,"’July
15, 1975)

Another individual around which plotting. centered was General Camilo
Valenzuela, Commander of the Santiagb Garrison. General Valenzuela was

in league with- several other active duty officers, including[::::::::j

- (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, November 18,

1970) All of these officers, with the possible exception of

kR
were in contact with Viaux as well.

*This revolt was engineered by Viaux ostenblbly for the purposes of drama-

tizing the military's demand for higher pay, but was widely interpreted as
an abortive coup. S

**The record of meetings between Viaux and the active duty military officers
is incomplete. Thé record does show, however, that Viaux met with

aroupd October 7. (Chile Task Force Log, October 7). On October 12
Viaux met with General Valenzuela {Chile Task Force Log, 14 October). One

B

S B

cable from Santiago indicates that | nay have been a member
of Viaux's inner circle of conspirators. (Station 545 16 October 1970) $
At the very least, as in contact with Vlaux I e &k
‘ , - R © '.,"\ oL

I g VT

Although a distinction can be made between théﬁViaux and Valenzuela groups,
as CIA witnesses did throughout their testimony before the Committee, the
i principal distinction between the two was that the latter was led-by active duty
military officers. The two groups were in contact with each other. The
record also indicates that they worked together in at least two of the three
Schneider kidnap attempts.

o ey =X e Ly =m4~2w93_'3,» gy
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elements. As Thomas Karamessines testified:

...I might add here that it seemed that a good .
dozen or more, maybe 20 Chilean senior officers bt o
were privy to what was going on in addition to
President Frei and they were all talking to one
another exchanging views and trying to ‘see how
best to mount the kind of coup that they wanted

- to see take place. (Karamessines testimony, p. 10)

B. Contacts Prior to Octoher 15

The CIA's initial task in Chile was to assess the potential within b
the Chilean military‘to stage a coup. It recognized quickly that anti-
Allende currents did exist in the military and the Carabinercs {police),
but were immobilized by "the tradition of military respect for the
Constitutionﬁ and "the public and private stance of General Schneider, oE

Commander in Chief of the Army, who advocated strict adherence to the

-
Constitution.” (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, 18 Novem-
; ber 1970, p. 17) The Agency's task, then, was Lo overcome "the apolitical,
constitutional-oriented inertia of the Chilean military." (Ibid, p. 2) )
Zji _ Since the very top of the Chilean wmilitary, embodied by Gengral_ ;ﬁ
Schneider and his seéondminmcémmand, General Prat, were hostile fo the f-—-
7 idea of a coup against Allende; discreet approaches were made to the J
second level of general officers. They wgfg t§ be informed that the U.S.
- Government would support a coup both before and after it tqok.place.* '
(Headquarters to Station 611, 7 October 1970) This effort-began in é
earnest on October 5 when Colonel Wimert informed both an Army General E
("Station'sgpriofity contact™) an an Air ForgggGeng?al‘offphq.pro—coup o g
ST S
- - HURE L e
The military officers were told, for example, that should Allende be EE?
prevented from taking office, "The Chilean military will not be ostra- o R

cized, but rather can continue to count on us for MAP support and main-
tenance of our clese relationship." (Hgs. 075517, 7 October 1970)

T
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E\ U;Si{policy. (Santiago 469, October 5; Santiago 473, October 6)

Three days later the Chief of Station told

zthat "the U.S. Government favors a military solu- i

tion and is willing to support it in any manner short of outright

military intervention.™ (Task Force Log, 9 October)

informed the COS that there was no chance of a coup by the Chilean

Army high command. (Task Force Log, 10 October)

On October 7, Colonel Wimert approached members of the War Academy

I

in Santiago who in turn asked him to provide light weapons. This was

Colonel Wimert's first contact with the Army Lt. Colonel to whom he

dok
would ultimately pass three submachine guns.on October 22. At this

et

meeting, the Lt, Colonéi”told Colonel Wimert that he and his colleagues

e

were

trying to exert force on Frei to eliminate
Gen. Schneider to either replace him, send
him out of the country. They had even stud-
ied plans to kidnap him. Schneider is the
main barrier to all plans for the military
R to take over the government to prevent an
- Allende presidency. (Santiago 483, 8 October)

*According to the CIA's wrap-up report on Track TI, between October 5
and October 20, the CIA Station and the Army Attache——for the most part
the latter--made 21 contacts with key military and Carabinero officials. w
(CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, 8 November 1970) o
**In his testimony, Colonel Wimert indicated that the Lt. Colonel was

affiliated with (Wimert testimony, p. 52} 1In a cable

sent to Headquarters on October 18, in which the Lt. Colonel's request

for three submachine guns was made, the Station indicated that Wimert

believed the Army officer, and his companion, a Navy Captain, were in

league with% (Station 562, Qctober 18) At another point

in his testimony, Wimert stated, "There was Valenzuela here and the Navy .,
Captain and the Army Lt. Colonel and the Air Force Gemerali over here,” | i 3&
(Wimert testimony, p. 107) The Committee has been unable to determlne T {l -
the exact affilijation of the Army Lt. Colonel. However, as previously R

stated, both| land | were affiliated with = p—
General Valenzuela andl was in contact with General Viaux. :

e

A

»3535’
‘*m*v’
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Théinext”day, October 8, Headquarters cabled the Station in response

to the Wimert-Lt. Colonel meeting. Headquarters took note of Schnelder's
resistance to coup plans and stated: : %;“

«».This would make it more important than
ever to remove him and to bring this new
state of events...anything we or Station
can do to effect removal of Schneider? We ’
- know this rhetorical question, but wish
inspire thought on both ends on this matter.
(Hgs. 628, 8 October)

"During the first week of intensive efforts chances of success

looked unusually bleak. The Chile Task Force Log commented:
President Frei and the highest levels of the
armed forces unable to pull themselves together
to block Allende. The Chilean mPlitary's tradi-
tion of non~intervention, Frei's reluctance to
tarnish his historical image, General Schneider's
firm constiturional stand, and most importantly,
the lack of leadership within the government and
military are working against a military takeover.
' {Task Force Log, 8 October)

The following day the Station made reference to the "rapid(ly) waning
chances for success." (Santiago 487, 9 October) This pessimism was not
dispelled by their simultanecus judgment: "Station has arrived at Viaux-
solution by process of elimination." (Santiago 504, 10 October) Three
days later the Task Force agreed: 'We continue to focus our attention
on General -Viaux who™ now appears to be the only military leader willing

te block Allende.”" (Task Force Leog, 13 October)

If Viaux was the CIA's only hope of staging a coup, things were bleak

indeed. His own colleagues, Generals and Valenzuela described him

as "a Genefdl without an army.” (Santiago 495, 9 October} Yet in the

|
f
|
first two weeks of October he came to be regarded as the best hope for. . . - [

T A . TR v
carrying out.the CIA's Track II mandate. Fi; f ¢
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Although Colonel Wimert was instructed not to involve himself with
k Viaux because of the high risk involved (Santiago 461, S October), he

served initially as a contact to Viaux through an[:::::::::]military , v

Attache. The reported on October 5 that Viaux wanted several —

hundred paralyzing gas grenades to launch a coup on October 2. (Santiago
476; 6.0ctober) Headquarters turned down the request, concluding that

a "mini-coup at this juncture would be counterproductive" and Viaux

e

should postpone his plans, "while encouraging him in a suitable manner

e,

to maintain his posture so that he may join larger movement later if
it materializes."” (Headquarters 583, 6 October)
The primary purpese of the "False Flag Base" was to contact Viaux,

and it very rapidly relieved Wimert and the[jiiiitﬁii}Attache of that

task.” Viaux reiterated his demand for an air drop of weapons to the

o
"False Flagger,” and again the response was the same: reject the demand |
for arms, but encourage him to keep planﬁing. In essence the Agency
was buying time with Viaux: 'We wish to encourage Viaux to expand and

'ji refine his coup planning. Gain some influence over his actions." ;;'
(Headquarters 689, 10 October) To achieve this latter purpose, Head- ?_‘h

) quarters‘authorized passing $20,000 in cash and a promise of $250,000 f
in life insurance to Viaux and his associates, as‘a,demonstration of ?
U.5. support. (Headquarters 729, 13 October) .
On October 13, Headq#arters again Q;E;;;;;;_iggm;énéérﬁ-over?SChneider j
by asking: "What is to keep Schneider from making statement in early Y .
hours which.-will freeze those military leaderé who might otherwise join ..
Viaux?" (Headquarters 729, 13 October) The Station's response iater that-L ;um
same day was ''Viaux intends to kidnap Generals Schnelder and Prats w1th1n \tllois E:F'
: e

the next 48 hours in order to precipitate a coup."i (Santiago 527,

,}ra :"*'&MW ﬁi‘ie-&

S SRR
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ﬁ _i§§%3 chaber) “This Uiaux kldnapplng of Schneider was reported by the Sta-

r“""\

b
IS
¥

b

rion "as part of a coup that included Valenzuela.'" (Station 529, 13 October)
"At about this time the Station began to receive encouragement from its

other contacts. On October 14, ten days before the Chilean Congress was

to vote, the Task Force Log concluded:

Now we are beginning to see signs of increasing
coup activity from other military quarters,

specificallz2 an Army General (name deleted),

Admiral the forces in Concepcion and . P
Valdivis and perhaps even Frei and Ossa. ¥
‘ (Task Force Log, 14 October) 5“
C. October 15 Decision
To summarize, by October 15, Geﬁeral Viaux had advertised to his con-
tact a desire to proceed with a coup, had ifidicated he would deal with
[
the Schneider obstacle by kidnapping him, had met at least once with Gen- »
erals[:::::}and Valenzuela and had once postponed his coup plans.* e

On October 15 Thomas Karamessines met Henry Kissinger and Alexander
Haig at the White House to discuss the situati&n in Chile. According
to the Agency's recor& of thig meeting, Karamessines "provided a run- A e
down on Viaux, the[:::::::}meeting with[::::::j1and, in some detail, . . E:;_
the general situation in Chile from the coup-possibility viewpoint." ;‘
(Memorandum of Conversation/Kissinger, Karamessines, and Haig, 15 October
1970) A decision waé”mgde at the meeting "to de-fuse the Viaux coup plot,

at least temporarily:" '

:
* The reason for Viaux postponing'his coup plans was the subject of a cable {
from Santiago to Headquarters:

Ye discount Viaux's statement that he had called off his coup at- o

tempt because of False Flag Officer's impending visit. Other re- \§i1“f§‘ i

porting indicated Viaux probably not able or 1ntend1ng move this e N i

weekend. (Santiago 499, 10 October) e 3?7
There is also reason to believe that General Valenzuela was instrumental %.
in persuading Viaux to postpone. According to the Chile Task Foree Logs st

Station reported that on 12 October General Valenzuela met
ixf; ) with General Viaux and attempted to persuade him not to at-
¢ tempt a coup." (Chile Task Force Log, 14 October)

w. 23, gl - o = Tagird SR L e e S
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;.JIﬁ:was‘decided by those present that the Agency
. t  must get- a message to Viaux warning him against
RS B o any precipitate action. In essence the message
-3@;”‘” ‘ should state: "We have reviewed your plans and
- based on your informationm and ours, we come to
the cenclusion that your plans for a coup at
this time cannot succeed. Failing, they may re-
duce your capabilities in the future. Preserve e
your assets. We will stay in touch. The time

will come when you with all your other friends

can do something. You will continue to have -

our support.” (15 October Memorandum of Conver- ’

sation, Kissinger, Karamessines, Haig)

The meeting concluded, according to the Agency's record, "on Dr.

R

Kissinger's note that the Agency should continue keeping the pressure —
on every Allende weak spot in sight--now, after tha 24th of October,

after 5 November, and into the future until such time as new marching

L

orders are giveﬁ. Mr. Karamessines stated that the Agency would comply.'*
The following day CIA Headquarters cabled the results of the White
House meeting to the Station in Santiago: _ ‘

2. It is firm and continuing policy that Allende

) ) be overthrown by a coup....We are to continue to

- generate maximum pressure toward this end utiliz-
ing every appropriate resource.

3. After the most careful consideration it was

. determined that a Viaux coup attempt carried out —
. by him alone with the forces now at his disposal

T would fail., Thus it would be counterproductive
to our Track Two objectives. Tt was decided that

" CIA get a message- to Viaux warning him against
‘precipitate action. (Headquarters 802, 16 Octo-

ber)

The meséage was supplemented by orders to "continue to encourage him
{(Viaux) to amplify his planning; encourage him to join forces with other

coup planners." {(Headquarters 802, 16 October) The message concluded: F

"There is great and continuing interest in the activities of

Valenzuela et al and we wish them optimum good fortume."™ (Ibid.)
Secretary Kissinger's recollection of the October 15 meeting is not SRR
L . in accord with that of Mr. Karamessines or the cable (Headquarters 802)

that was sent the following day to the Station in Santiago. This mat-
ter will be discussed in Part V of this report,
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D. Coup Planning and Attempts After October 15

The decision to "de~fuse" General Viaux was passed to Viaux's
P

f on October 17. TheE::::::}responded that it did not : 4

"

matter because they had decided to proceed with the coup in any case. —_—

(Santiago 533, 17 October) At the final meeting of the CIA '"False

Flagger” and Viaux's] on October 18, the Agency was in-

formed that the coup would proceed on October 22, "and that the abduc-

tion of General Schneider is first link in chain of events to come." Eﬁ*
(Santiago 568, 19 October) An "emergency channel' of communication

with Viaux was maintained. (Report on CIA Chilean Task Force Activities,
18 November 1970, page 21) -

As previously stated, by mid-October things suddenly looked brighter

*
for a coup being mounted by the high-level Chilean military contacts,

Ag a CIA overview statement in Track II stated:

Coup possibilities afforded by the active
duty military group led by General Valenzuela
and Admiral[%f%zfifhad always seemed more
promising than the capabilities of the Viaux .
group. These military officers had the abil- N
ity and resources to act providing they de- ——
cided to move and organized themselves ac- '
cordingly.

(CIA Briefing Paper, "Special Mandate from

the President on Chile,”™ July 15, 1975, p. 5)

By mid-October those military officers appeared to be moving in
this direction.
On the evening of October 17, Colonel Wimert met with the Army Lt. b

Colonel and the Navy Captain. They requested 8 to 10 tear gas grenades,

persuade General Schneider to change his anti-coup position on October 15V) ' tl
The Station reported that the meeting turned out: 16 be a “complete fiasgo.
Schneider refused to listen to General{;;;;;;;} eloguent presentation of
Communist action in Chile...and adament in maintaining his non-involvement

[ _ stance." (Santiago 548, 16 Qctober)

i
*Two ‘coup plotters, Generals[ made one last attempt to,.;] E§ B

s

[

I ST L S e ST
R ﬂ%,ﬁgm?i$.._b_;u-kg,,qgiﬁ§é§§§f§5523§“h__
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:\ﬂf@thtg?‘éSrqaiibér machine .guns and 500 rounds of ammunition. The Navy

i""} Captain said he had three machine guns himself "but can be identified
by serial numbers as having been issued to him. Therefore unable to

use them,"”

(Santiago 562, 18 October) Colonel Wimert and the Chief —
of Station have testified that the officers wanted the machine guns
fofﬁself—prqtection. The question, of course, is whether the arms were
intended for use, or were used, in the kidnapping of General Schneider.
The fact that the weapons were provided the Lt. Colonel and the Navy $il
Captain and that Viaux associates were convicted of the Schneider killing
suggests that the guns were not involved.

The machine guns and ammunition were seat from Washingtﬁn by diplo-
matic pouch on the morning of October 19, although Headquarters was £
puzzled about their purpose: "Will continue make effort provide them
bgt find our credulity stretched by Navy Captain leading his troops

with sterile guns. What is special purpose for these guns? We will

try send them whether you can prbvide explanation or not." (Headquarters

dme—n

854; 18 October) The first.installment was delivered to the Army Lt.
Colonel and the Navy Captain late in the evening of October 18 and con-
sisted of the six tear gas grenades intended originally.for Viaux %

* As previously stated, after October 15 CIA efforts to promote a coup in
Chile focussed on the active duty military officers--Valenzuela, et. al.--
rather than Viaux. An example of this shift in focus was the decision to
provide the Army Lt. Colonel and the Army Captain the tear gas grenades
originally intended for Viaux. A cable from Santiago explained the purpose of i
this action: )
“Station plans give six tear gas grenades to o,
Colonel Wimert for delivery to Armed Forces RV !
officers (deletion) instead of having False o ‘
Flag Officer deliver them to Viaux group. - . v ol
Our reasoning is that Wimert dealing with " Vo 2
active duty officers. Alsc False Flagper S - T p—
leaving evening 18 October, and will not be .
i replaced but Wimert will stay here. Hence. W
S : important that Wimert credibility with Armed
' Forces officers be strengthened.
(Santiago 562, 18 October)
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and an Air Force General were prepared

to sponsor a coup. {(CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, 18

A

November 1970) Their plan was to begin with the kidnapping of General

Schneider on the following evening, October 19, at a'military

dinner being given for Schneider,®after which Schneider would be flown

to Arpentina, Frei would resign and leave-Chile, would

head the military junta, and dissolve Congress. With respect to the

kidnapping of Schneider, the cable reports:

General Viaux knowledgeable of above operation
but not directly involved. He has been sent to
Vina to stay with prominent physfrcian. Will be
seen in public places during 19 and 20 October

tc demonstrate fact that above operation not his
doing. Will be allowed to return to Santiago at .
“end of week. Mllltary will not admit invelve-

ment in Schneider's abduction which is to be . \
bilamed on leftists. {Santiago 566, 19 October) 1
The kidnapping of the evening of October 19 failed because General Schueider
S left in a private vehicle, rather than in his efficial car, and his police guard |
. A
failed to be withdrawn, but the Army Lt.Colonel assured Colonel Wimert that an-
- . other attempt would be made on October 20. (Santiago 582, 20 October)
Colonel Wimert was authorized to pay Valenzuela $50,000 "which was the price
B agreed upoﬁ between the plotters and the unidentified team of abductors,” '
* The "False Flag Officer" who was in contact with Viaux at the time '
the Valenzuela plan was given to Colonel Wimerlk apparently understood f
that Viaux was involved in the QOctober 19 attempt. He stated: i
. —_ b
Q. Were you told any of the details of how ey T
the (Viaux) kidnapping would be carried out? oy s %ES
Mr. Sarno. They indicated it was going to be . F
at some sort of a banquet which the General ' =

(Schneider) would be attending.
{(Sarno testimony, p. 37)

o
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money. (Task Force Log, 20 October) At the same time General Valenzuela

assured Colonel Wimert that the military was now prepared to move. (Task

Force Log, 20 October) The second abduction attempt on the 20th also

failed and the Task Ferce concluded
- Since Valenzuela's group is apparently having
considerable difficulty executing even the first
step of its coup plan, the prospects for a coup
succeading or even occurring hefore 24 October
now appears remcte. (Task Force Log, 22 October)

E. The Killing of General Schneider

In the early morning hours of October 22 (2 am}, Colonel Wimert
delivered the three submachine guns with ammunition to the Army Lt.

