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Agreed to by Subcommlttee

© S  October 8, 1975
PROLOGUE

-The events disoussed in this Interim Report must_be.viewed in
the context of United States policy and actions designed ‘to counter
vithe threat of spreading‘Communism. Followiné the end of World
fWér IT, mény nations in easterneEﬁrope'and elsewhere fell under
%Communiétfinfluenoe or.control, The Qefeatfof the Axis powers was
ﬂaocompenredrby the‘répid disintegration of the Weetern eolonial
,empires: The ‘Second World War no sooner ended than a new struggle

began The Communist threat, emanatlng from what was then called = 4

}the ”Slno Sov1et bloc produced a policy of containment intended -
: ‘i’ to prevent further encroachment by Communism into the ”free world."
Unlted States strategy for conductlng the Cold War called for
the establlshment'of 1nterlock1ng treaty arrangements and military
‘bases throughout the world. Our concern over the expansion of an
zgégreSSive Communist monolith‘led:the-United,Stetes to fight two
':najor wars in Asia. In addition{ﬁit was considered neceseary to
_‘1wage ;lrelentless cold war againsthCommunist expanSionhwherever
::jitlappeered in:the "back alleys of the world." This called for a ﬁaV
:ﬁﬁffull range of‘clandestine_activities in'response to the operations ?
f.of Commnnist clandestine services. . _‘ +¢’(V
Thezfear of expanding Communrsm was particulerly acute when
“ijidel CaStro'emerged as the leeder of Cuba in the late 1950's.
LAHis takeover was seen as the first significant penetration by the

' Communists into the Western‘Hemisohere. U.S. leaders, including

ﬂ£'50955"nocxa:32423539 Page 4



"I’_ ‘most Members of:Congress called for vigorous ‘action to stem the
vCommunlst 1nfect10n in this hemlsphere These policies rested on
w1despread popular support and encouragement \

Throughout thlS period, the U.S. felt impelled to respond to
:threats_which were, or seemed‘to be-~skirmishes'in:a global Cold.
war-againSt Comﬁunism Castro S Cuba raised the spectre of a Sovret
outpost at America's doorstep Events in the Domlnlcan Republlc
appeared to offer more such opportunltles for the Russians and their .

;*allres.;.The Congo,_freed from Belgian rule, occupied the strategic
:cénter-of the African continent and the prospect of Communist pene-
tratlon there was viewed as. a threat to American 1nterests in emerglng-
Afrlca : Amerlcans are well aware. of. the powerful reactions set off

.‘1n the Unlted States in the 1960 S by the domlno theory in .Indochina.

. '0 And "evén .the election in 1970 of a Marxist pre31dent in Chile was .

-;seen h;\some as a threat similar to that of'Castro's takeover in Cuba.

The. Commlttee regards the unfortunate events dealt w1th in this

Interlm Report as an’ aberratlon explalnable at least in part, but

qnot'Justlfled, by the pressure‘of events at the time. .The Committee
.belieﬁes that it is still in the national interest of the United

,;States»t0-do what ‘it can to heyézn;f;ons-resist Communist dominatio

- but_ it is clear that this cannot justify in the future the kind of

}fabuses‘COvered'in‘this report. Indeed, the Committee has resolved

 that steps must be taken to prevent them from happening again.-

o e A
‘ R | . Apn. [ Sevr -
R | D 5T k1 1 70w
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Agreed to by Drafting Subcommittee
on August 27, 1975% '

1. TiITRODUCTION AUD SUITIARY

This interim report covers allega£ions of United States involvg—
ment in assassination plots against foreign political leaders. Of equal
sionificance in this report are certain other cases where foreign political
leaders in fact were killed, where the United States was in soﬁe manner

involved in activity leading up to the killing, but where it would be

incorrect to say that the purpose of United States involvement had been

to encourage assassination.

The evidence establishes that the United States was implicated in

L -

several assassination plots. The Committee believes that the use of assassi-
nation as a togl of foreigﬁ policy is incompatiElé with American principles,
international order, and mdrality. 1t should be rejected.

Our inﬁuiry also revealed serious problemns with respeét to United
States involvement in coups directed against foreign. governments. Some of
these broblems are addressed here on, the basis of ouf investigation to date;
others we raise as questions to be answe;gd-after our investigzation into
covert action has been completed.

We stress the interim nature'of this report. In the course of
the Committee's continuing work, other.aileged assdssina;ion plots ﬁay
surface, and new evidence concerning Ehe cases covered herein may come to
light. However, it is the Committee's view that thé cases covered herein
have been developed in sufficient detail to clarify the issues which are

at the heart of the Committee's mandate to recommend legislative and other

reforms relating to the vital matters'ﬁiscussed below.

1
A
[
-

¥ The Vice Chairman reserved as to 'the first sentence in the discussion
of the similarities and differences among the plots. (See p.
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In depth treatment of the aséassination question has lengthened

the Committee's schedule bﬁt has greatly increased the Comaittee's awareness

of the hard issues it must face in the months ahead. The Committee intends,

nevertheless, to complete, by February;l976, its main job of undertaking the

first comprehensive review of the intelligence commuaity..

A. The Committee's Mandate

Under Senate Resolution 21, the Committee was instructed to in-
vestigate the full range of governmental intelligence activities and the
extent, if any, to which such activitiés were "illecal, improper or un-

. -
ethical”. TIn addition to that very broad general mandate, the Couwmittee
was required by the Senate to investigate, study and make recommendations
concerning various specific matters,‘sgveral of which relate to the assassi-
natiqn issue.*®

A}though the Rockefeller Commission conducted an inquiry into
reported assassination plots, the Commission declared it was unable, for
a variety Qf reasons, -to complete its #nquiry. 'At the direction of the Presi-
dent, the Executive Branch turned overfto the Select Committee the work
the Commission had done, along with oqéer documents relating to assassina-

i

tions.

s,

* Tor exawple, S. Res. 21 requires the Committee to study and investi-
sate the following:

the extent avnd necessity of . . . covert intelligence activities
. . . abroad";

“[the] nature and extent of executive branch oversight of all
United States intelligence activities': .

i

"the need for improved, strengthened, or conselidated oversicht
: of United States intelligence activities by the Congress';: and
the nced for new legislation.

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 7
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3. Committee Decision To Make This Report Public

: n*»jy This report raises important questions of .national policy. We
A e

_j?bé}ievc that the public is entitled to know what certain instrumentalities
ﬁ\“fﬁf their Government have done. Further, our recommendations can only be
Rt N ' N

9

:,‘3 T . - ) ‘ ’ s !
‘ﬁgﬁjudged in light of the factual record. Therefore, this interim report

)
T
22+ should be made public.

Decause of. our faith in the democratic system, and the paranmount

‘ l
importance of strengthening the institutions of this country, the Committee

Ty believes ‘the truth about the assassination allegations should be told.

Jemocracy depends upon a well-informed electorate. Truth underlies both

P - | _ST7ZMTJ ;f(f’

justice and freedom. : _ F5067—7¢§J
. EATNRADN
that 1T

kept secret because they are embarrassing to the United States. Despite C,1~,$z~/ﬁ

b@ 04,.»6

‘We reject any contention that the facts disclosed herein should be
.
the possible injury to our national reputation, the Comwmittee believes that
foreign peoples will, upon sober reflection, respect the United States more

for keeping faith with its democratic. ideal than they will condemn us for

the misconduct itself.

The fact that portions of the étory‘have already been publicly dis-
closed only accentuates the need for full disclosure. Innuendo and mis-
leading partial disclosures are neith;r fair to the individuals invoived,
nor a responsible way to lay the groupdwork for informed public policy

judgnents.

'C. The Scope of the Committee's Investigation
The investigation of the assassination issue has been an unpleasant
duty, but one that the Select CommittFe had to meet. The Committee has,

compiled a massive record in the months that the ianquiry has been underway.

i
i - IR
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The hearin® record includes some pages of sworn testimony [rom

- witnesses*during __ hearing days as.well as numerous staff interviews.

The documents which the Committee obtained includcd raw files from the

apencies and departments, from the White House, and from the Presidential

 libraries of the Administrations of former Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy

Kennedy .and Johnson.**
We obtained evidence of two:general types: first, evidence

which related to the overall setting of events, the national policy of -
: : ,

the time, and descriptions of normal operating procedures including

channels of command and control; and second, evidenceé relating to specific
' i -

avents.

A Senate Committee is not aﬂcourt. It looks to the past, not to

. | .
determine guilt or innocence, but in order to make recommendations for the
. _ . Y v
future. Therefore, where we found the evidence to be ambiguous--as we did

on some issues--we have set out both sides, in order that the evidence may

speak for itself. : '
Despite the number of witneéses and documents examined by the
Committee, there were the following . shortcomings in the evidence available

to us: A

* The names of the witnesses are set forth in Appendix A.
*% The Committee served both general and specific document requests upon
the Executive Pranch and the Administration represented to the Committee that
it did not know of any additional relevant documents, except, of course, for
the possibility that the '"Nixon papers" (which the Committee is attempting

to obtain) may contain material relevant to the allegations relating to Chile.
. - \\

P
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llany of the events under consideration occurred as

lonp as fifteen years aﬁo. With one cxception, they
occurred during the adriinistrations of Presidents now dead.

Other high officials, whose testimony might have

additional light upon't?e thorny issues of authorization
; .

gt

and control, are also dead. ioreover, with the passage

of time, the memoricsIQI those still alive have dirwed.
.

The Committee oftgp faced the difficuit task of dis-
tinguishing refreshed chollection from speculation. In
many instances, witnesé;s were unable to testify from in-

-
dependent recollectidn‘and had to rely on documents con-
tempor;neous with the é;ents to refresh their recollections.
While informed speculat?oh is of sowme assistance,;it can
only.be assigned 1imité? weight in judping specific events.

Assassination is not a subject'on which one would
expect many records orﬁdocumcnts to Be made or retained.

In fact, there were mo?é relevant contemporaneous'documents
then we had expected, ﬁnd the CIA in 1967 made internal
study of the Castro, Tgujillo and Diem assassination'allega-
tions. That stud? wés quite useful, particularly in

: :
suggesting leads for uncoverinz the story of the actual

assassination activity. Unfortunately, some material

i
i3

L

¥ Those studies were made at the direction of CIA Director Richard Helms
to provide him with information . to respond to questions put to him by
President Johnson. The President's questions, as to Castro, were provoked
by a Drew Pearson newspaper column of March [6], 1967, which had alleged
CIA attempts on the life of Castro u51ng the Mafia. -

~ The President asked Helms at the,&ame time to provide 1nformat10n
about Trujillo and Diem.

DocId:32423539

Page 10



-6~

relating to. that investigation was destroyed upon its

completion.¥

A final deficiency in the evidence stems from the .

doctrine that CIA covert operations should be concealed

—

from the world and -performed in such a way that if they

fev #

e were discovered, the role of the United States could be NeF
- plausibly denied. As an extension of this doctrine of T2
“plausible deniability' communications between the Agency /67 ;2

and high Administration officials were often convoluted l/zy;7
and in;precisc.** - | /l \»-e“’/é
The evidence contains sharp conflicts, 8ome of which rclate to
basic facts. Dut the most important conflicts relate not so much to basic
facts as to differing percentions and opinions based upon relatively undis-
puted facts.

L With'respect to both kinds of conflicts, the Committee'has
attempted to set forth the evidence extensively so that it may speak for
itself. Iﬁ the findings and. conclusions section, we suzgest resolutions
of some of the conflicts. Remembering that the Committee's main job is
to find lessons for the future, there are also occasions where we point

out that resolving conflicts in the evidence may be less important than

making certain that the system which produced the awbizuities is corrected.

* This was done pursuant to the instructions of CIA Director Richard
Helms (Helms Ex.___; 6/13/75 Tr.__ ). 1In fairness to Director Helms it
should be added, however, that he was responsible for réquesting the
preparation of the I.G. Reports and for preserving them.

*¥* For a full discussion of this doctrine see pages

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Pége 11
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D. Summary of Findings and .Conclusions

1. The Questions Presented

The Committee sought to answer four broad questions:

ASSASSINATION PLOTS. Did U.S. officials instigate,

attempt, aid and abet, or acquiesce in pldts designed to

assassinate . foreign leaders?

INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER KILLINGS. Did U.S. officials
assist foreign dissidents in a way which significantly con-
tributed to the killing of foreign leaders?

AUTHORIZATION. Where there was involvement by U.S.

officials in assassination plots or other killings, were such

activities ordered and if so, at what levels of our Government?

COMMUNICATION AND CONTROL.. Even if not authorized,

vere .the assassination activities perceived to .be within the
scope of agency authority, and was adequate control exercised

over its activities.

2. Summary of Findings and Conclusions on the Plots

The Seven Allegations. The Committee investigated alleged

U.S. involvement in assassination plots in five foreign countries.* They

were:
Country Individual Involved®*
Cuba . Fidel Castro
Congo (Zaire)’ ' Patrice Lumumba

¥ Insert Footnote on Sukarno and Duvalier.

:;; . %% Tnsert re Raul and Che and Ngo Dinh Nhu.

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 12
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Country ' ‘Individual Involved
Dominican.Repﬁblic 'Rafael Trujillo
Chile General Rene Schneider
‘South Vietnam - Ngo Dinh Diem

In summary, the evidence_with respect to each allegation disclosed

the following.¥

Fidel Castro (Cuba). United States Government personnel plotted

to kill Castro beginning in 1960. American underworld figures were used in
these plots as well as Cubans hostile to the Castro regime. One of the later
plots, which lasted until 1965, involved a Cuban dissident who was provided

encouragement and material support by the United States..

Patrice Lumumba (Congo/Zairé). In the TFall of 19690, two CIA

officials were asked by superiors to assassinate Lumumba. Poisons were

sent to the Congo and some exploratory steps were taken toward naining qu,/
' ' ' e
(K oFF

access to Lumumba. Subsequently, in early 1961, Lumumba was killed by

Congolese rivals. It does not appear from the_Eziggggg_ghgz_ehe_uni&ed

—

States was involved in the actual killing.

—
Rafael Trujillo (Dominican Republic). Trujillo was shot by
J \Cp p;

Dominican dissidents on May 31, 1961. Commencing in 1960 and continuing

to the time of the assassination, the U.S. Government senerally supported
these dissidents and some Governnent personnel were aware that they intended
to kill Trujillo. Three pistols and three carbines were furnished by
Amcrican officials, although a request for machine guns was later rgfused.,
There was conflicting evidence whether the weapons-were knowingly supplied

for use in the assassination and whether any were present at the scene.

¥ See Section III for a detailed treatment of the evidence.

2
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Ceneral Rene Schuneider (Chile). On October 25, 1979, Ceneral

Schneider died of gunshot wounds inflicted while resisting a kidnap attempt

three days earlier. Schneider, as Commander in Chief of the Arny and a -

constitutionalist opposed to military coups, was considered an obstacle to

efforts to prevent Salvador Allende from assuming the office of Iresident Hﬁ‘/&
fe

of Chile. The United States Covermment supported,and sought to instigate, /?ﬁ,/e”

a military coup to block.Allende. U.S. officials supplied financial aid,
machine .suns and other equipment to various military figures who opposed
Allende. There was conflictinz evidence on whether the United Stustes had
vreviously severed relations wiﬁh the groupgthat kidnapped and killed

|
Schneider and on whether any of the equipment supplied was aqtuully used

in the kidnapping.

N~o Dinh Diem (South Vietnam). Diem and his brother, hu, were
killed on November 2, 1963, in thé coufse of a South Vietnamese Cenerals'
coup. Although the United States Government supported the couﬁ, there was
no evidence: that American officials favored the assassination. Indeed, it
appeared that tﬂe assassination of Diem was not part of the Generais' pre-
coup planning but was instead a spontaneous act which occurred ddring the
coup and with which there was no American connection.

In addition to these five cases the Cowinittee received evidence
that ranking»goVefnment officials discussed,. and may have authorized,the

establishment within the CIA of a generalized capability to assassinate.

ce-Chairman Similarities and Differences Arong the Plots. The plots all
wer reserved o :

“ht to iavolved Third World countries, most of which were relatively small and
ange to

.clude con- none of which possessed great political or military strenpth. Apart from
ot of Com- _ ‘ '

mist sphere that similarity, there were significant differences anong the plots. The
- i luence ‘ ' ‘ '

“thidm following distinctions are pertinent:

stern Hemi-

here.
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(1) ‘Whether United States officials initiated the plot or
W?were ﬁesponding to requests of local dissidents for aid.
(2) Yhether the plot was specifically intended to kill a
foreiﬁn leader,or whether the leader's death was a reasonably

foreseeable consequence of an attempt to overthrow the govern-

nent.
The Castro case is an example of a plot conceived by United States

officials to kill a foreign leader. The Lumumba plot falls into the same

category.
In the case of Trujillo, although=the U. S. Government certainly
opposed his regime, it did not initiate the plot. Rather, United States

officials responded to requests for aid from local dissidents whose ain

. | . . . ) THA!
clearly was to assassinate Trujillo. By aiding them this country was in- ‘ﬂza"»
. ) \
plicated, whether the specific weaponry actually supplied was meant to kill digent
:..; oukv"

Trujillo or was only intended as a symbol of U.S. support for the dissidents. auT M

\fﬁ%df

The Schneider case is different from that of both Castro and Tru- pﬂnmf7
, . . ‘ 3
jillo. The United States Government sought a coup and provided support to (\1 :(
local dissidents, knowing they belieﬁqd that General Schneider was an obstacle Az:ﬂ'

to their plans. ilowever, even though the 5upﬁort included deadly weapons,
it appears that the intention of botﬁ‘thé dissidents and the United States
officials was to abduct, not to kill,.General Schnéidér. Similarly, in

the Diem case, United States officials did want a change in Goverannent, but

there is no evidence that the United States sought the death of Diem himself.

3. Summary of Findings and Conclusions on the Issues of Authority

i

and Control.

To put the inquiry into assassination allegations in context, two

»

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 15



T e, e

id

o,

?

points must be made clear. First, there is no doubt that the United Statéé
Government opposéd the various leadérs in qﬁestibn. "U.S. officials -
at thc highest lecvels objected to the Castro and Trujillo regimes, belidved
the accession of Allende to power in Chile would be harmful to Aﬁerican in-
terests, and thought of Lumumba as a dancerous force in the heart of Africa.
Second, the evidence on assassinations has to be vicwcd in the context of other,
more massive activities directed against the regines in question. TFor
example, the'plots directed against Fidel Castro personally, cannot be under-
stood without considering the fully authorized, comprehensive, assaults upon
his regine, such as the Bay of Pigs inQﬁsioa.in 191 and Operation lfonzoose in
1962,

towever, the issue of Governmental authorization of assassination
is of indepeundent importance. There is a significant difference between a
coldblooded, targeted, intentional killing of an individual foreign leader and Yy
other forms of intervention in the affairs of foreign nations. Therefore, 7
the Committce endeavu;ed to =xplore‘§s fully as possible the question of
how and why the plots happened, whether they were authorized, and if so, from
what level the au;horization caﬁe.‘

Wle discovered a nurky picture. It is not clear whether this is
duc to the systen of deniability and the consequeﬁt stdte of the cvidcqce
which even after our long investigation remgins coﬁflicting and inconclusive,
or whether there were in fact serious shortcomings in the system of authori-

sation 5o that activities such as assassinations could have been undertaken by

an agency of the United States Government without express authority-.

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 16



Based upon the record of our investigation, the Committee's
single most important finding is that the system was such that assassina-
tion activity could have been undertaken by an agency of the United States
Government without it having been unconprovertibly cléar that there was

explicit authorization from the highest level.

Along with that paramount counclusion, the Committec rakes four other

najor findin‘ 5.% The first telates to the lack O_E__(.lirect evidence of authori~
] 2 -
 N—

zation of the assassination plots by Presidents or other persons above the

Covernmental asency or agencies involved. The second explains why certain

officials may have, nonetheless, perceived tfat, accordiug to their judsment

. —_— 2% 200
and experience, assassination was an acceptable course of action. The third

e JE————————

T 1 . f/( Crlc /2{4,£J 2
criticizes agency officials for failing on several occasions to reveal their

plans and activities to superior authorities, or.for failing to do so with
sufficient detail and clarity. The fourth .criticizes Administration officials
for, on occasion, giving vague and indirect instructions to subordinates, and

for not making sufficiently clear that assassination should be excluded {rom
AAS /p,b;fvw~277d‘&\,

consideration. . ;D/fj wmel THAT THAT

e e o et

There is admittedly a tension within the four findings. The first

1

and third points tend to sugzgest a lack of authority whi}e the second and
fourth points explain why agency officials could nonetheless have perceived
that their actions were proper. This tension reflects a basic conflict in the
evidence. While there are some confliéts over facts, it is more important
that there may ofténﬂhavé been two differing perceptions of the saue facts.
This distinction may be the result of the differing backgrounds and ex-

perience of those persons experienced in covert operations as distinquished

t * The Committee's findings are elaborated in Section , infra.
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from those who were not. Uords of urgency which to the former way hévemmeant
killing, to the latter may have meant nothing of thc'sort.

ilhile we are critical of certain individual actions, the Commiitee
is mindful of the inherént problems in a system which relies upon secrecy,
compar tmentation, circumlécutiqn, and the avoidance of clear responsibility.
This sytem creates the risk of confusion and rashness in'the very areas where
clarity and sober judgment are most necessary. llence, before turning to an
extensive review-of ‘the evidence‘relacing'to the cases, we briefly deal with

o4
the general subject of covert action during the relevant period.

-~
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S VEHICLE FOR FOREIGN POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

7

II. COVERT ACTION
Simply stated, covert action may be defined as activity which sup-

ports the sponsoring nation's foreign policy objectives but is concealed

under circumstances permitting that nation to plausibly deny its actions.

The National»Security Act of 1947 did not specifically include
author;ty for covert operations. 'However,eit granted to the National
Security Council, then created as an~inst;qment of the.President, the
authority to direct the CIA to "perform sueh other functions and duties
related to intelligeﬂce affecting the national seeurity as the National
Security Council may from time to time direct;r Thereafter, at its
first meeting in December 1947, the National Security Council issued
a top secret directive‘granting the CIA_the,apthority fo conduct covert
operations. From 1955 to 1970, the basie authority for these operations
was National Security Council 5412/2.%

This direetive framed the purposes of covert operatiens entirely
in terms of opposition to "International Communism,"** directing the CIA
to counter, reduce and discredit'"lﬁternétional Communism" throughoutAthe
world in a manner consistent with U. S. fereign and milifafy policies.
It alse directed the CIA to undertake covert operatioesvto achieve this-

end, and defined covert operations as any covert activities related to

*  Today the basic authority for CIA covert action operatlons is National
Security Decision Memorandum 40 which superceded NSC 5412/2 on Feb-~
ruary 17, 1970. 4

*% By contrast, NSAM 40 of 1970 described ‘covert actions as those secret
activities de51gned to further .official U. S. programs and p011c1es
abroad. It made no reference to communlsm.

T s TR

e
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propaganda, economic warfare, political actlon (1nc1ud1ng ‘sabotage,

- demolition and assistance to resistance movements) and all activities

lcompatible with the directive (emphasis supplied). In 1962, the CIA's
| .
General Counsel rendered the opinion that the Agency's activities are : —

"not inhibited by any limitations other than those broadly set forth

~in. NSC 5412/2." (CIA Generél Counsel Memorandum 4/6/62)

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL MECHANISM

The evidence dealt with in Part 11T is concerned with what actually - o
happened as far as obtaining, br not obtaining, authorization for the ac-
tivities under review by the Committee. With_?espect to what was meant
to happen in régard to coveft action generally, the CIA's General Cpunéel : B

stated in 1962:
CIA must necessarily be responsible for planning. Oc-
casionally suggestions for action will come from out-
side sources but, to depend entirely on such require-~
ments would be an evasion of the Agency's responsibili-
ties. Also, the‘average person, both in government and
outside, is thinking along normal lines aund to develop
clandestine cold war activities properly, persons know-
ing both the capabilities and limitations of clandestine
action must be studying and devising how such actions -
can be undertaken effectlvely

With respect to policy.apptoval, the General Counsel went on to say:

Both in developing ideas or plans for action it is in-
-cumbent upon the Agency";o~obtain necessary policy ap-
proval, and for this purpose these matters should be
explored with proper officials in other dépattments
-and agencies, parthularly in the Departments of State

B and Defense, so the determination can be made as to

: whether any.one. proposal should go to the: Special Group

or higher for policy determination.

The General;Counsel's'1962 mempnandum made it clear that the CIA

considered itself responsible for~d§véloping proposals and plans to - ' o 4
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time, how-

-)

implement the specific objectives of NSC SAT /2
ever, the memorandum stated that even in the development of ideas or plans

for action, it was incumbent upon the Agency not only to coordinate with. g
other executive departments and agencies, but also to "obtain necessary , —
policy approval” (emphasis aéded); The issue which faced the Committee,

of course, was whether such approval was, in fact, sought and obtained

for assassination plans, and whether CIA officials thought it was "neces~

sary" to.obtaigi?;;;é;;:;£proval.for these activities-
Beginning in 1955, the responsibility for authorizing CIA covert
action operations rested in the Special Group, a sub-Cabinet level sub-
l.committee éf the National Security Council cémpésed of the President's
Assistant for National Security Affairs; the Directdr of Central In-
telligence, the Deputvaecretarj of Defense and the Under Secretary of —
State for Political Affairs. Today'th}s grqgé is known as the 40 Com-
mittee, and its membership now incl?des the Chairman of_the Joint Chiefs
of Staffs. In addition, during‘1962,anothgf subcommittee of the NSC was
established to oversee covert operations relating to Cuba. It was known
as the Special Group (Augﬁented) apd}was-composed of the members of the -
Speciél Group, the Attorney Gehefgl and eertaih other high officials.
The'bverriding'purpose-of the_Special Group and its successors
has been to exercise controlbover coyért operatiqns abroadl The Special
Group was charged with the reSansibility‘df consideriﬁg the-objéctives
of any proposed a@pivity, Whgther{o;_not it would aééomplish these aims.
how likely it would be t§ gﬁgceegs,agd in general whether or not it would
be "prdper" and in the Ameriéan‘intgﬁest. The Special”é;oup'Chairman _ o o,
usually.was reéponsible fdf’detefmiﬁihg whicﬁ projects required Preéesi-

- Coe  pm—

dential consideration, as well as keeping him abreast of progiess or changes.
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The foregoing should not be taken to

always have seen clear and tidy, nor that they have always been fol-

loyed. Prior td 1955, formal ?rocedures barely existed at all. 1In N gﬁ
1955 the-Special Group procedures were made more formal. Neverthe~ ;“_f
less, the procedures that were|followed during the period of 1?59—63

were characterized by an internal CIA memorandum as "somewhat cloudy

and thus can probabiy be described as having been based'on'valge_judg- : .

ments by the DCI." (Mem&randumifo} the Record, C/CA/PEG, "Poligy Co- : e
ordination of CIA's Covert Action 6b§rations,ﬁ 21 February 1967)
| In addition to the “somewhatféiqudy” nature of the formal pro-

. cedures theﬁselves, there are other bptions a®ailable to any Chief Ex-
ecutive. Tﬁe Committee recognizes that.an_égéncy charﬁer-to plan cov-
ert action could not prgempt PresidentiélHauthority to devélop and : i
mand;te foreign policy. Similarly, it is equally clear that what may
be representéd as the hdeSiré" of a President is ofteﬁ~communicated by

“intermediary officials whosejparceptions may or may not accurately
reflect the true Presidential purpose. Obyiously, formal procedures
can be disregarded from above or bélpw. In at least one case, for
example, a President insttugtediCIAzéfficials not té consult with Lhe
‘Special Group or other'dépaftmeﬁ;éa In at least one other case, Agency
officials decided‘not to bring matpérs to the aFtention éf‘the Special
Group. It should also be hoteL thétQalI;oﬁ the above procedures apply
to activitiés labele& "coVéqt ?étfdn" whereas. some of the activities \/;44:£?L3

considered in this teport"wg:e]tﬁéé@ed“asi”coqnﬁer~iqtelligenceV actions.

Such actions are not normally subject to 40 Committee-type interdepart=

mental authorization and review.
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The Concept of '"Plausible

414
%_ '

Deniability"

Non-attribution for U. s.
original and principal purpose
denial.

Evidence before the Commi

Government covert operations was the

cept, designed to protect the U. S. and its operatives from the conse-

quences of disclosures, has be

not only Presidential decision

support less than complete'adv?ce to such persons regarding these op-

erations.

U. S. Government for approving

Committee and its predecessors

President, placing the locus of consideration of covert action at sev-

eral removes from the Oval office._ One consequence of the doctrine of

plausible denial is an incomplete documentary record.

of the éo-called doctrine of plausible %ﬁ
| g/ 7 mengs
A l7/!7L‘L/C/$‘
ttee clearly demonstrates that this con- [:%3n,
en significantly expanded td; (1) mask .
- : | - <
s but those of his senior staffers; (2) <
The quest for "plausible denial" has shaffed the processes of the
and evaluating covert actions. The 40 .
can serve as "circuit breakers" for a P
‘ _ Zrv) e
The quest for "plausible denial" has also led to the use of cer- 04//(/ '
' *7%7[77AA0PL7

tain techniques, including euphemism and circumlocution.

niques have had as their purpo

These tech- ( / 7L_€ ,

se the objective of allowing the Presi-

dent and other senior officialf ;b‘deny-knowledge of an operation should

i . . L
it be disclosed. In addition,;the use of indirect reference to inform

a President could be reversed--

to see a highly sensitive oper

. b . . . 0
circumlocutious manner. Whether,  at times circumlocution

of failing to let Presidents o;

what was being said, was a queftiqn’faced by the Committee.
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r Othéﬁ éfficials accurately understand




"Plausible deniability" raises a number of other issues which th
Committee has had to confront.| Differing interpretations of the practice
of plausible denial has affected the extent to which sensitive matters

were raised or considered. The evidence discussed below revealed that

very serious problems of assessing and insuring accocuntability and con-

trol can arise out of plausible deniability.

L=t

oy gl ;; i
B Sl

Fro
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on August 29, 1975 T

»

3. Cuba

We have divided the facts with respect to Cuba into three
broad sectibns.

The first aiscusses the plots against Fidel Castro's life
without attempting to confropt thé question of authorization.

The second deals with_the.evidence concerning whether or not'
the successive Diréctors of Central Inteliigenée; Allen Dulles and John
McCone, authorized or knew about the various plots. (Although we have
organizationally divided the evidence rglating to the DCI's from the
proof felating to other high administfation ;}ficials, it is imporfant
to remember that the Director of Central Intelligence is the principal
advisor to ﬁhé:President on intelligencé matters, a member of major
administrative policy-making councils as well as head of'the Central
Intelligence Agency.)

The third section covers tﬁe.evidence concerning whether or
lnot other high officials--including the various.PresidentsQ—authorized
or knew about the plots. This séction also cqnsiders the e&idence relating
to whether or not the CIA officials who were involved with the plots believed
them to be consistent'with the general policy objeétiveé~9f the various
administrations even if they had no personal knéwledge as to whether the

plots were or were not specifically authorized by higher authority.

D
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1. The Assassination Plots Themselves

We have found concrete evidence of at least eigﬁt
plots involving the CIA to assassinate Fidel Castro from 1960
' to 1965. Although some of the assassination plots did not
advance beyond the stage of planning and preparation} one plot
involving the use of underworld figures reportedly twice pro-
gressed fo the point of sending poison pills to Cuba and
dispatching teams to commit the deed. Another plot involved
furnishing weapons and other assassination devices to a Cuban

dissident. The assassination proposals ran-the gamut from

high-powered rifles to poison pills, poison pens, deadly
'bacterial powders, and other devices whigﬁ_zgglg_gzrajxp4ﬁur

—_—
jfigigggion*

‘The most ironic of these plots took place on

November 22, 1963--the very da& that President Kennedf was
shot in Dallas--when a CIA.foicial in Péris offered a ﬁoison_
pen to a Cuban for use agains£ Castro while at the same- time
an emiésary from President Kennedy was meeting with Castré to
explore the possibility of improved_relations..

The following narrétive sets forth the facts of
assassination plofs agaiqst Qastro as established before the
Committee by witnesses and documentary evidence. Thé_question
of the level and dégree of authorization of the plots is

considered in the sections that follow.
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(a) Plots: Early 1960

(1) Plots to Destroy Castro's Public Image

Efforts against Castro did not begin with .
assassination attempts. .

From March through August 1960, during the
last year of the Eisenhower Aaministration;'the CIA considered
plans to undermine Castro's charismatic‘appeal by sabbtaging.hi;
speeches. According to the Inspeqtor Generél's Report, an
official in the Technical Serviées Division (TSD) recalled dis-
cussing a scheme.to spray Castro's br8adcasting studio with a
chemical which produced effects similar to LSD, but rejected the
scheme because the chemical was not reliable. During ﬁhis period,
TSD impregnated a box of cigars with a chemical which produced
tempérary‘disorientatioﬂ, hoping to induce Castro to smoke one
of the cigars before.deliveringfa'speech. The Inspector General .
also reported a plan to destroy'Castro‘s image as "The Beard" by
dusting his shoes with thallium salts, a strong depilatory that-
would cause his beard to fall out. The chemical was to be adminis-
‘tered during a trip outside of Cuba, in which it was anticipated
Castro would leave his shoes outside the door of his hotel room
to be shined. TSD procured the chemical and tested it on animals,
but apparently abandoned the scheme because Castro cancel%ed his
trip. (I.G., pp. 10-13.)

(2) Proposal to Sabotage Flight

The first proposed action against the life of, —
a Cuban leader sponsored by the CIA of which the Committee is \/) 67{:

aware took place in July 1960. .On July 18, 1960, a Cuban airline _;Zfz
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pilot who had volunteered to assist the CIA in gathering intelli-
gence informed his case officer in Havana that he would-probabiy
be chosen to fly fo Prague on July 21 to return Raul Castro to
Cuba (Memo to T.G., 1/17/75). On July 20 the pilot confirmed that
he would definitely fly the plane. CIA Headquarters and field
stations along the route were requested to inform the Havana Station
of any inteliigence needs that the pilot might fulfill. The case
officer testified that he and the pilot contemplated only acquiring
information aboﬁt Czechoslovakia and Raul Castro, and that assas-
sination was not considered.¥ - -

The cable from the Havana Station was reéeived at Head-
Quarter§ 6p the night of Juiy 20. The dufy officer, who was summoned °
to Headquarters from his home, contacted Tracy Barnes, Deputy to
DDP Richard Bissell, and J.C. King, Chief of the Western Hemisphere
Division.** Following their idstructions, he sent a cable to the
Havana Station early in the morning of July 21, stating: "Possible
removél top three leaders is recéiving serious consideration at
HQS." The cable inquired whether the pilot was sufficientiy

motivated to risk "arranging an accident during return trip" and

* A cable to Headquarters requesting any intelligence needs
supports this account. )

¥*¥ The duty officer testified that he must have spoken with King
because he would not otherwise have signed the cable "by direction,
J.S. King". (Duty Officer, p. 16) He also would "very definitely"
have read the cable to Barnes before sending it, because "Barnes
was the man to whom we went . . . for our authority and for work
connected with the Cuban Project." (Duty Officer, pp. 4, 25) Since
King at that time was giving only "nominal attention" to Cuban
. affairs, the officer concluded that a proposal of the gravity of an
R assassination could only have "come from Mr. Barnes". (Duty Officer,
' p. 2h) : '
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advised that the station could "at discretion.contact subject to

.determine willingness to cooperate and his suggestions on details".

Ten thousand dollars was authorized as payment "after successful
completion", but no advance payment was permitted because of the
poésibility that the pilot was a double agent. According to the
case officer, this cable represented "quite a departure from the
conventional activities we'd been asked to handle". (Case Officer
interview, 8/4/75, p. 2)*

The case officer contacted the pilot and told him of the
proposal while accompanying him:to thé airport for the flight. The
case officer avoided the word "éssassinate", but made it élear that
the CIA contemplated an "accident to neutralize this leader's
(Raul's) influence". (Case Officer interview, p. 2) After being
assured that his sons wéﬁld be-given a college education in the
event of his death, the pilot agreed to take a "calculated risk",
limited to possibilities that might pass as accidental.*¥* (Cable,
Havana té Director, 7/22/70) |

Immediately after returning to the station the case

officer was told that a cable had just arrived stating: "Do not

°

* The duty officer remembered the cable and some of the surround-
ing facts for precisely that reason: "[I]t was an unusual type of
[cable], and I say this because I can remember it 15 years later."
(Duty Officer, p. 14) The case officer recalled that when he saw
the cable, he "swallowed hard". (Case Officer interview, p. 3)

*¥ The cable from Havana to Headquarters stated that the pilot
was willing to risk: "A. Engine burnout on takeoff to delay or
harrass trip: B. Vague possibility water ditching approximately
three hours out from Cuba." ' '
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pursue ref. .Would like.to drop matter." (Cable, Director to
Havapa, 7/22/60; Memo to I.G., 1/17/75)% It was, of course, too
léte.to "drop the matter" since the'plane had already departéd;
When the Cuban pilot returned, he told the case officer that he
had not had an opportunity to arrange an accident. |

(3) Poison Cigars

- A notation in the records of the Chief,

Operations Div., Office of Medical Services indicates that on

- August 16, 1960, he was given a box of Castro's favorite cigars
with instructioné to treat them with & lethal poison (I.G., p.
21). The cigars were contéminatéd with a botulinum toxin so
botént fhat a person would die after putting one in his mouth
(I.G., p. 22){ The Chief reported that the cigars were ready on
October 7, 1960; TSD notes indicate that they were delivered to
an unidentified person on Feb;uary 13, 1961 (I.G., p. 22). The
record does notrdisclose whether an attempt was made to pass the

cigars to Castro.

(b) Use of Underworld Figures—-Phase 1

(1) The Initial Plan

In August 1960, the CIA took sieps to enlist

the aid of members of the criminal underworld with gambling

* This cable was signed by Tracy Barnes (Duty Officer, p. 28)
The duty officer recalled seeing this cable, and testified that he
had heard that Allen Dulles had countermanded the cable authorizing
the possible assassination attempt against Raul Castro. (Duty
Officer, pp. 29-30) The reasons for Dulles' action are discussed
infra at . : : =
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syndicate contacts to assassinate Castfo. The earliest evidence
of the operation is a conversation.between Deputy Director of
Plans (DDP) Richard Bissell and Colonel,Sﬂeffield Edwards, Chief
of the Office of Security. Edwards recalled that Bissell asked
hiﬁ to locate someone who could assassinate Castro (Edwards,
pp. 2-3). Bissell confirmed that ﬁe requested Edwards to find
someone to assassinate Castro, and believed that Edwards raised
the idea of contacting members of a gambiing syndicate operating
in Cuﬁa* (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 71-73). Edwards assigned the missioﬁ
to James P. 0'Connell, Chief of. the Operatiéhal Support Division
of the CIA's Office of Security, explaiﬁing that he and Bissell
were looking for someone to "eliminate" or "assassinate" Castro
(0'Connell, pp. 6-8, 95-96).

| 'Edwards and O;Connell decided to rely on Robert A.

Maheu to recruit someone "tough enough" to handle the job

(0'Connell, p. 8). Maheu was an ex-FBI agent who had entered into

a career as a private investigator in 195L. Robert Cunningham,

~a former FBI associate of Maheu's who was employed in the CIA's

Office of Security, had arranged for the CIA to use Maheu in

¥ Although Castro closed the gambling casinos in Cuba when
he first came to power, they were reopened for use by foreign
tourists in late February 1959, and remained open until late
September 1961. :
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several sensitive covert operations in which "he didn’'t want to

have an Agency person or a'governmént person get caught"* (0'Connell,
p. 158). Maheu was initially paid a monthly retainer by the CIA |
of $500, which was terminated after his practice became more
lucrative (0'Connell, pp. 13-14; I.G., p. 15). 0'Connell had

served as Maheu's case officer since the Agency first began using

~Maheu's services, and by 1960 they had become close personal

friends (Maheu, p. 6).

ASometime in late August or early éeptember 1960,
O'Connell approached Mahéu about the proposéd operation (0'Connell,
p. 9; Maheu, 7/29, p. 6). As Maheu fecalls the conversation,

0'Connell asked him to contact John Roselli, an underworld figure

with possible gambling contacts in Las Vegas, to determine if he

N—,

¥ During 1954-1955, Maheu cooperated with the CIA in'attempting

. to undermine Aristotle Onassis' contract with the Saudi Arabian

government that would have given Onassis virtually complete control .
over shipping of oil from Saudi Arabia. Although he was employed L«g(_
by Onassis' competitor, Niarchos, Maheu worked closely with the

CIA. He testified that he contracted for a listening device to be

placed on Onassis' room in New York after first consulting with the 71
Agency, and that he provided the impetus for the termination of the 2“:1
contract by publicizing its terms in a newspaper in Rome that he AL

said he purchased with CIA funds. (Maheu, 7/30/75, pp. 1L-25.) _

O'Connell testified that Maheu, at the CIA's request had also
previously arranged for the production of a film in Hollywood
depicting a foreign leader with a woman in the Soviet Union. The
CIA planned to circulate the film, representing it to have been pro-
duced, but not released (0'Connell, pp. 159, 162-163). Maheu testi-
fied that he had located an actor resembling the leader and -had
arranged for the production of the film (Maheu, 7/30/75, pp. 39-h2).
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C - would participate in a. plan to "dispose" of Castro* (Maheu, 7/29,
p. 8). Maheu had known ROSelii since ihe late 1950's (Maheu, T7/29,
pp. 58-60). Although Maheu claims not ﬁo have been aware of the
extent of Roselli'é underworld connections and activities, he
recalled that |

"it was certainly evident to me that he was able to

accomplish things in Las Vegas when nobody else seemed

to get the same kind of attention" (Maheu, 7/29, p. 60).
O'Connell ﬁad previously met Roselli at Maheu's home (Maheu, T7/29,
p. 8). 0'Connell and Maheu each claimed that the other had raised
the idea of using Roselli, and Maheu Said O'Connell was aware that
Roselli had contacts w1th the gambllng syndicate ?b.datiu(/ 792%,0’»/"&“ 75&”7
p. 8; O'Connell, pp. 15-16).

Maheu was at first relucfanf to become involved

in the operation because-it might intérfere with his relationship
with his new client, Howard Hughes. He finally agreed because he
felt that he owed the Agency a commitment.(O'Connell, pp. 12-13?
103). O'Connell recalled that Maﬁeﬁ ;aS'to approach Roselli
using a cover story that he represented bﬁsiness firms suffering

heavy financial losses caused by Castro's actions¥** (0'Connell,

p. 16). O'Connell testified that Maheu was told to offer money,

'
|

* Maheu testified that he was told that the plan to 3555531nate
Castro was one phase of a larger progect to invade Cuba (Maheu,
pPp- T, 13, b7).

** Roselli testified that the story was developed later and

used as a mutual "cover" by O'Connell, Maheu, and Roselli in
dealing with Cubans recruited for the project (Roselli, pp. 16-17).
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probably $150,000, for Castro's assassination* (0'Connell, pp. 16,
111; Memorandum, Osborn to DCI, 6/2h/66).

(2) Contact With The Syndicate

in early September 1960, Maheu met Roselli
at the Brown Derby in Beverly Hills, told him that "high govern-
ment officials" needed his cooperation in getting rid of Castro,
and asked him to help recurit Cubans to do the job (Roselli, p. é).
Maheu recalled that Roselii was at first reluctant to participate
in the project and insisted on meeting with.a representati#e of
the government (Maheu, 7/29,Abp._10—lfg Roselli, p. 9). A meeting
with O'Connell was arranged in New York City at the Plaza Hotel
during the week of September 1L, 1960 (Roselli, pp. 10-11; I.G.,
p. 16). O'Connell testified that he was introduced to Roselli .
as a business associate of Maheu, and that Maheu told Roselli
that he represented international businéss interests which were’
pooling ﬁoney to pay for the ass;ssination of Castro (0'Connell,

p. 26). Roselli claimed that Maheu told him at that time that

0'Connell was with the CIA** (Roselli, pp. 11, 85).

¥ The I.G. Report places the amount at $150,000; O'Connell
thought it might have been $100,000 (0'Connell, p. 16), Roselli
recalled $250,000 (Roselli, p. 25) and Edwards confirmed the
$150,000 figure (Edwards, p. 9). Maheu could recall no "price
tag' for Castro's assassination (Maheu, p. 34).

¥%* The weight of the testimony indicates that Roselli realized
the CIA was behind the assassination attempt at an early stage.

=
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It was arranged that Roselli would go to
Florida and recruit Cubans for the operation (Roselli, pp. 11-12).
Edwards informed Bissell that cqptact had been made with the
gambling syndicate (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 20-21; I.G., p. 17).
During the week of September 2L, 1960,
0'Connell, Maheéu, and Roselli met in Miami to work out the
details of the opération (O'Connell, pp. 25-26; Roselli, p. 12;
I.G., p. 18). Roselli used the cover name of "John Rawlston"
and répreéented himself to the Cuban contacts as an agent of éhDW»Oﬁy_
"some business interests of.WallfStreet.that had . . . ‘?
nickel interests and properties around in Cuba, and I plc
was getting financial assistance from them" (Roselli,
pp- 9, 17). '
Maheu handled the details of setting up
thé operation and keeping_O'Connéll informgd'of devélopments.

After they had been in Miami for a short time, and certainly

prior to October 18,% Roselli introduced Maheu to two indivi- -

Maheu substantially confirmed his account (Maheu, p. 111).
0'Connell recalled that about three weeks after the New York
meeting, Roselli told him, "I am not kidding, I know who you
work for." (0'Connell, p. 26.)

¥ Maheu recalls that he first met "Sam Gold" (Giancana)
after November , 1960, when he was staying at the Fountainbleu
Hotel (Maheu, p. 17). Other evidence indicates that the meet-
ing took place earlier. When they first went to Miami, Maheu
and Roselli stayed at the Kennilworth Hotel (Maheu, pp. 15-16);
FBI records reveal that Maheu and Roselli (alias J. A. Rollins)
were registered at the Kennilworth from October 11-30 (File
R-505, FBI summary, p. 10). Giancana must have been involved
in the operation during the October period at the Kennilworth
because (1) the wiretap of Rowan's apartment, discussed infra,
was made on October 30-; (2) on:October 18, the FBI sent a memorandum to
Bissell stating that Gilancana had been telling several people that he was
involved in an assassination attempt against Castro (see infra, p. ).
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duals on whom he intended to relf: "Sam Gold". who would

serve as a "back-up man" (Roselli, p. 15), or dan //9 /3
(Maheu, p. 17), and "Joe", whom "Gold" said would serve as

a couriér to Cuba and make arranéements there (I.G., p. 19).

0'Connell, who was using tﬁe'name "Jim 01ds", met "Sam" and

"Joe" only briefly (0'Connell, pp. 26-29).

O'Connell testified that he learned the true
identities of his associates one morning when Maheu called and
asked him to examine the "Parade" suppiement to the Miami
Times.*  An article on the Attorney General's ten-most-wanted
criminals list revealed that "Sam Gold" was Mom Salvatore Giancana,
a Chicago-based gangéter,** and "Joe" was Santos Trafficante,
the Cosa Nostra chieftain in Cgba} (O'Connell, pp. 28-30);

I1.G., p. 19).A 0'Connell reported his discovery to Edwards
(0'Connell, pp. 31, 33) but did not know whéther Edwards
reported this fact to his superiors (0'Connell, pp. 32,‘h1).
O'Connell testified that this incident occurred after ”Qe

were in this thing up to our earsf, a month or so after

* A search of supplements to all Miami papers during this
period did not reveal the article described by O'Connell.
*¥¥%¥ Sam Giancana was murdered in\his homé on June 20, 1975.

% Trafficante made regular trips between Miami and Cuba on.
gambling syndicate business (I.G. s Pp. 19-20).
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Giancana had been brought into the operation, but prior to

giving the poison pllls to Roselli (O'Connell, pp. 30, hh) ﬁh“$7
N w07 rea

Maheu recalled that it was Giancana's job
to locate soméone in Castro's entourage who could accomplish
the assassination (Maheu, p. 19), and that he met almost
daiiy with Giancana over a substantial period of time (Méheu,
p. 18). Althougﬁ Maheu described Giancana as playing a "key
role" (Maheu, p. 3h),‘Roselli claimed that none of the Cubans
eventually used in the operation'were acquired through

.

Giancana's contacts (Roselli, p. 15).

(3) Rowan Wiretap Incident
In late Octéber 1960, Maheu arranged for

a Florida investigator, Edward DuBois, to place an electronic

"pbug" in comedian Dan Rowan's room in Las Vegas (Maheu, p. 36).

DuBois' employee, Arthur J. Balletti, flew to Las Vegas and

installed a tap on Rowan's phone (Maheu, p. 38). 0'Connell

characterized the ensuing events as a "Keystone comedy act"

(0'Connell, p. 68). On October 31, 1960, Balletti, believing
that Rowan would be out for the afternoon, left the wiretap
equipment unattended. A maid discovered the equipment and

notified the local sheriff, who arrested Balletti and brought

¥ According to O'Connell and Roselli, DuBois had been
requested to place a legal electronic bug against the wall
from an adjacent apartment. Balletti instead installed an
electronic tap on the phone (O'Connell, pp. 67- 68 Maheu,
pp. 36-37). ‘
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him to the jail. Balletti called Maheu in Miami, tying "Maheu into this

14

1
thing up to his ear" (O'Connell, pp. 71-72; File R-505, FBI memorandum).

Balletti's bail was paid by|Roselli (Roselli, p. 52).
|

(i) Evidence Concerning CIA involvement in the Tap. The
Committee received conflictﬁng evidence on whether the agency was consulted
prior to the installation o% the tap.* O'Connell testified that he
had called Edwards and clea}ed'the placement of an electronic "bug'" in
Rowan's apartment prior to khe installation of the tap (0'Connell,
pp. 67-71). Maheu recalled that he had.lnltlally asked O'Connell if
the CIA would handle the- JOb and that O'Connell had told him that
"he would call Mr. Edwards and see if they would have the
capability of a%complishing this, . . . and that subsequently
he informed me ﬁhat Mr. Edwards had said that they would not
‘do it, but appr%ved paying for it if we hired an independent
private detectije toAput it on." (Maheu, 7/29, p. 37).
On the other hand, Edwardsg in a May 1u 1962 memorandum for the
Attorney General (dlscussed at length, lnfra, p. ), stated that

"At the time of’the incident neither the Agency nor

the under31gned‘knew of ‘the proposed technical installation."**

‘l
Regardless of whether the CIA initially authorized the tap, it is apparent
at the CIA paid for the tap. DuBois told FBI agents that Maheu had
B\ paid him a retainer of $l 000 (File R-505, p. 14). 0'Connell confirmed
that CIA "indirectly" paid for the tap because "we paid Maheu a certain
~amount of money, and he. just paid it out of what we were giving him."

©"Q: But it was understood or you understood that out of the money
. the CIA made available to Maheu, Dubois would be paid for the tap°
A: Yes. :
‘ ; T ¥ % %
Q: And Colonel Edwards. . . knew somebody was belng employed
: . _in order to accomplish a tap?
et e "A:  That is right."! (0'Connell, p. 69.)
‘A memorandum by J. Edgar Hoover states that the Attorney General said he had
been told by Edwards that the "CIA admitted that they had assisted Maheu
in maklng the 1nstallat10n" (Memo, Hoover, M/10/62) _
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- - The Inspector General's Report accepted Edwards' assertion that "the
Agency was first unwitting and then a reluctant accessory after the fact",
but offered no further evidence to support that contention (I.G., p. 67).
The Committee also received conflicting evidence concerning
whether the tap had been placed to keep Giancana in Miami or to check
on security leaks. O'Connell testified that during the early stages of
negotiations with the gambling synéicate, Maheu informed O'Conneil that a
girl friend of Giancéna was having an affair with Rowan. Giancana wanted
Maheu to bug Rowan's room; otherwise, Giancana threatened to fly to Las
Vegas himself. Maheu was concernéd that ‘Giancana's departure would
disrupt the negotiations, and secufed O'Conneil's permission to arrange
for a bug to ensure Giancana's continued presence and cooperation.
(O'Connéll, pp. 68-67.) Maheu substantially confirmed this account
(Maheu, pp. 25-30).

There is some evidence suggesting that the CIA itself may have /ﬁ??
instituted the tap to-determine whether Giancana was leaking information "
about his involvement in an assaséination attempt against Caétro.
Bissell was informed that Giancané had been talking about Giancana's

involvement in an assassination plot” ( without indicating the CIA was

* When Roselli talked with Giancana after the wiretap had been discovered,
Giancana "laughed. . . I remember his expression, smoking a cigar, he .
almost swallowed it laughing about it" (Roselli, p. 52). Roselli
claims that he was "perturbed" because "It was blowing everything,
blowing every kind of cover that I had tried to arrange to keep quiet"
(Roselli, p. 52).

