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Inter&iew with Richard Helms--June 3, 1982--Interviewed by R.J. Smith

. Jack Smith: : Congressional relatiomns. I don't know_DicR, I thought that

you might try to begin by--just give you some structure to
work around——you might talk about what the system was in

‘your relation to the Congréss as you understood it and how
it worked, the frequéncy wiéh which you met with these people,
the membership of the groups you talked with.

ichard Helms: I certainly don't, Jack, want to get into any statistics because

I assume those are available from the records of the Congressional
Liaison Office. Bési&es whatever I said would be affected

.by the accuracy of my memory in any given situatiqn; What I
do want to discuss and to underline is the fact that despite
the problems of Congressional'rélations for the Agency, the

_ Agency had a record over the years of being very forthcoming
with the Congfessional Committees tb which it was supposed tq
report. In the Senate, it was a sub-~committee qf the Armed
Services Committee and Appropriations; in the House, it was
a sub-committee of the House Armed Services Committee and,
of course, the House Appropriations. Ovér time, in the
Senate, this composition of the éub—committee, to.which ﬁhe
Agency was to report, changed. In the days of Senator Richard
Russell, he set-up a small sub-committee to which he brought
Senator Hayden, who in those days was the chairman of Appropriations,
so that whether we had a hearing on policy or covert action
or something of this kind, or whether it was a hearing on the
budget, the éame group of senators--and it was a sma}l grbu?¥r'

did the work with Russell in the chair and, in agréement with
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Hayde, Hayden present, and then the norﬁally Margaret‘Chase~
Smith, who was the senior Republican ét the time, or Senator
Saltonstall, who was the senior Republican at another time.

In any event it was by-pértisan, but small, discreet, and

very secpr;f In £he Houée, the chairman of the Hose Armed
Services Committeé inévitably or.invariably chaired the
sub-committee. whéther it w;é ﬁack in the days of Carl

Vinson or whether it was later in the days of ‘Mendel R;vers,
they maintained a secure hold on Agency affairs and had a
larger group than in the Senate but nevertheless a tidy group
of secure Congressmen who took care of the Agency's affairs.
Now as far as the'Appropria;ions sub-committee was concerned,
by the time I really had a thorough knowledée of these matters,
George Mahon, of Tekas; had taken ovef as Chairman of Appropriations.
He was most interested in keeping private the Agency's affairs
so he had a small éub—coqmittee that met in a éecure’basemené_
room of the‘Capitol, met seeretly; he had on that the Senior
Democrat on Appropriations, whoever it might have been at the
time, and also the senior Republican on Appropriations, whoever
that might haye'beén at the time. So that usuaily it was a
conmittee composed of five people, three Democrats and two.
Republicans. 1In this fashion, the Agency, laid before the‘
House Appropriations sub-committee in detail, dollér for dollar,
its Budget every year. There was notbing held baﬁg from the

Mahon sub-committee. Since according~to the Constitution,

money bills all originate in the House, this is the place where,

obviously one has to make one's case. So that articles in
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newspapers and allegations to the contrary not withstanding,
the Agency had an unexceptiopable record of laying out'gggsx
dollar of its ekpenditurés, what it was for, where it went,
whethef it was covert action, secret intelligence, counter-
1ntélligence, airplanes, satellites, whatever it was,_that
sub-comﬁittee got the material.

Now let ué get off to one of the problems the Agency
ran into, certainly duriqg my: time; I don't know if it was
the case so much before but it still will be recalled‘that
~the first sort of unzipping of covert operations that .the
_ Agency was involved in arose.in 1967, I believe, with the
revelation that the National Student Association had been

financed in its overseas operations by the CIA. :This caused,

obviously, a good deal of checking‘into various other organizations

that the CIA had been supporting. There were a cértain number
of revélations that took place at the time. Nevertheless,

the fact that Senator Russell spoke up publicg/ly and said that
he had knoﬁn about the Agenéy's support of the National Student
Association, followed by a public statement by kobert Kennedy
that he had also known about this and had approved it, turnéd
off the fire stdrm which was about to begin over this. So
things rather settled down again but never to be precigely the
same. When Senator Russell passed on and Senator Stenni§

took over as Chairman of tﬁe Armed Sefvicgs Commiteee, he did
not want to appoint Senator Symington as Chairman of the
Preparedness Sub—éommittee of.Senate Armed Ser&ices;' This was

obviously a personal dislike, or distaste, or something between

N Nal sl




SEORET

Senator Stennis and Senator Symington; They referred to
each other in private in most unflattering language and since
Senator Stennis did not want to give Senator Symington this
particular post, Senator Symington who was also on the
Senate.Fpreign Relations Committee, went to Senator Fulbright
and got himself a kind-of investigative sub-committee so that
he was.not able to dq under ghe aegis of Armed Services.

Also since Symington was quite seqior, Stennis did not like
to have hearings of the Agency sub-committee simply because

of this squabble bethen these two men. The net result of it
was that we had comparggg; few hearings under Senator Stennis'
aegis. Despite pleadings and "can't we have a hearing" and

“we'd like to check some things out" and so forth,-Senator

‘Stennis was quite reluctant to do this. On two or three

occasions Senator Jackson told me that he had attempted to

get Senator Stennis to permit him to set-up a small sub-committee

.of Armed Services in an effort to have more regular hearings'

and give mére guidance and help to the Agency, but.Senator
Stennis simply declined té do this. This obviously reacted
unfavorably for the Agepcy because when the allegafion‘wés
made that there had not been many briefings the allegation.
in effect was true. Also despite all thosé who say,qwely
you shouldn't talk about secret matters with Congressional
committees“and all the pomposity‘thaﬁ follows this, in our
kind of democracy a Director of Central Intelligence does
need guidance from time to time from the people in the

Congress as to.hbw far he may go in certain kinds of activity.
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At least he would like to have some advice. When this

is not available through regular hearings it ﬁakes it slightly

difficult for him. In'fact; it makes it véry lonely indeed.

Not that I was unwilling to. take on :he,3§§§ of the responsibility

" or any of the rest of it. It was simply that I thought that

a better system of relationships between the Agency and thé

" Congress shoula have been arranged. I would hope that now ' e
that there is a select committee in the Senate and a Select
Committee in the House that this would all work much more
satisfactorily. Because it is obviously preferable, in my

‘opigion, to have consultation betwegn Congress and the Agency

~ and not to have any law or legislation or statg}g which guides.
or hems in the Agency's activities. | |

One day, I believe it was in~1967; it might have been in

1968, President Johnson suddenly told me that he was not going
to includé the b&dget funds for Radio Free Europe and Radio .
Liberty. I was stunned by this decision and asked him why i£

was that he was not willing to supporf what we thought Qere
very effective organizations. Who had got to him I never did
find out but he.was quite adamant about this. So, a serious -
dispute eﬂz;pted between us, the end of which was that he

said, "All right, I'm just not going to support you on this.

If you can go down to the Congress and get the money, you can

have the money. But I'm not going to support you, and when

you go down there to talk about this I want you to tell them
that I'm not supporting you.” I Qas a bit wistful under these'.

circumstances because after all money for the Executive Branch

vargey )
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. Jack Smith:

ichard Helms:

3?:({%{1

has the support and advocacy of the President. In any

event, those were the days when the Congress still had

powerful chairmen. By visiting the Chairman of the House

Appropriations Committee, Mr. Mahon and the Senate
Approprigtions éommiteee chairman whose identity at the

moment I've forgotten, the senior Republican én Appropriations
in the.House and the senior ﬁepublican on Appropriations dfnz -uri
the Senate) I finally came back Vith the money to continue
Radio Free‘iurope and Radio Liberty for another year. I

mention this because .I don't know what the record in the

Agency shows, but I thought it was an interesting example of

the support that one could get in the Congress from time

to time for things in which they believed.