Colonel in an isolated section of Santiago.™

*Although Colonel Wimert's testimony and the cable traffic do not
© clearly establish the identity of the group to which the Lt. Colonel
' was affiliated (see page 31) two CIA statements on Track II tie the

i weapons, and therefore the Lt. Colonel, to the. Valenzuela group:

.The only assistance requested by Valenzuela
to set the plan /of October 19/ into motion
through Schneider's abduction was several sub-
machine guns, ammunition, a few tear gas grenades
and gas masks (all of which were provided) plus
- $50,000 for expenses (which was_to be passed upon
demand.
{CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities,
18 November 1970, p. 22)

.Three sub-machine guns, together with six gas
cannisters and masks, were passed to the Valen-
zuela group at 2 am on 22 Uctober. The reason
-why they still wanted the weapons was because
there were two days remaining before the Congress
decided the Presidential election and the Valen-
zuela group maintained some hope they could still
carry out their plans. ‘
(CIA Briefing Paper, "Special Mandate fppm the -
President on Chile,” p. 7, July 15, 1975)
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ghgthét'&a;qthe group that intended to kidnap General
Schneider met to discuss last—minuté instructions. According to the
finéings of the Chilean Military Court which investigated the Schneider
killing, neither the Army Lt..Colonel nor the Navy Captain were there.
Shortly after 8 am,Generai Schneider’s car was intercepted, on his
way to work, by the abductorsand he was mortally wounded when he drew
his handgun in self-defense, The Military Court determined that hand
gurs had been used to kill General Schneider, although it also found
that one unloaded machine gun was at.the scene of the_killingL*

The first Station reports following the Schneider shcoting said
"Military Mission sourceé claim General Schaeidér machine gunned on
way to work™ {Santiago 587, 22 October) and "Assailants used grease
guns." {(Santiago 589, 22 October) The submachine guns had previously
been described as "grease guns.” Thus the initial reaction of the Station
was that Schneider had been shot with the same kind of weapons delivered
several hours earlier to the'Army Lt. Colonel. Santiago then informed
Headquarters "Station has instructed Col. Wimert to hand over $50,000

if Gen. Valenzuela requests '

" (Santiago 592, 22 October), thus indicating
that the Station thought the kidnapping had been accomplished by Valen-

zuela's paid abductors. Later that day, the Station cabled Headquarters:

* The Military Court determined that those who participated in the
shooting of General Schneider on October 22 were part of the Viaux-led
conspiracy. The Court also found that this same group had participated
in the October-19 and 20 kidnap attempts.

In June 1972 General Viaux was convicted for complicity in the plot
culminating in the death of General Schneider. He received g 20-vear
prison sentence for being "author of the crime of kidnapping which re—"
sulted in serious injury to the victim,” and a five-year exile for con-

spiring to cause a military coup. Also convicted on the latter charge
weré Generals Valenzuela and Tirade. They received sentences of three
" years in exile.
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_ "Station unaware if assassination was pre-
ggﬁ. ) meditated or whether it constituted bungled
2t abduction attempt. In any case, it important
tc bear in mind that move against Schneider
was conceived by and executed at behest of : : !
senior Armed Forces officers. We know that v
General Valenzuela was involved. We also '
near certain that Admiral[ﬁiiﬁiﬁ] Army Lt.
Colonel and Navy Captain witting and involved.
We have reason for believeing that General
Viaux and numerous associates fully clued in,
but cannot prove or disprove that execution
or attempt against Schneider was entrusted to
elements linked with Viaux. Important factor g
to bear in mind is that Armed Forces, and not 53
retired officers or extreme rightests, set
Schneider up for execution or abduction..
All we can say is that attempt against Schneider
is affording Armed Forces one last opportunity
to prevent Allende's election if they are willing
to follow Valenzuela's scenario..

(Santiago 598, 22 October)

T. Post October 22 Events

The shooting of General Schneider resulted immediately in a declara- ’
tion of martial law, the appointment of General Prats to succeed Schneider
as Commander in Chief, and the appointment of General Valenzuela as chief
T of Santiago province. These measures, and others taken, caused the Chile oo
Task Force to make the following initial judgment:

- _ With only 24 hours remaining before the Congressional
runoff, a coup climate exists in Chile....The attack
on General Schneider has produced developments which

.closely follow Valenzuela's plan....Consequently the
plotters' positions have been. enhanced.

(Chile Task Force Log, 22 October)

On October 23, Director Helms reviewed and discussed Track II:

It was agreed...that a maximum effort has been achieved,

and that now only the Chileans themselves can manage a
~successful coup. The Chileans have been guided teo a

point where a military solution is at least open te . . s R
them. (Task Force Log,~ 24" October)’ S
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wAllhough it was not. immediately clear to CIA observers, the Station's

S
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T

)

e
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2

prediction of October 9 that the shooting of Schneider (as a result of

an abduction attempt) would "

rally the Army firmly behind the flag of "
constitutionalism'" was correct. (Santiggo 495, 9 October) On October 24 ) —

Dr. Allende was confirmed by the Chilean Congress. General Schneider

diéd the next day.
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- "V;L CIA/UhlLe Hoube Communlcatlon During Track II

The testimony given to the Committee by Henry Kissinger and General
Halg conflicts with that given by CIA officials. i
Kisginger and Haig testified that on October 15, 1970, the White S—
House .stood down{IA efforts to promote a military coup d'etat in Chile.
Bogh testified that after that date they were neither informed of, nor

authorized, CIA Track II activities, including the kidnap plans of

General Schneider and the passage of weapons to the military plotters.

By contrast, CIA officials testified that they operated before and
Eﬁgéz_October 15 with the knowledge and approval of the White House.

The conflict pertains directlyAto the period after October 15, but
it bears on the degree of communication between the White House and thé
CIA in the earlier period as well. For instance, Henry Kissinger testi-
fied that he was informed of 59 coup plan_which began with the abductibn
of General Schneider. He was aware of General Viaux's plan~-which he
and Karamessines decided on October iS to try to forestall--but did not
know that it was to begin with Schneider's abduction. v

CIA officials, especially Thomas;Karamessines, stated that there was

close consultation throughout Track II between the Agency and the White

- House. KaFamessines testified that he met with Kissinger some six to

™

ten times during the five weeks of Track II {(Karamessines testimeny,
page 66); and that he kept Kissinger generally informed of developments.
{Ibid., page 56) The Committee has records of two meetings between
Karamessines and Kissinger and of one telephone conversation between
Karamessines and Kissinger's deputy, General Alexander Haig. Xaramessines'
daily calendar indicates that three other meetings with Gen9§§};§§§gxrﬁ~ S
iy AN f
took place-—but does not establish with cert: ;!.I’Et)f thak the tDplC was *’f r'* g

$
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wiedhe’calendar¥also suggests that Karamessines and Kissinger

met on three other occasions and so might have had the opportunity to
discuss Track II.

Henry Kissinger's testimony before the Committee differs
from Karamessines in two respects: He believed Track TI was "turned off'
on October 15; and,after that date, he was informed neither of the coup

plans of the Chilean conspirators nor of the passage of weapons to themn.

He said that Track 11 was
in the nature of a probe and not in the nature of b3
a plan,...no plan for a coup was ever submitted to
the White House. So my recollection of events,
this was a request by President Nixen for Track 11
which led to two or three meetings which then on
October 15th led to being turned off by the White
House, after which Track IT was dead as far as my
office was concerned, and we never received another e
report on the subject. (Kissinger testimony, p. 15} »

fki

In my mind Track II was finished on Octeober 15tH

and I never received any further CIA information

. after October 15th on the basis of any records that
- I have been able to find. (Ibid., p. 59}

General Haig's testimony generally coincided with Kissinger's
recollection:

- - T left (the October 15th meeting) with the distinct
impression that there was nothing that could be
dene in this covert area that offered promise or

~hope for -success. T had the distinct impression
that was Dr. Kissinger's conclusion, and that in
effect these things--and I wasn't even really
familiar with what chese two groups were to do .and
how they were to do it, but they were to cease and
desist. (Haig testimony, pp. 26-27)

hkk

“My recollection would be that we .had no hope for a
viable, covert plan of action. That is the impres-
sion I got. (Ibid., p. 29)

The following pagés present the Committee's record of communication

-

between the White House and the CIA from September 18 through December 2:

e “- LT Py gy \
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A. September o Fgﬁ%@ @@1 @@@

September 18 ]\

T Helms and Karaméssines met with Kissinger at the White House. As
Helms' notes of the September 15 meeting indicate, Kissinger wanted a ' ;5
plan within 48 hours. In the meeking on the 18th, according toc CIA B
records, there was little discussion of a military coup. Rather the
coﬁ?ersation focused on "what ecomomic leverage could be exercised in

the Chilean situation....” (Memorandum/Meeting with DDP, 18 September)

The efficacy of economic pressure continued to be a subject of con-
cern during the last days of September. Apparently that pressure was
viewed as another inducement to Frei toc opt for the "Frei gambit.”

September 21

hat i
FRO8

The 40 Committee met. The Select Committee has no confirmation
that Chile was on the agenda at this meeting. Karamessines' calendar
confirms that he attended; presumabiy Kissinger, the 40 Committee chair-
man, also attended,‘although the Committee has not been able to review

e his calendar. All that can be said about this meeting--and the meetings

cof the Senior Review Group, which Kissinger alsoc chaired--is that the

Ik

meetings afforded Karameéssines and Kissinger an cpportunity te meet
privately and discuss Track IL if they desired. 1In all these instances
- save the 40 Committe;'meeting on Septembé}JéZ,-the éommittee has no
" evidence to conmfirm that such a private Kissinger/Karamessines meeting
actually took place. That the CIA prepared a memorandum of conversa-
tion for the private meeting on the 22nd but has been-able to find none

-

for other meetings may provide some- support for the argument that no

"‘gg ‘-—”‘T-:*r"—--'-—-. -_--

other such private meetings occurred.
September 22 . eyt o
- wmi -
Kissinger asked Karamessines to stay behlnd a%t%; ahAG‘Qo tnéeij\ ;
. TF (g 1% !L’E -ﬂ ¢ tq g !\.,,-“
Q“‘~ meeting called to dlscuss Track I. The twoﬁa Eé %fuqsé&s$rack *11 actions,

especially the contacts with then-Chilean-President Frei. Accordlng to

K
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and he added we were doing fine and keep it up."” (Memorandum for

the Record/Chile, 22 September 1970, by Thomas Kafamessines)

R
e

October 5

A cable sent to Santiago, released by Karamessines, requested a

report on how the Station planned to contact the three Chilean Generals

{:::::::]Valenzuela and -named in a cable of September 30.

(Headquarters 449) The QOctober 5 cable indicated that the report was
needed for a discussion with Kissinger on October 6. (Santiago 556,
5 Qctober 1970) Karamessines presumed such.a meeting had taken place,

although he had no specific memory of it. (Karamessines testimony,

ks
k
i

pp. 69-70) His calendar for October 6 indicates that he attended a 40

S
Committee meeting on Chile. (Karamessines calendar) Kissinger .
: . chaired the 40 Committee.
e October 6
The Station reported that General Viaux was "ready to launch golpe g
evening 9 October, or morning 10 October.” (Santiago 472, 6 October
1970) 1In response, CIA Headquarters labeled the prospective coup one
- "'with scant chance of success which will Vvitiate any further more seri-
ous .action."” The Station was directed to try to "stop ill-considered :
action at this time." (Headquaiters 585, 6 October 1970) ]
‘ : i
Kissinger testified he had not been informed of the Viaux plan, i
[
supporting his recollection with the fact that the CIA memorandum of i
re
an October 10 conversation between Karamessines and Haig (see below) ;
. L. - o Seharial T
! Pt : L ’ ?f"yg Eﬁi'
makes no mention of any previous plots. (Kissinger testimony, p. 24) »! ;l e
3 5 H - . . L) !
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CIA had called off a coup it regarded as premature. He stated:

My perception at that period was that if they - ' : E?E
had a coup they would come...back to us before : ﬁiﬁ
triggering it...at no time during the period :
did they, in fact, tell us...that they had a
coup that might be ready te go. And, indeed,
they gcnerally told us the opposltef

{(Kissinger testimony, pp. 25-26)

As Karamessines' calendar indicated, there was a 40 Committee meet-

ing on October 6. He attended this meeﬁing, along with Richard Helms!

and William Broe of the CIA. According to the minutes. of that meeting,
CIA'effqrts to promote a military coup in Chile were not discussed.
However, in an exchange with Charles Meyer, who was then the State De-

partment's ‘Assistant Secretary for Latin. American Affairs, Dr. Kissinger

stressed the desire of ‘"higher authority" (President Nixon) te prevent

Allende's assumption of office. According to the minutes:

y - . : Mr. Meyer pointed to the need to determine a- post—Allende :
) _ ' ’ position such as proposed in NSSM 97. It was agreed that. = ;
e an early NSC meeting was desirable on that subject. Mr.. .
L Kissinger said this presumed total acceptance of a fait : ; Fti
¢ - accompli and higher authority had no intention of conced- 'E;T
' ing before the 24th; on the contrary, ‘he wanted no stone pom—

left unturned. (Memorandum for the- Record/M1nutes of the e

Meeting of the 40 Committee, 6 October 1970, 7 October il

197Q);_  ) .

} October & . - . — ' Pf;i
51 - ) . i b
Karamessines met for lunch with General Haig. (Karamessines calendar) b
: ) : . ' £
_ In his téstimony, Haig recalled being aware that the CIA was in touch L;

) » . : I . _ o
with two differenct groups of military plotters. He believed there must rﬁ
have been another meeting in which the CIA informed him of its on-poing Eﬁ.

, . A . 7 ) . ‘

contacts.
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It seems to me, although the records don't re-
flect it, that there was a meeting in September,
a very brief one, in which I must ‘have been

told that there was a specific program going
underway. That probably would have been by
Henry (Kissinger) and perhaps with Karamessines
there. I am not sure. (Halg testimony, p. 12)

Octobér 10
Karamessines discussed the Chilean situaticn by telephone with General

Haig. He indicated that the Station had "made direct contact with a number

of the senior military officers, especially those who had been reportedly

very activist-minded and had received pessimistic reactions from all."
{(Memorandum/FUBELT, by William Broe, 10 October 1970)

Haig recalled the telephone conversation with Karamessines on the 10¢h.

His recollection accords with the CIA memorandum of conversation.

I do know, and I know that from looking at the

record this morning, that Karamessines made a ;
telephone call to me in which he gave a progress :
repert. I recall that. It was in effect a nega-

tive progress report, that they were just not com-

ing up with ic. (Haig testimony, p. 12)

50935




substance of that conversation to Kissinger, and that in general his
role at the time was one of a conduit to Kissinger: iy

I am quite confident that, given my own concep-
tion of my role at that time, that I would have
- conveyed that information to Henry,...
o (Haig testimony, p. 13)
&k

. If Mr. Karamessines was unable to ses Dr. ' G-
Kissinger, and talked Lo you, what degree of
latitude did you have concerning what you would ke
pass on to Dr, Kissinger?

General Haig. At that time I would consider T
had nec degree of latitude, cother than to convey
to him what had been given to me. (Ibid., p. 15)

October 14

C iy %

A cable to Santiago for Colonel Wimert, ostensibly from General
Bennett, authorized Wimert to select two Chilean general officers and
convey to them the following ﬁeSsage: "High authority in Washington :
has authorized you to offer material suﬁport short of armed interven~ '
tion to Chilean Armed Forces in any endeavors they may undertake to
prevent the election of Allende on October 24...." (Héadquartérs to
Station cable 762, October 14, 1670) Karamessiﬂes‘testified that in
this case “high aﬁthvrity” would have beenXKissinger or the President, ?
for no one else could have given Wimert such broad authofization.
Karamessines presumed that the message had been drafted in, or at
least cleared with, the White House. (Karamessines testimony, p. 91)

Howeve®, Kissinger did not recall having authorized the October l4th

cable, He found the sequence of events puzzling: having been told on

i
15
5

the 10th that little was happening, he would have expected in the .*.“;%
b ’ ' . 1

ot
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15¥ﬁ,£3ée below) to have discussed the results of the

St

meeting on the:
! Lty PAE

October lbth message.  But the CIA record makes no mention of any

such discussion. (Kissinger testimony, p. 53)

Qctober 14
The 40 Committee met to discuss, among other topics, éhile, In éd—
aitidﬁ to the 40 Committee principals (Kiésinger, John Mitchell, David
Packard, Alexis Johnson, Admiral Moorer), Ehé meeting was attended by

Karamessines, William Broe and General Robert Cushman'of the CiA, Charles

‘Meyer from State, Viron Vaky, and Ambassador Korry, 'who had returned to
Washington from Santiago for a short period of consultation.
According to the minutes of that meeting, Kissinger asked Karamessines

to give a rundown on the latest deveélopments and present situation in Chile.-

2

Karamessines pointed out that "a coup climate does not presently exist."