Roselli said that he told Giancana that the CIA was involved in the
operation "in order to have him keep his mouth shut" (Roselli, p. 27).

i
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involved) by an October 18, 1960 memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover, which

- stated that "a source whose reliability has not been tested" reported:

"(D)uring recent conversations with several friends,
Giancana stated that Fidel Castro was to be done

away with very shortly. When doubt was expressed
regarding this statement, Giancana reportedly assured
those present that Castro's assassination would

occur in November. Moreover, he allegedly indicated

that he had already met with the assassin-to-be on

three occasions. . . Giancana claimed that everything has
been perfected for the killing of Castro, and

that the 'assassin' had arranged with a girl, not further
described, to drop a 'pill' in some drink or

food of Castro's." (File R-505, memo from Hoover

to DCI (Att: DDP), 10/19/60.)

Roselli testified that Maheu had given him two explanations for the tap
on different occasions: first, that Glancana was .concerned about a
possible affair between Rowan and his girl friend; and, second, that he
had arranged the tap to determine whether Giancana had told his girl
~ friend about the assassination plot, and whether she was. spreading the
story (Roselli, pp. U47-48). Maheu gave the second explanation to the
FBI when he was questioned about his involvement in the tap (File
R-505, FBI Summary), and Edwards wrote in the memorandum to the
Attorney General:
"Maheu stated that Sam Giancana thought that (Giancana's:
girl friend) might know of the proposed operation and
might pass on the information to one Dan Rowan, a friend
of (Giancana's girl friend)". (Memorandum, Edwards to
- Kennedy, 5/14/62.) :

(ii) Consequences of the tap. Edwards told Maheu that if he

was "approached by the FBI, he could refer them to me to be briefed
that he was engaged in an intelligence operation directed at Cuba"

A(Memo, Edwards to Kennedy, 5/14/62). FBI records indicate that on April 18,
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'1961, Maheu informed the ¥BI that the tap involved the CIA,

and suggested that Sheffield Edwards be éontacted (File R-505,
Memo, 4/20/61). Edwards Suﬁsequently informed the Bureau
that the CIA would object to Maheu's prosecution because it
might reveal sensitive inforgation relating to the abortive
Bay of Pigs invasion* (R-505, Summary of FBI file). In a
memo dated April 24, 1962, Herbett J.-Miller5 Assistant
Attorney General, Criminal Division, édvised the Attorney
General that the 'mational interest"'would preclude any
prosecutions based upon the. tap. Folléwing a briefing of

the Attorney General by the CIA, a decision was made not to

prosecute.¥*

" ¥ Details of the discussions>between the CIA and FBI are

~described fully infra at pp. .

#% Maheu subsequently drew on his involvement with the CIA
to avoid testifying before Senator Edward Long's Committee
investigating invasions of privacy in 1966, According to the
Inspector General's Report, when Maheu learned that the
Committee intended to call him, "he applied pressure on the
Agency in a variety of ways--suggesting that publicity might
expose his past sensitive work for the CIA" (I.G., p. Th).
Lawrence Houston, General Counsel for the CIA, met with Maheu
and his attorney, Edward P. Morgan, and informed Senator Long
that Maheu had been involved in CIA operations (Houston, pp.
58-60). As a result, the Long Committee did not call Maheu
to testify. o .
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(4) Poison Pills Are Prepared and Delivered

to Cuba |

The Inspector General's Report describeJ

—

conversations among Bissell, Edwards, aﬁd Cezgfliggfgoosevelt, A/kZET]'%Pﬂj7 7
Chief of the Technical Services Division (TSD), conéerning
the most effective method of poisoning Castro (I.G., pp. 23-
Qh); There is some evidence fhat Giancana or Roselli originated
the idea of depositing a poisoh pill in Castro's drink to give
the "asset" a chance to escape (I.G., p. 25).A 0'Connell |
reéalled'Roselli's request for someth;hg "'nice and clean, with-
out getting into any kind of out and out ambushing", preferably
a poison that would disappeér without a trace (0'Connell, p. 116).
The Inspector General's Report cited 0'Connell as stating that
the Agency had first considered a "gangland-style killing" iﬁ
which Castro would be gunped down. Giancana reportedly opposed
the idea bécéuseAit would be difficult to recruit someone for
such -a dangerous operation, and suggested instead the use of
poison. (I.G., p. 25)

Edwards rejected the first batch of pills
prepared by TSD because they would not dissolve in water. A
second batch, containing botulinum toxin, "did the job expected
of them" when tesied on monkeys; (I.G., pp. 25-26; O'Connell,

p. 43) 0'Connell received the pills from TSD, probably in

February 1961, with reassurances that they were lethal,* and

* Records of the TSD still extant in 1967 indicate that the
g pills were tested on February 10 and delivered to O'Connell
sometime thereafter.
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then gave them to Roselli (0'Connell, ﬁ.Ah3).

In late February or March 1961, Roselli
reported to O’Conneil that the pills had been delivered ih
Cuba to an official close to Castro who may have received
kickbacks from the gambling interests (I.G.,_b. 23). The 
‘official kept the pills for alfew weeks, then returned them.
‘Roselli and O'Connell ascribed his failure to'a case of
feold feet" (Roselli, p; 2k; 0'Connell, p. L4). The Inspector
General noted that he had lost his position in the Prime
Minister's effice, and thus access to"Castro, before he

received the pills (I.G., p. 28).

(5) A Second Delivery Is Attempted
Following this first failure, Roselli told.

0'Connell that Trafficante believed Tony Varona, a leading
figure in the Cuban exile movement, might be able fo accom-
plish the assassination (I.G., p. 29).% ‘Dr. Manuel Antonio
de Varona y Lorado headed the Democratic Revolutionary Front,
a Cuban exile group supported by ﬁhe CIA. The Inspector
General S Report suggests that Varona may have been rece1v1ng
funds from Trafficante and other racketeers 1nterested in

securing "gambling, prostitution, and dope monopolies" in

* O'Connell testified that he met Varona only once,. and
that after the meeting Varona told Rose111 :

"Look, I don't know [sic] like the CIA and you can't

tell'me that this guy isn't a CIA man'. O'Connell
recalled, "I don't know whether I showed it or what, -
- but. he suspected that I wasn't what I was represented

to be." (0'Connell, p. 22.)
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Cuba after the overthrow of Castro (I. ., P- 29). The Report

speculated that Varona was interested in the assassination

scheme as a means of financing the purchase of arms and

communications equipment (I;C;, P. 31).

~ Varona claimed to have a contact inside
a restaurant frequented by Castro (Roselli, p. 21). As a
prerequisite to thé deal, he demanded cash and $1,000 worth
of communications equipment (I.G., pp. 31-32; 0'Connell, p. 23).
Q'Cohnell recalls that Colonel'J. C. King,,héad of the Western
Hemisphere Division, gave him $50,000.1n Bissell's‘office to
pay Varona if he successfully assassinated Castro (0'Connell,
pp. 17-21). O'Connell stated that Bissell also authorized him
to give Varoné the electronics equipment that he requested
(0'Connell, pp. 20-2L).

Bissel} testified that he did not doubt that

some cash was given to 0'Connell, and that he was aware that

" the poison pills had been prepared. He did not recall the

meeting, and considered it uplikely that O'Connell would have
been given the money in his office (Bissell, 6/11, p. 40). The
Inspector GeneraL's Report, relying on an Office of Security
memorandum to the DDCI dated June 24, 1966, as well as on an
interview with the peréon whd signed the vouchey for the funds,
placed the amount at $10,000 (I.G., pp. 31-32). If £he
Inspector General's conclusionswere correqt, the funds which

Bissell allegedly authorized were probably the advance payment
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to Varona, and not the $150,000 that was to be paid to Varona

after Castro's death.

The record does clearly‘reflect, however,
that communications equipment was delive;ed to Varona* and
thaé he was paid advance money to cover his expenses, probably
in the amount of $10,000 (I.G., p. 32). The money and pills
were delivered at a meetiﬁg between Maheu, Roselli, Trafficante,

and Varona at the Fontainebleau Hotel in Miami. As Roselli

recalled, Maheu

"opened his briefcase and dumped a whole lot of money
on his lap . . . and also came up with the capsules
and he explained how they were going to be used. As
far as I remember, they couldn't be used in boiling
soups and things like that, but they could be used in
water or otherwise, but they couldn't last forever

It had to be done as quickly as possible. (Roselli,
p. 21). ¥**%

| .
Varona had no better success tharn Orta.

) )
A A b
According to the Inspector General's Report, Edwards beétiéved

the scheme failed because Castro stopped visiting the restau-

rant where the "asset" was, employed. Maheu suggested an

* 0'Connell testified that a man from the communications
office delivered the communications equipment that Varona had
requested to Miami (0'Connell, p. 20). Maheu recalled deliver-
ing an automobile which he had been told contained communica-
tions equipment. to an empty lot (Maheu, p. 52).

** Maheu denied that this dramatic event ever occurred, and
- did not recall being present at a meeting at which the pills
were passed (Maheu, pp. 40-41). Maheu did recall that 0'Connell
showed him the pills in an envelope and told him that the pills «
would be given to a Cuban (Maheu, p. L0).
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‘alternative reason. He recalled being informed that after
- the pills had been delivefed to Cuba, "the go signél still had
" to be received before in féct they were administered" (Maheu,
p. 42). He testified that he was informed by 0'Connell some-
time after the operation that the Cubans had an opportunity
to admiﬁister fhe pills to Fidel Castro and either Che Guevarra
or Raul Castro, but that the "go signal" never came (Maheu,
pp. L3-4L, 60-61). He did not know who was responsible for
giving the signal (Maheu, p. L4-b5). Varona subsequently
returned the cash an@ the pills (O'Co;hell,-pp. 19-20; CIA
Justice file R4153, Memorandﬁm,'Osborn to DCI, 6/24/66).

The daté of the Varona operation is
unclear. The Inspector General's Report places it in March-
April 1961, prior to the Bay of Pigs (I.G., p. 29). Bissell
testified that the effort against Castro ﬁas called off after
the Bay of Pigs (Bissell, 6/11, p. 52) and Maheu testified
that he had no involvement in the operation after the Bay of
Pigs (Maheu, p. 50). O0'Connell, however, was certain that it

occurred during early 1962.(0'Connell, pp. L47-L8)..

(¢) Use of Underworld Figures: Phase II

(1) Change in Leadership

The Inspector General's Report

divides the gambling syndicate operation into Phase I, termina- -
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Fr?

ting with the Bay of Pigs, and Phase II; beginning with

ey %I

William Harvey's involvement in late 1961.' The distincfion
between a clearly demarcated Phase I and Phase II may be an
artificial one, as there is considerable evidence that the
operation was continuous, perhaps lying dormant for the period
immedidtely following the Bay of Pigs.*

| In early 1961, Harvey** was aséigned the
responsibility for establishing a genéral capability within
the CIA for disabling foreign leaders, including assassination

as a "last resort" (Bissell, 6/9, p. T3; Harvey, 6/25, pp. 3L4-35).

¥ Harvey said that he took over a '"going operation" from

" Bdwards (I.G., p. 42; Harvey, 6/25, p. 67) and emphasized

that:

"I would like to make as clear as I can that there was
no phase 1, phase 2 in this. This is an ongoing matter
which I injected into . . . . (Harvey, 6/25, p. 90).

Continuity was provided by retaining O'Connell as the case
officer for the project well into May 1962. During interviews
for the Inspector General's Report, 0'Connell recalled that
there was "something going on" between the Bay of Pigs and
Harvey's assumption of control, (I.G., p. 43). When testifying
before the Committee, O'Connell firmly recalled several trips
to Miami in the Fall of 1961, and "right up to the time I
turned it over to Harvey I was in and out of Miami" (0'Connell,
pp. 89-90).

*¥%¥ Harvey had a long background in clandestine activities.
He had conceived and carried out the Berlin tunnel operation
(Harvey, 6/25, pp. 8-9), and served as Chief of the givision,
which was responsible forthe.surreptitious acquisition of code
information (larvey, 6/25, pp. 8-9).

-t
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The capability was called Executive Action and was later
included undéer the cryptonym ZR/RIFLE. It and the evidence
relating to (i) its connection to the "White House'" and (ii)

whether or not it involved action as well as 'capability" is

discussed extensively infra at
Harvey's notes reflect that Bissell asked

him to take over the gambling syndicate operation from Edwards
and discussed the "application of ZR/RIFLE to Cuba'" on
November 16, 1961 (I.G., p. 39). Bissell confirmed that the
conversation took place and accepted the November date as
accurate (Bissell, 7/17, pp. 12-13). He also testified that the
operation

"was not reactivated, in other words, no instructions

went out to Roselli or to others . . . to renew the

attempt, until after I had left the Agency" (Bissell,

6/11, p. 53).

Harvey agreed that his conversation with Bissell was limited

to exploring the feasibility of using the gambling syndicate

against Castro (Harvey, 7/11, p. 60).

Richard Helms replaced Bissell as

DDP in February 1962. As such, he was Harvey's superior.-
N

Harvey testified that he kept Helms informed of the gambling
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syndicate operation at all stages* (Harvey, 6/25 PP-. 65 66;

7/11, p. 42; I.G., p. bl).

(2)' The Operation is Reactivatead

In earlyAApril 1962, Harvey, who testi-
fied that he was acting on "explicit orders" from Helms (Harvey,
7/11, p. 18), requested Edwards to put him in touch with Roselli
(CIA Justice File R-153; Edwards memorandum, 5/14/62). 0'Connell
first introduced Harvey to Roselli in Miami, where Harvey told
Roselli to maintain his Cuban contacts, But not to deal with Maheu
or Giancana (O'Connell, p: 50; Réselli, Pp. 27-30), whom he had
decided were "untrustworthy" and ﬁsurﬁlus" (Har?ey, 6/25, p. 65).

0'Connell recalled that Roselli did not initially trust Harvey,

¥When interviewed for the Inspector General's Report, Harvey
stated that he briefed Helms on his first meeting with Roselli,
and "thereafter he regularly briefed Helms on the status of the

Castro operation" (I.G., p. Ll).

Helms' recollection was less certain. Helms did recall that
he was briefed by Harvey when Harvey first contacted Roselli in
April 1962. He remembered that he "reluctantly" had approved the operation,

“but that he had no confidence that it would succeed (Helms, T7/17,

p. 23).

When asked if he authorized sending the poison pills to Florida,
Helms testified:
"I believe they were poison pills, and I don't recall
necessarily approving them, but since Harvey alleges to
have them and says that he took them to Miami, I must
have, I must have authorized them in some fashion."
(Helms, 6/13, p. hh).

Helms confirmed that Harvey was "reporting quite regularly what

was going on. Whether he reported everything or not, I do not know."

It was Helms' expectation that Harvey would have reported to him a
matter such as the pills. (Helms, 6/13, p. 105). However, Helms also

. testified:

el

"You saw the I.G. Report says that I was kept currently
informed. Maybe I was and maybe I wasn't, and today

I don't remember it, as I have said. But I do not
recall ever having been convinced that any attempt was
really made on Castro's life'"(Helms, 7/18, p. 32).
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although they subsequently developed a close friendéhip.
.(O'Connell, p. 52).

Harvey, O'Connell and Roselli met for
a second éime in New York on April 8-9, 1962 (I.G., p. 43). A
notation made during this time in the files of tﬁe Technical Ser-
vices Division indicates.thaf four poison pills were.given to O'Connell
on April 18, 1962 (I.G., pp. L6-UT). The piils were passed to Harvey,
who arrived in Miami on April 21, and found Roselli already in touch
with Varona (I.G.; p. 47). He gave the pills to Roselli, explaining
that "these would work anywhere and at any timé_with anything" (Reselli,
p. 315. Roselli testified that he told Harvey that the Cubans intended
to use the pills to assassinate Che Guevara as well as Fidel and Raul
Castro. chording to ﬁoselli's testimony, Harvey approved of the
targets, stéting "everything is all right, what they want to do"
(Roselli, p. 34).

Varona requested arms and equipment as
a quid pro quo for carrying out the assassination operation (0'Connell,

pp. 53-54). Harvey, with the help of the CIA's Miami station

| ¥adios, and boat radar costing about $5,000 (I.G., p. 49). Harvey
and the chief of the JMWAVE station rented a U-Haul truck under
an assumed name and delivered the equipment to a parking lot

(Harvey, 6/25, p. 63). The keys were given to Roselli, who watched

the delivery from across the street with O'Connell (O'Connell, pp. 92-93).
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The truckload of equipment was finally picked up by either Varona

or Roselli's agent/ Maceo\(I.G., pp. 49-50; Roselli, p. 40).
Harvey testified that the arms "could" have béen for use in the
assassination attempt, bqt that they were not given to Varona
solely for that purpose (Harvey, 7/li, p. 9).

Roselli kept Harve& informed of the

- operation's progress. Sometime 'in May 1962, he reported that the
pills and guns had arrived in Cﬁba (Harvey, 6/25, p. 64; Roselli,
pp. 34, 42-43). On June 21, he to]‘.d‘llarvey‘r that Varona had dis-
patched a three-man ﬁeam to Cuba. Th?.Inspector General's Report
described the team‘s'mission as ''vague' and éﬁnjectured‘that the
team would kill Castro or recruit others‘to.dq the Job, using the
poison pills if the opportunity aroée (1.G6., p. 51).

Harvey met Roselli in Miami on September 7
and 11, 1962.' Varona was reported'£o be preparing to send in
another three-ﬁan team to penetrate Castro's bodyguard. Har#ey
was told that the pills, referred to as "the mediciﬁe," were
still "safe" in Cuba (Harvey, 6/25, p. 103; I.G., p. 51).

Harvey testified that by this time he
had grave doubts about whether the operation would ‘ever take
place, and told Roselli that "there's not much likelihood that
this is going anyplace, or that it should be continued" (Harvey,
6/25, p. 104). Varona's second team never left for Cuba, claiming
that "conditions" in Cuba were not right (I.G., p. 51-52). During
early January 1963, Harvey paid Roselli $2,700 to defray Varona's

expenses (I.G., p. 52).
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Harvey terminated the opération in mid-February 1963. At-a
meeting with Roselli in Los Angeles, it was agreed that Roselli
would taper off his communications with Varona (IrG., pp- 52-53).
Roselli testified that he simply broke off contact with the Cubans.
However, he ﬂever informed them that the offer of $150,000 for
Castro's assassination had been withdrawn* (Roselli, p. U45).

The agency personnel who dealt with
Roselli attributed his motivation to patriotism*¥ and testified
that he was not paid for his.services. According to O'Connell,
Roselli

"paid his way, he paid his own hotel fees, he paid

his own travel.... And he never took a nickel, he

said, no, as long as it is for the government of the

United States, this is the least I can do, because

I owe it a lot." (O'Connell, p. 27).
Edwards agreed that Roselli was "never paid a cent" (Edwards,
p. 16), and Maheu testified that "Giancana was paid nothing at
all, not even for expenses, and that Mr. Roselli was given a

pittance that did not even begin to cover his expenses (Maheu,

7/29, p. 68). It is clear, however, that the CIA did pay Roselli's

'* "Q: As far as those Cubans knew, then the offer which they
understood from you to come from Wall Street was still
outstanding?

"A: I don't know if they still think so ... I didn't see
them after that to tell them that" (Roselli, p. u45)."

¥¥ Roselli claims that he was motivated by "honor and dedi-
catlon" (Roselli, p. 59).

‘In 1943, Roselli had been convicted of extorting money from
motion picture producers to insure studios against labor.strikes, =
and during the period of his contacts with the CIA, Roselli was
deeply involved in hotel and gambling operations in Las Vegas

p (File R-505, Summary of FBI Documents). It is possible that he
- believed cooperating with the government in the assassination
operation might serve him well in the future.
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.. hotel bill during his stay in Miami in October 1960.% The CIA's involvement
with Roselli caused the Agency some difficulty during Roselli's subsequent
prosecutions for fraudulent gambling activities and living in the country

under an assumed name.*¥

: (d) ‘Plans in Early 1963
Two plans té assassinate Castro were ex- | :

ploréd by Task Force W,'the section concerned with covert Cuban
operations, in early 1963. Desmond Fitzgerald (now deceased), Chief
of the Task Force, asked Samuel Halpern to determine whether an exotic
seashell, rigged to‘explode, éould be deposif@d in an area where Castro
commonly went skin diving (Halpern, p. 28). The idea was explored by the
Technical Division and discarded as impractical (Helms, 6/13, p. 135; IlG., p.17)

A second plan involved having James Donovan "

(who was negotiating with Castro for the release of prisoners

% FBI reports reveal that Roselli’s expenses at the Kennilworth llotel,
where he was registered from October 11 - 30, 1960 under the name. of J.A.
Rollins, were paid by Mabeu (File R-505, FBI flle summary, p.l1l0). Maheu's
expenses were re1mbursed by the CIA. ’

*% In May 1966, the FBI threatened to deport Roselli for living in the United
States under an assumed name unless he cooperated in an investigation of the
Mafia. (Roselli, whose true name is Filippo Saco, was born in Italy and
allegedly brought illegally into the United States while still a child.)
Roselli contacted Edwards, who informed the FBI that Roselli wanted to
“"keep square with the Bureau," but was afraid that gangsters might kill him
for "talking'" (CIA Justice File. R-153, Memorandum, Osborn to FBI, 5/27/66).
After Roselli was arrested for fraudulent gambling activities at the Friars -
Club in Beverly Hills in 1967, he requested Harvey, who had left the Agency,
‘to represent him (CIA Justice File R-153, Memorandum for Record by Osborn,
12/11/67). Harvey contacted the Agency and suggested that it prevent the
prosecution (Osborn Memorandum, supra). Roselli was subsequently convicted
of violating United States interstate gambling laws. 1In 1971, the CIA
approached the Immigration and Naturalization Service, Department of Justice,
to "forestall public disclosure of Roselli's past operational activity
with CIA "that might occur if deportation proceedings were brought. (CIA to

Lo Select Committee, 7/21/75). It was agreed that CIA would be kept informed

' of developments in that case. The deportation order is presently belng\

litigated in the courts. CJ ({ 7

</o }hgyzy
Yo /W*/V /;fj{
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taken during the Bay of Pigs operation) present Castro with a
contaminated diving suit¥* (Colby, 5/21, pp. 38-39).

The Inépector General's Report dates this
operation in January 1963, when Fitzgerald replaéed Harvey as
Chief of Task Force W, although it is unclear whether Harvey or
Fitzgerald conceived‘of the plan (I.G., p. 75). It is likely.
that the activity took place garlier,‘since Donovan had completed
his negotiations by the middle of Jaﬂuary 1963. Helms characterized
the plan as "cockeyéd" (Helms, 6/13, p. 135).

TSD'bought a diving suit, dusted the inside

with a fungus that would produce a chronic skin disease (Madura
!

foot), and contaminated the breathing apparatus with a tubercule

bacillus (I.G., p. 75).  The Inspector General's Report states

that the plan was abandonqd because Donovan gave Castro a different
diving suit on his own initiative (I.G., p. 75). Helms testified

that the diving suit never left the laboratory (llelms, 6/13, p. 135).

(e) AMLASH

(1) éOrigin of the Project
|

|

{In March 1961, an officer of the Mexico
. ! :
City CIA station met withla highly~placed Cuban official.to determine

if he would cooperate in %fforts against the Castro regime (I.G.,.

I .
p. 78). The Cuban, refer?ed to by the cryptonym AMLASH-1, had been

i
|
¥Donovan was not aware of the plan.

PRY
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involved with an anti-Batista faction that only grudgingly accepted
Castro's rule. (Case Officer 2, p. 9, 39).*¥ The meetiné was incon-
clusive, but lead to subgequent meetings at which AM/LASH-1 agreed
~to cooperaté Qith the CIA.

AM/LASH-1 was viewed as an important "asset"
iﬁside Cuba. As a high-ranking military leader who enjoyed the
confidence of Fidel Castro, he could keep the CIA informed of the
internal workings of the regime (Case Officer 2, pp. 23, Lo). It
was also believed that he might playia part in fomenting a coup
.within_Cﬁba (Case Officer 2, p. 43).¥%

From the first conbact with AM/LASH-1, until
the latter part of 1963, it was uncertain whether he would defect
or remain in*Cuba; His initial requests to the CIA and ¥BI for

" aid in defecting were rebuffed (I.G., pp. 80, 82-83). When Case

Officer 1 joined the AM/LASH-1 operation in June<£;2:2>his assign-
A . \, ’

¥ The Committee has taken the testimoy of the two case officers
involved in the AM/LASH project. Case officer 1 dealt with AM/LASH-1
through September 1963; Case Officer 2 continued until mid-1965
(Case Officer 2, p. ). The Committee has agreed not to divulge b~4£»7
their names as they are still in active service with the Agency.
} s " " . h/fhﬂtuj
*¥ AM/LASH-1 was the major "asset" in the AM/LASH operation.
During this period the CIA also sponsored a separate operation to

"penetrate the Cuban military to encourage either defections
or an attempt to produce information from dissidents, or
perhaps even to forming a group which would be capable of
replacing the then present government in Cuba" (Case Officer 1, .
. pp. 18, 22). '
The case officers for AM/LASH were also involved in this second

related program.

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 55



31

ment was to "stay in place and report to us" (Case Officer 1, p. 38).
At a meeting in August 1962 in é foreign capital, AM/LASH-1 stated
thét he would remain in Cuba if he "could do something really signifi-
cant for the creation of a new Cuba", and expressed a desire to plan
the execution of Fidel Castro (Case Officer 1 ContactnReport, August 1
meeting). The subject of assassinating Cas£ro was again discussed

at “a meeting on August 10, 1962, between AM/LASH-1 and his case
officer. The case officer's contact report states that assassination

wvas raised in discussing AM/LASH-1's role in Cuba, and that AM/LASH-1

was visibly upset. "It was not the act that he objected to, but
merely the choice of the word used to describe it. 'Eliminate' was

acceptable." (Case Officer 1, Contact Report, August 7-10, meetings).

The case.officers'who testified before the Com-
mittee said that AM/LASH-l‘wasAnot directly re@uested to assassinate
Castro. The record clearly revgals, however, that the agency per-
sonnel dealin gwith AM/LASH-1 w;re éware of his desire to take such

action. A cable to headquarters reporting an August 1§, 1963 meet-

|
i

ing with AM/LASH-1 stated:

"Have no intention give AMLASH-1 physical elim-
ination mission as requirement but recognize
this something he could or might try to carry
out on his own initiative."¥

* Case Officer 1 testified that AM/LASH-1 discussed "eliminating' Castro,
although he attributed such remarks to AMLASH-1's "mercurial" nature,

and stated that no specific plans for assassinations were ever discussed
(Case Officer 1, pp. 39-41, 62). The case officer who took over the
AMLASH project in September 1963 recalled being briefed by Case Officer

1 on AMLASH's belief that Castro's assassination was a necessary first
step in a coup. (Case Officer 2, p. 28).

The second AMLASH case officer described the context in whlch AMLASH-1
generally raised the topic of assassination:

"You also must recognize that AMLASH was a rather tempera-
mental man whose temperament was of a mercurial nature and
whereas he may have said something like this in one fit of

pique, he would settle down and talk about organizfng a regular
military coup in the next breath." (Case Officer 2, p.29)
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At a meeting on October 3, 1963, AMLASH-1
again raised the possibility of defecting, but indicated that he
would be willing to continue working against the Castro fégime if
he received firm assurances of American éupport (Case Officer 2,
pp. 48-49). According to Case Officer.2, AMLASH-1 asked for
military supplies, a device with which to protect himself if his
plots against Castro were discovered, and a meeting with Attorney
General Robert Kennedy (Case Officer 2, pp. 48-49).
Desmond Fitzgeraag (now deceased), who was
then Chief, SAS * agreed to meet AMLASH-1 é;d give him the assur-
ances he sought. The Inspector General's Report states that Fitz-.
gerald consulted with the DDP, Helms, who agreed that Fitzgerald
o ' should hold ﬁimself out as a personal representative of Attorney ’Ti}‘( 'S
- General Kennedy (I.GL,_ p.89) . *¥¥ - ' /ﬂbé}ph\
Helms testified that he did not recall the con- |

versation, and speculated that the Attorney General might not have

been consulted because

"this was so central to the whole theme of what we had
been trying to do . . .(find someone inside Cuba who might
head a government and have a group to replace Castro).
This is obviously what we had been pushing, what every-
body had been pushing for us to try to do, and it is that
context that I would have made some remark like this."
(Helms, 6/13, p. 117)

* SAS (Special Affairs Staff) was the name given to Task Force W in
early 1963 when Fitzgerald replaced Harvey as head of the covert Cuban
‘operations. The AMLASH Case Officers reported directly to Fitzgerald.
¥¥ The contact plan for the proposed meeting stated:
"Fitzgerald will represent self as personal representative of
Robert F. Kennedy who travelled to (fcreign capital) for spe-
cific purpose meeting AMLASH-1 and giving him assurances of
full support with a change of the present government in Cuba."
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Helms recalled that he told Fitzgerald to
"go ahead and say that from the standpoint of political
support, the United States government will be behind you if
you are successful. This had nothing to do with killings..
This had only to do with the political action part of it'".
(Helms, 6/13, p. 131.) | -
Fitzgerald met AM/LASH-1 on October 29, 1963,
in a foreign capital, and promised that the United States would
éupport a coup.against Castro* (Case Officer 2, p. 60). When
later interviéwed for the Inspector G;heral's Report, Fitzgerald
recalled that AM/LASH-1 repeatedly requested an assassination
weapon, particularly a "higﬁ powered rifle with telescopic sights
that could be used to kill Castro from a Aistance" (1.G., p. 96).
Fitzgerald stated that he told AM/LASH-1 that the United States gt
would have "no part of an attempt on Castro's life" (I.G., p. 90). }, oC I
Case Officer 2 recalled that AM/LASH-1 raised the prospectvof
assassinating Castro, but did'nqt propose an explicit plan (Caée

Officer 2, pp. 62, 85). AWLASH-1, was, however, "convinced that

Castro had to be removed from power before a coup could be under-

¥ Case Officer 2 did not recall whether Robert Kennedy's name
was used (Case Officer 2, p. 60).
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taken in Cuba' (Case Officer 2, p. 61).

AMLASH-1 also réquesfed high-powered rifles
and grenades (Case Officer 2, p. T7). A memorandum by Case
Officer 2, dated November 18, 1963, states:

"c/SAS (Fitzgerald) approved telling AMLASH-1 he wculd P ?(7/(
be given a cache inside Cuba. Cache could, if he . 5¢L%f
. Vw*7

requested it, include . . . high powered rifles with
1"

scopes . . . ?}
t’ﬂwLV—F

AMLASH-1 was told on November 22, 1963, that the cache would be

dropped in Cuba (Case Officer 2, p. 92).

(2) The POison.}en Device

On November 22, 1963, Case Officer 2 met with
AMLASH-1 in a foreign capiﬁal, éffered him a ball-point pen rigged
with a hypodermic heedle, and suggested that Blackleaf 40 would be
an effectivebpoison to use in the device. (Case Officer 2, p. 110)
The needle was designed to be so fine that the vietim wouldlnot
notice its insertion (Case Offiéer 2, p. 103),

The Inspeétor General's Report states that
Case Officer 2, when he was interviewed in 1967, stated that AMLASH—l
héd requested the Agency to

"devise some technical means-of doing the job that would
not automatically cause him to lose his own life in the
try." (I.G.. p. 92)

>

The Report concluded that::
"although none of the participants so stated, it may be
inferred that they were seeking a means of assassination

of a sort that AMLASH-1 might reasonably have been ex-
pected to have devised himself.”" (I.G., p. 92)

(:.
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Halpern, Fitzgerald's assistant, told the
Committee that the pen was intended to show "bona fides" -and
"The orders were to do something to get rid of Castro . .
and we thought this other method might work whereas a rifle
wouldn't." (Halpern, p. 26)
Helms confirmed that the pen was manufactured
"to take care of a request from him that he have some device

for getting rid of Castro, for killing him, murdering him,
whatever the case may be. " (Helms, 6/13, p. 113)

", . . (t)his was a temporizing gesture." (Helms, 6/11, p. 133)*
On November 22, #963, Fitzgerald and the case

officer met with AMLACH-1 in a European capital and offered him
the poison pen, recommeﬁding that he use Blackleaf-40, a deadly poison
which is commercially availéblg. (Case Officer 2, p. 112) The Inspect-
or General's Report noted that - |

"it is likely that at fhehvery moment President Kennedy was

shot a CIA officer was meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris

and giving him an assassination device for use against
castro." (I.G., p. 9%)

¥ Tn his testimony before the Committee, Case Officer 2 offered a con-
flicting story. He said that the purpose of the pen was

"to provide AMLASH with a'device which would serve him to
protect himself in case he was confronted with and charged
with being involved in a military coup against Castro."
(Case Officer 2, p. 107)

According to the case officer, AMLASH-1 had requested an 'esoteric device
which could easily be concealed and which he. could use in self-defense
(Case Officer 2, po. 98-99). The device was not intended for offensive
use against any person, but was rather _

"a kind of psychological crutch . . .to help him think that

we were interested in his own protection, his own security”
(Case Officer 2, pp. 104-105).

This version is wholly inconsistent with documents in the CIA files, some
of which were written by the AMLASH case officer, which establlsh that
AMLASH-1 intended to kill Castro, and that the CIA knew his desire and
endeavored to supply the means that he needed.

N 2 . N
RNy .- -
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The case officer later recalled that AMLASH-1 did not "think much

of the device," and complained that CIA could surely '"come up with

something more §ophisticated than that" (I.G., p. 93a).

The case officer recalled offering the pen
to AMLASH-1, but could not remember whether AMLASH-1 threw it away
then or took it with him (Case Officer 2, pp. 105, 110). He did
recall that AMLASH-1 said he wogld not take the pen back to Cuba,
but di.d not know what AMLASH-1 in fact did with the pen (Case Offi-

‘cer 2, pp. 110-111). ‘ -

An entry in the CIA files on AMLASH dated
March 29, 1965, states:

"Although Fitzgerald and the case officer assured AMLASH-1
on November 22, 1963, that CIA would give him everything
he needed (telescopic sight, silencer, all the money he
wanted) the situation changed when the case officer and
Fitzgerald left the meeting to discover that President
Kennedy had been assassinated. Because of this fact,
plans with AMLASH-1 changed and it was decided that we
could have no part in the assassination of a government
leader (including Castro) and would not aid AMLASH-1 in
this attempt. . . AMLASH-1 was not informed of (this de-
cision) until he was seen by the case officer in Novem-
ber, 1964." :

P
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(3) froviding AMLASH-1 with Arms

CIA cables indicate that one cache of arms
for AMLASH-1 was deli%eredAin Cuba in March 196ﬁ and another in
June. An entry in the AMLASH file for May 5, 1964, states that
the case officer requested the Technical Services Division to pro-

''a silencer which would fit an FAL rifle.

duce, on a "crash baéis,'
" The contact report of a meeting between the case officer and a
confidant of AMLASH states that AMLASH was subsequently informed
that it waé not feasible to make a siiéncer‘for an FAL.
Teward the latter part of 1964, AMLASH-1
became more insistent on the fact that the assassination of the
Cuban leadership was a necessary initial step in a successful coup.
(Case Officer 2, pp. 129-133). In a memorandum dated December 10,
196L, the case officer wrote:
"AMLASH-1 was told and fully understands that the United
States Government cannot become involved to any degree
in the 'first step’ of his plan. If he needs support, he
realizes he will have to get it elsewhere. FYI: This is
where B-1 could fit in nicely in giving any support he
would request."
Documents in the AMLASH file ‘establish that in
early 1965, the CIA put AMLASH in contact with B-1, the leader of an

anti-Castro group. As the case officer explained to the Inspector

General:
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" . . . what had happened was that SAS had contrived
to put B-1 and AMLASH together in such a way that
neither of them knew that the contact had been engin-
eered by CIA. The thought was that B-1 needed a man
inside and AMLASH wanted a silenced weapon, which CIA
was unwilling to furnish to him directly. By putting
the two together, B-l might get its man inside Cuba
and AMLASH might get his silenced weapon =-- from B-1.
(I.G., p. 101)

A report of a meeting between a case officer and
B-1 states that B-1, in his initial contacts with AMLASH-1, discussed
plans for assassinating Castro. AMLASH-1 suggested that guerrilla

raids against Cuba should be stepped up one month before the

-

"attempt on Fidel Castro" to "prepare the public and raise the morale
and resistance spirit of the people." B-1 reported that AMLASH-1
believed that the only solution to the ppoblems in Cuba would be

"to get rid of Fidel Castro. He is able either to shoot

him with a silencer or place .a bomb in some place where

Fidel will be. He might use, for example, a small bomb

that he can carry and place, or with his group attack,

the residence where Fidel lives . . . . B-1 is going to
provide AMLASH-1 with escape routes and places where B-1

is able to pick him up. He will memorize these points

and escape routes. . . Next, B-1 is to provide AMLASH—l either
a silencer for a FAL or a rlfle with a silencer.®

* A CIA document dated January 3, 1965, states that B-1 told a
case officer that he and AM/LASH-1 had reached an agreement on the
following points: ‘

"l. B-l is to provide AM/LASH-1l with a silencer for the FAL;
if this is impossible, B-1 is to cache in a designated
location a rifle with a scope and silencer plus several
bombs concealed either in a suitcase, a lamp or some
other concealment device which he would be able to carry
and place next to Fidel Castro.

"2. B-1 is to provide AM/LASH~1 with escape routes controlled
by B-1 and not by the Americans. The lack of confidence
built up by the Bay of Pigs looms large: ' -

"3. B-1 is to prepare one of the western provinces, either
Pinar del Rio or Havana, with arms caches and a clandes-
tine underground mechanism. This would be a fall back
position and a safe area where men and weapons are avail-
able to the group.
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that B-1 had given AMLASH-1 a silencer and that AMLASH—l had
"small, highly concentrated explosives." On February 11, 1965
the Madgid Station cabled that AMLASH-1 would soon receive "one
pistol with silencer and one FAL rifle with a silencer from B-1l's
secretary" (I.G., p. 103). A subsequent cable reported that
"B-1 had three packages of special items made up by his technical
people and delivered to AMLASH;l in Madrid" (I.G., p., 103

In June 1965, CI& tgrm%pated all contact with
AMLASH-1 and his associates because of reports that his activities

were widely known (I.G., pp. 104-105).

"}, B-1l is . to be in Cuba..one week before the elimination
of Fidel, but no one, including AM/LASH-1 Wlll know
B-1's locatlon.

"5, B-l is to arrange for recongition by at least five Latin
American countries as soon as Fidel is neutralized and
a junta is formed. This junta will be established even
though Raul Castro and Che.Guevara may still be alive
and may still be in control of the part of the country.
This is the reason AM/LASH-1 requested that B-1 be able
to‘establish some control over one of the provinces so
that the junta can be formed in that location.

"6. One month to the day before the neutralization of Fidel,
B-1 will increase the number of commando attacks.to a
maximum in order to raise the spirit and morale of the
people inside Cuba. In all communiques, in all radio
messages, in all propaganda put out by B-1 he must relate
that the raid was possible thanks to the information
received from clandestine sources inside Cuba and from
the clandestine underground apparatus directed by "P".
This will be AM/LASH-1's war name."

P
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2. At What Level Were the Castro Plots Authorized or

Known About Within the Central Intelligence Agency?

(a) The Question Presented. As we have seen, first

Richard Bissell and then Richard Helms, each as-Deputy Director of

Plans'(DDP), were aware of plots to assassinate Fidel Castro. The

evidence set forth herein relates to whether their superiors in

the Agencf, in particular Allen Dulles and John McCone, authorized
or were aware of the assassination plots. |

Dulles served as Director of Central Intelligence (DCI)
from 1953 to November 1961. McCone served as DCI from November 1961

to 1965.% The Commlttee took con31derable testimony on whether Dul-

les and McCone‘(or their Deputy DCI's, General Cabell and General

Carter, respectively) knew about or authorlzed the plots against
Fidel Castro's life. | | |
In summary, the eyidenCe.is as'followsj'
| _ (i) Dulles:'vBiSSell and Edwards both
expressed the belief that‘Dulles (aﬁd_ﬁle Deputy, General Cabell)
authorized the iﬁitial phase of the assassinatiaon plor involving

underworld.figures.' They acknowledged, however, that Dulles (and

‘'his Deputy) were not told about the plot until after the under- .

, world'figures had been contacted. The words said to have been

used to brief them--"an intelligence operation''--do not convey on

-

* Bissell served as DDP from January 1, 1959, to February«1l7,
1962. (President Kennedy decided to replace Dulles and Bissell
because of the failure of the Bay of Pigs (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 6-8). )
Helms, who had been Bissell's Deputy, succeeded Bissell in
February 1962 as DDP. He was appointed DDCI in April 1965, and
DCI in June 1966. ’
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their face that the plot.involved assassination, although- Bissell
and Edwards insist the real meaning must have been understood. |
There is some other eviaence whiéh can be said both to suggest
that Dulles and Cabeli did know and to suggest that they did not
know. (See Section (b) below.) .

(ii)'McCone: McCone testified that he_did nof
know about or authorize the plots. Helms and Bissell both stated
that McCone waé not told by them of the earlier assassination ef-
fofts when McCone assumed thé position of DCI in November 1961.
The.I.G..Report states that Harvey réﬁeived Helms' approval not
to brief McCone when the actual efforts were fesumed in 1962.
Harvey testified this accorded with his recollection; Thereafter,

Helms and Hérvey did not tell McCone about assassination activity

"\L-:-""

on several occasions. Helms did not recall any agreement not to
brief McCone, but did not callrihto»question the poéitioﬁ taken by
Harvey or the I.G. Report on this matter. Helms did say tﬁat Mc-
Cone never told him not to assassinate Castro, but added that he
was not clalmlng that he told McCone about the plots (Thése mat-
ters, as well as the varlous reasons put forward by Harvey and

- Helms for not briefing McCone, are set forth in Sectlon (c) below )

(b) Did Allen Dulles'Know of or Authorlze the Initial

Plots Against Castro?* Both Allen Dulles and his Deouty (DDCI),

* This testimony relates to the "airplane" incident in July 1960
and what the I.G. Report referred to as the initial phase of the
assassxnatlon effort involving the underworld.” With respect to
the "schemes" prior to that operation, the I.G. Report concluded

. they could "find no evidence that any of the schemes were approved
at any level higher than division, if that". (I.G., p. 10.)

/\
v
\:, +
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General Cabell, are deceased. Since we were unable to take any
testimony from either, the Committee's investigation centered
around the documents available and the testimony of those still

alive who sérved under Dulles and Cabell.*

.

“The Inspector General questioned neither Dulles nor Cabell in
- preparing his Report in 1967.

i
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(i) Dulles' January 1903 Statement to the SpeCLal

A

Group Suggesting Contlngency Plans for the Overtnrow of the

Casto Government, but Rullng Out "Elimination' of Castro.

January 13, 1960, Allen Dulles, in what was apparently

‘the first Special Group discussion of a covert program to over-

throw Castro, emphasized that '"a quick elimination of Castro"
was not coﬁtemplated by the CIA (minutes of Spécial Group meet-
ing, 1/13/60). According to the minutes of the meeting, Dulles
first "noted the possibility that over the long run the U.S.
will not be able to tolerate the Castro regime in Cuba, and»sug-
gestea that covert contingency planning to accomplish the fall
of the Castro government might be in order. THen in response
to the State Department representatlve s comment that 'timing
was very important so as to permit a solidly based opposition
to take oier,””Dulles |

.“emphasizéd that we db not have in mind a quick

elimination of Castro, but rather actions designed

to enable responsible opposition .leaders to get a
foothold "

(ii) Dulles' Alleged Recission of the July 1960

Airplane Assassination Plan Upon Learning of It.

As discussed in greater detail above (see P ),
in July, 1960, Tracy Barnes, Bissell's assistant, approved the
sending of, in July, 1960, a cable to the llavana station stating
that "possible removal of top tﬁree leaders (was) receiving

serious consideration,"

and instructions were given to carry out
a plan to kill Raul Castro. That plan was, however, abandomed

shortly after it had been approved.
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The Executive Officer to ‘the Chief of the Cuba

7 actlon project, who had sent the cables testlfled that
he had "heard" that Dulles had countermanded Barnes' plan and
had indicated that '"assassination was not to be considered."
(Duty Officer, p. 29).%* The officer édded,‘however, that he
had no'personal knowledge of the reason for calling off the plan,
or even if Dulles.had been the one who called it off, ‘he further
testified that | |

"assassination had not been part of the Cuba

covert action project in 1960 and that Dulles'

action in this incident conformed with CIA

policy. against the use of assassination." (Duty
Officer, p. ) Ex

i

3.

% The countermanding cable to tihe Havana station, which was
. "Operational Immediate,'" was sent the morning after the cable
LS of the previous night. The officer who sent that cable testified:

.I saw the cable and was told that, to the
‘best of my knowledge, my memory is that the
Director [Dulles], not the Deputy Director
[Bissell] ... had countermanded the cable and
nad directed that ---had indicated that
assassination was not to be con31dered "
(Duty Officer, p. 29).

The officer stated that he did not talk: to either Dulles or
- Bissell about the countermanding cable, but that he did see the
cable and in all likelihood heard of the reason for Dulles' re-
action in discussions the same morning with hlS superior, the
Chief of the Cuba project. (Duty Officer, pp. 30-32).

%% The officer testlfled:
'"...we were schooled that althougn other countries

[used assassination] we do not, and I had always

understood this as a basic rule.” (Duty Officer, p 14).

"Question: So was it your understanding after this ,
cable, and in view of your knowledge of the Agency -
general practice with respect to assassination in which
w - you had been schooled that it was not done, that assass-

ination was not part of the Cuba PrOJect as far as you
knew?" :
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"Officer: That's correct."

e ol ote
K W W

"Question: And would it be accuaate to say that
your recollections concerning what you now view

as what Mr. Dulles' attitudes were ... are based

on your general -training about what had always been
said ... [and] that after this incident, what you
were told ... fortified that previous belief [in]
that Dulles had nullified at least this particular
cable?" ' '

"Officer: Correct."

"Question: Do you have anything in your recollection
or as a result of your informed opinion or experience
that would indicate to the contrary; that is, that
Mr. Dulles did have assassination in his arsenal, so
to speak?' - '

"Officer: I have no basis for any such speculation."
(Duty Officer, pp. 31, ).
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(iii)  Du11es Briefing on Use of Underworld Figures

in September 1960.

1. Bissell and Edwards Said Dulles Was Told

About An "Intelligence Operatlon” With No '"Bad Words' Used,

But That Dulles (and his Deputy) Understood That to Mean

Assassination.

Bissell recalled that "in the latter part of

September' there was "a meeting in which Col. Edwards and I
briefed Mr. Dulles and General Cabell" (Bissell, 6/9, p. 20).
Bissell testified that "Colonel Edwards outlined in somewhat
circumlocutious terms the plan that he had discussed with
syndicate representatives' .(Bissell, 6/9, p. 22). He stated
that Edwards had said:

"that contact had been made with [the underworld], that

a plan had been prepared for their use, and I think he

either said in as many words or strongly inferred that

the plan would be put into effect unless at that time

or subsequently he was told by Mr. Dulles that it should

not be'. (Blssell 6/9, p. 22 )*

The CIA s 1967 I1.G. Report based upon interviews
with Edwards and Blssell, said Dulles and Cabell were briefed
as follows:

"The discussion was circumspect. Edwards deliberately
avoided the use-of any 'bad words'. The descriptive
term used was 'an intelligence operation'’ Edwards is

quite sure that the DCI and the DDCI clearly understood
the nature of the operation he was discussing. He

* Bissell testified that he was relying on the dating
_provided in the Inspector General's Report, but that his state—
_ ments concerning what was said at the meeting were of his
Y personal knowledge (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 20-22).
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recalls describing the channel as being 'from A to B to
C'. As he then envisioned it, A was Maheu B was
Roselli, and C was the pr1nc1pal in Cuba. Edwards
recalls that Mr. Dulles merely nodded, presumably in
understanding and approval. Certainly there was no
opposition. Edwards states that, while there was no
formal approval as such, he felt that he clearly had

tacit approval to use his own judgement.”" (I.G.,
pp. 17-18.)

 Bissell testlfled that the description sounded "highly plausible"

(Bissell Tr. 6/9/75 at 24.) Edwards said’it was ''accurate'"

(Edwards Tr. at 11).

In light of the manner in which Bissell and Edwards
described briefing Dulles,_the questfhn arises as to whéther
Dulles in fact would have understood that the operation involved
assassination. The Inspector General, in attemptlng to "con-
jeCtdre as to just what the Director did'approve", decided

"It ‘is safe to conclude, given the men participating and
the general subject of the meeting, that there was little
likelihood of misunderstanding--even though the details
were deliberately blurred and the specific intended
‘result was never stated to unmistakable language. It is
also reasonable to conclude that the pointed avoidance of
'bad words' emphasized to the participants the extreme
sen31t1v1ty of the operatlon (I.G., p.18 ).

Bissell testlfled that -

"I can only say that I am quite sure I came away from
that meeting--and there was, I think, subsequent
occasions when this came up between Mr. Dulles and
myself, and I am quite convinced that he knew the nature
of the operation."
ok x o %

"Q.: What were the subsequent conversations you had
with Mr. Dulles in which you concluded that he knew
that this was an assassination effort?

"Bissell.: . . . it's realiy a guess on my part-that
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o such conversations occurred . .. . I do believe they did
occur is that during the entire-.autumn I suppose I must
have spoken to Mr. Dulles- practlcally daily about some
aspect of the whole Cuban operation and I am virtually
certain that he would in one or -another of those con-
versations and probably more -than once have asked if
there was anything to report about the Sheffield Edwards'
operation. He also may have been in direct contact with
Edwards at that time.'" (Bissell Tr. 6/9/75, pp. 24-26)

‘When asked by the Chairman why, in this context,
persons within the Agency talked "in riddles to one another",

Bissell replied that:

" I think there was a reluctance to spread even
on an oral record some aspects of this operation.
"Chairman: Did the reluctance spring from the fact
that it simply grated against your conscience to have
to speak more explicitly?’

""Bissell: I don't think it grated against my conscience.
I think it may have been a feeling that the Director
; [Dullesl preferred the use of the sort of language that
e . is described in the I.G. Report "

S’

Bissell, in a subsequent appearance before the
Committee, again addressed the issue of whether he and Edwards
had made it clear to Dulles that what was involved was an
assassination operation:

"I thought I made clear that it was my impression--and

I believe the 1mpressxon incidentally that-I thought

was confirmed. in the [I.G. Report]--that in discussing
this with Dulles and Cabell . . . the objective of the
operation was made unmistakably clear to them. The

terms 'an intelligence operation’, I think someone

said, was that ‘not a cover designation? But we would not
under any circumstances have told Allen Dulles that this
was an intelligence collection operation. If T said that
on Monday, I must have given a wrong 1mpress1on

(Bissell Tr. 6/11, p. 24.)
On the other hand, Scott Breckenridge, the only
;L} author of the Insﬁector-Generel's.Report still With_the CIA,

\.
v,

testified that in his opinion a "pointed avoidance of 'bad
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words'" would have made it less likely that an “intelligepce
ppera#ioﬁ” would have been uhderstooa as an assassination

X aﬁtempt,‘and that "it was open to queséion how clearly this-
was stated to Mr. Dulles and whether 6r not Mr. Dulles under-
stood" (Colby/Breckenridge, 5/ , p.  .)

Sheffield Edwards was quite infirm when examined by"

the Committee énd has since died.* Edwards testified before
the Cqmmittee.as follows: |

1

... [Tlhis possible project was- approved by Allen B.
Dulles, Director of CIA, and by General Cabell the
Deputy Director. They are both dead.

"The Chairman: How do you know, Colonel, that the
project had been approved by these two gentlemen?

"Edwards: I personally briefed Allen Dulles ... . and
Cabell." (Edwards, 5/30/75 pp. 5-6)

In his interview with the Rockefeller'CommiSSion,
Edwards testified'(Edwards interview, p. 5):

"Q.: Now, who inside the Agency besides Bissell dld
you have any contact with on the top echelon?