I was going to ask &ou what evidence, or what occasions you
could remember, in which there were differences betwegn the
White House and the Congress or whether you eﬁcountgréd any
of theée strgins from time to time. Tﬁat's a very good

example. Can you think of any others?

Well, there was the time when President Johnson had made

a rather ambitious trip to the Far East. I believe he came
back by Europe, but the details of that could be easily
ascertained in fhe public record. When the tripvwas over,

he said he wanted the Agenéy to pay for a certain percentage
of the.trip. When I was- approached on- this, I said that the
Agency couldn't do this just that way because it was in no
sensé our budget, or our undérstanding that we would undertake

anything like this, and that when we used the contigéncy fund

- . n)\nnr‘“{
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. Jack Smith:

ichard Helms:

abk‘m:!

which the Agency had forAexpenditures, we were honorﬁbouhd‘

'by agreement, to consult the Chairman of the Appropriations

Committee of the-House and ﬁhe Chairman of the Appropropriations
Committee of the Senate. . So, Qery reluctantlyland glumly,
President Johnson gave in and said A1l right, if you have

to do that, go ahead .and do.ig."‘ So I did go:to see Mr. Mahon
and Senatof Russell. They were most reluc:ant to have Agency
funds be used for these purposes but siﬁce they were supﬁorters;
of the President and realized that he had gotten himself in

a bind unwittingly, they finally agreed to release the money.

. Dick, in your relations with these Congressmen and Senators

were there any one of them who stood out in your mind as the
most pleasant, useful to work with, to deal with?

Well, of all the Congressmen and Senators I dealt with over
the years, by all odds the most impressive was Senator Richard
Russell. He was, as theyésay in tﬁe nehspapers, a giant in
the Senate. He was consefvative, he was cautious, he was

prudent, but he was powerful. I do recall that when I got in

_trouble with Senator Fulbright over a letter I had mistakenly

written to a newspaper editor, commenting favorably on an
editorial, part of which cri%iéed Senator Fulbright, and was
hauled up before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee of a
Friday morning, and taken to the woodshed by the Committee,
including its Chairman--é~time at which I:apolﬁgized for the
whole event because it was perfectly unintentiohai, I had no
desire whatsoever to crigiée Senator Fulbright, that wasn't.
part of it, the main part of the editorial had to do with

something the Agency was doing--Senator Russell was not in
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town that day. He was on his way to Winder, Georgia. I was
not able to get him on the telephone at any point. On
Monday, when he returned to Washington I immediately went
.down to explain myself to him and to send my apologies

for having any embarraésﬁent I might have caused him.
Because he wés responsibie'fdr Agency actions in the

Senaté, and the Senate had e;:upted"over this whole affair.
Senator Russell looked at me and said, "No Mr. Director,

I see ﬁo’reason for you to apologize. 1've talked to people
on both sides of thé aisle. You seem to have handled your-
self very weil. Let's just forget the thing.“ He was a
thorough gentlepam. On the other hand, when he didn't think  »
that a froposal-woﬁld wofk, or he thought it was too excessive,
he would immediately say so. ,

He caﬁtioned me on various occasions. I remember one

specific occasion in which he said, "Mr. Director, I think that
you've got to be very careful not.to get into affairs that

don't concern you. More people havé had real trbuble in this

town by getting involved in things that really aren't their
business.than for any other single reason that I know of." :

He said, "You must never forget that the most insignificant.
‘Senator can cause your Agency all kinds of_troublé." As background
to this particular statement, I had been sent by President

Johnson to talk to him about supporting President Johnson's
efforts to open consulates in Leningrad and maybe in another
Soviet city. Although Senator Russell was perfectly favorable

to the idea, he didn't think that the Director of Central
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Intelligence ought to be up talking to him about consulates
in the Soviet Union éven though there was some intelligence
by-product. It was that that induced him to éay one should
notiget into affairs that didnf; concern him. T thought it
was the best piece of édvice I ever had and I haven't forgotten
it. |

He was. Alsoavery sensible‘abou; the way he dealt with
Agency matters. When it was discovered that the Oxcart was ™~

X0 .
DVG .
<gonna-have a cost overrun, was going to maybe get up to

as high as to produce, he said to me,

~"All right, we'll deal with this as we're trying to deal with

it now because the whole procedure for funding this development
has been in the Agency budgef. But from now on,_we're going

to set up a procedure whereby the Defense Department funds these
expensive overhead recd%?ssance affair;. Thére is no way

we can keep hiding in the Defense éudget'this Agency budget

if ids going to get larger and larger and larger. Therefore,
you work out with the Secretary of Defense sohe-arrangeient
wvhereby hg's going to fund these things, at your request

if necessary; That way we can get the money without having

so much trouble about it. We can keep it secret. Sécret

that way, 1'm relatively certain. But you do this and I'11 .
talk to him myself."” So that was eventually the way in the

NRO context this thing was finally turned around so that thé
satellites which came later were very expensive for the Defense_
Department's budget rather than the Agency's.

You've underlined what I've always felt which was that you had
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dichard Helms:

. Jack.Smitﬁ:
ichard Helms:

.'Jack Smith:

ichard Helms:

Jack Smith:

chard Helms:

a special relationship with Dick Russell.

Well, I wouldn't call it a special relationship. He felt
responsible for the Agency. 1 was its Director. He was

a very straight-forward individual, and therefore he wénéed
to be he;pful; He was always available and I find him an

extraordinary fellow.

You could go to him anytime for guidance or counsel. A€ G 7 i -

That's right. ' - Tooeer
Dick, the éystem as you describe it, was exactly as I
understand it, which is that the leadership of the Congress
determined, in effect, for;fhe Congress who was going to ‘be
privy to CIA briefings.

That's correct. In fact, Jéck, I remember §nAone'occasion
going to Senator Russell and suggesting that perhaps in order

to get wider support in the Senate for the Agency and its
affairs;'that I should maybe brief certain Othér Senators about
what we were.doing_and so forth. Senator Russell was absolutely
épposed to this. He looked me right in the eye and his eye

got a little bit glinty. He said, "If you feel any necessity
to go around and talk to other Sena;;;; about thé Agency's
business I certainly can't stop youkur. Directorf But I'11
tell you this, I.will withdrawi my hand and my support from &ouf
affairs.”

No question about it, the system eventually broke down.‘<N6w

did it start to show cracks during your regime?

Yes, the cracks weren't bad but Senator Stennis was no Senator

Russell. He had no where near the swat and stahding in the

. KCRFT




. Jack Smith:

ichard Helms:

. Jack Smith:

.chard Helms:

Senate that Senator Russell did. There were few Senators

who wanted to attack Senator Russell. Whereas in 1975, you
will recall, when this big push for hearings 6n the Agency
took place, the other. Senators stampeded Senator Stennis right
into the ground. They just rode over him. Wheré% they never
would have been able to do that with Russell. He would have

found some way out of this. That made all the différénc& ~7 -

Was Mahon his counterpart in the House--would. you say?'¢R ! aAmiermare ©a

No, I think that Mahon was never a tiger when it came to

defending the Agency. He was just careful about its

~affairs and never allowed anything to leak. As a matter of -

fact, let me just say for the record, that my experiences

with the:Senators and Congressmen ﬁith wﬁom I dealt in all

the years I was with thé Agehcy was a verylgood experience
excep£ for a couple of quixqtic examples which are not important.
There were no leaks from the Congress of wﬁich I was aware,

aﬁd they were perfectly éecure in their Qealings on Agency
affairs. . .