R
He noted that "the unprediétable General Viaux is the only individual. seem-
!  dingly reédy to attempt a coup and...his chances of mounting a successful- L
one were slight.". Ambassador Korry agreed with Karamessines' assessment ; ;.
S ' : -, Lo e -
. and stated that "as of now it seemed almost certain that Allende would : = ! L8
be voted into office on October 24th." Kissinger then observed that e
“there. presently appeared to be little the U.S. can do to influence the
_ Chilean situation one way or another.” Otherparticipants at the meet- - gt
'ing comcurred. (Memorandum for the Record/Minutes of the Meeting of the : ;p
. , . . . : .
40 Committee, 14 October 1970, 16 October 1970) Fir
. : : [
-2 N ‘r"' ;'?42 :
- R
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October 15

. Karamessines met with Kissinger and Hailg at the White House to dis-

[

cuss Track II. According to the CTA memorandum of conversation, Karamessines

gave a run-down on Viaux, landl zand "the general situation in

Chile from the coup-possibility viewpoint.“ It was concluded that Viaux
did not have more than one chance in twenty--perhaps less--to iauncﬁ a

successful coup. Kissinger ticked off the list of negative repercussions

r’?ﬁﬁ?{

from an unsuctcessful coup. The CIA record of the meeting continues:

5. It was decided by those present that the
Agency must get-a message to Viaux warning him
against any precipitate action. In essence our
message was to state: '"We have reviewed your
plans, and based on your information and ours,
we ceme to the conclusion that your -plans for a
coup at this time camnnot succeed. Failing,
they may reduce your capabilities for the future. _
Preserve your assets.. We will stay in touch. - .
The time will come when you with all your-qther s ;
. friends can do sometling. You will continue to :
{ : have our support."

. 6. After the decision to de-fuse the Viaux coup % !

s plot, at least temporarily, Dr. Kissinger instruc- :
v ted Mr. Karamessines to preserve Agency assets in
Chile, working .clandestinely and Securely to main=
tain the capability for Agency operations agalnst
Allende in the future.

., 8. The meeting concluded on Dr. Kissinger's note
. “that the Agency should continue Keeping the pres-
' ) sure on every Allende weak spot in sight--now,
after the 24th of October, after 5 November, and
into the future until such time as new marching
orders -are given. Mr. Karamessines stated that
‘the Agency would comply.
{Memorandum of Conversation/Dr. Kissinger, Mr. .
;ﬁaramessines, Gen. Haig at the White House, 15
October 1970)

¢
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%%ﬁéingéfﬁ;in%hié Eéstimony before the Committee, regarded the CIA

memorandum of conversation as substantially correct, although scmewhat

more detailed than he would have remewmbered. (Kissinger testimony, p. 52)

He believed the Agency had been teld to "stand down and preserve your
assets.”
~Kissinger believed that the gist of the October 15th meeting as
recorded in the CIA memorandum was incompatible with the order the CIA
issued to its Station the next day, an order ostensibly based on the iﬁ
October 15th meeting. And, he noted, in writing its memorandum of the
meeting of the 15th, the CIA had a "high incentive to preserve the maxi-
mum degree of authority.” (Ibid., pp. 55-58) The October lé6th order
indicated that Track II had been reviewed at "high USG level” the previous . e
day, and stated:
e
2. 1t is firm and continuing policy that Allende
be overthrown by a coup. It would be much prefer-
able to have this transpire prior to 24 October
but efforts in this regard will continue vigorously
e beyond this date.... _
. e . P
4., There is great and ceontinuing interest in the *
activities of lValenzuela et al
and we wish them optimum good fortunme. i
(Headquarters 802, 16 October 1970) J:
Kissinger recalled the October 15th conversation as "turning off -
. the coup plans rather than giving a new order to do them.” (Kissiﬁger
testimony, p. 56) Haig agreed in his testimony. [
The conclusions of that meefing were that we had 53
better not do anything rather than something that -
_was not going to succeed....My general feeling !
was, I left that meeting with the impression that ;
there was nothing authorized.” ;
(Haig testimony, p. 13)

o . " R
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‘}%1}.Octoberuid46ctobéfi22J(dpproximate)

T3

Karamessines and one or two others went with Kissinger to speak with

the President, after a larger meeting. Karamessines believed this meeting -

took place between October 10 and 24, (Karamessines testimony, p. 89)
According to Karamessines, the "President went out of his way to impress
all of those there with his conviction that it was absolutely essential

‘ ' *
that the election of Mr. Allende to the presidency be thwarted."  As

they were leaving the Oval Office, the President took Karamessines aside

to reitgrate the messége. {(Karamessines testimony, p. 8)
October_kgl
Station cabled Headquarters early in tle morning, advising that
the tear gas had been passed and outlining the Valenzuela coup plan, H'
beginning with the kidnap of Schneider. 1In testimony before the Com-
mittee, Karamessines indicated he certainly would have reported the
i Valenzuela plan to Kissinger 'very promptly, if for no other reason
e than that we didn't have all that much promising news to report to

B the White House...." (Karamessines testimony, p. 72) &'

- : And as I say, if for no other reason we would have
wanted to get this kind of hopeful report to the
White House as soon as possible, and it would be my
_best estimate now that that is precisely what we
- ' did. (p. 72)

In the afterncon of the 19th, Karamessines met with General Haig
for an hour at the White House. (Karamessines calendar) By then, f

Karamessines would have had in hand the cable outlining the Valenzuela

s - PR . . . ) L

*If the meeting with the President occurred after October 15, that
would lend credence to the testimony of CIA officials that they were
not directed to end their coup efforts in the October 15th meeting.
Unfortunately, the Committee has not had access to the daily calendars
of President Nixon or Secretary Kissinger, which might pinpoint the
date of the President's conversation with Karamessines. - Those calen- }
dars, along with other White House documents bearing on Track 1I, have ;
™ ' been subpoenaed. T
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plan, since the cable had arrived that morning. However, Ceneral Haig
had no recollection of the meeting with Karamessines on the 19th. Nor

dfd he believe he had been informed of the Valenzuelaﬁplan. "This

no
'. ’

is all very new to me. I hadn't seen any of this, and I was not familiar
with this particular plan...or 550,000, or any of the characters that
aré described in here."” (Haig testimony, pp. 38-39)

Similarly, Kissinger testified that he had not been informed of

the Valenzuela plan. He said he "was informed of nothing after October

15th...." (Kissinger testimony, p. 63) He indicated that, according
to his daily calendar, he had.no conversation with either Karamessines
or Helms between the 15th and the 19%th. (Ibid., p. 33) He Indicated
that he never knew that the CIA was in the process of passing guns and EQ?
tear gas to Chilean military conspiratoré. He said "...there was no
further meeting on that subject. In anybody's record, mine or theirs

(the CIA's), none of the information from the 16th on was familiar to me."

(Ibid., p. 62)

P

Kissinger further testified he did not know that the United States |
was dealing with Chilean officers who plotted a coup which involved
the abduction of General Schneider:

- Senator Hart of Colorado. T -am-not sure that
the record clearly shows you answer to the direct
question of whether you knew or did not know that ‘
we were negotiating with military officers with :
regard to a plot that did involve the abduction
of General Schneider.

Secretary Kissinger. I said I did not know.
(Kissinger testimony, p. 86)

-y

i
Nor did General Haig believe he had been informed of any abduction Lw
plans before the fact. ¢
[

-
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i 25 TS
,*d}~uwere you aware during that period of time
"of ‘the plans to kidnap Generzl Schneider?

General Haig., 1 was aware after the fact....

(. But you were never informed prior to his .
attempted abduction? —

General Haig. I don't believe I was at all.

October 20

A cable to the Station indicated that "while awaiting word on whatever

[T

events may have cccurred 19 October, please let us know what you can on
interim basis....leadquarters must respond during morning 20 0ctober to
queries from high levels.” (Headquarters 883, 20 October 1970) Karamessines
testified that the references to "high leveds" in the cab1e of the 20th
meant White House officials, probably Kissinger. He felt quite certain

that Kissinger would have beer briefed in advance about Valenzuela's plan

for the 19th and so would have been expected te ask what happened on the
morning of the 20th. (Kafamessiﬁes testimony, p. 73} In contrast, Kissinger
interpreted that cable in precisely the opposite light. He felt it indicated
that he had not been informed of the Valenzueia‘plan in advance., When v
news of the Schneider kidnap reached the White House, Kissinger believed
he would have had ''somebody pick up a telephone and say, '"What is this
all abqut?!" (Kissinger transcript, p. 68&)

October 22

Karamessines met with Haig at the White House. (Karamessines calendar)

General Haig rememberad that word of the shooting of Schneider came as
"a great shHock" to him, and he believed that Karamessines had told him
about it in their meeting on the 22nd. He thought that Kissinger either

was present at the meeting or that he, Haig, had gone immediately in to

P Lk Lud

Kissinger's office to relate what Karamessines had’told him,- (Halg tesl:i&--‘q U
TS . ! . = :

I

mony, p. 36) . A S o - ,zv

' _'ﬁzwm R P
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. December

December 2

A memorandum; dated December 2, 1970, from Helms to Kissinger stated
that Helms had given a recapitulation on Track Il to Attorney General
Mitchell, who would deliver it personally to Kissinger. A handwritten
note on the memorandum reads: ''sent to Kissinger via DCI (Helms)."
(Héims memorandum for Kissinger, 2 December 1970) The report, which
was dated Novgmber 18, 1970, contained a full account of CIA activities
during Track II, including the several plans to kidnap Schneider and
the passage of weapons to the Chilean conspirators. (Report on CIA
Chilean Task Force Activities, 15 September to 3 November 1970, 18

L

November 1970Q)

In his testimony to the Committee, Kissinger did nctArecall receiv-
ing the report, although he doubted that he would have read such an
"aftér.action” report in any case. He testified that he could not find

 it in his files, in contrast to his finding a CIA report on Track I,

dated November 19, 1970. Kissinger was puzzled by a number of aspects of
the memorandum aﬁd report: why there wére two reports, why the report

of the 18th apparently waé only called to his attention on the Znd of
fDecembe;, and why it was to be delivered through Mitchell. (Kissinger

testimony, pp. 71, 7&)

D, Did Track II End?.
The Committee also received conflicting testimony about whether or

not Track I1 ever ended, formally or in fact. As noted above, Kissinger ipdi-

cated that Track II was supposed to have ended, as far as he was concerned, on

October 15. It was formally terminated, according to Kissinger, by a new Presgi-

dential marching order issued prior to the October 24 vote of the Chilean Congressfﬁ

. ety
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#, ‘The Comm1ttee does not hdve this new "marching order"” in its possession.
il

However, CIA officials from whom the Committee took testimony believed

that there had been no such definitive end to Track II. It merely

tapered off, to be replaced by a longer-term effort to effect a change ) —

of government in Chile. Karamessines' testimony was most explicit:

Mr. Karamessines. 1T am sure that the seeds that
were laid in that effort in 1970 had their impact

in 1973. 1 do not have any question about that .
in my mind either. (Karamessines testimony, p. 26) %
hkk ' ;

Q. Was Track II ever formally ended? Was there
a specific order ending it?

Mr. Karamessines. As far as I was concerned,

Track IL was really never ended. What we were

told to do in effect was, well, Bllende is now

President. So Track II, which sought to prevent

him from becoming President, was technically out,

it was done. But what we were told to do was to

continue our efforts. Stay alert, and to do what ' [

we could to contribute to the eventual achieve- '

ment of the objectives and purposes of Track II.

That being the case, I don't think it is proper

to say that Track II was ended.
{(Ibid., pp. 128-129)

TR

When informed of Karamessines' testimony that Track II was never F

The Chairman. Would you take issue with that,

ended, Kissinger testified: -7

{

f
with the (Karamessines) testimony? -

- e . 0
Secretary Kissinger. Totally....It is ¢lear
that...after October 15th that there was no
separate channel by the CIA to the White House
and that all actions with respect to Chile were
taken in the 40 Committee framework. There was
noe 40 Committee that authorized an approach to h

—or contact with military people, no plots which f
I am familiar with, and all the covert operations : P

in Chile after Allende's election by the Congress
"were directed towards maintaining the democratic : ol

opposition for the 1976 election. And that was .
the exclusive thrust, and if there was: any furtherﬂj’
contact with military plotting, it was: ‘totally” . i-
unauthorized and this is the first that I have

i heard of it. (Kissinger testlmony, pp. 75-77)

'#L H B 5:"‘; R
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(Draft--9/8/75)

A.  Summary

South Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem and his brother,
Ngo Dinh Nhu, were assassinated during a coup by Vietnamese
generals on November 2, 1963. Evidence before the Committee
indicates that the United States Government offered encourage-.
ment for the coup, but neither desireé nor was involved in the
assassinations. Rather, Diem's assassination appears to have
been a spontaneous act by Vietnamese generals, engendered by
anger at Diem for refusing to resign or put himself in the
custody of tﬁe leaders of the coup.

On one occasion, General Duong Van Minh ("Big Minh') out-
lined to a CIA officer the possible assassination of Nhu and
anotner brother, Ngo Dinh‘Can, as one of three methods being
considered for changing the government in the near future. |

z:: Ambassador'Henry Cabot Lodge and Deputy Chief of Mission William
Trueheart were informed of this possibility by the Saigon Chief
of Station, who recommended that "we do not set ourselves
irrevocably against-the.assassination‘plot, since the other two
alternatives mean either a bloodbath in Saigon or a protracted
struggle which would rip the Army- and the country-asunder” (CIA
.cable SAIG 1447, Saigon Station to DCI, 10/5/63). Upon being
informed, Pirector Mclone sent two.cableé. The first statéd
"[w]e cannot be in the position of stimulating, approving, or
supporting assassination", and the second directed that the
recommendation be withdrawn because ''we cannot Be in ﬁositioﬁ

L ) . :
- actively condoning such course of action and thereby engaging
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~our responsibility therefor" (CIA cabie, DCI to Saigon 10/5/63);
CIA‘cab;e DIR 73661, DCI to Saigon, 10/6/63).

B. The Abortive Coup of August 1963

On May 8, 1963, South Vietnamese troops in the City of Hue
fired on ﬁuddhists protesting against the Diem Government, killing
nine and wounding fourteen. This incident triggered a nationwide
BuddhisE protest and .a sharp loss of popular confidence in the
Diem regime.*

On May 13, United States Ambassador Frederick . lolting
met with Diem and outlined steps.wnich the United CLates desired
kim to take to redress the Buddhist grievaﬂées and recapture
public gonfidence. These steps included admitting.fésponsibility
for the Hue incident, compensating the victims; and reaffirming

- religious equaliﬁy in the country. (Pentagon Papers, p.208} On
) June 3, Madame‘Nhu, the wife of Diem's brother, Whu, publicly
accused the ﬁuddhists of being infiltrated with Communist agents;

Truehart protested her remarks tec Diem and threatened to dis-

associate the Unlted States from any repressive measures against

the Buddhists in the future (Pentagon Papers, p.308).. Shortly

therecafter, Hadame Jhu conmented on the self-imnmolation of Quang

* Senator Gravel Laition, 7The Pentagon Papers, The Defense Depart-
ment History ol United States Decisionmaking on Vietnam, pp. 257-
208, Volume II, Beacon Press, Boston (hereinafter cited as Pentagon
Papers). Foruwer Public Affairs Officer of the U.S. Embassy in-
Saigon, John Mecklin} ,in his book, Mission in Torment, An Intimate
fecount of the U.S. Role in Vietnam, Doubleday and Company, ‘1965,
{hereinafter cited as Mecklin, at pages 158~60 descrihed the™vul-
nerability of the Buddhists to Communist infiltration during this
period noting tndt 1t‘“of£cred a classic opportunity for a Communist
sleeper ploy.' :
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Duc and other Buddhist monks by stating that she would like to
furnish mustard for the monks' barbecue. On June 12, Trueheart
told Diem thatAQuang Duc's suicide had shocked the world and
again warned that the United States would break with his govern-
ment if he did not solve the Buddhist problem. (Pentagon Papers,
p. 208.) | |
Lucien Conein, a CIA officer in Saigon,™ testifiéd that the
- Buddhist uprisings were the catalyst that ultimately brougﬁt
down the Diem regime (Conein, pp. 42-44). These events led the
United States to apply "direct, relentless, and tablehammering
.pressure on Diem such as the United States has seldom before

attempted with a sovereign friendly government.' (Mecklin, p. 1695

By July 4, 1963, Generals Minh, Don, Kim, and Khiem had
e agreed on the necessity for a coup.*%*. . 7
| In his final meeting on August 14 with Ambassador Nolting,
Diem agreed to méke a public statement offering concessions to

the Buddhists. This statement took the form of an interview

% Conein testified that he had known the Generals involved
in the coup '
"for many years. Some of them I had known back even in
World War I1. Some of them were in powerful positions,
and I was able to talk to them on a person to person basis,
not as-a government official."” (Conein, p. 17.)

ateata

*% Conein's After-Action Report stated that:

"The majority of the officers, including General Minh,

. desired President Diem to have honorable retirement from,
the political scene in Seouth Vietnam and exile. As to
Ngo -Dinh Nhu and .Ngo Dinh Can, there was never dissention.

S The attitude was that their deaths, along with Madame Ngo

Dinh Nhu, would be welcomed.' (Conein After-Action Report,
p. 10.)
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.
with the colﬁmnist, Margurite Higgins, in which Diem asserted
that his policy toward the Buddhists had always been conciliatory

and asked for harmony and support of the government .