"A. Very important. The plan was approved by Allen W.
Dulles and General Cabell "

* As the investigation proceeded, members of the Committee
requested that Edwards be recalled. Edwards passed away.
before this could be accomplished. As a result of Edwards'’
infirmity and subsequent death, the Committee was unable to
examine him effectively concernlng his conflicting prior
statements concerning Dulles' knowledge of the plots.
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James O'Conngll, who was the case officey for the
operation involving underworld figures, testified that when
he and Edwards discussed the matter in 1975, pfior to giving
evidence to the Rockefelier Commission, he was sure that

. Edwards had told him Dulles had approved the plot (0'Connell
Tr. 5/30, pp. 58-59). He added tﬁat he was ''reasonably sure"
or "knew' in the ”baqk of my mind" that either Edwards or |
Bissell had'also told him of Dulles"knbwledgevwhen-the'plot
was underway in 1960-62 (0'Connell Tr. 5/30, pp. 33-34; 36;
60) .* | - -

A review of‘Duiles' calendar for August through
Deceﬁber 1960 showed no meeting involving Dulles, Cabell,
Bissell and Edwards.*%* Of‘course; sdch almeeting'could have
occurred without having been recorded..

2.. ‘Whatever Was Said to Dulles, He Was Not Briefed

Until After Contact With the Underworld Figures Had Been Made.

Bissell and the Iﬁspector General's Report (which

* In June 1966, Howard J. Osborn, Edwards' successor as
Director of Security, wrote a memorandum for Helms on Maheu
stating that ''the DCI was briefed and gave his approval'.

" When questioned about this memorandum, Osborn stated that he
had no firsthand knowledge of the briefing, and that he had
- most likely obtained this statement from Edwards or O'Connell.

%% The calendar also reflects no meetings during that period

between Dulles, Edwards and Bissell, or between Dulles and
Edwards. : ' ;

HW 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 75



- 12 =

[ . ) ' .
- relied on Edwards) placed the briefing of Dulles in '"the latter

part of September 1960".

Bissell did not have a clear independeﬁt recollection
of the dates involved, but-recalled that discussions concerning
the possibie use of syndicate members against Castro began "in

the Autumn of 1960".% He recalled initial discussions among
himself, Edwerds, and Colonel J. C. King, Chief of the WeStefn
Hemisphere Division, which he said occurred before Dulles and

Cabell were approached about assassinating Castro. According

S

to Bissell,

"those conversations, the subject matter was a capability
to eliminate Castro if such action should be decided
upon.

"It is, therefore, accurate to say that my best
_recollectlon of those conversations (with Edwards and
King) is that they addressed themselves to the existence
or non-existence of the capability and to the possibility
of developing a capability. They were not conclusive or
decisive conversations . . ., nor would they have revealed
a prior decision to 1mplement such a plan by anybody."
(Bissell, 6/9, p. 19. ) .

i '
ez’

* "Q.: When did you first become aware of any plan or
effort to assassinate Mr. Castro7

"Bissell: Well, I became aware of plannlng a contlngency
basis for such an operation. My recollection is

‘August .

"Q.: August of 19607

"Bissell: '60; correct . . . but without reading [the

I.G. Report] I would have remembered initial conversations
early ln the autumn of 1960." (Bissell Tr. 6/9, pp. 17-18.)

e
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O'Connell contacted Roselli in early September 1960.

During the week of September 25,|0'Connell, Maheu, and Roselli
‘ e

met with Giancana and Trafficante in Miami. Bissell testified

as follows concernlng the sequence of those events:

"Q. . Well, before we come to the meeting [with Dullesl,
you had been informed, prior to that, had you not, that
contact had been made with the Mafia? '

"Mr. Bissell.: I had.

"Q.: Now were you informed;that the Mafia had been given
the go ahead to proceed with actual efforts to assa531nate
Castro?

s
"Bissell: Not that early, to my best'recollectlon
I cannot date that at all well. I would suppose that it
was within the next two or three weeks." (Bissell, 6/9,
pp. 20-21.) ‘
On the other hand, RoSelli'svtesfimony suggests that Maheu had
indicated prior to the ”latter'part.of September" 1960 that a
large sum of noney -would be pald[for Castro's death (Roselli,
P- 17), and Edwards May 14 1962 memorandum indicated the
briefing of "senior officials" took.place after the money had |
been offered. o | | : J
| It is clear, then; that even if Dulles was informed 1
about the use of underworld figures to assassinate'CaStro; sub-
ordinate agency officials had previously decided to take steps
toward arranging for the kllllnglof Castro inciuding discussing

J

1t with organlzed crime leaders.
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(iv) Questions Raised|by Edwards' Communications

to the Justice Department'in'l961‘and'1962.

As fﬁlly described ggggé, pp.__, the FBI discovered
in the late 1960's that Maheu haé been involved in an illegal
‘  wiretap in Las Vegas. In April 1961, Maheu told the FBI that
the tap had been placed in conne;tion with a CIA bperation, and
suggested that the FBI contact E?wards to‘verifyAthis fact.
An FBI report oan Mayéﬁd 1961 interview with Edwards

(in which Edwards vaguely described the use of Giancana as

-

relating to 'clandestine efforts! against the Castro Government"
with no mention of assassination;, and a copy of which was given
to the Attorney General) stated:i,

"Col. Edwards advised that only Mr. Bissell (Director of
Plans, CIA) and two others in CIA were aware of the
Giancana-Maheu activity in behalf of CIA's program and
Allen Dulles was completely unaware of Edwards' contact
with Maheu in this connection. He added that Mr. Bissell,
in his recent briefings of Gen. Taylor and the Attorney
‘General in connection with their inquiries into CIA
relating to the Cuban situation, told the Attorney General
that some of the associated planning included the use of
Giancana and the underworld against Castro.'" (FBI memo-
randum entitled "Arthur James Balletti et al." May 22,
1961, p. 2.) (Emphasis added) » : ,

| .

(L
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Bissell said he was certain, however, that the - .
statement regarding Dulles' knoWéedge about the operation was
wrong, and testified that "it is}just flatly contrary to my

recollection that Allen Dulles was unaware of these contacts,

x

- as I have testified several times" (BiSSell, 6/11, p. 27).
When asked to speculate on why Edwards would have
told the FBI that Dulles was unaware of Edwards' contact with
Maheu, Bissell replied:
"I can only surmise that hé believéd he could secure
the cooperation of the Justice JDepartment that he
required without in any way involving his superior,
Mr. Dulles, and simply did| this in a protective
fashion." (Bissell, 7/17/l, p. 20).
A year later, on May 7, 1962, Edwardsrand CIA's
S General Counsel met with Attorney| General Robert Kennedy. (That

meeting, is discussed extensively! below at p. ). Edwards'

memorandum of the meeting indicated that he had said that

after Roselli and Giancana had been offered $150,000, Edwards
. ’ . ! . .
had "then briefed the proper senior officials of [the]

Now, it' (the FBI memorandum) is just flatly
contrary to my recollection that Allen Dulles

-was unaware of these contacts, as I have testified
several times. Also, I submit it is quite im-
plausible that I would have briefed Gen. Taylor
~and the Attorney General--and incidentally, I

have no recollection of briefing those two gentle
men except as members of the Board of Inquiry

that I have described, of which Allen Dulles him-
self was a member--it is quite implausible that

I would have briefed them on a matter which had
been going on for some months, and some which

the Director, Mr. Dulles himself, had never been
informed." ; '

-
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Agency" (without specifying whom}"and they had "duly orally
approved."* It further states t?at "knowledge' of the project
had been "kept to a total of six persons.'" **

Dulles had left the Agency between the time of
;

Edwards’ two statements.

(v)- Remarks Made to the Special Group by General
Cabell in November 1960.

.Bisseli and Edwardé testified that Cabell was aware
of the Castro plots (Bissell Tr. 6/9,.p. 22; Edwards Tr. 5/30/75,
pp. 5-6) .%%%

|
. * On the same day as writing that memorandum for the
] ) Attorney General, Edwards wrote another memorandum for his

own files 1nd1cat1ng that after putting Harvey in contact
~with Roselli in early Aprll he had

"cautioned him [Harvey] that I felt that any future -
projects of this nature should have the tacit approval
of the Director of Central Intelligence." (5/14/62,
Memorandum for the Recordi) :

‘ThlS memorandum which contalned other information which
Harvey and Edwards had agreed to 'include to "faISLfy" the record
is discussed infra, P . !

§

~teats

%% The 1967 Inspector General's Report surmiséd that thirteen
people knew of the plot, including Dulles, based upon Bissell's

~and Edwards' account of the Dulles briefing. (See discussion,
supra. at ) T :

*%% The Inspector General's Report stated:

"With Bissell present, Edwards briefed the Director |
(Dulles) and the DDCI. (Cabell) on the existence of a plan

involving members of the syndicate. . . Edwards is quite
sure -that the DCI and the DDCI clearly understood the
_ , nature of the operation he was dlscu531ng (IG Repoft,
oy o p. 17.)
bt O'Connell testified ‘that prior to O'Connell's testlfylng

before the Rockefeller Commission, Edwards told O'Connell that
Cabell had been aware of and authorized the project.
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The testimony indicates that the meeting between Dulles,
Bisseil Edwards, and Cabell occurred sometime "in the autumn'"
of 1960, probably around September. The minutes of a meeting of

the Spec1al Group, the hlgh level governmental body for consider-

- ing covert action, on November 3, 1960, reflect the follow1ng

remarks:

"Finally, Mr. Merchant asked whether any real planning

had been done for taking direct positive action against
Fidel, Raul and Che Guevara. He said that without these
three the Cuban Government would be leaderless and

probably brainless. He conceded that it would be necessary
to act against all three simultaneously. General Cabell
pointed out that action of this kind is uncertain of
results and highly dangerous in conception and execu-

tion, because the instruments must be Cubans. He

felt that, particularly because of the necessity of
simultaneous action, it would have to be concluded 1y 74/
that Mr. Merchant's suggestion is beyond our capabilities.' | /aduss
(11/3/60 Special Group Minutes, P. 3).

Exactly what the term "direct positive action'" meant to the Y7 4 pert
. 9%7 r7

belséve pas

speaker or those listening is uncertain. Neither was able to
offer any lnterpretlve help to the Commlttee However, other
participants at this meeting have testified that the-reference

could mean  or include assassination.*

% | *
" Do you read. . . direct, positive action.
as meaning killing (Fidel Castro, Raul Castro and Che

Guevara) 7"

"A " I would read it that way, yes. (Lansdale
Tr. 7/8/75, p. 103.) o

- "qQ: . . .would you agree that the words 'direot
positive action' appear to question whether there's been any
planning in connection with assassinating (the Castros and

Guevara)7" . . o -
"A: I think. the phrase 'positive action' could include
assassinations, but. . . I'm not sure what was 1n Mr. Merchant's

‘mind." (Gray Tr. 7/9/75, p. 9. )
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Bissell was also asked about the minutes of the
November 3 meeting. After reading the reference to "direct
positive action,' Bissell said "I find it difficult to

understand” (Bissell Tr. 7/17, p. 18). He was then asked

"Q: Do you, in light of the November 3
minutes) remain firm that Cabell was knowledgeable
(of the assassination plots)?"

"A It casts some doubt on that in my mind."

When asked if it cast 'some significant doubt in light of

(Cabell's).character"ﬁBissell an5werea "yes'" (Bissell, 7/17,

pp. 22-23).
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(¢) 'Did John MecCone Know of or Authorize Assassina-

‘tion Plots During His Tenure as DCIL

The CIA considered several.assassination plots
against Castro during McCone's tenure as Director. Harvey
initiated-his’contact with Roselli in Apfil 1962, and the
operation ianlving underworld figures continued into early
1963. 1In early 1963 the CIA looked into the possibility of
assassinating Casfro with an exploding seashell and contaminated
diving suit. AM/LASH was'offered.a poison pen device in
November 1963, and caches 6f arms were delivered to Cuba for
nis use in the following year.

(i) McCone Testified That He Did Not Authorize

-of Know About the Castro Plots and That He Viould Have Dis-

approved the Plots Had He Been Aéked
McCone testified that he was not aware of
the plots to a§§assinate'Castro which took place during the
years in which he was DCI, and that he did not authorize those
-plots. ¥ (McCone; 6/6/75,‘pp. 33, 44545)' He testified that he
was not briefed abogtfthe éssassination plots by Dulles,
Bissell, Helms, or anyone else when he succeeded Dulles as
_ Director.in November 1961 (McCone, 6/6/75, pp. 6-7, 17), and
that if he had ever been asked about the plots; he would have

disapproved. (McCone, 6/6/75, P 47) McCone testified:

Lk

* ncCOne testified that he first learned of the Roselli operation
A in August, 1963, long after it had been terminated. See discussion,
P ~ o | ? - |
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I had no knowledge of any authorized plan or
planning that might lead to; a request for
authorization. Of course, during those days
it was almost common for one person or another.
to say, we ought to dispose of Castro

[bJut at no time did anyone come to me, or
come to other authorities to my knowledge,
with a plan for the actual undertaking of an
assassination.

% R Y % %

Senator Hart of Colorado: . . . Did you

ever discuss the subject of assassinations '/Q_[[)Q/y/
with your predecessor, Mr. Dulles?

McCone: No, I did not. - C:/%ZZA 4
- e M/ZM//%"VI/

.(ii) ‘Helms, Bissell, and Other Subordinate Agency

Employees Testified That They Did Not Ask McCone to Approve

) the Plots or Know ILf He Had Knowledge 0f Them.

Richard Blssell was DDP under McCone for three months,

'from November 1961 until February 1962. Richard Helms assumed

vtﬁe_duties of DDP from Bissell.

HW 50955 Docld:

Bissell testified about McConefs knowledge as follows:

n.: Your testlmony is that you never discussed
assassinations with Mr. McCone? ‘

A.: That is correct.

Q.: . . .[D]id you tell McCone anything about
that conversation with Mr. Harvey in which
you at least told him (Harvey) to take
over the relationship with the crlmlnal
syndicate?

A.: I don't remember so doing.
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Helms testified that he did not recall ever having dis-

cussed the assassination plots with McCone while the plots

were continuing.* When asked whether McCone was aware of the

assassination plots against Castro, Helms testified:

No, it isn't my impression that I told him,

- at least I don't have any impression, unfor-

tunately. . . . Mr. McCone is an honorable
man. He has done his own testifying, and all
I can say is that I do not know specifically
whether he was aware or not. (Helms, 6/13/75,
pp. 90, 101-102) v

Helms further testified: -

Q.: I believe Mr. McCone testified that he
never heard of any of these attempts when he
was Director. Would you have any reason to
disagree with his testimony?

Helms: Sir I have always liked McCone and
I don't want to get into an altercation with
him. He had access to Harvey and everybody.
else just the way I had and he had regular

-access to the Attorney General.

~J, -l L. 1.
w w w w

-

Q.: If you were a member of this Committee
wouldn't you assume that Mr. McCone was un-
aware of the assassination attempts while
they were underway?

Helms: I don't know how to answer that
Senator Mondale. He was involved in tHls up
to his scuppers: just the way everybody else

Helms t

estified that he first told McCone about the plot

using underworld figures in August 1963, See discussion supra

at p.
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was that was in it, and I just don't know.
I have no reason to impugn his integrity.
On the other hand, I don't understand how
it was he didn't hear about some of these

- things that he claims that he didn't.
(Helms, 7/13/75, pp. 32-33)

T S S
I honestly didn't recall that Mr. McCone
‘'was-not informed and when I was told that
" there was evidence that he wasn't informed,

I was trying to scratch my head as to why I

didn't tell him at the time and my surmises

are the best I can come up with. I am really

surprised I did not discuss it with him at

the time. My relations with him were good,

and so my surmises are just the best I am

able to do in 1975 over an episode that took

place that many years ago. (Helms, 6/13/75,

p. 90) : ' : '

Several other Agency officials who were aware of the
assassination plots testified that they had not told McCone
of the plots. William Harvey testified that he never spoke
with McCone about the operation involving-undérworld figures
or assassination and that, to the best of his knowledge,
McCone had not been told about the project. _(Harvey,.6/25/75,
p. 66) ' '
Sheffield Edwards, when asked whether he had informed

McCone about the plot, replied:

Edwards: No, I did not inform Mr. McCone.

Q.: Was there a reason for why you did not
- inform Mr. McCone?
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Edwards: Well, I did not want to drag
"Mr. McCone into this thing that in my

opinion had petered out, and I did not
want to involve him. (Edwards, p. 18)

James 0'Connell, who was the,casé officer for the opera-
tion under Edwards, testified that he recalled that Edwards had
told him during a discussion about the plots in 1965 that
Edwards had not briefed McCone on the bperation.

As a matter of fact, I don't think he ever
knew about it. From later conversations with
Colonel Edwards, not recently, we talked about
it, and he said that he wasg convinced that
Mr. McCone never knew about it, it wasn't on
his watch, so to speak, and he didn't want to
get him involved. (O'Connell, pp. 37, 39)
George McManus, Helms' Special Assistant for Cuba during
:4} ~ the relevant period, testified that he was not told about the
assassination activities, and gave his opinion that if McCone

had been asked to approve an assassination, he "would have

reacted violently immediately".*

*McManus advanced two reasons for this opinion:

(1) McCone had a great love for the President of
the United States and he sort of looked at him
as an older son or a brother, a very protective
sense he had about the President, President
Kennedy, and McCone would have immediately said
Jesus, this is a no win ball game. :

(2) Secondly, as an individual, ﬁé would have found
it morally reprehensible. (McManus, p. 33)

(Continued)

i,

A’

L
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Walter Elder, McCone's Executivé Assistant, testified
that he had not known of the underworld operation until August
1963, and tﬁat in his opinion McCone did not learn of the
operation prior to that time.* (Elder, p. 15)

(iii) Helms and Harvey Did Not Brief McCone About

the Assassination Plots

McCone assﬁmed the position of DCI in Novem-
ber 1961. It was also in NovemberAl96l that Bissell askéd
HarveyAto-a§sume operational control¥over the Castro plot in-
volving un&erwoéld figures.** Richard Helms replaced Bisséll

in February of 1962 and was subsequently briefed by Harvey on

(Continﬁed)
McManus also testified:

I always assumed that Mr. Helms would keep the
Director fully informed of any activity that he
thought was sensitive. . . . Under most cir-
cumstances, and indeed under all circumstances
you can imagine, Helms would have told McCone,
with the exception of a situation in which
Helms had been told by higher authority not to
tell him. (McManus, pp. 32-34)

*In August 1963 Helms gave McCone a copy of Edwards' May 14,
1962, memorandum to the Attorney General. See discussion infra
S at p.. ’

With respect to the Cuban assassination matters, where
Colby's knowledge was only second-hand, Colby said: '"Mr. McCone
did not know of it." (Colby, 5/21/75, p. 101)

**%See earlier discussion supra.
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the existence of the assassination plots. Helms was Harvey's
immediate superior and the person to whom he reported about

the Castro plot activities,

Harvey testified that in the spring of

1962, when he was preparing to contact Roselli, helbriefed
Helms on the assassination plot. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 65)
Harvey said:

. I briefed Helms generally on the take-

over of Roselli, on the doybts about the

operation, on the possible . . . future of

it, and to the extent it had then been possible,

the assessment of Roselli and the cutting out

of various individuals.*
Harvey testified that when he briefed Helms on the assassina-

L tion plot operation they decided that it would not be-appro-'

prlate at that point to ‘brief John McCone.

There was a fairly detailed discussion be-'

tween myself and Helms as to whether or not

the Director should at that time be briefed -
concerning this. For a variety of reasons

*Harvey testified that when he took over the Roselli ppera—
tion, he had '"cut out" both Maheu and Giancana because regard—
less of what I may have thought of their trustworthiness, .
they were surplus" to the operation. (Harvey, 6/23/75 pP. 65)
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which were tossed back and forth, we agreed
that it was not necessary or advisable to brief
him at that time.

I then said, as I recall, to Mr. Helms, if you
decide in the future that he should be briefed,
I would like to know about it in advance to
which, to my best recollectlon he agreed.
(Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 66)

Harvey then offered the following explanation for why he and
Helms had decided not to discuss the matter with McCone at
that time:

There were several reasons“for this. One,

this operation at that stage had not been
assessed. . It was obviously questionable on
several grounds. - It obviously involved know-
ledge by too many people. We were not even
' sure at that point it had any remote possibility
or rather any real possibility for success. It
had arisen with full authority insofar as either
of us knew long before I knew anything about it,
and before the then-Director became Director of
the Agency.

I saw no reason at that time to charge him
with knowledge of this, at least until we reach-
ed the point where it appeared it might come to
fruitation or had had a chance to assess the
individuals involved. and determine exactly the
problem we faced, including the possible problem
-- and it was a very, or it appeared to be, and
in my opinion was, at that time, a very real
possibility of this government belng blackmailed
either by Cubans for polltlcal purposes or by
figures in organized crime for their own self-
protection or aggrandizement, which, as it turned
‘out, did not happen, but at that time was a very
pregnant possibility. (Harvey, 6/25/75, pp. 67-68)

¥

% 0% x %
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- I am definitely not saying that there was any
effort to hide or conceal any information from
the Director. There was not. This was a dis-
cussion as to whether or not it was even neces-
sary or appropriate at this point to take details
-0of this particular operation in an unassessed
form to the then-Director at that time. (Harvey,
6/25/75, p. 69)

Harvey stated that he did not have any reason to believe
that the assassination activities would have been "disapproved
by the Director" had he been advised of the project (Harvey,
6/25/75, p. 69) and stated that he hdd thought the plots ''were
completely authorized at every appropriépe level within and
beyond the Agency'". (Harvey, 7/11/75, p. 66) When asked why

McCone had not been given an opportunity to consider the plot,

e

Harvey replied:

One of the things that I don't know from
my own . . . knowledge . . . is who was briefed
in exactly what terms at the time of the so-
called Las Vegas flop that involved attempts to
place a technical surveillance . . . in Dan
Rowan's hotel room. (Harvey, 7/11/75, p. 46)
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Harvey was queried on whether the reasons he had given for not -
briefing McCone were actually "reasons why he should [have been]
briefed forthwith'". Harvey feplied:

Well, Senator Huddleston, it will be quite
easy in looking at it now to say, well, I can
see your argument.

All I can say to you in answer is at that
time I didn't feel that it was necessary or
advisable. I did not make this decision except
in consultation, and had I been disagreed with,
that would have been it. And I am not off-
loading this on Richard Helms or attempting to
at all. It isn't all . that “easy for me to go
back this many years and sort of recast all of
the reasoning and be sure I am accurate. And

I don't also want to evade it by saying, well,
it seemed like a good idea at the time. But
. actually it did.

) : In other words, this was not something
' that either Helms or myself felt that at that
stage there was any point in attempting to
brief the Director on it until, at least,. we
had a somewhat better handle on it.

L R ;’v

And I might also add, if I may, . . . but as

far as either one of us knew at that point he

might have been or should have been briefed,

if you want it that way, by either Allen Dulles

or Richard Bissell. (Harvey, 7/11/75, pp. 67-71)

The 1967'Rep6rt prepared by the Inspector General for

Helms states that Harvey said: "When he'briefed'Helms on
Roselli, he obtained Helms' approval not to brief the

'Director;" (I.G., p. 41)

L
E
N
iz
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Helms testified that.he did not recall this conversation,
but that he had no reason to doubt the accuracy of Harvey's

testimony and the Inspector General's Report. (Helms, 6/13/75,

pp. 32, 106)

Helms when asked about Harvey's testimony that ne and
Harvey had agreed not to brlef McCone stated "I frankly don't.
recall having agreed tO.thlS. |

My recollection is that I had very grave
doubts about the wisdom of this. . . . And as
I recall it, we had so few-assets inside Cuba
at that time that I was willing to try almost
anything. But the thing did not loom large in
my mind at that time. 1 was enormously busy
with a lot of other things, taking over a new
job [as DDP]. Mr. McCone was realtively new in
the Agency and I guess I must have thought to
myself, well this is going to look peculiar to
him and I doubt very much this is going to go
anyplace, but if it does, then that is time
~enough to bring him into "the picture. (Helms,
6/13/75, p. 33)

Helms'also stated:

It was a Mafia connection and Mr. McCone was
relatively new to the organization and this was,

you know, not a very savory effort. (Helms,
6/13/75 p. 92)

"Helms later testified that he did not "recall ever having been

convinced that any attempt was really made on Castro's life."

I am hav1ng a very difficult time Justlfylng
before this Committee, because there is some-
thing in here that doesn't come together, even
for me, I am sorry to say. Because if this was
all that clear, as everybody seems to think it
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was, that there were those pills in that restau-
rant in Cuba and Castro was about to die, I cer-
tainly would have talked to McCone about it.

And this never was that clear, I am sorry to say,
but it never was, not at that time. (Helms,
-7/17/75, p. 34) :

On May 7, 1962, Edwards and the CIA's General Counsel,
Lawrence Houston, briefed Attornéy General Robert Kennedy on -
the operation involving underworld figures, describing it as
termlnated

Harvey told the Inspector General that

on 14 May he briefed Helms on the meet-
ing with the Attorney General, as told to him
by Edwards. Harvey, too, advised against
briefing Mr. McCone and General Carter and

~states that Helms concurred in thlS (1.G.,
p. 65)

Harvey testified that what he had probably told Helms was that:

Any briefing of the Director on the discussion
with the Attorney General concerning this
should come from .Colonel Edwards and Larry
Houston, the General Counsel, and not from the
DDP unless we are asked.’ (Harvey, 6/25/75,

p- 99

Helms testified that he did not fecall this conversation and

remarked:

It seems odd to me only because, if the Attorney

General had been briefed on something it would

seem very logical that it would be very important

to brief the Director at that time on the same
_tnlng (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 107) '

*The briefing is exhahstively describeg¢ supra at p.
According to the Inspector General s—Report, Hatvey and
Roselli had a farewell dinner before Harvey went on an assign-
ment to Rome in June 1963. The meeting was observed by the FB
and Sam Papich, the FBI liaison with the CIA, notified Harvey
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‘\‘ ' ' Harvey supplied poison pills and weapons to Roselli
| and his Cuban associates during a trib to Miami in'April,'l962;*'
At a Special quup meeting on‘Apfil 26, General Taylor requésted
that Harﬁey ”attend the next meeting and‘report on agent
activities". (Memo, McCone, 4/26/62). On April 26, Harvey
was sent .a memorandum informing hiﬁ of Genefal Taylor's request
and MéCone's wish to meet with Harvey and Lansdaie "immediately .
on your return to discuss the Task Force Activities.” (Memoran-
dﬁm, Elder to Harvey, 4/27/62). !
-Harvey testified that upon his return, he reported
to the Spécial Group on fhe”"status‘oz the activé'and_potenfial

] ~
.

sources inside Cuba. .

Q.: '"Did you report on. the passage‘df the pills to Roselli?

.\V:«:?f/‘

_Harvéy; No, i did not.
Q.: Which you had just accomplished in Miami. ._.fdr
- the purpoée'df assaséinating Fidel Castro;
Ha;vey: , No. ‘ |
Q.:  And did you report that to Mr. McCone when he asked
you to tell him what you had done in Miami? |

‘Harvey: 'No, I did not." .(Harvey; 7/11, pp. 16-17.)

that Hoover would be informed. Harvey asked Papich to call him
if he felt that Hoover would inform the Director about the incident.

"Harvey said that he then told Mr. Helms of the incident
.and - that Helms agreed that there was no need to brief

McCone unless a call from Hoover was expected. (I.G.,
p. 54.) - . : _

'*"Harvey'descfibed the trip to Miami as L L -

. "one of a number of periodic trips for the purpose of’
reviewing in toto. . . the actual and potential operations at the
Miami base. . . and this covered the whole gamut from personnel
“administration, operational support in the way of small craft (and)
so on. . ." (Harvey, 7/11, pp. 15-16).
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Harvey stated that he did not tell McCone or the Special Group

about the operation at that time because:

"I did not consider either, A, that this should be in any

sense in this amorphous stage, surfaced to the Special Group,
nor, as I have attempted to explain before that it should be
briefed to John McCone at that point in the state that it was
in with as little ‘as we knew about it, and with all of the at-
tendant. background which at that point, and I was not personal-
ly cognizant of all of this, had been going on for approximate-

ly,lgs)l recall, two to two-and-a-half years." (Harvey, 7/11,
p. 18. -

Harvey attended én Augﬁét 1Q, 1962 méeting of the
Special Group Augmented.* ﬁe testified that a person tRobert :
McNamara] at that meeting Suggeéted gBat thé Special Group "cénsider
the elimination or assassinatiop'of Fidel" (Harvey, 7/11, p. 30).

Hérvey'then testified that on the day following this Speciai'Group

meeting (Harvey, 6/25, p. 71):

i

"in connection with a morning briefing of John McCone, the
question again came up and I expressed some opinion as to
the inappropriateness of this having been raised in this
form and at that forum [Special Group meeting], at which
point Mr. McCone stated in substance that he agreed and

also that he had felt so strongly that he had, I believe,
the preceding afternoon or evening, personally called the
gentleman who made the proposal or suggestion and had stated

(WJg' similar views as to the inappropriateness and that he [Mc-
‘('Cone] said in addition . . . if I got myself involved in some-
\ PWKL”JA \ Eping like this, I might end up getting myself ex-communicated."

o~ .

Harvey stated that he did not tell McCone on that occasion about
the actual assassination operation involving Roselli. He said

(Harvey, 6/25, p. 73):

e

N *This meeting and the raising of the suggestion of assassina-
w5 - tion is discussed in depth in part -, infra.
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"1 would like to recast the time that this took place. This
was August of '62. This was at the start of the so-called
Missile Crisis. '

"A tentative decision had been made at that point that
the only sensible thing to do with [the Roselli operation]
was to terminate it as rapidly and cleanly as it could be
done . . . I am sure that I had discussed with Roselli, at
least on a tentative bas1s by August, the probable neces-
sity of terminating this N

According to the'Inspectqr General's Report, the 'medicine' was’
reported to be still in Cuba at this time. (I:G., pp. 51-52)
Harvey testified that the Report was referring to the pills

(Harvey, 6/25, p. 105).%*

o

In relation to the August 10 meeting,. Helms was asked whether
he believed McCone would have stopped an assassination attempt if
he had known that one. was underway; Helms stated:

P Mr. Helms: "The reason I say I don't know . . . is that

~ elsewhere Mr. McCone states that he went to see Mr. Mc-
Namara in connection with this August 1962 affair and told
Mr. McNamara that he wouldn't have anything to do with
this, that I have no recollection that I don't believe he
ever. said anythlng to me about his not wanting to have any-
thing to do with- it.

- Q.: "And you were close to Mr. McCone in that per10d7 You
are his Deputy for Plans?

Mr. Helms: "I saw him almost daily.

Q.: "And is it your belief that if he had made any such
statement to Mr. McNamara that he would have come to you
‘and told you about it at some point?

Mr. Helms: "I just don't know why he didn't but I don't re-
call- any such statement. As T said, and ‘I would like to
repeat it, Mr. McCone had given me my job, he had promoted
‘me, I felt close to him, I felt loyal to him, and I would
not have violated an instruction he gave me if I could have
possibly helped it.

LA

L *Harvey said:
"I may have deferred for a period of a few weeks giving
an actual order to terminate this as soon as p0531b1e

(Harvey, 6/25, p. 74).
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0.: "But in any event, it is your judgment that he did not
1nd1cate that he was ooposed to assas51nat10ns7

Mr. Helms: "Not to me.'
Walter Elder, who served as McCone's Fxecutive Assistant, testified,
however, that he had personally told Helms of McCone's opposition

to assassination after the August 10 meeting.?

(iv) The August 1963 Briefing of McCone

An August 16, 1963, Chicego Sun Times article elaimed

that'the CIA had had a connection with Giancana.** McCone asked
Helms for a report about the article. McCone testlfled that when
Helms came to see him, he brought the following ‘memorandum:

"1. Attached is the only copy in the Agency of a memorandum
on subject, the ribbon copy of which was sent to the Attorney
"~ General in May of 1962. I was vaguely aware of the existence
of such a memorandum since I was informed that it had been
written as a result of a briefing given by Colonel Edwards. and
Lawrence Houston to the Attorney General in May of last year.

'

"2, I spoke with Colonel Edwards on the telephone last evening,
and, in the absence of Mr. Bannerman on leave, I was with Colo-
nel Edwards' assistance able to locate this copy. As far as I

~ *Elder told the Committee:

"I told Mr. Helms that Mr. McCone had éxpressed his feeling

that assassination could not be condoned and would not
‘be approved. Furthermore, I conveyed Mr. McCone's statement
that it would be unthinkable to record in writing any consid-
eration of assassination because it left the impression that
the subject had received serious consideration by governmental
policy makers, which it had not. Mr. Helms responded, 'I un-
derstand’'. -The point is that I made Mr. Helms aware of the
strength of Mr. McCone's opposition to assassination. 1 know
that Mr. Helms could not have been under any misapprehension 4
about Mr. McCone's feellnvs after thlS conversation. (Elder
Affldav1t )

‘ **The 8/16/63 Chlcago Sun Times article states that ”Justlce
Department sources” believed that Giancana never did- any spying
Py for the CIA, but pretended to go along with the Agency "in the
N - hopes that’ the Justice Department's drive to put him behind bars
might be slowed - or at least affected - by his ruse of coopera-
tion with another government agency.
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am aware, this is the only written information.available on

Agency relationships with subject. I hope that this will

serve your purpose.

"3. 1 assume you are aware of the nature of the onération '

. discussed in the attachment." (Memorandum to Director of

Central Intelligence, re: Sam Giancana, from Helms, 3/16/63.)%
That memorandum attached the May 14, 1962, memorandum to Attorney
General Kennedy from Sheffield Edwards which.described the opera-
tion as having been terminated before McCone became DCI. (See
discussion, infra, p. )

Neither McCone nor Helms were able to remember what was said
at the meeting. Walter Elder, who was then McCone's Executive As-
sistant, recalled:

"Mr. Helms came in with [the memorandum]. He handed it to

[McCone] who read it and . . . handed it back without any

particular comment other than to say, 'Well, this did not
happen during my tenure.'"

% * * % e
"Was anything else said?
"No, he had very little to say about it.

"Did Mr. Héims then leave?

>0 O

"Mr. Helms left." (Elder, pp. 16-17, 57-59.)

Elder testified that he had concluded that the operation in-
volved assassination from reading the two memoranda that were given
to McCone (Eider, 8/13, p.>60). Elder "further concluded that [Mc-

Cone] was perfectly aware of what Mr. Helms was trying to say to

*When asked whether this entry in the memorandum suggested that
he had previously been aware of the operation, ‘McCone testified that
Ty Helms had orally informed him "on that day in August' that it in-
R volved assassination (McCone, p. 9). ‘
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him" (Elder, p. 60). Elder further testified:

!
Q.: "Other than that conversation that you just described
between yourself and Mr. McCone, did he have anything else

to say about that memorandum?

r—Elder: '"No."
Q.: "I take it then he did not tell either you or Mr. Helms
that we absolutely could not have this activity going on in

the future?:

Mr. Elder: - '"No."

The Inspector General's Report concluded tha::

"This is the earliest date on which we have evidence
of Mr. McCone's being aware of any aspect of the
scheme to assassinate Castro using members of the

gambling syndicate." (I.G., p. 70).

e
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(b) The Question of Authorization Outside The Central Intelli-

gence Agency In The Eisenhower Administration.

1. Summary
As discussed in the preceding section, the evidence as to whether
Allen Dulles, CIA Director during the Eisenhower Administration, was

informed of the Castro assassination operation is not clear.

Even assuming that Dulles was so informed, authorization outside
-the CIA for a Castro assassination could, according to the_testimony,

only have come from President Eisenhower, from someone speaking for him,.

or from the Special Group.* At issue, therefore, is whether President

Eisenhower, his close aides, or the Special-Group authorized or had knowledge

of the Castro assassination plots.

In ad@ition to Bissell, we took considerable testimony from
President Eisenhﬁwer's prinéipal staff assistants, Gordon Gray (Special
A;sistant for National Security Affairs and.Presigent.Eisenhower's
representative on the Special Group); General Andfew Coodpaster (Staff

Secretary to President Eisenhower with particular responsibility for

¥ With respect to then Vice President Nixon, Bissell testified--and he
was snpported by the principal White House assistants and the documents—-
that Nixon was not significantly involved in Cuban matters generally at
the critical times. There is no evidence suggesting his knowledge of the
Lastro assassination effort during the period under review, significant
parts of which occurred during the Presidential campaign. (Bissell
p- ; Gray, T/9, p. 39) Therefore, we concluded that, despite the
indications in Nixon's book My Six Crises (p. ) that he was involved
in Cuban matters generally--and Howard Hunt's characterization of him as
the [action officer] for the Bay of Pigs, there was insufficient reason
to examine Mr. Nixon on Cuba looked at alone. We came to a contrary I

conclusion on Chile and . . . .
‘iéﬁﬁf‘

b

]
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national security operational matters); John Eisenhower (Assistant Staff
Secretary and the President's son) and from Thomas Parrott (Secretary.
to the Special Group and special assistant to Allen Dulles). In summary,
the'evidénce was:

(i) * Bissell testified that he did not inform the Special Group
or President Eisenhower of the Castro assassination operation, and he
had no personal knowledge that Allen Dﬁlles informed either President
Eisenhower or the Speciai Group. However, Biséell expressed the belief
that Allen Dulles would havé advised President EiSenhower.(but nof the
Special Group) in a "Qircumlo§utious" or "obzlque" way. Bissell based
this "pure personal opinion" on his understanding of Dulleé’ practice
Qith réspéct to oihér particularly sensitive covert operations. - But
Bissell testified that Dulles nevér_told him thaﬁ ﬂg had so advised
President Eiéenhower regarding the Castro assassination operatién, even

though Dulles had told Bissell when he had employéd this "circumlocutious"

approach to the President on certain cher occasions.

(ii) Gordon Gray testified that the ‘Special Group never approved

a Castro assassination, and that Presideht Eisenhower had charged the -

‘Special Group with the responsibility of authorizing all -important covert

operations. A review of the records of Special Group meétings shows that

~a query concerning a plan to take "direct positive action" against Castro

at a Special Group meeting qaused Allen Dulles' Deputy, General Cabell,

to advise that such action was beyond the CIA's capability. Gray,

Goodpaster and John Eisenhower all affirmed (i) that they did not believe

=

President Eisenhower would have considered such a matter in a private
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meeting with Dulles, or indeed that President'Eigenhqwet would have approved
a Castro assassination in any event; and (ii) that he would not have dis-
cussed such a matter without telling them. They conclude, therefore, as a
matter of. opinion, that President Eisenhower was never told, and testify,

as a matter of fact, that they never heard anything about any assassination

at any time.

(iii) In addition to the I.G. Report (which found that the CIA could -

) . . .o _o N . R . mwml’ﬁ/‘?
not say that any assassination activity carried on during this period was Lu -

responsive to Administration pressure), the documentary evidence showed that
=T : -

the subjéct of Castro's removal was d;scussed at two méetings of the Nati;;;I‘;?/A”V7h
Security Council and the Special Group’in Ma;;h 1960. The minutes of these (;f/'
meetings indicated that the discussions were in the context of a general con- j}tf
siderétion Qf the proposal to train a Cuban exile force for an invasion of - ‘é

Cuba and an assessmeﬁt that Castro's overthrow migﬁt result in a Communist ”Esz-wfa/
takeover. Gray and Admiral Burke testified that the discussion of Castro's é;/
removal at these meetings qid not refer to assassina;ion, Eut rather to the Y’ [Z-
problem of creating an anti-Castro exile forée strong enough to insure a non-
Communist;successor to fhe Castro regime. In any évent, no action was shown

to have stemmed from those meetings. .An additional Special Gfoup document

showed that when a question regarding planning for "direct positive action”

- against Cuban leaders was raised at a meeting in the Fall of 1960 (shortly

after Phase I-of the CIA/underworld assassination operation was initiated),

the Deputy Director of the CIA told the Spécial Group that such action was

" beyond the CIA's capability.
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(a) Lack of Persoral Knowledge. Bissell testified that he knew

B nothing of cleafances outside the CIA for the Castro assassination effort.

(Bissell, 6/9, p. 30). 1Indeed, Bissell met frequently with the Special

Group in the Fall of 196C for the purpose of discussing Cuban operations,

but never informed the Special Group tha£ there was a plot underway involving
use of underworld figures to assassinate éastro, (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 25-26);
nor did Bissell inform President Eisenhower or Viée President Nixon or any

other person outside the CIA (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 26-29). Bissell testified

that his reason for not doing so was that as Deputy Director of Plans, he
reported to the Director and under Agency procedures relied upon the Director
to inform the appropriate persons outside tha Agency. Thus, the question of

President Eisenhower's knowledge rests on whether Allen Dulles personally

informed him of the Castro plot.

(b) Assumptions Concerning Dulles. Based upon his belief that
) Dulles had been briefed about the operation involving underworld figures

and understood that it involved assassination, Bissell assumed that Allen

- Dulles would have sought authorization above the CIA level. As Bissell

testified:

e -

"I went on the assumption that, in a matter of this sensitivity,
the Director would handle higher level clearances. By clearance
I mean authorization."* (Bissell, 6/9, p. 26.) */

*Bissell reiterated this view on his second day of testimony: ". . . I
felt that the responsibility for obtaining necessary authorization should
remain with the Director.” (Bissell, 6/11, p. 4)

.
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Bissell further stated that although he believed that Dulles
"probably" talked with President Eisenhower:
"the Mafia operation was not regarded as of enormous importance
and there were much more important matters to talk about with
the President.” (Blssell /17, p. 25.)
Bissell said he was "guessing'" that Dulles informed Eisenhower.
(Bissell T/17, pp. 38-39.) He said, however, that he based his assumption
on his knowledge of 'command relationship, of* Allen Dulles as an individual,

and of his [Dulles'] mode of operations'". (Bissell, 6/11, p. 6.) As

‘Bissell explained, his guess that Dulles informed President Eisenhower "is

not based on hard evidence" but is "pure personal opinion". {Bissell,
ot 6/9, p- 61.). Nevertheless;'he believed it to be so, and that the Presi-
dent thereupon gave his authorization "perhaps only tacitly". (Bissell,

6/11, p. 6.) As Bissell explained,

"My guess is that indeed whoever informed him, that is Dulles
directly or Dulles through a staff member, would have had the
same desire. . . to shield the President and to shield him in

the sense of intimating or making clear that something of the
sort was going forward, but giving the President as little in-
formation about it as possible, and the purpose of it would have
been to give the President an opportunity, if he so elected, to
cancel it, to order it cancelled, or to allow it to continue but
without, in effect, extracting from him an explicit endorsement
of the detailed specific plan." (Bissell, 6/9, p. 61)
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’ ~ Bissell said circumlocution would have been used "to protect
the President" in accord with the conéept of "plausible deniability".*
As noted above, BissellAtestified he had no personai knowledge
that Dulles informed President Eisenhower of the Castro plét. On other
specific occasions involving sensitivé covert operations, Dulles had told

Bissell he had used the "circumlocutious" approach with President

Eisenhower. (Bissell, 6/11, p. 10.) But with respect to the Castro C{ [
. ‘ at A2
assassination attempt, Dulles did not so inform Bissell. (Bissell, 6/11, A
o P
p- 11.) As Bissell testified: _ : ov 4

. - {
"I still want to be quite clear, I do not have a recollection of the A- c//ﬂ/
Director telling me that on this specific operation he had made 2

such an approach and received assent approval, tac1t or otherwise." ,@,17“?3?
(Bissell, 6/11, p. 11.)

_As to whether Dulles knew of the plots and informed Eisehhower, we
;"} have-discussed abové the faét that in January 1960 Dulles had told the Special
“ Group that the CIA "did not have in mind a quick elimination of Castro."
(Memorandum of Special Group meeting, January 13, 1960, p.__).. And in July
1960 an instruction by Bissell's deputy to attempt to kill Raul Caétro, which
also stated that "possible removal of top three leaders is receiving serious
consideration at.headquarters"-had been countermanded. The CIA offiqer
who-drafted this instruction testifiéd-that he had heard at‘theAtime that

it was Dulles who countermanded this instructio doing so had "indicated

that assassination was not to be considered.'' (Hinkle, p.

* Bissell explained the "plausible deniability" practice as follows:

"Any covert operations, but especially covert operations . . . that
if successful, would have very visible consequences, it was of course
an objective to carry out in such a way that they could be plau31b%y
‘disclaimed by the U.S. Government. (Bissell, 6/11, p. 5.)

L Bissell apparently assumed that a corollary to that doctrine required the
use of "oblique", "circumlocutious" language.
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(iii) White House Officials Denied Knowledge of Assassination

Efforts and Gave the Opinion that President Eisenhower Was Not Informed.

1. Gordon Gray. Gordon Gray served as President Eisenhower's
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs from July 1958 to the
end of the Eisenhower Admiﬁistration on January 20, 1961. (Gray, p. b.)
In this capacity, Gray served as the President's representative on the
Special Group. (Gray, p. 4.) President Eisenhower specifically insﬁructed
Gray that all covert actions impinging on the‘sovereignty of another
country must be deliberated by tﬁe Special Group. (Gray, p. 6.) Gray
testified that during the period July 1958 tJ.January 20, 1961, the
‘Special Gropp never approved an action to éssassinate Castro (Gray, p. 6) -
and no such suggestion was made by_Bisseil. (Gray, p. 37.)
P | éray testified he did not believe‘Allen Dulles would have
approached President Eisenhower without informing Gray. Gray stated:
"I find it very difficult to believe, and I do not believe, that
Mr. Dulles would have gone independently to him with such a

proposal without, for that matter, my knowing about it from Mr.
Dulles." (Gray, p. 35.)%

¥ Gray pointed out "that I was not with President Eisenhower twenty-
four hours a day. It was a few minutes every day, pracpically every day."
(Gray, p. 35.) :

According to the records of the Eisenhower Library, Dulles was alone
with President Eisenhower on one occasion in the Fall of 1960. That
meeting lasted ten minutes on November 25, 1960. The record of the
previous portion of the meeting attended by Gray indicates only that, in
addition to discussion of operations in another country, "there was also
some discussion of Cuba". (Memorandum, November 28, 1960, by Gordon Gray,
of Meeting with the President, November 25, 1960 at 10:40 A.M.). Ve feel
compelled to state that the fact of this brief meeting, on the evidence
available, is of little, if any, significance or relevance.

e
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Gray further testified that his relationship with President
Eisenhower was such that President Eisenhower'"wduld discuss with me any-
thing that came to his attention independently of me.". (Gray, p. 7.)

And Gray testified that President Eisenhower nevér discussed with him the
subject of a Castro assassination or of the use of the underworld figures
and Cubans in such an effort. (Gray, p. T7.)

2. Andrew Goodpaster. Goodpaster served as President Eisenhower's

Staff Secretary and Defense Liaison Officer during the last two years of
the Eisenhower Administration. (Goodpaster, p. 3.) In addition to responsi-

bility for the President's schedule and the supervision of the White House

staff, Goodpaster was resﬁonsible.fof handling with the President "all
matters of day to day operations" in the foreign‘éffairs'and national
security field, including the activitieg of the CIA and the Departments
of State and Defense. (Goodpaster, p. 3;) Goodpaster testified that he
had a "very close personal relationship" with President Eisenhower and
saw the President "eséentially‘every day when [President Eisenhower] was
in Washington (Gobdpaster, p. 4). Along with Gordon Gray, Goodpaster
served 'as the channel between the CIA,énd the President. Goodpaster was
the particular channel for "oﬁerations in which [Presideqt Eisenhower]
might take a personal partﬁ. (Goodpaster, p. L.)
Goodpaster testified that he never heard any mention of assas-

ination efforts. (Goodpaster, p.‘5.> He said that President Eisenhower
'never told him about any assassinatioﬁ effort and that it was his belief,
under White House procedures apd by virtue of his close relationship with
President Eisenhower, tﬁat if an assassination_plan or operatiqp had ever

been raised with the President, he would have learned of it. '(Gbodpaster,

P? | - .4. m;,
: F} mii' o E,

P. 5.).
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Beyond this General Goodpaster testified that he found Bissell's -
assumption of a "circumlocutious" personal conversétion between Dulles and
the President "completely unlikely".

"That was simply not the President's way of doing business. He
had made it very clear to us how he wanted to handle matters of
this kind, and we had set up procedures to see that they were then
handled that way." (Goodpaster, pp. 6-T)

According to Goodpaster, after the collapse of the Paris Summit
Conference between President_Eisenhower and Premier Khruschev as a result
of the U-2 incident in the Spring of 1960, the Eisenhower Administration
reviewed its procedures.for approval of CIA Sperations and tightened them.
General Goodpaster testified that this review was carried out

"with the aim in mind of being sure we had full and explicit under-
standing of any proposals that came to us and we knew from
[President Eisenhower] that in doing that we were responsive .to

a desire on his part." (Goodpaster, p. T7.) _ ’

Secondly, according to Goodpaster, the relationship between

President Eisenhower and Allen Dulles was quite different from that

" between the President and John Foster Dulles. He said John Foster Dulles

was a confidant of the President while Allen Dulles was not. (Goodpaster,
p. 8.)

3. Thomas Parrott. Thomas Parrott, a CIA officer, served as

Secretary of the Special Group from 1957 through the end of -the Eisenhower

- Administration (and thereafter until October 1963). . (Parrott, p; k.)

Parrott stated that,‘by virtue of this assignment, he functioned as Allen

Dulles' assistant in connection with the Special Group, knew Dulles well,

and gained an understanding of Dulles' method of expression and his
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practice for dealing with the President. (Parrott, pp. 13-1bL.)*

Parrott testified that early in 1959, President Eisenhower
directed the Special Grogp to meet at least once a ;eek to consider, approve,
-of reject all significant covert action operations (Parrott, p. b4.)

Parrott testified it would have been "ﬁighly ﬁnlike;yﬁ for President
Eisenhower to have'instructed the CIA to carry out a coyert operation

without informing the Special Group. Parrott testified:

"as evidenced in his . . . .revitalization . . . of this.Committee
[the Special Group], [President Eisenhower was] highly conscious of
the necessity to be protective . . . in this field, and I just
cannot conceive that [President Eisenhower] would have gone off and
mounted some kind of covert operation on his own. This certainly
would not have been consistent with President Eisenhower's staff
method of doing business . . . "¥ (Parrott, p. T.)

L. John Eisenhower. John Eisenhower, President Eisenhower's
son, served in Goodpaster's office as Assistant Staff Secretary from mid-
1958 to the end of the Eisenliower Administration. (Eisenhower, pp. 5, 9)
He testified that his father had confided secret matters in him "to a fery
large.extenﬁ". (Eisenhower, p. 3.) For example, ﬁe said that éfter the |
Potsdam Conference in July 19&5, then Gen. Eisenhowér told him that the

United States had developed the atomic bomb at a time when this was highly

* Parrott testified:

"I saw him [Allen Dulles] several times a week for hours at a time.
I had known him somewhat before . . . but I got to know him very
well indeed during these four years." (Parrott, p. 13.)

¥ ¥ Parrott further testified that Allen Dulles followed a practice of
insisting upon specific orders rather than "tacit approval and he also:
found Bissell's assumptions regarding a circumlocutious conversatlon
: betwoen President Eisenhower and Allen Dulles "hard to believe"
A * (Parrott, p. 1k.)

/ .
4 wr A
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secret‘informatioq. (Eisenhower, p. 3.) And he said fhat as early as
1956, President Eisenhower told him of the secret U-2 flights. (Eisenhower,
p. b.) |

John Eiseﬁhower testified, ag_a‘mattér of fact, that President
Eisenhower never told him of any CIA activity inQolviné an assassination
plan or attempt with respect to Castro. (Eisenhower, p. 5.) Based on
his father's practice in other matters, it was his opinion that President
Eisenhower would have told him if the President had known of any such
aétivity. _(Eisenhower, p. 5.) He furthér testifigd that President Eisenhower

did not deal with imporfaﬁt subjects in a circumlocutious manner. (Eisenhower, p. 8.)
Joﬁn EisenhOWer‘further testified that i£.§as-his fathef’s belief that

no leader was indispensable, and thus éssassination was not an alternative

~ in the conduct of fﬁreign poiicy. (Eisenhower, p. 1k.)

(iv) The Documents

1. The Inspector General's Report

The ddcument latest in date which bears upon the iésue of
authorization for Phase I of the Castro aésassination efforts is the 1967
Inspector General's Report. ' In the concluding.section of the Repoft to
Director Helms, the authors advanced severéllpossible Agéhcy respoﬁses to

| Drew Pearson's public charges regarding CIA/underworld links.* One of the

* On March 3, 1967, Drew Pearson stated in his newspaper column that
there was a U.S. "plot" to assassinate Castro, and that "one version
claims that.underworld figures actually were recruited to carry out the
plot." (Pearson, Washington Merry Go-Round, March 3, 1967)
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questions they asked was whether the Agency could say it was acting pur-
suant to Government policy -- or as they put the question:_ "Can CIA state
or imply that it was merely an instrument of policy?" The answer given
was:
"Not in this case. While it is true that Phase Two (the rh\\\‘)
attempt commencing in April 1962) was carried out in an
atmosphere of intense Kennedy Administration pressure to f
- do something about Castro, such is not true of the earlier i
phase." (I.G., p. 132). '
In addition to the I.G. Report, we examined thé records of the National
Security Council and the Special Group, as well as other relevant White House
‘files bearing on the question of authorization for the period from
Castro's rise to power to the end of the Eisenhower Administration. As we
discuss below, three documents were found which contained references arguably

related to the subject of assassination.