I seem to have a recollection that one time some Congressmen
wanted to be brdefed i§.detaii on some 'program: or other and

you raised the question with Mahon, and Mahon said send him '

to me and I'll talk to him. Does that jﬁbe with your under-

standing?

Well I think that that story i1s somewhat accurate but not

entirely. I believe that this has to do with a request
from Senator Proxmire that I was to testify before the Joint

Economic Committee of which he was the Chairman. I didn't

i
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think that this was something that Senator Russell wanted me
to do. So I went to see Senator Russell. He said, “No,

I don't want you to go up there for the Agency testifying

-about things like that. I want you to go back to Senator

Proxmiref Just say. you've discussed this with me and that

I would prefer that you didn't do it and that if he has any
continuing problems would'he’please give me a call." “That
was the end of the maite;. When I told Senator Proxmire
this he just sort of waved his hands and that was the end of
the digcussion.

Now that also had an event prior which was, as you will
recall, that John'McCone when he was Director asked Ray Cline
to hold a press conference about a piece-which had been written
in the Agency about the Soviet Economy. It'soihappened that
a day or two after that press confe:ence I happened to
accompany John McCone to a hearing at the.Senate Armed.Services
Committee. Before the committee hearing began, Senator Russell
came in aﬂd he really went to town on John McCone. He had
John McCone flushed red. He said, "If you ever do this
again, if you ever go public in this manner on things of this
kind again, I simply am not going to support the Agency in .its
works or its budgef or anything else. You leave those méttérs ‘
to the State Department or the Commerce Department, or the
recognized dgencies of Government that are supposed to testify
before this body on matters of economics or politics or
whatever the casé may be. The Agenéy must,stay‘in_the bacg-

ground. . I just want to tell you this is my warning to yoh about

-

SNCRE

nieg

enorn




SEGRET

this." 1I've rarely seen John McCone so put down in my
life. But the message raﬁg loud and clear that as long as.
Russell was there this was not to be.

Jack Smith: It took a Dick Russell to do it. But you don't have any
recollection of a similar»kind‘of discipline prevailing in

the House with Mahon?

.chard Helms: I can't say that I do. It may have been the case but I ~av vact
| don't know. . RN
Jack Smith: Because thinking back, it is remarkable to think that -there

were very few instances in which members of the House tried
~ to get from us information for their own particular purposes.
There weren't very many instanges. I remember when Rigel
came out one morning.as a brand new freshman Congressman just
newly elected. He decided he ought to have all the daily
publications that we were producing Because he needed them
for his background, his work. Maybe I was so brasb aé to
say, "Perﬂaps you ought to talk to Congressman Mahon about
this." But at any rate, my feeling was ;hat...(interrupted).
chard Helms: You may have the wrong fellgwhére because on matters of that
kind you would have to go to Mendel Rivers who was Chairman
of the Armed Services. He's the one that.controlled access
to Agency hearings. The Appropriations sub-committee
Chairman never showed his head in any of these mattérs. He
was purely mone&.
Jack Smith: 0f course, Mendel Rivers never had the moral force of Mahon.:
But on the other hand, Mendel Rivers could ride highfiﬁ the

C 4
saddle when he choose. Who took over from Mend;l Rivers, was

- ! . . i p
it--well I've forgotten o §5§1§§£§:}




. Jack Smith:

ichard Helms:

.within Congress. Some of the young members had gotten out = -¥%-

I have too. The point I'm re#ching for--and it reaily lies
outside your period of leadershipf¥is that evéntually in
1975 when this thing exploded and we had Pike and all the
people of that sort making noises about how the Agency had
been doipg these- things and not informing Congress and so

on, my feeling was that_that was, in part, an internal part

of hand and were blaming the leadership for not giving them
a slice of the action. |

No question about thét because two things coiﬂcided; one

was the eagerness of a lot of these young turks to find out
what the Agency_wa§ doing and to get Agency information,

and the other was the decline of the power of the Chairmen
in the.Congres§; which.came about as a result of some other
factors entireiy. :It had nothing to do with intelligencgf
These two things ten&ed to coincide. What one seés nowféhat
all kinds of Agency analysts are being Sent-up to brief
various Congressmen and Committees and so forth. You will
recall that I had a very distinct policy about that:-‘if.
they wanted anybody up there_they were going to get me.
Because I was absolutely persuaded that unless the number
one man in the organization appeared before these cpmmittees,
or before these Congressmen, that a) there would'be no control
over this the next thing I knew; and b) if they needed some-
body else he could always go with me ané I would sit here
while they did the briefings and so forth. This is what I

did at ail these VArious hearings. I still think it's the

Froper way to handle these affairs because underlying it
: . ) Y e




. Jack Smith:

all, Congressional Committees have their own amour propre,
each of those politicians is vain--he wants to be attended to
by the nﬁmber one man and even though he's glad to have
some analyst come up and tell him some information which he
can use for a debate on the House floor, that is a very

lcose way of trying to control your information.

Well, I think that pretty well covers Congressional relation-
ships. I think we ought to go back again and look again e

at some of the things about Vietnam and see if we can flush

out a little more recollection from you of individual

. instances of interference of approval or whatever. The'

chief problem wé héd, the one whe;e we had the least success
as judged by a number of faétors) was the numbers'problem,
the order of baitle.question. I;ve done a fair amount of
thinking about éhat and one of tﬁe things thaﬁ struck me

is Ehat this 1is the first.timé”in American history that'

a civilian intelligence agency aﬁtemptedAto tell an Army in

the field what was the size of its opponent, its enemy, the

. forces it was facing. We were in a sense, really trying to do

an almost impossible thing, sitting in Waghington, looking at
the data which fundaméntally was collected through meéchanisms
that the military were running, and determine from ipiwhat

the best possible answer was. I myself feel that the Agency
did a most.distinguished job, but it's not always recognized
that that's the case. Every now and then it flares up again
as it did on the CBS Mike Wallace interview with ﬁéstmorelahd

and so on, which was instigated largely by our dear old

friend Sam Adams. o SQ}EQ\RE,E
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ichard Helms:

. Jack Smith:

bod oy

it was a matter of definition. The military wanted to deal

Did you see TV Guide's attack on the-prégram?

Yes, yes. Mr.(Annenberg took it apart. If anyone is at all
fairminded, has any notion of what gthical journalism

amounts to, all you have to do is watch Mike Wallace for

about 5 pinutes and you can see all the ethics violated very -
quickly; But the number problem, the order of battle.

The morning meetings recordé‘are filled with instances in-» =utidnt | LeoTor
which Sherman Kent or I or George Carver reported to you on™ "7
wvhat the latest developmenf was in our negotations with the
military. Most of it was methodology. The notion among

people who don't understand the problem is that there was a
number. There was thoroughly accurate number, and all you:

had to do was to be honest about it, and you could know what

that number wag and report it. But of course, there &asn't

any number. ‘I ;ealiy'doubt éerio;sly whether Viet Cong
themselveé knew:precisely how many people there were who were
responsive to military disciplige in the South. So that we were

dealing with scrappy information much of thé time. A lot of.

oﬁly with the regular line forces; they wanted to include
theirs in their numbers. We feeling, rather more than they did,
that it was a political war, wanted to include people who were

part-time fighters, storekeepers by day and sabot;ée operaters

EErN

by night. We felt that they were part of the picture and
this, of course, is where Sam Adams go:t so badly askew
because he wanted to count all those as individual integers

just like the people in battalions in the regular forces. And
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.chard Helms:

L

Jack Smith:

~ layer of activity.

e

the Army under;Westmoreland, all the military forces,

opposed this, I should think, quite properly. There was

where all the bind was, the.methodology of trying to weigh

the value, the valance, if you like, of this information aé
opposed to that. There Qere any number of methods by which

you can.arrive at an answer, There,wgs probably no way on God's
green earth of saying that this answer is without questdon,

the best answer. That's what we were engaged in. What

do you remember about pressures from individuals to get some

kind of an answer on this. What did President Johnson ever

~have to say on this subject? Do you remember?

