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(Draft--9/8/75)
@Q/)( 349

The "Lxecutive Action' Capability

Along with the question of authorization for actual assas-
sination attempts, the Commlttep consxdered the extent and nature
of authorization for a CIA project which included, as one element,

the development of an assassination capability.

(a) Introduction

Sometime in early 1961, Richard Bissell (Deputy Dlrector

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

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

an “execﬁtive action capability" which‘ggcludéd research into a
capability to assassinate foreign leaders. (Bissell}6/9/75, p. 51;
Harvey.6/25/75 PP - 36~37.) At some time within tﬁe same period, |

Bissell and McGeorge Bundy (Spec1al A851stant to the Pre51dent for

Natlonal Securlty Affairs) had a conversation about the natter

Blssell Harvey and Helms all. agreed that the ge@erali?ed”

cépability was never used" (Bissell 6/9/75, p. 87; Harvéey 6[25/73;

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

”Executivé actidﬁ' is a CIA euphemlsm défined by the

_testlmony before the Committee as a progect for resedrch lnto

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

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

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

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

spectrum (Bissell, 7/22/75; p. 32). The Inspector General's Rgpdrt
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déséribed executive'action as a ”generél‘stand—by capability' to
cafry out assassination when required (I.G., p. 37). The prbject
was given the code name ZR/RIFLE by the CIA.¥ ‘

A single agent (”aséet”), given the cryptonym QJ/QIN,
was pfaced under Harvey's supervision for fhe ZR/RIFLE projéct;

‘but never used in connection with any actual asSassination-éfforts. ;
Richard-HelmsAdescribeé.QJ/WIN‘s "capability':.

"Tf you needed someboéy to carry out murder, 1 guess yéu
had a man who might be prepared to carry it out.” (Helms,
6/1?/75, p. 53). S '

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

.with criminal and underworld connections ianufope-for possible .

- multi-purpose use' (Harvey,'§/25/75, p; 50). For example; QJ/WINi
repofted that a poteﬁtiél asset in the'Middle East was "thé 1eader
of a gambllng syndicate' with ”an avallable pooi of assaSblns

:fg.(CIA file, ZR/RIFLE/Pelsonallty Sketches) v I %1 énr
) However, Harvey testified that: . |
"during the entife e#istence of the ‘entire ZRRIFLE projéct
no agent was recruited for the purpose of assassina-
tion, and no even tentative targeting or target list was
ever drawn. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p.. 45.)
Pro;egt ZR/RIFLE lnvolved genera]ly, assess1ng the

problems and requirements of assa551natlon and developlng a- sLand—

!

* ZR/RIFLE was a cryptonym relatlhv to two programs. One was. .
the executive action assassination capablllty The other was
another program which is not part of the subject matter of this
report: (William Harvey had been in charge of the CIA section
with general responsibility for such programs.) This second
program was genuinc but it was also to provide a.cover. for any
executive -action operation. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p.. 49. )
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7Lhe eV1dence varied widely.

by assassination capability; more specifically, it involved .

"spotting" potential agents and '"resecarching’ assassination:
techniques that might be used (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 11 and 6/9/75,
p. 73;;Harvey, 6/25/75, pp. 37-A, 45). Bissell characterized

Project ZR/RIFLE as "internal and pﬁrely preparafory” (Bisséll,

'7/22/75, p. 32). The I.G. Report-of 1967 found "no indicdtion -

in the file that the Executive Action Capability of ZR/RIFLE-

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

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

pp. 40-41.)%

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

.There is general agreement on one fact: at some point in

early 1961 Bissell discussed the executive action capabilitj hith:

- Bundy. The timing of that conversation4and ﬁhethér "“the Whﬁte |

House" urged that a capability be created were matters on whlch
Harvey testified that Bissell had told him that "the
White House “had twice urged the creatlon of suuh a capablllty
and the Inspector General s Report quoted notes of Harvey's (no
longer in exlstence) to that effect. Bissell did not recall.any

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

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

ta
Py

A dlSCUSSlon of whether- ZR/RIFLE was related to the actual

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

HY 50955 DocEd:32423525 Page 5



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

Wllllam Harvey testlfled that he was "almost éertain“
tﬁat on January 25 and 26, 1961, he met with CIA OfflClalS Sldney
AGottlieb: the new Chief of CIA'; Technicdal Services Division, and
Arnold Silvér,‘a CIA recruiting officer, to discuss tﬁe feasibility
of cfeating a cdpability within the-Agency for "executive a¢tion”:
(Harvey,'6/25/?5, p. 52). AftervrQQiewing ﬁis notes of thoée

..L.

meetlngs Harvey testified that they took place after.his:initiél

* As to the date of these notes, Harvey was asked whether his no-
tations "25/1-8id G" and "26/1-AS" indicate that he spoke to Sidney

" Gottlieb and Arnold Silver in 1961, as opposed to 1962. Harvey testi-
fied as fcllows

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

Harvey: Yes, 1t is.

Q: And it followed your conversaLlon with Mr. Bissell that
-you have recounted? :

~ Harvey: . . . [Wlell, when I first looked at this, I thought
. this, wcll this has got to be '62, but I am alwost certain
now that it is not. If this is true, this might place the..

. first discussion that I had with Dick Bissell in early
 January and this is difficult to pinpoint because there were
several such discussions in varying degrees of detail durlng

_ the period in the spring, -and very early in '61 to the fall
f . _of '6l period, but I did find out fairly early on that Silver

H# 50055  DocId:32423525 ° Page 6 -



discussion of executive action with Bissell, which, he said,
might have transpired in '"early January” (Harvey, 6/25/75 pf
52); When Bissell was shown these notes, he ‘agreed with Haﬁvey
about the timing of their initial discussion {(Bissell, ?/17??5,

p. 10).

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

-
-~

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

the first thing I did . . . was discuss in theoretical,
terms with a few officers whom T trusted quite implicitly
the whole subject. of assassination, ‘our possible assets;
our posture, going back, if you wlll even to the funda-
mental questions of A, is- ass asqlnatlon a proper weapon

- of an American lnLelllgence service, and B, even if you
assume that it is, is it within our Lapnbllity within

. : the framework of this government to do it effectivcly

< _ and properly, securely and discreetly. -(Harvey, 6/2)/75
pp. 37-4, 38). .

- The Inspector Ceneral's Report connected Silver and Gottlieb:to the
early stages_of the executive action praject as follows:

Harvey says thdt Bissell had already discussed certain
aspects of the problem with Arnocld Silver and with Sidney
Gottlieb. Since Silver was already cut in, Harvey .used
him in developing the Executive Action Capablllty
Harvey's mention of him [Gottlieb]} in this ‘connection

may explain a notation by Dr. Gunn that Harvey instructed
Gunn to discuss techniques with Gottlieb without as soc1a—-
Ling the .discussion with the Castro operation. (I.G
Report, pp. 37-38).

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

H¥ 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 7
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Harvey testifiéd that the "executive action® capability.
was intended to includé assassinations (Harvey, 6/25/75, p.'35);
His cryptic Eandwrittem.notes of the January 25[26fmeetings; pre-’
served at the CIA,.cgntéin phrases‘which‘suggestja discussiéh of .

assassination--and Harvey confirmed this dinterpretation;: “1ést

resort beyond last resort and a confession of’weakness”;,”tﬁe
magic button', and "never mention.word assassination. (Harvey,
Ex. 6/25/75) %

The Inspector General's Report did not mention theée
notes, or their‘dates. -Hoﬁeﬁer, in desé}ibing Richard Bisseli{s
'initial assignment of the “execgtive'adtioﬁ” project to Harvey, .
it referred to Anothér set of-Harve?'s notes, which were destroyeg
after the preparatlon of the Report The excérpt from these ndte%
quoted Blssell as saying to Harvey,'”The White House had tw1ce |
;uréed me to create such a capability" (I.G:., P. 37). Harvey also‘

b

testified that this ° ‘urging'’ was mentioned in his lnltldl dlS—

S cussion of "executive actlon w1th Bissell (Harvey, 6/25/751=p. 37).

However, the'testimony from Bissell and White House aides ‘in the

“Kennedy and Eisenhower Administrations is in conflict with Harveyfs

testimony as to whether such "urging'" had in fact been given to

Bissell.

l

* tlarvey's notes also contained a phrase which suggests his con-
cern that any U.S. assassination attempts mipght breed retaliation
from other governments: ''dangers of RIS (Russian Intellipence
Service) countér-action and monitor if . .they are blamed." (Harvey,
Ex. 1, 6/25/75; Bissell, Ex. 1, 7/17/75) .

© HW 50955 DucId:32423525 "Page B
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The following testimdny regafding-the relagionship
between "the White douse" and the executive action capability
was obtained by the Committee: |

Harvey: Harvey testified that his missiﬁg notes ﬁndicé;
ted that Bissell meﬁtibned White House urgings ;o'develop aﬁ‘exeéuw
tive action capabiiity-(Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 37). Harv§§ said that
he "particularly remémber[éd}” that.BiSseli said that he‘reééive&
"more than one' urging Erom.the White Housc‘(ﬁa;vey,'6[25/7$,
pp - 36~3?;‘?/ll/75, p. 59). However, he had no direct‘evidcnce
that Bissell actually had any such discussion with “the White House."
o spec1f1c individual in the White House was named to larvey
(Harvey, 6/25/7) P. 31) Acreover “he said that it would have.been
”impropel‘_for him to have asked Bissell who he had talked tQ andf
| ngossly'imp;opér” for Bissell to have volunteered that nam%; 5 i
B (Marvey, 6/25/75, p. 3?). - - |

Bissell: - Bissell specificall§‘:ecalled 255l !
ﬁb_investigate the capability (BisSeli 6/9/75, p. 51) . Hoﬁevef i

1

_Bissell did not recall "a spec1Llc conversatlon with anybody 1n
‘the White House.as the origin” of his lnstructlon to Harvey (Blssell
6/9/75, p. 51).