2. The Contemporaneous Documents

N

In March 1960, the National Security Council and the Special

Group focused on Cuban policy. President Eisenhower had Just returned from
a foreign trip in which

"Latin American Presidents had counseled further forbearance

by the U.S. in the hope that the members of the Organization

of American States would finally see the potential danger in

Cuba and take concerted action." (Gray, Ex. 2, Memorandum of

March 10, 1960 NSC Meeting, p. 8).
Castro was chatracterized as hostile, but his Communist ties were apparently
then unclear. Indeed, it may have been the prevailing opinion, at that time,
that Castro was not actually a.Communist.* ‘For it was stated in the minutes
of the March 10, 1960 NSC meeting:

"thére_is no apparent alternative to the present government in

the event Castro disappears. Indeed the result of Castro's dis-
appearance might be a Communist takeover." (Gray, Ex. 2, p. 7). |™

S * Castro apparently first announced publicly that he was a "Marxist-Lenist"
on December 2, 1961. (David Larson, Cuba Crisis of 1962, p. 30k4).
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Out of these March 1960 meetings of the NSC and Special Group came
the general covert action plan against Cuba.¥

Against this background of general disbussions of Cuba, we con- .
sidered certain remarks appearing in the records of a March 10, 1960 National
Security Council meeting and a March 14, 1960 Spec1al Group meetlng

The record of the NSC meetlng of March 10, 1960 (at which President
- Eisenhower was present) states that Admiral Arleigh Burke, in- commenting on
Allen Dulles' stateﬁent that the Cuba covert action plan was in preparation,
"suggestod thot any plan for the removal of Cuban leaders should be a package -
deal, since many of the Cubanileaders_around Lastro were even worse than Castro."
(Gray Ex. 2, p.'9).' And, according to the minutes of a Special Group meeting

on March 14, 1960 (which President Eisenhower did not attend) "there was a

general discussion as to what would be the effect on the Cuban scene if Fidel

N7 and Raul Castro aﬁd Che Guevara should disappear simultaneously." (Gfay Ex. 3,
p. 2).
Admlral Burke, who served as Chief of Naval Operatlons from 1955 to
' 1961, stated in an affidavit** that although he dld not have a spec1fic recollec~
P tion of the March 10, 1960_meet1ng of t@e National Securlty Council, he had a
clear recollection of the discussions of Cuba policy that took place in the
spring-of 1960. (Burke affidavit, p. 1). Burke stated that the reference to

the suggestion by him at the March 10, 1960 meeting "clearly refers to the

¥ As Gray testified, this plan covered four areas: sabotage, economic sanc-
tions, propaganda, .and training of a Cuban exile force for a possible invasion.
Gray stated that this plan had nothing to do with assassination. (Gray, 7/9/75,
__p. 17). : .

- R —— ’ - . . R

¥% Admiral Burke was unable to testlfy

oo in per
v because he was in the hospital. person before the Committee

e

e QIELRE

‘5,;\
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at that meetihg and to
the general consideration given at that‘time in the U. S. Government to
identify Cuban groups with which the U.S. might work to overthrow the Castro

‘regime." (Burke affidavit, p. 1). Burke stated:

"In this connection, it was my view that the U.S. must support
those Cuban groups who would have a sufficient power base among
the Cuban people, not merely to overthrow Castro, but to be

able to cope with and dismantle his organization as well. It

was my firm belief at the time that many people in Castro's
organization were Communist and that Castro was probably a
Communist. I therefore advocated that any effort to support
groups so as to achieve Castro's overthrow must focus, not

merely on the leaders at the top of the Castro regime, but on

the very strong organization that had been the key to Castro's
rise to power, and was the basis for hig power."” (Burke affidavit,
p. 1-2).% : - -

Burke stated further:

"The question of a Castro assassination never arose at the March 10,
; 1960 NSC meeting or at any other meeting or discussion that I
attended or in which I participated. It is my firm convietion
based on five years of close association with President Eisenhower
during my service as Chief of Naval Operations, that President
Eisenhower would never have tolerated such a discussion, .
or have permitted anyone to Propose assassination, nor would he
have ever authorized, condoned, or permitted an assassination
attempt." (Burke affidavit, p. 2).

Gray testified that the discussion at the Maréh 10 and March 1b,
1960 meetingé dealt with plans to overthrqw the Castro govérnment, rather than
to assassinate Castro himself. He said that Admiral Burke's recorded cpmmenﬁ
at the March 10, 1960 NSC meeting was part of a lengthy and general discussion
of the problem of Cuba. At the oﬁtset of that discussion, it was Under Secfetary
of State Douglas Dillon who pointed out that "the result of Castro's disappearance

might be a Communist takeover." (Gray Ex. 2, p. T; Gray, p. 11). And

'f"\
\
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Admiral Burke's reference to a "package deal for the removal of Cuban
. leaders was in direct response to a comment by Allen Dulles recorded in

the minutes that "a plan to affect the situation in Cuba was being worked

"

on." (Gray Ex. 2, p. 9; Gray pp. 13-1k). Gray said he believed that

ot

Mr. Dulles "was certainly referring to" the Eisenhower Administration's COnyp
-plan to train Cuban exiles for an invasion, rather than a targeted attemp I/V
Vo

.

on Castro's life.*/ (Gray pp. 14, 45). Gray testified that viewing Admiral L>/
: /)

Burke's remarks in context, he believed 1t was clear that "Admiral S AL0)

*/ A CIA memorandum of an internal CIA meeting (Memorandum of First
Meeting of Branch 4 Task Force, March 9, 1960), shows that the first
meeting of the CIA task force establishgd to plan the training of a
Cuban exile force was held on March 9, 1960, the day before the March -
' 10, 1960 NSC meeting. (Memorandum of First Meeting of Branch 4 Task
Force, March 9, 1960). At that March 9, 1960, CIA meeting, the CIA
task force discussed "an operation directed at the overthrow of the
Castro regime' and described that operation as one. in which-a Cuban
exile force would be trained for "6-7 months." In the discussion of
. this operation, it was noted that a principal problem was the weakness
j of the Cuban exile groups which "had no real leader and are divided
into many parts," but it was hoped that during the long training
period the "opposition groups will have been merged and will have formed
a government in-exile to which all trained elements could be attached."

According to the memorandum of the meeting,
chief of the CIA's Western Hemisphere division
" J. C. King, had stated, "unless Fidel and Raul Castro and Che Guevara could
be eliminated in onepackage - which is highly unlikely - this operation
can be a long, drawn-out affair and the present government will only be
overthrown by the use of force." (Id., p. 1).

S e —_—
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Burke ... was expressing his opinion that if you have any plan [fbr the
overthrow of Castré? it ought to take these factors into consideration, that
you might end up with a Communist govermnment."” (Gray, p. L5).

With respect to the March 14, 1960 Special Group meeting, Admiral
Burke stated that the "general discussion" referred to in the record of that
meeting 'clearly did not involve a discussion of assassination of Cuban leaders,
but to the possible effects should only those leaders be overthrown By a group

not powerful enough to also master the organization those leaders had established

in Cuba." (Burke affidavit, p. 2) Burke stated further:

"Thus, it was consistent with my views then that I should have
been recorded in the. record of the March 14 meeting as warning
in this discussion that the Communists might move into control
even if these three top leaders should be overthrown. As stated
above, I strongly believed that a strong, organized group must
be in the forefront of any effort to overthrow the Castro
government." (Burke affidavit, p. 2).

In any event, when a question;"whether any real planning had been
doﬁe for taking direct fositive action égainst Fidel, Raﬁl and Che Guevara'
was subsequently asked at a Special Group meeting on November 3, 1960, the
Deputy-Diréctor of the CIA, General Cabell, according to the reqord of that

meeting, pointed out

"that action of this kind is uncertain of results and highly
dangerous in conception and execution, because the instruments

must be Cubans. He felt that, particularly because of the
necessity for simultaneous action, it would have to be concluded
that (such action) is beyond our capabilities." (Gray Ex. 1, p. 3).

* The record of the March l4 meeting states: '"Admiral Burke said that the
only organized group within Cuba today were the Communists and there was therefore
the danger they might move into control." (Gray Ex. 3, p. 2)
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The reference to "direct positive action" is ambiguous and can
be subjgct to a number of different interpretations, including a . L
question suggesting exploration of assa;sination.* Howe?er, it is.clear
that at most a question was being asked. Moreover, assuming that "direct
positive action" meant killing, it is significant that shortly after assassi-
nation plots were begun, the CIA Deputy Director told the Special Group that

such action was "beyond our capabilities." :

¥ Testimony varied as to the meaning of the phrase "direct pbsitive action"
and General Cabell's response in the November 3, 1960 memorandum.

Gray testified that the phrase Vdifect pasitive action" could be taken
to include assassination, but he did not know whether Mr. Merchant intended
to refer to assassination or not. (Gray, 7/9, p. 9).

Parrott, the author of the memorandum, testified that, although he had
no recollection of the November 3, 1960 meeting, it was his opinion, based
on the context of weekly Special Group meetings and discussion in the Fall of
1960, that this discussion centered on the possibility of a palace coup, as
3 opposed to a paramilitary operation mounted from outside Cuba; General Cabell
was indicating that "we simply do not have agents inside of Cuba to carry out
this kind" of a coup. (Parrott, pp. 19-21) Parrott also testified that the
phrase "direct positive action” was not a euphemism, and that he did not
employ euphemisms in Special Group records, except for references to the
President. (Parrott, pp. 19-21). We discuss in greater detail at pp. N
‘ , and other ambiguous phrases in minutes and memoranda drafted by a'ﬁff)(g
Parrott. (/Mﬂ"r/ be?

piett

Bissell testified that he found it "difficult to understand" that Generad.wd/) }%}7

Cabell would have told the Special Group that it was beyond the CIA's capa-
bilities to take "direct positive action" (if that referred to assassination)

in light of Bissell's assumption that General Cabell was informed of the CIA/ .
underworld assassination effort. (Bissell, T7/17, pp. 15-18). ' :

Mr. Merchant was unable to testify because of ill health and orders of
his physician.
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c. THE QUESTION OF AUTHORIZATION DURING THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION

The evidence on the issue of whether or not assassination plots were

authorized during the Kennedy Administration is divided herein into two

broad sections. The first primarily relates to the assassination operation

involving underworld figures and occurring prior to the Bay of Pigs invasion

of April, 1961. The second section deals‘with the Post-Bay of Pigs period,

including the Roselli operation in the spring o£‘1962, Operation Mongoose, the

laboratory schemes in early 1963, and the AM/LASH plot in the fall of 1963.
(i) PRE-BAY OF PIGS ASSASSINATION PLOTS |

The pattern of testimony for this period was essentially the same

-

as for the Eisenhower Administration. Bissell, once again, said he assumed

and believed that Dulles had met with President Kennedy and informed him, in

‘a circumlocutious fashion, that the operation had been planned and was being

attempted. Bisseli also testified that he (Bissell) did not inform the

- President about the assassination efforts or any of the other non-CIA persons with

whom he was working on covert Cuban operations. The Kennedy Administration

officials all testified that they did not know about or authorize the plots.

Furthermore, they said they did not believe the President did 6r would authorize-

an assassination plot.
There were for this period no significant contemporaneous documents.

a. BISSELL WAS OF THE OPINION_THAI_DULLES HAD INFURMFD PRFQIUFNU‘KFNNFUV i

When John F. Kennedy became President in January, 1961, Richard Bissell -

‘was still Deputy Director for Plans and the principal agency official respon-

sible for the ongoing efforts against the Castro regime, including both the

Bay of Pigs operation and the assassination plots. Bissell is the only sur-

2
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viving CIA policy maker with first hand knowledge of high-level decision-
making in the early phases-of the Castro assassination efforts. Bissell
testified that he believed Allen Dulles Had informed the President (although
Dulles did net so inform him) and that accordingly the plots had been approved
by the highest authority. Bissell was questioned about how he felt the Pres-
ident would have been made aware of the plots:

"Senator Baker: ...You have no reason to think
that he [DPulles] didn't or he did [brief President
Kennedy]. But the question I put was whether or
not in the ordinary course of the operations of
the CIA as you know it under their traditions,
their rules and regulations, their policies as
you knew them what in your opinion -- [w]as the
President, President-elect briefed or was he in
the 1light of all these circumstances?

Bissell: I believe at some stage the President
and the President-elect both were advised that such
an operation had been planned and was being attempted.

Senator Baker: By whom?

(o

Bissell: I would guess through some channel by
.ﬂllen Dulles

The Chairman: 3But you're guessing, aren't you?
Mr. Bissell: I am, Mr. Chairman, and I have said that
I cannot recollect the giving of such briefing at
the meeting with the President-elect in November or
in any meeting with Pre51dent Eisenhower." (6/9/75,
pp. 38- 39)
Bissell's testimony varied with respect to the force with whlch he stated
hlS belief that the Pre51dent had been informed. Once he referred to it as

"a pure personal opinion" (Blssell, 6/9/75, pp. 60-1); on another occasion he

testified as follows:
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"Senator Morgan: Mr. Bissell, it's a serious
matter to attribute knowledge of this sort to
the President of the U.S., especially one who
cannot speak for himself. Is it fair to assume
that out of an abundance of caution you are simply
telling us that you have no knowledge unless you-
are absolutely certain?...I gather that you think
.1t [assassination plot information] came out
but because of the seriousness of the accusation
you are just being extremely cautious...is that
a fair assumption to make?

Bissell: ' That is very close to a fair assumption,
sir. It's just that I have no direct knowledge,
first-hand knowledge of his [Pre51dent Kennedy's]
being advised, but my be11ef is that he knew of it.
[assa551nat10n plans]." (Bissell, 6/9, p. 56).

When asked why he hac not himself informed White House officials or the
President of the assassination plots, Bissell said since Dulles was the DCI,
he "left the question of advising senior officials of the government and
obtaining clearances in Allen Dulles' hands" (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 29, 33).
As with President Eisenhower, Bissell said that, based upon his testimony
that Dulles knew about the assassination plot, he "assumed" that Dulles

'"had at least intimated [to President Kennedy]

that some such thing was underway.' (Bissell,
6/9/75, p. 33).% .

- * The Presidential logs from the Kennedy Administration indicate only one
meeting before the Bay of Pigs invasion at which the President and Allen Dulles
may have met privately. This meeting took place on March 25, 1961. (There is
no record of the meeting. We feel compelled to state that the fact of this

.meeting, on the evidence available, is of little, if any significance or

relevance.
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Again as part of his "pure personal opinion'' (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 60)
that this was done, Bissell speculated that Dulles would have engaged in a
"circﬁnlocutious" sort of conversation. (Bissell, 6/11/75, p. 6), using
"rather general terms." |
. Bissell repeatedly coupled Eisenhower and Kermmedy together when he
speculated about the manner in which he felt the Presidents would have been
advised to maintain "plausible deniability." (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 38, 57; |
6/11/75, pp. 5-6): ’

"In the case of an operation of high sensitivity
of the sort that we are discussing, there was a
further objective that would have been pursued at
various levels, and that was specifically with
-respect to the President, to protect the President.
And, therefore, the way in which I believe that
Allen Dulles would have attempted to do that was to
have indicated to the two successive Presidents the .
] general objective of the operation that was contem-
plated, to make that sufficiently clear so that the
President -- either President Eisenhower or President
Kennedy -- could have ordered the termination of the
operation, but to give the President just as little
information about it as possible beyond an under-
standing of its general purpose. Such an approach
" to the President would have had as its purpose to
leave him in the positionito deny knowledge of the

operation if it should surface.

"My belief -- a belief based, as I have said, only to
me knowledge of command relationship of Allen Dulles
as an individual, and of his mode of operations -- is
that authorization was obtained by him in the marner
that T have indicated. I used the word on Monday
""circumlocutious," and it was to this approach that I
referred. - o :

" Assuming for the moment that I am correct, since the

effort would have been to minimize the possibility of
embarrassment to the President, it is, I think, under-
standable that neither I nor anyone else in the Agency

would have discussed this operation on our own initiative *
with, for instance, members of the White House staff.
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The effort would have been to hold to the
absolute minimum the number of people who knew
that the President had been consulted, had been
" notified and had given, perhaps only tacitly,
his authorization.'" (Bissell, 6/11/75, pp. 5-6).
- However, Bissell testified that Dulles never told him he had briefed
President Kennedy and he did not recall asking Dulles. (Bissell, 6/9/75,
p. 34; 6/11/75, p. xx; 7/17/75, p. 27). In contrast, Bissell testified that
: ‘ ¥
on certain other occasions, Dulles had mentioned that a "circumlocutious"\h/l’"vui
. _ _ s
approach had been used to brief President Eisenhower on sensitive subjects 77;%5,
(Bissell, 6/11/75, pp. 10-14). Bissell also said that he never asked to
what-degree Dulles had advised McGeorge Bundy, Special Assistant to the
President for National Security'Affaifs, of the assassination plot. (Bissell,

6/9/75, p. 34).

b. BISSELL TESTIFIED HE DID NOT INFORM THE PRESIDENT OR WHITE HOUSE
OFFICIALS OF THE ONGOING ASSASSINATION PLOTS.

When asked if he had informed an}one outside the CIA that an effort fd.
assassinate Fidel Castro was underway; Bissell stated, ''mot to my recollection."
He added that he was not told that an& Administration official had been made
aware of such efforts. (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 28-30).

After the changé of_Admiﬁistratign, McGeorge Bundy was the Wﬁite House
official who was the liaison with Bi;sell concerning Cuba and in general was

the principal White House official responsible for CIA matters (Bissell, 6/9/75,

p. 16). Bundy was a former student of Bissell's at Yale and they were personal

friends (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 28). Bissell testified that he did not tell Bundy
about the ongoing Castro assassination plots (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 28-29; 7/22,

p.'3i], and Bundy confirmed this-(Bundy, p. 41).
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Cuban affairs during this period leading up to the Bay of Pigs received
active high-level attention. Bissell said that, in a continuation of the kind

of intense weekly scrutiny the EiSenhﬁwer Administration had given the invasion
plans (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 13). :

'""...almost from the beginning of the Kennedy
Administration, the President himslef and a
nunber of Cabinet members and other senior
officials took a very active interest in the
operation(s) concerninﬁ Cuba." (Bissell, 6/9/75,
p. 16). ' ;

Bissell "almost invariably' was presegt at meetings in which the President
and other senior officials tdok an ”aéfive interest' in Cuba (Bissell, 6/9/75,
p. 17). Bissell testified that he di& not #nform any of them of the assassin-
ation plot. (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 39).

 ¢. KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS DENIED KNOWLEDGE OF ASSASSINATION EFFORTS
AlD GAVE OPINION THAT PRESIDENT KENNEDY WAS NOT LIFORMED

Testimony was takén by the Committéevfrom all living officials high in
the Kennedy Administfatidn who dealt with Cuban affairs.* The theme of their
testimony -- which is set forth in detail below -- was that they had no know-
ledge of any assassination plan or attempt by the U.S. government before or
after the Bay of Pigs invasion.

As with the Bisenhower Administration officials, members of the Kenned}
Administration also said they did not believe the President's character or
style of operating would be consistent with approval of such a matter.

- (McNamara, p. 4; Bundy, p. 98; Taylor, pp. 45,51).

= Most of the testimony from officials high in the Kennedy Administration
‘dealt with the period after the Bay of Pigs invasion, involving Operation Mon-
goose and related activities. (See Section ,infra.) It was during this period
that most  of the high officials in the White House, State Department, Defense
Department, and the CIA were drawn into the detailed planning of Cuban-operations.
During this period, an Q§E£%9§§1221¥ amount of decision making memoranda and
7 other documents were generated in response to the Cuban situation.
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Secretary of State Dean Rusk testified:

"I never had any reason to believe that anyone
that I ever talked to knew about had any active
planning of assassination underway.' (Rusk,
pp. 65,49).

Likewise, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara stated that he had "no
knowledge or information about...plans or preparations for a possible assass-
ination attempt against Premier Castro.'" (McNamara, pp. 7,4). [The question
of whether McNamara once raised the issue of éssassinating Castro is discussed

at Section ,infra. |

Roswell Gilpatric, Deputy Secretary of Defense under McNamara, séid that

- killing Castro was not within the mandate of the Special Group which he con-

strued to be the weakening and undermining of '"'the Cuban system." (Gilpatric,

p. 28).

This was supported by General Maxwell Taylor, who chaired Special Group

meetings on Operation Mongoose. Taylor stated that he had "never heard" of

~the assassination effort against Castro (Taylor, pp. 72, 7-8). Taylor stated

- that he never raised the question of assassination with anyone. (Taylor, p.

19). Moreover, Taylor testified that he was not aware of a directive for an.
assassination effort from the President or the Attorney General, nor was he
aware of a proposal for the assassination of a foreign leader in any form by
anyone to the Special Group (Taylor, pp. 41,45,62).
McGeorge Bundy stated that it was his "conviction' that

"no one in the Kennedy Administration, in the

White House, or in the Capitol, ever gave any

authorization, approval, or instruction of any

kind for any effort to assassinate anyone by the
CIA." (Bundy, p. 54)
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Furthermore, Bundy testified that he was never told by anyone at any time that
assassination efforts were being conducted against Castro (Bundy, p. 63).
Bundy said that Richard Bissell never informed him about CIA involvement in

»a\qs_sl’issinatim attempts against any foreign leader (Bundy, p. 41). Bundy

acknowledged, however, that he had once been briefed by Richard Bissell on
the development of an "executive action capability’' at the CIA (see Section
, infra) .* ‘
Walt Rostow, who shared national sécurity d\ities with Bundy beforeﬁnv:’ng
to the Department of State, testified that during his entire tenure in govern-
ment he "never heard a reference" to an intention to undertake an assassination
effort (Rostow, pp. 10, 12-13, 38). ) _

Asked if he had ever been told anything about CIA efforts to assassinate
Castro, Richard Goodwin, Assistant Special Counsel to the Pfesident, replied,
"No, I never heard of such a thing." (Goodwin, p. 13) . |

* As indicated further below, Bundy also said (i) that the matter of a
Castro assassination was "mentioned from time to time ... as something to
talk about rather than to consider." (Bundy, p. 73); and (ii) he had a '"very

 vague, essentially refreshed recollection'' that at some time he had heard
about "poison’ in comnection with a "possibility of action in Cuba' -- what
stuck in his mind was that it seemed '"totally impractical because it was
going to kill a large number of people in a headquarters mess or something
like that." (Bundy, pp. 42-43). Bundy stated flatly, however, that no
assassination plot was approved and that he was never informed about the
various plots. (Bundy, pp. 54, 63-64). '

%% As indicated below,- Goodwin did on two occasions hear questions raised
about assassination. One inwolved the President, who said he was opposed
(see p. ); the other involved the meeting of August 10, 1962 (see PP.
to ). '

-
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Presidential Assistant Theodore Sorensen said that his "first-hand
knowledge" of Cuban affairs was limited to the post-Bay of Pigs period
(Sorensen, p. 4), Sorensen stated, however, that his general opinion based
upon his close contact with President Kennedy, was that

/" "such an act [as assassination] was totally

’ foreign to his character and conscience,
foreign to his fumdamental reverence for
human life and his respect for his adversaries,
foreign to his insistence upon a moral dimen-
sion in U.S. foreign policy to his pragmatic

‘
i

| counterproductive a precedent committed by a

v
&\ﬁ)f%‘vj\ i - recognition that so horrendous but inevitably

HW 50955

] country whose own chief of state was inevitably
~vulnerable could only provoke reprisals and in-
flame hostility." (Sorensen, p. 5).

— -~

Sorens 1so said that President Kennedy 'would not make major foreign
policy decisions aléne without the knowledge or participatidn of one or more
of those senior foreign policy officials in whose judgment_and discretion he -
‘had confidence." (Sorensen; pp. 5-6). | -

Sorensen concluded his testimony by providing the Committee his judgment
on the following question: |

- "Q:  Would you think it would be possible that ... the
Agency, the CIA could somehow have been under
the impression that they had a tacit authorization
for assassination due to a circumspect discussion
that might have taken place in any of these
meetings? ' '

Sorensen: It is possible, indeed, I think the
President on more than one occasion felt that Mr.
Dulles, by making rather vague and sweeping re-
ferences to particular countries was seeking tacit
approval without ever asking for it, and the Presi-
dent was rather concerned that he was not being
asked for explicit direction and was not being given
explicit information, so it is possible. But on
something of this kind, assassination, I would
doubt it very much. Either you are for it or you
are not for it, and he was not for it. " (Sorensen,
7/21/75, pp. 32-33.)
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d. THE QUESTION OF WHETHER ASSASSINATION EFFORTS WERE DISCLOSED
IN VARIOUS BRIEFINGS OF ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS.

(1) BRIEFING OF THE PRESIDENT-ELECT.

After the election, in the latter part of November, 1960, Dulles
and Bissell jointly briefed President-elect Kennedy'on ""the most important

details with respect to the operation which became the Bay of Pigs." (Bissell,

6/9/75, p. 34). Bissell testified that he did not believe the ongoing assass-

ination efforts were mentioned to the President-elect, and that to the best of
his recollection they were not. (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 27, 35-36). Bissell
surmised that the reasons he and Dulles did not tell Kennedy at that initial
meeting were: (a) "apparently' they had not thought it was an important
matter®*; and (b) they "would have thought that that was a matter of which he
should be advised upon assuming office rather than in advance.' (Bissell,
6/9/75, p. 35). The latter comment led to the following exchange:

"The Chairman: Isn't it a strange distinction

that you draw that on the one hand (as) a Presi-

dential designate, as President-elect, he should

have all of the details concerning a planned in-

vasion of Cuba, but that he should not be told

about an ongoing attempt to assassinate Fidel
Castro?

Mr. Bissell: I think that in hindsight it could
be regarded as peculiar, yes.

"The Chairman: ...(I)t just seems too strange
that 1f you were charged with briefing the man who

- * This was subsequently repeated by Bissell in response to examination of
his assumption that Dulles probably told President Eisenhower about the assass-
ination operation:

.the Mafia operation was not regarded as of
enormous importance and there were much more .
important matters to talk about with the
President." (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 25).
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was to become President of the U.S. on matters

} so important as a planned invasion of a neigh-
boring country, and that if you knew at the
time in addition to the planned invasion there
was an ongoing attempt to assassinate the leader
of that country, that you would tell Mr. Kennedy
about one matter and not the other.'"

Mr. Bissell: Well, Mr. Chairman, it is quite
possible that Mr. Dulles did say something about
an attempt to or the possibility of making use
of syndicate characters for this purpose. I do
not remember his ‘doing so at that briefing. My
belief is that had he done so, he probably would
‘have done so-in rather general terms and that
neither of us was in a position to go into detail
on the matter. " (Blssell 6/9/75, p. 35).

- However, Bissell also testified generally that pursuant to the doctrine of
plausible denial, efforts were made to keep matters that might be "embarrassing'
away from Presidents (Bissell; 6/11/75, pp. 5-6).

(ii) DISCUSSION WITH BUNDY “ON ''EXECUTIVE ACTION CAPABILITY"

y As explained in the nextrse¢tion, sometime dﬁring the early pefiod
, of the Kennedy Administration, Biséell discusséd with Bundy the subject of a
"capability" for "executive action' -- a term said by Bissell to include various
means of “eliminating the effectivene%s” of foreign leaders up to and including
assassinations (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. ?2).
There is some dispute concerningfwhen this occurred and who initiated it,
and this subject is discussed at lengthvat Section ,. infra.
Bissell and Bundy both testified, however, that Bissell did not tell Bundy --
in the course of discussing the executive'action capability or at any other
time -- of the'actuél assassinétiqn plots against Castro (Bisseil, ?/22,-
p. 31;'Bundy, p._41). ' ~(However, there was some testimony that the

. names of Castro, Trujiild, and Lumumba might have been mentioned in connection

! -

P
oo
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with the discussion of ”reéearch“ into the capability. (Bissell, 6/11/75,
pp. 50-51)).
(iii) TAYLOR/KENNEDY BAY OF PIGS INQUIRY

Following the failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion, President Kennedy

.convened a "board of inquiry" which rewiewed '""the causes of...[the] failure"

i - R .
of the operation (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp.; 42,45). The members of the board were

Robert Kennedy, General Maxwell Taylor), Allen Dulles and Admiral Arleigh Burke.

The panel examined the Bay of Pigs failure for several weeks and issued its
report on June 13, 1961. The "Taylor Report" does not mention the assassination
plots. ) . . p oo

o

Bissell was questioned extensivély and appeared to General Taylorvto have
been the principal person involved in the operation and much more knowledgeable
than Dulles who had deliberately kept himself out of the planning and delegated
responsibility to Bissell. (Taylor, p. 73). |

Bissell testified that he did not disclose to the Taylor/Kénnedy Committee
that there had been an assassination effort against Castro (Bissell, 6/9/75,
p.'42). He put.forWard'several reasﬁns for not havihg done so. First, "the
question was never asked.' Second, he claimed Dulles already knew aboﬁt the
operation. Third, Bissell said 'by that time the assassination attempt had beeﬁ
called off.'" Fourth, he contended that the assassination effort was ''not germane"
because it did not contribute to the failure of the Bay of Pigs. (Bissell,
6/9/75, pp. 44-46; 6/11/75, p. 39).

Bissell hastened to add that he had no reason to believe' that Allen Dulles,

N . \\d-\_mb__—’—.—‘_"/‘._’— . '
himself a board mémber, did not discuss. the plots with one or more members

(Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 46).
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However, both General Taylor and Admiral Burke stated_that neither
Bissell nor Dulles informed them of the assassination plots (Taylor, pp. 72-73;
Burke affidavit, 8/25/75, p. 3). |

When asked if Richard Bissell ever informed him that underworld figures
had been offered a large sum to assassinate Castro, General Taylor responded,
'""No, I never heard that, and it amazes me' (Taylor p. 72). Taylor said that
during his rev1ew of the Bay of Pigs operation no mentlon was made of an
assassination effort against Castro (Taylor, p. 72). Despite the fact that
Dulles met with Taylor on tﬁe Board of Inquiry thirty or forty times, Taylor

'testlfled that Dulles never told him about the plot (Taylor, p. 73).

(iv) MEMORANDUM TO THE ATTORNEY GENYRAL

Bissell's testimony that he had not disclosed assassination plots to
the Kennedy/Taylor '‘court of inquiry'" was consistent with his statement that

"I have no knowledge that Robert Kennedy was

B advised of this (the plot to kill Mr. Castro)."
- (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 41).. :
The Committee tested this statemeht against other parts of Bissell's
testimony. An attachment to the May 22, 1961 FBI memorandum (regarding the
Las Vegas tap) which Director Hoover had sent to the Attorney General* had
quoted Edwards as saying that Bissell in ''recent briefings' of Taylor and
Kennedy,
"told the Attorney General that some of the
associated planning included the use of -
- . Giancana and the underworld against Castro.'.
(Bissell, 7/17/75, Ex. 3).
When first shown this document, Bissell said,
* A handwritten note from the Attorney General to his assistant on the
face of the memorandum indicates that he had actually seen the.document? This
. memorandum is discussed in detail at Section , infra. '
A
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As mentioned above (Section (e), supra), Bissell testified that his briefings
to the Board of Inqtiiry did not deal with assassination efforts. (Bissell,

"I have no recollection of briefing those

two gentlemen except as members of the Board
of Inquiry that I have described, of which
Allen Dulles himself was a member." (Bissell,

© 6/11/75, p. 27).

6/11/75, pp. 45-46) .

Discussing the document in a subsequent appearance before the Committee,
Bissell again said that he had no recollection of -any such conversation (Bissell
7/22/75, p. 56) but he was sure that it did not take place in front of the

Kermedy/Taylor board of inquiry (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 64).

However, Bissell speculated, the report quoted language which "I might
very well have used, that is, the use of the underworld against Castro."

(Bissell, 6/11/75, p..21).

The examination of Bissell on whether he had had any such discussion and,

if so, why he used such obscure and indirect '1angﬁage, elicited the following

testimony:

DocId:32423539

"Q: Did you, sometime in May of 1961 commmicate
the state of your awareness to the Attorney General
in your briefing to him?

Bissell: Well, there is a report which I was shown,
it was last week, I believe it also came
from the FBI, but I could be wrong about that, or

- indicating that I did, at that time in May, brief

the Attorney General, and I think General Taylor to
the effect that the Agency had been using -- I
don't know whether Giancana was mentioned by name,
but in effect, the Underworld against the Castro
regime. '

Q: .Did you tell them -- them being the Attorney

General and General Taylor -- that this use included
actual attempts to assassinate Mr. Castro?"
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"Bissell: I have no idea whether I did [.]
I have no idea of the wording. I think it
might quite possibly have been left in the
more general terms of using the underworld
against the Castro regime, or the leadership
of the Castro regime.

Q. Mr. Bissell, given the state of your
knowledge at that time, wouldn't that have been
deliberately misleading information? '

Bissell: I don't think it would have been.
We were indeed doing precisely that. We were
trying to use elements of the underworld
against Castro and the Cuban leadership.

Q. But you had information, didn't you, that
you were, in fact, trying to kill him?

Bissell: I think that is a way of using these
people against him. -

Q. That's incredible. You're saying that in
briefing the Attorney General you are telling
him you are using the underworld against Castro,
and you intended that to mean, Mr. Attorney
General, we are trying to kill him?

Bissell: I thought it signalled just exact:ly- |
that to the Attorney General, I'm sure.

Q. Then it's your belief that you commmicated
to the Attorney General that you were, in fact,
trying to kill Castro?

Bissell: I think it is best to rest on that
report we do have, which is from a source over
which I had no influence and it does use the
phrase I have quoted here. Now you can surmise
and I can surmise as to just whattthe Attorney
General would have read into that phrase."
(Bissell, 7/22/75, pp. 53-54). _

Bissell then testified:
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"Q. Was it your intent to circumlocutiously

or otherwise, to advise the Attorney General

- that you were in the process of trying to kill

Castro?

Mr. Bissell: [U]lnless I remembered the con-

versation at the time, which I don't, I don't

have any recollection as to whether that was

my intent or not." (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 56).

Bissell proceeded to speculate that a "proper' briefing might not

have included any reference to the assassination plot. (Bissell, 7/22/75,
p. 59). He gave two reasons for this speculation: (i) even if he had |
"thoroughly briefed" the Attorney General he would have chosen "circumlocutious"
language to tell him about the activity involving Giancana. (Bissell, 7/22/75,
pp. 53-56); and (ii) the assassination effort had been "stood down by then."
(Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 59). Bissell concluded by réiterating that he had "no
knowledge" that the Attorney General was ''specifically advised" of the
assassination plot against Castro (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 62).%

e. CONVERSATION BETWEEN PRESIDENT KENNEDY AND GEORGE SMATHERS

soaa”

George Smathers, former U.S. Senator fram Florida, testified that the
subject of the possible assassination of Castro arose in a conversation between

-Smathers and President Kemmedy on the White House lawn in 1961 .%* Smathers

* 1If the FBI quotation of Edwards is to be accorded significant weight, then
it is important to note that another section of it contradicts Bissell's assump-
- tion that Presidents Eisenhower and Kermedy had been circumlocutiously advised -
~ by Dulles of the assassination plot. Edwards told the FBI that "Allen Dulles was
completely unaware of Edwards' contact with Maheu'' in commection with Cuban opera-
tions. ' '

Bissell's explanation for Edwards' statement was that Edwards was being "pro-
tective' of the DCI. (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 20). But this testimony must be
- reconciled with Bissell's previous testimony that Dulles knew of the operation and
probably would have told the President about it. B

%% Smathers' testimony about this conversation referred to the transcript of
an Oral HIstory interview, conducted on March 31, 1964, in which his testimony was
based gives an indication that the conversation transpired in 1961, before the
Bay of Pigs invasion in mid-April.- e "

v = It appears from the White House logs of Presidential ineetings_ that there were
only two occasions in 1961 when Senator Smathers met with the President alone for
as much as twenty minutes. Both of those meetings took place in March. (Supra,

P. ).
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said he discussed the general Cuban situatibn with the President many times
(Smathers, p. 6). Smathers had-many Cuban constituents, was familiar with
Latin American affairs, and was a long-time friend of the President (Smathers,
6. . : _
Smathers had the "impression' that the President raised the subject of
assassination with him because someone 'had apparently discussed this and
other possibilities with‘respect to Cuba" with the President (Smathers, pp.
16, 25). Smathers had no direct knowledge of any such discussion, nor did He-
know who might have been involved (Smathérs, pp. 18-19, 25). The President
Y#M“ did not indicaté_directly that assassination had been proposed to him (Smathers,
 p. 18). B ' |

According to Smathgré:

Jﬁb "...[President Kennedy] asked me what reaction
, A ﬂﬂﬂ ’ I thought there would be throughout South
-Q o America were Fidel. Castro to be assassinated...
, &ﬂﬂ \ﬂ \ I told the President that even as much as I dis-
A 0 < liked Fidel Castro that I did not think it would

(z \ be a good idea for there to be even considered
AN O J @ assassination of Fidel Castro, and the Pres-
ident of the United States completely agreed with
| me, that it would be a very unwise thing to do,
T}}\ d#“ the reason obviously being that no matter who did
{K&’ it and no matter how it was done and no matter
: what, that the United States would receive full
credit for it, and the President receive full
credit for it, and it would work to his great
disadvantage with all of the other countries in
Central and South America...I disapproved of it,
and he completely disapproved of the idea."
(Smathers, p. 22).

Smathers further testified that he had said the reason it would work to 'great
disadvantage' with the nations of Central and South America was because they would

blame the United States for any assassination of Castro (Smathers, p. 6).
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Smathers said that 0% a later occasion he tried to raise the subject
of "Cuba and what could be kone" with President Kermedy (Smathers, p. 22).
The President made it clear to Smathers that he should not raise the subject
with him again.* ' |

Senator Smathers concluded his testimony by indicating that on Cuban
affairs in general, he felt he was "taking a tougher stance than was the
President'" (Smathers, p. 24). But Smathers said that he disapproved of even
& ( | thinking about assassinating Castro and said he was "positive' that Kermedy
L :
‘\V“&W also opposed it (Smathers, pf 16) .

~ *One night at dimmer with Senator Smathers, the President emphasized
his point by cracking his plate at the mention of Cuba. (Smathers, p. 22).

o
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Meeting  8/30/75
- , : (pp. 75-80 reserved by
Senator Tower)

(iii) Kennedy Administration —- The Question of Authorization Outside the
Agency During the Post Bay of Pigs, Mongoose, and 1963 Periods -

This section discusses the question of authorization outside the Agency
for the assassinatiom plots during 1962 and 1963 -- the period of Opefation
!
Mongoose (the 1962 Kennedy Administration program aimed at overthrowing Castro
by an internal revolt), the Missile Crisis in the fall of 1962, and the subse-
quent program in l963_which saw a more limited covert éction program directed-ﬁb
against Cuba.

A. Recap of the Assassination Activity After the Bay of Pigs

" During 1962 and 1963 there were three principal assassination plots.
1. In the spring of 1962, William Harvey reactivated the contact
with John Roselli and in April.provided lethal pills and'guns to Roselli and

Cuban associates in Miami.- In May it was reported that the pills reached Cuba.

2. In early l963(:€he science fiction scg;;;;j}— exploding sea shell

and pcisoned diving suit -~ were contrived and then abandoned.
3. 1In November 1963 the dissident Cuban who was code-named AMLASH

was given a poison pen device.

B. The Issue of Authority =~ = - ”

‘The fundamental issue dealt with in this section is whether the above

assassination plots were authorized outside the Agency. The issue arises from

&the dlfferlng perceptlons7of Helms and his subordinates, on the one hand,
e T )

and members of the Kennedv Administration. including the Director of the

CIA, on the other hand.

-Uhile Helms stated that he never received a direct order to assassinate

.Castro. Helms testified that he fully believed that the CIA was at all times acting

HW 50955

within the scopé of its authority and that he believed a Castro assassinatien came

u{thin-the bounds of the Kennedy Administration's effort to overthrow Castro anq his

'ﬂ

regime. Helms stated that he never informed ﬁ“Can) any offlci
‘g m%gf oA

% F“
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- Administration of the assassination plots. .On the othef hand, McCone and the sur-
viving members of the Kennedy Adminisfration testified that they did not believe
a Castro assassination was per¢issible without a direct order, that assassination
was not within the parameters 6f the Administration's anti-Castro program, and

testified that to their knowledge no such direct order was given to Helms.

Before setting out the testimony in detail, we discuss below the Kennedy
. o
Administration's 1962 covert action program, Operation Mongoose (as well as the =

events in 1961 leading to that program) which was designed to overthrow ‘the Castro
regime. An understanding of that program is essential to an evaluation of the testi-

mony on the issue of authorization.

C. ©ILvents From the Bay of Pigs to the Establishment of Mongoose .

1. The Taylor Review

On April 22, 1961, following the Baj of Pigs failure, the President requested

»
s

A ' General Maxwell Taylor to conduct a re-evaluation of "our practices and pro-
grams in the areas of military and paramilitary, guerilla and anti-guerilla
activity which fall short of outright war.'" The President hoped that Taylor

would give.speéial attention to Cuba. (Letter to Maxwell Taylor, April 22,
: . |
1961) Robert Kennedy was to be Taylor's principal colleague in this effort.

The resulting review of the U.S. policy in this area concluded:

"We have been struck with the general feeling that there can be no
long-term living with Castro as a neighbor. His continued presence
within the hemispheric community as a dangerously effective exponent
of Communism and Anti-Americanism constitutes a real menace capable
of eventually overthrowing the elected governments in any one or more
of weak Latin American republics.

Kkk

"It is recommended that the Cuban situation be reappraised in the light

of all presently known factors and new guidance be provided for political,
military, economic and propaganda action against Castro." (Report to

the President, June 13, 1961, memorandum No. 4, p. 8)
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It is clear from the re;ordg moreover, that the defeat at the Bay of Pigs
\f had been regarded as a humiliation for.the President personally and for the CIA
institutionally.
By July‘the Special Group hdd agreed thaf the basic objective "is. to provide
support to a U. S. progrém to develop opposition to Castro and to help bring about
a regime acceptable to the U. Sﬂ", (Memo for the Record, July 21, 1961.) Occasional

harrassment operations were mounted during the summer but there was neither over-

all strategy nor much activipy.

2. Hational Security Action Memorandum 100 of October 5, 1961, and the

CIA Intelligence Estimate

The documenﬁary evidence and testimony indicate that in the fall of 13961

the question of the effect of CastrQ's removal from power and the prospects in
that event, for U. S. military_intervention were considered by the Kennedy Admini-
stration. |

{ .f " Two studies were prepared in this connection. -Pursuant pb ilational Securi£y
Action Pemorandum 100 ("NSAM 100"), the Stdte Department was asked to aqsess the
potential courses of action open to the U. S.‘should Castro be removed from the
Cuban scene, and to prepare a contingency plan with the Department of Defensg
for military‘intérventipn in that event. The CIA, prepareé an "Intellizence

Fstimate” on the "situation and prospects"” in Cuba. As discussed below, the

of action open to the U. S. in a post-Castro Cuba, rathcr _than Qi;\m’th \\}1‘5‘52‘511%\!51!;3
- . Al W.ﬂs, wﬁ\

p‘
:%s Lhi&:"’a*‘sassim tion

was not excluded from the potential means by which Cz
MSAM 100
. On October 5, 1961, Bundy issued National Security Action Memorandum No.

100 ("HSAM 100") (Bundy, Ex 3). entltled "Contingency Plannlnr for Cuba', HSAM
{ _
7 100 was addressed to the Secretary of State stated in full: "In confirmation of
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oral instructions conveved to Aésistanf Secretary of State Voodward®, & plan is
desired for the indicated c0ntiﬁgency;"

Related documents indicaée that the subject matter of the contingency
referred to in HSAM 100 was the'”possible removal of Castro from the Cuban scene'.
(Bundy ¥Ex 3A, Minutes of Special Group Meeting, Qctober 6, 1261, p. 1.)

The !Minutes of thQFSpeciql Group meeting on October &, 1951, (the day after
the i§suance of N5AM 100) state that the Croup Qas told that in addition to an overall

' a contingency plan in connection with the pos-

plap for Cuban covert operétioné,'
sible removal of Castro from thé Cuban scene' was in preparation. (Bgndy, Ex - 3A,
Memorandum f[or tlie Record of Special Group meeting, October Q, 1251, p. 1.)

Tn addition, a Memorandum for the Reqord g} Parrott on Qctober 5, 1961,
states that Parrott informed Asgistant Secretary Woodward's Deputy that "what was

wanted was a plan against the contingency that Castro would in some way or other

be removed from the Cuban scene". (Bundy, Fx 3B, p. 1.) Parrott's memorandum

} , .

—y . . ‘ . : : o .
further stated that in preparing the plan, “'the presence and positions of Raul
(Castro) and Che Guevara must bé taken into account', and that General Taylor had
told Parrott he preferred "the President's interest in the matter not be mentioned" ..y
toto Woodward. (Bundy, Ex 3B.) Parrott's memorandum also stated that " :.;ffiiﬂ.

' o . : A S T
covert side, I talked to Tracy Darnes in CIA and asked that an up=to-date reports’
be furnished as soon as possible on what is going on and Rha is bei .
> i)

(Bundy, Ex-3B, p. 1.) :
*Woodward at that time was Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs.

0

Nos
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Testimony of 3undy D ' ) t

Bundy testified that the contihgency referred to in MSAM 100 and the related
documents was '"'what would we do if_Caétro were no longer thgre", but that
"clearly one of the possibilities would Be assassination. (Bundy, p. 77.)
However, Bundy emphasized thép NSAM 100 repreéented an ‘effort to assess the
effe;t should Castro be removed from power by any means (including aséassina—
tion) but "without going further with the notion (of assassination) itself".*

(Bundy, p. 77.)

*"If people were suggesting this to you and you were curious about whether it
was worth exploring, one way of getting more light on it without going any fur- .
ther with that notion itself would be to ask political people, not intelligence
people, what they thought would happen if Castro were not there any longer."
(Bundy, p. .)
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Bundy further contended that the President was not considering an assassina-

tion, but rather "what are things going to be like after Castro." (Bundy, p. 81.)

/' Taylor's Testimony B

Taylor testified that he‘had no recollection of NSAM 100 of the events de-
scribed in the related documents set out abbie. (Taylor, p. 18.) On the. basis of
his review of the documents, Taylor testified that "it sounds like purely a political
coﬁsideration of the sequence of‘power in Cuba."** Taylor embhasized,lmoreovgr,
that''never at any time' did he %aise the question of of assassination with Parrott,
or with‘anybody else. (Taylor,ip. 19)

!
i
Parrott's Testimony l

-

Parrott, the Speciél Group Secretary who transmitted the request for the
)

NSAM 100 study to the State Department, testified that the request for a plan re-

flected in his memorandgm of October 5, 1961, and the reference in fhat memorandum

to the '"contingency that Castrﬁ would in some way or another be removed from the

Cuban scene" (described above, {p. 18), reflected interest in a contingency study

‘ P
for Castro's removal, but by means "short of being killed.!" (Parrott, p. 83)

| '- _lat heser

| ] i~

*Thus, with respect to the desire not to indicate the President's interest in
the plan requested from the State Department, Bundy testified:
[

"...it was precisely to .insulate the President from ahy false in-
ference that what he was asking about was assassination. It is easy
to confuse the question; what are thlngs going to be like after
Castro, with the other questlon, and we were trying to focus atten-
tion on the information'he obviously wanted, which is, what would
happen if we did do this sort of thing, and not get one .into the
frame of mind of thinking that he was con31der1ng doing it."

(Bundy, p. 81)

**TaylorAsaid he was puzzled by.the wording of NSAM 100 and the related documents
and stated, "I just cannot tie in the 1anguage here with a plausible explanation.'
(Taylor, p. 18)
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The CIA's Intelligence lstimate

The CIA study in comnection wiﬁh the consideration of Castro's rewoval
was an intelligenﬁe estimate preparcd by the CIA's Board of ilational listimates
(which was not part of the CIA's covert action directorate), entitled "The Situation
and Prospects in Cuba'*. The CIA Estimate was pessimistic regarding the cﬁances

for success of a Cuban internal revolt, and further found that a Castro assassina-

vvﬂf.éélm7
tion would likely strengthen the Communist position in Cuba. o
— - 1S Goglen T L
After a general review of the economic, military, and political situation ’%”“ﬂdQQ/
S
in Cuba, the CIA estimate concluded that the Castro regime bad sufficient popular 4 hant
' )/ me &
and repressive capabilities to cope with any internal threat. The concluding erac

paragraph of the estimate was entitled "If Castrq were to Die”. It noted that:

"Ilis (Castro's) loss now, by assassination or by natural
causes, would have an unsettling effect, but would almost-
certainly not prove fatal to the regime...(I)ts principal
surviving leaders would probably rally together in the
face of a common danger." (Estimate, p. 9.)

s’

i} The CIA study further predicted that should Castro die, ”somelsort of power struggle

would almost certainly deveiop eventually," but that whatever the outcpme,ﬂéf such, . oo
a! Lhe COTE 7 oo

3 \: &5"’"

: Tl s ; i

: . . Ty I

a struggle, the Communist Party's influence would be '31F$ﬁ5g antl
. : : , N A

" ’ L k;-"' E“}‘ﬂ‘
v anfga§§§f**’nl

R ks U

-t

(Estimate, p. %.)

*The 1G Report apparently refers .to an earlier draft ol this jintellisence estimate.
(IG, p. 4.) The IG Report, in reporting that many CIA officers irnterviewed in the
IG investigation stressed the point that "elimination of the dominant fizures in a
government...will not necessarily cause the downfall of the governnment,' stated:

"This point was stressed with respect to Castro and Cuba in an jnternal CIA

. draft paper of October 1961, which was initiated in response to General ilax-—
well Taylor's desire for a contingency plan. The paper took the position
that the demise of Fidel Castro, from whatever cause, would offer little op-
portunity for the liberation of Cuba from Communist anil Soviet 3loc control.”
(1G, p. 4.) The CIA was unable to locate-the draft paper referred to in the
IG Report. ' '

%%\ cover memorandum by Lansdale transmitting the CIA estimate to Robert Kennedy
stated that the estimate '"seems to be the major evidence to be used.to oppose:

{ O your program” (referring to the proposed overall Mongoose operation). Lansdale's

‘..’ memorandum criticized the estimate's assessment that '"it is highly improbable that
an extensive popular uprising could be fomented" against Castro as a "conclusion
of fact quite outside the area of intelligence.” (Lansdale Memorandum to Robert
Kennedy, 11/62, p.1l) As discussed in detail at pp. - Dbelow. Lansdale's basic
concept for the Mongoose program Was to overthrow Castro through an internal revolt
of the Cuban people. ' :
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At the close of the meeting, Robert.Kennedy asked Szulc to meet

with President Kennedy the following day (Szulc, p. 25). On November 9,
1961, Szulec, accompanied oniy by Goodwin, met with President Kennedy

for over an-hour in the Oval Office.* (Szule, 6/10, p. 25.) 'Szdlc
recalled that the PreSident;discussed "a number of his views on Cuba

in the wake of the Bay of Pigs, asked me a number of quéstions cqncerning
my conversations with Prémiér Castro, and...what the United States could
_ /or] might do in...either a' hostile way or in establishing some kind of

a dialogue..." (Szule, 6/10i pp. 25-26).

-~

Szulc testified that after this general diSCu351on, the President

}, November 9, 1961). Szulc testified that he repl edrthat an assassination“
would not necessarily cause a change in the Cuban system, and that it was

Szulc's personal view that the United States should not be party to murders //
: ) V4 ¢s¥ ¢
and political assassinations. (Szulc, 6/10, p. 26). Szulc testified that re
| I
LEST/

*/Goodwin testified that President Kennedy met frequently with members of
. the press and others who were experts in their fields, but that it was "possible"
© that the meeting with Szulc may have been an occasion for the President to con-
* sider Szulc for a position in the Admlnistration (Goodwin, P- 29-30).