Shortly after midnight on Augggt_21; 1563, Hhu ordere&.forceg
loyal to him to attack pagodas throughout Vietnam, arresting monks
and sacking the sacred buildings., Over thirty monks were injured
and 1,400 arrested. The American.Embassy was taken by surprise
and viewad the attacks as a shattering repudiation of bDiem's

* A

promises to Holting. = (Pentagon Papers, p.Z21iU)

On August 24, 1963, the State Department sent a cable
{Deptél 243) to the new ambassador in Vietnaﬁ, llenry Cabot Lodge.
The telegram was prepared by Roger Hilsman,‘ﬁssistant Secretary
of State for Far bBastern Affairs, and Under.Secretary of State
Averell Hafriman, and was appfoved by President Xennedy. (Pentagon
Papers; P.235) Deptel 243 told Lodge to press Diem to take
"prompt dramatic actions™ to redress thé'grievances of the
Buddhists.,

"We must at same time also tell key military leaders

that US would find it impossible to continue support

GVil (Vietnamasc Government) militarily and economically
unless above steps are taken immediately which we
recognize requires removal of the #fhu's from the scene.

We wish give Diem reasonable opportunity to remove Whu's
but if he remains obhdurate, then we are prepared to accept
the obvious implication that we can no longer support
Diem. You may also tell appropriate military commanders
we will give them direct support in any interim period

of breakdown central government mechanism . . . . Con-
currently with above, Anbassador and country teams should
urgently examine all possible alternative leadership and
make detailed plans as to how we might bring Diem's
replacement if this should become necessary . . . .

11

nt
———

( T ; e "y . ) :
- * Conein testified that the raids might have been timed to occcur

when no American Ambassador was in Vietnam (Nolting had left a few

dagf)before and his replacement, Lodge, had not vet arrived) (Conein,
Pe. . .
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In a cable on August 25, CIA Chief of Station John Richardson
reported the result of a conference among himself, Lodge; True-
hearﬁ, General Harkins (Commander, Militéry Assistance Command,
Vietnam (MACV) and General Weede (Chief of Staff, MACV). They
accépted Deptel 243 "as a basic decision from Washington and
would proceed to do their best to carry out instructions”, (I1.G.,
C, pp- 7-8)Ibut'believed'tﬁat Diem would refuse to remove his
brother from his position in the government.
Early in thé morning of August 26, 1963, the Voice of America
in South Vietnam placed the blame on Nhu for the August Zi.raids
‘and absolved the army. The broadcast aléo reported speculation
that the United States conteﬁplated ;uspending aid t0 the South
Vietnamese Government (Pentagon Papers, p. 512).* .Léter on that
s ame daj, Lodge presented his credentials to ﬁiem. CiA officers
.Conein and Spera were told to see Generals Khiem and Khanh,
o respectively, and to convey to them the substance of Deptel 243,
but to remind them that ''we cannot be of any help &uring initial

“action of assuming power of state. Entirely their own action,

win or lose" (SAIQ_OBO&, 8/26/63).

A message from the White House on Augu§t 29 authorized
Harkins to confirm to the Vietnamese Generals that the United
States would support a coup if it had a gdoﬁ chance of succeeding,
but did not involve United States armed forces. ©Lodge was autho-
rized to suspend Unitéd States aid at his disc¥etion. (Deptel 272,

8/29/63.) A cable from the President to Lg@ggﬁ9n.the same day stated:

*In a cable to Harriman, Lodge complained that the VOA broadZast
had "complicated our .already difficult problem" by eliminating
“the possibility of the generals' effort achieving surprise.”
Lodge further warned that “the US must not appeaxr publicly in
the matter, thus giving the 'kiss of death' to its friends®
{Cable, Lodge to iHarriman, 8/26/63). :

-~
LY
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"I have approved all the messages you are receiving from
others today, and I emphasize that everything in these
messages has my full support. We will do all that we can
to help you conclude this operations successfully . . . .
Until the very moment of the go signal for the operation
by the Generals, I nust reserve a contingent right to
change course and reverse previous instructions. While
 fully aware of your assessment of the consequences of
such a reversal, I know from experience that failure is
more destructive than an appearance of indecision. I
would, of course, accept full responsibility for any such
change as I must also bear the full responsibility for this
cperation and its conseguences." {(Cable, £/29/63).

In a reply cable, Lodge stated:

v1. I fully understand that you have the right and
responsibility to change course at any time. Of course
I will always respect that right.

2. To be successful, this operation must be essentially
a Vietnamese affair with a momentum of its own. Should
this happen you may not be able to control it, i.e., the
“oco signal® may be given by the generals." (Cable, Lodge
+o President, 8/30/63)

A cable from Saiwon dated August 31, 1963, stated:
o "This particular coup is finished . . . . Generals did
not feel ready and did not have sufficient balance of
forces . . . . There is little doubt that GUV. (South
Vietnamese Governaent) aware US role and may have con-
siderable detail . . . .7 (SAIG 04993, 8/31/63)

Deptel 243 and the VOA broadcast set the tone for later
relations betweén the United States representatives and the.
generals. Big Minh, who had initial doubts about the strength

of ‘American support, grew in confidence.

C. The November 1963 ‘Coup

American ‘dissatisfaction with the Diem regime became
increasingly apparent. On September 8, AID Director Pavid Bell,
£ < in a pelévision interview,. stated that Congress might cut aid

to South Vietnam if the Diem government did not change its course
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(Pentagon Papers; p. 214). Lodge suggesﬁed a study to deter-
mine the most effective methods of cutting‘ai& to topple the
regime (Pentagon Papers, p. 214). On September 12, with White
House approval, Senator Church introducéd a resolution in the
Seﬂéte'condemning the South Viefnamese Government for its
repressive handling of the Buddhist problem and calling for an
end to United States aid unless the oppressive measures were
curtailed (Pentagon Papers, pp. 214-215).

In mid-September 1963, two proposals for dealing with Diem
were considered by the Administration. The first contemplated
increasingly severe pressure to bring Diem in line with Aﬁeriéan
policy; the second involved acquiesciﬁg in“Diem's.actions,
recognizing that Diem and Nhu were inseparable, and attempting
to salvage as much as possible. It was decided to adopt the

o first proposal, and to send Secretary of Defense McNamara and
7“ General Taylor on a fact-finding mission to Vietnam.  (Pentagon

. Papers, p. 215.) ' c

On October éi_McNamara and Taylor'returned to Washinthn
~and presented their findings to the National Security Council.
Their report confirmed that the military effort was progressing
favorably, but warned of the dangers inherent in the.political
turmoil and recommended bringing pressure‘aqainst Diem, This
pressure would include announcing the withdrawal of 1,006
American troops by the end of the year, ending support for the
forces responsible for the pagoda raids, and continuing Lodde's

" poliéy of rémaining aloof from the regime. The report recommended
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againsgt a coup, but sugdgested that alternative leadership should be
identified and cultivated. The recommendations were promptly -
approved by the President. (Pentagon Papers, pp.215-116)

On October 3 Conein contacted Minh. Minh explained that a
coup was being planned, and requested assurances of American
support if it were successful. Minh outlined three courses of
action, one of which was the assassination of Diemn's brothers,
#hu and Can {Conein, p.25; cable, Saigon to Director, 10/5/63)
The Acting Chief of the CIA Station, David R. Smith, cabled on
October 5 that he had recommended to Lodge that "we do not set
oursalves irrevocably against the assassination plot, since the
other two alternatives mean either a blood bath in Saigon or a
protracted struggle" {(Cable, Saigon to Director, 10/5/63)

A cable from the Director, CIA to Saigon responded that:

"{w)e certainly cannot be in the position of stimulating,

T approving, or supporting assassination, but on tie other .
- hand, we are in no way responsiixle for stopplinyg every

such threat of which we micht receive even partial know=-

ledge. We certainly would not favor assassination of Diem.

We believe engaging ourselves by taking position on this

matter opens door too easily for probes of our position

re others, re support of regime, et cetera. Conseguently

believe best-.approach 1s hands off. now_ver, Lye naturally
interested in 1ntelllgence on any such plan.

* The other courses of action were the encirclement of Saigon
by various mllltary units and direct confrontation between mllltary
units involved in the coup and loyalist units.

%% Colby, who was then Chief, Far Eastern Division, drafted
this cable for McCone. Colby testified: :

”Q. So you were on notlce as of that date that the Director
personally opposed any involvement by the .CIA in an assas-
sination? ,

P "Colby: I certainly was.'" (Colby, p. 57)
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McCone testified that he met priwvately with the President and
the Attorney General, taking the position that "our role was
to assemble all information on intelligence as to what was
going on and to report it to the appropriate authorities, but
to not éttempt to direct it" (McCone, p. 62). He believed the
United States should maintain a 'hands off attitude" (McCone,
p. 62). Mchne testified:

"1 felt that the President agreed with my position, des-
pite the fact that he had great reservations concerning
Diem and his conduct. I urged him to try to bring all
the pressure we could on Diem to change his ways, to
encourage more support throughout the country. My precise
words to the President, and I remember them very clearly,
was that Mr. President, if I was manager of a baseball
team, I had one pltcher, I'd keep him in the box whether
he was a good pitcher or not, . By that I was saying that,
if Diem was removed we would have not one coup but we
would have a succession of coups and political disorder
in Vietnam and it might last sewveral years and indeed

it did." (McCone, pp. 62-63.)

McCone stated that hé did not discuss assassination with
the President, but rather "whether we should let the coup go
"or use our influences not to" .. He left the meeting believing

that the PreSLdent agreed with his "hands off" recommendatlon

(McCone, pp. 62-63). McCone cabled Smith on October 6:

"McCone directs that vou withdraw reconmmendation to

ambassador {concerning assassination plan) under McCone
instructions, as we cannot be in position actively con-
doning such course of action and thereby engaging our o
responsibility therefore” (CIA to Saigon, DIR 73661, 10/6/63).

In response, the CIA Station in Saigon cabled headquarters:

"Action taken as directed. In addition, since DCM
“Prucheart was also present when original recommendation .
was made, specific withdrawal of recommendation at McCone's
1 ~ instruction was &lsc conveyed to Trueheart. Ambassador
‘ Lodge commented that he shares NcCone s opinion. (Saigon
to CIA, SAIG 1463, 10/7/63)
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Conein, the CTA official who dealt directly with the Generals, ¥
testified that he was first told of McCone's response to the
assassination alternative by Ambassador ﬁodge aréund October 20
(Conein, p. 35). 'Conéin testified (but did not.so indicate in
his detailed After-Actio.u Report) that he thén told General Don
that the United States opposed assassination; and that the
General responded, "alright, you don't like it, we won't talk
about it anymore" (Conein, p. 36).

The United StateS'increased-pressure on Diem to mgnd his
ways, On October 17, General Richard Stillwell (MACV J-3)
informed Secretary Thuan that the Unitéd States was suspending
aid to thelspecial forces units responsible for thé pagoda
raids until they were transferred to the field and placed undér
Joint General Staff (JGS) cémmand {Pentagon Papers, p. 217).

On October 27, Lodge traveled to Dalat with Diem, but did
not receive any commitment from Diem to comply with American
urequeéts (Pentagon Papers, p. 219).

On October 287~Conein met with-General Don, who_had‘

received assurance from Lodge that Conein spoke fof the United

States. Don said that he would make the plans for the coup

* Coneirn described his role as follows:

"My job was to convey the orders from my Ambassador and
the instructions from my Ambassador to the people who

" were planning the coup, to monitor those individuals who
were planning the coup, to get as much information so =
that our government would not be caught with their pants
down" (Conein, pp. 38-39).

:‘,w
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available té the Ambassador four hours before it took place,
and suggested that Lodge not éhange Eis éians to gé to the
United States on October 31. (I.G., C, p. 37; ?entagon.Papers,
p. 219.)

” On October 30, Lodge reported to Washington that he was
powerless to stop the coup, and that the matter was entirely
in Vietnamese hands. General-Harkins disagreed and cabléd his
opposition to the coup to Geperal'Taylor {(Pentagon Papers,
p. 220). A cable from Bundy to Lodge dated Octéber 30 expressed

White House concern and stated that '"[w]e cannot accept conclu-
sion that we have no power to delay or discourage a coup"
(Cable, Bundy to Lodge, 10/30/63). A subsequent cable on that
same day from Washington instructed Lodge to intercede with

the Generals to call off the coup if he did not believe it

would succeed. The instructions prescribed "strict noninvolve-
ment and somewhat iéss strict neutrality'". (Pentagon Papers,
p. 220.) ' |

Lafe in the morning of quember 1, the first units involwved
in the coup began to deploy around“Saigon. "The Embassy was
given only four minutes' warning before the coup began_(MACV
cable to Joinﬁ Chiefs of Staff 8512, 11/1/63).. An aide to
Don told Conein to bring all available money to the Joint
General S¥aff headqu&rtérs.. Conein brought 3 million piasters

(Approximately $42,000) to the headquarters, which was given

to Don to procure food for his troops and to pay death benefits
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to those killed in'the coup (Congin,.6/205 p. 72).%

Conein was at the Joint General Staff Headquartefs during
most of the coup (I.G., C, pp. 41-42). At 1:40 p.m., the
Gqurals proposed that Diem résign immediately, and guaranteed
him and Nhu safe departure (Conein After-Action Report, p. 15).
The palace was surrounded shdrtly afterwards, and at 4:30 p.m.
the Generals announced the éoﬁp on the radio and demanded the
resignation of Diem and Nhu. Diem called Lodge and inquifed
about the United States' positién. Lodge responded.that the
United States did not yet have a view, and expressed concernv
for Diem’s safety (Pentagon Papers, p. 221).

According to Conein's report, Minh told Nhu that if he and
Diem did not resign within five minutes, the palace would be
bombed. Minh then phoned Diem. Diem refused to talk with him
and Minh ordered tﬁg bombihg of the palace. Troops moved in

on the palace, but Diem still réfused to capitulate. Minh
offered Diem a second chance to surrender half an hour later,
telling him that 1f he refused he would be ""blasted off of the

~earth'. Shortly before nlghtfall an air assault was launched
on the Presidential Guard barracks. (Conein After-Action Report,
pp. 17-18.) |

At 6:20 on the mornlng of November 2, Diem called General

-2

* CIA had apparently considered passing money to the coup
leaders in early October (Colby, 6/20, p. 21). On October 29,
Lodge calbed that a request for funds should be anticipated=>.
(Lodge to State, No. 2040, 10/29/63; and 2063, 10/30/63).
Conein received the money on October 24, and kept it in a safe
in his house.
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Don at the Joint General Staff headquarters and offered to -
surrender if he and Nhu were given safe conduct to an éirport.
Shortly afterwards, Diem offered to surrender unconditionally
and ordered the Presidential Guard to cease firing. According
to Conein, an escort for Diem appeared in front of the palace
at 3:00 a.m., but Diem and Nhu were not preéent (Conein After-
Action Report, p. 24).

At 10:30 é.m. the bodies of Diem and Nhu were reported to
be at the Joint General Chiefs' headquarters. Conein declined
‘to view the bodies because he feared that doing so might damage.
United States interests (Conein, p. 57).

The details of Diem's and Nhu's deaths are not known.*

: * Conein specualted that Diem and Nhu escaped through a tunnel
from the palace and.fled to a Catholic Church in Chalon. He
opined that an informant must have identified them and called the

- General Staff Headquarters (Conein After-Action Report, p. 23).
Another CIA source states that Diem and Nhu had left the palace
the previous evening with a Chinese businessman and arrived at
the church at 8:00 on the morning. of November 2. Ten minutes
later -they were picked up by soldiers and forced into an army
vehicle (Cable, Saigon to State, No. 888). Minh originally told
Conein that Diem and Nhu had commltted suicide, but Conein
doubted that Catholics would have taken their own lives in a

“church (Conein, p. 56). The Inspector General's Report states
that on November 16, 1963, a field-grade officer of unknown
reliability gave the CIA two photographs of the bodies of Diem
and Nhu in which it appeared their hands were tied behind their
backs (I.G., C, pp. 43-44). The source reported that Diem and
Nhu had been shot and stabbed whlle being conveyed to the Joint
General Staff headquarters.
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None of the informed sources give any indlcation of direct or

indirect involvement of the United States.¥

* It must be noted that on October 30, 1963, Ambassador Lodge
notified Washington that there might be a request by ked leaders
for evacuation, and suggested Saipan as a point for evacuation
(Saigon Station Cable No. 2036, 10/30/63). Conein was charged
with obraining the airplane.  Between 6:00 and 7:00 on the
morning of November 2, Minh and Don asked Conein to procure an
aircraft. Conein relayed the request to David Smith, Acting
Chief of Station at the Embassy, who replied that it would not
be possible to get an aircraft for the next twenty-four hours,
since it would have to be flown from Guam. Conein testified
that Smith told him that Diem could be flown only to a country
that offered him asylum and that the plane could not land in
any other country. There were no aircraft immediately avail-
able that had sufficient range to reach a potential country
of asylum {(Conein, p. 54).

— s .
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Approved, Drafting Subcommittee,
10/8/75 (Lumumba sectlons open
to possible reconsideration)

IV. ¥indings and Conclusions

in evaluating the evidence and arriving at findings and
conclusipns,_the'Committee-has been guided by the following
standards. We believe these standards to be appropriate to
the constitutional duty of a Congressional committee.

1. The Cdmmi;tee is not a court. Its primary role is
not to determine individual gﬁilt or innocence, but rather
to draw upon the éxperiences of the past to better propose
‘guidance for the future.

2. 1t is necessary to be cautious in reaching conclusions
because of the amount ofrtime that has passed since the events
‘reviewed in this report, the inability of three Presidents and .
many other key figures to speak for themSelves;‘tﬁe conflicting
and ambiguous nature of much of the evidence, and the problems
in assessing the weight to be given to particular documents
and Festimony.

3. The Committee has tried to be fair to the persons
involved in the events under exéﬁination while at the same

- time responiding to a need to understand the:facts in sufficient
detail to lay a basis for informed recommendatidns.

With these standards in mind,:the Committee has arrived at

the following‘findings and conclusions.