During the course of}sevexal appearénCes‘before the :
Committee, Bissell's testimony varied aslto.whether or not he had
been urgeé by the Whiﬁe House to deveiop an ‘executive actiof

capability. . g :
-
(%

WY 50955 DocId:32423525 Page D
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In his initial appearances before the Committee on June 9 and
11, 1875, Bissell made statements that tended to indicate that White

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

- quotation of llarvey's notes in the Inspector General's Report,

Bissell said, "I have no reason to believe that Harvey's quocc is
grong.” (Bissell, 6{9/?5; p. 51). Bissell‘accordingly said;in_his
initial'tcstiwony that as far as he knew, it Qas'true that hc was
asked by the White llouse to create a general stand-by,assaséination
capability. (Bissell, 6/9/75, P 49 .

Based abaln upon llarvey's mlSSlng notes (”Nhlte House urging”)
and his initial statement thaL he had no reason to challenpe theilr-
accuracy, Bissell initially fave the opinion that McGeorge Bundy
(Id., 6/9/75, p. 49}, Speclal AoSlSCant to PresxdenL Kennedy | for

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

;i”Assistant to‘President Kennedy during 1961, were Lhe two people from
'whom such a request was most llkely to have come (Id 53) because

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

to CIA operatioﬁs.” (1d., p. 54):

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

‘the creatlon of the capablllty ‘may have been initiated within the

, p. 81). And Stlll later he said: ''there is little

i

doubt in my mipd-that Project RIFLE was discussed with Rostow and

possibly Bundy"-(nivééll 6/11/75, p. 46) .

when Bissell returned to the Committee on July 17 and 22 his

testlmony glven 1n llght of 1nformat10n palned blnCQ his earlicr

HW. 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 10



(Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 10; 7/27/75, p. 22) .

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

of the executive action project, althodgh tacit approval for the

"research" project was probably given by Bundy after it was established.
First, he-was shown the Harvey notesxwhich had been’pfesérved

and which, without any mention of the White House,lindiCath llaxvey

had received his assignment prior to'January 25726, 1961. LThose:'

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

Bissell conclude that-it was ”very'unlikely,that‘;hat_assignment.

to [Harvey] was taken as a resﬁlt of Whicérﬁouse urging or bonsul—
tation" (Bissell, 7/17/75,‘p; 10) . Bissell said that Bundy.ﬂid

not havé any influence on the performance of his Agency duﬁies before
the Presidential inaughfacionA(Biséeli, 7/22/75, p. 23)f Bisself
added that he did not remember meeting with anyone in the new &d{
ministra;ion on matters prior to thé inauguration (Hissell,ﬁ?/ZZ/?S;

Dl 23).

Second, ‘when he returned in July, Bissell also said hafwas con-

vinced by telephone conversations with MOstow and Bundy that based

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

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

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

tact with Bundy)lWas'that he béiievéé that he had informed Bundy

about the capaBiLity aftér_it had been'creafed (Bissell, 7/17/75, -

Cpp. 10-11; 7/22/75, pp. 21-22)." ‘Bt Bissell confirmed his original

testimony (6/9[75, PP . ) that he did not brief Bundy on‘t@g

Hﬂ. 5093535 Dockd:32423525 Page 11
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actual assassination plots agalnft Castro already undertaken by the
CIA (Bissell, 6/1%/75, p. 47; 7/22/75, p. 31). DBissell was "quite
certain'’ that hg'wﬁuld'ﬁpt have expected Bundy to mention tﬁe
exeéutive.action capability to the President.- (Bissell, 7kéé/?5éi
p. 35). -Bissell testified:
Q. Would you think the development of = Lapabllle to
kill foreign leaders was a matter of sufficient impor~- -
tance to bring to the attentlon of the President? f
Bissell: In that context and at that time and given Lhe»

llnlted scope of activities within that project, I would
not. (Bissell, '7/22/75, p. 35).

Bissell said that he apd Bundy,spogé about an untafgeﬁed
”éapability” rather thaﬁ the plan or'appr§Vallfor an assassination .
0peraﬁion (Bissell,‘7/l?/75, p. 11). Bissell said that Qlthough%
he does not haﬁe a specific fecollection{ he "mipht have' mentioned
Castro, Lumumba; and Tfujiilo in the course of a discussioﬁ-pf

ekecucivevactiOn "because these were the softs of indiﬁidﬁaﬁS”atj :

that mcment.in'historyiagainst whom such a éapability‘might%ﬁpss%bly

have been employed." (B;ssell, 6/11/75, pp. 50-51) . | |

- Bisséll‘said his impression was ﬁhat'Bundy; in additioﬁ to ex-
. pressing no-unfqvoréble reaction to Ehé'}rojeCt, might have,actuéll?

given a more affirmative feactipn {Bisseil, 7)22/75) Pp . 25;.28)¥

Bissell tesﬁified thét’he'migh; have in;erprete& Bundy'g re;cpi&#

as approval for the executive‘accion'concept (Bissell, 7/22/75, pi 30) .

Q: »‘.‘ I.think the testlmony of this witness is foing
further in saying what you received from (Bundy) was,
in your view, tantamount ‘to approval?

: Bissell: f,,at 1east, interpreted it as youwcan cdll -
it approval, or you could say no objection. le (Bundy)

HY 50933 DDCI&:324‘23525 Page 12
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was briefed onh something that was beinp done, as I now
believe, on the initiative of the Agency. lis (bundy's)
comment is that he made no objectlon to it. 1 suspect
that his reaction was somewhat more favorable than that,
but this is a matter that probably someone listening to
the conversation on which such a person could have had
differing interpretations. (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 33).

Bissell's testimony on any cénvgrsation with Bundy regérding
ekécutiye action was‘épeculative-reconstruction from first appearance
to last because he had no ”cléar recollection" of the events (Bissell,
7/22/75; pp. 29, 36). But Bissell maintained that more “ﬁo;mal apd
specific and explicit approval would have been required” beﬁore any
“actual overt steps in use of .the capabiiity.“ (Bissell, '7/22/75,

p. 3L). A _ “ o o :

Bissell said»that llarvey's notation about White ilouse urgingé
to develop an exgéutive.aétion capability may have been a slightl}l-
confused account of a conversation subsequent to thé_initié;ion 6?'i

. the project in which Bissell-relayéd Bundy's reaction to Haéﬁey
-(Bissell,k7/22/75{ p. 23).

Bissell testified that the development of an executive action

_capability was "undoubtedly" initiated-within the Agericy (Bisselli
7/22/75, .p; 22). . He had acknowledged or" his first day of testlﬂony

that this’ would not have been unusudl

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

-

b
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decision to credte ... this capability had bLen taken ..
without an outside request. (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 67- 68)

Bundy; : - McGeorpge Bundy also testified that he had aconvcrs#tipn
~with Bissell, during which the executivé action capability_ﬁés dis-
cussed (Buudy, pp. &4-5). - ' Bundy's testimgny comports Qith .
Bisseli'é on the fact that they spoke about an untargeted capabiiity,
rather than an assassination-opération (Buﬁdy, pp. 4-5). But Bundy
said that the capability included “killing'the individual“_(ﬁdmdf,

p. 5).%% Bundy's impression was that the CIA was "testing my reaction,”

not ''sceking authority”.(Bundy;'p,-lS).“"Bundy summarized his testi-

‘mony by saying:

I am sure I gave no instruction. But it.is only fair to
add that I do not recall that I offered any impediment
either. (Bundy, p. 10) .

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

©77  the executive action capability or "pursue the matter at all” (Bundy,

D. 19)‘be¢auée he was satisfied

-

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

% For example, Blssell testlfled thaL on his own LnlLlaLlVE he
had requested a CIA ofcher to go to. the Congo to "make plans and |

develop the “¢apability' for an assassination attempt against L ;
.lf ordered (Blssell 6/11/75 p. 53). b patne nnunba;

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

HW 50235  DocEd:32423525 Page 14
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Bundy testified that he belieﬁed that neither of these conditions had
been fulfilied (Bundy, P. 7). 7

~ Bundy recalled the conversation as taking place ”sometime in the
early months of 1961." .(Bundy, p. 4). When ngstioned aboﬁ; the
datesdiﬁrﬂarvey's-notes, Bundy rated the chance that the coﬁversafion
about executive>accioﬁ fook place before January 25 -- whéniﬁarvey
was already discussing . the project at the CIA‘ﬁursuant to Bissell's
directive -~ as ''mear zerd"because the new Administration had been
in offlce less than a week and he had becn precccupied with oLher
problems, including the Berlxn‘crlsls and reorganizing the Natlonali
Security staff (Bundy, p. 9) | |

Lundy Lestlfled that he did not brief the PIESIdLHL on. the

executive action prOJect: : : ‘ f

S

Chairman: And you have testified that you did- not take'
the matter to the Presxdent? S : : L

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

»Buﬁdy,explaimed that the division oﬁ responsibilitf fof.natisnal
_securiﬁy affairs exclﬁded Rostow from'jurisdicﬁion over covert opéra-
tiops, maklng it unlikely that Rostow would be briefed on a progect

like ZRRIFLE (Bundy, p. ll RosLow p. 11).