On November 2, 1961 Goodwin had: addressed an "eyes only'" memorandum to the
President and the Attorney General outlining a suggested organization for what
became the Mongoose operation. Goodwin proposed five "staff components,'
including "intelligence collection," "guerrilla and underground," and "propa-
ganda.'" The memorandum stated: "As for propaganda, I thought we might ask
Tad Szulc to take a leave of absence from the Times and work on this one--
although we should check with /USIA Director/ Ed Murrow and Dick Bissell."
(Goodwin Ex. 2, p. 1, 2).

" */*/ Szulc made notes of the conversation with President Kennedy as soon

as he returned to his office, based on his memory of the meeting. President
Kennedy's question regarding a Castro assassination appears in quotation marks

in Szulc's notes, which were made the same day from ''reasonably fresh" memory.
T2 (Szulc, 6/10, p.30).
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3. Testimony of Szulc on President Kennedy's November 9, 1961 Question .
Regarding a Possible Castro Assassination

Tad Szulc* testified that in a private meeting he had with President Kennedy
on Novebmer 9, 1961, tﬁe President asked"Szulc what would you think if I ordered
Castro to be assassinated,” and said "I agfée with you completely' when
Szulc answered that a Castro assassination should be ruled out on both practical
and moral grounds. Szulc furhhef testified that President Kennedy went on '"to
maké the point how strongly he and his brother felt that the United Stateé for moral
réason;" must not be involved in assassinations. (Szule, p.27).

In early Movember 19061 ézulc'was asked by Richard Coodwin, the Special Assistant

to President Kennedy, to meet wi;h Attorney General Robert ¥ennedyv on November 8,
1961, to discuss the situation in Cuba. A he‘meeE}ng was an "off-the-record" one
which Szulc attended as a friend of éoodwin's and not as a reporter. (Szulc,
p. 24.) ﬁuring the meéting with Robert Kennedy, the discussion centered on "the
situation in Cuba following the (Bay of Pigs) invasion (and) the pros and coﬁs

imf of some different'pOSSible.actions by the U. S. in that context'" (Szule, p. 25).
The subject of assassination was not mentioned during this meeting. (Szulc, p.

31.)

*In Hovember 1961 Tad Szulc was employed as a reporter in the Washington Bureau
of the lew York Times (Szule, p. 24). Szulc had visited Cuba in May-June 1961,
following the Bay of Pigs invasion. (Szulc, p. 24) During the course of that
trip, Szulc had a "series of very long conversations with Castro". -(Szule, f.
24.)

a:a" ‘awur

‘lu—
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thereupon the President said, "I agree with you completely.'" Szulc stated
further:

"He /President Kennedy/ then went on for a few minutes

to make the point how strongly he and his brother felt

that the United States for moral reasons should never be

in a situation of having recourse to assassination.” (Szulc, p.27).

Szulc's notes of the meeting with the President state: .

"JFK then said he was testing me, that he felt the same
way -- he added 'I'm glad you feel the same way' --
because indeed U S. morally must not be part /sic/ to
assassinations.”

Szulc's notes of the conversation further state:

"JFK said he raised question because he was under
terrific pressure from advisers (think he said intel-
ligence people, but not positive) to okay a Castro
murder. sed /sic/ he was resisting pressures." (Szulc
note of conversation with President Kennedy, November

N% 9 1961). | ‘ a 16V
- Szulc stated, relying on his memory, that it is "possible" '0’7/P//“”
and he "believed".that President Kennedy used such words as ''someone in ‘the \Z/
‘intelligence business," as the source of the pressure for a Castro'assassina— h,_A;r AT
tion. (Szule, 6/10, p. 29). The President did not identify the person or l,v(ﬂ7;24
persons. (Szulc, 6/19 P. 27) . . . S | “_acwéajﬂ"
o If anyone was in fact puttlng pressure on the President, there was no 7ﬁi:fiff
other evidence on this point adduced before the Committee. This was particularly ’"Ci“’”7
troublesome since everyone éuestioned by the Committee, both within and without
-the CIA,denied ever haQing discussed assassination.with the President, let
alone having pressured him. T [N e -
Testimony of Goodwin . §¥ { L E \waf_ ;
- ﬁGoodwin attended the November 9, 1961 meétiné bétween“PréSidéht{ ‘;f E
, Kennedy and Szulc. (Goodwin, p;-3). Goodwin teétified-that,‘after aéiing
_

gzulc for his reaction to a suggestion that Castro be assassinated,
President Kennedy said "well, that's the kind of thing I'm never going to do."

(Goodwin, p. 3).
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Goodwin testified further that several days after the meeting iih
Szulc, Goodwin referred to the mention of assassination to S:zule, and President
Kennedy said only " an' int at ki f thi
: y‘ y we can't get into that kind of thing, or we would all be

targets'. (Goodwin, p. 4, 11.)

h. The Rejection of'Assassination in President Kennedy's November 16,
1961 Speech '

A few days after the meeting with Szulc and Goodwin, and some six

weeks after the issuance of NSAM 100, President Kennedy delivered a speech at

the University of Washington.

In that public address, President Kennedy stated:

"We cannot, as a free nation, compete with our adver- How Wog‘/

saries in tactics of terror, assassination, false ' vfﬁwKZ’
promises, counterfeit mobs and crises.” (Public Papers
of the Presidents, John F. Kennedy, 1961, p. T2k) (’d‘AvV”'

We discuss in the next section the nature of the program which was initiated

against the Castro regime at the end of November- 1961 pursuant to President

" Kennedy's instruction, and which continued to the Missile Crisis in the fall of

11962,
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D. Operation Mongocose

£ 1. The Creation of Operation Mongoose. In . November 1962 the

proposal for a major covert pfogram to overthrow Castfo was developed.
Richard Goodwin, a special assistanf to President Kennedy, and Edwafd
Lansdale, a mllltary officer with experlence in counter-insurgency
ope;atlons, played major staff roles in the creation of Mongoose. Both
Goodwin and Lansdale worked closely with Robert Kennedy, who took'an
active interest in this preparatory stage and in the ‘later . conduct of
Mongoose. On November 1, 1961, Goodwin advised the President that
Robert Kennedy "would be the most effective commander" of the proposed
operation. (Mémorandum to .the President, N;;emﬁer 1, 1961, p. ).
Lansdale, in a memorandum fo Robert Kennedy on November 15, 1961, ouﬁ—
lining the Mongoose proposal, stated that a "picture of the situation
has emerged clearly enough to indiéate what needs to be done and to
support your sense of urgency concerning Cuba". (Memorandum, November 15,
1961, p. )

At the end of the month, on November 30, 1962, President Kennedy

issued a memoraﬁdum recording his decision to begin the Mongoose project--

to "use our available assets . . . to help Cuba qverthroﬁ the Commuinist
regime". (Lansdale Ex. 17, Memorandum to the Secretary of State,

. .1-- T
Defense, et al., November 30, 1961). \m i?%%

. ‘ Important organizational changes were made in- estab 1sh1ng Operatlon

MONGOOSE.

a. The Special Group Augmented. A new control grbup, the Special
Groub_Augmented; was put in charge of Operation MONGOOSE. The SGA con-

sisted of the regular Speéial Group (i.e., Bundy, Johnson of State, .

I:"‘-;/
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Gilpatric_of Defense, McCone of CIA, and Gen. Lemnitzer of the Joint
o Chiefs) plus Robert Kennedi and .General Taylor. Also, Secretaries

Rusk and McNamara more frequently attended its meetings than they dia

those of the Special Group itself. | |

b. General Lansdale as the Chief of Operations of MONGbOSE.

General Edward Lansdale wég named the Chief of Operations of the MONdOOSE |
activities by President Kennedy. Lansdale had developed a reputafion in
the Philippines and Vietnam for having an ability to deal with revolu-
tionary insurgencies in‘leSS déveioped countries. In addition, as a
result of the Bay of Pigs failure, President Kennedy distrusted~thé CIA
and believed he required someone from-outsige'tﬁe Agency to oversee

ma. jor covert action programs. Rather than-appoint Rébert Kennedy to

head Mongoose és proposed by Goodwin, President Kennedy'gave Lansdale

the tésk of coordinating the CIA's Moﬁgoose operétidns with‘those>of the

)

Departments of State and Defense, and made General Taylor the Chairman
of the Special Group Augmented. Hdwever, Robert iennedy did play an active

role in the Mongoose structure, unrelated to his position as Attorney General.

¢. CIA Organization for Mongoose. In late 1961 or early 1962, William

Harvey was put in charge of the CIA's Task Force ¥, the CIA arm for Mongoose
Operations. Task Force W operated under the Special Group Auzmented and em-
ployed some 400 people at CIA headquarters and at the Miami Station. MMcCone

and Parvey were thereafter the principal CIA participants iqupgratipn~ﬂdﬂgdéée.
5 Y R IR IR REEE S
d' testified that {t. ", &

LT AR

Helms attended only some 7 of 40 lMongoose meet
was fair to state that McCone and larvey, rathe athﬁn.ﬂelms, were principally
concerned with ilongoose.. llelms was, however, substantially involved in Mongoose

and testified that he '"was as interested' in ‘longoose as Harvey and licCene were.

ij'  (Helwms, 7/1S5, p. 10)
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2. Lansdale's 1HLOrV and Oh! ective for Mongoose

In the fa¥l of 1961, Lansdale had been asked by President
Kennedy to examine the édministration's Cuba policy and to make recommen-
dations. Lansdale test%fied that, ih reporting his recommendations to
President Kennedy, he emphasized that “Castro ... had aroused con-

siderable affectiqn for himself personally with the Cuban population...."
(Lansdale, p. b), and-that the U.S. "should take a very different'coursé"
from the "harassment' operations that had been directed against Castro
up to that time. (Lansdale, p..3). These prior U.S. operafions wefe'
conceived and led by Americans;'Lansdale informed the President. (Lans—
dale, p. 5)7 In contrast, Lansdale proposed that the U.5. work with
all exilés,particularly profes;ionals whg had opposed Batisté and then'
became disillusioned by Castro. (Lansdale, pp; L, 10-11). Lansdale's
ultimate objective was to have "the people themselves'overthroﬁ the
Castro regime rather than U.S. engineered efforts from outside Cuba."

) JE

L) ' (Lansdale, p. b1).

| Hence, after his appointment as Chief of Operations, Lnn;dnle's

concept for the MONGOOSE project emphasized as a first step the.develop-

ment of leadership elements,-and "a very neéessary politiéal basis"

among the Cubans opposed to Castro, before any ldarge actions began.

(Lansdale, p. 11). At the same time, Lansdale sought to develop "means

‘ , g&&
to infiltrate Cuba successfully" and to organize ' cells aﬁbq?ctx(&£§257
b‘ 45

1y 3
P G 5 ;\;1\.,. e
inside Cuba ... who could work secretly and safely. G% (Lansdale, Tpi 1)

Lansdale's plan was designed so as not to "arouse premature actions, not

to bring great reprisals on the people, and abort any eventual success."

(Lansdale, p. 11).

- */ .As Lansdale described his "concept of operation" for Mongoose 1;“a
- memorandum to the President on January 18, 1962, it was to "help the
Cubano from within Cuba" to overthrow the Castro regime through a
"revolt of the Cuban people." (Lansdale Ex. 3, p. 2).

7
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_ , 3. Bissell's Testimony Concerning Presidential Instruc-

/\/
75

~tions to Act More Vigorously, But That'Assaésination Was Hot Included.
Sometime in the early fall of 1961, Bissell was apparently called to
the White House and was said to have been
ﬁchewed 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 any- . _ : v
thing about getting rid of Castro and the Castro , .

regime." . : =

This description comes from the testimony of Samuel Halpern, a middle-
_ _ _ T

level CIA covert action officer, who said Bissell told him about the

meeting, and directed him to come up witg some plans. (Halpern, Pp. B,

36-37). Bissell said he did not remember that precise meeting but that

he had been, in essence, told to "get off your ass about Cube."

(Bissell, 7/25/75, pp. 37-38).
Fan ' : Bissell was asked whefher’he considered such an instruction _
| to constitute autﬁority for proceeding‘to assassinate Castfo. ﬁe said it
would‘not, and that "formal and explicit appfeval" would be.required for
assassination action (Id., 38-39).

_ Bissell also testified that there was ie-fact no assassination
activity between the pre-Bay of Plgs/Roselll operation and hlS departure

from the Agency in February 1962.

In late 1961 Halpern became Harvey's Executive Aséistant

on Task Force W, the CIA action arm of Operation Mongoose. lle testlfled .
that he never heard of the Roselli assassination opcrqp@on; ‘ “ %%
pp. 15-16). » ; 'f"

)

e

(-
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s
4

e L. The January 19, 1962 Meeting at Which the Attorney General Was -

Quoted As Saying Cuba Should Have the "Top Priority" in the United States Goverﬁﬁent.
On January 19, 1962, a meeting attended by Lansdale, probably Helmgg Helms' Executive
Assistant George McManus, and other representatives‘of the aéencies involved in
Mongoose, took place in Attorney General Kennedy's office.*  (McManus, p. 6).

Notes taken at the meeting by McManus contain the following passages:

"Conclusion. Overthrow of Castro is Possible"

-

", 'a solution to the Cuban problem today
carried top prlorltv in U.G. Gov/crnmen/t

No time, money, effort -- or manpower is to
be spared.'"
3 "'Yesterday ... the President had indicated to

. him' that final chapter had not been written --
its got to be done and will be done."

(McManus Ex. 1, Memorandum, January 19, 1962, p. 2). McManus

‘stated that the words '"the top priority in the U.S. G0v/§}nmeﬁ7t -- no

- time,money, effort or manpower is to be spared" had been'opoken‘bygthe Y

&) N
1;} .¢ RaLee ks

Attorney General (McManus, pp. 8-9).

_¥/ Others who attended the meeting were Brig. Gen. éralg, representing
the Joint Chiefs, Don Wilson of USIA, Major Patchell of the Secretary
of Defense's office, and Frank lland of CIA.

—
e
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Helms stated that those words reflected the "kind of atmosphere' on which he
felied for his perception‘that assassination was iﬁplicitly authorized. (Helms,
7/17, p. 60-61.) McManus, who wrote the memorandum, agreed that Robert Kennedy
"was very vehement in his speech' and ''really wanted action' but McManus disagreed
with Helms perception, stating that 'it never occurred to me" that the words
quoted above from Robert Kenhedy included pemission to_assassinate Castro. (McManus,
p. 9.) Nor did the spirit of the meeting as a whole give McManus any idea that

assassination was either contemplated or authorized. '(Tr., p; 9-10.)*

5. General Lansdale's Mongoose Planning Tasks

On January 18,.1962, Lansdale assigned 32 planning tasks té'the agencieS parti- -
cipating in Mongoose. (Lansdale Ex. 3, Program Review of the Cuba Project.) In a
memorandum to the working group members, Lansdale emphasized that "it is our job to put
the American genius to work on this project, quickly énd effectively. This demands a

change from the business as usual and a hard facing of the fact that we are in a com-

i
-

bat situation--where we have béen given full command.” (Lansdale memorandum, 1/20/62,

p. 1.)
The 32 tasks comprised a variety of activities, ranging from intelligence collec-

tion to planning for "use of U. S. m111tary force to support the Cuban popular

_¥*/ With respect to the question of prlorltles and emphasis in the Kennedy -
Administration, there was a great deal of proof showing that Cuba
indeed had a high priority and the very existence of a high level
froup like the Special Group Augmented Curther demonstrates its
importance. Macllamara, for example, stated that.'we were hysterical
about Castro at the time of the Bay of Pigs and thereafter.”" (In
the same context, MacNamara stated "I den't believe we contemplated
assassination.) (MacNamara, p. 93). Similarly, General Lansdale in-
formed the members of his inter-agency committee that Monpgoose "demands
a change from business-as-usual and a hard facing of the fact that
you re in a combat 51tuat10n where we have been given full command."

'kY'@ : , Ex. s Memorandum, January 20, 1962, from Lansdale).

priorities, and it was the job of some of /us/ to continually tell

various agencies their particular subject was the top priority" and

although Cuba was "important' it was "fairly well down‘on the 1list of

) the President's agenda." (Sorensen, p. 12). For example, when told -

N that his first letter to Khruschev in the secret correspondence that

' lasted two or three years would be "the single most important docu-
ment you will write during your Presidency,” President Kenndy said,
"Yes, we get these every day over here." - (Sorensen, p. 12).

L/b\ﬁ7({ vv’cOn the other hand, Sorensen testified that "there were lots of top
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movement'' and developing an "oberational schedule'for-sabotage actions inside
Cuba." (Lansdale Ex. 3, p. 5, 7.)*

In focusing on intelligence collection, propaganda and various sabotage actions,
Lansdale's tasks were consistent with the underlying strategy of Mongoose to build
gradually towards an internal revolt of ' the Cuban people. (Seé p. above.)

‘Lansdale transmitted a copy of the tasks to Robert Kennedy on January 18, 1962;

with a handwritten note stating '"my review does not include the sensitive work I

have reported to you; I felt you preferred informing the President privately."

Lanédale testified that this did not refer to assassinations and that he "never took
up assassination with either the Attorney General or the President."** Lansdale |
testified that he éould not precisely recall the nature of this "seaSitive work"'

but that it might have involvéd-a special tfip he.made under cover to meet Cuban

leaders in Florida and to assess their political strengths. (Lansdale, p. 30.)

*There was testimony regarding one Lansdale plan that a witness thought was an example
of Lansdale's ''perspicacity'' in planning operations. Parrott, the Secretary to the
Special Group Augmented, testified: -

"I'11 give you one example of Lansdale's perspicacity. He

had a wonderful plan for getting rid of Castro. This plan
consisted of spreading the word that the Second Coming of
Christ was imminent and that Christ was against Castro (who)
was anti-Christ. And you would spread this word around Cuba,
and then on whatever date it was, that there would be a mani-
festation of this thing. And at that time--this is absolutely
true--and at that time there would be an American submarine
which would surface just over the horizon off of Cuba and send
up some starshells. And this would be the manifestation of the
Second Comlng and Castro would be overthrown...

""Well, some wag called this operation--by th1s time Lansdale was
something of a joke in many quarters--and somebody dubbed this
Elimination by Illumination. (Parrott p- )

**Harvey testified that he never received any instructions from Lansdale to under-
take assassinations, although as noted below (p. ), in August 1962, Lansdale.asked
Harvey to consider the feasibility of a plan for the "11qu1dat10n" of Cubanjleaders
(Harvey, 7/ /75, p. .) - -
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- Lansdale also referréd, in a memorandum to the Attorney- General on
.January'27, 1962, to his feeling that "we might uncork the touchdown
play" ”1ndependently of the institutional program we are spurring.’
.(Lansdale Ex. b, p.l). Lansdale testified that in this memorandum the
phrase "touchdown play" was a "breezy way of referring to "a Cuban
-revolt to overfhrow the regime" rather than to a Castro assassination.

* .
(Lansdale,-p.hS).*/ The examples of such "plays cited in the memorandum

_*/ The testimony was as follows:

"Phe Chairman: What precisely dideyou mean by "uncork the
touchdown play independently of the institutional programs
we are spurring?" - -

"General Lansdale: VWell, I was holding almost daily meet-
infs with my working group, and -- in tasking, and fTinding
how they were developing plans I was becoming more and more
= ‘ concerned that they kept poing back to doing what T felt were
: ) : pro forma American types of actions rather than actively ex-
o ploring how to pet the Cubans into this, and to have them
undertake actions. '

"o me, the touchdown play was a Cuban revolt to over-
throw the repime. I did not feel that we had potten into
" the real internal part of pgetting Cubans into the action,
and I was concerned about that."

"Senator Baker " In the same conteit is it fair to say that
the name of the pgame was to get rid of Caatro or his reglme

might have been used for that purpose?" 3;ﬁ1¢f} ‘;} fﬁarf t
i\}, .'_‘ « -?'_ : 1M_f
"General Lansdale: Yes." _ kﬁ 3ﬁﬁﬂg

"Senator Baker: All right, now what was the touchdown play
that you had in mind here?"

"Generul'Lansdale: Well, it was a revolt by the Cubans

themselves ... a revolution that would break down the police

controls of the state and to drive the top people out of

povwer and to do that, there needed to be political actions

cells, psychological proparanda action cells, and eventually
I when possible, guerilla forces developed in the country in
) a safe place for a new government to sect up and direct the

' revolution that would eventually move 1nto Havana and take over.
(Lansdale, pp. b5~ 56) A

e
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(e.g., "stir up workers in Latin America and Cuba," work through "ethnic
language groups;" "yoﬁﬁh elements," or families through the Church") do
not cohtain anv indication of assassination.f (Lansdale, Ex. 4, p. 1.)
| On January 19, 1962, Lansdale added an additional
task to those assighed on January 18. This "Task 33" involved a plan to .
bincapacitate” Cuban sugar workers during the harvest by the use of chemical
‘.waffare means. (Lansdale, p. 29). Lansdale testified that the plan in-
volved the use of non-lethal chemical; to sicken Cubans-temporarily qnd
keep them away from the fields for a 24-h8 hour period "without ill effeces."
After initial approval for planning purposes (with the notation that it
would require "poligy'determination" befoie final approval), the plan was
ultimately cancelled after a study showed it was noL teasible and before de-
bate by the SGA. (Lansdale, p. 29, Spécial Group Minutes, 1/30/62; p. 1.)
Lansdale's 33 tasks were approved for pianning purposes
by the Special Group on January 30, l96é (Minutesvof'Special Group_meeting;
1/30/62, pl 1). Thereafter, on February 20, 1962, Lansdale detailed a
six phase schedule for Mpngoose; designed to culminate in Octobér, 1962,

_with an "open revolt and overthrow of the Communist regime." (Lansdale

Ex. 11, Program Review of the Cuba Project, 2/20/62, p. 2). As one of the
dperations for the "Resistance" phase proposed for September, 1962, Lansdale
listed "attack on the cadre of the regime, including key leaders." (Id., p. 151).

Lansdale's plan stated:

"It may be a special effort which professional labor
“operators can launch to stir up workers in Latin America

and Cuba. It may be through ethnic- -language groups; Spain
has an untapped action potential. It could be a warming-up =
of the always lively youth element in Latin America and

:‘x Cuba, through some contacts specially used. It could be with

Lu/ the famllles through the Church, with families resisting the
disciplined destruction of social Justice by the Communists. Tt
could be an imaginative defection project Wthh cracks the top
‘echelon of the Communlst gang now running Cuba.
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"This should be a 'Special Tarpet' operation
Gangster elements mipght. provide the best recruit-
ment potential for actions apgainst police -- G2
/intelligence/ officials.” (Id., p. 151). ¥/
Lansdale testified-that early in'thé Mongoose opera-
tion he had suggested to the working level representatives of the Mongoose

agencies that they get in touch with "eriminal elements'" to obtain intelli-

gence and "possible actions against the police structure" in Cuba. (Lans-

dale, p. 104). But.Lansdale conceded that his proposal to recruit
gangster elements:for'atEacks;qn?"key-1eédérs“=contemplated the targéted
.killing of individuals, in addition to-the casualties that might occur in
the course of the revolf itself. (Lansdale, p. 107).
ihese 33 plans of Lansdaie were, however, never
‘ approved for implementatiqn by the Special Group Augﬁented. As
discﬁssed bglow in gréater detail (see p. : ), the Special Group Augmented
{“3 tabled Lansdale's six phase blén altogether in February 1962, and directed
i) : A
Lansdale to plan for and conduct an inte;}igence collection plan only.
(Memo,.3/2/62; Minutes of Special Group Augmented Meeting, 3/5/62). -

a. Lansdale's Rejection of a Suggestion That a Propaganda

Campaign, Including Rewards for Assassination, Be Explored

On January 30, 1962, the representaﬁive of the Defense Department and the
Joint Chiefs én the Mongoose Working Group fo:warded fpr.Laﬁgdale'svcon—
sideration "a concept for creating distrust and apprehension in the Cuban

3 Communist Hierarchy" (Lansdale Ex. i, Memorandum, 1/30/62, from Craig
to Lansdale, p. 1). This concept, titled Operatidn Bounﬁy, was deécribed as
a "system of financial rewards, commensurate with ﬁosition and stature,
for killing or deliveriﬁg alive known Communists." (Id., p. 2) Under the

concept, leaflets would be dropped in Cuba listing rewards, which -

i */An earlier reference to use of gangster-type elements had appeared
in a CIA memorandum for the Special Group on January 24, 1962. Commenting
on Task 5 of Lansdale's original 32 tasks (which called for planning for
"defection of top Cuban government officials"), the CIA memorandum note
that planning for the task will ''mecessarily be based upon an appeal made
inside the island by intermediaries" and listed "crime syndicates' along
with other grouns as possible intermediaries.
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were proposed as ranging from $5,000 for an "informer" to $100,000 for
"government officials.'”A A reward of "2¢" was listed ror:uastro nim-
self. (Id., p. 3). Lansdale testified that price was designed "to deni-
gréﬁe ... Castro in the eyes of the Cuban population.” (Lansdale,‘Tr.:26).
Lansdale testified that he "tabled" this concept when
he received it, on the ground that "I did not think that it was something

that should be seriously undertaken or supported further." (Lansdale, p. 26).

Lansdale did not bring the proposal before the Special Group Augmented.

6. The Control Svstem.for Mongoose Operations.

In establishing ﬁhe Monpgoose Operation"
on November 30, 1961, Presidenthennedy h&d emphasized that the Special
Group should be "kept closely informéd”Aof‘Mongoose activities. (memo-
randum by the President, 11/30/62; G$odwin, p. ).

In practice, as Samuel Halpern, Harvey's Executive Aséistant on '

\~} the CIA Mongoose Task Force W testified, this resulted in the submission
of "specific detailed plans for every activity carried out by the task

force." (Halpern, p. 16). Halpern testified that those plans were sub-

mitted "in nauseating detail:"

"It went down to such things as the gradients on the
beach, and the composition of the sand on the beach
‘in many cases. Every single solitary thing was in
those plans, full details, times, events, weaponry, .
how it was going to happen, who was going to do‘yhab)
- the full details of every single thing weF o
. (Halpern, p. 17). %

Harvey similarly characterized the control process (larvey, 6/25,
b._123),.as one which required the submission of "excruciating detail” and

where it was understood that the Special Group Augmented was to .be g%zeh

P zan
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an'opportunity to debate and decide after weighing the strengths and
weaknesses of any given proposed action. (Harvey, 6/25, pp. 11k, l?h)ﬂ

a. The Documentary Evidence

The documentary evidence illustrates the tight control pro-

cedures sct out for Mongoose by the Special CGroup Aupmented. For example,

as discussed above (p. ), Lansdale initially submitted 32 specific tasks

with his 'basic concept” on January 18, 1962 for consideration bv
the Special Croup Augmented. (Lansdale Ex. 3) After consideration

of Lansdale's concept and the 32 tasks in February. the Special Group MV
Augimented ordered Lansdale to cut back Iris plan to limit it to an o

n/f}/v/.. .

intelligence collection program for the Harch-Mav 1962 period, rather
than the [ive-stage plan to culminate in an October "popular revolution"

as originally conceived by .Lansdale. (Memo 3/2/62, by Lansdale) In

approving the intelligence collection' program, the Speccial Groun Aug-

et

mented pointed out that:
". .+ any actions which are not specifically spelled

out in the plan but seem to be desirable as the pro-

“Jject propresses, will be broupht to the Special Group
for resolution." (lelms:Ex. 1, 7/18, p.l)

In addition, the Guidelines for the Moneoose program

prior approval of important operations:

"The Special Group (5412 Augmented) is reshog )
) . . . S -
for providing policy puidance to the (lonpooX 2 project,

_ for approving important operations and [or monitorina
- ‘ propress. (Guidelines for Operation ilongoose, March 1k,
. 1962, p.2) ' B

Further indication of the Mongoose control process is the request given
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to llelms a month prior to Harvey's trip to mect Rosclii in Miami. Pur-

i suant to the discussion at the Special CGroup's mecting on March 5, lelms

b

was asked to estimate 'for each week as far into the next twelve months
as possible . . . the mem&ers and type of agents you will establish
inside Cuba . . . (and) brief descriptions . . . of actions contemplated.’

(Memo to llelms from Lansdale, March 5, 1962)

|
toreover, the approved plan for Operation Monpoose, as of

the time of llarvey's meeting with Roselli in Hiami required that any
provosal to supply arms and equipment to particular. resistance

groups inside Cuba “be submitted to the Special Group for decision,

" -

ad hoc (Lansdale Memo to ‘ ) , April 11, 1962, p. ).

And the Guidelines for the Mongoose program emphésized that, after specific
tasks were approved by the Special Group Augmenﬁéd and given to participating

agencies by Lansdale, normal command channels vere .to be observed. As the

-

Mo

Guidelines statedé

During this period, General Lansdale will continue
as Chief of Operations, calling directly on .the
participating departments and agencies for support
and implementation of agreed tasks. The heads of
these departments and agencies are responsible for
performance through normal command channels to
higher authority. _/. (Guideline for Operation Mon-
goose, March 1k, 1962, p.2)

¥ The initial draft of these Guidelines had referred to the President but
was later amended to read "higher authority." (Draft Guidelines, March
- 5, 1962, p.2) The minutes of the consideration of these Guidelines were
also amended with respect to the manner in which the Guidelines were approved.
On March 16, 1962, a Memorandum for Record of "Discussion of Operation
Mongoose with the President" of the Special Group (Augmented) stated:

“In the presence of the Special Croup (Augmented)

the President was given a progress report on Operation HON~

COOSE. The guidelines dated March 14, 1962 were circulated

and were used as the basis of the discussion. After a. o
PN prolonged consideration of the visibility, noise level and

. ‘risks entailed, General Lansdale and the Special Group (Aug-

mented) were given tacit -authorization to proceed in accordance
with the guidelines. '

(footnote cont'd.)

e R T
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- In & Memorandum to McCone on April 10, 1962, Harvey recognized that the
Special Group Augmented control process required advance approval of ”major
operations going beyond the collection of intelligence.” But larvey stated
that these "tight controls" were unduly "stultifying:"

"To permit requisite flexibility and professionalism

for a maximum operational effort against Cuba, the

right controls exercised by the Special Group and the

present time-consuming coordination and briefing pro-

cedures should, if at all possible, be made less

restriétive and less stultifying." (Memo, April 10, 1962,
Harvey to McCone, p.h) *

'Even as the Cuban Missile Crisis approached; and the pressure to
.agt against the Castro regime increased through a “stepped up' Mongoose
plan, the Special Group contiqued to insist on prior approval of sensitive
operations. Thus, when the Special Group Augmented on September. 14,

1962, approved in principle.a proposed set of operations,

ptnote cont'd)

However, a note at the bottom of this memorandum, dated March 22, 1962,
stated: ' ’ '

This minute.was read to the Special CGroup
(Augmented) today. The Group was unanimous in feeling
that no authorization, either tacit or otherwise, was
\ . given by higher authority. The members of the Group
i . asked that the minute be amended to indicate that the
; .- Group itself had decided to proceed in accordance with
i the Guidelines. : ' _
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Bundy, spéaking to the Group,

Loy ’ "... made it clear that this did not constitute
a blanket approval of every item in the paper. and
that sensitive ones such as sabotage, for example,
will have to be presented in more detail on a case
by case basis.”" (Memo of Special Croup Augmented
meeting, September 1b, 1962, p. ).
Helms and the members of the Special Group Augmented differed on
whether or not these control requirements were consistent with Helms' per- .
ception that assassination was permissible without a direct order. We

discuss that testimony below at : .

T. The Pattern of Mongoose Action. The documentary evidence and the

testimony reveal that the Kennedy Administration pressed the Mongoose opera-
tion'with vigorous language - and although the collection of intelligence

1nformat10n was the central objective of Mongoose up until August 1962

\g'h‘ﬁg\" @re %% s?

sabotage and para military actions were conducted .k

major sabotage operation aimed at a large Cuban coppert 1n ;rand other
sabotage operations. As Lansdale described them in his téstimony, the
qnhotége'sctg involved 'biowing up bridges to stop .communications and

blowing up certain production plantsr (Lansdale, p. 36). And during

the Missile Crisis in the fall of 1962, sabotage was increasingly urged.

_¥/ In early March, 1962, ‘the SGA recognized the need to begin ' 'preliminary
actions ... 1nvolv1ny ‘such things as spotting, assessing and training
action- type agents" but the Group agreed that it must "keep its hand
tightly" on these actions. The Group saw, however, that such control
.might not be completely effective and recognized "that many of the
“agents infiltrated would be of an all-purpose type; that is, they would
be trained in paramllltary skills, as well as those of excluolvely '
‘intelligence concern. It was noted that once the agents are within the
country, they cannot be effectively controlled from the U.S., although
‘every effort will be made to attempt such control." (Minutes of
Special Group meeting, March 5, 1962).
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At the same time, however, the record shows that the Special Sroup Aug=
mented turned away from nroposed sabotn'c and similar violent action throughout
1962, including the period of thezﬂisgile Cris?s. (See p. above.) Thus, Helms
noted in a‘memorandum of a meeting;on October 15, 19562, that Robert !leanedy in ex-
pressing the "general dissatisfaction of ﬁhe Prcsident” with Hongoose, '"pointed out
that (Mongoo;e) had been underway for a year...that there had been no acts of sabo-
tage and that even the one which.had been attempted had failed twice”. (Memorandum
by Heims, October 16, 1962, p. 1.) Similiarly a memorandum to Helms by his Execu-
tive Assistant (who sfent full time on Cuba matters), which reviewed the_Mdngoose
program in the aftermath of the iissile Crisis, stated:
"During the past year, while one.of the options of the
project was to create internal dissension and resistance
leading to eventual U.S. intervention, a review shows
that policymakers not only shied away from the military
intervention aspect but were generally apprehensive of
sabotage proposals. (McManus, Ex. 2, p. 1, McManus, p. 11).
} Harvey testified that this assessment of the Special Group Aug-
mented's poéition was. an accurate one; (llarvey, 6/25, p. ). This is
also borne out by the record of Mbngoose.activity. For example, after
Lansdale's initial six phase plan to qverthrOW'Castro by the fall of 1962,

the single phase approved for January August. 1962 was described by Lans-

dale as "essentially an intelligence collection" effort. (Memorandum,

April 11, 1962, by Lansdale). Indeed, the guldellnea for Operatlo?

(Taylor Ex. 3, p. 2, Guidelines for Operatlon Mongoose March 1, 1962).

The Guidelines further stated that although other covert actions would be
undertaken concurfently with intelligence collection, these wefe to be_on

N a scale "short of. those reasonably calculated to inSpife a revolt" in Cuba.
(Id., p. 2). And the Special Group stipulated that Mongoose action beyond
the acquisition of intelligence "must be inconspicuous." (Memorandum,'

3/2/62, Lansdale, p. 3).
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With the scheduled conclusion of that intelligence collection
{ ; phase,ih August 1962, the Special Group Augmented considered Qhether to
adopt a "stepped-up Course B_plus," which, in contrast to Phase I, was
designed to inspire a revoit against the Castro regime. (Meﬁorandgm for
the Special Group Augmented, 8/8/62, from Lansdale, p. 1). Initially, the

Special Group Augmented decided against this course and in favor of a ”CIA

variant,"

at a meeting of Special Group Augmented priﬁcipals on August.lo, )
1962. (Minutes of Special Group Augmented meeting, Augﬁst 10, 1962). The
"CIA variant," which was proposed by McCone on August 10, posited more

limited actions to avoid inciting a revolt and sought not Castro's over-

throw, but a split between Castro and "old-line Communists." (Id., p. 2).

The onset of the Missile Crisis caused an initial reversion to the
-stepped-up Course B plan, but ultimately, however, an order was issued on

October 30, 1962 to halt all sabotage operations. (Lansdale, Ex.8, Memo

Ve

Y
s

i by Lansdale, 10/30/62)
Thus, on Augﬁst 20, Taylor told the President that the Special
Group Augmented perceived no likelihood of.an o&erthrow of the Castro govern-
ment by internal means without direct U.S. military intervention and
that.thé Special Group Augmented favored a more agressive Mongoose program.
| (Memo from Taylor to President.) Shorﬁly thereafter,:oh
August 23, McGeorge Bundy issued NSC Memo Number 181 to Lensdale and Taylor
stating that, at the President's directivé, "the line of aétivity projeéted
for Operation MONGOOSE Plan B pius should be developed with all possible
speed." One ﬁéek later, 5n August 30, the CIA was instructed by the Special
Group Augmented to submit a list of possible sébotage targets they'might |
propose | and it was noted that ﬁhis lisﬁ could serve as the limit for action
~ on the Agency's own initiative: "The Group, by reactigg to ihis list; ;ould

define the limits within which the Agency could operate on its own initiative."

Special.Group Augnented Minutes of August 30, 1962.)
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Thus, at a-Special Group Augmented meeting on October 4, 1962, Robert
Kennedy stated that the President "is concerned about progress on the Mongoose
program and feels that more priority should be_givenAto trying to mount sabotage
operations'. And Robert Kennedy urged that "massive activity' be undertaken
within the Mongoose framework. In line with this proposal, the Speciai Group
Augmented decided that.'considerably more sabotage" should be undertaken, and that
a1l efforts should be made to develop new and imaginative approéches with the pos-
sibility of getting rid of the Castro regime'. (Minutes of Special Group Aug-
mented meeting, October 4, 1962, p. )*. On October 30, 1962, however, the

order to stop all sabotage'operations was issued (Lansdale, Ex. 8).**

-

St

¥ The SGA also decided on October 4, 1962, that Robert Kennedy would chair
the Group's meetings "for the time being." (Id., p. ). Subsequently,
at a meeting on October 16, 1962, Robert Kennedy stated that he was
going to give Mongoose "more personal attention” in view of the lack of
progress and would hold daily meetings with the working group represen-
tatives, i.e., Lansdale, llarvey, and the other Agency members. (Harvey,
Ex. 12, Memorandum of Meeting, October 16, 1962, by Helms, p. 1). Helms
testlfled that he did not recall any such daily meetings with the
Attorney General, but he had the impression there may have been several
at first, but then they ceased. (Helms, T7/17/ , Pp. 54<55).

**Harvey testified that he had a "confrontation" with Robert. Kennedy
at the height of the Missile Crlsis concerning llarvey's order that
agent teams be sent into Cuba to support any conventional U.S. mili-
tary operation that might occur. Harvey stated that Robert Kennedy

"took a great deal of exception" to this order énd'as a rpegulr:ifcCone, - gpﬁﬁs
. ordered llarvey to stop the agent operations. (Har , 7711, p.[ 20+ Sl‘p' 5]
) Clder, !cCone's assistant at the time, 31m1]arly4dlscr1bed,ﬁhi§ 1nc

e~
\:: o

e dent and stated that, although llarvey had attempted to get ?uidancb"v'l'
from top officials during the Missile Crisis, Harvey "earned another
black mark as not belng fully under control" (Elder, p. 34-35.)

sy
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As Sorensen (a member'of the Executive Committee established to deal with
the Missile Crisis) testified, even though Cuba was the '"No. 1 priority" dur-
ing the Miséile Crisis, and "all alternatives, plans, possibilities were ex-
haustively surveyed'' during that time, the subject of assassination was never
raised in the high-level National Security Council Executive Committee (of which

Helms was not a member) that was formed to deal with the Missile Crisis.

(Sorensen, 7/21, p. 11.)***

PREE
i :
e -:u‘-j

**¥ There are references in the Special Group Augmented records to attacks

on Soviet,personnel in Cuba. The record of the SGA meeting on September 9,
1962, states: '

"It was suggested that the matter of attacking and
harassing of Soviet personnel within Cuba should be
considered.” (SGA Minutes, 9/9/62, p. ).

Earlier, on Aurust 31, 1962, Lansdale had included a task "to provoke
incidents between Cubans and Bloc personnel to exacerbate tensions,"

“in a proposed projection of actions for Phase II of Mongoose. (Memo-
‘randum to SGA, 8/31/62, from Lansdale, Action No. 47). The Special Group
thereafter decided, as a means of "emphasizing such activity" to xeplace
that task with one to "cause‘actions by Cubans against Bloc personnel ,"
and to note that "consideration will be given to provoking and conducting
physical attacks on Bloc personnel." (Memorandum to Taylor, Rusk, and
MacNamara, 9/12/62, from Lansdale, pp. 1-2). ,

g
“\'.*"‘/
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E. The Issue of Authority Outside the Agency

This section discusses the evidence as to whether there was authorization
from outside the Agency for the assassination activity that took plade during

the Mongoose operation.

As discussed below in detail, both Helms and the Kennedy Administration
officials agreed that no direct order was ever given for Castro's assassina-
tion and that no one outside the Agency (inciuding McCone) was informed
about the assassination activity. Helms testified, however, that he believed
the assassination activity was permissible and that it was within the -scope

of the authority given to the Agency. McGene and the other Kennedy Admini-

"stration officials disagreed, testifying that assassination was not permissible

without a direct order and that a Castro assassination was not within the

authorized bounds of the Mongoose operation.

In April 1962, when the poison pills were given to Roselli in Miami,
Helms was the-CIA.Deputy Director in charge of coverﬁ operations and repofted
to McCéne, the CIA Director. Helms had succeeded Bissell in this job,
following Bissell's retirement in February, 1962, as a consequence of the
failure of'the Bay of Pigs invasion. lelms testified that, after the Bgy'
of Pigs, "Those 6f us whé vere sﬁill (in the Agency) were enormously anxious
to try and be éuccessful at what we were being_éskéd té do by what was then
a relatively new Administration.' We wan£ed to earn our spurs with the

President and with other officers of the Kennedy Administration.” (Helms

1. Helms' Testimony Concerning Authority
As Set forﬁh beiow, Helms testified that'ﬁhile he doubted whether
he was initially informed that Harvey gave poison pills to Roselli and. did
not recall:having authorized a Castro assassination-in.that form, nevertheless,

Helms had authorized the 1962 assassination plot because 'we felt that we
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- zya -
were operating as we were supposed to operate, that these things if
not specifically authorized, at least were authorized in general terms.”

(Helms, 6/13, p.61)
| 4 clearer

a.

, _ e€ Py
is Perception of Authority // M rﬁTMﬂpﬂlrfﬂﬁ(jur-i/
Helns testified that based upon the ‘intense” pressure exerted by the

Kennedy Administration to overthrow Castro it was his nerception that the CIA

was at all tinmnes acting within the scone of its authority with respect Eoz
assassination activity.® Dut, Helwms testified thatﬂ;hqrg;ﬁ@&1u{ﬂiréﬁkﬁp;

!

‘assassinate Castro from anyone, including the President ‘of tie Attorney General.

Vo

(lielms, 6/14, p. 83.) (This point is discussed in detail infra p.__ ,  .)

(Helms, 6/13, 'p. 137: ilelms, 7/17, p. €2, 7/17,.p. 4=5.) Jlelns testified that
this authority, as:he perceived it, was implicit iu the U. S. policy and attitude
tovards Castro. (Helms, 6/13, p. 165.) As lelms testified:

"I believe it was the poliéy at the time to get rid of Castro

and if killing him was one of the things that was to be done

in this connection, that was within what was expected.”
(delms, 6/13, p. 137.)

*The extent to which pressure in fact existed "to do something about Castro" is
discussed in detail in the section immediately above dealing with Operation Mon-
goose, its strategy of causing an internal revolt of the Cuban people against
Castro, the strict control system established by the Special Group Augmented, and

the pattern of intelligence collection and sabotage activity actually authorized
and undertaken. '
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ilelms tcétified that "I remember vividly (the pressure to ovgrthrow
N Castro) was very intensé.” (Helms, 6/13, p. 26.) Helms stated that this pres-
sure intensified during the period of Operétion ﬁongoose during late 1961 and
throughout 1962, and then continuedion through wuch of 19¢3. (helms, 6/13, h. 27.)
As these pressures rose, '"obviously the extent of the means that one thougint
were availabie,‘obvious increased too." (llelms, 6/13, p. 26.)
Helms'stafed that duriné the Mongoose Operations period "it was made abundantly
élear...to everybody involved in'the operation that £he desire was to get rid of
‘the Castro regime and to get rid of Castro.f.the point was that no'limitations
were nut on this injunction.'" (lielms, 7/17, p. 16-17). 1In He;mé' testimony,

the following exchange occurred: .
"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 man.

He didn't say to somebody go out and murder him. He said
who will rid me of this man, and let it go at that.

s’

et _ "Mr. Helms: 'That is a warming reference to the problem.'

"Senator Mathias: 'You feel that spans the generations
‘and the centuries?!

"Mr. Helms: 'I think it does, sir.'

"Senator Mathias: 'And that is typical of ‘the kind of thing
which might be said, which might be taken by the director or
by anybody else as presidential authorization to go forward?'

"Mr. Helms: 'That is right. But in answer to that, I re-
alize that one sort of grows up in [thel 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.S. I Jjust think we all had the feeling that we're hired
out to keep those things out of the oval office.’

- "Senator Mathias: 'Yet at the same time you felt that some
spark had been transmitted, that that was within the per-
missible limits?' . -

- "Mr. Helms: 'Yes, and if he had disappeared from the scene ‘
they would not have been unhappy.'" (Helms Tr.- 6/13, pp. 72-73)

<
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N lelms said that although he never was told by his superiors te Lill Castro
Y : . .
’ (ilelms, 7/17, p. 15), there was at the same time never any injunction laid down
- by the Fennedy Administration that proscribed a Castro assassination: ''No member
of the Kennedy Administration...ever told me that (assassination) was proscribed,

(or) ever referred to it in that fashion..." (Helws, 7/71, p. 18.) '"Nobody ever

Sy
EE

. \

said that (assassination) was ruled out...”*/(Vclmo 7717, D. 43, }-

st £ ) " i "\} .
llelms stated that during the Mongoose period, thq &‘livevv oﬁ‘\\mbqgkg i £or
' @_
5.52 YAy Ql

assassination of Castro, "with all the other things thal wvere poing on at that

time...seemed to be within the permissible part of this effort." (Melms, 6/13,

p. 29.) "In the perceptions of the time and the things we were trying to do this
. ) o

. . i . .
was one human life against many other human lives that were beinz lost."

(lelms, 6/13, p. G&.)*%/

 *%As Helms declared: "In my 25 years in the Central Intelligence Agency, I always
thought T was working within authorlzatlon, that I was doing what I had been
asked to do by proper authority and when I was operating on my own I was doing

what I believed to be the legitimate business of the Agency as it would have been
expected of me." (Helms, 6/13, p. 30-31.)

**As set out above (p. ), Helms stated: '"...people were losing their=lives
. in raids, a lot of people had lost their life at the Bay of Pigs agents were
Qhﬁ being arrested left and right and put before the wall and shot." (Helms, 6/13,
p. 64.)
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b. Helms' Testimony That He Had No Direct Order to Assassinate
Castro and Did Not Inform the President or the Special Group
of the Assassination Activity

P llelms testified that there was no direct order to assassinate Castro.
ile said that his perceptions of authority did not reach the point where he could

testify that he had specific instructions- to ill Castro. As he put it:

. "I have testified as best I could about the atmosphere
“of the time, what I understood was desired, and I don't
want to take refuge in saying that I was instructed to
specifically murder Castro. . .'" (Helms, 6/13, p.88).

On the question of whether the President was informed of any
assassination plots, Helms pointed out that "nobody wants to-embafraés a
President of the United States (by) diséussing the assassination of. foreign
leaders in his preéence" (6/13, p.'Zé), and that the Speciai Group was "the-

mechanism that was set up. . .to use as a circuit breaker s0 that these

things did not explode in the Pr851dent s face and that he was.roé

responsible for them." (6/13, p. 29). Howgy’ ?Hélﬂ% also. qsé\ gd% g
- Y, i .

"‘,\-—',\

{”) : that he had "no knqwledgé that a Castro assas 3naﬁion was ever authorized
by the Special Group (Augmented)" (6/13, pp.28-29).
In addition, Helms said he never informed the Special Group Augmented

or any member of that Group that Harvey had given the pills to Roselli

in Miami "because I am not even sure I knew about it at the time." (Helms,
7/18, p.18).%*/ Helms also stated he never told Robert Kennedy about any
assassination activity and my "ﬁreéumﬁfion-is he Qasn't informed" (Helms,
6/13, p.58), and that "Harvey kept (the Roselli pillvplot) pretty much

in his back pocket." (Helms, 6/13,pp.57-58).

Helms further testified that although Robert Kennedy was "constantly

in touch" with him in 1962 and 1963, Robert Kennedy never instructed Helms

.-—/I

Vi
.

ey
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to assassinate Castro:

"The Chairman. 'Since he was on the phone to you
repeatedly did he ever tell you to kill Castro?’

"Mr. Helms. 'No.'
"he Chairman: 'He did not?'

"Mr. Helms: 'Hot in those words, no.'" (lHelms,

7/17, p.13)%/

M ( b= 7
Lfr / 7
(M /QW"’W "~
o !

¥  Jlelms immediately reiterated after this exchange that his perception of
authority for a Castro assassination rested on the pressure exerted by the
Administration against Castro. The exchange between the Chairman and Helms
continued as follows: ' '

"The Chairman: 'Well, did he ever tell you in other words
that clearly conveyed to you the message that he wanted
to kill Castro?’ '

"Helms: 'Sir, the last time I was (before the Committee), I

did the best I could about what I believed to be the parameters
under which we were working, and that was to get rid of Castro.
And I don't, I am sorry to say . . . see how one would have
expected that a thing like killing or murdering or assassinating
would become part of a large group of people sitting around a
table in the United States Government. I can't imagine any
Cabinet officer wanting to sign off on something like that. I
can't imagine anybody wanting something in writing saying I
have just charged Mr. Jones to go out and shoot Mr. Smith."
(Helms, T/17, pp. 13-1h4)
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c. lelms Testimony that he. Doubted Whether he had

Authorized a Specific Assassination Attempt or was Informed
of the Passage of the Pills

There is some doubt whether Helms ever authorized a specificvattempt
at Castro's assassination, or. was informed of the passage of thé pioson_
pills to Roselli in April, 1962. Although Helms testified that Harvey
regularly reported-to Helms on Harvey's Mongoose work (Helms, 6/15, p-95),
and Helms "would have thought" that Harvey wbulﬂ have reported to Helms
the  transfer of the pillé:into Cuba . (Helms, 6/13;_p.105),_Helms does not
recall Harvey ever telling him that the pills were delivered to Roselli.
(Helms, 7/17, p.22). | |

Thus, as indicated above, Hc]m" thfifiod he never informed the Special
Group Augmented or any member of that Group that HaFvey had given the pills
to Roselli in Miami "because I am not even sure I knew aﬁout it at the time."

(tielms, 7/18, p. 18.)% And with respect to the pills, Helms testified that,

AN
7-&md beheved«’i hex
_.,; - i .\\ ﬂ o 'l_:l

acE;V1£y) he testlfled\"I'AEVe

i*} although he agreed to the Harvey-Roselllpfpefftiéu

o%

call having okayed the killing of Castro myself in that form.”"” (Helms, 7/17,

implicit authorization for assassinat1o ‘re-

p. 9.)

d. Helms' Perceptlon of Robert Kennedy s Position on a Castro
Assassination

’

In testifying as to his perception of authority, Helms emphasized the

particular role played by Robert Kennedy in pressing for progress and results

*/ Helms' testimony that he may not have been informed that the pills were
delivered is corroborated by Harvey's testimony. Harvey testified that
when he returned from Miami he reported ‘to Helms on his contacts with
Roselli. But Harvey said that he only "briefed Helms generally', on the
subjects of Harvey's takeover of the Roselli operation, the prospects
of the operation, and the fact that Harvey lad dropped Maheu and‘Clancana
from the operation. (Harvey, 6/25 p.65).
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Robert Kennedy often talked directly with Helms and oﬁher CIA officials
working on the Mongoose program, outside of the Special Group Augmented
channels. (Helms, 7/17, p.13; 7/18, pp.60- 61) As llelms stated:

"1 can say absolutely fairly we are Lonstantly in

touch with each other in these matters. The Attorney

General was on the vhone to me, he Wwas on the phone

to Mr. Harvey, to Mr. Fitzgerald, his successor. lle

was on the phone even to people on Harvey's staff, as

I recall it." (Helms, 7/17, p.13).

Helms said that although he did not know whether a Castro
assassination would have been morally acceptable to Robert Kennedy,
Helms believed that Robert Kennedy "would not (have been) unhappy if
(Castro) had disappeared off the scene by whatever means." (Helms,

7/17.‘p.17—18). And Helms stated that Rgbert Kennedy never told him

that a Castro assassination was ruled out. (Helms, 7/17, p.21).