I don't recall{any:d;scussions wi;h President Johnson personally

on this matter. Obviously, he was constantly concerhed*about

the enemy forces because he was being prdpoted all the time

for additional€Amefican troops to fight the war. I agree with
;;erything yé&?ve said about 'this controverq%fy. It's an

interesting 6ontroveﬂé§y because it's the first time in i
American histofy4a) I agrée witﬁ wﬁat_&ou said, where civilians
wefe tr&ing to tell the military the size of the force they
were fighting, but b) it was the first time this really had any
relevﬁnce because this is the first war the United States:ever
lost. If they hadn't lost it, nobédy would even be looking at
these figures now.

There;é a "C" here, and that is that McNamara introduced the

cost-accounting technique here, and you had to produce certain

numbers of reductions in order to justify the increased

.S _g
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fchard Helms:
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I agree with that as well. The main thing, I think, that
one historically éhould simply focus on is the fact that

everyone was trying desperately to ascertain what truth was

in this matter. Whether there were different methodologies,

different methods of counting, attitudes, approaches, what

should be counted in, what should be counted out, was this

- important, was that importaht, everybody involved in this

exercise was obviously ;:ying to get to a point whére they-« ovvmai s
felt copfortable-with tﬁe result. Tﬂe controversy over such

a long time lay in the fact that there were these constant
disagreements of what should be counted and what should be
counted out. There's also no doubt about the fact that
Sam-Adams over all those years of fighting this war of his

about his concépts of what the figures shoul&vbe, did nqﬁgdy
any favor. I would be the first person to enjoy the spectacle
of a fellow who felt that he-wgs disaanntaged.or over-ridden
or anything‘else, I mean the guts to fight forward and make

his case and perhaps come out victorious in the end. I am

for the underdog just 1like anybd&y else, but Sam Adams way
ovefplayed ‘his‘hand. There:was no reason to believe that

Sam Adams, the one person of ail these people th;t was involved
in this exercise,_should have been right and everyﬁody else |
wrong. In other words,_his motives weren't any better than
?gybody else's. G

Plus.the fact he could never convince his peers with whom he
worked day after d&y with the same material with which they

worked. - McNamara on the numbers, or Wheeler, or Congress?
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No. I don't. You know this whole business about the‘numbers

seems to have been sort of mood music in the back of the

playing orchestra because seldom did this question come up.

It was much more when the numbers were mentioned it was body
govrtres

count, how many stprfes had been made, what had been destroyed

in the bombing, who had won the battle, and so forth. This

question about the force levels—although McNamara was aware

of the controversy, Johnson was aware of the controversy, : '« -+<sv.

Rostow was aware of the controversy, everybody was-~this

was not soﬁething.that was normally discussed at the policy

_ meetings.

Well, that's_ihteresting because it sure was diverting the
days and nighﬁs of those people who were dealing with the
analysis side bf the war.

But I think tﬂis ié perfecﬁly normal. This should be the case.

Sure. I do too.-.

- Because Johnson, and McNamara ﬁarticularly, had confidence: in-

what we were trying to do. 'Théy also had:coﬂfidence in what
the military was trying to do.: They saw that e&erybody was
struggling'with this as best as they can. What was the sense
of sitting and sort of grinding tﬁeir teeth over the fact that
some answer didn't pop forwafd? They ‘assumed that you fellg;w
were gonna be sweating your tail off in an effort to get

this done. |

Well, the assumption that I was working under, which 1is not

borne out by what you say,was that because there was a confronta- A

~

tion of sorts, eventually between the civilians and the military,
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that there must have been some partisanship in the upper

levels regarding this. This apparently was not the case.

Not that I ever recall.

That's very interesting. - Very important.

You knowfit's fair to say, and I think that I'd like o -

to make this point, that both Johnson and McNamara were

not of.the kind that attacked one on one's motives, or why .. =~ =t ..rttackee . i

wéren't you on the team, or thingg of this kind. 0bviously,~m © . ezam.
Johnson would be irritated with reports from tiﬁe to time

that didn't supportihis theory of the battle or how it ought

to go or things of this kind, but he was a big man in the

sense that after grumbling maybe_a little bit he would accept

this, he would swallow. He todk‘it pretty well. McNamara had

a lot of confidence in the estimative érocess of the Ageﬁcy.

In fact, he had more confidence in it, and has beén more

favorably disposed and has‘said'so privately, at least to he,"

than any Secrétary of‘Defensebwe had in yéars.

There was an episode thaﬁ you tepofted one morning...(interrupted).: e
As a matter of.fact, why don't you go in and see McNamara -
one day? Hé has an office aver at 1800 K. He's out of

town a lot because he traveis a lot.but~he‘d be delighted to

talk to you about ali this.

That's a good idea. There was one episode that you recohnted,

and my recollection is a little hazy and I hope yours 1s sharp.

Because it was én episode involvingchNamara and Johnson. .Td

the best of my récollection, abqut thg spring of 1968, when

we had finished another one of our Rolling Thunder analyses.

S LNANY
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By this time we were demonstrating that the Viet Cong had
improved their capability to move material south roughly five-
fold over the period of the_Rollipg Thunder bombing program,
Jin gﬁspite of it. And there was a discussion in the White
House at which you weére present and McNamara and'Jobnson, if

I remember this correctly, regarding some major, large in-

‘crement of improvement--whether it was a matter of sending "mrovemeﬂf‘-”ﬂeﬁ*
more txoops, Or whether it was a matter of increasing the r vhetner
level of the bombing, or what I can't remember exactly.v

As I remember your account of this, McNamara said»wheﬁ.Johnson

~was urging that this be done, that an increase be made in
suppoft of theﬁwar, McNamara said, '"Mr. President, I have here
in my hand a study by CIA that deﬁonstrates that this program
to date has not succeeded." Whereupon, according to my
recollection, iohnson said, "You don't believe that‘crap, do

you Bob?" McNamara said, 'Yes, M}. President I do."

ichard Helms: Well, I have to confess that I don't rgcall the incident but

in terms of the‘personalities and the atmosphere and all the

rest ofvit, I would accept it as being a truthful story.

. Jack Smith: It's indelibly printed in my mind.
Lchard Helmsﬁ If it didn't happen exactly that way it was close tbvit.
. Jack Smith: '~ Well, I think you've counted this one morning in a morning

meeting to let us know that we were registering and making
contact. The relationship with President Johnson certainly
was the most satisfactory one you had with the Presiden({s

with whom you dealt. Can you remember any specific anecdotes

of any times that are comparable to the kind of things that
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you'd remémber about Russell and you relationéhip with him,

or any time johnson chastisgd you, or spoke favorably of

what we had done or you have done?

Well, did we the last time go over the June War of 19677

Yes. 'Thgt's a beautiful example.