Rostowﬁ Rostow testified. that he was "morally certain“'that;
during his edtire tenurg 1§ government, he never heard a reference
to éxecuhive agtioﬁ orﬂ”such‘a capability or such Qn intention to

act B&-the U.S.h (Rostow,»pb.ALO, L3);7

d 5
iw" o
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Goodpaster and Gray: The responsibility for national sﬁcdrity

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

evidence which raised the name of either man in connection Qith the.
develgpment of an executive action oépability  Both GoodpasLer and

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

Gray, p.. 56.)

'(c) Authorization or Knowledpe of Ehcculeg ALLLOR PrOJect

by DCL

- Richard Bissell said he was “quite‘qerﬁainﬂ that:Allen"

Dulles had full kﬁowledge of the éxecutive-action project forx twoo
reasons: first, it "would'have come to the DCI'S attention' at thei
time of the tranafer of ‘William Harvey between components of the -

) Agency to woxk on Cuban operatlons s and second, BlSSLll ”woqld % |
imagine' _1t was mentloned_to Dulles at the 1n1t1at10n of thé?project
(Biosell, 7/22/75,~p.‘35).' Llssell and’ Harvcy briefed Rlchdrd Helms
on Project ZRRIFLE when he became -DDP (Blssell 6/11/75, 53‘ Harvey,
’ j?}ll/?S p. '63)w‘ But Bissell did not recall briefing John McCone

_about the project when McCone took over. as DCI (Bissell, 7/1?/75

P 11). McCone testified that he had no knowledge of such a pro;ect
(McCone, p. 43). ' ‘

‘ William Harvey said.éﬁ was aésﬁmed thatlthe proﬁoéﬁ was’
withio.the pafaﬁeters permittedvby_;he DCI. But Harvey testified

that officially advisihg the DCI of the existence of the project

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

2oy

<
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was ''a bridge we did not cross" and would not have crossed until

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

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

_{d) The Question of Whether Project ZRRIFLE was Connected
’ Lo Any Actual Assassination Plots: : : -

‘The Committee has sought to determlno wheLer the CIA de-

velopment of an executlve action capability was related‘in any way to

the actual assassxnatlon efforts. One question raised by ‘this

1nqu1ry is whether the partlcxpanCS in the a353581nat10n operations

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

lending legitimacy to the actual assassination efforts.,

(i) Conversation Between Bissell and Bundy

In his early testimony, Bissell said he diﬂ_notahave

a recollec:ipn of whether he discussed the names bf-Castr@{ Lumhmba,

and Trujillo with anyone in the White House in the course -of discussing

the prqjéct to develop an executive action capability (Biéégll,!6/11/7f

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

that I‘would'hgve Qged examples" (Bisseli§’6/11/75; p. 51).- He-pon_

tinued:

in such a discussion of a capability, I mlght well have

used the three names that I just gave, because these were

the sorts of "individuals at that moment in history against

whom such a capability might possibly have been employed.'" - .~
(BleBll 6/11/75, p. .5L).

Bissell and Bundy both testlfled however, that ?

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

tion did not involve any mention of actual assassination plans or
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attempts (see detailed treatment at Section (b), supra). There

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

tion raises a question as to whether Bissell acted properlylln
withhqiding from.Bundy the fact that assassination efforts
against Castro had élready been mounted and were moving forward.
Bundy.was respénsible to a new President for national security

affairs and Bissell was his principal source of informationfabout.

 coverl operations at the CIA

(1ii) Bl%qell s Instruction to Take Over Re0p0n51b111ty
: for Underworld Contact: 'November 1961

Both Bissell and Harvey recall a meetlng in‘November
1961 in which Harvey was lnstructed to Lake over .the contact with |
John Roselll (Blssell 6/11/75 pp. 19, +7; Harvey, 6/25/75,.p. 85;'
and 6/11/75, p. 19)-—which had been used for the initial boison pili
plot as part of Project ZR/RIFLE. Harvey S notes placed the meetlng

on November 15, 1961.(I.G., p. .39), durlng the perlod in whlch Harvey

was freed from his duties on another Agency gtaff to take der

direction of Task Force W, the locus of CIA activity against the :

_Castro regime. -~ = . .

Accordlng to Blssell and Harvey, the November meetlng
1nvolved only thL plannlng and research of a capablllty rather than

&

a targated'cpexatlon against Castro (Bissell, ]fl7/75, P. 13;

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

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

-t

o

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

because the assassination plot against Castro involving the syndicate

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

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

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

fied that it was never required.

o

The Inspector General's Report stated: "After
Harvey took over the Castro operation, he ran it as one aspect
of ZRRIFLE." - (I.G.,.ﬁ.féo). Harvey recalled that during a dis-
é cussion ﬁith Bissell of the creation of an executive action‘cépability,‘
? Bissell advisedAhim of "a'Ehen-goinggoperation“ iﬁvolving tﬁe:namgs;
of Maheuiand,poésibly Roselli and Giancana,ﬁ“which-wés a pa£tiof éhé
Agency's effort to.develop . . . a capability for executivegaétion.ﬂ
_ “(Harvey, 7/11/75, pp. 55, 61). Harvey said that at the timé of
this discuséion,‘the_pperation'had Begq_”in.train“ for "approxi-
-@qtély two yéars.or perhaps -18 months.d (Haryef, 7/11/75,.p. 54)
Although his "net impression’ was that both the
"exploratory project' and the”sbecific operation” were "fully

authorized and approved", Harvey said he could not testify that
specific White llouse authqrity'fof this given operation was implied
- or stated'. (Harvey, 7/11/75, p. 54.) Bisscell does not recall

telling anyone in the White House that something had been done Tto

HW¥ 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 19
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bring a CIA officer together with the criminal éyndiéate (Bissgell,
6/11/75, pp. 19-20). Harvey did not recall any mention of‘the |
White House or any higher'authority thén the DDP in his November |
mee?ihg with Bissell (Harvey, 7/11/75, pp. 60-61). | |

Although Richard Helms was briefed and giveﬁ

administrative resppnsibiiity-(as DDP) for Project ZR/RIFLE:three'

months later, he did not recall that- ZR/RIFLE was ever contemplated

as a capability to assassinate Castro (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 55).
Asked whether the actual assassination efforts against Castro‘were

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

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

Bissell's testimony leaves more ambiguity: "the contact with the
syndicate which had Castro as its target . . . folded into the

ZR/RIFLE project . . . and-theyAbecame one' (Bissell, 6/11/75?

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

t

"capability . .. for assassination' was '"used against Castro",

‘ *Bissell replied that it was "in the later phase". (Bissell,§Q/ll/?5;

p!\&?). The instructicn from Bissell to Harvey on November 15,

-1961, however, preceded the'reactivaﬁiﬁh‘of the CIA-syndicate assas-

ination operation against Castro by approximately five months.

(iii) Use of Agent QJ/WIN in Africa

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

ground'who Hﬁd'been_recruited by the CIA for certain sénsitive T

_programs involving surreptitious entries which pre-dated Project

e
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ZR/RIFLE. Harvey testified that QJ/NINfs function after the advent
of Project ZR/RIFLE in 1961 was restricted to the "spotting’ of
potential assets for "multi-purpose' covert use.

However, in the Fall of 1960--before Harvey #és
éssigﬁéd‘to create Projéct ZR/RIFLE by Richard‘Bisséll-—ageﬁt-
QJ/WIN had been dispatched to the Congo by Arnold Silver, his
supervising CIA case officer in Europe. William Harvej, as;the
Chief of the CIA Foreign Intelligence staff on which-Silver;workéd,
‘had ordered QJ/WIN's mission to the Coﬁgo (C1A Dispatch AUDW~147,
.1112/60)"and arranged the financial accdunting for the mission
afterward (Memorandum to Finance Division from wiiliam K.lHarvey{
1/11/61). [QJ/WIN's activities in the Congo are treated in'depaii

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

There are two factors which may raise a question aé
o LO whgthe: QJ/WIN was being used in aﬁ 3§ ggg capacity to déveioﬁ?
' an assassiﬁation capability before ZR/RIFLE was fprmally iﬁitiatea.
_ First, there.ig a similarity in the cast of characteré: Harééy,
QJ/WINi Silver, and Gottiieb were connected with ﬁhe‘Lumumbé matter
- and reéppear'in,conﬁéétion with the éﬁﬁsequent-developmant of
"ZR/RIFLE. éecond; Bissell_informed Harvey that the_devélopment of
an asSagéinaﬁion capability had already béen,discussed with Silve%
and Gottlieb beforé Harvey}s aésignment to ZﬁfRIFLE (Harvey, 6/25/75,
P. 52;_I.G.‘§eport,.pp.‘37~38); |
| .Nevertheless, there does not appear to be any firm
'eﬁidenceioffa épnnection'beﬁWeen QJ/WIN and the plot to assassinate

Lumumba .

L
8
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Agreed to by drafting
4 : subcommittee on
sSunmary : ‘ ' August 28, 1975%

Rafael Trujillo was assassinated by a group of Daminican dissidents on
May 30, 1961.‘ : ;

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

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

o assassination. The evidence is inconclusive as to how high in.the two
Administrations information about the dissidents' assassination plots
'héd been passed prior to the spring of 1961.