However, Helms-ﬁurthcr tostifiod that although Rohcrt.&énnedy was
"constantly in touch" with Helms and-Lhelr exchanges were marked by de-
tailed, factual, and highly specific discussions on anti-Castro operations.
Robert kenngdy never raised the subject of a Castro assassinatidnland never
instructed Helms to assassinate Castro.** Helms fuyther testified that he had

no knowledge that Robert Kennedy 'was ever asked to specifically approve

an assassination plot." (Helms, 6/13, p. 57.).

* Q: "So it vas your impression that he was ‘sort of settlng theaton@ for
the group's action or activxty. ~ .
A: "Oh, vyes. ..there wasn't any doubt about that. He wa'\vhryfhpah
interested- in this and spent a great deal oE timgﬁbn ¢§ \<Helms,
6/13, p. 22.) UETVRLY:
**The telephone records of the Attorney Cen@ré'§§ offlce indicate frequent
contact between the Attorney General anﬂ Helms and' Hélms stated that his
conversations with Robert kennedy werex cand ' and that "he and I used to .
deal in facts most of the time. (Helnis, 6/18, p.63.) Helins testified as
to the level of detail in his talks with Robert Kennedy: '

"For example, we had projects to land sabotage teams.*/

Well, (the Attorney General would ask) have you got the -
team organized, did the team go? Well, no, we've been
delayed a week because the weather is bad or the boats

don't run, or something of this kind. It even got down

to that degree of specificity." (Helms, 7/17, p.40)
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And, as stated above, llelms also testified thaf "Narvey kept Phase 2
(the Roselli pill operation) prettv mﬁch in his back pocket' and th;t al-
though llelms stated "I do not know this for sure," he testified it Wasv
his "presumption" that Robert Kennedy'was not informed of the PHase 2
operation.* (Helms, 6/13, p. 57-58.)

e. Helms' Testimony as to Why He Did Not Obtain a Dlrect
Order

lelms testified that assassination "was not part of the CIA's policy"
or a part of CIA's "armory". (llelms, 6/13, p. 37-88.) And, in his own
view, ilelms said that he "never liked assassination'. (And, in fact, banned

its use years after he became CIA Director.)  (Helms, __  .)

-

Moreover, Helms testified that he had serious reservations regarding the

CIA working with underworld figures. (Helms, 7/18 p.31). when Harvey
?ﬁ:« .

prol?sed to contact Roselli to see if gangste, 1_ le_(s”%}a Cyb‘a. Lfi:ou(l

SRS .5

q;% d% VAR &,

developed, Helms "had very grave doubts aboul
underworld figures. (Helms, 6/13, p.33; 7/18, p.31).

Despite these reservations, Helms did not seek approval for

the assassination activity because he sald assassination was not ///’/' ’/T§;Zi::

a subject that he felt should be aired with higher authority. (Helms, 7/18, [7C/H

pp.31-32). With respect to the question of obtaining express authority

‘% Jllelms based this presumption on a review of relevant documents at the

time of his testimony. (Helms, 6/13, p.58).



from the Special CGroup or Speéial Group Augmented,-Helms stated: "...

- I didn't.see how one would have expected that a thing like killing or
murdering or assassination would become a part of a large group of people
sitting around a table in the United States Government.'" (Helms, 7/17,
p. 14). And Qith regard to informing the President or obtaining explicit
authority from him, Helms stated that '"nobody wants to embarrass a  Presi-
dent of the United States .(by) discussing the assassination of foreign

leaders in his presence." (Helms, 6/13, p. 29).

Thus, in the following exchahge‘Helms stated that it "wouldn't have

occurred to me to ask' for clarification or express authority for assass-
. -

ination activity from Robert Kennedy or the Special Group:

"Senator Huddleston: "...it did not occur to you to

inquire of the Attorney General or of the‘Special

Group or of anyone that when they kept pushing and

asking for action...to clarify that question of

whether you should actually be trying to assassinate?"

o

"Mr. Helms: "I don't know whether it was in training
experience, tradition or exactly what one points to,
.but I think to go up to a Cabinet officer and say,

am I right in assuming that you want me to assassinate .
Castro or to try to assassinate Castro, is a question
it wouldn't have occurred to me to ask."

*¥k

"Senator Huddleston: "...(because assassination has such

serious consequences) seems to fortify the thought that

1 would want to be dead certain, I would want to hear

it from the horse's mouth in plain, simple English language
before 1 would want to undertake that kind of activity.
(Helms, 7/17, pp.51-52).

in the following exchange: .

"Senator Morgan: ''In light of your previous statement
that this is a Christian country and that this Committee
has to face up to the prime moral issue of whether or not =
killing is...acceptable...don't you think it would have
Lo . taken affirmative permission or authority to kill, rather

’ ' than just saying it was not eliminated from the authorlty
or you were not restricted...?"
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"Mr. Helms: "...killing was not part of the CIA's policy.
It was not part of the CIA's armory...but in this Castro
- operation...I have testified as best I could about the

' atmosphere of the time, what I understood was desired (and)
that this was getting rid of Castro, if he had been gotten
rid of by this means that this would have been acceptable
to certain individuals...I was just doing my best to do
what 1 thought T was supposed to do." (ielms, 6/13. pp.87-88).

When asked why he did not seek clarification from. the Special
Group, its members, or Robert Kennedy whether it was "in fact, the

policy of the U.S. Government to actually kill Fidel Castro,' Helms

answered "I don't know..."

..There is something about the whole chain of episodes
in conncection with this Roselli business that I am
simply not able to bring back in a coherent fashion.

And there was something about the ineffectuality of all
this, or the lack of conviction that anything ever
happened, that I believe in the end made this thing
simply collapse, disappear. And I don't recall what I
was briefed on at the time. Maybe I was kept currently
informed and maybe I wasn't, and today I don't remember
it...But I do not recall ever having been convinced
that any attempt was really made on Castro's life. And
SO since I didn't believe any attempt had been made on
 Castro's life, I saw no reason to pursue the matter
further." (Helms, 7/18, pp.31-32).

f. lelms' Perception of the Relevance of Special Group
Controls to Assassination Activity ' '

The evidence concerning the control system established by the.
Special Group for the Mongoose Operétion is disaussed-above (see p. ___m),
Helms stated, howevér, that the control system established by the

Special Group for Mongooée was not intended to apply to assassinéﬁion
activity. (Helms, 7/18, p.21). Thﬁs, with respect to the Special Group
Augmented's decision on Marcﬁ 5 1962 that major operations going beyond

the collection of 1ntelligence must' receive adyance-app ovaL,.Helmsa\

g -'.
stated that this referred to rather specific L%v{%js?at chél g)a:;@u .

Group had on its agenda”-from the outset of Mongoose. (Helms, 7/18,,

u‘u.

f{ v ~ p.21). Since assassination was not .among such items, Helms atated

7
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that the Special Group would not have expected assassination
activity to come under this particular policy. (Helnms, 7/18
p.21). And with respect to the Special Group Augmented's desire
to "keep its hands tightly on preliminéry actions'" leading
towards sabotage and other actions beyond intelligence collection,
Helms stated that was the kind of iﬂjunction "that appears in all
kiﬁds of governmental miﬁutes of'mee;ings."_ (Helmns, 7/18, p.lf).
Helms said he regarded these as ''general injunctions: rather than
an "all inclusive injunction' to Reep-the Group informed of all matters.
(Helms, 7/18, -.17).

Helms éaid he'recognized,_however,.;hat there were limits on
permissible activity during Mongobse.ﬁ/ (Helms, 7/18,#.9). -Thus,

"no limitations' on actions

Helms stated that although there were
to remove Castro during Mongoose, ;hére were restraints on sabotage
operations and he did not uhdersfand the abseﬁce of specific limitations
to authorize more drastic actions, such as committing the U.S. military
to an invasion of Cuba. (Helms, 7/18, p-9).
In addition, Helms‘testified that he saw no need to inform the
Special Group of the Harvey—Roselli-operation because that operation was
characterized by "ineffectuality' and a "lack of conviction that anxphing
ever happened." (Helms, 7/18, p.32). Helms stated he did no%yzékf v%éy;ﬁiA
- any attempt had been made on Castro's life by virtue oﬁﬂg§5 ’é§§§& etings

A

in Miami with Roselli. (Helms, 7/18, p.32). "{}ﬁ ”

*/ Helms testified, that although loss of 1:%} was 1mp11c1t in the

Yongoose operations,
"I think there was an effort made not to take tacks

that would recklessly kill a lot of people- and not -
. achieve very much. I think there was an effort, if you
&ﬁj : had a sabotage operation, not to throw a lot of hand

grenades into a city, but rather take out the power-
plant which would actually damage the economy of the
country. There was an effort made to find devices that

would seem to have a useful end. (Melms, 7/17, p.63-64).
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2. Harvey's Testimony Concerning Authority

A a. larvey's Perception pf Authority
Harvey étressed that ét all tiﬁes he was acting as a line officer re-
porting to his immediate superior-within‘thé>Ag¢ncy, the Deputy Director for
covert actions (first Bissell, then Helms.)* (Harvey, 6/25, p. 83).
Similarly, Harveyvalso pointed out that his information with respect
to authorization from outside the agency came from the Deputy Director:

"(a)t no time during this entire period...did I ever personally
believe or have any feeling that I was either free-wheeling or
end-running or engaging in any activity -that was not in response

to a considered, decided U. S. policy, properly approved, admittedly,
perhaps, or through channels and at levels 1 personally had no in-
volvement in, or first-hand acquaintance with, and did not consider
it at that point my province to, if you.will, cross-examine either
the Deputy Director or the Director concering it." (Harvey 6/25,

p. 83.) ' '

QR
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Thus, Harvey relied upon his superiors within thé-Agency for authority.
Indeed, Harvey indicated that his perception of the authorization for the
1962 assassination activity may have come from the period when Allen Dulles
was DCI. As Harvey stated:

"But I had every right to believe organizationally,
humanly, whatever way you want to put it, that nothing
that was being tdld to me by Bissell had not in fact
come to him from /Allen Dulles/.

But Harvey made clear that this did not implyithat McCone knew of or au-
thorized the assassination activity:

"The Chairman: 'That doesn't necessarily mean that be-
cause the previous director had knowledge that Mr. McCone
had knowledge. It is not like a Tovenant that runs in
the land.'" : :

"Mr. Harvey: 'No, of coursé not, and they don't always
brief their successors.'' (Harvey, 6/25, p. 85.)

L
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- b. Harvey and the Special Group Augmented

Harvey'testified that he never informed the Special Group'Augmented,
or any of its members individually, of the ongoing assassination plots. As
we described earlier, the Special Group Augmented and its Mongoose‘program
began its Cuba activities in late 1961 through 1962. Harvey attended.many
of thé Special Group Augmented meetings as the CIA's repfésentative.' He

te9t1f1ed that at no time was assassination discussed at any of the meetings,

except for the August 10, 1962 meetlng. SIS A~ €
. . . CK
We took substantial testimony covering the April/May 1962 period when ﬂi:C’”“
the underworld contact was reactivated;'the-pills were passed to Roselli and  /
; L . ‘ ser 7o
delivered to Cuba. Harvey had been appointed several months earlier as head z;a( -
' : Bun py
of the CIA's Task Force W, yhich operated under the Special Group Augmented as. +
- Y b g pe
the CIA's aCthn arm for Mongoose act1v1t1es - Fesr

O In the latter part of April, Harvey went to Miami where the CIA had its
large (at least 200 persons) JM/WAVE Station. As Harvey testified, in addition
to his meeting with Roselli and the delivery of the poison pills, Harvey's trip.
had other totally unrelated (in Harvey's view) purposes as well:

.this was one of a number of periodic trips for the
purpose of reviewing in toto...the actual and potential
operations at.the Miami base. and this covered the whole ¢§§g\
Yy

gamut from personnel admlnlstratlon operational support 4
in the way of small craft [and] so on.."(Harvey., 7/11, 4?“5”5»

pp. 15-1 6) <‘§ \\SQ\\/A
om:garvey on

wa§ 1n Miami, Lansdale

The Special Group Augmented expected to receive a rep 0

his April trip to Miami. On April 19, 1962, whlle

told the Special Group Augmented that:

"Upon the return of Mr. Harvey from his current field visit,
more specific information on the status of agent training
and operations should be made available.’ (Hcmorandum for

LA

ﬁr"-.
\

* This meeting and the testimony concerning it is treated in. depth in the
section, infra, pp. ' '
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‘the Special Group, Apfil 19, 1962, from Lansdalej pP._____ ). On April 26,
1962, the Special Group Augmented was informed by Lansdale that Harvey
‘was in Florida "initiating a new series of agent infiltrations' and would
return to‘Washington on April 30. (Memorandum for the épecial Group
1Zugmente§7, April 26, 1962, from Lansdale.) At the Special Group meeting
on the same day General Taylor requested that Harvey "attend the next meet-
ing and report on agent activities." (Memorandum for the Record, April 26,
1962, by McCohe.) The next day, Aﬁril_26, 1962, ﬁarvey was sent é ﬁemotandum
informing him of General Taylor's request as well as the fact that McCone
wanted to meet with Harvey and Lensdale "immediately on your return to dis-
cﬁss the Task Force activities,"” (Memorand;h for Action, Elder to Harvey,
April 27, 1962.)

Harvey did report to the Special Group upon his return but did not

mention his meeting with Roselli or the delivery of the pills and the weapong,

4

Harvey testified that when he reported to the Special Group, 4

on his trip to Miami, he did not inform them or, in@eggyxaniﬁf di
e (TR
outside the Agency, that he had given the pillé‘ﬁp%&%ﬁg&li.
o - TR A

p. 16.)* And when Mcéone_asked Harvey to brief him on what Harvey had domne.
in Miami, Harvey did not'tell.McCone of the pills.As indicated above,

Hafvey did not believe it was necessary to do so. (Harvey, 7/11, p. 17.)%*

% llarvey testified with respect to why he did not briel the Special Group Augmented,
- in the.following exchange:

"Q.:. '...Did you believe that the White llouse did not
want the Special Group to know?'"

"A.: 'Well, I would have had no basis for that belief,

but I would have felt that if the White House (tasked)

this (operation to the CIA) and wanted the Special

Group to know about it, it was up to the White llouse

~ to brief the Special Group and not up to.me to brief-

i ) them, and T would have considered that I would have
= ~ been very far out of line and would have been subject

to severe censure.''* (llarvey Tr. 7/11, p. 77).
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The minutes of the May 3, 1962, Special Gropp Augmented meeting make no
¢ ./ mention of Harvey's above-related plot activities. The minutes of that meet-
ing show that on his return from Miami, Harvey gave a pfogress report to the
Special Group Augmented on Magent teams'' and the "general field of intelli-
gence'". ‘(Harvey, Ex. 3, Memorandum of Special Group Augmented Meeting, May
1962, p. 1.) Harvey reborted that three agent teams had been infiltrated and
that 72 actual or potential reporting sources were also in blaée. (Harvey Ex. 3,
p. 1.) | |
Shortly after the May 3 meeting, General Taylor went to see the President to

give him what he called a "routine briefing'" (Taylor Tr. , D- ).

General Taylor's memorandum of his briefing of‘Zhe President similarly hakes
no reference to Harvey's contacts with Roselli or the delivery of pills and

- guns. (Memorandum for Record May 7, 1962, by General Tayior.) Taylor testified
that he had never heard of Harvey delivering pills to poison Castro, or of any

assassination attempts. (Taylor Tr. ., p. 42.)

N
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3. Testimony of Kennedy Administration Officials

In addition to examining the actual nature of the Mongoose operation (discussed

; above at p. ), we took considerable-testimony from Kennedy Administration offi-
cials on the question of authority for a Castro-assassination in the Mongoose
period. Sét out iﬁ the section below is the testimony of the Kennedy Administra-
tion officials principally involved in the MOngoose operation and the Special Group
Augmented, all of whom testified the assassination ploté Qeré not authorized. These
were McConé, the Director of CIA and a meﬁber of the Special Group Augmented; |
General Taylor, Chairman of the Special Group Augmented; General Lansdale, Chief of
Operations for Mongoose; Special Group Augmented members Bundy and Gilpatric; Secre-
tary of State Rusk; and Secretary of Defense McNamara. Their testimony focused on
the principal issues raised by Helms, including® (1) whethef any authority for a
Castro assassination éxisted; and (2) whether they had knowledge of any Castro assassi-
P e
nation activity. _ ‘JVA? /%L’y

In the succeeding section we discuss the August 10, 1962, meeting where the subJ%ffj]

o

-’ of a Castro assassination was ralsed._

a. Testimony of McCone

McCone testified that at nd time during his service in the Kennedy Adnministration
as DCI (1961-1963), did President Kehnedy,‘Robert Kennedy or any member of the Cabi-
net or White House staff discuss with him any Castro assassination plans or operatlons
(McCone, p. 44) : R | :

As discussed above in greater.detail, McCone, the Direct6r of Central Intelligence
and Helms immediate superior, testified he did not authorize and was not informed

about, the assassination activity. (McCone, p. 3.)

*In addition, the Committee questioned the Kennedy Administration members as to the
likelihood that an assassination order might have been given to Helms by Robert
Kennedy through a 'back channel', outside the normal chain of command; however,
Helms subsequently appeared and testified that no such order was ever glven by
Robert Kennedy. (See p. above )
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McCone pointed out that dlthough theé Cuban problem was dlscussed 1n TEerms
of "dispose of Castro," or 'knock off Castro', these terms were meant to refer

to ""the overthrow of the Communist Government in Cuba' and not a Castro assassi-

* s
~oel

nation. (McCone, p. 44; McCone Ex. 4, memorandum April 14, 1967, to Helms.)

McCone further spéted that "it is very hard for me to believe"
that Robert Kennedy would have initiated a Castro assassination activity

without consulting with the Special Group.Augmented. (McCone, p. 52).

b. ‘Testimony of Taylor ' v
- Taylor served as Chairman of the Special Group Auémented
during the Mongoose Operation (Taylor, T7/9, p. ). In addition, Taylor
also seryed as President Kennedy's Military Representative and Intelligence
Advisor af@er the Bay of Pigs uptil his d@ppointment as Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in November 1962 (Taylor, 7/9, p. ;  Bundy, T7/11,
p. 25). | |
' Taylor testified that a Castro assassination plan was
:C:} _ "never" submitted to the Special Group Augmented, either orally or in-‘ ;:Z;ﬂki
writing. (Taylor, p. hl). Tayior further testified thht he and the
Special Group Augmented were never told of the péssage of the poison
pills to Rosélli in April_1962, and that the passage of these ﬁills
without the knowledge of the Special Group Augmented was "entirely,
completely out of ZE%é?lcontext and character of the way the [gbecial
Group Augmenteé? operated or the way it would accept" that an operation
was properly authorized. (Taylor, p. 43). And Taylor testified that
although fhe Special Group Augmented was ''certainly anxious for the
downfall of éastro" an "assassination never came up" in the meetings

P
5 A

%
.v\" K

and discussions of the Special Group Augmented. (Taylor, p. 62). IR

TN

s

* With respect to whether PresidehtkKennedy or Robert

-,

L/
e

\?

Kennedy or Robert Kennedy might have bypassed the Special Group Aug-

mented to deal directly with Helms or CIA officers to assassinate
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Castro, Taylor testified that this would have been "éﬁtirely con-
tradictory to every mephod of operation I ever saw on the part of

“ the President and his brother." (Taylor, p. th. Taylor stated "ﬁhe
President and the Attorhey General would never have gone around" tﬁe
Special Gioup Augmented. (Taylor, p. L9).

Although Taylor acknowledged that Robert Kennedy
frequently pushed for more direct action during_Mongoose, Taylor
stated that "there was no suggestion [§ﬁ7 assassination"” in these urgings.
(Té}lor, p. 67). Taylor testified that Robert Kennedy dealt directly

~with Lansdale outside Special Group‘Augmented channels "only for the
purpose of imparting his own sense of urgency” but "never" would
Robert Kennedy have dpné so on substantive issues:

"Senator Hart of Colorado: But on substantive issﬁes,

he wouldn't, in effect, been dealing behind your back?"

"General Taylor: Never. Never. That was not his way."

o (Taylor, p. 53). _*/

c. Testimony of Lansdale

Lansdale testified that he "was very certain" that

he never discussed a Castro assassination with either President Kennedy

The evidence showed, however, that therc were occasions when the

Attorney Ceneral dea]t with thosc concered with Mongoose without A
consulting General Taylor. Tor examnle, as dlscnsch in greater de-\h
tail (in the section on Mongoose operations) on January 18 1962, % .4 ‘C\

i . General Lansdale sent a copy of his program review to ohcrt \LHﬁCJY/*
attached to which was a cover memorandum indicating that othor "'sensi-
tive work' not in the review was to be dealt with on1y between the
President, the Attorney Gencral, and Lansdale. The nature of that
‘work (which Lansdale testified Jnvo]ved political contacts ‘in the Cuba
exile community) is discussed at p. above.

ko
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or Robert Kennedy:
"The Chairman: You do not recall ever having discussed with
the Attorney General a plan or a proposal to assassinate
TN Fidel Castro?"
"General Lansdale: No. And I am véry certain Senator, that
such a discussion never came up...neither with the Attorney
General or the President.'" ' (Lansdale, p. 18.)%
Lansdale further testified that the plausible deﬁiability concépt had no part
in the fact that he never discussed a Castro assassination with President Kennedy
or the Attorney General.** .Lansdale testified that he "had doubts" that assassina-
tion was a "useful action, and one which I had never employed in thé past, and dur-
ing work in copyihg with revolutions and I had considerable doubts as to its utility
and I was trying to be very pragmatic." (Lansdale, p. 31.) When asked if he thought
the President was not aware of efforts to depose Castro and his government by any
means including assassination, Lansdale answered "I am certain he was aware of ef-
forts to dispose of the Castro regime. I am really not one to guess what he knew
of assassinafions, because I don't know." (IQ:’ p. 32.)
{;j ' With regard to.the Castro assassination attempts, Lansdale testified that

Harvey 'never" told him that Harvey was attempting to assassihate Castro. (Lansdale,

p. 24.) Lansdale stated:

"I had no knowledge of such a thing. I know of no order
or permission for such a thing and I was given no infor-

mation at all that such a thineg was goinm on by people
who I have now learned were involved with it.

(Lansdale, p. 58). */

__*/ Thus, when Lansdale was questloned about the 'touchdown plays"
(discussed in detail above at p. ), there was this testimony:

"o

senator Baker: Now do you completely rule out the possibility
that the touchdown play had to do with the possible assas31nat10n
~efforts apgainst Fidel Castro?" '

" )
General Lansdale: Yes ... I never discussed, nor conceived, nor:
received orders about an assassination of Castro with my deallngs

with either the Attorney General or the President." ,f\;‘é-
SN TAN
_ *¥%/ "Senator Baker: Is that the reason you didn't, because of the® :f
g principle of deniability?" : PR w4>

R - T ° )
. % - \: ,

"General Lansdale: No, it wasn't. The subject never came up,
and I had no reason to bring it up with him. Y
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As discussed below in detail at pp ____, after the subject
- of a Castro assassination was ralsed at the August 10, 1962 meeting of the
Special Group Augmented, Lansdale directed Harvey to prepare a plan for the
"liquidation" of Quban leaders. However, no sucﬁ plan was ever preparéd and,
as the IG Report concluded, the August lO'meeting was "unrelated to any actual

attempts at assassination.” (IG, p. 118).

With respect to the possibility that Robert Kennedy
might have by-passed the SGA and Lansdale to deal directly with Agency
officials on a Castro assassination, Lansdale testified:

"I never knew of a direct line of communication
between the President or the Attorney General and Harvey

apart from me on this...." -

During the course of theAcbmmittee's investigation
info these allegatidns of assassination efforts by the U.S. government,
) however, General Lansdale spoke with’ scvcrdl rcportcxs concerning the
subject of a Castro assassination plan in 1Y0Z. Lansdale's comments tu
the reporters are dealt with helow in connectiQn with the August iu,

1962, meeting of the Special Group.

¥/ "Sepator Huddleston: You never had any reason to believe that
. the Attorney General had dealt directly with Mr. Harvey?"

"General Lansdale: ~ I hadn't known about that at all, no...."
"Senator Huddleston: ...You have no reason to believe that he

might have broached (a Castro assassination) with the Attorney
General?" : '

"General Lansdale: I wouldn't know that -- I certalnly dldn tf‘\au-
know it." (SR

£ \
"Senator Huddleston: - You had no reason to be Ve that there
was any kind of activity going on in relation to Cuba outside =
N of what you were propo ing or what was coming be(o¥e\the Special
s Group?" \w

"General Lansdale: MNo, I was supposed to know it all, and T
had no indication that I did not know it all (except for one
_ operation by Harvey unrelated to assassinations).”
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d. Testimony of Bundy

Bundy served as President Kennedy's Special Assistant

for National Security Affairs throughout the Kennedy Administration.
(Bundy, p. 2). In addition, Bundy participated in the planning that
led to the creation of Operation Mongoose and was a member of the
Special Gr@up Augmented. (Bundy, pp. 34, 87).

| Bundy testified_that the matter of a Castro assassination
vas "menti;ned from time to time'" over the period 1961-1963 but "never to
me that I can recall by the Presidénp." (Bundy, p. 73). Bunﬁy cmphasized
",

- N - °
that the question came up "as somcthing to talk abont rather thin to

consider." (Bundy, p. 73.)

"

I Bundy testified that it was his conviction that "no

------ one in the Kennedy Administration, in the White House ... ever gave
any authorization; approval, or instruction of any kind for any effort_
to assassinate ényone by the CIA." (Bundy, p. 5k). Bundy testified
that he knew and worked on an intimate basis with both President Kennedy

and Robert Kennedy during the entire Kennedy Administration, and testi-

" fied that it was "incredible" that they would have authorized a Castro

o
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assassination, either explicitly or implicitly as a result of pressure

they exerted in the anti-Castro effort:

"The Chairman: Based upon that acquaintanceship, do you
believe, under any of the circumstances that occurred
during that whole period, either one of them would have
authorized the assassination of Fidel Castro?"

"Mr. Bundy: T most emphatically do not ... If you have
heard testimony that there was pressure to do something
about Cuba, there was. There was an effort, both from the
President in his style and from the Attorney General in
his style to keep the government active in looking for
ways to weaken the Cuban regime. There was. But if you,
as I understand it, and not even those who pressed the
matter most closely as having essentially been inspired
by.the White House can tell yop that anyone ever -said to
them, go and kill anyone. ‘ 4 :

Let me say one other thing about these two men, and
that is that there was something that they really wanted done,
they did not leave people in doubt, so that on the one
hand, I would say about their character, their purposes,
and their nature and the way they confronted international
affairs that I find it incredible that they would have

- ordered or authorized explicitly or implicitly an assassi-
i nation of Castro. I also feel that if, contrary to every-
‘thing that I know about their character, they had had such a
decision and such a purpose, people would not have been in
any doubt about it." (Tr. 98-99).

i

Bundy was asked "have you any way to explain to the Com-
mittee, as toiwhy Mr. Helms would testify that he...had no doubts,
‘that the Agency was fully éuthorized<to proceed to not only develop
schemes, but to engage in active -attempts to assassinate Castro?"
Bundy replied: "I have no explanation of that." (Bundy, pp. 99-100) -

| Bundy further testified tbat despitevthe extreme senée of
drgéncy that.arose during the Cuban Missi;e Crisis, Castro's assassi-
nation was never discussed, and it waé "totally inconsistent'" with the

policies and actions taken by the President and Robe;p Kenngdy in that



gy

r?
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Crisis fdr them to have authofized a Castro assassination. (Bundy, p. 95,
97-93).% |

Bundy further stated that he was never told by anyone that assassination
efforts were underway aﬁdinst Castro, that underworld figures were hired by
the CIA in this regard, or that larvey was engaged in Cnstfo assassination ac-
tivity. (Bundy, p. 63.)

Bundy testified that he heard about the concept of “exccutive acfionﬁ//lLAx /?//{/
"Some timc in the carly months of 1961'". (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 4.) Tut since
‘this was presented to him as an untafggted canghility only he did not “dis-
courage or dissuade” the person_who briefed him on this. (Bundy, p. ﬂ; 7, 10.)
then asked if he had any reco]leétion:ofrany specific covert plans that involved

poisons in conjunction with activities against Cuba, Pundy stated

"{ have no recollection of any specific plan. I d?
have a very vague, essentially refreshed re?ollectlon
that I heard the word poison at some point in connec-
tion with a possibility of action in Cuba. But that
is as far as I have been able to take it in my own ) R

memory. (Bundy, P-‘h2)°
Bundy stated further that this recollection relating to poison involved a
proposal that seemed "impractical" because it was going to kill a large group

of people in a headquarters mess,

or something of that sort:" (Bundy,p.42-43),

_*/ Bundy stated:
WA, NN

"... the most important point I want to maké%x;ﬁ“is that
I find the notion that they separately, privatély encouraged,
ordered, arranged efforts at assassination totally incon-
sistent with what I knew of both of them. And, as an
example, I would cite -- and one among very many -- the role
played by the Attorney General in the Missile Crisis, because
it was he who, most emphatically, argued apgainst a so-called
surgical air strike or any other action that would bring
death upon many, in favor of the more careful approach which
was eventually adopted by the President in the form of a
quarantine or a blockade." (Bundy, p. 98).

W
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With respect to th¢ possibility that Robert Kennedy
g may have authorized assa;sination outside of Special Group Augmented
channels, Bundy stated that although Robert Kennedy did spur people
to greater effort during Mongoose, 'he never took away from the
existing channel of authority its authority or responsibility."
(Bundy, pp. 47-48). Bundy further testified that there existed be-
tween Robert Kennedy and Maxwell Taylor (the Special Group Augmented
Chairman) "a relation of real trust and confidence." In view of this
relation, Bundy stated it was his opinion tbat Robert Kennedy would
not have by-passed Taylor to develop a "back-channel" relationship

with someone else to assassinate Castro. “(Bundy, p. 87).

e. Testimony of MacNamara

MacNamara. served as Secretary of Defense throughoun

the Spe01al
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' HMcNamara stated that he had no knowledge or information of any nroposal
™ for the assassination of Premier Castro Coming from President Kennedy or
J .
Robert Kennedy. (lcMamara, 7/11/75, p. 4.) te did note that "we were hysteri-
cal about Castro at the time of the Bay ol Pigs and thercafter, and that there
was ﬁrcssurc from (President Kennedy and Robcrt Kennedy) to do something about

Castro. DBut I don't belicve we contcmplntcd assassination. Ve did, however,
]
contemplate overthrow." (FcMamara, p. 93.)

There occurred during MCNamara's testimony an exchange which is appropriate
to sct out in full hecausc of the manner in which it captures the dilema posed

by the evidence on the question ol authority:

" The Chairman. We also have received evidence from
your senior associates that they never participated in

- the authorization of an assassination attempt against .
Castro nor ever dlrected the CIA to undertake such

: attempts.

2“} We have much testimony establishing the chain of
command where covert action was concerned, and all of
it has been to the effect that the Special Group or
the Special Group Augmented had full charge of covert
operations, and that in that chain of command any proposal
of this character or any other proposal having to do
with covert operations being directed against the
Castro regime, or against Castro personally, were to
be laid before the Special Group Augmented and were not
to be undertaken except with the authority of that
group and -at the direction of that group.

Now, at the same time we know from the ev1dence
that the CIA was in fact engaged during the perlod
in a series of attempts to assassinate Castro.

Now, you see what we are faced with is.this dilemma. ¢’ Eé

- Either the CIA was a rogue elephant rampaging out offf »3 :@
control, over which no effective dlreCC1on was being™
given in this matter of assassination, or. the;e’gﬁs ol
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' reconcile. (TR. 38-41) . b’

McNamara further stated that "I find it almost inconceivable™

assassination attcmpts were carried on during the Konnedy AdninistPayFpiseg.

;';)J_

some secret channel circumventing the whole structure
of command by which the CIA and certain officials in
the CIA were authorized to proceed with assassination
plots and assassination attempts against Castro. Or the
third and final point that I can think of is that
somehow these officials of the CIA who were so engaged
misunderstood or misinterpreted their scope of authority.
Now it is terribly important, if there is any way that we
can find out which of these three points represented what
actually happened. That is the nature, that is the
quandary. ) _
Now, is there anything that you can tell us that would
assist us in finding an answer to this central question?

Mr. McNamara. 1 can only tell you what will further your
uneasiness. Because I have stated before and I believe
today that the CIA was a highly disciplined organization,
fully under the control of senior officials of the govern-
ment, so much so that I feel as a senior -official of the
government I must assume responsibility for the actions

of the 'two, putting assassination aside just for the
moment. But I know of no majoy action taken by CIA during
the time I was in the government that was not properly
authorized by senior officials. And when I say that I
want ‘to emphasize also that I believe with hindsight we
authorized actions that were.contrary to the interest of the
Republic but I don't want it on the record that the CIA
was uncontrolled, was operating with its own authority

and we can be absolved of responsibility for what CIA

.did, again with exception of assassinatlon, again which

I say I never heard of.

The second point you say that you have, you know that
CIA was engaged in a series of attempts of assassination.
I think to use your words. I'don't know that. I accept
the fact that you do and that you have information I was
not aware of. I find that impossible to reconcile. I just
can't understand how it could have happened and I don't
accept the third point, that they operated on the basis
of minunderstanding, because it seems to me that the
McCone position that he was opposed to it, AYs, clear
recollection and his written memo of 1967 %f Ixwas strongly
opposed to it, his statement that Murrow oppg$ ‘jf/hll should
eliminate any point of mlsunderstandlng Go,(l -agkly can t

T o A3 })

sy

4
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days without the senior members know it, and I understand the contradiction that

~and

this carries with respect to the face.'" (McNamara, p. 4.) He further emphasized
that for the President or prerthennédy to have approved a Castro assassination
was ''totally inconsistent with everything I know about the two men." (McNamara
b. 90.) |

£. Testimony of Gilpatric

Gilpatric.served as Deputy Secretary of Defense throughout the Kennedy Admini-
stration. (Gilpatric, p. 5; Giipatric Ex.-l, p. 5.) In that capacity, Gilpatric
represented the Department of Defense as a member of the Speciél Group and the
Special Group Augmented during fhe Mongoose operation. (Gilpatric, p. 5.)

Gilpatric testified Chat he understood the mandate of
the Special Group during tongoose was noE to kill Castré, but to "so under-
mine, SO0 distuptl the Cuban system under Castro that it could not be

- effective."® (Gilpatric, p. 28). Gilpatric emphasized that "it was éhe

system we had to deal with" and words such as "get rid of Castro" were

&ei?g,he had installed

v,d’a"- éﬁﬁ ) " (Gil-

said "in the context  of the system, of the .... gog&

and was presiding over, but of which lﬁéstpg7 was oniyt

patric, p. 29).

* Initially in his first appearances before the Committee Mr. Gilpatric
was unable to recall any of the events or characters involved in Operation
Mongoose. He failed to recall that General Lansdale was the Chief of
Operations for the project, or Lansdale's involvement in the Special
Group Augmented even though Gilpatric recommended Lansdale for pro-
motion to Brigadier General. Gilpatric testified that the lapse of time,
approximately fifteen years, had impaired his memory on these events.
(Gilpatric, pp. 6-9.) (Insert possible proposed additional language by
Smothers.) '
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Gilpatric said that he knew of no express restriction
that would have barred the killing of Castro. But Gilpatic testified that
he understood "There were 1imits on the use of power' and that these pre-
cluded the use of assassination. (Gilpatric, p. 31). Thus, while Gil-
patric said that it was ''perfectly possible“ that one might reasonably
have inferred assassination was authorized, nevertheless, the limits on
action set down by the Special Group Augmented would have
required that specific efforts be made by one receiving general iﬁstructions
to clarify whether those iﬁstructions authorized assassination.*/ He added
that "within our charter, so to speak, the one thing that was_off limits
was military invasion." .(Id. p. 45). In this contoxt of ibe ilongoose
charter, Gilpatric, wﬁen asked whether th& "killing of Castfo by.a para-
military group (would) have been within bounds." he responded, "I know of
no restriction. that wouid have barred it." (Id.) In response to a ques-
tion as to whether there was any conqérn for the limits on the activities
of personnel involved in these raidsiand infiltration efforts, Gilpatric
said:. "No, to the contrary. The co&blaint that the Attorney General had, y’u~J/¥L
if we éssume he was reflecting the Plesideﬁt’s views on it, l;és tha£7 the —
steps taken by the CIA up to that point, 1§h§7‘their plans were too petty, -
wére too minor, they weren't massive'enough, they weren't going to be ef-

’

fective enough." (Id., p. 47.) iowever, as discussed above at p.
) P

on March 5, 1962,1the Special Group Augmented had agrégd, with respect to

"action-type'" agents, that it "must keep its hand tig @(' on these agents''
yp g » g

activities, and although once such agents were inside'CQ ay~they could not
be "effectively controlled,"”" the Group would make "every efforft...to attempt

such control."

T e

_*/ In Gilpatric's testimony, there was the following exchange: _
"Senator Huddleston:...It's on the basis of these words that .&
everybody admits were used, like replace or get rid of, on »
the basis of these kinds of conversation alone that /Helms/ &
was firmly convinced and that apparently went right down
through the whole rank of command, firmly convinced that he
had the authority to move against the life of a head of state.
(Footnote continued on next page.).
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GCilpatric testified that "it was not unusual" for Presi-
dent Kennedy and Robert Kennedy to deal directly_with people at various
levels in the Executive Branch. (Cilpétric, p. 58). With respect to Mon-
goose, Gilpatric said that Robert Kennedy was the "moving spirit" (Gil-
patric, p. 11). Bﬁt Gilpatric stated that Robert Kennedy's role was '"'prin-
cipally to spur us on, to get going, get cracking." (Gilpatric,_p.f47)._ Thus,
although Robert Kennedy frequently complained that the _pl:ms of the CIA and
Mongoose weren't "massive enough' and that "we should get in there and
do mére," Gi]patric pointed out that Robert Kennedy was not making specific
proposalb in these urgings, and the reéult he desired was a general one

"to limit the Castro regime's effectiveness,‘ rather than any SpLL1f1C nicasure.

(Gilpatric, p. °47).

g. Testimony of Rusk

Dean Rusk served as-Secretary of State throughout the
Kennedy Administration. Rusk participated in a number of Special Group

Augmented meetings during the Mongoose operation. (Rusk, p. ).

(Footnote continued from previous page.)

Now this disturbs me, and I don't know whether our councils of govern-
ment operate that way in all areas or not, but if they do then it seems
to me it would raise a very serious questlon as to thLer or not the
troops are getting the right orders."”

"Mr. Gilpatric....T thought there were limits on the use of powe“;f
that was onc of them.'

"Senator Huddleston. And going beyond that b
body make a specific effort to make sure he undplstood preclsulyrwhapf

they were talking about, would that be your 1nterprcLaL10n7"

"Mr. Gilpatric. It would." - (Gilpatric, p. 31). - g jx
- RS
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Rusk testified that he had never been infcrmed of any
Y Castro assassination plans or undertakings and had no knowledge of any
such activity. (Rusk, p. 52). L
Rusk further testified that he found it "very hard to
believe" that President Kennedy or Rob%rt Keqnedy wouid have, in the course
of urging action against Castro, sgnctioned the use of any measure against
Castro.*/ Rusk said that, while it-wés "possible" that a ‘person, in éobd-
faith, might have thoﬁgh; specific couEses of action were authorized from
the emphasis giQen to taking action agéinst_Castro, nevertheless Rusk testi-
fied that with respect to a Castro asséssintion,
"It would have been an abuse 6f}theoPresident and the
Attorney General if somebody had thought they were
getting that without confirming that this was, in fact,
an official, firm policy decis;pn. (Rusk, pp. 98-99).
With respect to wh%iher President Kennedy or Robert
Kennedy might have communicated direcgly with Hélms or Harvey on a Castro
assassination effort, Rusk testified that, based on-his experiencé and the

manner in which foreign affairs matters were handled, I don't see how it could

have héppened.” (Rusk, p. 99).**/

*/ "Senator Huddleston...(Do) your contacts with Robert Kennedy or Presi-
dent Kennedy, indicate to you that they were agitated to such an extent
about Cuba and Mongoose progress that in a conversation with someone
urging them to get off their rear-end and get something done that they
might convey the message that they meant anything, go to any length to
do something about the Castro regime? _

"Mr. Rusk. I find it very hard to believe that Robert Kennedy standing
- alone, or particularly Robert Kennedy alleging to speak fo a?resident
Kennedy, would have gone down that trail. ;

**/["Senator Mondale...We asked Cenoral Taylor yesterday whefﬁéfjke‘thought
something of informal, subterranean, whatever kinds of communxcatlons
from the highest level to Helms would have been possible without his
(Footnote continued on following page.)
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to) h. Testimony of Sorensen

Sorensen served és a Special Assistant to President Kennedy during
the entire Kennedy Administration. Sorensen was a member of the National Security
Council Executive Committee that dealt with thé Missile Crisis, although he
was not involved with Mongoose.

Sorensen testified that in his daily personal meetings with the

" President and at all the National Security Council meetings he attended, there
was "not at any time any mention -- much less approval by him -- of any U.S.-
sponsored plan to assassinate any foreign leaders" (Sorensen, p. 4). Based
upon his close contact with President Kennedy, Sorensen stated that it was his
opinion that:
"such an act (as assassination) was totally foreign to his
character and conscience, foreign to his fundamental reverence
Y for human life and his respect for his adversaries, foreign to
g his insistence upon a moral dimension in U.S. foreign policy
and his concern for his country's reputation abroad, and
foreign to his pragmatic recognition{that'so horrendous but
> “inevitably counter-productive a precedent committed by a

country whose own chief of state was 1nev1tably vulnerable.
(Sorensen, p. 5).

(Footnote continued from previous page.)

knowledge, and he said he felt that was incredlble, he didn' t think it
- was possible. o
Do you think that it would be likely that an 1nformal.€ﬁder around
channels, say to Helms or to Harvey--
The Chairman. Over a three-year period, (ﬁzc
" Senator Mondale. Over a three-year perlod would have been possible
without your being informed? ‘ _
Mr. Rusk. Theoretically, Senator, one would ‘have to say lt(;s,possible.
Senator Mondale. But based on your exper1ence7 P
Mr. Rusk. In terms of practlcallty, probability and so forth I don't =
. see how it could have happened. . o
{0 You know those things, in these c1rc1es we were moving in coul@ not'
= be limited in that way. You know the echoes would come back." ? «‘;4‘x

X o~

W

‘«.‘.:

-
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7. The August 10, 1962 Meeting
; T :

{
N Az indicated above (see p. ), the question of a Castro assassination
was raised at a meeting of the Special Group ‘Augmented on August 10, 1962. sef T
Thereafter, on August 13, 1962, ‘Lansdale directed Harvey to include in a - 4Zkv6¢7
A Cvt e
proposed plan for ‘Phase II of Mongoose a plan for the "11qu1dat10n of leaders" G v
as an option. We took considerable testimony and_examined the documents
relating to the August 10 meeting, the nature of the discussion of a Castro
assassination, and Lansdale's subsequent request for a contingency plan.
: ’ v 4
At the outset, it should be noted that the documents and testimony AT
showed that discussion of a Castro assassination at the Agust 10, 1962 meeting *14 I
trtte o

had .no connection to-the assassination activityeundertaken by Harvey and
Roselli, or any other Castro assassination plans or efforts. As the CIA
Inspector General found:
"The subject (of a Castro assassination) was raised
_ at a meeting at State on 10 August 1962, but it is

{ 5 unrelated to any actual attempts at assassination.

It did result in a MONGOOSE action memorandum by

Lansdale assigning to CIA action for planning

liquidation of leaders. (IG, p. 118).

The finding of the Inspector General is supported both by the chrono-
logy of the Castro assassination efforts and the testimony of Harvey. The
chronology shows that it was three months prior to the August 10, 1962 meet-
ing that Harvey gave Roselli the poison pills for use against Castro, and
that shortly thereafter (and well before August 10, 1962) Harvey was informed

. that the pilis were inside Cuba.. (see p. _ above). Moreover, after the
August 10, 1962 meeting there was no Castro - assassination activity during

the remalnder of 1962. (see p. above) .

In addltlon, Harvey (who attended the August 10 1962 meeting. ‘and
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recalled that the question of a Castro assassination was raised) declared
that the discussion was not related to his agsassinacion activity with Ro-
selli. (Harvey, 7/11, pp. 48-50). Harvey further teépified that he did nét
view the August 10, 1962, discussion of a Casfro assassination as authoriza-
tion for the Roselli operation because "the authority, as I understood it,
for this particular operation went back long before the formation'" of the

Special Group Augmented. (Harvey, 7/11, p. 49).

1. The Contemporanecus Documents A ' _ ' /

a. Lansdale's Aucust 13, 1962 Memorandum

Following the August 10, 1962 meeting, Lansdale sent a memorandum on
August 13, 1962, to Harvey and the other membere of Lansdale's interagency
wérking group.j/. (Lansdale Ex. 15, Memorandum from Lansdale, Auguét 13,_1962).
Thé Memorandum began by stating: '"In compliance with ﬁhé desires and guidance
expressed in the August 10.policy meeting on Ope;ation Mongoose, we will
prodﬁce an outline of an alternate Course B for submission." (Lansdale
Ex. 15, p. 1).

Lansdale further set out his concept| of what was required: "I be-

~lieve the paper need contain only a statement of objectives and a list of

implementing activities. .The list of activities will be under the heading

. of: Intelligenée, Political, Economic, Psychological, Paramilitary, and

Military." (Lansdale Ex. 15, p. 1).

* In addition to Harvey, copies of Lansdale's August 13, 1962, memorandum were
sent to Robert Hurwitch (State Dept), Gen. Benjamin Harris (Defense Dept) and
Don Wilson (U.S. Information Agency). (Lansdale Ex. 15.)

In his testimony, Gen Harris identified a document drafted by the Mongoose Work-
ing Group. in the Defense Dept shortly before the August 10 meeting. The document
listed a number of steps that could be taken in the event of an intensified Mon-
goose program that might involve U. S. military intervention. One such sté&p was
"assassinate Castro and his handful of top men." (Harris Ex. 4.) Gen. Harris
stated that this was "not out of the ordinary in terms of contingency planning...
it's one of the things you look at. (Harris, p. 37.) There was no evidence that
this document was distributed outside the Defense Dept's Mongoose working group.
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Lansdale's memorandum then assigned to Harvey papers on the following
A subjects by the means of the following passage, which gontaided a deleted
phrase:
"Mr. Hérvey: Intelligence, Political, [words dcietgi?,
Economic, (sabotage, limited deception), and Paramilitary.”
(Lansdale, Ex. 15, p. 1). '
According to a memorandum.by Harvey to Helms the following day, August
14, 1962, the words deleted from the above-quoted passage were "including

liquidation of leaders." (Lansdale Ex. 16, Memorandum by Harvey, August 4,

1962, to Helms).

b. Harvey's August 1h, 1962 Memorandum

-

When Harvey received Lansdale's’ August l3_memorandum, Harvey wrote
a memorandum to Helms atéaching a copy of Lansdale's August 13 Memorandum, and
~ noting that Harvey had excised the words Gincluding liquidation of leaders."
N (Lansdale Ex. 16, Memorandum, August 14, 1962, from Harvey to Helms). Har-
vey's Memorandum stated: -

""The question of assassination, particularly of

.Fidel Castro, was brought up by Secretary McNamara
at the meeting of the Special Group (Augmented) in
Secretary Rusk's office on 10 August. It was the
obvious consensus at that meeting, in answer to a
comment by Mr. Ed Murrow, that this is not a sub-
ject which has been made a matter of official .

" record. I took careful notes on the comments at
this meeting on this point, and the Special Group
(Augmented) is not expecting any written comménts
or study on this point. (Lansdale Ex. 16).

- Harvey's memorandum furpher stated that, on receipt of Lansdale's
memorandum, Harvey had called Lansdale's office and pointed out 'the inad-

missibility and stupidity of putting this type of comment in writing in such
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a document,'" and that the CIA "would write no document pertaining to this
and would participate in no open meeting discussing it." (Lansdale Ex. 16,

p- 1).

c. The Minutes of the August 10, 1962 Meeting

The minutes of the August 10 meeting contain no reference to the sub-
ject of a Castro assassination. (Memorandum for Record, Special Group Aug-
mented Meeting, August 10, 1962, by Parrb;t, hereafter referred.to as the
"August 10 Minutes'). Parrott, the author of the August 10 Minutes, testi-
fied that he did hot recall a discussion of assaésination at that meeting,
but the fact that the minutes do not feflect such a discussion is not an
indication that the matte? did not come up. (P;rrott, p. 34). Parrott
pointed out that his minutes "were not intended to be a verbatim transcript

of everything that was said," since the purpose of his minutes was "to

interpret what the decisions were and to record those and to use them as

()

A

a useful action document." (Parrott, 34-35). Parrott testified:
"we had 15 or 16 people (at the August 10, 1962
meeting)...all of them well informed, all of
them highly articulate. :
This meeting, as ‘I recall, went on for several
hours...Now I'm sure that particularly in a
group like this that there were a great many
proposals made that were just shot down
immediately."” (Parrott, p. 34-35).
Parrott further testified that he did not record proposals that were
. quickly rejected at the August 10 meeting. (Parrott, p. 35); Parrott

stated that, although he had no recollection of a discussion of Castro's

‘assassination at the August 10 meeting, he would infer from the related

N
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62
documents (the Lanséale and Harvey Memoranda of Augus£ 13 and 14) that the
- subject was raised but "it never got off the ground....Therefore, I did not

record it." (Parrott, p. 35).

The documents and testimqny of Par?ott suggest several possible in-
ferences with respect to the nature éf the discussion of a Castro asséssination
at the August 10 meeting. First, as indicated by the Laﬁsdale and Harvey
memorandﬁm, it is possible that a contingency planiwas requested but that it
was decided not to make this "a matter of official rgcord;" (Lansdale
Ex. 16, p. 1). However, if it had been decided to commission a QEEEE?n /wm(.é/(

contingency plan, as Lansdale requested Harvey prepare, it is difficult to cjca/:AHWITD

- e

see how this request could have been reconcilédewith a decision to make to

written record. : v : Ve
. ; _ COA_LAIFVV’
Second, it is possible that, as Parrott's testimony indicated, the de <L x
- /o
subject was raised but quickly rejected. This inference is apparently con- f¢ .
. . . v v 7
o sistent with the fact that the subject did not appear in Parrott's minutes, { v T

and perhaps, although less so, with Harvey's August 14 Memorandum. Harvey's 7/ '
o : ’ . — T
Memorandum states that the Special Group Augmented "is not expecting any

f“—\

written comments cr study on this point.'" (Lansdale Ex. 16, p. 1).
&_m '
Before turning to the testimony on these questions, we discuss the

context of the August 10 discussion of a Castro assassination as reflected

in the minutes of the August 10 Meeting.

- d. The August 10 Meeting

The August 10 Meeting was held to decide upon a further course of action

to succeed the intelligence collection phase of Mongoose which was scheduled

to conclude in August. (McCone, p. 34). As a policy meeting, there were in

.

m 50955 DOCId: 32423539 - Page- 204 - - . B e R N SSUR RU S



—Hh

attendance a larger number of officials than usually participated in Special
ST Group Augmented meetings. Tﬁe Meeting was‘chaired by Seéretary of étate
Rusk (and held in his office)} and attended by a total of 15 officials,
iﬁcluding the principals of the agencies taking part in Mongoose, i.e.,
Secretary Rusk, Secretary'MgNamara, CIA Director McCone, and USIA Director
Murrow.
At the August 10 meeting, General Lansdale proposed that a "stepped-up
Course B" be édbpted for Mongoose, (August 10 Minuteé, pP- __)- This plan
invglved operations to "exert all possible diplomatic, economic, psychologi-
cal, and oher overt pressures to overthrow the Castro-Communist regime, without
overt eﬁployment of U.S. military."r (Memorandum for Spécial Group Augmented,.
August 8, 1962, p. 1).
However, the Special Group Augmented décided against consideration of
the "stepped-up Course B". In the discussion of Lansdale's Course B proposai,
fi} Rusk "emphasized the deSirability‘of attempting to cfeate a split between |
Castro and old-line Communists". (August 10 Minutes, p. 2). In addition,
McNamara questioned whether the practice of building up agents. in Cuba would
not iead to actions that '"would hurt tﬂe U.S. in the eyes of world opinion".