-2
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A. Findings Concerning the Plots Themselves

1. Officials of the United States Government Initiated

Plots to Assassinate Fidel Castro and Patrice Lumumba

The Committée finds that officials of,thé United States
GOQgrﬁment initiated and participated in plots to assassinate
Patrice Lumumba an& Fidel Castro.

The plot to kill Lumumba was conceived in-the latter half
of 1960 by officials of the United States Government, and.quické
1y advanced to the point of sending poisons to the Congo to bé
used for the assassination.

The effort to assassinate Castro began in 1960 and con;inued
until 1965.. The plans to assassiﬁate.Castro usiﬁglppison cigars,
exploding seashells, and a contaminated diving suit did not
advance beyohd'thé.laborgtory.phasé. The plot involving under-

T ‘wofld figures reached the'stage of producing poison pills,
establishing the contacts necessary to send them into Cuba,
procuring potential asséssinsVWithin Cuba, and, according to one"
witness, delivering thé pills to the island itself. . In the
1960 plot”involvi;é a Cuban pilot ;éé in the AM/LASH epigode
from 1963-1965, the CIA gave active support and encouragement

" to Cubans whose intent to assassinate Castro was known, and

provided the means for carrying out the assassination.

-
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- 2. HNo Foreign Leaders Were Killed As a Result of Assas-

.sination Plots Initiated by Officials of the United

States

The poisons intended for use against Patrice Lumumba
wefé ﬁever administered to him,“and there is.no evidence that
the United States was in any way involved in Lumumba's death
at the handé of his Congolese enemies. The effort to assas-

sinate Castro failed.

3. American 0Officials Encouraged or Were Privy to

Coup Plots Which Resulted in the Death of Trujillo,

Diem, and Schneider
American officials clearly desired the overthrow of
Trujillo, coffered both encouragemént and guﬁs to local dissi-
dents attempting his ovérthrow,‘and supplied them With pistols
and rifles. |
American officials offered encouragement to the Vietnamese
generals Qho plotted Diem}s.overthrow; and. a CIA official in
Vietnam gave the generals‘méngy after the coup had begun.
.However, ﬁiem‘s a;;assination was gégﬁher désired nor suggested
by officials of the United States.
The record reveals that the United States officials
offered enfouragement to the Chilean dissidents who plotted
~ the k;dnapping of General Rene.Schneider, but did not desife
or encourage his death. Certain high officials did know that

-

the dissidents planned to kidnap General S5chneider.
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As Director Colby testified before the Committee, the death of
a foreign leader is a risk forseeable in any coup aﬁtemp;. In
the cases we have considefed, the risk of death-was known in
varying degrees. It was widely known that the dissidents in
the Dominican Republic intended to assassinate ?rﬁjillo; the
contemplation of coup leaders to assassinate Nhu, Pfesident
‘Diem's brother, was communicated to the upper 1evels'of the
United States'Governmeﬁt; while the CIA aﬁd perhaps the White
House knew that the coup leaders in Chile planned to kidnap
General Schneider, it was not anticipated that he would be killed,
although the possibility'of his death should have been recognized -

as a .forseeable risk of his kidnappimg.

4. The Plots Occurred in a Cold War'Atmosphere Perceived

to be of Crisis Proportions

The Coﬁmittee,fﬁlly appreciates the importance of
evaluating the assassination plots in the historical context
rwithin which they_occurred. 1In thgkpréface‘to this report, we
described the perception, generally shared within the United
States during the depths of the Cold War, that the éountry
faced a monolithic enemy in Comﬁunisme That attitude heips
explain the assassinatioﬁ.plots which we have reviewed,
alfhough it does not'justifyrthem. Those involved neverthe-
less appeared to belie%e they were advgncing the best inter-

an

ests of their country.
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5. American Officials Had Ekaggerated Notions About

Their Ability to Control the Actions of Coup Leaders

Running throughout the.cases considered in this report
was. the expectation of American officials that they could
'gontrol the actions of dissident groups which they were support-
ing in foreign countries. Events-dgmonstrated that the United
States had no such power. This point is graphically demonstrated
by cables exchanged shortly before the coup in Vietnam.
Ambassador Lodge cabledIWashington on October 30; 1963, that he
was unable to halt a coup; a cable from Bundf in response stated
that "We cannot accept conclusion that we have no powef to delay

or discourage a coup." The coup took place three days later.

Shortly after the expéfience of the Bay of Pigs, CIA
headquarters. requested operatives in-the Dominican Republic
to tell the dissidents to "turn off" the assassination attempt)
. because thelUnited States was not prepared to ”copg with the
afterﬁath.” .The dissidenits replied that the assassination
was their. affair -and that it could mot be tﬁrnedroff to suit'

the convenience of the United States Government.
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6. CIA Officials Made Use of Known Underworld Figures

in Assassination Efforts

Officials of the CIA made userof persons associlated
with the criminal underworld in»attempﬁing to achieve the
asééssination of Fidel Castro. These underworld figuﬁes were
relied upon because it was believed that they had expertise and
contacts that were not available to law-abiding citizens.

Foreipgn citizens with criminal Backgrounds were also used
by-the CIA in two other cases that we have reviewed. 1In the
development of the Exegutivé Action capability, one foreign
national with a criminal background was used to "spot” other
member s of the European underwcrlﬁ who might be used by the CIA
for a varfety of pufposes, including assassination if the need
should érise‘ In the Lumumba case, ﬁwo men with criminal back-

o grounds were used as field opefatives by CIA officers in a

volatile political situation-in the Congo.

B. Conclusions Concerning the Plots Themselves

1. The United.States Should Not;Engage.in Assassination .

We cannot condone the use of assassination as a tool
of foreign policy. Aside from pragmatic argumenfs against the
use of assassination supplieé to the Commiﬁtee by witnesses with
extensive#expefience'in covert operations, ‘we find that assas-

sination violates moral precepts fundamental to our way of life.
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InAaddition to considerations, there were several
‘practical reasons advanced for not assassinating'foreign‘
1eadefs: Theséfreasons are discussed in the éection of
this reporﬁ recommending a statute making assassination
a crime.

a. Distinction Between Targeted Assassinations

Instigated by the United States and Support

for Dissidents Seeking to Overthrow Local

Governments

Two of the five principal cases investigated
by the Committee involved plots to kill foreign leaders
(Luﬁumba and Castro) that were instigated by American
officiéls, Threé of the cases (Trujillo, Diem; Sghneider)

o involved killings in the course of coup attempté by local
| dissidents. These latter cases differed in the degreé’po
which assassination was contemplated by the leadefs'of'the
coups and the degree tkohibh United States officials
- motivated the couﬁs; | -
The. Committee qoncludes-that targeted'assassinafions

instigated by the United States must be prohibited.
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Coups involve varying degrees of risk of assassination.
The possibility of assassination in coup attempts raises
questions concerning the proprieﬁy of United States involve-
ment in coups, particularly in those where the assassination
of. a foreign leader is a likély prospect.
This country was created by violent revqlt against a
regime believed to be tyrannous, and our founding fﬁthers»
(the local dissidents of that era) received aid from foreign
lcquntries. Given that history, we should not today rule
out support for diésident groups seeking to overthrow tyrants.
But passing beyond that principle, there remain serious
questions: for example, whether the national interest of
the United States is genuinely involved; whether any such
support should be overt rather than covert; what tactics
- should be used; and how such actions should be authorized
and controlled by.the cobrdinate branches of gqvgrnmentl
The Cémmittee_believés that ité recommendation 6n the question
of covert.actions--in support of coups must await the Committee's
final report which wili bg issued after a full review of

covert action in general.
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b. The Setting In Which the Assassination Plots

Occurred Explains, But Does Not Justify Them

‘The Cold War setting in which tﬁe assassination
plots took place does not change our view that éssassination
is unacceptable in our society. In addition to the moral and
practical proﬁlems discussed elsewhefe,_we find two principal
defects in any contention that the tenor of the period justifi-
ed the assassination plots: ‘

-First, the asséssination plots were not necessitated by
imminegt danger to the United States. Among the cases studied,
Castro alone posed a threat to ﬁhe United States, but then
only during the period-of the Cuban missile crisis. Castro's
assassination had been planned by the CIA léng before that
crisis, and was not advanced by policymakers as a possible
course of action during the crisis.

Second; we reject absolutely ;ny notion that the United
States should justify its actions by the standards of totali-
tarians. _Our standards must be higher, and this differénce is

. what the struggle is all about. Of course,‘we must defend our
demédracy., But in defending it, we must-;eéiét dndermining_

the very virtues we are defending.
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Two documents which have been supplied to the Committee
graphically demonstraté attitudes whicﬁ can lead to
tactics that erode and could ultimately destroy the very
ideals we must defend.

)-The first was written in 1954 by a special committee form-
ed to advise the President on covert activities. . The United
States may; it said, have to adopt_tactiés "more ruthless.than:
[those] employed by the enemy"” in order to meet the threat from
hostile nations. The report concluded that "long standing
American concepts of American fair play must be reconsidefed,”*

Although those proposals did not involve assassinations,
the attitudeé underlying them were, as Director Colby testified,

indicative of the setting within which the assassination plots’

were conceived. ‘(Colby, 6/4/75,-p. 117)

* The full text of the passage is as follows:

. anothey important requirement is an aggressive
covert psychological, political, and paramilitary
- organization far more effective, more unique, and,
if necessary, more ruthless than that employed by the
. enemy. No one should be permitted to stand in the
way of the prompt, efficient, and secure accomplish-
ment of this mission. S

The second consideration, it is now clear that we
are facing an implacable enemy whose avowed objective
is world domination by whatever means at whatever
cost. There are no rules in such a game. Hitherto
acceptable norms of human conduct do not apply. If
the U. S. is to survive, long standing American con-
cepts of American fair play must be reconsidered.
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We do not think that traditional American notions of
fdir play'need'be abandoned when dealing with our adversaries.

It may well be ourselves .that we injure most if we adopt

tactics "more ruthless than the enemy'.

A second document which represents an attitude which we
. find impropef'was sent to the Congo in the fall of 1960 when
the assassination of Patrice Lumumba was being considered, Thé
chief of CIA's Africa Division recommended a_particular agent -- -
WIROGUE -- because

He is indeed aware of the precepts of right
and wrong, but if he is given an assignment
~which may be morally wrong in the eyes of the
. world, but necessary because his case officer
ordered him to carry it out, then it is right,
and he will dutifully undertake appropriate
action for its execution without pangs of con-
science. In a word, he can rationalize all
actions. (Memo dated / /60; Bissell Tr.,

6/11/75, p. ) - :

The Committee findélthis philosophy is not in keeping with the
ideals of our nation. |

2. The United States Should Not Make Use of Underworld

Figures for Their Criminal Talents

We conclude that agencies of the United States must not
use underworld figures for their criminal talents* in carrying

out their operations. In addition to the corrosive effect

*Pending our .investigation of the use of informants by the FBI and
other agencies, we reserve judgment on the use of known criminals
as informants. We are concerned here only with the use of persons
known to be actively engaged in criminal pursuits for their
expertise in carrying out criminal acts.
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upon our government,* the use of underworld figures involves
thé following dangers:

” a. The use of underworld figﬁres for "dirty business"
gives them the power to blackmail the government and to avoid
prosecution, for past or:future crimes. For example: the
figures involved in the Castro assassination oﬁeration_used
their;involvement with the CIA to avoid prosecution. The CIA“
also contemplated attempting to quash criminal cﬁarges against
QIWIN in a fdreign tribunal.

lb, The use of persons experienced in criminal tech-
niques ahd prone to criminal behavior increases the likelihood
_ that criminal acts will occur. - Agents ‘in the field are neces- ot
sarily given broad discretion. But the risk of improper
activities is iﬂcreased when persons of criminal background
are used, particularly when they are selected precisely to take

advantage of their criminal skills or contacts.

*The corrosive effect of dealing with underworld figures is
graphically demonstrated by the fact that Attorney General Robert
Kennedy, who had devoted much of his professional life te fight-
ing organized crime, did not issue an order against cooperating
with such persons when he learned in May 1961 that the CIA had .
made use of Sam Giancana in a sensitive operation in Cuba.

In May 1962, when the Attorney General learned that the
operation had involved assassination, he did, according to
a CIA witness, inform those briefing him that underworld -
figures should not be used before checking with him firsc,
but failed to direct that they must never be so used.
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c.l'There is the danger that the United States Govern-
ment will"becoﬁé an unwitting accomplice to criminal acts and
' that criminal figures will téke-advantage_of their associa-
tion with the government‘to advance'their_éwn projebts and
interests. :

d{ There is a fundamental impfopriety in selecting
persons because they are skilled at performing deeds which the
laws of our society forbigj; -
The use of underworld figures by the United States Govern-

ment for their criminal skills raises moral problems comparable

to those recognized by Justice Brandeis in a different context

five decades ago: ' et

Our government is the potent, the omnipresent
teacher. For good or for ill, it teaches the
whole people by its example. Crime is con-
tagious. If the Government becomes a law-
breaker, it breeds contempt for law; it in-
~vites every man to become a law unto himself.
To "declare that in the administration of the
criminal law the end justifies the means --
‘to declare that the Government may commit
crimes in order to secure the conviction of’
the private criminal -- would bring terrible
retribution. Against this pernicious doctrine
this Court should resolutely set its face.
Olmstead v. U. 8., 277 U.85; 439, 485 (1927)
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C.. Findings and Conclusions Relating to the Issues of.Authori-

zation and Control
In the introduction to this report, we set forth in

-

summary form our major conclusions concerning whether the
‘assassinatibn.piots were authorized. The ensuing discuséion
elaborates and exﬁlains those conclusions.

The Committee analyzed the question of authorization for

the assassination. activities from two perspectives. First,

‘the Committee examined whether officials in policymaking _ oo

positions authorized or were aware of the assassination

activities. Second, the Committee inquired whether the -
officials responsible for the operational details of the

plots perceived that assassination had the approval of

their superiors, or at least was the type of activity that

~thelr superiors would not disapprove.

- No doubt, the CIA's general efforts against the regimes
discussed in this report were authorized at the highest

levels of the government.  But the record leaves serious
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doubt concerning whether assassination was authorized by
the Administrations. Even if the plots were not expressly

authorized, it does not follow that the Agency personnel

believed they were acting improperly.

1. The Command and Control System for Assassina-

tions Was Such That the Plots Could Have

Been Undertaken Without Expréss Authorization

Aé emphasized tﬁrpughout thié report, we are
ﬁnable to draw firm conclusions concerning responsibility
for the assassination plots. Even after our long investiga-
tion, it is unclear whether the conflicting and inconclusive
state of the evidence is dﬁe to the system of plausible
deﬁial and its attendant doctrines, or whether there were
in fact serious sho;tcomings in the.éystem of autﬁorization
which made it possible for assassination efforts to have
been undertaken by agencies of the United States Government
without express authority from officials outside of those
agencies.
| Our preeminent finding is that assassination could have
been undertaken by an agency of the United States Government

without it having been uncontrovertibly clear that there was
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explicit authorization froﬁ the highest levél. The command

_ aﬁh contrél sfsﬁem revealed by the record made it possible for
the CIA to have engaged in assassination activities without
express authorizationlﬁy officials outside the Agency.

The ambiguity and imprecision in the record illustrates

the dangers of a “plausible{denial” system in which the precise
level of-autﬁorization may be difficult to ascertain. While
there is no evidence that -the "plausible denial" system has
succeeded in shielding decision makers in the cases considered
in this neport,.the'possibility that’a'syséem exists which
might permit those responsible. for autho;izing majbr operations
to escape responsibility is disturbing. Resﬁonsible government
requires that public officials be heid accountable for their

decisions.

2. Findings Relating to the Level at Which the Plots Were

Authorized

a. Diem
We find that neither the President nor any other
official in the United States Government éuthorized the assas-
_sination of Diem and his brother Nhu. Both the DCI and top
State Department officials did know, however, that the death
of Nhu at least at one point had been contemplated by the coup

leaders. To the contrary, when the possibility that the coup

leaders were considering assassination was brought to the
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attention of the DCI, he directed that the United States
would have no part in such activity, and this information
was relayed to the coup leaders.

b. Schneider

We find'thét neither the President nor any othef
official in the Unitéd Stateé Government authorized the assas-
sinétion of General Rene Schneider. The CIA, and perhaps the
White House, did know that coup leaders contemplated kidnap-_
ping, which, as it turnedlout, resulted in Schneider's death.

c. Tfujillo

The Presidents and other senior officials in
the Eisenhower and Kénnedy Administrations sought the overthrow
of Trujill§ and aﬁproved general actions to obtain ‘that end.

The DCI and the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs knew that the Dominican‘diséidents intended
to assassinate Trujillo, but the date at'which the dissi&ents'
intent to assassinate was communicatedlto ﬁigher levels of
the goﬁernment_reéponsibie for for?ﬁlatingrpolicy ié less
clear. The record dogs establish that in the Spring of 1961
senior American officials, including the President, learned
that the dissidents intended to assassinate Trujillorandlthat
they desixed machine guns for that purposé. The Special Group

disapproved passage of those weapons and the President himself,

in a telegram, reaffirmed that decision, indicating that -the

o
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United States "as [a] matter of géneral‘policy cannot condone
assassination', although he did state that if the coup succeeded,
the United States would support the plotters.

d. Lumumba ‘

The chain of évehts revealed by the documents and
testimony is strong enough to permit a reasonable inference
thdt the assassination plot was authorized by the President.

It is absolutely clear that .Allen Dulles authorized the plot.

The juxtaposition of discussions concerning '"disposing of"
Lumumba and taking ”éfraightforward action against him at NSC
.and Sﬁecial-@roup ﬁeetings with Dulles' cable to the Congo,
Bissell's representation to Gokttlieb about ”higheét authority“,
and the delivery of poison to the Congo can be read to support
an ‘inference that the President‘and the Special Group urged

Zaw' the assassination of Lumumba.