Beginning in March of 1961, the dissidents began asking United States -
officials for machine guns. By the time four MFB machine guns were shipped to
the CIA Station Chief in the Dominican capitol in April, it was well knom
that the dissidents wanted them for use in connection with the assassination.
Thereaftef, haueﬁer, permission to deliver the machine guns to the dissidents

was denied, and the guns were never passed. Two days before the assassination,

President Kennedy pergonally authorlzed a-cable to the U.S. Consul General

R R PR

P
FEY

¢ The second paragraph under V.A.3.c. and the paragraph under VII.C. were
N drafted pursuant to the directions of the Subcommittee but have not been
reviewed by the Subcommittee.
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in the Domlnlcan Republic stating that the United States goverrﬁrent, as a
matter of ‘general principle, could not condone political assassinations, but
at the same time indicating the United States continued to support the dissi-
dents”and stood ready to recognize them in the event they were sucéessful

in their endeavor to overthrow Trujillo.
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I. Background

Rafael Trujillo came to power in the Dominican Republic
in 1530. For most of his tenure, the United States government
supported him and he was regarded throughout much of the
Caribbean and Latin America as a protege of the United‘States.
Trujillo's rule, always harsh and dictatorial, became more

arbitrary during the 1950's. As a vresult, the United States

States' image was -‘increasingly tarnished in the eyes of many
Latin Americans.

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

" As early as February 1960 théwﬁisenhower administration
gave high level consideration to a program of covert aid to
Ikmﬁnican<ﬁﬁsidents: (Speciar Group minutes, 2/10/60).

In April 1960 President Eisenhower approﬁed a contihgeqcy plan

for the Dominican Republic which provided, in part, that if the

~situation deterioréped still further:’

.the United States would immediately take political action to
remove Trujillo from the Dominican Republic as soon .
as a suitable successor regime can be induced to take over
with the assurance of U.S. political, economic, and
-- 1f necessary -- military support.” {(Memo. fromnm
Secretary of State Herter to the President, 4/14/60;
Presidential approval indicated in Herter letter to
Secretary of Defense Gates, 4/21/60.)

Simultaneocusly, ﬁhé United States was trying to organize

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

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

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

II. Initial Contact with Dissidents and Request for Arms

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

CIA, the rifles were never provided.

A. Dissident Contacts

e -

) Ambaésaaor Farland establishéé contact with a group of
ldissi@ents'regarded as moderate, pro-U.S. Qné desirous of
establishing a democratic form of government&* (Farland
éffidavit) Prior to his final departure from the Dominican

-

Republic in May 1960, the Ambassador introduced his Deputy-Chief-
of-Mission, Henry Dearborn, to the dissident leaders, indicating that

. R £

‘ * This loosely-organized group, with which contact was es-

| tablished, was referred to in cables, correspondence, and
memoranda as "the dissidents” and is so referenced heresin.

bod, L S VA g&
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Dearborn could be truéted. Then on June 16, 1960, CIA
Headquarters® cabled a request that Dearborn become the "communi-
cations link" between the dissidents and CIA. The cable /stated/

t

that Dearborn's role had the "unofficial approval of /Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, Roy R./ Rubottom"
(Emphasis in original.) (HOS to Station cable 6/16/60).

Dearborn agreed. He requested, however, that the CIA

‘confirm the arrangement with the dissidents as béing that the

U.S. would "clandestinely” assist the opposition to "develop
effective force to accomplish Trujillo overthrow," but would
not "undertake any-overt action itself.against Trujillo
government while it is in full control of Dominican Republic”
(Station to HQS cable 6/17/60). CIA Headgqaurters confirmed
Dearborn's understanding of the arrangement (HQS to Station

cable 6/19/60). .

B. The Sniper Rifles

Duriﬁg the course of a cocktaii party in the Dominicaﬁ
Republic, a leading dissident made a specific request to Ambas-
sador Farland for a limited number of rifles with telescopic
sights. Eﬁe Ambassador promised to pass on the re§uest {Farland

affidavit)  He apparently did so after returning to Washington

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

£l

* As used herein "lleadquarters” refers to Headquarters of the
Central Intelligency Agency; "Department" indicates the
Department of State. )
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Documents indicate that consideration was giﬁen within
the CIA to airdropping rifles into the Dominican Republic.
At a June 21, 1960, meeting with Ned Bolman of the CIA
Western Hemisphere Division, Ambassador Farland reportedly
suggested possible sites for the drops.

(CIA memo, 6/21/60)

Documents also indicaﬁe that a meeting was held
around the end of June 1960 betweeﬁ Assistant Sgcretary
-of State for Inter-American Affairs'ﬁoy R.  Rubottom and
Col. J. C. King, Chief of CIA's Western Hemisphere Division.

Apparently King s&ught to learn the Assistant Secretary's view

regarding "To what extent will the u. ém goéérnment participate
in the overtnrow of Trujillo." A number of questions were
raised by Klng, among them:

2;7 - "c. Would it provide a small number of sniper rifles

- or other devices for the removal of. key Trujillo people
from the scene?"

King's handwritten notes indicate that Rubottom's response to

. that question was "yes" (CIA memomqf 6/28/60; King affidavitT:

On July 1, l9§0, a memorandum directed.tq_General Cabell, the Acting

Director pf Centfal Inteliigence,was prepared for Colonel King's

‘signature and, in his absence, signed by his principal aeputy,

Rudy Gomez (I.G. Rééort, pP. 26). The memorandum stated that

é principal ieadei of the anti-Trujillc opposition had asked

Ambassador Farland for a limited number of arms to precipitate

ot

Trujillo's overthrow, and recognized that such arms’

- * Neither King nor Rubottom recalls such a meeting, nor dces
either recall any proposal for supplying snlper rlfles.

(Rubottom aff1dav1t K%nglaﬁfldav;t_y i
. R SR
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"presumably would be used against key members of the Trujilld

regime.’” The memorandum recommended that the arms be provided,

since the fall of the Trujillo regime appeared inevitable,

and therefore U.S. relations with the opposition should be as

-

close as possible.

contribute significantly toward this end.”

(CIA memo,

7/17/60)

"Providing the arms as requested would

Specifically, the recommendation was to deliver to dissidents

in the Dominican Républic 12 sterile” rifles with reles~

copic sights, together with 500 rounds of ammunition.

Paragraph 4 of the memorandum stated:

1?4.

Approval for delivery of these arms has

been given by Assistant Secretary of State
Roy Rubottom, who requests that the arms be
placed in hands of the opposition at the earliest
possible moment." (Id.)

e

- (I.G. Report, p.

26) .

Gomez's recormendation was concurred in by Richard

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

The kind of arms approved, sterile rifles with

telescopic sights, together with thé& statement that they would

be presumably used against key members of the Trujillo regime

clearly indicated the "targeted use" for which the weapons were

intended. (Bissell, 7/22/75, p.

77) .

&

on jﬁly 1, 1960, a cable was sent to Dearborn by CIA

Headquarters informing him of the

telescopically-sighted rifles into the Dominican Republic.

plan

to airdrop 12

The
-

‘ *"Sterile" rifles are "untraceable" rifles.
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cable inquired whether the dissidents had the capability to
realign the sights if thrown off by the drop. On July 14,
1960, Dearborn replied that the dissident leaders were against
anwaurther action in the Dominican Republic until after re-
solution by the OAS of a Venezuelan complaint then pending
against Trujiilo. The dissidents reportedly believed that
sufficiently strong action by the OAS could bring Trujillo;s
downfall without further effort on their part. (Station to
HQS cable, 7/14/60) The 12 sniper rifles were never furnished
to the dissidents. - |
On August 26, 1960, Dearborn cabled Deputy Assistant
vSecretary of Staﬁe'Lester Mallqry reporting on a meeting between
a dissident leader and John Barfield, the ConSulate'svpoiitical
offiéer. The dissident leader was reported to have lost
enthpsiésm for an assassination attempt and was then speaking
of an invasion from Venezuela. However, by September 1, 1960,
m.dissidents‘wefe again speaking about the possible provision to
them of a#ms. This time the request was for 200 rifles. For

the next several months, consideration centered on providing

200 to 300 guns.

.II. Summer and Fall of 1960

In August 1960, the United States_severed diplomatic
relations with the Dominican Republic and recalled most of its

personnel. Dearborn was left as Consul General and de ﬁactd

E o

CIA Chief of Station. Consideration was given'both"to providing
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arms and explosive devices and to the use of high level
emissaries to persﬁa&e Truﬁillo to abdicate. By the end of
the year, a broad plan of general support to anti-Trujillo
fo;ges, both within and without the éountry, was approved.

A. Diplcomatic Development --
Withdrawal of U.S5. Personnel

Events occurring during the summer of 1960 further in-
tensified hemispheric opposition to the Trujillo regime. In
June agents of Trujillo tried to assassinate Venezuelan Presi-
dent Betancourt. As.a result, the OA8 censured the Trujillo
government. At the same time, in August 1960, the United
States broke interupted diplomatic relations witﬁ the Dominican
Repuﬁlic and imposed economic sanctions.

With the severance of diélomatid relations, the Unitéd
States closed its Embassy. -Most American personnel, including
‘the CIA Chief of Station, left the Dominican Republic. With
the departure‘qf the CIA Chief of'Statién,.Dearborn became
de facto CIA Chief of Station and was recogni;ed as such by
both CIA and the State Department. -“Although on Jéngary 20,
1961, a new CIA Chief of Station came to the Dominican Republic,
Dearborn continued to serve as a link to the dissidents.