(August 10 Minutes, p. 2) (A remark which seems inconsistent with McNamara —

D€y T

at the same Meeting raising the question of assassination in any sense’ of el

. vAL
advocacy). The Minutes state that McNamara's concern "led to the suggestion /Jinquyw
by General Taylor that we should consider changing the overall objective ' "/!%J

- . _ o ' ( /nﬂv
/of Mongoose/ from one of overthrowing the Castro regime" to one of causing or
: o . . ﬁbhoﬁoql

its failure. -(August 10 Minutes, p. 2). : y “re

Hence, in lieu of Lansdale's "stepped-up Course B", the Special Group vYL;S vvvn/Jbv

LWW‘* w

.. . ' ' ' . T
iij 4 va/A
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Augmented chose a plan advanced by McCone that assumed Castro's continuance
fo in power and had the more limited objective of splitting off Castro from

"old-line Communisés".* (August 10 Minutes, p. 2). The decision and "action"

of the Special Group Augmented at the August 10 meeting was stated as follows:

"The principal members of the Special Group felt,
after some discussion, that the CIA variant should

be developed further for consideration at next Thurs-
day's meeting of the Special Group. McCone was asked
to stress economic sabotage, and to emphasize
measures to foment a Castro-oldline Communist split."
(August Memorandum, p. 2). -

% % %

"Action to be taken:

CIA to prepére a new version of ies variant plan,

in accordance with the above-summarized discussion.

This should be ready by Wednesday, August 15."

(August 10 Memorandum, p. 3).

It was therefore in this context that Lansdale's August 13 Memorandum

to Harvey stated that "in compliance with the desires and guidance expressed
in the August 10 policies meeting on Operation Mongoose, we will produce an
outline of an alternate Course B. "Indeed, pursuant-to the August 10 decision
to adopt McCone's proposal for.a more limited plan that assumed Castro's
continuation in power, Lansdale's memorandum stated that a CIA paper titled

"Operational Plan (Reduced Effort) will be used as the starting basis."

(Lansdale Ex. 15, p. 1).

. */ The August 10 Minutes show that McCone pointed out that the stepped-up

Course B "will risk inviting an uprising, which might result in a Hungary
type blood bath if unsupported". (August 10 Minutes, p. 2). McCone
"emphasized that the stepped-up plan should not be undertaken unless the
U.S. is prepared to accept attributability for the necessary actions,
including the eventual use of military force" (August 10 Minutes). The
August 10 Minutes further stated that, in McCone s view, the CIA variant
"would avoid all of these dangers because it would not invite an uprising'.
(August 10 Minutes, p. 2). "



" In view of the issues raised by these documents we took testimony
> from the principal participants in that meeting. In particular, we discuss
below the testimony as to whether Lansdale's request for an assassination
plan reflected the desire of the SGA or was contemplated By the SGA's decision
to proceed with a plan of "reduced effort" that positéd Castro's continuance

in power.

2. The Testimony

As set out below, Harvey, McCone, and Goodwin recall the question of
a Castro assassination was raised at the August 10 meeting.* We discuss
that testimony, first with respect to the August 10 meeting itself, and,

o

second, with regard to the action that followed that meeting.

a. Testimony as to the August 10 Meeting
(1) | Testimony of McCone

McCone testified that the que°t10n of a "llquldatlon or removal of
{;} Castro and other Cuban leaders arose af the August 10 meeting in the context
of "exploring the alternatives'that were available'" for the next phase of
'Méngoose. (McCone, p. 33). McCone testified that he did not recall who
made this suggestion, but that he and Mr. Murrow took "strong exception"
to the suggestion. A memorandum of McCone's recollection of the August 10

Meeting, written in 1967,%*%/states:

*/ Other participants (Rusk, McNamara, Bundy, and Gilpatric) did not recall
- the August 10 discussion.

-**/ On April 14, 1967, after McCone left the CIA, he dictated a memorandum
of his recollection regarding the August 10, 1962 meeting. The memoran-
dum was prompted by a telephone call from the newspaper columnist, Jack
"Anderson, who at that time was preparing a column on Castro assassination
(Continued on the following page.) :
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"I took immediate exception to this suggestion,

stating that the subject was completely out of
— bounds as far as the USG (U.S. Government) and
CIA were concerned and the idea should not be
discussed nor should it appear in any papers,
as the USG could not consider such actions on
moral or ethical grounds." (McCone Ex. 4).

McCone testified that there was no decision at the August 10 meeting
‘

that assassination should not be part of any program, but that "the subject

memorandum stated that

|
|
was just dropped” after his objection. (McCone, p. ).| McCone's 1967
i =
"At no time did the suggestion receive serious e
consideration by the Special Group (Augmented)
nor by any individual responsible for policy.'

(McCone, Ex. 4). '

o

(2) Testimony of Harvey

Harvey's testimony that the August 10 discussion was unrelated to any
: ' |
actual Castro assassination activity is discussed above (see p. ). With
B 1 —

. - ‘ l :
respect to that discussion itself, Harvey testified that it was his recollection

e’

. . . !
that the question of a Castro assassination was raised by!'Secretary McNamara.

(Harvey, p. 30). Harvey said it was his impression that McNamara raised the

question as one of '"shouldn't we consider the eliminationior assassination'

of Castro. (Harvey, p. 30). '

With respect to the reaction of the Special Gfoup Augmented to this.

. (Footnote continuéd from the previous page.)- ' . ///

attempts, implicating President Kennedy and Robert Kennedy. After talking
with Anderson on the telephone, at Robert Kennedy's request, McCone dic-
_tated the April 14, 1967 memorandum, which stated that at one of several
Mongoose meetings on August 8, 9 or 10, 1962, "I recall a suggestion being
made. to liquidate top people in the Castro regime, including Castro

(McCone, Ex. 4, p. 1).
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suggestion, Harvey testified:

c "I think the consensus of the Group was to sweep
: that particular proposal or suggestion or question

or consideration off the record and under the rug
as rapidly as possible. There was no extensive
discussion of it, no discussion, no back and forth
as the whys and wherefores and possibilities and
so on."
‘(Harvey, p. 30).

(3) Testimony of Coodwin

Goodwin testified that he had a recollection of "limited certainty"
that the subject of a Castro assassination was raised at the August 10
meeting.*/

Coodwin testified that "I am unable to sa¥ with any certainty who it
was' who faised the subject of a Castro asséssination.at the August iO

meeting. (Goodwin, 7/18, p. 8)**/

P

*/ In a staff interview prior to his testimony, Goodwin recalled the date
of the meeting at which a Castro assassination was raised as ,falling in
early 1961, after the Bay of Pigs. (Memorandum of Staff Interview with
Goodwin, May 27, 1975, p. 2). After reviewing the Minutes of the August
10, 1962 meeting and the Lansdale and Harvey memoranda of August 13 and
14, respectively, Goodwin testified that he had "misplaced the date of
the meeting in my own memory.' (Goodwin, 7/18, p. 7). 1In placing the.
incident on August 10, 1962, Goodwin stated

"Now, of course, you know, it may not be. That's the best
recollection I now have. It's a little better than the earlier
one, but it's not certain." (Goodwin, 7/18, p. 8). '

*%/In a magazine article in June 1975, Goodwin was quoted as stating that
at one of the meetings of a White House task force on Cuba it was McNamara
- who "said that Castro's assassination was the only productive way of deal-
ing with Cuba." (Branch and Crile, "The Kennedy Vendetta,'" Harpers,
July, 1975, p. 61). In his testimony on July 18, 1975, Goodwin stated:
"that's not an exact quote' in the article, and explained further:
(Footnote continued on following page.)

\»,,/';
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() Testimony of Mcliamara

TN McNamara testified that, although he had no récollection of the question
of a Castro assassination being raised at the August 10 meeting, he did
express opposition to any assassination attempt or plan when he spoke with
McCone severgl'days after the Aﬁgust 10 meeting. (McNamara, p. 7,8).
McNamara's testimony with respect to his éonversétion with McCone is dis-

cussed below with the testimony as to actions after the August 10 meeting.

b. Testimony as to Actions After the August 10, 1962 Meeting

(1) Testimony of McCone

McCone testified that he called McNamara after he received Lansdale's

August 13 Memorandum and,

"insisted that that Memorandum be withdrawn
because no decision was made on this subject, and
since no decision was made, then Lansdale was
quite out of order in tasking the Central In-
telligence Agency to consider the matter.'*/

(Footnote continued from the previous page.)

"I didn't tell (the author of the magazine article)
that it was definitely McNamara, that very possibly. it
was McNamara. He asked me about McNamara's role, 'and
I said it very well could have been McNamara."
(Goodwin, 7/18, p. 33).

If Goodwin's recollection was as uncertain as he swore it was in his
testimony, it is difficult to understand how he could have spoken in the terms
he testified he did to the author of the magazine article, particularly in
view of Goodwin's statement that "it's not a light matter to perhaps destroy
a man's career on the basis of a fifteen year old memory of a single sentence
that he might have said at a meeting without substantial certainty in your
own mind /and/ I do not have that." (Goodwin, pp. 34-35).

*/ McCone's 1967 Memorandum stated:
"Immediately after the meeting, I called on Secretary McNamara
personally and re-emphasized my position, in which he heartily
agreed. I did this because Operation'Mongoose——an interdepartmental
affair-~was under the operational control of (the Defense Depart-
ment) ... (McCone Ex. 4).

L.

AN
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McCone also testified that McNamara agreed that the Lansdale Memorandum
should be withdrawn for the same reason expressed by McCone, i.e. because the
topic of a Castro assassination had not been given consideration by the Special

Group Augmented. (McCone, p. 39).

(2) Testimbny of Harvey

As discussed above (see p. ) Harvey's Memorandum of August 14, 1962
states that upon receiving Lansdale's August 13 Memorandum, Harvey demanded

' Har-

that Lansdale excise the words referring to "liquidation of leaders.'
vey's Memorandum further stated that "the Special Group (Augmented) is not
expecting any written comments oOr study on this point." This latter passage
raises the issue whether Harvéy geant to state‘:hat the Special'Grqup Aug-
mented authorized é Castro assassination plan or activity but thaf no written
record should be madew_ In his testimony, Harvey clarified this point by
stating that the Special Group did not express a'deéire to proceed with the
‘suggestion of a Castro aséassination:

"Senator_Schweiker:...was it understood in an

? that (assassination) was to pro-

Nos7 féj//

"Mr. Harvey: t to my knowledge, no.... Yo ¥ :
If there was any wnwritten understanding on _ d
the part of the members of the Special Group rﬁ Y au

concerning this, other than what was said at the
meeting, I do not know of it..."
(Harvey, pp. 30-31).
Harvey further testified that shortly after the August 10 meeting,
McCone told Harvey that he had called McNamara to state that assassiantion

should not be discussed and fhat he had told McNamara that-if he was involved

in such matters, he might be excommunicated from his church. (Harvey, p. 25).-
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(3) Testimony of McNamara

) McNamara testified that he did not recall any discussion of a Castro

-

assassination at the August 10 meeting, but fhat he did express opposition
to any assasssination attempt when McCone telephone him after Lansdale's
August 13 memorandum was brought to Mchne's attention. (McNamara, P.'7;8).
McNamara stated that

"I agreed with Mr. McCone that no such planning
should be undertaken." (McNamara, p. 8).

McNamara stated further that
"1 have no knowledge or information about any other

plans or preparations for a Castro assassination.”
(McNamara, p. 7). o

-

(4) Testimony of Elder

Elder, a career CIA officer, served as MéCone's Executive Assistant
from May 1962 until McCpne's departure from the Agency in April 1965. Elder
{;ﬂ testified that he was present when McCone telephone McNamara after the August
10 meeting. Elder stated that McCone told McNamara

"the subject you just brought up, I think it is highly
improper. I do not think it should be discussed. It

is not an action that should ever be condoned. It is

not proper for us to discuss, and I intend to have it

expunged from the record."

(Elder, p. 23).

Elder testified that this was the essence of the conversation but that he

remembered "several exact phrases, like 'would not be condoned' and 'im-

- proper'". (Elder, pp. 23, 24).%/

*/ Elder,.who stated he heard both McCone and McNamara's pact of the tele-

~  phone conversation via a speaker phone, said that McNamara "just more
or less accepted what Mr. McCone said without comment or rejoinder."
(Elder, p. 24).

o I -
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When Harvey later received Lansdale's August 13 memorandum, McCone
\ spoke to Harvey in Elder's .presence, and '"McCone made his views quite clear
in the same language and tone...tbét he used with Mr. McNamara." (Elder,
p. 25). Elder testified that Harvey did not tell McCone that Harvey was
engage in the Castro assassination effort at that time. (Elder, p. 25).
Elder also described a meeting he had with Helms in Elder's office

shortly after the August 10 meeting to convey to Helms McCone's views re-

garding the subject of assassinations. Elder stated:

"I told Mr. Helms that Mr. McCone had expressed

his feeling to Mr. McNamara and Mr. Harvey that

assassination could not be condoned and would not be

approved. Furthermore, I conveyed Mr. McCone's

statement that it would be unthiokable to record -

in writing any consideration of assassination

because it left the impression -that the subject

had received serious consideration by governmen-

tal pollcymakers, which it had not. Mr. Helms

responded, 'I understand.’ The point is that

I made Mr. Helms aware of the strength of Mr.

McCone's opposition to assasination. I know that Mr.

Helms could not have been under any misapprehension
- about Mr. McCone's feelings after this conversation."

(Elder Affidavit, 8/__ /75, p. ___).

-

(5) Testimony of Lansdale

Lansdale testified that he recalled that the subject of Castro's

assa551nation surfaced at the August 10 meeting, but that the 'consensus was

R 1AL 1770
...hell no on this and there was a veryviolent reaction.” (Lansdale, P 20) j7é%)
. - ‘4&,\7/“
With respect to why he asked Harvey on August 13 for a Castro assasination 1% nyy, S
. : "ty
. o | M//(
. plan, Lansdale testified: , : 4
. . ‘7/L17?>
"Senator Baker: Why did you, three days later i

if they all said, hell no, /go/ ahead with it?"

e
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"General Lansdale:...the meeting at which they

said that was still on a development of my original
s task, which was a revolt and an overthrow of a

P . regime. At the same time, we were getting intelligence

‘accumulating very quickly of something very different
taking place in Cuba than we had expected, which was
the Soviet technicians starting to come in and the
possibilities of Soviet missiles being placed there...
At that time, I thought it would be a possibility
someplace down the road in which there would be some
possible need to take action such as /assassination/."x/

(Lansdale, p. 21).

Lansdale stated that he had only one brief conversation with:Harvey
after the August 13 memorandum in which Harvey stated "He would look into it...
see about developing some plans' but that was the 1ést Lansdale ever heard
6f the matter. (Lansdale; p. 124). Lansdale stated that with the develop-
ment of the Missile Crisié,'ﬁongoose "was being rapidly shifted out of con-
sideration" agq“thgimfl.ﬁasn't pressing for answers... it was
very obvious that another situation was deveioping théf Qould be handled
quite differently in Cuba." (LanSdale,‘P. 124).

Lansdale testified that he was "very certain" that a discussion of a
Castro assassination plan or proposal never came up in his discussions with

Robert Kennedy or with President Kennédy, and that he had originated the

request to Harvey for plan without discussing the matter with anyone:

: "Q:...Why, if it is true that assassination idea
was turned down on August 10, you sent out your
memo of August 137"

"General Lansdale:...I don't recall that thoroughly,
I don't remember the reasons why I would."

"Q: 1Is it your testimony that the August 10 meeting

turned down assassinations as a subject to look into,

and that you nevertheless asked Mr. Harvey to look -
into it?" :

"General Lansdale: 1 guess it is, yes. The way you

put it to me now has me baffled about why I did it.
i \ I don't know." (Lansdale, pp. 123-124.
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"Senator

Baker:...did you originate this idea of

laying on the CIA a requirement to report on the

> feasibility of the assassination of Castro or did

someone else suggest that?"

"General

"Senator
you laid

"General
anyone."

"Senator

"General

"Senator

"General

Lansdale: .I did, as far as I recall."”

Baker: Who did you discuss it with before
on that requirement?"

Lansdale: I don't believe I discussed it with

Baker: Only with Harvey?"
Lansdale: Only with Harvey."
Baker: Did you ever discuss it with Helms?"

Lansdale: I might have, and I don't believe

that I did. I think it was just with Harvey."

" "Senator

Kennedy?"

"General
"Senator

"General

Baker: Did you ever discuss it with Robert

Lansdale: No, not that I recall."

Baker: With the President?"

Lansdale: No."

(Lansdale, pp. 19-20).
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c. Testimony of News Reporters as to Lansdale's Comments on
the August 10 HMeeting

During the Committee's investigation, news répo;ts concerning the
August 10 meeting and Lansdale's request for a Castro assassination plan
appeared in the press. Tyo of these reports were based on statementé made
by Lansdale to David Martin qf the Associated Press and Jeremiah O'Leary
of the Washington Star-News. 1In view of the apparent conflict bgtween
Lansdale's testimony to the Committee and what Lansdale was reported to have
said to Martin and O'Lgary, the Committee invited these reporters to testify
as to Lansdale's statements to them. Martin testified under a subpoena
issued by the Committee pursuant to Senate_Resolution 21. O'Leary appeéred
voluntarily but stated the policy of his newspaper with regard to disclosing
hews sources brecluded him from any comment going beyond that contained in
a prepared statement he read under oath. O'Leary's sfatemenﬁ declared that
his news report ''represents accurately my understanding of the relevant in-
formation I obtained from news sources." (0'Leary, page 5).

We discuss beiow ﬁartin's testimony and the news reports as they compare

to Lansdale's testimony.

(1) The Martin News Report .

Martin's news report stated, in its lead paragraph:

"Retired Maj. Gen. Edward G. Lansdale

said Friday that acting on orders from
President John F. Kennedy delivered

through an intermediary, he developed

plans for removing Cuban Premier Fidel
Castro by any means including assassination."
(Ex. 2 to Martin Affidavit)

" Martin testified that this lead paragraph was accurate and that it was
a conclusion which he drew based upon the totality of his interview on

May 30, 1975 with Lansdale. (Martin, pp. 19-~20) 1In cohtrast, Lansdale



~T6-

testified that, after reading Martin's report in the press, he told Martin

"your first sentence is not only completely untrue, but there is not a

single thing in your story tha;.says it is true." (Lénsdale, p. 65)

As discussed above (see p. __ ), Lansdale testified that on his own initiative

he had 6riginated the request to Harvey wiéhout discussing.the matter with

anyone and that a Castro assassination plan never came up in his discussions

with Robert Keﬁnedy (or with President Kennedy). ' A , | -
In view of Martin's testimony‘ that the lead paragraph of his report

was a conclusiop based on the totality of his interview with Lansdale, it

should be noﬁed that_the remainder 6f Martin's story does not state that

Lans@ale was ordered by President Keﬁnedy Or Robert Kennedy to develop

plans for a Castré-assassination. Thg report quoﬁes Lansdale as stating

"I was worKing for the highest authority in the land...the President”

and goes on to state that Lansdale said he did not deal directly with

2 - ,
o’ the President but 'Worked through" an intermediary more intimate to the
President than Bundy.¥*/ It can be noted that the phrases "working for" _
. /VOI
and "working through" are not the same as the lead paragraph's conclusion Inedpntys

that Lansdale was facting on orders" to develop a Castro assassination plan.
In adaition, suosequenp paragraphs in the Martiﬁ report indicate that»Lansdale
said the decision to includefassassiﬁation in his planning was Lansdale's
own, as he:testified_it was to the bommittee. Thus, tﬁe Martin report states
Lansdale said that assassination was '"one of the means he L;énsdalg7
considered," that it was Lansdale's . belief that aséassination would not have
been ﬁincompatible" with his ‘assignment, and that Lansdale said "y just wanted

to see if the U.S. had any such capabilities."

. ¥/ The Martin report states that Lansdale refused to provide this
(u)’ intermediary's name for the record. In respecting the confidentiality
of news sources, the Committee didnot seek to ask Martin what was”saidl
off the record to him in the course of his newsgathering efforts. (Martin,

p. ). -
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Moreover, in his testimony as to the conversation with Lansdale on

2N May 30, 1975 that was the basis for his report, Martin said he did not

“specifically ask Lansdale if he had acted on qrders with regard to an
assassination plan, nor did Lansdale say he acted on orders. Rather,
Martin asked Lansdale "who-were yéu working for?"*/ . When Martin did
specifically ask Lansdale in a subsequent conversation on June L, 1975

if he had acted on orders, Martin testified that Laﬁsdéle staped that

he had not. In this subsequent conversation on June 4, 1975, Martin

said he asked Lansdale specifically, "were you ever ordered by President
Kénnedy or any other Kennedy to draw up plans to assassinate Castro?"
(Martin, p. 21). Martin testified that Lamsdale replied "no" and that

his orders were "very broad.'" (Martin, p; 21). Martin further testified
that in this June i conversation he a;ked Lansdale whether "any assassination
planning you did'wés done on your own initiative," andrthat Lansdale replied
"yes;" (Martin, p. 21). Martin stated that it was his belief that his

June U conversation was at variance with Lansdale's statements to him ’

on May 30, 1975. (Martin, p. 21). It may also be the case, based on
Martin's'tes£imony as to the differences between the questions he posed to
Lansdale on May 30 and on June.h, 1975, that he and Lansdale may have

: \ s TR
misunderstood each other. : i OntT D~

¥/ Martin testified that his conversation with Lansdale on May 30, 1975
involved two subjects: 1) "what were you (Lansdale) doing in Ausust 1962"
(Martin, p. 16), and 2) "who were you working for." (Martin, p. 17).
Martin stated that in the first portion of the conversation deéling with
Lansdale's activities in August 1962, Lansdale stated, according to
Martin, "I just wanted to see if the U.S. had any such capabilities" and
that this included "assassination" as well as other méans of dispbsiﬁé
PR of Castro. As to the second portion of the conversation, Martin stated
N he asked Lansdale "who were you working for" and Lansdale replied "on that
project I was working for the highest authority in the land." (Martin, p. 18).
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(2) The O'Leary Report

0'Leary's news report read as follows in its lead paragraphs:

"Retired Maj. Gen. Edward G. Lansdale has named
Robert F. Kennedy as the administration official
who ordered him in 1962 to launch a CIA proaect
to work out all feasible plans for "getting rid
of" Cuban Prime Minister Fidel Castro.

"Lansdale, in an interview with the Washington
Star, never used the word "assassination" and
said it was not used by Kennedy, then the attor-
ney general. . -
But he said there could be no doubt that "the
project for disposing of Castro envisioned the
whole spectrum of plans from overthrowlnp the
Cuban leader to assassinating him."
if“b " O'Leary's report also stated that "Lansdale said he was contacted

" -In his appearance before the

by Robert Kennedy in mid-summer of 1962....
Committee, O'Leary p01nted out that this reference to the mld—summer of
1962 modified the reference in the lead paragraph of his report. (0'Leary,

p- ;3).

In his testimony, Lansdale said he submitted a statement to the

Washington Star stating that this report was "a distortion of my
remarks." (Lansdale, p.61). Lansdale testified that he stated.to
the Washington Star that "perhaps someplace in the planning there

is something about what to do with a leader whkoould threaten the
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lives of millions of Americans /with Soviet Missiles/...but I can
say I never did receive any order from President Kennedy or from
Robert Kennedy about taking action against Castro personally.”
(Lansdale, pp.61-62). Lansdale further testified that he told
0'Leary that he did take orders from Robert Kennedy, but made clear
that "it was on a very wide-ranging type of thing." (Lansdale, p.62).
Lansdale testified as follows concerning his statement to the Star
following the O'Leary report:
"After the story appeared, the... Washinpgton Star
" asked me what w1de-rang1ng thlnbs were you talking
about?
"I said there were economic matters and military
matters and military things and they were very
wide-ranging things. I said perhaps all O'Leary
was thinking of was assasqlnatlon. I was
thinking of far wider than that.” (Lansdale, pp.62-63)
0'Leary's report makes clear that Lansdale did not state that
i Robert Kennedy instructed Lansdale to develop an assassination
plan. The O'Leary report states:
"Lansdale said he is certain Robert Kennedy's
instructions to him did not include the word
"assassination." He said the attorney general,.
as best he could recall, spoke in more general
terms of exploring all feasible means and

practicalities of doing something "to get rid
of" Castro.

In view of the above, it appears that elthough he may have been
imprecise in hisbconversations nith O'Leary and Martin, Lansdale never-
theless did not tell them that he was ordered to develop an assassination
Plan by Robert Kennedy or the President. As discussed above (see p. )

Lansdale testified that he never discussed a Castro assassination with

Pres1dent Kennedy or wlth Robert Kennedy. Lansdale's reported statements

that he was ordered to plan to get rid of Castro by all feasible means

-
N

s .is also consistent with Lansdale's testimony, as well as that of the other

witnesses, with respect to the objective of the Mongoose opefation. As
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discussed above in section , however, it was the testimony of all
witnesses except Helms that such_statements did not include assassination.
Lansdale's statements to O'Leary and Martin appear consistent with his
sworn testimony that it was his own idea to request an assassination plan
from Harvey and that he did not discuss this idea with anyone except Harvey.
(see p. ___above). With respect to this latter point, however, it is

a fact that Lansdale's request'for an assaésination plan followed almost
immediately after the August 10 meeting, where the qugstion of a Castro
assassination was raised. Hence, it is‘not unreasonable to conclude that
the raising of the question of a Castro assassination at the August 10
meeting pfompted Lansdale to request an assassination plan (although it
was the finding of thé IG Report as well as the testimony of Harvey that

the August 10 meeting had no relation to the question of authorization for

the 1962 assassination plot).

=
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N o ) porate Helms testimony on 9/12/75) "“Fi X(Mﬁo “

H. The Question of Authorization for the 1963 Assassination Plot

1. The 1963 Assassinacion Plot

for the delivery of the poison pen to AM/LASH on November 22, 1963, and reviews

certain policies of the Kennedy Administration:during 1963 thch are relevant to-

that question.j]. (The facts relating to fhe poison pen plot are éet out at PP.
" above).

2. The Issue of Authority

Much of the testimony of Helms and the Kennedy Adminigtration members dis-
-cuséed in the preceding éection (seeApp. ____to ___} is relevan; to the question
of authorization fot'tbe'i963 assassination activity. Once agéin thgre was no
evidence that anyone'aboye tHe Agency was informed abou£ or specificaliy aﬁthorized
the plot. |

As in thé case of the 1962 assassination plot, however, Helms testified that
he believed the 1963 assassination activity was permissible in view of higi
percepgion of continuing preséure exerted by the‘Administration to overthrow Castro
Zﬁhd<his perception that there weré‘no limits placed on the means that could be
used to achieve Castro's downfall. .(Helms, 9/11/75; ﬁp. 11f13);7'

The teéfimony of Helms and the Kennedy Adminiscrati§n mémbers on the issue
of‘whétﬁer the pressure to overthrow Castfo made assassination permissible with-
out-é dire;t ordef is discussed-in detail 1ﬁ fhe preceding section and is-not}fe—
peated here. Before turning to Helms' specific testim§hy relatingAtp AM/LASH-
(ncluding his view that AM/LAsh Was not seen as a potential ésSaésin) we

discuss below the Kennedy Administration Cuba policy in 1963. In '

*/The evidence showed that the "science-fiction" devices of an exploding sea
shell and a poison diving suit were abandoned at the laboratory stage within the
<IA and that no authorization was sought for their development or eventual use.”
tence, the focus in this section is on the activity involving the dellvery of the
poison pen to AM/LASH. .
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general, the 1963 covert action program and pressure was less

intense than it had been in 1962.

3. The Kennedy Administration's Policy Towards Cuba in 1963

- (a). Organization -

,The.Mongoqse Operation was disbanded-fdllowiﬁg the Cuban

 Missile Crisis. An interagency 'Cuban Coordinating Committee"

was established within the State Department with'responsibility

for developing covert action proposals. (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 148.)

The review and approval funcfion was taken'from the Special Group

Augmented (which passed'odf of.ekistence) and was placed under

the Special Group, chaired by Bundy. (Buﬁdy, 7/11/75, p. 1&8.)
U.s. pqliey towards Cﬁba-in 1963 was also treated in the

National Security Council's Standing Group, the successor to

the Executive Committee which had dealt with the Missile Crisis.

Members of.the Stending Group included Robert Kennedy, Mcllamara,
McCone, Bundy and Sorensen.
We discuss belbw four aspects of tbe Kennedy Administration's

1963 Cuba policy. These are: (1) the Standing Group's discus-

sion of possible developments in the event of Castro s death;

‘ (Z) the Standlng Group S dlscu851on of pollcy optlons (3) the

covert action program approved by the Spec1a1 Group, and (4) the

dlplomatlc effort to explore the p0931b111ty of reestablishing re-

lations with Castro. ' The first three of these took place in the

Spring or 'early Summer of 1963; the fourth aspect -- the effort

to communicate with Castro -- took place at the same time as, the

- 1963 assassination activity.
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(b) The Discussion of the Contingency of Castro's Death

 hIn the Spring'of‘l963,'the Standing Group: discussed con-
tingency planning in the event of Castro{s death. The documen-
tary evidence and testimény indicated that Castro's death was
discussed as a contingency which might occur independent of
~U.S. action. The Group found that the possibilitiés for
favoréble deﬁélopmeﬁts:to_the United Sfatés should Castro die
‘vere “sihgularly uhpromising”. (Summary Record of Standing Group
Meeting, May 28, 1963, p. 1).

The discussioﬁ spemmed‘from a“memorandum‘by.Bundy which
diScussed‘”possible new directions" for U.S. Cuban policv. (Bundy
Memorandum to the-Standing Group, April 21, 1963). The memoran-

Y dum distinguished between (i) events which might occur indeven-
dently of U.S. action and (ii) steps tﬁe U.S.:might "initiate".
(Bundy memorandum, p.'Z.) o

1When_the'8tanding Group discusSea the.Buﬁdy_memdrandum,
 Robert Kennedy proposed a study of thé’”measures‘we wou1d take
following'contingencies such as tﬁe death of Castro or the shoot-
ing down of a U-2." (Bundy Ex. 6E, Summarv Record of NSC Stand-
ing Group Meeting, April 23, 1963, p; 2).“ The Howning of a U-2
-had’beén listed in tﬁe Bundy memorandum as a subject for contin—
gency planning under the category of steps for which the U.S.
.muét "await events'' as distinguished‘from.“initiaﬁe actions".

Bundy'é follow-up ﬁemorandum, an agenda for a further Stand-

ing Group discussion of Cubén policy, listed the -subject of

a

.
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Castro death contingency under a category comprising subjects
not involving U.S. initiatives, e.g., "occurrence of revolt
or repression in the manner of Hungary", attributahle inter-
ference by Castro in other countries', and "the reintroduction
of offensive weapons'. (Bundy nx. 6-G, 4/29/63).

After the meeting of April 23, 1963, the Standing Group

assigned to CIA's Office of Mational Estimates*/ the task of

estimating possible developments if Castro should die. (Bundy

Ex.-G-H, Memorandum for Meﬁbers'of the Standing Group, May 2,
1963). |

The resulting paﬁer analyzed the vérious forces which would
come into'play in Cuba}after'Castfo‘s death, including the

likely behavior of Castro's top éides' Raul Castro and Che

'Guevara as well as p0531b1e Soviet reactlon i (Bundy Ex. 6-1,

Draft Memorandum by Offlce of National Estimates titled ”Develop—‘

ments in Cuba and Possible U.S. Actions in the Fvent of Castro's

Death', pp. 2-5, hereafter called the "ONE.paper")u The ONE

Paper concluded that '"the odds are that upon Castro's death, his
brother Raul or some other‘figure in the regime would, with Soviet

backing and help, take over control'. i/

intervention.'" (Bundy Ex. 6-I, p. ii).

*/The Office of MNational Estimates is the research division of the
CTA responsible for analyzing foreign intelligence. The Office is
‘not part of the CIA's covert operations organization.

**/The ONE Paper also saw little chance that a 9overnment disposed
‘towards the United States would be able to come to power without ex-

tensive U.S. military support: "Anti-Moscow Cuban nationalists would
require extensive U.S. help. in order to win, and probably U.S. military

P 2T
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In addition, the ONE Paper warned that the United States

would most ‘likely be blamed-if Castro should die by aﬁother's

"hand. "If Castro were to die by other than natural causes the

U.S. would be widely charged w1th comp11c1ty, even though it

is widely Rnde_that Castro has many enemies'. (Bundy Ex. 6-TI,
p. 4.)

The ONE Paper also identified a number of possible U.S.

“actions in the event of Castro's death, ranging along a spec-

trum that included no U.S.,initiatives, action to support a

government in exile, quarantine and blockade, and outright

_inVasion._ (Bundy Ex. 6-1, pp. 7-12.)

On May 28, 1963, the Standing-Group'discussed_the'ONE Paper.
The Standing‘Croup found that "all of the courses of actiqﬁ
[open to the U.S. should Castro die] Were-singularly unpromising'.
(Summary'Record of NSC Standing Group:Meeting No. 7/63, May.28,
1963, p. 1). _ | | |

_Bundy.ag:eed-that the‘Standing Group “certainly.sted the
question" in thé Spring of 1963 éé to what would happen if Casfro

died or were killed. (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 130.) But he testified

- that he had no recollection of a Castro assassination being on
the minds of Standing Group members when they discussed this

contingency. (Bundy, 7/11/75, o. 14.)%/

*/As indicated above’ p;~ ), Bundy did recall that over the

period 1961 and 1963 "the subject of a Castro assassination was .
{ 3 mentioned from time to time by different individuals", but said that

~he was not aware of 'much discussion in the SDrlng of 1963 Qn“that

subject'". (Bundy, 7/11/75 p. 140. ) I :lea\

it T T T
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Bundy'tesfified, however, that one reason for getting én
estimate of this kind Qas to get it on record that we shcuid
not be "fussing'" with questions of assassination and that-it_,
waé-not a sound policy. (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 142.)

Bundy further testified that it was not undsuallto assess
the implicétions of a foreign leader's possible death, giving
the cases of Stalin and DeGaulle as examples. In the case of
Castro, Bundy‘said he felt it was only prudent to at;émpt to
assess the question of-a post-Castro Cuba since Castro was |

such a "dominant fipure". (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 145.)

(¢) The Standing Group's Discussion 6f U.S. Policy

'Towafds Cuba -

The Standing Group's documentsrindicate it continued to
assume the desirability Qf5harassment, but recognized theré"
were few practical measures the U.S. could take that were
likely to achieve Céstro's overthrow. .

In his April 21, 1963 memoxandum on "Cuban Alternatives"
Bundy identifiéd three poséible new alternatives:. (1) forcing
"a nOn-Communist solutioﬁ in Cuba by all necessary'means",

'(2) insisting on '"major but limitedvequ”, or (3) moving '"in
the_difeCtion of a gradual develppment of some form of accommo-
‘dation with Castro". (Bundy Memorandum to the'Standing Croﬁp,b
April‘zi, 1963, p. 3.) These alternqtives were discussed at

Standing Group meetiﬁgs on Apfil 23 and May 285, 19063.
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Sorensen, who participated in these meetings, testified
that the "widest possible range of alternatives' were ‘dis-
cussed, but that '"assassination was not even on the list
(Sorensen, 7/21/75, p. 4.) He said that consideration of
possible options such as forcing "a non-Communist solution
in Cuba by all necessary means' did not encompass assassina-
tion:

"(this] could not have included or implied assassina-

tion. = Instead, it expressly referred to 'the develop-

ment of pressures' and 'gradual escalation of the con--

‘frontation in Cuba' to produce an overthrow of the

regime, including 'a willingness to use military force

to invade Cuba’'. Such a course was obviously not

adopted by the President, and in any event expressed

an approach far different from assa531nat10n” (Soren-

sen affidavit, 7/25/75 p. &) . %

The record of the first Standing Group discussion of Bundy's
memorandum shows' that a number of alternatives were discussed (none
of which involved assassination) but no conclusions were reached.

On May 28, 1963, the Standlng Group met again. McCone argued
for steps to "increase economic hardship' in Cuba, subplemented

by sabotage to ''create a situation in Cuba in which it would be

possible to subvert military leaders to the point of their acting

%/ The Bundy memorandum also used the phrase '"all necessary measures'
‘to describe the steps the U.S. was willing to take to '"prevent' a di-
rect military threat to the U.S. or to the Western Hemisphere from Cuba.
Sorensen explained the meaning of this phrase in the context of the
April 23 discussion of Kennedy Admlnlstratlon policy.

"[thls phrase] could not by any stretch of semantics

- or logic have included assassination or any other :

: : initiative. It reflected the purely defensive posture .
. ‘ implemented six months earlier when long-range missiles”
and other offensive weapons were Dlaced in Cubay i 57750
(Sorensen aff1dav1t 7/25/75,5p":4 ) f] [ AL

l.\; l":.Z,'- ‘;_:

A

C
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to overthrow Castro'. (Summafy'Recora 6flﬁSC Stanaing Gfduﬁ
Meeting No. 7/063, May 28, 1963, p. 1.) McNamara said that
sabotage would not bé "conclusive' and éuggested study of
"economic. pressures which could upset Castro.'" Robert Kennedy
said "the U.S. mus t do someﬁhing'against:Castré, even though

wé do not believe our actions would bring him_down“. - (Id.,

p. 2) 1In conclusion, Bﬁndy summarized by stating that the'task.'
was ''to decide now what actions we would take'against-Castro,
acknowledging tﬁat the measures‘practical for us to take will

not result in his ovéfthrow".' (Lé.,,p..Z;)

(d) The-Special_Gfoup’s Authorization of a Sabotage Pro-

gram Apainst Cuba

R During the first six months of 1963, little, if any,
_sabotaée activity against Cuba was undertaken.*/ However, on

- June 19, 1963, following the Standing Group‘s discussion of Cuba

- policy in thg-Spring; Presideﬁt Kennedy aéproved a Cuba sabotage

- program.**/ (Memorandum for the Special Group, 6/19/63, p. 1;)

*/ At an Aprll 3, 1963 meeting on Cuba, Bundy stated that no
sabotage operations were then underway because the Special Group 'had
decided . . . that such activity is not worth the effort expended on
it."” (Memorandum of Meeting on Cuba, 4/3/63 p. 1).

V¢/ The sabotage program approved on June 19, 1963 was directed at
"four major segments of the Cuban economy" (l)_electric power; (2)

- petroleum refineries and storage f30111t1es (3) railroad and high- -
way transportation and (4) production and manufacturlnp (Memoran-
dum for the .Special Group, June 19, 1963, p. 1) Operations under this
program were to be conducted by CIA-controlled Cuban agents from a
U.S. island off Florida and it was to complement a similar effort de~-

-y signed to ”develop internal resistance elements which could carry out
s sabotage (Id., p. 2. )
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In contrast to the Mongoose program, which sought to build

 toward an eventual internal revolt, the 1963 covert action
 program had a more limited objective, i.e., "to nourish a
'spirit of resistance and disaffection which could lead to

significant defections and other byproducts of -unrest'. (Id.,

p. 2.)
After the initial approval, particular inteliigence andv

sabotage operations were submitted to the Special Group for

‘specific prior authorization. On'October'B;-1963, the Special

. Group approved hine operations in .Cuba, including several

sabotage operations. And on October 24, 1963, thirteen major

sabotage operations were appfovéd to be undertaken in the

. period November 1963 through January 1964, including the sabo-

tage of an electric power plant, an oil refinery, and a sugar
mill.  (Memorandum, July 11, 1975, CIA Review Staff to Select

Committee, on "Approved CIA Covert Operations into Cuba.").

(e) The Diplomatic Effort to Explore. an Accommodation With

Castro

As early as January 4, 1963, Bundy proposed to President
Kennedy that the»ﬁossibility of communicating with Castro'bé
exploréd. “(Bundy Ex. 6,‘Mémorandum td the President,‘JanUary 4,
1963, p. 37) 'Bundy's memorandum on "Cuba Altérﬁatives" to the.
Standing Group on April 23, 1963, also listed the "gradual de-
velopment of some form of accommodétion with Castro" among

policy alternatives. (Bundy memorandum, p. 3).

W—
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{‘; And, at a meeting on June 3, 1963, the Speoial Group agreed . -
| it would be a “usefulsendeavorf to explore ''various possibilifb
ties of establishing'channels of communication to Castro'.
(Memorandum of Special Group meeting,iJune'G, 1963, p. 2).
In'thelFall of 1963, William Atwood was a Special AdVisor
to the U.S. Deleéatidn to the United Nations.withvthe rank |
of Ambassador. (Atwood, 7/10/75, p. 3.). AtWood testified : e
that during the period of September—NoVenber, 1963, he held a
serles of talks with the Cuban Ambassador to the United Mations
to discuss opening negotlatiOns on an accommodation between
~ Castro and the United States. (Atwood, pp. 5-9.)
Atwood testified that at the outset'he informeleobert
N Kennedy, who told him that the effort "was worth pursuing" (Atwood,p.6).
Atwood said ‘he regularly reported on the talks to the Whlte
House and to. his superior at the United Nations, Adlai Steven—
son.‘.(Atwood pp. 6-7.) Atwood further stated that he was told
by Bundy that Pre31dent Kennedy was in favor of ' pushlng towards
an opening toward Cuba" to take Castro "out of the Soviet
foldrand perhaps wiping out the Bay of Pigs and maybe getting
back into normal"”. (Atwood, p.7-8 ) '
Atwood stated that he believed the only people who knew of
his contaets‘with‘the_Cubans,wereAthe President, Harriman,.Steven_
son, Robert Kennedy, Bundy,‘Bundy's assistant and jonrnalist'Lisa
Howard. (Howard had 1n1t1ally placed Atwood in contact with the
Cuban Ambassador after reporting to Atwood that during a |

trip to Cuba she had learned Castro was_anxious-to establish

T (R
i
1]
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communications with the United States. Tﬁereafter Howard
served as an intermediary in arranging Atwood'stmeetings'With
the Cubans. (Atwood, pp. 4, 18)).

Atwood also testified that he arranged for a French
journalist, Jean Daniel, to visit‘the White House prior to
Daniel's scheduled trip to see Castro. (Atwood, p. 19.)
(According'to an article by Daniel in December, 1963, Daniel
met with President Kennedy on October 24, 1963. Théy discussed
the prospects for reestablishing U S. Cuba relatlons and
Presxdent kennedy asked Danlel to revort back to him after
seeing Castro )“/ '

Atwood's efforts reached their high point on Novémber 18,
L 1963, when Atwood*époke_by_teleohone with a member of Castro's

staff in Cuba. (Atwood, pt 8). Pursuant to White House in-
stroctions, Atwood informed Castro's stéff'member'that the

"U.S. favored preliminary negotiations at'the U.N. (rathér than
in Cuba as proposed by the Cubans), and that the U.S. desired

to work out an agendaﬁfor thesé'talks. (Atwood; pp. 8-9).

After receiving Atwood's report.oh‘this conversation, Bundy told
Atwood that after the Cuban agenda was_reoeived; President

Kennedy wanted to see Atwood to 'decide what to say and

*/ Daniel, Unofficial Envoy: A Historic Report from Two Capitals,
(Mew Republic, December 14, 1963). Daniel was with Castro when Castro
S received the report of President Kennedy's assassination. Dani€l, '
. ./ When Castro Heard the Mews, (New Republic, December 7, 1963).

.
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- whether to go or what_we should do nextw. '(gg., §t£5T5_ Tour
fdays later, on November 22,'1963, (the same day AM/LASH was'given‘
the poison pen), Jean Daniel was meeting with Castro. On that
same day, President.Kennedy was assassinated. With the change of
Administrations, Atwood's-talks'with the Cubans became less fre-

huent and eventually ended in early 1964. (AtWOOd; P- lO?)

{ 4. Testimony on the Question of Authorization for the

AM/LASH Poison Pen Device

(a) . Testimony of Helms

(1) . The October 29 Meeting and the Use of Robert
Kennedy's Name Without Obtaining 1lis Approval

As discussed above in detail (see pp. ), Fitzgerald met
with AM/LASH on October 29, 1963, in-a foreign capital. Titz-

gerald repfesented EO‘AM/LASH that he was the personal represen-

R

;ative-of'Robert“Kenﬁedy,.aﬁd gave AM/LASﬁ assuraﬁces of full sup-
port shouldAAM/LASH'succeed in overthrowing Castro.

The 1IG Repert states that accordlng to Fltzgerald Helms and
Fltzgerald discussed the planned meeting Wlth AM/LASH and Helms de-
;Flded ‘it was not necessary to seek approval from Robert Rennedy for.
Fitzgerald to speak in his name'. (IG, pp. 83-39) .. In his ;estlmony)
Helms steted.he did not recall such a discussion with TFitzgerald, bﬁt
-phat he believed he had pre-exiéting authority to deal with AM/LASH
With respect to ”a'change in goVernment”(as opposed to'aSsassination)

and that this made it unnecessary to obtaln Robert Kennedy s approval

"I felt so sure that if I went to see Mr Kennedy that he would have

*/The follow1ng exchange occurred in Helms' testimony:

L ! "Sen. Hart of Michigan: Dealing with respect to "what?

L) - A change in government, or assassination?" _
o Mr. Helms: A change in government, Senator Hart. This is

- what we were trying to do. (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 132)

m szr /f..\ r,’“\ [: {""
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aid yes, that I didn't think there W:swagy heeétt;:“ﬂ(ﬁélms,
(6/13/75, p. 132.) |
Helms said hlS view was that AM/LASH was a polltlcal
?ctlon agent, not a potential assassin, and that the meet-
ing with AM/LASH and his decision notvts contact Robert

Kennedy should be viewed in that light:
"...given this Cuban of His standing and all

the history...of trying to find someone inside Cuba

who might head a government and have a group to. re-

place Castro...this was so central to the whole theme

of everything we had been trying to do, that I find.

it totally unnecessary to ask Robert Kennedy at that

point (whether) we should go ahead with this. This

is obviously what he had been pushing, what every-

body had been pushlng for us to try to do...let's

get on with- d01ng it. " (Helms, 6/13/75 pp - 117-118),%/

-(ii) The Dellvery of the Poison Pen on November 22

While Helms "stated that the delivery of a p01son pen to

- v AM/LASH was not part of an ‘assassination Dlot Helms‘testified_

" 1o

‘ */As dlscussed above (see pp. ), there was conflicting testl—
mony from CIA officers as to whether they viewed AM/LASH as an
assassin and as to the purpose of giving him the poison pen. The docu-
mentary evidence, however, indicates that AM/LASH in 1963 was intent
upon assassinating Castro, that the CIA officers knew of this, -and,
~in addition to offering a poison pen, told AM/LASH they would
supply him with high powered rifles with telescopic sights. (see
- p. ___, above). . .

Helms testified that because Amlash 'was the asset we were looking
for, (w)e didn't want him to blow himself or ‘blow anything else by
gettlng involved in something like thls [assassination] and have it
fail. We wanted him to stay in place." (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 131).
Helms stated that "at no time was it the idea of [the AM/LASH -1] case
officers, or those people in the chain behind, to use [AM/LASH 1} to
assassinate Castro. (Helms, 6/13/75, p. l3b)

Helms further stated "...there was an enormous amount of
temporizing with this -fellow to keep him on the team, to keep him
- working away at this ]ob but to try and persuade him that this was not
the way to go about it. (Helms 6/13/75, p. 135). Helms testified
that AM/LASKE-1 was given the poison pen "because he was 1n31st1ny on
;Y something and this was a tempor171ng ?esture rather than giving him
~. gsome kind of a gun he had asked for...." (Helms 6/13, p,T\ 5)qﬂ
' : 1 i : f'“i"ﬂ
Rt
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that he believed Castro's assassination was within thenscoﬁé of the CIA's
authority. /(Helms, 9/12/75, pp. 11-12).7 As in the case of the 1962 plots,
Helms based this on the vigor of the Administration's policy towards Cuba
L;hd his perception that there were no limits put on the means that could
‘be used in the effort against Castro. (Helms, 9/12/75, pp. 11-12). Thusi7
Helms testified that after the missile crisis the U.S. continued to conduct
covert actions whose purpose was 'to overthrow Castro." (Helms, 6/13/75,
o 24.)_Zﬁélms was asked whether it was his opinion that the offer of the poison
pen to AM/LASH was authorized because it came within the scope of the 1963 pro-
gram against Castro. ‘Helms.tesponded:

lﬁi think the only way I know how to answer that is that I

do not recall when things got cranked up in 1963 any dramatic

changes or limitations being put on this operation. There

was still an effort by whatever device, and perhaps only

slightly differently oriented at this time, to try to get rid

of Castro...But I do not recall specific things being said,

now, (we are not) going to do this, we're not going to do that,

and we're not going to do the other thing, and we will do just
these things.'/ '

' )
g

(B)lTeétimony of Administration Officials

As Qith the Mongooge period,-the-Administration offigigls agreed that
they were not informed about any assassination plot“and tﬁat there w#é no order thét
Castro be assasginated. Again, they disagreed with-Helms'ppsition that an assassi-
ﬁation ploé could be undértaken.withouf express authority.' The only added part
relating to the AM/LASH plo; was certain testimony which asserted that it was.in—

conceivable that the President would have approved an assassination plot at the very

‘'same time he had authorized talks to explore the possibility of improved rélations'

- with Castro.f]

% /Rusk testified that "I find it extraordinarily difficult”to believe" and that "I
~just can’'t conceive' President Kennedy would have authorized the passage of an assas-
sination device for use against Castro while Atwood was exploring the possibility
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Since Helms did not claim any higher specific authorization for or
knowledge of the AM/LASH assassination plot, however, the additional issue

posed by that testimony does not really arise.

(continued)

of normalizing relations with Castro. (Rusk, 7/10/75, p. 85). Similarly, Bundy

testified he "absolutely'" did not believe President Kennedv would have authorized:

or permitted an assassination device to have been passed at the same time a
possible rapprochment with Castro was being pursued. (Bundy, 7/11/75, P 151).

On the other hand, when the possibility of exploring better relations with
Castro was initially raised (but before any talks were begun) Bundy indicated
that it could be explored on a "separate track" while other proposed actions,
such as sabotage, were going on. (Agenda for Special Group meeting of 4/29/63,
p. 2.)
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d. The Question of Authorization in the Johnson Administration

1. Summary of the Assassination Activify. As discussed above (see pp. ),
the Agency delivered arms to AM/LASH in Cuba in March and June 1964. In early
1965 after AM/LASH became more insistent that a Castro assassination was neces-
sary and had asked for a silenced weapon, the Agency put AM/LASH in contact with
the leader of an anti-Castro group,‘Bfl,Awifh the intentidn that AM/LASH obtain
such a weapon. Thereéfter, the Agency learned that AM/LASH had recéived'a
silencer and other special equipﬁent from'B-l and was preparing té assassinate
Castro. |

2. The Issue of Authorization. The issue of authority in the Johnson Admini-

stration is éimilér to that in the Kennedy Administration. Durlng this phase of
the AM/LASH plot, Helms cont1nued as Deputy Director for covert operations, and
the.principal members of the Kennedy Administration continued in their positions
in'the.relevant period of the Johnson Administration (Robert Kennedy left the
Administration in the midst of this period, on . ).* Helms' testimony
that he believed a Castro assassination was within the scope of the CIA's authority
in view of Administration policy towards Cuba applied to the AM/LASH operatidn in
both 1963 and 1964-65. (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 137-138.) Again, there was no evidence
that McCone or anyone above the Agency specifically authorized or knew about the
1964-65 plot. We discﬁss below four other matfers occurring during the Johnson
Administration: (1) the covert action program against Cuba in 1964-1965; (2)

the Special Groups' action in investigating reports of Cuban exile underworld

*Rusk (Secretary of State), McNamara (Secretary of Defense), McCone (Director
of Central Intelligence); and Bundy (Spec1a1 Assistant for Natlonal Security
and Chairman of the Special Group).
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plots to assassinate Castro; (3) Helms' report to Rusk that CIA was not in-
volved with AM/LASH in a Castro assassination plot; and (4) Helms' bfiefing

of President Johnson on the 1967 IG Report on alléged CIA assassination plots.

3. The Covert Action Program Against Cuba in 1964-1965._ According to the -

minutes of a Special Grbup‘meeting on April 7, 1964, which he chaired, Preéident
thnson decided to discontinue the use of CIA-controlled sabotage raids against
Cuba.* (Memorandum of Special Group Meeting, April 7, 1964, p. ___.j .A memoran-
dum by McCone indicated that in deciding this question, President Johnson abandoned
Vthé objective of Castro's overthrow,*#*

At the April 7, Special Group meeting, Rusk had emphasized his opposition to
the use of sabotage raids, stating His belief that they were unproductive, and
had a "high noise 1éve1" that called attention to them. In addition, Rusk stated
that "he suspects the Cuban exiles who actually conduct the raids of possible
‘wishing to leave fingerprints pointing to U. S. involvement in order to increase

that involvement.'" (Memorandum of Special Group Meeting, April 7, 1964, page.2.)