Robert Johnson's testimony that he understood the President
to have ordered Lumumba's assassiﬁation at an NSC meeting does,
as he said, offer a "clue" abouf Presidential authorization

- which, however, should be iead in 1ight of the uncertain reéord

of the meetings Johnson attended and the cont;aryrtestimony of
otﬁers in attendaﬁce at the meetings, including the President's
national security advisors. The fact that both_the Chief of
~Station aﬁg Gottlieb were under the impression that there was

Presidential authorization for the assassination of Lumumba

is not in itself direct evidence of such authorization because
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this impressicn was derived solely from Gottlieb's meetings
with Bissell and Tweedy. Neither Gottlieb nor the Chief of
Station had first-hand knowledge of Allen Dulles' statements
about Presidential authorization. Richard Bissell assuﬁed
that such éuthorization had been cénveyéd to him by Dulles,
but Bissell had no specificrrecollection of any evenf when
this occurred.

fhe evidence leads us to conclude that DDP Bissell and
DCI Dulles knew aboﬁt and authorized the pleot to assassinate
-LUmumba, Héwever, we are unable_to make a finding that
President Eisenhower intentionally authorized-aﬁ assassination
effort against Lumumua because of the lack of absolute certainty

in the evidence.

o
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e. Castro
- 'There was no evidenae from which the Committee
could conclude that Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, or Johnson,
their close advisors; or the Special Group authorized the
assassination of Castro.

We find that the effort against Castro was clearly authq-
rized through the level of DDP. It is not certain whether
Allen Dulles kneﬁ.about'the plots, althoughIBissell and
Edwards were of the opinién that he did, and the credibility
of their beliefs is buttressed by the fact that Dulles knew
about the Lumumba assassination plot, which was planned and
attempted at the time of the early Castro plots. We canlfind
no evidence that McCone was aware of the plots which occur;ed
during his tenure. His bDP, Richard Helms, testified-that

~ he never discussed the subject'with McCone and was never
expreéslyﬂauthoring by anyone to éggaséinate Castro.

The only suggestion of express Presidential authorization
for the plots égainst Castro was Richard Bissell's opinion
that Dulles would have circuﬁlocutiously informed Presidents
EisenhowerJand Kennedy after the assassination had been plan- .

. ned and was underway. The assumptions underlf@ng this opinion

are too attenuated for the Committee to adopt it as a finding.

o
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First, it assumes that Dulles himself knew of the plots, a
matter which is not-certain. Second, it assumes that Dulles
went privately to the two Presidents--a course of.action

“which Helms, who had far more covert action experience than
Biééeil, testified was precisely what the docfrime of
plausible denial forbade CIA officials from dbing. Third,
it necessarily assumes that the Presidents would understand
from a "circumlocutious' description that assassination was
being discussed.

The chain of assumptions is far too-speculative for the
Committee to makelfindingé inplicéting Presidents who are ﬁot
abie_to speak for themseives. Moreover, it is inconsistent
with Bissell's other ﬁestimony-that-"formal and explic:i_.t'rr

approval would be required for assaSéination,* and contrary

S to the testimony of all the Presidential advisors, the men

closest to both Eisenhower and Kennedy.

# 1f the evidenceconcerning Pregident Eisenhower’s order

- to assassinate Lumumba is. correct, it should be weighed against
Bissell's testimony concerning ClLCUMlOLutLOUb briefings of the
Presidents in the Castro case. TFirst, the Lumumba case would
‘imply that President-Eisenhower and Dulles did discuss such
matters bluntly and not circumlocutiously. Second, the Lumumba
example indicates that the President would discuss such matters
openly in an appropriate forum, and would not need to be
approached.privately. Third, it can be inferred from Bissell's
testimony in the Castro case that if President Eisenhower had
told Dulles that he approved of the plot, Dulles would not have
told anyone elsé of that fact. _Yet Gottlleb s testimony in the
Lumumba case states that he had been told of Presidential autho-
rization for assassination by Bissell,; who in turn assumed he
was told by Dulles.
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Helms and McCone testified that therPresidents under
which they served never asked them to consider assassination.

There was no evidence whatsoever that Presideﬁt Johnson
knew about or authorized any assassination activity during his

Presidency.

3. CIA Officials Involved in the Assassination Opera-

tions Perceived Assassination To Have Been A Permis-

sible Course of Action

The CIA officials involved in the targeted assassination
-+ attempts téstified that they had believed that their ac;ivities
had been fuliy éuthorized.*
In the case of the Lumumba assassination operation,
" Richard Bissell testified that he had noldirect.recollection
ST of authorization, but after having reviewed the cables and
Special Group minutes, testified that authority must have
fléwed from Dulles throﬁgh him to the subordinate levels in
the Agency. 7
In Ehe casefsf the assassinafiaﬁ effort against Castro,
Bissell énd Shéffield Edwafds testified they believed the
operation involving underworld figures had been authérized
by Dulles when-they briefed him shortly after the plot had been'

-~

initiated. William Harvey testified he believed that the

e

The lower level operatlves such as O0'Connell and the =«
AM/LASHE case officers, are not discussed in this section, since
they had clear orders from their immediate superiors. )
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plots "were completely authorized at every appropriate level
within and beyond the Agency", althoﬁgh he had '"no personal
knowledge whatever of the individuals' identities, times,
exact woras, or channels through whiéh such authority may
have passed”. Harvey stated that he had been told by Richard
Bissell that the effort against Castro had been authorized |
"from the highest level", and that Harvey had discussed the
plots with Richard Helms, his immediate superior. Helﬁs
testified that although he had never discussed ‘assassination
Qith his superiors, he believed:

LB

that in these actions we were taking against
Cuba and against Fidel Castro's government in Cuba,

.that they were what we had been asked to do. . . . In
other words we had been asked to get rid of Castro
and . . . there were no limitations put on the means,

and we felt we were acting well within the guidelines
that we understood to be in play at this particular
time. ‘ ‘ : :

The evidence points to a disturbing situation. Agency
officials perceived the effort to assassinate Castro to have
been within the parameters of permissible action, but Adminis-
tration officialsf(including'McCone)“Tesponsible'for formulat-
"ing policy were not aware of the effort and did not authorize
it. The explangtion may lie in the fact that orders concerning
overthrowing the Castro regime were stated in broad terms that
were subject to differing interpretations by those responsible

for carrying out those orders.

The various Presidents and their senior advisors
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strongly’opposed the regimes of Castro and Trujillo, the
accession to power of Allende, and the potential.influence

of Patrice Lumumba. Orders concgrﬁing action ragainst those
foreign leaders were given in vigorous language. For example,
President Nixon's orders to pfevent Allende from assuming
powér left Helms feeling that "if I ever carried a marshall's
baton-in my knapsack outAof the oval office, it was that day.’
Similarly, General Lansdale described thé Mongoose éffort
against Cuba as "a combat situation', and Attorney General
Kennedy emphasized that “a solution to the Cuban‘problem_
today carries top prioricy". Helms testified that the
pressure to ‘'get rid 0f {Castro and the Castro regime]' was
intense, and Bissell testified that he had been ordered to

"get off your ass about Cuba".

It is possible that there was a failure of communica-

_tion between policymakers and the agency personnel who were

experieﬁced in 'secret, and often viﬁlent, action. Although
policymakers testified that.assassinationrwas not intended
by such words as ”gét rid SfmCéégkb”:hgéﬁe,éf their sub-
ordinates in the Agéncy testified that they perceived that
assassination was desired and that they should proceed with-
out trdubTing,their sqperiqrs{ |

The 1967 Inspector General's Repeort on éssassinations

appropriately observed:.
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The p01nt is that of frequent resort to synechdoche --
the mention of a part when the whole is to be under-
stood, or vice versa. Thus, we encounter repeated
references to phrases such as ""disposing of Castro"
which may be read in the narrow, literal sense of assas-
sinating him, when it is intended that it be read in
the broader, figurative sense of dislodging the Castro
regime. Reversing the coin, we find people speaking
vaguely of "doing something about Castro” when it is
clear that what they have specifically in mind is
killing him. In a situation wherein those speaking

may not have actually meant what they seemed toc say or
may not have said what they actually meant, they should
"not be surprised if their oral shorthand is 1nterpreted
differently than was intended.

Differing perceptions between superiors and their sub-
ordinates were graphically illustrated in the Castro context.*

McCone, in a2 memorandum dated April 14, 1967, reflected as

follows:

Through the years the Cuban problem was discussed in
terms such as "dispose of Castro”, '"remove Castro
"knock off Castro'", eté., and this meant the overthrow
of the Communist government in Cuba and the replacing
of it with a democratic regime. Terms  such as the
above appear in many working papers, memoranda for the
record, etc., and, as.stated, all refer to a change in
the Cuban government.

* "Senator Mathias: Let me draw an_ example from history.
When Thomas A'Beckett was proving to be an annoyance, as
Castro, the King said, 'who will rid me of this turbulent
He didn't say, 'go out and murder him'. He said,
'who will rid me of this man', and let it go at that.

. _l,
“Mr. Helms: That is a warming reference to the problem.
"Senator Mathias: You feel that spéns the generations
and the centur1e57 ' :

“Mr. Helms: I think it'does sir.

"Senator Mathias:
thlng which might be said, which mlght be taken by the
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Helms, who had considerable experience as a covert operator,
'gave precisely the opposite meaning to the same words, interpret-
ing them as conveying authority for assassination.
Helms.repeatealy testified that he felt that explicit
autﬁérization was unnecessary .for the assassination of
CastrO'in the early 1960's, but he said he did not construé
the infénse pressure from President Nixon -in 1970 as pro-
viding authority to assassinate anyone. As Helms testified,
‘the differehce was not that the pressure to preveﬁt A11ende
from assuang office was any less than the pressure to remove
the Castro regime, but rather that "I had already made up my
mind that'we weren't going to have any of that business when

I was Director."

Certain CIAvgontempofaries of Helms who were subjected
to similar pressures in the Castro‘éase rejected the thesis
that implicit authority to assassinate .Castro derived from
"the strong language of the policymakers. Bigssell testified
that he had believed that "formal ag@mexplicit-approval”

would be required for assassination, and McManus testified

dlrector or by anybody else as pIESldeﬂtlal authorization to
. go forward?

""Mr. Helms: That is right. But in answer to that, I
realize that one sort of grows up in tradition of the time
and I think that any of us would have found it very difficult
to discuss assassinations with a President of the U.5. I
just think we all had the feeling that we were hired out to =
keep those things out of the oval offlce
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th;t "it never occurred to me" that the vigorous words of

the Attorney General could be taken as authorizing

assassination. The differing perceptions may have resulted

from their different backgrounds and training. Neither

Bisgeli {an aéaaemician wingse Agency career, for_the six vears

before he became DDP had been in the field of technology) nor
~ McManus (who had concentrated on intelligence and staff work)

were experienced in coverﬁ operations.¥

The perception of certain Agency offiecials that assas-

sination was within the ranee of permissible activitv was

reinforced by the éontiﬁuing appfoval of violent covert actions
against Cuba that were sanctioned at the Presidential level |
and by the failﬁre-of the successive administrationg‘to méke
‘clear that assassination was not permissible. This point ié

“- one of the subjects considered in the next sectibn.

i

* 0f course, this analysis cannot be carried too far. 1In
the Lumumba case, for example, Johnson and Dillon, who were |
Administration officials with no covert operation experience,
construed -remarks as urging or permitting assassination, while
other persons who were not in the Agency did not so interpret

" . them. : ' "

-
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4. The Failure In Communication Between Agency Officials

In Charge Of The Assassination Operations And Their Superiors

In The Agency And In The Administration Was Due To:

(a) The Failure of Subordinates‘Tb‘Disclose'The

Operations To Their Superiors; and

(b) The Failure of Superiors to Give TFrecise Orders

Regarding the Nature of Permissable Operations and to lake

Clear That Assassination Was Precluded in the Climate of

Violence Engendered by the Aggressive_Coverp Actions

Sanctioned by‘the Administrations.

While we cannot find that officials rééponsible for
making policy decisions knew aboﬁt.or au;ho;ized the assassina-
-tion attempts (with the possible exception of the Lumumba case) ,
Aéency operatives at- least thfough the level of.DDP neverthe-
less perceived assassination to have been permiséible; This
failure in communication was inexcusable in light of thé gravity
. " -of assassinatign. _Thé Committee .finds that the failure of
Agency officials tq“inform their superio:s'was reprehensibie,
and that tﬁe reasons thét they offéred for having neglected
to inform their superiors are unacceptable. The Committee
fufﬁher finds that Administration officials failed to be
sufficiently precise in their-direqtions to ﬁhe Agency and
,that their attitude toward,tﬁe poésibility'of assassination

was ambiguous in the context of the violence of other activities

‘that they did authorize.
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R : {a) Agency-Officials Failed On Several Occasions To Reveal

The Plots To Their Superiors, Or To Do So With Sufficient

Detail and Clarity
| uSeyeral,of the cases considered in this repoft raise
questions concerning whether officials of the CIA sufficientl}
informed tﬁeir superiors in the Agency or officials outside the
AAgency about their activities.
Caétro
Thé failure of Agency officials to inform their suﬁeriors
of the assassination efforts against Castro is particularly
tfoubling.
Richard Bissell testified trhat he and,Sheffield Edwards
told Allen Dulles oniy "circumlocutiously'" and only after
- the project had begun about the opération which used members
éf the underworld. Both Bissell and_his successor as DDP,
Richard Helms, testified-ﬁhat they never discussed the opera-
‘tionlwith John MeCone or ény officials outside the CIA. The
two officialsldireqp}y responsible for the operation--Edwards
and William HarveyQ;testified that they never discussed the
operation with McCone or any Goverﬁment official abbve.the
level of DD?: McCone.testified that he was never consulted about
the operatign, and that'Duiles.never brieféd him on its
Aéxistenge, On the basié:of the‘testimony,and documentary

evidence before the Committee, it is uncertain. whether Dulles

-
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was ever madelaware of the true nature of the underworld
operation, and virtually cé;tain that it con;inuedlinto
McCone's term without his or the Adminiétration's knowledgé
or approval.

-On the occasions when Richard Bissell had the opportunity
to inform his superiors about the assassination effort against.
Castro, he either failed to inform them or misled them.

Bissell testified that he and Edwérds told Dulles and
Cabell about the assassination operation using underworld
figures, but that they did so “circumldqutiously”, and then
only after contact had been made with the.ﬁnderworld and a

price had been offered for Castro's death.

Bisseil further testified that he never raised the issue
of assassidation with officials of either the Eiéenhoﬁer or

g;' Kennedy‘Administration. His reason was that since he was under

Dﬁlles in the chain of command, he would normélly have had no
‘dqty to - discuss the matter with the Presidents or ofher Adminis-

tration officials,_and-that He-assu@gg_that Dulles would‘havé
circumlocutiously spoken with Présidents'Eisenhower and Kennedy

.about the operation. These reasons are insufficient. It Qgs
inexcusable to withhold such information from those responsible

~for formulating policy on the_unverifie&;assumption that they

might have been circumlocutiously informed by Dulles, who
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himself had not been straight-forwardly told about the operatiom.¥*
The failure to either inform those officials or to make .

certain that they had been informed by Dulles was particularly

reprehensible in light of the fact that there were many occasions

on which Bisséll should have informed them, and his failure to

do  so was misleading. In the first weeks of the Kennedy Adminis-

tration, Bissell met with.Bundy and discussed the develoﬁment

of an assassination capability within CIA;—exécutivé action.

But Bissell did not mentisn that an. actual assassination attempt

was undexway. Bissell appeared before the.iaylor-Kennedy Béard

of Inquiry which was formed to report to the President on the |

Bay of Pigs and the Cuban situation, but testified that he did

‘not inform the Commission of the assassination operation. As

chief of the CIA directorate concerned with clandestine operations

and the Bay of Pigs, Bissell frequently met with officials in

’fhe Eisenhower and Kennedy Admiﬁistratidns‘to discuss Cuban -

operations, and his advice was frequeﬁtly sought. He did not

tell them that the CIA had undeitakenman effort to assassinate

Castfd, and did not ask if they favored proceeding with the

()

* Even assuming that Bissell correctly perceived that Dulles
understood the nature of the operation, it was inexcusable for
Bissell not- to have.briefed Dulles in plain language. Further,
even if one accepts Bissell's assumption that Dulles told the
Presidents, they would have been told too late, because Bissell
"guessed" they would have been told that the operation "had.
been planned and was being attempted’. ' '
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effort. He was present at the meeting with Dulles and Presi-
dent Kennedy at which the new President was briefed on covert
action in Cuba, but neither Dulles nof Bissell mentioned the
assagsination operation that was underway.

The failures to make forthright disclosures to policy-
makers continued during the time that Richard Helms was DDP;
Helms' failure to infofm McCone about the underworld operation
when it was reactivated under Harvey and poison pills were
sent to Cuba was a gfave error in judgment, and Helms' excuses
are unpersuaSive; In May of 1962, the Attorney General was
told that the CIA's invélvement in an assaésination plét'had
terminated with the Bay of Pigs. Not only did Edwards, who |
had briefed the Attorney Genmeral, know that the operation had
not been terminated, but Helms did not inform the Attorney

" - General that the operation was still active thn hé learned
that‘the Attorney General had been misled. Helms did not
inform McCone.of.the plot untii August 1962, and did so then
ih a manner which iQQicated that the plot had been terminated

" before McCer became Director. 'Helms' denial that AM}LASH'
had been involved in an assassination attempt in response to
Secretafy of.State Rusk's inquiries was, as Hélms-testified,
"not truthful”.
When Helms briefed President Johnson on the Castro plots,
“he apparently described the activities that had cccurred during

an

prior administrations but did not describe the AM/LASH opera-
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tion which. had continued until 1965. Helms also failed to
inform the Warren Commission of the ﬁlots because the precise
question was not asked. |
Helms told the Committee that he had never raised the
assa;sination_operation with McCone or Kennedy Administration
officials because he had assumed that the project had been
?reviously auﬁhorized, and that‘the-aggressive character of
the Kennedy Administration's program against the Castro regime
made assassination permissible even in the absence of an
express instrugtioﬁ. He added that he had never been convinced
that the operation would succeed, and that he would have told
McCone about it if He had ever believed that it would "go
.anyﬁlace”. ‘ |
Helms' reasons for not havingvtold his superiors about
N the'assassinaﬁioﬁ effort are unéccéptable; indeéd,'mény of them
were reasons why he should have sought express aﬁthoriﬁy,
As Helms himself testified, assassination was of a high order
of sensitivity. Administration policymakers, supported by
i intelligenéé estiméﬁés furnished bymlgé Agenéyf had eﬁphasized
on several occasions that successors to Castro might be worse
than Castro himself. 1In éddition, the Speciai Croup Augmented
required that plans for covert actions against Cuba be sub-
micred in détail for its apprdval. Although the Administration
was exerting intense pressure on the CIA to do something about

e

Castro and the Castro regime, it was a serious error to have
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undertaken so drastic an operation without obtaining full and
equivocal permission.