B. Dearborn ReportslAssassination May be Only
Way to Overthrow Trujillc Regime

Dearborn came to believe that no effort te overthrow the
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Trujillo government could be successful unless it involved

Trujillo's assassination

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

L

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

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

by Dearborn to State was passed above the Assistant Secretary

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

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

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

letter, '8/15/60)*

By September 1960, Thomas Mann:ﬁéd replaced Roy Rubottom

as Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, and Frank

bevine haa become a‘Special Assistant to Mr. Mann. While

serving as Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary,,Devine
reportedly spent hinety percent of his time céordinating State
activitieé in Latin America. It was in this capécity that

'bevine maintained almost daily communication with NHed Holman

and other~officials of the CIA's Western Hemisphere Division

(Devine, p.7)

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

"One further point which I should probably not even

. make. From a purely practical standpoint, it will
be best for us, for the QA5, and for the Dominican
Republic i1f the Dominicans put an end to Trujillo
before he leaves tiiis island. If he has his millions
and is a free agent, he will devote his life from
.exile to preventing stable government in the D.R., to
overturning democratic governments and establishing
dictatorships  in the Caribbean, and to assassinating
his enemies. If I were a Dominican, which thank
heaven I am not, I would favor destroying Trujillo as
being the first necessary step in the salvation of
my country and I would regard this, in fact, as my
Christian duty. If you recall bracula, you will
remember it was necessary to drive a stake throuah
-his heart to prevent a continuation of his crimes.
I believe sudden death would be more humane than
the solution of the Nuncio who once told me he thought
he should pray that Trujillo would have a long and
lingering illness." (Dearborn to Mann letter, 10/27/60)

C. Efforts to Convince Trujillo to Abdicate

<z

- Throughout the fall ofll960, efforts were made on both the
diplomatic and economic fronts aimed at pressuring Trujillo
into relinquishing coﬁﬁrol, and ideally, leaving the Dominican
Republic._ The use of high level em;§sa:ieé; both from within
an& without the ranks of government, was considered. - (Special
Group Minutes, 9/8/60; Mann to Dearborn corres., 10/108/60)

None of the efforts proved successful, and at_the eﬁd of 1960

Trujillo was still in absolute control

D. CIA Plans of QOctober 19690

A CIA internal memorandum dated October 3, 1960 entitled -

t - [
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"Plans ©of the Dominican Internal Opposition and deinicaﬂ

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

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

"b. DelivVery to the same cache ééscribed above, of an
electronic detonating device with remote control
features, which could be planted by the dissidents in
such manner as to eliminate certain key Trujillo
henchmen. This might necessitate training and intro-

ducing into the country by illegal entry, a trained
. technician to set the bomb and detonator." (Emphasis
added) (CIA Memorandum, 10/3/60)

E. Decemberu1960 Special Grogg Plan of Covert Action

On Decemnber 29, 1960, the Special Group considered and
approved a broad plan of covert support to anti-Trujillo forces.
The plan, presented by Bissell, envisioned support td-both

Dominican exile groups and internal dissidents. The

'exile‘groups were to be furnished money to organize and under-

take anti~Trujillo propaganda efforts and to refurbish a yacht

ot

for use in paramilitary activities. Bissell emphasized
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to the Special Group that "the proposed actions would not,
of themselves, bring about the desired result in the near
‘future, lacking some decisive stroke against Trujillo himselZ.”

(Special Group Minutes, 12/29/60)

.

i1v. January 12, 1961 Special Group Approva; of "Limited
Supplies of Small Arms and Other Material”

! *
On January 12, 13961, with all members present, the
Special Group met and, according to 1its Minutes, took the
following action with respeéct to the Dominican Republic:

"Mr. Merchant explained the feeling of the Department
of State that limited supplies of small arms and other
material should be made available for dissidefits in=
‘side the Dominican Republic. Mr. Parrott said that we
believe this can be managed securely by CIA, and that
the plan would call for final transportation into the
country being provided by the ‘dissidents themselves.’
; The Group approved the project." (Special Group Minutes, 1/12/61)

A. Memoranda Underlying the Special Group Action

g

On January 12, 1961, Thomas Mann sent a memorandum to
Under. Secretary Livingston Merchant. The memorandum, sent
through Joseph Scott, Merchant's Special Assistant, reported

on the d15l11u510nment of Domlnlcan dlSSldentS with the United

States for its failure to furnish them with any tangible or

concrete assistance. Further, it reported:

Opposition elements have consistently asked us to supply

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

* The members of the Speclal Group were at the time: Livingston

Merchant, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs; Gordon
Gray, Advisor to the President for National Security Affairs:

.. John N. Irwin, Deputy Secretary of Defense; and Allen Dulles,
Director of the Central Intelllgence Agency

P
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 Mann suggested for Merchant's consideration and,»if,he

approved, for discussion by the Special-Group,the provision
0of token quantities of selected items desired by the dissidents.
Mann specifically mentioned small explosive devices which would
place some "sabotage potential” in the hands of dissident
elements, but statea that there '"would be no thought of
toppling the CQDR (Government of Dominican Republic)
by any such minor measure.”" (Mann to Merchant memo, 1/12/61)
This memorandum was drafted on January 11 by Mann's Special
Assistant for CIA liaison, Frank Devine.

A_Covering memorandum from Scott to lMerchant, forwarding-
Mann's memo, was apparently taken by Merchant to tﬁe Special

Group meeting. Merchant's handwritten notations indicate that

. the Special Group "agreed in texms of Tom Mann's memo"

'an§ that the Secretary of State was informed of that

decision by late afterndon on January 12, 1961. (Scott

to Merchant memo, 1/12/61)

other than Allgn Dulles, knew that the dissidents- had clearly.
and repeatedly.expressed a desire for arms and explosives to
be used by them in'assassination efforts.” While it is, of
course, possible that such information was passed orally to
some or all of the members of the Special Group, and perhaps

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

-

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

On January 19, 1961, the last day of the Eisenhower
administration, Consul Geﬁeral Dearborn-was advised that
approval hAd been given for supplying arms'and other material
to the Dominican dissidents (H(QS to Station cable, 1/19/61).
Shortly thereafter, Dearborn informed Devine that the |
dissidents were "delighted" about the decision to deliver

"exotic equipment." (Dearborn to Devine cable, 1/31/61)

o

V. January 20, 1961 - aApril 17, 1961
(the Kennedy Administration Through the Bay of Pigs)

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

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

which specific'assaésination plans were discussed, re-

quests by”dissideﬁﬁs for explosive"é;vices, the passage by
U.SL officiais of pistols and carbines to dissidents inside
the Dominican Republic, and the pouching to the Dominican&
Republic of machine guns which had been requestéd by the-

-3

dissidents for use in connection with an assassination attempt.*

to pass those machine guns was denied and the guns were never
{ passed, ' :
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These events are discussed below under subheading A.

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

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

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

1. Assassination Discussions and Requests for Bxplosives

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

Other methods of assassinating Trujillo proposéd by dissidents
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at the February 10 or February 15 meetings included poisoning
Trujilleo's food or medicines, ambushing h;s avtomobile, and
aﬁtacking him with firearms and grenades. (CIA memo for the
record, 2/13/61; 2/16/61)*

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

On March 13, 1961, a dissiden£ in the Dominican Republic
asked for fragmentation grenades "for use during the nektﬂweek
or so." This request was communicated to CIA-Headquarters
on Marchjldé 1§61; and was followed the next day by an additional
requést for 50 fragmentation grenades, 5 rapid-fire weapons, |
and 10 64 mm anti-tank rockets. This furtner request was also
passed on to CIA leadquarters. (Station to. HQS cable, 3/15/61)
There is no e#idehce that any of these arms were supplied to
the dissidents.

The documentary record makes clear that Frank‘Dévine at

the State Department was also advised of related developments

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

that his spirits were in the doldrums because:

"

. . . the members of our club are now prepared
“in their minds. to have a picnic but do not have
‘the ingredients for the salad. Lately they have
developed a plan for the picnic,which just might
work if they could find the proper food. They

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

any of these requests and the CIA officer who drafted the

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

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

be brought to the area by another club.

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

After reviewing his‘”picnic” letteér, together with the requests
in the March 14 and 15 cables discussed above, Dea}born con-
ciuded during his ﬁestimony-before the Committee that the
"pineapples" were probably the requested fragmentation

grenades and the restriction on delivering salad ingredients
outside of the picnic grounds was} almost certainl&, meant to
refer to the requirements of the January 12 Special Group

order that arms be'delivered outside the Dominican Republic.

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

2. The Passage of Pistols

a. Pouching to the Dominican Republic

In a March 15, 1961 cable, Chief of Station Owen reported
that Dearborn had asked for three .38 caliber pistols for issue
to several dissidents. In ;eply, Headquarters cébled: "Regret
no authorization exists(to sﬁspend pouch regulatigns against
shipment 6£ érms“ and indicated that their rep1§ had beén Ccoor -
dinated with'State. (HQS to Station cable, 3/17/61) The
Station Chief then asked Héédquarterg to seek the necessary

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

received pistols via the pouch for "worthy purposes” and,

e

i
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therefore, he knew it could be done. (Station to Hgs cable,
3/21/61) Two days later, Headquarters cabled that the pistols
and ammunition were being pouched. However, the Station

Chief was instructed Qgg.ﬁo advise Dearborn. (Hgs. to Station

cable, 3/24/61)%

b. Reason for the CIA Instruction
Not tc Tell Dearborn

Owen testified that he believed the "don't tell bear-
born the pistol is being pouched"” language simply meant that
the sending of firearms through the «diplomatic pouch was not
something to be unnecessarily discussed. (Owen, pp. 78,79}
Dearborn said he never doubted the pouch was used, since he knew
Owen had no other means of receiving wéapons. (Dearborn,

7/29, p. 33)

c. Were the Pistols Related to Assassination?
beafborn testified that he had asked for a single pistol
for purposes completeiy unrelated to any assassination con-
sideration. (Dearborn, 7/29, pp. 29-31) He said he had been
approached by a Dominican contact-who lived in a remote area-
and was concerned for the safety of his family in the event

of political reprisals. Dearborn testified that he had believed

* The Inspector General's Report, issued in connection with
a review-of these events, concludes that:

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

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

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

"C. Pouchinggrevoiyersgand;ammoﬁrééuesied TRUJ 0462
(in 20040) on-28 March. Do not advise(name Dearborn deleted)
this material being pouched. Explanation follows."
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the man's fears were weil—founded and had promised to seek a
pistol.* |
Although there is no direct evidence linking any of these
pistols to the asséssination of Trujillo, a June 7, 1961, CIA
memorandum, unsigned and with no attribution as to source,
states that two of the three pistols were passed by Owen to
Lorenzo "Wimpy" Berry, a United States citizen who was in direct
contact with the action elemént of the dissident group. It
should also be noted that the assassination was apparently con-

o=

ducted with almost complete reliance upon hand weapons. Whether

one or more of theée .38 caliber Smith & Wesson pistols
eventually came into the hands of the assassins
and, if 50, whether they were used in connection with the
assassination, remain open questions.