Well, it seems to me that that sets the thing in a kind of

a perspective. That was reaily what got me going with“ﬂéﬂﬁ%bn.
I don't think there was any doubt about this. Shortly after I
was appointed Director a couple of things came up, without
ideﬁtifying what théy wefe even if I could rememﬁér. Be was
very vociferous with me and I was very vociferous right back.
There were two.of these occasions, they occurred within the
first month that I was Director. After that I never had a
vociferous cdnversatﬁéL with President Johnson again. I think
he figured fﬂét‘téking me.on'that way was not very useful;
and that -if he wanted to talk to me he did it differentiy.‘
From then on, we mever had any noisy words fo_each other.

In other words, there was no shouting back and forth. I

' remember on one occasion and I happen to have hanging on a wall

in my house now a photograph taken during thisvdiscussion which
was purely happenstance. But I recall what we were talking

very intensively about on this oé;asion. Admiral’Taylor had

been testifying on my, behalf before the Armed Services Committee,'
because I had'beeq out of town. They wanted somebody and

Admiral Taylbr was the Acting Director and had gone ub there.
During'his_testimbny some'question.was raised about civilian
casual{ties ffom the bombing in Vietnam. ’i believe, or.aé

best I recollect this, that AdmiralTaylor attempted to give
B Wl o Yok




some sort of figures about who had been killed. On this

particular day when the photograph was taken as we were

walking through the arcade betwéen the Mansion and. the

President's office, President Johnsonbsaid to me, "Now,

if you. feel any urge to go up and testify in Congress on this

whole question of civilian casualffties in Vietnam, I just

hope you'll pass by and have a drink with me, the afternoon s.v o

anngon. }

s ‘ before.” I said, "All right, Mr. President, I'll do that."
Well this was a Qay of conveying a message to me that he
wanted to have.something to say. about this. But it was done

_ pointedly but not vociferously.

. Jack Smith: The next day, Sr oneiof the following days;f?;;tructed”ﬁs‘tb
watch ourselves in reporting civilian casualties, in briefings
in particular.% |

Léhard Helns: But by;and-larée, ﬁy relationship with him was excellent. He
didn't badger me; I was well treated by him.? My iﬁpression was
that a button lgbeled ""Covert Operations" was not on his organ.
He was quite willing to be involved in them, ﬂe would approve:
suggeétions bropght_to him, but usually they had to originate ‘
somewhere else in contradistinction to Presidents Kennedy
and Nixon who really thought frequently in coveft acfion terms;
But the net of it all was.that I felt very well treated by
President Johnson. I had none of the complaints about him that
some of the peoéle did, that hevwag rough gnd unreasonable and

so forth. I fel; that he had a regard fbr the Agency, was

respectful of its work, and the relationship had been a good

one. : o S\SQRE}]
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ichard Helms:

let's télk now--in kind of a summing up-~your thoughts on
running the Agency from 1966 to 1973. You must have had in
your mind--you probabiy never articulated it--but you probably
had somewhere a set of guiding pfinciples_cr some 1deas'of how
you wantgd to run the Agency. Perhaps the best way to

delineate them or at'léésé one way, might be for you to say

how yoﬁ wanted to run the Agency differently from the way

John McCone ran it. |

Well, I don't know whethér thaf is the most usefulbway to .
discuss it or not, Let me just g;ve‘what my philosphy was,

and then yoﬁ qén see how that fitted together; I am a believer
that the?Direc£or;5fCentral Inﬁelligeqcé, as the principal !
intelligence officer to the Pfesiaent, sh§u1d not be

involved in thé foreign rélatibnships policy except to the éxteht
that the pres%ntaéionAof any iptelligence material to a
President is in‘itself a tygé:df policy recommendation.

This is inevitéble. I don'; think that his position ougﬁt

to be a partisah one. I don't think it's helpful to a President
to have all of his people surrounding him involved in

policy issues. You may note that Kissipger in the first

volume of his book, when he's discussing the various peopie' :
with whom he hag dealing as advisor on Nafional Secur;ty Affairs,
mentioned this point about policy and intelligence and so

fortﬁ. John McCone believed that he could wear two hats.

One hat was a Director of ‘the Agency_aﬁd the presenter of

intelligence information which the Agency produced. The

other, that he could sit at meetings and help to formulate
CRQCT




the policy!which the Administration ought to follow. I
did not agree with that., I felt, as I said to you earlier,
that I played a more useful role for President Joﬁnson by
keeping the.game'honegt, by seeing to it that the Secretary
;f State or Defense or whoever waé advocating whatever they .

were advocating, stayed within the acceptable limits of
| the facts as we kne§ them, the parameters of events that héd 4 s
transpired, and that'this was a u;eful function to perform
for the President. Because every cabinet officer, in_advqcating
policies, whether the President's policy's or not, is con-
_ stantly tempted to overdrive and to oversell, to overpersuade.
Often the degrée to which somethigg is being done gets lost
sight.of. I figure that the intelligence Chief has a role
to play in keeéiﬁg all these thiﬁgs in perspective, keeping
the percepcioné as‘hccurate and as objective as possible.

As far as running ﬁhe Agency was conéerned, I had

had it in my mind for a long time thatvintelligence is really
not an end in itself. That intelligence people should not
- get the impression that bécause-they've got an organization
and a. lot of people and do a lot éf work and produce a lot
of papefs, that this is an entity which therefore shﬁuld
struggle for turf, for influence, for having a ceréain segtion
of the budget for itself--a whole host of déménds,get tos#ed
into these ﬁatters. It's easy féf the 1n;elligence people to
forget that they're really a service organization, that they're
really fhere to assist in the policy making process through

other péople. If you stripped the Government down and left




’nothing but the intelligence organization, what would it do?
It would have to coﬁéume its own smoke and that would
obviously give the Presideﬁt, the Vice President, the Cabinef '
the impression that the Agency waé there to be useful, to be
Qf'servige, to bé helpful. I did my damnedest, as a result.

of demands placed on the Agency in various fora, to see to

T e

it tﬁey were carried out and-that the Ageﬁcy put 1its best’
foot forward and the papers were produced in é timely fashion;
and even when’this meant éacrifice on the part of the analyst
or the producers who had the work to do, thatthisis' what
we were in business for and Qé were going to do this as best
we could.

I supposé that there are'things thét happen in life
that cause mofe angu;sh or irritation than others fhough I
must Qay'thatjthe_charge that ﬁhe Agency was not objective,
th;t it did not attempt to deal fairly with ﬁhe facts and
éontroversies :and various estimative problems, I think.has
absolutely no basis,:in.fapt, I don't know of any time when ~
there wasn't a'sincere effort to accommodate all the varying
pressures and still come out with what we thought was a proper
answer. There may have been differecnes.at times as to whether
it was or not--these things will always be debatable, I chose
not to turn off debate, 1f I could possible help it. I did
feel thatithis was one of the most important functions the Agency
had to play. Whether it was under President Johnson or President
Nixon. -

Continuing along those same linés, I very much wanted to see

the Agency continue, to be innovative in the technical field,

| iy 7 # 1  E
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particularly in overhead reconnaissance. I supported as best e

I could all of those ideas which came up from DDS&T particarly,

about new kinds of sateliites whether they were photogtaphic or
electronic or what ‘they might be, and to try and see that we've

got these things funded and supported. We've already discussed

the KH-11 earlier. That was the kind of thing I wanted to see

"the Agency move forward on. It just sgemed to me that wé;ggzy meara
more independent, that we were mo?e innovative than anfbody‘““k~ o
else in the Government, including the Department of Defensé,

and that break-through ideas were going to bé born and they

~ were going fo be born in the Agency ﬁo some of these young
scientists.