'William Harvey, the officer in charge of the CIA'S attempt
using underworld figﬁres to assassinate Castro, testified that
he never discuésed the plot wifh McCone or officials of the
Kennedy Administration because he believed that it had been
fuily authorized by the previous Direcﬁor, because he was
uncertain whether it had a chance of succeeding, and because
he believed that it was Hélms', not his, duty to inform higher

authorities.

anetheless, the Committee believes there were occasions
on which it was incumbént'oﬁ-Harvey to have disclosed the
assassination operation. As head of Task Force W, the branch
of the CIA responsible for covert éperations in Cuba, Harvey
reported directly to General Lansdale and the Special Group
Augﬁented‘ The Sﬁegial Group Augmented had made known that
_covertAoperations in Cuba should be first approved by it, both
by explicit instruction and by its practice that particular

operations be submitted in "nauseating detail". Yet Harvey

-t
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did not iﬁfdrm either General Lansdale or the Special Group

Augmented of -the assassination operation, either when he was

explicitly requested to feport to McCone, General Taylor,

and the Special Group on his activities in Miami in April

1962, or when the subject of assassination was raisea in the
" August 1962 meeting and McCone voiced his disapproval.

The Committee finds that tﬁe réasons advanced for not
having informed those raspoﬁsible for fénmulating.policy
abOut-the assassination operatién were inadequate, misleading}
and inconsistent. Some officdials viewed assasgination as
too important and sensitive to discuss with superiors, while
qthers considered it not sufficiently important. Harvey
testified that it was premature to tell McCone about thg

underworld operation in April 1962, because it was not

sufficiently advanced, but too late to tell him about it in

Augusf 1962, since by that time he_haa decided to terminate

it. On-other-oécasions, officials thought disclosure was

.~ someone else’'s responsibility; Bisseli‘said he thought it was
up to Dulles’, Harvey'belieyed it was up to Hélmsf'but Helms
. remarked that Harvey.“kept Phase II pretty much in his back

- pocket'.

o
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The Committee concludes that the failure clearly to
inform policymakers of the assassination effort against
Castro was grossiy improper. The Committee believes that
it_s@ould be incumbent upon the DDP to report such a
sensitive .operation to his éuperior, the DCI,_nd matter how
grave his doubts might_be about the possible outcome of the
- operation. It follows that the DCI has the same duty to
éccurétely inform his superiors.
Trujillo |
In the Trujillo case there were several instances in
which it appears that policymakers were not given sufficient
information, or were not informed in a‘timely'fashion.
‘At a ﬁeeting on December 29, 1960,'Biséell presented a
plan to the Spécial Group for suppofting<Dominican exile groups
and local dissidents, and stated ;ha; the plan would not bring
down the regime without "some decisive sﬁroke against Trujillo
-himself". At a meeting on January 12, 1961, the Special Group
‘authorized the passage of "limited supplies of small arms andl
other mate;ial” to Dominican dissidents'undér certain conditions.
At this time, the fact that the dissidents had been contemplating
the assassination of Trujilld had been known in the State Department
at the level of the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs, and by senior officials of the CIA, inéluding the DCI.

Yet the memorandum supplied to Under Secretary Merchant, which

-
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was said to have been the basis upon which the Special Group
agreed to the "limited supply" of small arms, did not mention
assassination. To the contréry, it spoke of ''sabotage pbtential”
and stated that there "would be no thought of toppling the
[goﬁérﬁment] by any such minor measure [as the supplying Qf
small arms]." | '
On February 17, 1961, Richard Bissell sent a memérandUm
~on the Dominicén Republic to'McGeorge Bundy . ﬁissell knew
that the dissidents plannéd to assassinate Trujillo, but his
memorandum did not mention assassination. It indicated that
the dissidents' "plan df action" included arms for 300 men.
Those invblved agreed that support of this nature suggested a
non-targeted pavamilitary plan, not an assassination.
The passage of the carbines was apprbﬁed by CIA head-
7 . quarters on March 31, 1961. The State Departmént was apparently
i " unaware of this passage for several weeks.- The pouqhing of thé,

.machine guns was not disclosed outside the CIA.

' The State Department official from whom the CIA sought

perﬁissidn to pass the machine guns stated that on "cross
~ examination' the CIA official conceded that the purpose was
assassination; 'The CIA official then agreed the United States

should have nothing to do with assassination plots anywhere,

-

anytime“, even though the previous day he and Bisseéll had signed
a draft cable permitting the passage of the machine guns for

use in connection with a planned assassination. - : -

Pl
N
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Schneider

The issue here is not whether the objectives of the CIA were
contrary to those of the Administration. It is clear thaf Presi-
dent-Nixon desired to prevent Allende from.assuming office, even
if that required fomenting and.supporting a coup in Chile.- Nor
did White House officials suggest that tactics employed (includ- -
ing as a first step to kidnapping General Schneider) would have
been unacceptable'as a matter principle. Rather, the:issue posed

. is whether White House officials were consulted, and thuslgiven_
an opportunity to weigh such maﬁters as risk and likelihood of suc-
cess, and to apply policy-making judpments to particular tactics.
The record‘indicates that up'fo October 15 they were;.after Octo-
ber 15 there is some doubt.

The documentafy record with respect to the disputed post-
October 15 period gives rise to conflicting inferences. On the one
hand, Karamessines' calendar'shows existence of at least one White
hHouée contact in the critical period prior to the kidnapping of
General Schneider on OctoBér 22. ‘However, the absence of any sub-
stantive memoranda in CIA flles~~when contrasted with several such
memoranda describing contacts with the White House between Septem-

ber 15 and October 15~~may suggeqt a lack of slgnlflcant communl-'

‘cation on the part of the CIA as well as a lack of careful super-

vision on the part of the White House.
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The étandards'applied-within the CIA itself suggest a
view that action which the Committee believes called for
top-levél policy discussion and decision Qas rhought of-as
permissible, wiﬁhout any further consultation, on the bgsis
of t%e initial instruction to prevent Allende from assuming
power. Machine guns were sent to Chile and delivered to
military figures there on the aﬁthority of junior CIA officers
without consultation even with the CIA officer in charge of
the program. We find no suggestion of bad faith in the action
of the junior cofficers. But‘it:necessarily'establishes fhat
there was no advance permission from outside the CIA for the
passage of machine guns. And it also suggests an attitude
VWi;hin the CIA toward consultation thch was uﬁduly lax.
.Further, this case demonstrated the problems inherent in giving
an agency a '"'blank  check" to engage in covert operations
without specifying which acﬁions-are ana are not permissible,
ménd without adequately supervising and monitoring these

activities once begun. -

{b) On Occésiony Administration Officials Gave Vague

Instructions to Subordinates and Failed to Make Sufficiently

Clear That Assassination Should Be Excluded From Consideration.
While-we cannot find that high Administration officials
expressly approved of the assassination attempts, we have

_noted that certain agency officials nevertheless peréeived
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assassination to have been authorized. Alcthough those officials
were reﬁiss in not seeking express authorization for their
activities, their superiors were also at fault for giving
vague instructions and for not explicitly fuling out assassina-
tion. No written order prohibiting assassination was issued
until 1972, and that order was an internal CIA directive issued
by Director Helms.

Schneider

As explained above, there is no evidence that assassina-
tion was ever proposed:as a ﬁethod of carrying out the Presi-
dential order to prevent Allende from assuming office. The
Committee believes, however, that the granting of carte.
blanche authority to the CIA by the Executive in this case
may have contributed to the tragic and unintended death of
General Schneider. This was also partially due tohimpositing
an impractical task to be accomplished within an unreasconably
-short time. Apart from the question of whether any inter-
vention Qas justified undexr the circumstances of this case,
the_commitéee believes that the Executive in any event shoul@"

have defined the limits of permissible action.

Lumumba

We 'are unable to make a finding that President
Eisenhower intentionally authorized an assassination
effort against Lumumba because of the lack of_aysolutg "

certainty in the evidence. However, it appears that the
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strong language used in discussions at the Special Group and
N5C, as reflected in minutes of relevant meetings,
led Dulles to believe that assassination was desired. The
minutes contain language concerning the need to '"dispose of™
Lumumba an 'extremely strong.feellng about the necessity
for straight forward action', and a refusal to rule out any
activity that might contribute to "getting rid of" Lumumba.
Castro
The effort to assassinate Fidel Castro took place in an
atmosphere of extreme pressure by Eisenhower and Kennedy
Administration officials to discredit and overthrow the Castro
regime. Richard Helms recalled that:
"T remember vividly [that the pressure] was very
intense. And therefore, when you go into the record,
you find a lot of nutty schemes there and those nutty
schemes were borne of the intensity of the pressure.
S "And we were quite frustrated."
Bissell recalled that:
"During that entire period, the administration was.
extremely sensitive. about the defeat that had been
afflicted, as they felt, on the U.S. at the Bay of
Pigs, and were pursuing every possible means of
getting rid of Castro.™
Another witness, Samuel Halpern, stated that sometime in
the Fall of 1961 Bissell was
“chewed out in the Cabinet Room in the White House by
both "the President and the Attorney General for, as he
put it, sitting on his ass and not doing anytnlng about’

gettlng rid of Castro and the Castro Regime.'

General Lansdale informed the agencies cooperating in Operation

iaad

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 189



40~

Mongoose that ”you'rg in a combat situation where we have
been given full command”. Secretary of Defense McNamara
confirmed that "we weie.hyéﬁerical about Castro atrthe time
"of the Bay of Pigs and thereafter'..

Many of the plans that were discussed and often approved-
contemplated violent action against Cuba. The operation |
which resulted in the Bay of Pigs was a majbr paramilitary
onslaught that had the approval of the highest government
officials,.;ncluding the two Presidents. Thereafter, Attorney
General Kennedy vehemently exhorted the Special Group Aug-

" mented that "a solution to the Cuban problem today carried
top priority . . . noltime, money, effgrt--or ménpower is
to be spared.' Subsequentl&, Operation Mongoose involved
propaganda and sabotage operations aimed toward spurring a
revolt of the Cuban people against Castro. Measures that
were conéidered by the fop policymakers included incapaqita—

- ting sugar'workers during haryest-seaépn by thé use of
chemicals; blowing up bridges and production plants; sabotaging
merchandiéé in third countrieé-—evenﬂéhose éllied with
the United'Stgtés--prior to its delivery to Cuba; "and arming

insurgents on the island. Programs undertaken at the urging

* The Attorney General himself took a personal interest
in the recruitment and development of assets within Cuba,
‘on occasion recommending Cubans to the CIA as possible recruits
and meeting in Washington and Florida with Cuban exiles
active in the covert war against the Castro government.

-
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of the Administration included intensive efforts to recfuit
‘and arm dissidents within Cuba and raids on plants, mines,
and harbors.

Discussioné at the Special Croup and NSC meetings might
weli‘ﬁéve contributed to the perception of some CIA officials
that assassination was é permissible tool in the effort to
overthrow the Castro regime. At a Special Group meeting in
November 1960, Under Seéretary Merchant inquired whether
any planning had been undertaken for "direct, positive action"

againSt Che Guevarra, Raul and Fidél Castrof Cabell replied

that such a capability did not exiét, but might well have

" left the meeting with the impression that assassination was

not out of bounds. One phase of.Lansdale's plaﬁs, which

was submitted to the Special Gréup in January 1962, aimed
S at inducing ''‘open revolt and éverthrdw,of the Communist

: regime",'and included in the final phase an "attack on the
cadre of the regime, including key leaders". The proposal
scated that "this should be al'Special,Target”.operation

Gangster élements'ﬁight provide the best recruitment potential
agéinst police. " Several minutes f}om Special Group
mgetings contain lanpuage such as "possible fgmovél of
Castro froﬁ the Cuban sceﬁe”. Aithough Lansdale's proposal

-2

was shelved, the,t?pe of aggressive action contemplated was

not ruled out.

On several occasions, the subject of assassination was .

R
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discussed in the presence of senior Administration officials.
While those officials never consented to actual assassina-
tion'effOﬁts, they.also failed to indicate that assassination
was impermissible as a matter of principle.

In early 1961, McGeorge Bundy was informed of a CIA
ﬁroject described as the development of a capability to
assassinate;* Bundy raised no objection'and, according to
Bissell, may have been more affirmative. Although Bissell
stated ﬁhat he did not infer authorization from Bﬁndy’s
remarks for the underworld plot agéinst Castro that was then
underway, therfact.that he believed‘that the Qevelopment
of an assassination capability had been approved by the White
House (which he subsequently told to Harvey) may well have
contributed to the genera; perception that assassination was
not proﬁibited |

Documents lndlcate that in May 1962, Attorney General

".Kennedy was told that the CIA had sought to assassinate
Castro pr;or to thg Bay of Pigs. ngprdlng_;o the CIA

officials present at the briefing, the Attorney General

* Bundy, who was National Security Advisor to the President,
had an obligation to tell. the President of such a grave
matter, even though it was only a discussion of a capablllty
to assaSSLnate His failure to do.so was a serious error.
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indicated his displeasure about the iack of consultation

on the imprépriety of the attempt itself.* There is no
evidence that the Attorney General told the CIA that it must
'not,engage in assassinatibn plots.

At a meeting of the Spgcial Group Augmented in August
1962, well after the assassination efforfs were‘ﬁnderway,
Robert McNamara ié said to have raised the question of
whether the assassination of Cuban leaders should be explored,
and Ceneral Lansdalé issued an action memorandum assigning
the CIA the task of ﬁrepérimg contingency plans. for the
assassination of Cuban leaders. While MeCone testified
tﬁat he had iﬁmediately-made'it clear that assassination
was not to be discussed or condoned, Harvey's testimony

. and documents which he wrote after the event indicate that
Harvey may have been confused over whether McCone had
objected to the use of assassination, or Whether he-was only

concerned that the subject not be put in writing. In any

_ * Documents show that the Attorney General, Robert Kennedy,
learned in May of 1961 that the CIA had used underworld
figures in.an operation against Cuba. The documentary record
further reflects that the Attorney General was not told that
the operation had involved assassination efforts until May
of 1962, and that the operation was then ‘described - to him

- as hav1ng~been terminated in May 1961. There is no evidence
that the Attorney General suspected the true nature of the
operation until that briefing, or that he learned that it
had not in fact been terminated. While it is curious that
the Attorney General would not have inquired further into

the nature of the operation when he discovered that Sam -
Giancana had been involved in it, there is no ‘evidence that
he did.
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-event, McCoﬁe went.no further. He issued no general order
banning consideration of assassination within the Agency.

One of the. programs forwardéd to General Lansdale by
the Defense Department in the Mongoose program was entitled
“Oﬁérétion Bounty" and envisioned dropping leaflets in Cuba
offering rewards for the assassination of Government leaders.
-Although the plan was vetoed by Lansdale, it indicates that
persons in'agencies‘other than the CIA perceived that assas-
sination might be permissible.

ﬁhile the ambivalence of Administration officials does
not excuse the misleading conduct by Agencf officials or
justify their failure to seek explicit permiséion,'it dis-
played an insufficienf concern about assassination which
may have contributed to the perception that assassiﬁatiOn

S Was aﬁ acceptable tactic in accomplishing the Government's

general objectives.

- With the exception of the tight guidelines issued by
the Special Group Augmented concerning Operation Mongoose,
precisé,limitatioﬁé were never_impgégd oh_the CIA requiring
prior permission for the details of otherlproposed covert
operations against Cuba. No general policy bahning assas--
sination‘was_promulgated_until Helms"' intra—agency ordex
in 1972. i}nvlight of the number of times in which the
subjeét of aééassination arose, Administration officiais

were remiss in not explicitly forbidding such activity. -
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The Committee notes that many of the occasions on
which CIA officials should have informed their superiors
of the assassination efforts but failed to do so, orldia
so in a misleadiﬁg manner, wefe also occasions on wﬁich
Administration officisls péradoxically may have reinforced
the perseption that assassination was permissihle.

For example, when Bissell spoke with Bundy about an
executive sCtion capability, Bissell failed to indicate fhat
an actual assassination operation was underway, but Bundy

failed to rule out -assassination as a tactic.

In May of 1962 the Attorney Gensral was misleadingly told

about the effort to assassinate Castro prior to the Bay of Pigs,
S “but not sbout the operation that was thsn going on. The Attorhey
) General, however, did not state that assassination was improper:
When a senior administration official raisedlthe:quéstion

of whether assassination should be explored at a Special Group

_meeting, the assassination operation should have been revealed,
but a firm written order against engaging in assassination should
also have been issued by McCone if, as he testified, he had ex-

hibited strong aversion to assassination.

-2
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6. Practices Current at the Time in Which the Assas-

sination Plots Occurred Were Revealed by the Record to

Create the Risk of Confusion, Rashness, and Irresponsibility

in the Very Areas Where Clarity and Sober Judgment Was

Most Necessary.