Both Dearborn and Owen testified that théy regafded the pistols
as weapons for self»defenée purposes and they never o
considered them in any way connected with the then-current

i
assassination plans. (Dearborn 7/29, p.70; Owen, pp.38,73)

However, none of the Headquarters cables inquired as to the
purpose for which the handguns were sought and Owen's cable

stated only that Dearborn wanted them for passage to dissidents.

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

*Dearborn is clear in his recollection that he asked Owen to
reguest only one pistol. (Dearborn, 7/29, pp.30,31) Owen,
on the other hand, testified that if his cables requested three
pistols for Dearborn then Dearborn must have asked for three
pistols. (Owen, p.72) - . -
The pistols were, however, apparently sent in one package
f (HQS to Station cables,3/27/61 and 3/24/61) and Dearborn testi-
o fied that, what he believed to be the one gun, came "wranped

up" and that he passed it. _ .(Dearborn,-7/29,p.30)
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cable advising that the pistols were being pouched 1is the

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

effort which had been previously described ‘to Headquarters.

As with the carbines discussed below, it appears that little,

if any, concern was expressed within the Agéncy over passingthesg

weapons to would-be assassins.

3. Passing of the Carblnes

o~

a. Reguest by Owen and Dearborn and Approval by CIA

In a March 26,_1961 cable to CIA Headquarters, Owen asked
for perﬁission to pass to the dissidents three 30 caliber Ml
carbines. The guns had been left behind in the Consulate by
Navy personnel after the U.S5. broke formal diplomatic relations
in August 1960. Dearborn testified that he knew of and concurred
in the proposal to supply the carbines to the dissidents. |
(Dearﬂorn 7/29, pp. 42,43) On March 31, 1961 CIA HeédQuarters
cabled approval qﬁ thg request tq pass the carbines. (Hgs to
Station cable, 3/31/61)

b. Were the Carbines Related to Assassination?

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

pPp. 46, 49) Both Dearborn and Owen testlfled that the

‘. -' ’r'
I s/‘: ;‘_ 3{-'-., ;-?‘|

. carbines were at;plljtlmes v1ewed “as strlctly a token show
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of support, indicating U.S. support of the dissidents' efforts
to overthrow Trujillo. (Dearborn 7/29, pp. 46-48; Owen p. 39)

c. Failure to Disclose to State Department
Officials in Washington

f There is no indication that the reguest or the passage
of the carkines ﬁas disclosed to State Department officials in
Washington until several weeks after the passage. In fact, on
Aprilis, ﬁeadquarters reguested its Station to ask Dearborn
not to comment in correspondence-with State that the carbines
and ammunition were being passed to thé dissidents. This cable
Qas sent wnile bwenrwas in Washingtén, and it indicated that
upon his return to the Dominican Republic, he would eﬁplain
the request. The Station replied fhat Dearborn had not com-
mented on the carbines and ammunition in his correspondence

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

to HQS cable, 4/6/61)

| Dearborn testified, however, that be believed, at the
time of his April-6 cable that someone in ﬁhe State De-
partment had been consulted in advance and had approved the

passage of the carbines (Dearborn 7/29, p. 44)

ut
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3. Requests For and Pouching of the Machine Guns

a. Owen Requests Machine Guns for Use
in Assassination

The Station Chief suggested that Headquarterskconéider
pouching an M3 machine gun én'February 10, 1961 (Owen, pp. 63,64;
Station to HQS cable, 3/15/61). The request was raised again
in March but no action wés taken. On March 20, 1961, Owen cabled
a dissident request for_five M3 or comparable machine‘guns |
specifying their wish that the arms be sent via the diplomatic
pouch or similar means.. The dissidents were said to feel that
delivery by air drop or transfer at sea would overly-tax their
resources. (Station to‘HQS cabLé, 3/20/61)'

The machine guns sought by the dissidents were clearly
identified, in Owen's cable, as being sought for use in connéc~
tion with an attempt to assassinate Trujillo. This plan was to
kill Trujillo in the apartment of his mistress and; according

P to Owen's cable:

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

In essenée,_QIA's response was that the timing for an
assassination was wrong. Owen was told that precipitious or
uncoordinafed action could lead to the emergence of a leftist,
Castro-type regime and the '"mere disposal of Trujillo may create
more problems than solutions." It was Headquarters' position
that:

1

'...we should attempt to avoid precipitous action

by the internal dissidents until opposition group _

and HQS are better prepared to support /assassination/*,
_ effect a change in the regime, and cope with the after-
t math." (HQS to Station cable, 3/24/61)

* Word supplied by CIA in previously sanitized cable.

HWY 50235 DocId:32423525 Paﬁe 44



-22-~

The cable also stated that Headquarters was prepared

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

"especially on the insistence of the EMOTH [dissident]

leaders that they be provided with a limited number

of small arms for their own protectlon (specifi-

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

for the record, 4/11/61)

b. Pouching the Machine Guns is Approved
by Bissell

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

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

The request, " submitted on behalf of the Chief, Western

Hemisphere Division, furtheéer provided:
T "B. A determination has been made that the issuance
of this equipment to the action group is desirable
if for no other reason than to assure this 1mporhant
group's continued cooperation with and confidence in
this Agency's determination to live up to its earlier
commitments to the group. These commitments took

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

1961 that we would provide limited arms

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

The Waiver Request was approved by Richard Bissell, as De?ﬁty
Director (Plans), on April 10, 1961. (Id.)

The machine guns were pouched to the Dominican Republic and
were received by the station on April 19, 1961." (I.G. Report,
p. 42; Station to Headguarters cables 4/19/61).

On April 10, Walter Elder, Assistant to the Director, had issued
a memorandum_which stated:

"Mr. Dulles wants no action on drops of leaflets
or arms in the Dominican Republic taken without
his approval.”™ (Elder memorandum of 4/10/61).%"
"The Elder memorandum suggeéts'that Dulles did‘not know that ah

air drop of arms was regarded as unfeasible and that pouching

had been approved.

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

.On February 14, 1961, prior to the passage of weapons,
" but a month after the generalized approval of thne passage .
of arms by the prior administration, a meeting of ]

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

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

* Permission to pass the machine, guns was never obtained and the guns
never passed into the hands of the dissidents. The matter is discussed
in detail beginning at page ; f

.
%

** Elder testified that this note, sent the weekend before the Bay of Pigs
invasion of Cuba, was intended to make sure that there were no unusual
planes shot down or any unnecessary noise in the Dominican Republic"
prior to the Cuba invasicon. (Elder, p. 51) ’
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The minutes state that:

"Mr. Dulles, assisted by Mr. Bissell, then summarized
for tne benefit of the new members of the Special
Group the specific actions taken by the predecessor
group during the past year, and also a list of signi-
. ficant projects which antedate the beginning of 1360

and which it is -planned to.contigue.“(specﬁﬂ.Grmg>Mﬁumes
of 2/14/61) _

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

others, was made:

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

R

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

Bissell briefed the new members.

What is unclear from the February 14 minutes (just as
it is unclear from the January 12 minutes) is the degree to

~which the Special Group was informed concerning the means by

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

-

Trujillo. Nor is it known 1if the Special Group was |
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advised that‘the State Department representative in the ~
Dominican Republic had made the assessment that the Dominican
government could not be overthrown without the.assassination‘
~of Trujillo.

Bissell testified that he had no clear recollection
of the details of the February 14 briefing and he was unable
to say whether or not the method of overthrow to be attempted
by the dissidents was discussed. (Bissell, 7/22, pp. 101, 102)

~Robert McNéméra, one of the new members of the.Special Group
in attendanée for the briefiné,,has ;6 recollection as to the
speqificity in which the Dominican Republic was discussed at the
February 14 meefing. He does not recall any mention by eitner’
Dulles or Bissell of dissident plans to assassinate Trujililo.

(McNamara affidavit).

February Hemoranda

The Secretary of State sent the President a memorandum
on February 15, 1961, in response to a reguest concerning pro-
gress to assure an orderly takeovg;h"should Trujillo fall.