~ *A memorandum by Bundy on April 7, 1964, listed seven aspects of the covert action
program which had been in effect. These were: (1) collection of intelligence;
(2) covert propaganda to encourage low risk forms of active and passive resistance;
(3) cooperation with other agencies in economic denial; (4) attempts to identify
and establish contact with potential dissident elements inside Cuba; (5) indirect
economic sabotage; (6) CIA-controlled sabotage raiding; and (7) autonomous opera-
tions. (Memorandum for the Record of the Special Group, April 7, 1964, p. 1-2.)

*%At the April 7, 1964, meeting Rusk and Bundy opposed continuation of sabotage

y actions by CIA-controlled assets as "unproductive' and.impractical. McCone dis-
agreed, noting that the covert action program relied on a 'well-planned series
of sabotage efforts'. (Memorandum of Special Group Meeting, April 7, 1964, p. 3.)
In this connection, Bundy noted that since the approval of the current sabotage
in June 1963 '"policymakers...had turned sabotage operations on and off to such
an extent that (the sabotage program) simply does not, in the nature of things,
appear. feasible". (Id., p. 2 A
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"4, The Special Group Investigation of Reported Castro Assassination Plots

by Cuban Exiles. On June 10, 1964, Helms informed McCone by memorandum that

Agency officials had learned of several plots of Cuban exiles to assassinate
Castro and other Cuban leaders. (Memorandum, Helms to McCone, June 10, 1964.)

- Several of the plots, according to the memorandum, involved ''people apparently
associated with the Mafia". Reportedly'the'exiles had offered people aésociated
with the Mafia $150,000 to perform the deed. In his memorandum, Helms stated that
-the sources of the'fepdrts were parties to the plots and in submitting the in-
formation to Agency officers wére presumably seeking lggal immunity should the
plots succeed. (Id., p. 1.)

.- Helms' memorandum, however, made no mention of any of the CIA assassination

plots against Castro.*

(Footnote continued from previous page.)

In a memorandum the day after President Johnson's decision to stop CIA-controlled
sabotage operations, McCone stated: ''the real issue to be considered at the
meeting and by the President was a question of whether we wished to implement

the policy (outlined in certain memoranda) or abandon the basic objective of bring-
ing about the 11qu1dat10n of the Castro Communist entourage and the elimination

of Communist presence in Cuba and thus rely on future events of an undisclosed -
nature which might accomp11sh this obJect1ve". (Memorandum by McCone, April 8,
1964, p. __.)

In the context of the Special Group's discussion, McCone's use of the words "liqui-
dation" and "elimination'' appears to be another example of inartful language. A
literal interpretation of these words leaves one with the impression that assassina-
tion was contemplated. But the context of the discussion does not bear out such an
interpretation. Thus in specifying what he meant by "future events of an undisclosed
nature': McCone pointed to '‘extreme economic distress caused by a sharp drop in

sugar prices'', and ''other external factors'. (Id, p. 8.) McCone testified that
such references as the 'elimination'' or "llquldatlon” of the Castro reglme did not
refer to assassination. (McCone, p. __ .) .

**Moreover, according to Bundy, no one from the CIA or anyone else informed him-at
the meetings that ''in earlier years there had been a relationship with...persons
allegedly involved with the criminal syndicate--in order to accompllsh the assassi-
nation of Fidel Castro" (Bundy, p. 71.)
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Indeéd; it stated that "Agency officers made clear to each of the sources that

~ the United States Government would not under any circumstances, condone the

HW 50955

planned actions". (Id., p. 1.)

When the Special Group considered the information in Helms memorandum on

-June 18,'1964, Mthne stated he was '"somewhat skeptical' and proposed additional

investigation, but "others, including Mr. Bundy, felt that the U. S. was being
put on notice and should do everything in its power}to ascertain promptly the

veracity of the reports and them undertake prevention. (Memorandum of Spécial
Group Meeting, June 18, 1964. ) In a memorandum on the June 18 meeting, McCone

1nd1cated he had dissented from the Special Group s decision, stating his be-

lief that the Special Group was "overly exerc1sed" and that he was inclined to

:d15m1ss the matter as 'Miami cocktail party talk''. McCone noted, however, that

the Special Grbup "was more concerned than I and therefore plahming to discuss
the subject with the Attotnéy Ceneral and possibly Mr. Hoover'. (Memorandum
June 18, 1964, p. 1.) .

The Special Group decided that the reports be transmitted to the Attorney
General "as a matter of 1aw enforcement'. (Id.) Robert Kennedy was informedvof
this matter a few days later and stated that the Justice Depaftment would investi-
gate, OWemoraﬁdum of Meeting, 22 June 1964.) Thereéfter the FBI conducted an
investigation, the results of which were gubmitted to the Special Group on

August 19, 1964, by McCone.* (Memorandum, August 19, 1964, McCone to Bundy.)

*McCone's memorandum summarized seven FBI reports on its investigation., The FBI
found that several of the persons it interviewed stated they had knowledge of
the exile's plots and had reported the information to the CIA.. Others inter-
viewed denied knowledge of the plans.
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5. lelms' Report to Rusk that CIA was not Involved with Amlash in a

Castro Assassination. Plot

R

In March 1966, He1ms reported to Rusk by memorandum on the CIA's re-

lations with Amlash; (Rusk Ex. 7, Memorandum, March 7, 1966, Helms to Rusk). | -
In this report, Helms stated that the CIA's contact with Amlash was for "the
exﬁress purpd;e”-of intelligence collection. (1d.). Noting Cuban press |
claims that Amlash and a second Cuban had beeﬁ involved with the CIA in a
Castro assassination plot, Helms-stated:- |

Thé Agency was not involved with either of

these two men in a plot to assassinate

Fidel Castro, as claimed in /a Cuban news

‘release/ nor did it ever encourage either

of these two persons to attempt such an act.

(Rusk Ex. 7, p. 1).

The Helms memorandum to Rusk made no mention of the.fact that CIA officers,
with Helms' knowledge, had offered a poison pen to Amlash.on November 22, 1963,
that CIA had supplied arms to Amlash in 1964, or that CIA had puﬁ Amlash in touch
with B-1 to enable him to oﬁtain a silenced weapon to assassinate Castro.

In his testimony, Helms stated that this memorandum to Rusk was "1naccurate"
and "not truthful" (Helms, 6/13/75 p. 115. )

The CIA's copy of the Helms' memorandum to Rusk contains a typed notation
in which Heims' signature was recommended by the CIA's then Deputy Director for
Plans, Thomas Karamessines. (Rusk Ex. 7, p. 2.) Helms testified that the day

. before his June 13, 1975, testimony to.the Committee he had asked Karamessines
why the memorandum to Rusk had been written as it was. Helms stated he and Kara<
messines concluded they did not know the reason but Helms speculated that 'i
may be until we conducted (the 1967 IG investigation) somewhat later we didn't

have the facts straight, or maybe we had the facts straight‘then but we did not

ahave them straight later'". ‘" (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 115.)
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6. Helms' Briefing of President Johnson on the 1967 Inspector General's

nggfi, Drew bearsoﬁ's article in the spring of 1967 alleging U. S. involve-
ment in plots to aséassinate Fidel C;sfro prompted President Johnson to.re- '

quest Helms, who by then had beeome the DCI, to conduct an investigation. The
result was the Inspector General's Report of'May 23, 1967. (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 35.)
After receiving the report, Helms briefed the President “orally about.the contente”.
(Id. at 36.) During his testimony, Helms was shown his handuritten notes apparently
prepared for -his briefing of the President. Those netes carried the story through
mid-1963. When asked if he told President Johnson that, according to the 1967
study, the efforts to assassinate Fidel Castro had continued into Johnson‘s
presidency, Helms replied, "I just can't answer that, I just don't know. T can't
recall having done so'". (Id. at 38.) He did note that it would not have

occurred to him to brief President Johnson on the 1964 AM/LASH gun deliveries
because "I don't think one would have approached the AM/LASH thing as an assassina-

tion plot against Castro'. (Id; at 39.) Helms had testified that AM/LASH was an

intelligence and political action agent. (Helms, s P- .) The IG Report

however, tfeated the AM/LASH operation as an assassination plot. (IG, p. - )

7. Helms Testimony on Authorization in the Johnson Administration. In his

testimony, Helms was asked if the Agnecy regarded '‘whatever marching orders.
they had obtained prior to the dealth 6f‘Pfesident Kennedy as still being valid

and operative'' when President Johnson succeeded to the office. Helms replied:
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This is not very clear to me at this stage. A lot
of the same officers were serving President Johnson
as they served President Kennedy, and...I can't re-
. call anymore whether there was any specific issue -
about whether this was taken up with President
Johnson at any meeting or any session. .If it had
been, I would have thought there would have been
records someplace." (Helms, 6/13, p. 139.)
When asked whether President Johnson had been informed of or had authorized
_continuing efforts to assassinate Castro Helms.replied indirectly that ''the
Special Group would have continued to consider thesenmatters, and I would have
assumed that whoever was cha1r1ng the Special Group would have in turn reported
to the President, wh1ch was the usual practice'". (Id.)
But the records of the Special Group do not show any consideration of a
Castro assassination or of the AM/LASH plot during the Johnson Administration
'_(or earlier). And, as discussed above, there was no evidence that McCone or

anyone above the Agency was informed of or specifically authorized the AM/LASH

plots.
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‘DRAFT: OCTOBER 6, 1975 - _' o ' TOP SECRET
Frederick D. Baron For Internal Commlttee
- Use Only -

D. CONGO

1. Introduction
The.Committee'haq recei&edsolid evidence of a CIA
plot to assassmnate Patrlce Lumumba - The plot proceeded to
the p01nt where lethal substances and 1nstruments spec1f1cally
intended for use 1n,an.assa551nat10n were placed in the-hands
 of ‘the CIA bhief of Station in Leopoldnille'byvan Agency
| scientistp o |
' Although these instruments of.aesassinatidn were never
used, a number of questions‘are presented by the_Lumnmba case |
which reflect_general issues‘that_run-throughout_the Committee's
assassination inquiry. First} did CIA officers and_operatiVes

in the. Congo take steps to attempt the assassination of Lumumba?

_Second, how high in the United States governnent was the
source'of'authorization for-the CIA assassination plot? Finally,.
was the CIA connected in any way to the events that actually led
to the death of Lumumba while in Congolese custody?

A thread of historical background is necessary to weave these

broad questions together w1th.the ddcuments and testimony re-

ceived by the Committee.
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In the summer‘of 1960 there wasAa great deal of concern
at the hlghest 1eve1s in the Unlted States government: about the
role of Patrlce Lumumba in the Congo Lumumba, who served brleflyi
as Premier of the newly independent‘nationv Qas»vieWed with alerm
by Unlted States forelgn policymakers because of what they percelved-
as hlS magnetic public appeal and his- leanlngs toward the Sov1etv
Unlon. |
Under the leadershin of Lumnmbe.and the new President,
Joseph Kasanubu, the Congo,»declared its independence from Belgium
on.June 30, 1960. In the turbulent month that followed, Lumumba
'threatened_to invite Soviet troops to hasten the withdrawal of
'Belgian armed forces. The Unlted Nations Securlty Counc1l re-
quested a Belgian withdrawal and dispatched a neutral force |
to the Congo to preserve order. In late July, Lumumba v151ted
Washington and received pledges of economic aid from,Secretary'
of State Christian Herter. At the beglnnlng of September
Soviet airplanes; trucks, and technicians were arr1v1ng 1n the
province where Lumumba's support was strongest.
By mid-September, Lumumba soughtiprotection from the UN.
guard in Leopoldville after losing a struggle over the leadership
of the government with Kasavubn and Joseph Mobutu, Chief of Staff
of the Congolese armed forces. In,early December, Mobutu's troops

captured Lumumba while he was traveling toward his stronghold at

N
"

Since the period in which the events under ‘examination occurred,
- the names of many geographical units and governmental institutions
" have changed. For instance, the nation formerly known as the Republic
of the Congo is now the Republlc of Zaire and the present capital city,
Kinshasa, was known then as Leopoldville. Tor the sake of clarlty in
deallng with many of the documents involved in this section, the names
- used in this report are those which applied in the early 1960 s, con-
temporaneously with the events under consideration. :
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Stanleyville and he was 1mpr150ned The central government of
the Congo transferred Lumumba on January 17, 1961 to the custody

of-authorltles in the province of Katanga, which was asserting its |

own independence at that time. Several weeks later,. the Katangese

authorltles announced Lumumba s death
There are varlous accounts of the c1rcumstances and tlmlng
of Lumumba's death The Unlted Nations lnvestlgatlon of the inci-

dent concluded that Lumumba was killed on January 17 .%

2. Dulles Cables Leopoldville That ”Removal” of Lumumba
1s _an Urgent Objective in "High Quarters"” _

Shortly after the Congolese declaratlon of lndependence

from Belgium on June 30, 1960, the CIA assxgned a'new Chief of

Station to,the3Congo The Chief of Statlon sald that the briefings .

he recelved at CIA headquarters in preparation for his departure
contained no dlscu331on of the possibility of assassinating Patrice

Lumumba (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 8) On his brief return to head-

'quarters 1n connection w1th Lumumba's visit to Washlngton 1n late

July, the Chief of Station again heard no discussion of assassi-
nating Lumumba‘(Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 9). |

' During August, great concern~about Lumumba's political
strength in the Congo was grow1ng among the forelgn pollcy makers

of the Elsenhower Administration.** This concern was nurtured

%

.Report of the Commission of Investigation, 11/61 UN
Security Council, Official Records Supplement . for October
November, and December _

*% See Section 5, infra, for full dlSCuSSlon of the prevailing

' anti-Lumumba attitude in “the United States government as shown by

minutes of the NHational Security Council .and Special Group and the

testimony of high Administration officials.
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by intelligence reports such as.that»cabied'to CIA headquarters
by the new Chief#of Statioh:

EMBASSY AND STATION BELIEVE COHGO'EXPERIENCING
CLASSIC COMMUNIST EFFORT TAKEOVER GOVERNMENT. ,
MANY FORCES AT WORK HERE: SOVIETS ... COMMUNIST
PARTY, LTC. ALTHOUGH DIFFICULT DETERMIIIE MAJOR
INFLUENCING FACTORS TO PREDICT OUTCOME STRUGGLE
FOR POWER, DECISIVE PERIOD NOT FAR OFF. WHETHER
OR NOT LUMUMBA ACTUALLY COMMIE OR JUST PLAYING .
COMMIE GAME TO ASSIST HIS SOLIDIFYING POWER, ANTI-
WEST FORCES RAPIDLY INCREASING POWER CONGO AND
THERE MAY BE LITTLE TIME LEFT IN WHICH TAKE ACTION
TO AVOID ANOTHER CUBA.... (CIA Cable I 39706,
Leopoldville to Dlrector 8/18/60 )

This cable also stated the Chieftéf'Stdtion's operational ”OEJECTIVE
[OF] REPLACING LUMUMBA WITH PRO WESTERN GROUP" (CIA Cable, 8/18/60).
Bronson Tweedy, then Chief of the Afrlca D1v151on of CIA s clan-
‘dgstlne services, replled the same day that he was seeylnw State
. Depértment approval for the proposed operation based upon “OUR
BELIEF LUMUMBA MUST BE REMOVED 'IF POSSIBLE" (CIA Cable Out 59741,
‘Tweedy to Leopoldville, 8/18/60). On August 19, Richard Bissell,
Director of CIA's co?ert operations branch, signed a foildw—up
cable to Leopoldville: '"YOU ARE AUTHORIZED PROCEED WITH OPERATfONV
(CIA Cable OUT 59959, Director to LéOpoldville, 8/19/605;
Several days later, the Chief of‘Station reported that a plan
to assassinate Lumumba had been proposed to President Kasavubu by

Congolese leaders:

» ANTI-LUMUMBA LEADERS APPROACHED KASAVUBU
- WITH PLAN ASSASSINATE LUMUMBA ... KASAVUBU
: REFUSED AGREE SAYING HE RELUCTANT RESORT '
VIOLENCE AND NO OTHER LEADER SUFFICIENT
STATURE REPLACE LUMUMBA. (CIA Cable IN 42761
Leopoldville to Director, 8/24/60.)
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" This incident indicates that the CIA was aware théﬁ there was
- some Cohgolese support for the éssassination of Lumumba, but that
the moderété President of the Congo still respected Lgmumba and
refused to consider,assassination. | . | |
~ On August 25, 1960, Allen Duiles'attended.a meetiﬂg of the
Special Group -- the National Security Coﬁnéil‘subcommiftee re-
sponsibie_fof theAplanning‘of cOvert:operatidnéﬂ* In reéponse to
the outiine'of some CIA plans for political acpiohsragainst
Lumumba, such as érranging‘afvote of no confideﬁce by thé}Congoleée
Parliamént, theISpecial Assistaﬁt to'the President fof Mational
Security Affairs reported that the'President
" had expressed.extremely strong feelings
on the necessity for very straightforward
-action in this situation, and he wondered

whether the plans as outlined were sufficient
to accomplish this. . (Special Group Minutes,'8/25/60i)

After this discussion, the Special Group

finally agreed that planning for the Congo
would not necessarily rule out "consideration"
of any particular kind of activity which might
contribute to getting rid of Lumumba. '
(Special Group Minutes, 8/25/60.)

* This Special Group meeting and the testimony about its
significance on the issue of authorization is discussed in detail
in Section 5 (iii), infra. ' -

HWA 50955 DocId:32423539 Page 251



The next day, Allen Dulles personally signed a cable* to
the Leopoldv1lle Chlef of Statlon whlch stressed the urgency of

"removing" Lumumba

IN HIGH QUARTERS** HERE IT IS THE CLEAR-
- CUT CONCLUSION THAT IF LLL [LUMUMBA] CON-
- TINUES TO HOLD HIGH OFFICE THE INEVITABLE
RESULT WILL AT BEST BE CHAOS AND AT WORST
PAVE THE WAY TO COMMUNIST TAKEOVER OF THE
CONGO WITH DISASTROUS CONSEQUENCES FOR THE
PRESTIGE OF THE ‘UN AND FOR THE INTERESTS OF
THE FREE WORLD GENERALLY. CONSEQUENTLY
WE CONCLUDE THAT HIS REMOVAL MUST BE AN _
.URGENT AND PRIME OBJLECTIVE THAT UNDER EXISTING
CONDITIONS THIS SHOULD BE A HIGH PRIORITY OF
OUR COVERT ACTION. (CIA Cable, OUT 62966
Director to Leopoldv1lle 8/26/60 )

Dulles cabled that the Chief of Station was to be glven'“WIDER
AUTHORITY” -- along the 11nes of the prev1ously authorlzed opera-
" tion to replace Lumumba with a pro-Western_group -~ "INCLUDING
EVEN MORE AGGRESSIVE ACTION IF IT CAN REMAIN COVER ":(CIA Cable,
8/26/60) "WE REALIZE THAT TARGETS OF OPPORTUNITY MAY PRESENT
THEMSELVES TO YOU," the cable contlnued (CIA Cable, 8/26/60).

, * Cables 1ssued under the personal signature of the DCI are
a relative rarity in CIA communitations and call attentlon to -the
1mportance and sensitivity of the matter discussed.

** As discussed in Section S(C), infra, Rlchard Bisell testified

that Allen Dulles would have used the Erase 'higher quarters" to
refer to the President (Blssell 9/10/75 p. 48). _
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‘Dulles also authorlzed the expendlture of up to $lOO 000 "TO
CARRY OUT ANY CRASII PROGRAMS ON WHICH. YOU DO NOT HAVE THE OPPOR—
TUNITY TO CONSULT HQS' (CIA Cable, 8/26/60). He assured the
Chief of Station that the message had been "SEEN AND APPROVED AT
COMPETENT LLVEL” in the State Department. (CIA Cable 8/26/60)t
But the Dlrector of Central Intelligence made a special point
of assurlng the Chief of Statlon that he was authorlzed to act
unilaterally in a case where the ‘United- States Ambassador to the
Congo would prefer to remain unlnformed |
-TO THE EXTENT THAT AMBASSADOR MAY DESIRE
- TO' BE CONSULTED, YOU SHOULD SEEK HIS COMN-
CURRENCE. IF IN ANY PARTICULAR CASE, HE
DOES NOT WISH TO BE CONSULTED YOU CAN ACT
ON YOUR OWN AUTHORITY WHERE TIME DOES NOT
PERMIT REFERRAL HERE (CIA Cable 8/26/60) .
fhis mandate raises a question as to whether the DCI.was. contem-
plating a particular form-of action-against'Lumﬁmha which the
Ambassador would want to ,pe in a position to ”plausxbly deny"
Unlted States lnvolvement DDP Richard Bissell testified thet_he
was "almost certain" that he was informed about the Dulles cable
shortly after its transm1551on and that it was his "belief" that
the cable was a circumlocutious means of indicating that the
President wanted Lumumba to be killed (Bissell, 9/10/75, pp. 33,
64-65) %

- * See Section 5(c), infra, for additional testlmony by Bissell
on the question of authorlzatlon for the assassination effort
agalnst Lumumba
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3. CIA Encourages Congolese Efforts to ”Ellmlnate" _
- Lumumba, Who is Viewed as a "Grave Danger' Even After
- "~ - Being Deposed and Placed in UN Protective Custody -

On September 5, 1960, President Kasavubu_dismiSsed
Premier Lumumba from the government despite the strong support

for Lumumba that existed in the'COngolese Parliament After losing -

'the ensuing power struggle with Kasavubu and Mobutu “who selzed

the government by a mllltary coup on September 14 Lumumba sought

:protectron-from the Unlted Nations peace-keeplng force. The

ev1dence indicates that the ouster of Lumumba from the government
d1d not alleviate the concern about hlm in the Unlted States govern;
'ment | _ |

Rather, the CIA and hrgh Eisenhower Administration
officials* continued to view him as a threat, at 1east untll

early December when he was captured by Mobutu's troops and im-

fprlsoned. During thls period, CIA officers in the:Congo advised

and aided Congolese contacts known to have any intent to kill

- Lumumba. They also opposed the resumption of the democratic process

after the coup -- by reopening the Parliament -- because_of'the
llkellhood that thlS would. return Lumumba to power. _

' The day after Lumumba was ‘deposed by Kasavubu two CIA
offlcers met with a hlgh level Congolese politician who had a
close relationship to the Leopoldv1lle Station. The Station re-‘

ported to CIA headquarters that the p011t1c1an had made a response

% A detailed treatment of the expressions of continued concern

~over Lumumba.at the National Securlty Council level is set forth

in ‘Section , infra.
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to a remark by the Chlef of Statlon that 1mp11ed that he mlght
aSSQSSlnate Lumumba
TO' COS COMMENT THAT LUMUMBA IN OPPOSITION IS .
ALMOST AS DANGEROUS AS IN OFFICE, [THE
CONGOLESE POLITICIAN] INDICATED UNDERSTOOD
AND IMPLIED MIGHT PHYSICALLY ELIMINATE
LUMUMBA. (CIA Cable, IN 49679, Leopoldville
to Dlrector 9/7/60.) o
The cable contlnued to report ‘that the Chief of Station had offered
to assist thls pollt1c1an "IN PREPARATION NEW GOVERNMENT PROGRAM”
“and assured ‘him that the Unlted States -would supply techn1c1ans
(CIA Cable, 9/7/60)
As the chaotic struggle for power raged, the Chief of
the Africa Division-succinctly summarized the prevalent U. S.
apprehension about Lumumba's ability to influence events in the
Congo by virtue of personality, irrespective of his official
position:
LUMUMBA TALENTS AND DYNAMISM APPEAR OVER- :
RIDING FACTOR IN REESTABLISHING HIS POSITION
EACH TIME IT SEEMS HALF LOST. 1IN OTHER WORDS -
EACH TIME LUMUMBA HAS OPPORTUNITY HAVE LAST
. WORD HE CAN SWAY EVENTS TO HIS ADVANTAGE.
(CIA Cable, OUT 69233, Director to Leopoldv1lle
- 9/13/60) . _
The day after Mobutu's coup, the Chief of Station reported
that he was serv1ng as an advisor to a Congolese effort to ”ellml—
nate" Lumumba due to his "fear" that Lumumba might, in fact, have

- »been strengthened by placing hlmself in UN custody, which afforded

~a safe base of operations:
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STILL DIFFICULT DETERMINE WHETHER MOBUTU HAS
SUFFICIENT CONTROL ARMY TO ENIFORCE DECISIONS
ANNOUNCED NIGHT 14 SEPTEMBER. - STATION ADVISED
= . [TWO MODERATE CONGOLESE POLITICIANS] TRY WORK
WITH [KEY CONGOLESE CONTACT] IN EFFORT ELIMI-
NATE LUMUMBA. FLEAR UN PROTECTION WILL GIVE
LUMUMBA OPPORTUNITY ORGANIZE COUNTER ATTACK.
ONLY SOLUTION IS REMOVE HIM FROM SCENE SOONEST. .
(CIA Cable, TIN 13374, Leopoldville to: Director,
9/15/60.) e : . o

On Septembef 17, another CIA operativeAin tﬁe Congo met
with a léading.Congolese senator. :At this ﬁeeting,'the_sénétor. 
*requested_a clandegtine supply-of small_arms to equip some
Congolese Army. troops.. Thezcable to,CIA héadquarﬁers cénégrning

the meeting teported;'

[CONGOLESE SENATOR] REQUESTED CLANDESTINE
SUPPLY SMALL ARMS TO EQUIP ... TROOPS
RECENTLY ARRIVED LEOP[OLDVILLE] AREA ...
[THE SENATOR] SAYS THIS WOULD PROVIDE CORE
ARMED MEN WILLING AND ABLE TAKE DIRECT
ACTION ... [SENATOR] RELUCTANTLY AGREES
LUMUMBA MUST GO PERMAMENTLY. DISTRUSTS '
- [ANOTHER CONGOLESE LEADER] BUT WILLING MAKE
PEACE WITH HIM FOR PURPOSES ELIMINATION
LUMUMBA. (CIA Cable, IN 14228, Leopoldville
to Director, 9/17/60.) -~ = : N

The CIA operative told the Congolese senator that "HE WOULD EXPLORE
POSSIBILITY OBTAINING ARMSﬁ‘and fecbmmended to.CIA headquarteré
that they should

HAVE [ARMS] SUPPLIES READY TO GO AT

NEAREST BASE PENDING [UNITED STATES]

DECISION THAT SUPPLY WARRANTED AND NECES-
SARY (CIA Cable, "9/17/60) .* :

* This recommendation proved to be in line with large scale
- planning at CIA headquarters for clandestine paramilitary support
to anti-Lumumba elements. On October 6, 1960, Richard Bissell and
Bronson Tweedy signed a cable concerning plans which the Chief of
Station was instructed not to discuss with State Department repre-
sentatives or operational contacts: :
(footnote continued on next page)
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Several days later, whlle warnlno a key Congolese
leader about coup plots led by Lumumba and two of his supporters

the Chief of Station

URGED ARREST OR OTHER MORE ‘PERMANENT DISPOSAL
- OF LUMUMBA, GIZENGA, AND MULELE (CIA Cable,
- IN 15643, Leopoldv111e to Dlrector 9/20/61)

G1zenga and Mulele were Lumumba's 11eutenants who were

leadlng his supporters while Lumumba was in UN custody

(Footnote continued from preyious‘page):

[IN]VIEW UNCERTAIN OUTCOME CURRENT DEVELOP—
MENTS [CIA] CONDUCTING CONTINGENCY PLANNING
. FOR CONGO AT REQUEST POLICY ECHELONS. THIS
PLANNING DESIGNED TO PREPARE FOR SITUATION
IN. WAY [UNITED STATES] WOULD PROVIDE CLAN-
. DESTINE SUPPORT TO ELEMENTS IN ARMED
- OPPOSITION TO LUMUMBA. - .

CONTEMPLATED ACTION INCLUDES PROVISION ARMS,
SUPPLIES AND PERHAPS SOME TRAINING TO ANTI-
LUMUMBA RESISTANCE GROUPS

(CIA Cable OUT 04697, Director to Leopoldv1lle
10/6/60 )
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Throughout the fall of 1960, the CIA continued to view
Lumymba as a serious political threat while he remained in UN
protective'custodyﬂ* One concern was that if the‘Parliament‘—- :

which had been closed by the”¢6up - wére-re—opéned and the moderates

* Both Richard Bissell and Bronson Tweedy, then Chief of the
CIA Africa Division, confirmed that the CIA continued to view
Lumumba as a threat even after he placed himself in UN custody
(Bissell, 9/10/75, pp. ; Tweedy, 9/9/75, pp. ). Both
Bissell and Tweedy referred to two factors to substantiate this
view: first, Lumumba was a spellbinding orator with the ability
to stir masses of people to action; and second, the UN forces did
not restrain Lumumba's freedom of movement and the Congolese army
surrounding them were often lax in maintaining their:vigil.

[Quote/Cite from transcripts. ]
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failed to,obtaiﬁ_a majority vote, the "PRESSﬁRES FOR [LUMUMBA'é] '
RETURN WILL.BE ALMOST IRRESISTABLE" (CIA Cable, IN 33499,
Leopoldville to Director, 10/26/60) .% Anqther general concern
at CIA,headquarters was that foreign powers woﬁld intervene in |
the Congo' and bring Lumumba to powér‘(CIA Cable, OUT 81720,vDiréétor-
to'Leopoldvillé,v10/17/60), .Similarly,-throﬁghout-this periéd
Lumumba was viewed by CIA officials and the Eisénhower Adminis-
tration®¥* és a stalking hérse'for'"what appeared to be a Sovietﬁ
~effort to ﬁake over the Congo" (Hedgman, 8/21/75,‘pp; l0; 45) .
| _A‘ﬁufing this beriod, the Leopoldville.statién coﬁtinued to
maintain close'bperationalVrelationships with, and offer aid to,
Coﬁgolesé‘contactS‘who expreééed a desire to assassinate Lumumba®¥*
althqugh there is no direct evidence that'aid was ﬁrovided for thé

“specific purpose of ‘assassination.

% A CIA Cable (IN 37289) from Leopoldville to the Director
on November 3, 1960 returns to this theme: the opening of the
Congolese Parliament by the United Nations is opposed because it
"WOULD PROBABLY RETURN LUMUMBA TO POWER."

- %% See Section , infra, on such analysis at high-level policy"
meetings. :

*%%. A Congolese security officer in liaison with the CIA on an
attempt to tap Lumumba's phones "IMPLIED HE TRYING HAVE [LUMUMBA]
KILLED BUT ADDED THIS MOST DIFFICULT AS JOB WOULD HAVE BE DONE
BY AFRICAN WITH NO APPARENT INVOLVEMENT WHITE MAN. (CIA Cable,
IN 34867, Leopoldville to Director, 10/28/60.) :
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4. The Plot to AssaSSinate'Lumumba

In the fall of 1960, a sc1entist from CIA headquarters

re

delivered to the Chief of Station in Leopoldville lethal bio-

logical substances to be ‘used to assassinate Patr{ce Lumumba .

The Chief of Station testified that after requesting and receiVing
confirmation from CIA headquarters that he was to carry out the |
scientiat’s instructions ~he proceeded to take '‘exploratory steps"
in- furtherance of ‘the assassination plot Ihe:Phief of Station
testified that in the course of his discussion with the CIA
sc1entist Sidney Gottlieb he was informed that PreSident Eisenhower
had ordered the assassination miSSion against Patrice Lumumba

Gottlieb's mlSSlon to the Congo was both Dreceded and followed bv

general cables urging the elimination of Lumumba sent from CIA

.headquarters in an extraordinarilv restricted "Eves Onlv" channel -

including two messages under the personal signature of Allen Dulles.

The 1etha1 substances were never used by the Chief of
Station. But despite the fact that Lumumba had placed himself in

the protective custody of the UN peace-keeping force‘shortly

before thevpoisons were delivered to the Chief of,Station, there

'1s no clear evidence that the assassination operation was termi-

nated before Lumumba's death There is, however, no. direct evidence
of a connection between. the CIA assaSSination plot and the events

which actually led to Lumumba's death.*

* See Section 6 infra, for a discussion of the eVidence about

. the Circumstances that Ted to Lumumba's death in Katanga.
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(a) Dulles Cables Agaln for "Ellmlnatioﬁ of Lumumba,
- and a Messenger is Sent to Congo Wlth a Highly
Sensitive Assignment

On-September“19 1960, several days after Lumumba placed him-

self in the protectlve custody of the Unlted Vatlons peacekeeplng

force-ln Leopoldv111e, Richard Blssell and Bronson Tweedy 31gnedl'

a cryptic cable to Leopoldville to arrange a cléndéstine meeting

"

between the Chief of Station and "'Sidney Braun,' who was traveling

to the Congo: on an unspecified‘aSSignmeﬁt:

[""SID"] SHOULD ARRIVE APPROX 27 SEPT. . . WILL
ANNOUNCE HIMSELF AS "SID FROM PARIS". . . IT-
URGENT YOU SHOULD SEE ['"SID"]}:. SOONEST POSSIBLE
AFTER HE PHONES YOU. HE WILL FULLY IDENTIFY
HIMSELF AND EXPLAIN HIS ASSIGMMENT TO YOU. )
"(CIA Cable, OUT 71464, Blssell/Tweedv to Chief.
of Station, 9/19/60.)

‘'The cable bore a h;ghly»unusual sensitivity indicator --
"PROP" -- that restricted circulation at CIA headquarters to the -

Chief of the Africa Division.¥*

* In a letter of September 23, 1975, the Chief of the CIA Review
Staff informed the Committee that "PROP" was normally used 'to

denote sensitive personnel matters' (Seymour R. Bolton to Frederick
A. 0. Schwarz and Frederick D. Baron, 9/23/75. 1t appears that this
sensitivity indicator, while created for other purposes, was utilized
by Bissell, Tweedy, and the Chief of Station to restrict distribution
of their communications about an assassination operation. The cable
traffic cited in this report that was sent through the PROP channel
did not touch upon personnel matters except in terms of recruiting
additional CIA officers and agents for the assassination operation.
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The Blssell/Tweedy cable 1nformed the Chlef of Statlon that
.he was to continue to use this 1nd1cator for
- ALL [CABLE] TRAFFIC THIS OP, WHICH YOU

INSTRUCTED HOLD ENTIRELY TO YOURSELF.
(CIA Cable, 9/19/60. ) '

The Chief of Station -- referred to_herein as "Hedgman“* -2 ..

testlfled to a clear, lndependent recollection of rece1v1ng such
a cable. Hedgman staLed that in September of 1960 he received a
"most unusual" cable from CIA headquarters (Hedgman 8/21/75, pp.
43) ., The cable adv1sed in his words, that: '
someone who I would have recognized would
~arrive with instructions for me. I
believe the message was also marked for my
"~ eyes only .,. and contained instructions
that I was not to discuss the message with
anyone. - (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp 12-13.)
Hedgmah said that the cable did not_specify'the kind of:instrucf'

tions he was to receive, and it ''did not refer to Lumumba in any

LR

Three days after the Bissell/Tweedy message that Hedgman was .

to meet 'Sid" in Leopoldville, Bronson Tweedy uses the .same sensi-

tivity indicator on a cable sent to Hedgman on an '"Eyes Only"

‘basis (CIA Cable, OUT 74837, Tweedy to Leopoldville, 9/22/60).

* Due to fear of reprlsal from Lumumba's followers ﬁhe Chief
of Station for the Congo from mid-summer 1960 through 1961 testi-
fied under the alias 'Hedgman" (Hedgman 8/21/75, p. 2; 8/25/75,

S p. 4.
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On September 24, Allen Dulles personally issued a cable to
Leroldville expressing in absolute:termsvhis.desire to ”elimiheteﬁ:

Lumumba :

WE WISH GIVE EVERY POSSIBLE SUPPORT- IN
'ELIMINATING LUMUMBA FROM ANY POSSIBILITY
RESUMING GOVERNMENTAL POSITION OR IF HE
FAILS IN LEOP [OLDVILLE], - SETTING HIMSELF

IN STANLEYVILLE OR ELSEWHERE (CIA Cable
OUT 73573, Dulles to Leopoldv11le 9/24/60 )

Dulles had expressed a similar viewlthfee days before‘in the

" presence of the President at an NSC meeting, stating:

Mobutu appeared to be the effective power in
the Congo- for the moment but Lumumba was not
yet disposed of and remained a grave danger -
as long as he was not dlsposed of. ' (NSC
Minutes, 9/21/60)

(b) Gottlieb Delivers Lethél.éubstéhéestto the Chief of
station in the Congo for the Assassination of Lumumba

The Chief of .Station reported. through the‘PROP ehannel to Bronson

- Tweedy that he had made contact w1th the man dlspatchcd to Leopoldville

-with a hlghly sensitive assignment on September 26. (CIA Cable

IN 18989, Leopoldv1lle to Tweedyq 9/27/6O)A This was the eame‘

week in which Dulles cabled about'theA”elimination” of Lumumba

and made his statement to the NSC about the ''grave danger"'that
existed as longias Lﬁmumbe was“hot ""disposed of”}

Hedgman testified about the identity of 'SID" -- the messenger

- referred to in the first cable through the PROP channel:

Q: "Who was the messenger who arrived?

Hedgman:_ Mr. Sidney Gottlieb
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Tweedy's cable indicated fhat a third country natibnallwould ﬁe
. required as- an egent in the PROP operation:
IF DECIDED SUPPORT FOR PROP OBJECTTVES, :
BELIEVE ESSENTIAL SUCH BE PROVIDED THROUGH
THIRD NATIONAL CHANKEL WITH [AMERICAN]
ROLE COMPLETELY CONCEALED (CIA Cable,
_-9/22/60 ) :
Tweedy expressed reservations about two agents that the station
. was using'for other bperations and said "WE ARE~CONSIDERING'A
: THIRD NATIONAL CUTOUT COVTACT CANDIDATE AVAILABLE HERE WHO MIGHT
"FILL BILL”* (CIA Cable 9/22/60). Desplte Tweedy s concern about
the two existing station contects, he indicated that the Chief of
station and his "colleague" -- presumably the man identified as
,"Sid” who was to érrive in the'Coﬁgb shortl& to explain the PROP
operatlon to Hedgman -- were to be afforded con31derable latltude
“in exercxslng their Judgment on the conduct of the operatlon
YOU AND COLLEAGUE UVDERSTAND-WE CANNOT READ .
OVER YOUR SHOULDER-AS YOU PLAN AND ASSESS .
OPPORTUNITIES. OUR PRIMARY CONCERN MUST BE
CONCEALMENT [AMERICAN] ROLE, UNLESS OUT-
- STANDING OPPORTUNITY EMERGES WHICH MAKES
CALCULATED RISK FIRST CLASS BET. READY
ENTERTAIN ANY SERIOUS PROPOSALS YOU MAKE

' BASED OUR HIGH REGARD BOTH YOUR PROFESSIONAL
JUDGMENTS. (CIA Cable, 9/22/60.) ' '

- * This is probably a reference to agent QJWIN who was later
dispatched to the Congo. His mission is discussed in Sections
, and , infra. :
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Qs And at that time, you knew who he was?

Hed man; I recognized him as an officer of the
gency . . . . I believe he referred to the
-fact that I had received a message and that he

~was the person concerned. (Hedgman, 8/21/75,
pp. 15-16) : o -

The message carrled by Gottlleb theﬁ'ScienCe-Advisor to
\

DDP Rlchard Bissell, was unmlstakeably clear accordlng to Hedgman

Hed man: It is my recollectlon that he adv1sed me, or
my-lnstructlons were, to ellmlnate ‘Lumumba . ’

Q:“ By ellmlnate do you mean assa351nate?

Hedgman Yes. - I would say that was . . . my under-
~ standing of the primary means. I don't think it was
probably limited to that, if there was some other way
of doing it. ‘ '
Q: 'Of-doing what?

Hedgman : | Of removing him from a position of polltlcal
threatﬁ ‘(Hedgman, 8/21/75 pp. 17- 18 ) '

Hedgman said that he and Gottlieb also may have discussed non—'
“lethal means of remov1ng Lumumba as a 'political threat', but
he said, ”I cannot recall with certainty on that'" (Hedgman,
8/21/75, p. 28). | i |

He clearly recalled the dlscu551on éf assassination,

however:

Q: And what did Mr. Gottlieb indicate with regard to
the possibility of physically eliminating him?

Hedgman: It was my understaﬁding'that that was
probably expected of me. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 18.)
" And again:

Q: I take it that once you started dlscu851ng these
Tethal agents, there was no doubt in your mind that
the kind of elimination he was there particularly to
discuss was killing Lumumba?
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Hedgman: There was no doubt in my mind that
this was one of the way[s], and probably what

- they thought was the only way that would work
(Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 25).

' Hedgmaﬁ explainéd'Gottlieb provided. him with poisons as a means

of assassination:

Eﬁ And what did he tell you with regard to

~how that might be accomplished?

- Hedgman: ... He brought some biological agents.
I assume that that's the correct word. But in

. any case, pcisonous agent with him, which he
passed to me.... ' - o

Q: These were lethal biological substances?

Hedgman: = Yes.: That was my ﬁnderstanding
as a non-expert. (ledgman, 8/21/75, pp. 18-19.)

Hedgman testified that he received "rubber gloveé, a mask, and a' 
syringe' along with the poisons and that Gottlieb instructed him.
in their use (Hédgman; 8/21/75, pp.AZO-Zi). Hedgman indicated that

 this paraphernalia was for administering thé‘poisonS'to Lumumba :

Q: [W]hen he [Gottlieb] came to the Congo

to give you lethal biological agents for

the assassination of Lumumba, was it clear

at that time that the means for administering
‘those biological agents was to inject them
into a substance that was to be ingested by
_Lumumba, whether it be food, or drink, or
toothpaste or any other substance that was

to be ingested? : , ‘

Hedgman: That's my recollection, yes.
iHe%gman, 8/21/75, p. 82; accord. p. 24.)
Hedgman said.;hat the means of assassinationﬂwaé not restficted
to use of the poisons provided by Gottlieb:
This was not a sine qua non that I employ this.

If there were another method, another way, it
- would have been acceptable. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 19.)
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- For example, Hedgman testified that he may have l'-s'uggest:e:’d”
shooting Lumumba to Gottlieb as an alternative to poisohing
(Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 27-29).

There was a firm fequirement; howevef, that-the_means of assassi-
nation‘should:ndt be traceable to the United States}
The biological-substance, or specimens, what
have you, I think it was up to my judgment,
- and if there was a better way -- certainly.
[Tlhe point I now recall was-in no way, if I
implemented these instructions, no way could
it’ be traced back to the United States. It
- had to be a way which could not be traced
- back ... either to an American or the United
States:  government. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 19.)
Hedgman'said Gottlieb assured him that the poisons were pro-

duced to meet this requirement:

I believe I raised the point that poisons left
traces in the human body, which could be found
on autopsy ... I believe that I was. assured
that these ... lethal agents would [leave]
normal traces found in people that die of :
certain diseases. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 23.)

Hedgman éaid that he had an "emotional:feaction of great squ.
prise' when it first became'clearAthat Gottlieb was there to discuss
an assassination plan (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 30). But the Chief of
Sﬁation said that-he did not give any indicétion that he would not
carry ouf the instrﬁctions (Hedgmaﬁ, 8/21/75, p. 46). Instead,'he
told Gottlieb he "would explore this" (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 46)
and left him with the following impression:

I think it would be a fair impression that he would

take away the thought that I was going to look into it -
and try and figure if there was a way ... I beljeve I
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stressed the'difficuity of trying'ﬁo carry
out such an operation. (Hedgman, 8/21/75,
- - op. 47.) :

The cable tﬁat Hedgméﬁ sent - to heédqdarters reporting-his_
initial céntact with Gottlieb‘was clearly an affirmative response
to tﬁe aSsignﬁent, The Chief of Station said that hé'and Gottlieb
were "ON SAME WAVELENGTH.'" (CIA Cable iN‘18989,'Leopdld§ille‘to
Tweedy, 9/27/60.) -Hedgman'was "afraid" that Mbbutu's goygrﬁment'
was ”weakening ﬁnder" foreigq breésure‘to.effecf a re¢onciliation

- with LumumBa; and said:

HENCE BELIEVE MOST RAPID ACTION CONSISTENT
WITH SECURITY INDICATED. (CIA Cable, 9/27/60.)

(c) Hedgman Testified That Gottlieb Told Him That
President Eisenhower Had Ordered the Assassination
of Lumumba

Hedgman testified that in the course of their meeting in
Leopoldville, Dr. Gottlieb informed him that President Eisenhower

had authorized the assassination of Lumumba :

Q: Did you raise with him the question -of authori-
zation of such instructions to you?

Hedgman: Yes, I did. That's my quife strong
recollection, that I did. o ‘ °

‘95 What do you recall in essence was what you
said to him? :

Hedgman: 1In essence, I think I must have ... pointed
out that this was not a common 6r usual Agency tactic,
and I may have probably said that I never heard of

- it being done, which I had not, never in my training

' or previous work in the Agency had I ever heard any
references to such, in my recollection at least, such
methods. And it is my recollection I asked on whose
authority these instructions were issued.

Q: And what did Mr. Gottlieb reply?
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- ‘Hedgman: ~ It is my recollection that he identi-
1 % the President, and I cannot -- the President.
of the United States -- and I cannot recall
whether he said "the President,' or whether he
identified h1n by name. (Hedgman, 8/21/75,

PP. 30 31.) o :

Hedgman continued to explain that he was told “somethlng to the
effect that the President had instructed the Dlrector (Hedgman
8/21/75, pp. 32, 34) . Hedgman was clear that the ultlmate source .
of authority for the assassination mission was the.PreSLdent:

Q: Your understandlng then was that these -

instructions were instructions coming to you

from the office of the President?

Hedgman: - That's correct

gﬂ Or that he had 1nstructed the Aoency,‘ nd:
ey were passed on to you? , _

Hedgman: That's right..
You are not the least unclear whether or
not you became aware with a very clear im-

pression that the President's name had been
invoked in some fashion? -

Hedgman: Yes. I came --.certainly that is my
recoIIection o '

Qi You have no doubt about that?
Q: At the time.
Hedgman: At the time, I certalnly felt that I

.was under lnstructlons from the President, yes.
~ (Hedgman, 8/21/75 PP. 32 33.) '
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Hedgman cautioned that he was recalling events long past:

Hed%man: Gentlemen, after fifteen years, I cannot
e 100 per cent certain, but I have always, since
that date, had the impression in my mind that these _
orders had come from the President. (Hedgman,
8/21/75, p. 34.) ‘

- 'But he left no doubt. about the strength of his "impression':

%é You have a very firm recollection that he
ottlieb] represented to you that the President

- of the United States directed the assassination of -
- Patrice Lumumba, is that correct? ‘

.-872 p. 102; accord, p. 34.)

Hed%man: ‘That's my recollection. Yes. (Hedgman,

- (d) Headquarters Makes the Assassination Plot "Highest
Yriority” and Authorizes Steps in Furtherance of It -

On the basis of his talks with 'sid," Hedgman iistea a
number of "possibilities' for covert action against Lumumba. At
-the top of the list was the suggestion'that a particular agenﬁ- :

be used in-the‘follbwing ménner;‘

HAVE HIM TAKE REFUGE WITH BIG BROTHER.

WOULD THUS ACT AS INSIDE MAN TO BRUSH UP . :

DETAILS TO RAZOR EDGE. (CIA Cable, 9/27/60.)
Hédgman indicated that he would‘begin tovfollow this courée by re-
calling the agent to Leopoldville. (CIA Cable, 9/27/60.) He in-
formed headquarters: "PLAN PROCEED ON BASIS PRIORITIES AS LISTED
ABOVE, UNLESS INSTRUCTED TO CONTRARY" (CIA Cable, 9/27/60).

- » On-éeétember 30, the Chief of Stafion urged that head-

- quarters authorize "exploratory conversations' with this agent so .
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that he could proceed with the plan that Qes his top ptiorityﬁ

e

NO REALLY AIRTIGHT OP POSSIBLE WITH ASSETS
NOW AVAILABLE. MUST CHOOSE BLTWEEN CANCELLING
OP OR ACCEPTING CALCULATbD RISKS OF VARYING
DEGREES :

.o [IN] VIEW NECESSITY ACT IMMEDIATELY IF AT
ALL, URGE HQS AUTHORIZE EXPLORATORY CONVER-
SATIONS TO DETERMINE IF [AGENT] WILLING TAKE
ROLE AS ACTIVE AGENT OR CUT-OUT THIS OP. ..
(WOULD APPROACH ON HYPOTHETICAL ‘BASIS AND NOT
REVEAL PLANS.) IF HE APPEARS WILLING ACCEPT

ROLE, WE BELIEVE IT NECESSARY REVEAL OBJEC-
TIVE OP TO HIM

... REQUEST HQS REPLY [IMMEDIATELY] (CIA
Cable, IN 20857, Leopoldv111e to. Tweedy,',
9/30/60 )

‘Hedgman's cables -- sent for Tweedy's "Eyes Only' in the PROP

channel -- indicated that the assassination oberation had been

mounted; They-show that aﬁspecific.operational plan had been set

in motion to the extent that Hedgman thought that it would have

to be cleariy cancelled" by headquarters before he would stop

proceeding with the plan. Hedgman's description of the means

of maintaining ‘the security of the operation could be taken as
a reference to a lethal biological agent which would be slow to

‘take effect or which would leave no traces:

ALTHOUGH TOO EARLY SEE SPECIFIC DETAILS
[AGENT'S] PART IN OP, BELIEVE RISK MINI-
MIZED IF HE LEAVES AREA BEFORE EFFECTS OP
ARE APPARENT. (CIA Cable, IN 20857,
Leopoldvxlle to Tweedy. )
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The same day, through the PROP channel Hedgman recelved
authorlzatlon from headquarters to proceed w1th his top prlorlty
plan - |

YOU ARE AUTHORIZED HAVE EXPLORATORY TALAS
WITH SCHOTROFFE TO ASSESS HIS ATTITUDE.
~TOWARD POSSIBLE ACTIVE AGENT OR CUTOUT ROLE.
. . APPRECIATE MANNER YOUR APPROACH TO
PROBLEM. (CIA Cable, OUT 75900 Flelds to
Leopoldville, 9/30/60 )

In this cable, Glenn Fields, A531stant Chief of the Africa DlVlSlon

expressed a '"HOPE e 'FOR MODERATE HASTE" (CIA Cable OUT 75900

- Fields to Leopoldv1lle 9/30/60.)

Accordlng to the report of the Chief of Station, Gottlieb
left the Congo to return to heaaquarters on Octoher 5 in view of
the - "EXPIRATION DATE HIS MATERIALS" (CIA Cable IN 24171 Leopold-
ville to Tweedy, 10/7/60) The ' explratlon of Gottlleb S

materlals probably refers to the date_beyond which the substances_'

would no longer have lethal strength. Although the relation of
the "expiration date" to‘Gottlieb's departure is unclear from the.

cables, it probably 31¢n1f1es that some of the b101001cal substances

‘had lost their tox1c1ty Vonetheless the Chief of Statlon lndl-‘

cated that Gottlleb left some blologlcal substances that were still
lethal and that he intended to proceed with the assassination

operatlon:

[SID] LEFT CERTAIN ITEMS OF CONTINUINO USE-
FULNESS. [CHIEr OF STATION] PLANS CONTINUE
TRY IMPLEMENT OP. . (CIA Cable IN 24171,
Leopoldv1lle to Tweedy, 10/7/60.)
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By this point, Hedgman had conducted his ”explora;bry_cdﬁ—

versation' with the agent who was his best.candidate for gainihg_
access to Lhmumba'(Hédgman; 8/21/75, p;-60).1 Hedgman testified
that the subject he '"explored" was ;he’agent‘s ability to find a
means to ‘inject poison into Luﬁumba's food or tbothpasfe,(Hédgman,'

8/21/75, p. 60):

I believe that I queried the agent who had
~access to Lumumba, -and his entourage cin
detail about just what that access, what
access he actually had, as opposed to speak-
ing to people. 1In other words, did he have
~access to the bathroom, did he have. access
to the kitchen, things of that sort.

I have a recollectlon of having queried him
on that without specifying why I wanted to
know this. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 48.)

- On October 7, the Chief of Statién reported to headquarters

. on this'meeting: |

CONDUCTED EXPLORATORY CONVERSATION WITH
[AGENT] ... AFTER EXPLORING ALL POSSIBILITIES
[AGENT] SUGGESTED SOLUTION RECOMMENDED BY
HQS. ALTHOUGH DID NOT PICK UP BALL, BELIEVE
HE PREPARED TAKE ANY ROLE NECESSARY WITHIN
LIMITS SECURITY ACCOMPLISH OBJECTIVE.

Hedgman testified that his exploratory steps Ieft him with
doubts about the wisdom or practicality of the assassination plot:
' [C]ertalnly I looked on it as a pretty wild
scheme professionally. I did not think that
it ... was pract