Various witnesseg described elements of the system
within wﬁich the assassination plots were conceived. The
Committee is disturbed by the custom that permitted the
most sensitive matters to be presented to the highést levels
of Gévernment with the least claﬁity. We find this dis-
turbing, and view the follbwing concepts as particularly
daﬁgerous:

(1) The extension of the doctrine of ”plausible denial"

beyond its intended purpose of hldlng the involvement of

i e

the United States from other countrles to an effort to
shield higher officials from knowledge, and hence, responsi;
bility for certain operations.

fZ) The useﬁpf circumlocution or euphemism to despribe
serious_métters--such as assassination——ﬁhen précise meaﬁings

~ought to be made clear.

(3) Thé theory that general approVél of broad covert

action programs is. sufficient to justify specific actions

such as assassination or the passage of weapons.
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(4) The theory that authority granted, or assumed to
be granted, by one director or one administration could be
presumed to continue without the necessity for reaffirming
the authority with successor officials.

“ (5) .The creation of capabilities without careful
review and authorization by policymakers, and the risk that
such capabilities might be used without further authoriza-

tion.

(a) The Danger Inherent in Overextending the Doctrine

of Plausible Denial’

The originél concept of plausible denial envisioned
implementing covert actions in a manner calculated to conceal
Amefican involvement if the actions were exposed. The
doctrine was at times a delusion and at times a snare. It~

o was naive for policymgkers Lo assume that'sponsorship of
 actions és big as the Bay of Pigs invasion coﬁld be concealed.
The Committee's inquiry-iﬁto assassiﬁation'and the public
disclosures which preceded it demonstrate that when the
Unlted States resorted to cloak and “dagger tactlcs its hand
was ultimately exposed In addition, the llkellhood of
reckless action is substantially increased when policymakers

‘ believe.thatltheir decisions will never be revealed. |

wﬁaté%er can be said in defense of the original pur-

pose of plausibie denial--~a pur?ose which intends. to conceal

u.s. involvemeﬁt from the outside world--the extension of

o
A
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of doctrine, places elected officials'on the periphery of
thg,dgcision—making process is an invitation terrror, an
abdication of_respbnsibility,'and a perversion of democratic
government.

(b) The Dangers of Using "Circumlocution’ and

"Euphemism”

According to Richard Bissell, the extension bf_plausible
denial to internal decisionmaking required the use of cir-
cumlocution and euphemism in speaking with Presidents -and

- other senior officials.

Explaining this concept only heightens its absurdity.
On the one hand, it assumes that senior officials should bé
shielded from tﬁe truth to.enable them to deny knowledge if
the truth comes out. On the oﬁher hand, the concept assumes
that senior bfficiais must be told enough, by way of double
talk,.to grasp th@usubject. As a ggggequengé, the theoiy
fails to accomplish its objective and only increases the
risk of misunderstanding. Subordinate officials Shoﬁld des-
cribé their proposals in clear, precise, and brutally frank
language; _busy sﬁperiors are entitled to and should demand
no less.

Euphemism may actually have been preferred--not because

an
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of plausible denial--but because the persons involved

could not bring themselves to state in plain language what
they intended to do and may have, in. some instanceé; assumed,
’righply or wrongly, that the listening superiors did not
waﬁ& Ehe issue squarely placed before them. Assassinate,
murder and kill are words many'people do not want to speak
or hear. They describe acts which should not even be pro-
poéed, let alone plotted. Failing to call dirty business

by its rightful name may have increased the risk of dirty
business being done. |

(c) The Danger of Generalized Instructions.

Permitting specific écts to be taken on the basis of
general approvals of broad strategies (e.g., keep Allende
from.assuming office, get rid of the Castro regime) blurs

e responsibility and accountability. Worse still,‘if increases
the danger'that subordinates may take steps which would
have been_disapp;ovéd if the policymakers had been informed.
A further danger is that policymakers might intentionally
use loose“generalhinstructions to é;;de responsibility for
embarrassing activifies.

In either event, we find that the gap between the
general policy objectives and the specific actions under-

taken to achieve them was far too wide.

It is important ‘that policymakers review the manner in
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which their directives are implemented, particularly when

the activities are sensitive, secret, and immune from

public scrutiny.

(d) The Danger of "Floating Authorization’

One justification advanced by Richard Helms and William
Harvey for not informing John McCone about the use of under-
world figures to assassinate Fidel Castro was their assertion
that the project had already.been approved by McCone's
predecessor, Allen Dulles, and that further authorization was
unnecessary, at least until the operation had reached a more
advanced stage.

Similar@f, most of the actions taken in the ngjillo
case during the early months of the Kennedy Administration
were authorized by the'Special.Group on Januéry 12, 1961,
at the end of the Eisenhower Administration.A

The idea that authority might continue from one adminis-

. tration or director to the next and that there is no duty

to reaffirm authority with successors inhibits responsible

decisionmakihg. Circumstances may change or judgments differ.
New officials should be given the opportunity to review
significant programs.

(e) The Problems Connected with Creating New Covert

-

Capabilities .

The development of a new capability raises numerogus

£

problems. Haﬁimg a'capabilityAto engage in certain covert

'
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activity increases fhe probability that it will occur,
since the capability represents a tool that is available
for use. There is the further danger that authorizing a
capability may be misunderstood as authorizing its use
without need for obtaining explicit authorization.

Of course, an assassination qapability should never

have been created in the first place.

"t
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Drafting .
_ _ ‘ Subcommittee
o et o . 10/8/75
N = _ S ‘ (with possible reservation

it V. RECOMMENDATIONS _ . as to language of statute)
During our long investigation of. assassination, a number of_ﬁitél issues’

came imto sharp’focus.L

1

Above all, stood the question of assassination. Our recommendations on

other issues should await the completion of our continuing investigations and

“our final report.’ But we need no more information to convince us that a‘flat

ban against assassination should be written into law. : ' -
We condemn assassination and reject it as an instrument of American

policy. Surprisingly, at present there is no statute making it a crime to assas—

. sinate a foreign official outside the United States. Illence, for the reasons
set forth below, the Committee recommends the prompt enactment of a statute mak-- -
ing it a Federal crime to commit or attempt an assassination, or to consplre to

do so.

-

.A. General agreement that the United States must not engage in assassina-

tion. Our view that assassination has no place in America's arsenal is shared by

the Administration.
Prgsident Ford, in the_same sta#emeﬁt in which he asked this Committee to
deai with the assassination‘issue, stated: |
i_am opposed to"politicai assassination. This administration
has. not and will not use such means as instruments of national

policy. Presidential Press Conference, June‘g, 1975, Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. IIL, No. 24, p. 611.

The witnesses we examined unifqrmly condemned assassination. They denounced
it as immoral, described it as impracéical, and reminded us that an open soclety,
.most of all, runs-the risk of the assassination of its own leaders. As President
Kennedy was reported té have said: "we can't get into that kind of thing, or we
would all be targéts.“ (Goodwin 7/18/75, p. &)

The.curreqp'CIA Director and his two predecessors testified emphatically

that assassination should be banned. Thus, Colby said:

HW 50955 DoeId:32423525 Page 202 .



With respect to assassination, my position is clear. I
just think it is wrong. And I have said so and made it
- very clear to my subordinates. ' (5/21/75, p. 89)

Colby's predecessor, Helms, although hlmself 1nvolved in an: earller plot,

‘said he had concluded assa551nat10n should be ruled ocut for meh maral and

-
[

practical reasons:

As a result of my experiences through the years, when I be-
came Director I had made up my mind that this option...of
killing foreign leaders, was something that I did not want
to happen on my watch. My reasons for this were these:

There are not- only moral reasons but therz.are also
- some other rather practlcal TEeasons. . -

It is almost impossiblie in a democracy to keep any-
thing like' that secret....  Somebody would go to a Con-
gressman, hils Senator, he might go to a newspaper man, what-
ever the case may be, bul it just is not a practical alterna-
tive, it seems to me, in our scciety. '

Then there is another comsideration...if you are going
to try by this kind of means to remove a foreign leader,
then who 1s going to take his place! running that country,
and are you essentially better off as a matter of practice
when it is over than you were before? And I can give you 1
think a very solid example of this %hlch happened 'in Vietnam
when Presldent Diem was eliminated from the scena. We then
had a revolv1ng deor of prime ministers after that for quite
‘some period eof tiem, during which the Vietnamese Government
at a time in its history when it should have heen strong was
nothing but a caretaker govermment....In other
words, that whole exercise turned out to the dlsadvantaze of
the United States, ' ‘

...there is ne sense in my sitting here with all the ex-
perience I have had and not sharing with the Committee my
feelings this day. It 1sn 't because I have lost my cool,
or because I have lost my.guts, it 51mply is because I don't
think it is a wviable optlon in the United States of America these

days. .
Chairman Church. Doesn't it also- follow, Mr. llelms -- [
- . agree with what you have sald fully --—-but doesn’t it

also follow on the practical side, apart from the moral side,
that since these secrets are bound to come out, when they do,
they do very grave political damage to the United States in

the world at large? I don't know to what extent the Russians
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involved themselves in political assassinations, but under

their system they at least have a better prospect of keeph- !
- - ing it concealed. Since we do like a free society and

$ince these secrets are going to come out in due course, the

revelation will then do serious injury to the good name and

reputation of the United States, '

Would you agree with that?
Mr. Helms, 'Ygs; I would.
The Chairman. And finally, 1f we were to reserve to our-

selves the prerogative to assassinate foreign leaders, we.may in=-
vite reciprocal action from foreign governments who assume -
that if it’ s our prerogative to do so, it is their prero-
gative as well, and that is another danger that we at least
invite with this kind of action, wouldn't you agree?

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. (6/13/75, pp. ?6—785

Similarly, John McCone said he was dpposéd to assassinations . h - ';

because:

I didn't think it was proper from the étaﬁdpoint of the U.S.
Government and the Central Intelligence Agpency. (6/6/75, p. 15)

B. CIA Directives Banning Assassination. In 1972 and 1973, Helms and?
then Colby issued internal CIA orders banning assassination. In his order, Helms
said:

It has recently again been alleged in the press that CIA
_engages in assas$ination. As you are well aware, this is not
the case, and Agency pelicy has long®been clear on this issue.
To underline it, however, I direct that no such activity or
operation be undertaken, assisted or supgested by anv of our
personnel..., (Memorandum, Helms to Deputy Directors, 3/6/72)

Coiby, in one of_a_series of orders in August 1973 arising out of the Agency ' s
own review of prior "questionable activity," issued an order which stated:”

CIA will not engage in assassination nor induce, assist or

sugpest to others that assassination be employed (Memorandum, Colby
to Deputy -Directors, 8/29/73)
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C. The need. for a statute. Commendable and welcome as they are, these ;

CIA directives aré not:gufficiént. Administrations change, CIA directors changé,
and soééday‘in t£e fut;re what was tried in the past maf once again becoqe a ;eﬁptf
ation. Aégassination ploté did happen. It would he irresponsible for ué ﬁot to dé
&li that we can do to prevent their happening again. Laws expfeés Lour sépiety';-
vaiues; they—deter thoﬁe who migbt"be temptéé and stiffén'the will of-thése who5
want to resist. |

The statute wé.recommend,.éhich is printed as aﬁ appendixkto this:repprt;
makeglit_a criminal offense for persens sgbjgct to the jur#sdiction;of the ﬂnitéd ;
States 1) té'conséire, withiﬁ or outside the United States, to assassiﬂa;e a |
fofeign officiaI; 2) to'attempt to aésassihate a foreign official, cf-é).to asség;
_sinate é foreign'official.

Present law mgkes it ‘a ‘erime to kill, or to conspire to kill, a'forgign
official or foreign official guest while such.a pé;son is in the United States;i
18 U.5.C. 1116; iBVU.ﬁ.Ca lli?. However, there is no law which makes itza.érimé
té aésassinafe,lof to conépire cr attempt to aséassinate, a foreign offfcial
‘while such official-is outéide the United States. OQur proposed S£atu£e.is thugl
designed to close this gap in the law. |

Subsection {(a) of the proposed stafufe would punish conspiracies formed
within the United Stﬁtes; subsection {(b) punishes conspiracies oupside of the
United Statgs. Subsection (b) is necessary to eliminate the loophoié which would
otherwise permit persons'to simpif lea;e the United States and conspire abroad. .
Subéectibns {c} and (d), respectively; make it an offense to attémpt te kill or
to kill a foreign official outside the United States.

Subsections (a) through (d) specifically apply to any "officer or employee

of the United States" te make clear that the statute punishes conduct by U.S.
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government personnel, as well as conduct by private citizens having no ‘relation.

to the«l.S. goverﬁmentf In addition, subsection (a), dealing with cqnspiracies?

within the United States, applies to "any other person," whether or not a United

States citizén. Noncltizens who conspire within the United States to assassi-~

‘nate a foreign official clearly come within the jurisdiction of U.S. 1aw€ . Sub-:

sections (b} through (d}, which deal with conduct outside the United Staﬁes, apply
to U.S5. cirizens, and to officers or employees of the United States, whether or .

not they are hitizens. Criminal liability for conduct outside the United Stapeé

cf persons who are not U.S. citizens of“who do not hold_a ﬁosition as a offi;er
or employee cflthé United States are matters for the law of the pigce Qhere such-
conduct takes placé; o : g : E

The term "£§reign offigialﬁ 1s defined in subjection {(d) (2). The aefin%— ,!;’
tion makes it Elear'that the offense may be.cémmitted even though the offiéial ;
belongs to an iﬁsurgént force, an unrecognized government, or a ﬁon-govegnﬁentai
npolitical party. OQur iﬁvestigation -~ as well as the reality of internétionalé
politics -- has shown that. officials in sucﬁ organiiations are pofentialjt;rget%
for assassinatioﬁ.i] | |

_The offenses are limited to conduct ailmed at such‘personé because ofjtheir
officia} duties or status, or fheir political views, actions, or statements. Thus,
fof examﬁlé, a conspliracy tﬁ kill or the kiliing 0of a foreign official, which is
not politically motivated would no; be,punishablé under this statute.

-The definition of official in seciion (d).(z) also provides that such pe£~

son must be an official of a foreign government or movement "with which the

United States is not at war or against which the United States Armed Forces have

*/For exémple,‘LumUmba,was nct an officizl of the Congolese government at the
time of the plots against his life, and Trujilile, though the dictator, held no
official governmental position in the latter perfod of his regime.

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 206 - ' oo T T



-6 =

not been introduced into hostilitles or situations pursuant to the provisions of

the War Powers Resolution." This definition makes it clearn;hat, absent a decla-

'

ration of war or the introduction of United States Armed Forces pursuant :to the .

War Powers Resolution, the killing of foreign offinials is a criminal offense.

iznsert discussion of paramilitary aspeng?

* & f KK

In the course of our hearings, some witnesses, while strongly condemning

assassination, asked.whether, as a matter of thgory, assassination should absolutely
be ruled out in a time of truly unusual national emergency. Adolf Hitler was T
cited as an example. Of course, the cases with which we were concerned were not

of-that'character)ﬁj_ In a grave emergency, the President has a‘limited}power to e

act, not in viclation of the law, but in:accord with hls own responsibilities

under the Constitution to defend the Nation. As the Supreme Court has declared,; the

Constitution "is not a suicide pact.'" Kennedy v. Mendoza-Martinez, 372 U}S. 144,

160 (1963).

Abraham Lincoln, in an unprecedented emergency, claimed unprecedenﬁed

power based on the need to preserve the nation:

..my oath to preserve the Constitution to the best of
my ability, imposed upon me the duty of preserving, by
every indispensable means, that government -- that
nation‘m4 of which that Ceonstituticon was the grganic law,
Was 1t possible to lose the nation, and yet preserve the
Constitution? By general law life and 1limb must be pro-
tected; vet often a limb must be amputated to save a life;
but a life is never wisely given to save a limb. I felt -
that measures, otherwise unconstitutional, might become
lawful, by becoming indispensable to the preservaticn of
the Constitution, through the preservation of the nation

.. The Complete Works of Abraham Lincoln, Vol. X,
pp. 65-66 (Nicolay and Hay, Eds. 1894).

*/Indeed, in the only situation of true national crisis -- the Cuban missile
crisis —-- assassination was not even considered,
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~ Of course, whatever the extent of the President's own constitutional

- powetrs, it is a fundamental principle of our constitutional}system that these

,

powers are checked and limited by the Congress, including the Congress' power

of impeachment. As a necessary corollary, any action taken by a. President pur—:

suvant to his limited inherent powers and in appatent'ponfiict with the law

must be disclosed to the Congress. Only then may the Congress judge whether thé ac-

tion truly represented, in Lincoln's phrase, an "indispensable necessity" to

the life of the Nation. -

As Lincoln expiéingd in submitting his extraoidinary’actiqns to the Congress
for ratification: "In full view qf.hig great responsibility he haé, 50 fa;,
done what he has;geemed.his duty. You will now, according to your own judgmenté
perform yours." (Abfaham Lincoln,.Message to Congress in Special-Sessioﬁ, July ‘4, o

1861)L
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Apery Dr,aftin'g' v
Subcommittee on '9/9/75

EPILOGUE o I

1?‘3,?; 1 ’ - )
4 'wgfdo not belleve that the acts which we have examited represeﬁt the

They do not ‘reflect Lhe ldeals whth have 51VEH

,4

A - - . 3 L.
?people of ‘this . country and of. the world hcpe for a better Euller o

We regard the assa551naLion plots as abérrations; f
oo ' R
3
Means are as Jim 'rtaw*'

We'must not adopt-thé tactics of the_gnemyf

Cr351b makes it temptlng to 1gnore the

mén free. ' But” each tlme we do so, each time the

this cou'ntry.

I
-:z :

C it and tbileérn'from it. ‘We must remain a people who COnEront our: mistnkés

and resolve not to repeat themL I1f we do not, we:will'decline; bubf

do, 6ur Future will bé worthy of the best of our past.
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