The memorandum advised that:

"Our representatives in the Dominican Republic

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

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

- . concerning events in the Dominican Republic and the January 1961

. vy
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Special Group decision to'provide arms to anti-Trijillo
elements. Assistant Secretary for Inter;American Affaifs,
Thomas Mann; Deputy Assistaht Secretary William Coerr; and
Special Assistant Frank Devine continued in their respective
positions throughout the transition period. The Committee has
heen furnished no documents indicating that Secfetary Rusk or
Under Secretary Bowles were specifically advised as to the

intentions of the Dominican dissidents to kill Trujillo:; intentions

of vhich the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs certainly

o~

had knowledge. indeed, Secretary Rusk testified that hé was not
persdnallyrso advised. (Rusk, 7/10, pp. 41,42)

On February 17, 1961, Richard Bissell sent a briefing paper
on the Dominican Republic to McGeorge Bundy, President Kennedy's
ﬁational.Security Advisor. The paper made noté of the out-
standing Special Group approﬁél for the provision of arms and
equipment to Dominican &issidentsvand stated that the dissidents
had been- informed that the U.S. was prepared to provide suéﬁ
arms and equipment as soon as they developed the capablllty to
receive them. o o

The briefing paper also indicated that dissident lecaders
had informed CIA of "their plan of action which they felt could
be 1nplementea if they were provided with -arms for 300 men,
explosives, and remote control detonation devices." Various
witnesses have testified, however, that supplying arms for 300
men would, standing alone, indicate a "non-targeted®: use fof the
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arms (i.e., a paramilitary or revolutionary implementation as
opposed to a specifically targeted assassination use). (Bissell,

7/29, p.380),
Concerning the briefing paper, Bissell testified that:

"... it is perfectly clear that I was aware at the

time of the memorandum to Mr. Bundy that these

dissident groups were, and had for a long time, ' .
been hoping they could accomplish the assassination

of Trujillo. As a matter of fact, the requests since

some seven or eignt months earlier was a perfectly

clear indication of that, so that fact was not new
knowledge.” (Bissell 7/22, p.102)

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

"1 cannot tell you, Mr. Chairman. I do not
remember what considerations moved me. I don't
know whether it was because this was common
knowledge and it seemed to me unnecessary to
include it, or as you are implying, there was
e an element of concealment here. I would be very

surprised if it were the latter, in this case."
{Bissell, 7/22, p.101)

In response to gquestions concerning the lack of information

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

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

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

in writing that the plans of the dissidents

-.would include assassination attempts."
{Bissell, 7/22, p.99)

Bissell's briefing paper for Bundy concluded with the

assessment that a violent clash might soon occur between Tryjillo

RN

re-

o
&

Fe ot =
e

H@¥ 50233 DocId:32423525 Page 50



"

HY 502353

Frzee monsl
[0 TRETURNS

wat e e L2 2 RN
and the internal opposition;, "which will end either with the
liguidation of Trujillo andvﬁis'cohdrts or with é compléte

roll up of the internal opposition.” In this regard, the fear
was expressed that existing  schedules for the delivery of
weapons to the internal opposition might not be sufficientlv
timely, and it was therefore recommended that consideration be
given toﬂcaching the requested arms and other materials.
(Bissell to Bundy memo, 2/17/61)

hus, by ﬁhe ﬁiddle of February 1961, the senior

members of the new administration, and in Qiew.of the "for
higher -authority"” natufe of Bundy's request, presumably
President Keﬁnedy himself, were aware of the outstanding Special
Group approval for the passage of arms and other materials to
opposition elements within the Dominican Republic. There was

no modification or recision of the "inherited" Special Group
approval aﬁd.it would Seem‘fair,_therefore, te regard the
approval as having been at least_acquiesced in by the new

administration..

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

passed to the White House or to any member of the Special Group,

DocEd: 32423525 Page 51



H¥

except Allen Dulles;* Similarly, there is no evidence tlhiat

the passage of the pistols or the carbines or the pouching

of the machine guns to the Dominican Republic was disclosed
A . . R 15

to anyone outside of the CIA during this period.

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

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

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

Dearborn réturned to Washington for consultation‘and a
contingency plan for the Dominican Republlc was drafted.

Two days before Trujillo's assa551nat10n, ‘Dearborn recelved

a cable of instructions and guidance from President Kennedy.

The cable advised that the U.S. must not run the risk of associ-

ation with political assassination, since the U.S., as a matter

~2

of general éolicy, could not condone assassination. The cable

* Copies of CIA cables, including the HMarch 20, 1961 cable
describing the plan to assassinate Trujillo in the apartment
of his mistress were apparently sent to the office. -
of the Director of Central Intelligence. '

** although a copy of the CIA cable advising that the pistols
were being pouched was sent to the Director's office, Dulles
apparently did not receive copies of the cables approving
passage of the carbines! or pouchlng o£ the machlne guns.

[
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further advised Dearborn to continue to hold open offers of
material assistance £0'the dissidents and to advise them of
U.S. support for them if they were successfui in overthrowing
the Trujillo government. The cable also reconfirmed the
decision not to pass the machine guns.

A. Decision Not to Pass the Machine Guns and Unsuccess~
ful U.5. Attempt to Stop Assassination Effort

By April 17, 1961, the Bay of Pigs invasion had
/operation was a failed/. As a result, there developéd a general
réalization that precipitous action ghould be avoided in the
Dominican Republic until Washington was able to givé further
consideration to the conseguences of a Trﬁjillo overthrow and
the power vacuum thch would be created. (Bissell, 6/11,
P.113) A cable from ileadguarters to the Station, on April 17,
1961, advised that it was most important that the machine guns
not be passed without additional Headquarters approval.

The machine cguns arrived in the Dominicanlnepublic on April
19, 1961, and Headguarters was SO advised. The earlier ad-
monition -that the machine guns should be held in Station custody
until further_notice was repeated in a second cable-from ilead-
guarters, sent April 20, 1961. This decision was said to have
been "bascd on judgment that filling a vacuum created by assas-
sination rHow bigger qﬁestion than ever view unsettled conditions
in Caribbean area." (HQs. to Station cable, 4/20/61)

The dissidents continued to press for thé release of t@e
nachine guns and their requests were passed oﬁ;to ﬁeédquarters
11
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in cables from Dearborn and Owen. {Station to HQS cables

4/25/61) ©On April 25, 1961, Owen advised‘ueaaquarters that
Wimpy Berry had informed him that Antonio de la IMaza was
go%pg to attempt the assassination between April 29 and May 2.
Owen also reported that this attempt wdgld use‘the three
carbines passed frpm the American Consulate, together with
whatever else was available. (Id.)

In response to the April 26 cable, Headquarters restated
that there was no approval to pass.any adaitional arms to the
dissidentsvand requested Owen to adv;;e the dissidents that the
United States was simply nof prepared at that time to cope with
the aftermath of the assassination. {See C/S comments, -
Station to HQS cable, 4/27/61) The following day, April 27,
1961, Owen replied that, based upon further disgussions with

the dissidents, “wWe doubt statement U.S. government not now
prepared to'cope with aftermath will dissuade them from
attempt." (Station to HQS cable, 4/27/61) |

Dearborn recalls receiving instructions that

an efforflbe made to turn off the assassination attempt and
testified that efforts. to carry out the instructions were
unsuccessful, In effect, the dissidents informed him that
this was their affair and it could not be turned off to suit

.o

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

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

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

action group was reported to have in its poSéession three carbines,
four to six lZ2-gauge shotguns and other small arms. Although
they reportedly still wanted theé machine guns, Déarbcrn advised
He&dquarters that the group was going to go ahea& with what they
had, whether the U.S. wanted them to or not. (Station to HQS
cable, 4/30/6i) , B -

Dearborn's cable set forth the argument of the action
group that, since the U.S. had already assisted thetgroup éo
some extent and was therefore impliqa;ed, the additional assistance
of releasing the machine guns would mnot change the basic re-
lationship. The cable concluded: ‘

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

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

B. Further Consideration of Passing‘Madhine Guns

In Yeponse, a cable was drafted at CIA Headquarters authori-
~ zing passage of the machiné guns. The cable'which was sent
to Allen Dulles, with Bissell's recommendation for. its diépatch,
provided:

"Since it appears that opposition group has
committed itself to action with or without
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additional support, coupled with fact ref.

C items [the carbines] already made available

to them for personal defense; station authori-

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

opposition member for their additional pro-

tection on their proposed endeavor." (Draft of HQS

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

The cable was never sent.

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

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

The following day, May 3, 1961, Ray Herbert, Deputy Chief
of the Western Hemisphere Division of CIA, who frequently acted
as liaison with the State Department in matters concerning

covert operations in the Dominican Republic, met with Adolph

Berle, Chairman of the~State.Department‘sﬂlnteragency Task Force

on Latin America.

A Qerle nmemorandum of the meeting states that Herbert
informed Berle that a local ygroup in_the Dominican Republic
wished to ovérthrow Trujillo and sought arms for that purpose.
The memorandum continued:

"On cross examination it developed that the
real plan was to assassinate Trujillo and they
-wanted guns for that purpose. llerbert wanted
to know what the policy should be.

"I told him I could not care less for Trujillo

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

assassination plots anywhere, any time. Herbert

said he felt the same way." (Berle, Meno of

Conversation, 5/3/61)
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Copies of Berle's memorandum were sent to Wyﬁberly Coerx;
the Acting Assiétant Secretary for Inter-American Affaiis,
and to Special Assistant Frank Devine.

Both Herbert and Devine, who had been in almost'daily
contaét‘with each other since August of 1966, had been advised-
of the assassination plans'of the dissident group. InAfact,

Herbert, alony with Bissell, had signed off on the proposed

cable of May 2, releasing the machine guns for passage.