On the estimative side I tfied to gxpand éomewhat, the
interests of the Boafd of National Estimates rather than having
so much focus 6n thé militar&-estimates. I wanted to try to get
somebody in there on petroleum, which I thought wés an on-coming
and very important item, and there were tﬁb or three that I
attempted to add to the mix on the Board so that there would
be a little wider sphere of interest and'comprehension and
experience.

Aé far as the DDP was concerned, I, to the end, thought
that the principal function of the DﬁP was to tty and work on
Soviet Union, Communist China and the satellites. That was the
reason we'd been set up in the first place, and that although
some -of these other things weré interesting, like Vietnam and
information of the sort that helped policy makers. Fér example,
producing documents about-what a certain hegotiating position of'

'theJapéﬁese was going to be before the negotations took part.

SRR
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That kind of thing, useful as it was, we really should continue

to fight to penetrate the hard targets. »We had some success,

we had a lot of failures. It was probably as difficult a

period in that respect as any, and I can't say that I was

necessar?ly charmed with the results that we actually achieﬁed :‘ .
over all!those years. " But that wasn't for want of trying, or
my taking my eye off what I éonsidered to be the ball, which
was that.

That leads me to what was an on—gdigg problem between the
counter-espionage staff of the DDO, and what was then knowm as
the Soviet-Russian Division. A constant fight over whefher
agents that were recruited who were Soviets; whether they were
double-agents. or not. This was one of the most‘bitter
controversies; and-al&ays seemed to end up in the Director's
office as to théﬂ side was going to win out in these debates. ' E
It would have»éeen very tempting to do what Colby later did, i
and that is fire one of the, fellows involveq‘ Bug if never
seemed to me that that made any senée at all. The tension
here was the ténsion born of necessity and that if you didn't
have a counter-espionage fellow who was constantly challenging
all the agents that were recruited, youwere going to end up
with one of these situations in which you were going to be very
seriously penetrated. 1It's almost the same as if you prevented
in a trial in court in this country, crossexamination, whaﬁ the
prosecution said was the case. In other words, you don't have
a chance to hammer at the witness which is éfte: all part of

our judicial system and the judicial balance. And it seemed to
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to me ‘the only way you could keep the balance was to keep this -
tension in the DDO or the DDP. Painful and difficult as this
was, and madetunnecessarily painful by circums;ances'and personnel,
the fact remains that it seemed to me it had to be borne because
otherwise you weren't going to do the job very competently.

Now as far as the Community was concerned, there I realize—-
'as one looks back at it~—soﬁe differences developed, -particularly
during the Nixon Administratiqn, because I think there was a
desire to have the Director mo}é out much more and control :the
Community. I nevér thought that would work. I did not
~ pick up this invitation with a fervor that was expected that I
would because in my best judgeqent I thought we were going to
getnintb a situation which was not only going to be very tenable.
It simply goesAto this: these other entities were largely
controllgd by ;he Department bf Defense;A The Department of '
Defense is the most powerful Department in the United States
Goverqment, both in terms of money and votes, and whatever
else one would like to coqside:. The heads of these Departments;
their efficiéncy reports if you like, were madg out by the
Department of Defense.- The m&qu came from the Department of
Defense. Therefore, when the Director of Central Intelligence,
'who was the jack-rabbit aé}énst the-élephant in this, attempted -
to assert his authority over the fundé that they could have and.
things of that kind, it‘seemed to me. he was getting himself in
an almost impossible sﬁeuamfﬁn, vis-a-vis, the Secretary of
Defense. Therefore, through John Bross and Bronson TWeeé}

1 attempted to carry out the Preq&dent's wishes, by suasibn. by
LR
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consultation, by talks? we could work togefher on targets, and . AL
on production and an all the rest of these things, and . could

gradually get ourselves, as a Community, all headed in a commop

direction. I think that to a certain extent this was aéﬁieved."

The,cont;éry approach, or the other approach, was obviouslyu ' ,3 ‘

the one followed:by'AdmiralsTurner,1atef. How people have

thought it worked out, I doﬂ‘t have any particplar judgementv B . e il bl
on the matter because I don't know, I did get the impression o obEe v
from Admiral Iﬁman that it had been a failure. That Turner ”

had over-readhed biﬁself, and that he had run into the

problem that was predicted that he would run into, and that was

that the Secrefary of Defense was not going to have all his

turf taken away from him. This is why I use the term "turf"

a few minutes égo. I think the struggles-of the Intelligence

Community for ;uthority and Qho's goihg ;d run whom, and who's

going to control what ;ené to stultify what I think is the

Community's real job. That.is to use its best brains‘to work on , opsoan
theﬁ#ssians and oil problems and money problemé, gnd all the~-- ‘- s TS| enn
rest of it, and stop squabbling among themselves ove;'ﬁho'é

going to control what.

Now, as far as organization is concerneéd, you will recall
‘that 1 made very few changes éfter John M¢Cone left or Admiral
Rayborn left, if you like. There may have been a few modifications
or some fine tuning and:so forth. This was .conscious on my
part, I could have in order to put my stamp on the Agency,
move some chairs around. I'm well aware of the Americén;syndrome

which is that 1if something isn't working it will always be better
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if you will reéggnize-it. Or on the contrary, no matter how

well it's working if you reorganize it it will work better.
Americans love reorganizat:ions. I had been in the Agency,
after all since the doors opened in 1947. i was very conscious
of the fact that it was men that were going to produce the
intelligence products, and wﬁethér they sat in chair A or chair
B was not ;é;;ES‘as important as the facf that you should have’
brainy, intelligent, well—educateq, studious. and motivated
men doing the jobs. Therefore, whatever way they were happy
in doing them seemed to be the most sensible way to run the

_ Organization. Constantly heckling them with moves and changing
of chairs and changing from end to end, and so forth is a very
costly process;in'terms of coﬁcentration, in terms of focus,
in terms of interest, and all the rest of it. So it jdst'
seemed to me that we would make it run the way it wéé and try
to see if we couldn't stop wasting energy over reorgaﬂization

plans and new charters and things of that kind.

v -

» Jack Smith: ' The truth of what you say is visibie on every floor of Langley

today. 1It's been organized and reorganized to death. ‘They're
-battered and worn and depressed.

ichard Helms: ~ Yes, and the notion of turf has become dominant. It's the most

_ important consideration. [I was struck by one thing when you were
et e s = N

talking about éervice’Digk. You talked, and this is clearly--

[EVINE 44

1'd already gotten this impression from reading the morning
‘minutes again--how often you éounseled us to do something in the
way of a study or of a report, an analysis because somebody in -

the top layer--whom you_wefe seeing'almoét daily--was interestet




{chard Helms:

in that subject, or needed it, or you anticipated the need,

or you felt that we should do our job by fulfilling that. It
struck me that you referred mostly to analytic work, I

wondered whether there were ever occasions in which you.

felt a service coyld be performed equally by the clandestine

services in certain areas. Were there areas in support of
McNamara or Rostow or Rusk of whomeﬁer; ﬁhat you felt.that
your command of that instrument cquld be useful too?
Certainly. There was no doubt about that but I rather
thought of that in a different compartment of my mind because
these things tended to take place in different fora. You
would get dowq to ;he 40 Commi:tee, or whatever it was
cailed in thogé days, and here would be a concentration on
covert action, on things that were being done to help policy
.and so forth. iIt was usually in that context thaf 1 would
accept or even invent things that the%blandescine Services
could turn up that might be.helpful in support of this |
pfojeét. At various times—-I remember for examplé on the

last day of the Six Day War in 1967--there was an almost

frantic effort to try to bring this war to an end, and to do the

things that had to be done. When Kosygin came on the hotline
that day, we sent all kinds of queries out to the Middle East
to. get information about where the Isr&glis were, where they
were likely to stop,-thé condition of thiﬁgs in Syria and

Egypt and so on. So that there was a constant--particularly

in connection with Vietnam--we were constantly asking questions .

to support this or support that or check this out or check

this out o;'find out what information they had clandestinely

- - [P
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on some particular item. I always regarded that as awkind

of an untidy way to do business. I like to do it, in other

words I have nothiﬁg against it, but you know it ﬁasn't the

tidy way that you could do  an analysis where you really had ="
a piece of paper and it cbpldvétand on its own two feet.

But I've always felt, and I continue to feel,'fhat unless the
Director of Central Intelligence haé that instrument in. his |
hand he's justilike anybody else contending. This is what's
wrong with the Ray Cline concépt, that you can separate the

analytic forces put them out there in an ivory tower.

_ No, I certainly agree with that. 1It's a great asset to a

Director because if he doesn't have an action arm he really

‘has almost no amms at all.-

His entré%

That's right. iItAis his entré?' There's no question about
that. The only thing that.I felt strongly about to this day,
then and to this day, was that this was a useful_agency. The
DDP was a useful agency for the Director to have, it was
useful for the Government to have. -It should be just wheré
it was, but that one should be careful not tolallow it to
influence the analytic process. Because I believe it was in
that case a producer like any of_the rest of them were pro-
ducers and.it,shouﬂd nof be a situation in which the desk
officer in charge of Jordan, we'll say, ip the-DDP'is constantly
influencing aqf analyst on Joraan énd the DDI to the.detrimént
of an objective opinion as to what was.gOing on.

Would you agree that the capability, that Clandestine Services

capability, is more durable in esgmﬂﬁa the Director's

wnee
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right to be heard than his claim that he's objective? Would
you agree that it's true looking back that what has been
eroded is the feeling that the Agency is objective. We all"

knew we were subjective as hell,; but that's no longer common})

‘thought to be the case. But no one questions the fact that

-we had access to information clandestinely achieved that no

one else had.

Well, I think that you're right about this. But that, Jack,
is the age old story of the fact that you can get attention
by something sexy when you should be getting attention for
some other reason entirely. You 6an't change the world and
therefore thig is always going ;o.be true. But the fact
remains that iﬁ those days, you iemember, when Jéhn McCone
was trying to gét newspapermen to write articles about the
estimatiﬁg pro?essland so forth, that they would always end
up asking him if he used women as agents and sé.forth, and it
used to ;;straﬁe him mightily. There was no doubt that
you're right aBout_this, and there's no doubt that that's the
sexy part of tﬂe Agengf's work. It is also the Director's
job to keep perspective between these two things so that one
doesn't ride away without the other. I also think that this
is a good point in time to make one other point that I felt
strongly about then and feel the same way to this day. Not
that that makes any difference. Iégch President has to be
dealt with by a Director according to his pefsonélity and
according to his way of doing business. To have a board or

a commission say that the Director's relationship with the

(2ol A



Président should be X, Y, or Z, is absolutely worthless. It's
a wasﬁe of time. I have seen important men in the_United

States sit there and nod their heads and say the President
should see,this'Directqr every hour on the hour or every other
déy.or some damn thing like this. There is no way that

these things can bg iegislatedvor-controlled. .Eyery President
is going to do his business the way he wants to do it. You say,
well, he should discipline himself but they neverldo., They dé seitline
it exactly the way they want to do it. Even if you convince them
that they ought to do it differently, they'll never do it

~ for more than twice differently, and then they go back to the
way they wanted to do it Befqre, Now President Johmson was
much better at reading documents. The wéy to get his

attention was to present a well-reasonéd, well-written piece

| of paper. Witﬁ President Nixon,. it was very much the same. .He
took it in beqtgr thrbugh the eye. The question VQS'getting
the documents,lthe relevant oﬂes, on Johnson's desk and on
Nixon's desk. Talking to them about or briefinﬁwas not the
way to get theif éttehtion or the way to persuade them about
anything. With President Johnson, when I would brief at
National Sgcurity Council meefings from time.to timé, I

finally came to the conclusion that what I had to say I should
get into the first 60 seconds, or at Leesg 129 seconds, that

I had 6n my feet., Because after that he‘vas pushing buttons
for coffee or E%esda or talking to Rusk.or talking to McNamara
or whispering here or whispering there. I had lost my

principal audience. With Nixon, it was very much the same
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way. He liked longer briefings, he would sit there for
longer briefings, but after tﬁe first five minutes his mindnib%>f.
would start to wander gee unless something came up that he K
was'particularly interested in. So one has to adjust to
these things. The notion that a birectbr should éonstantlyv
see and be in the presence of the President is not necessarily’
true. .In other words, it doés not necessafily make him ﬁore
effective. As a matter of fact, he can become an irritant.‘_ ‘ TTey o f e
It's one of thesevthings that finished John McCone with
Lyndon Johnson. McCone started briefing him everqéay once
he became President after President Kennedy's assassination,
and I know. exactly what happened. Johnson finally got
bored, closed the door and that wa; the end of thé;t. He just
didn't want to do it any more. You couldn't make‘him do
it anymore. Tgis oﬁe-qn—one, that peoplé hold to be so important
who live in academia, does not necessarily achieve your
objéctive. Ybufeithef adjust your production to the man you
have in the office or.youthoing to miss the traiﬁ. ' A
: ~

Jack Smith: We talked one time earlier about the Rockefeller Report and

how it came up with some notions about the Director ought to

have certain kinds of prestige. in 6rder to be most effective.

Do you think there are any guiding concepts for chosing a

Director? Do you think there are any--leaving presenp personalities

out of account--if you were going to design an ideal Director

of Central Intelligence, what do you think you'd come up with?

chard Helms: Well, I've never regarded this as being a difficult or

arcane affair. The most important requirement the fellow has




Jack Smith:

chard Helms:

to have is that he's got the President's confidence. That

has to be number 1. Number 2, that he knows something about
the job that he's doing. In other words, does he understand
intelligence's role, how it's acquired, and things of this
kind. 1If he's been experienced in intelligence'matters, all
the better. The only.thing that I do not subscribe to in some
of these other formulations that 1 have heard, is that this
man has got to have‘his own indepgndent power base, efther
financial, political or otherwise. I dén't see that this is

relevant. The charge in the Rockefeller Report, or the

_ implication in the Rockefeller Report, was that if a fellow

does not have ﬁhis indepeﬁdent sﬁénding.he is likely to do

a lot of illegal things because the President wants them done.
In other wordé%he won't stand up to the President. I wpuld
like the recoré to show where it was that I didn't stand up

to ei&her Johnson or Nixon.

The access question though, that you raised, perhaps that's

also part of it ip those.iinds of the peoplé who came up

with this idea that you have to have an independent'poﬁer
base. If you have one, then presumably that would profiﬂe you’
with access tothePTésident.. How 1is access to the President
best achieved? Knowing this business, do you think?

I would think that the most important thing was a) that the

President liked the man, b) had confidence in him, ¢) didn't

. tighten his sphincter when he walked through the door. I

think that these are the important things and only the

President can contrive this when he picks the man do to the

.
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job. He has to make up his mind about tﬁis. If he decides
‘that ‘the fellow is hot the'man he wants there, he should

get rid of him because power base be dammed. How does that
insure thét he's gonna get ‘in there on the basis that it‘s‘
going to be useful? Let's argue this for jﬁsta_minﬁte; Let's
assume that you made Nelson Rockefeller a ﬁillar in the
Republican Party. A man of independent wealth and substance
and so forth. .Suppose that Nixon.had made him D;rector' of
Central Intelligence. Now he could'barge,in-té see Nixon any-.
time he wanted to. But if Nixon didn't hit off with Rockefeller,
which he didn't, that would have made no difference aﬁ all.

He could have bombasted, talked, written papers, done all

the rest of it, and Nixon would have done with him what he

did with other people that he didn't ;ike. He would say td
Kissinger or t; somebody, "You kﬁow I just can't beér~

having that Rockefeller around. You see that ﬁe doésn't

' And then when Rockefeller gbes to the newspapers

get in here.'
and says 1'm not seeing tﬁe President, they'll say no, we

saw you last wéek, and we did this, and we did tﬁat, and it
would simply roll over and over and over, just tumble. I

really think they missed the point, and most‘people miss the
point about the United States government. The Cabinet and

all the principal appofintive jobs, and they are §ll |
appointive, after all, the only two'péople elected are the
President and Vice President. Everybody else is appointed.

Yet every single‘one of those fellows has gét to be someone

that the President can get along with.  If the President doesn't

get along with him; then he'll fade_away. As a matter of fact,

—~—




Jack Smith:

chard Helms:

John Gardner, who was Secretary of Healﬁh, Educatibn and
Welfare, in the Johnson Administration, once told me that,
no-no he didn't leave the Administration over the Vietnamese
War, as it waS-;outed he did, or over disagreements abouf
this, that and the cher thing. It was simply that'hé
realized that it was beginning to get more and more difficult
to do business with President Johnson, for whatever the - =% 7"
reason was. I really and truly bglieve that in our halls of

learning it would be far more useful to teach our students the

facts of life, which is that no appointive office has any

~ power of its own. Every bit of po&er is derived from the

President himsélf or what he'é prepared to allow &ou to do. He
didn't pdt inhibitions on me. I could do just about as I
pleased. Well, I thought that wés fine and that as long as

I could keep his confidence and so forth it would stay that |
way. If you don'-é oveg do it and don't under &o it, and’

so forth, I agrée you'll getvaloﬁg all‘right. But certainly
1f you talk about power in this town I had lots of it. |
How about out at Langley? Would you prefer to see a
professional come up through the ranks or would you perfer

to see someone brought in from the outside?

Well, Jack, I don't want to answer the question either

flatly one way or éther. By definition, I would think a
professional would be a better Director. On the other

hand thére's no reason why a man who'comes in from the outside

can't be a good Director too, depending on his personality

and his interests and so forth. So I don't want to state

this flatly, one way or the other. I simply return to what I
. R




said at the outset and that is whoever he is, he must e
enjoy the President's cdnfidence, and he must be someone :hat
the President feels reasonably comfortable with, and even

if the Presideﬂt and he don't.feel comfortable with each.other -
at least there ought to become mutual respect as far as |
getting on with the job-and doing what the President wants
done. .Because after all thé President can't have a buddy == =+=¥F

in every job, he's got to get along with a few people that he

may not feel all that comfortable with.

;. Jack Smith: You've answered the.question saying.it's not really a prime

% factor whether he's a professional or not. Dick, looking back,
what would you say was the greatest satisfaction you hadiin
being Director of Central Intelligence?

ichard Helms: You mean an event?

. Jack Smith: | Any way you want to answer it. You must look back on your
career and you must say to yourself, there are aspects of
this of which I'm very, very proud and pleased.

ichard Helms: , Well, as I said in that interview with Frost, of which I
gave you a copf. The estimate onAthe-Six Day War, I think, was
the really intelligence bingo of my time bécause it was so
apt, concentrated, you could see cause and effect. I mean
the whole thing was puf together in a tidy little bundle
there is a short space of time. I still look back on that as
being one of the neatest pieces of intelligence work ghat
was done. I also look back on certain other things as having
been really distinct achigvementé. Some of.them not when I

was Director. I remember I thdught the Berlih tunnel was




a remarkable operation. I thought the Popov and Penkovsky
cases were run ai\any:Ling of that kind could possible have
béen run. I thought that a lot of the work that we did on
‘the Vietnam War, even though the.war,came out so badly, was
nevertheless extraordinarily_good intelligence work of which
I'm‘pleasgd.. Obviously, I was not pleased.about Sihanovkville.
and things of ﬁhat kind. But yéu've got to take the good
with the bad and anybody who-goes‘into the intelligence business,
I think, goes into it with a recognition that God did not
give prescience to human beings. That He, for some reason
. in His wisdon,uor nature in itfs.wisdom or however you»want:
to go about this matter, realizéd that human beings are not
vefy good when.they know that some disaster is about to‘strike
aﬁd therefore yoﬁ don't give them presciénce for that sort of
thing. You juéc go ploding aldng and face their fate when it
comes. This is also true ;fAintelligencé officefs. They haveﬁ't
been endowed with any prescience that anybody else didn't have.
They ma& leamn some,'but.they ﬁaven't been endéwed with 1it.
And therefore you've got to assume thét_you're going to make
a lot of bad'callé; particularly if you'ﬁave any courage
and really reach out thefe. So you've got to be prepared for
the calls and prepared to take them; and gét'on and try to do

A\
better the next time. I think that the development of the
KH-11 was an absolute magterpiece. I really don't know how
well it does, nobédy tells me aboutrit these days. I knew

if it was ever going to be made to work it was going to

be an absolute breakthrough. It was going to change the

timeliness and the ability to collect intelligence in a way




. Jack Smith:

ichard Helms:

that nothing else had done except’maybe the advent of the

.. U2 or the first photographic satellite we put up.

You put it not largely in terms of individual achievements

or actions, could you think of it in terms of the daily

‘ satisfactions?. WhenAyou went into the office in the

beginning of the day and came through the end of the day

even on the days when none of these things were accémplished,

what aspects of the job did you enjoy most? Tnects

(Pause) In an effort to answer that question I wanted to

think a moment, beééuse there are few jobs in the world where

there is such a variety in the déil& life of any Director

from the timé he sets foot in the office in the morning with the

mornings' telegrams, reports at the staff meetings.of what.

is going on in various parts of the Agency, also'in the Community,

also in the wo:ld, foreign visifots, developing situations,

wars, hoétilities, debates over the budget, cover éction

approvals, briefings of the_National Security Council, presentations

for the Congress. In short a Director's life 1s.fu11 of

varietyAand fuil of decisions that just would never occur to

most people that the man would be going through. I remember

Bill Benton, who you remember used to be a Senator and was the

Benton of Benton and Bowles, and later.on the Encyclopedia
Annica .

Britifanica. He was a very bright and intellectual man., I

remember his saying to me one day when I went to talk to him

aboﬁt some matter or other where the Agency needed some help

on something. He said, "'Well you realize, of course, that you

make 10.times more decisions in a day than any busihessmén ever

does. A businessman has a decision to make every now and then
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. Jack Smith:

about this, thaf and the other. You're making deciéions all
day long. From that standpoint you have one of the most
g%cinating jobs in the world." Well this is indeed true.

My answer to your question would be it was a variety of
things with the kaleidoscopic effects of them and so forth
that I think that my satisfaction of the job derived from
when I was able, basically, to persuade the Presidént that
our énalysis was accurate, that the Senate Committee received ‘¢
a briefing-with approvai, théf we had a breakthrough in
some opefation whgre we finally got the documents we wanted.
In'other'words, it was the accumulation of these small
successes that;would give me satisfaction.

Very good.