C. Special Group Meetinés of May 4 and May 15, 1961
On tine day following the Berle-llerbert meeting, the
Special Group met and, according to the minutes:

"The DCI referred to recent reports of a new
anti-Trujillo plot. He said we never know if
one of these is going to work or.not, and asked
what is the status of contingency planning should
the plot come off. Mr. Bundy said that this point

is covered in the Cuba paper which will be discussed
o : at a high level in the very near future.” (Special
- Group Minutes, 5/4/61)

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

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

situation in the Dominican Republic and,_according to the

"

L
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minutes:

" Cabell [Deputy DCI} noted that the
internal dissidents were pressing for the
release to them of certain small arms now in
U.5. hands in the Dominican Republic. ile

- inguired whether the feeling of the

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

5/18/61)

D. Final Requests bf Dissidents for Machine Guns

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

-

attention Acting Assistant Secretary Coerr, with an urgent
reguest from tﬁe dissidents for the machine guns. The cable
advised that the assassination aftempt was scheduled for the
night of May 16 and that, while the chances of success were
50 percent, prbviéion of the machine guns would reduce the
possibil;ty'of failure. The dissidents'reportedly stressed
to Dearborn that if the effort failed,due-to U.S5. refusal to
supply the machine guns, the U.S. would be.held fesponsible
and would never be forgiven. Dearborn :epérted that he-had

informed the dissidents that, basé&won his recent conversations

in Washington, he was reascnably certain that_authoriiation

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

to State cable, 5/16/61)

-2

A return cable from the State Department to Dearborn, sent

the same day, confirmed Dearborn’s judgment. It instructed him

¥ There was no meeting Of the Special Group at which the DOmini-
can Republic was discussed between May 4 and iMay 18. The language
attributed to General Cabell as to whether the feeliny of the
Group remained not to pass the arms, tends to suggest that the
guestion Of passing these arms must have been raised prior to
the May 18 Group pge;ingwﬁpe;haps;at_F%Q;Mayﬂ4, 1861 meeting.
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to continue to take the same line until he received contrary
instructions which clearly indicated they had beéen cleared in
advance by the State De?artmeﬂtitself. This cable from State was
approved by Under Secretarg Bowles. (Department to Dearborn, 5/16/61)
) Ray Herbert réferred to.Dearborn’s May 16 request in a
memorandum he sent to Devine on the same date and asked to be
advised as ﬁo the Department’s policy concerning passage of
the machine guns. Herbert noted that when.ﬁhis request was
last téken to the Department, Berle made the decision that the
weapons not be passed. {(Memo to ARA’from CIA, 5/16/61)
Devine responded to Herbert’'s memorandum on the_same day,
advising Herbert that the Department's leicy continued to be
~negative on the matter of passing the machine guns.*- Herbert's
attention was directed to the January 12, 1961 Special Group
o limitation concerning the passage of arms outside of the
| Dominican Republic; A copy of Devine's memorandum to Herbert
was forwarded to the Office of the Under Secretary qf State,
to the atténtion of his personal assistanﬁ, Joseph Scott.
(Devine to Hérber%ﬂmemd, 5/16/61)

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

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

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

range plans for anti-communist intervention
{ - in the event of crises in Haiti or the

* [

By May 27, 1961 Dearborn was advising the State Department that
the roup was no longer requesting the arms and had accepted the

fact that i1t must make do with what it had. (Dearborn to State
" cable, 5/27/61)
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Dominican Republic. XNoted the President's -
view that the United States should not

initiate the overthrow of Trujillo before

we knew what government would succeed him,

and that any action against Trujillo should

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

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

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

While in Washington, Dearborn met with State
Department personnel and with Richard Goodwin and Arthur
Schlesinger of the Whiie House staff. ilhen testifying‘before

G the Committees, he was unable to recall the substance of
his discussions with Goodwin and Schlesihgér, aside from his
general aésumption ﬁhat-the current situation in the Dbminicah
Republic was diséussed. He did not recall any discussion with
- Goodwin or Schlesinger concerning arms, either those which had
béen passed to the dissidents or those which were being sought.
_{Deafborn, 7/29, pp. 58-61) Dearborn left the meeting at the
White House, however, with the firm impression that'Goodwin had been
reviewinédcable.traffic between Washingtop and the Dominican
Republic'andrwas very familiar with events as they then stood.

(Dearborn, 7/29, p.62}
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-On May 11, 1961, Dearborn prepared a two-page draft™ -
document which set forth ways in which the U.S. éould'overtly
aid and encourage the opposition to Trujille. The draft noted
that means of stepping up the covert program were considered
inusebarate' papers. (Dearborn draft document of May 11, 1961)
This Dearborn draft of Hay 11, 1961, was apparently used as a
basis for portions of the "Dominican Republic -- Contingency

Paper” discussed below.

Two documents entitled, “Program of Coveyt Action for the
Dominican Republic" were provided-toﬂfhe Committee staff from
State Department files. Each appears to be a draft of the
covert activities paper described in Dearborn's May 11, 1961
memorandum. One drafﬁ recommended an expanded U.S5. offer to
deliver small expiosive deVicgs and arms. (Document indicating
it was attached to *Dominican Republic ~- Contingency,"” dated
5/12/61 and béaﬁing Nos. 306;308). The othér'draft is very
similar except that it concludes that delivery of arms within
the Dominican Republic to members of the underground is not
recommendéd. (Doéﬁment frbm State'bébt. files bearing No. 310).

Attached to the second draft was a one-page document which

Frank Devine believes he wrote. It listed eight numbered

points inclﬁding.the following:

91, The USG should not lend itself to direct
political assassination.

"2. US  moral posture can ill afford further =
tarnishing in the eves of the world.

RS
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"3. We would be encouraging the action, supplying
the weapons, effecting the delivery, and then
turning over only the final execution to
(unskilled) local triggermen.
"4. So far we have éeenvno real evidence oi action
capability. .Should we entrust ourselves and
our reputation to this extent in the absencé
thereof? |
"7. Can we afford a precedent which may convince
the world that our diplomatic pouches are used
to deliver assassination weapons?” (Document
from State Department files bearing Wo. 313)
The other points raised in document No.'313'relatea to the
likelihood that any such involvement by the U.S. would ultimately
- be revealed.
On May 15, 1961, Acting AésiStant Secretary Coerr sent to
Under Secretary Bowles a document entitled ""Covert Action ?ro~'
grams Authérized With Respect to the-Dominican. Republic'. That
dbcument'optlined the existing Special Group approvals for covert
éssistance to Dominican.dissidents and, while;making no recommen-
dation -as to further policy, suggested that the Special Group
review tme outstanding approvals énd communicate to interested
agencies the status of such authorizétions. {State Dept. document

from Coerr to Bowles, 5/15/61)

m

During this @eriod a‘ddcument dated_May_l3,,l96l, was
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prepéred at the reguest of Richard Goodwin and was thereafter
' *
circulated within the State Department. This document,
entitled "Program of Covert Action for the Dominican Republic"
reported:
"CIA has had in the direct custody of its Station
in Ciudad Trujillo, a very limited supply of
weapons and grenades. In response to the urgent
requests from the internal opposition leaders for
personal defense weapons attendant to their
projected efforts to neutralize TRUJILLO, three
{(3) 38 cal ‘revolvers and three (3) carbines with
accompanying ammunition have been passed by secure
means to the opposition. The recipients have
repeatedly requested additional armed support{”
This memorandum is the first direct evidence of disclosure to
anyone on the White House staff of the fact that arms had been
passed to dissidents in the Dominican Republic,
The original ribbon copy of the memorandum has the above
e quoted material circled in pencil and the word “neutralize"”
is underscored. Goodwin testified before the Committee that
he circled the above paragraph when first reading the memorandum
because the information concerning passage of the arms was new.
- to him and struck“him as significaﬂﬁi (Goo&win 7/18, pp. 48,49)
Under the heading of "Possible Covert Actions Which Require
Additional Authorization,” the memorandum to Goodwin indicated
that the CIA had a supply of four 45 caliber machine guns and
a small number of grenades currently in the direct éustody of

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

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

N * See Scott to Bowles memorandum of May 19, 1961, enclosing copy
of Goodwin memorandum. .
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dant to their projected efforts to re-

|

S

personal aefenseLatéén
move Trujillo” could be developed by the Station.:'The mémo~
randum made no recommendation to approve .or disapprove passage
of these weapons. (Id.)-
4‘ .On May 15, 1961, Bundy forwarded to Goodwin another
memorandum. _This one, entitled "The Current Situation in and
| Contingency Plans for the Dominican Republic,” had been received

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

lving document which began:

"Recent reports indicate that the internal
Dominican dissidents are becoming increasingly
determined to oust Trunillo by any means, and
their plans in this regard are well advanced.®
The May 15 memorandum stressed that it was highly desirable -
for the U.S. to be identified with and to support the elements
seeking to overthrow Trujillo. The attachment
recommended that Consul General Dearborn inform the dissidents
that if they succeed "at their own initiative and on their own
- responsibility'iﬁ”forming an accepEHBle proVisional government
‘they can be assured that any reasonable request for assistance
from the U.S. will be promptly and favorably answered." (Documents

frbm State Dept. files bearing Nos. 279-286).

F. 1Drafts Leading to and Final Cable of May 29, 1961

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

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

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

Dominican Republic had been nurturing the effort

to overthrow Trujillo and had assisted the dissidents in
numerous ways, all of which were known to the Department. It
ﬁas, Dearborn stated, "too late to consider whether United
= States will-initiaﬁe overthrow of Trujillo." Dearborn invited
further guidance from State.
I In response to Dearborn's request for guidance, the State
Department drafted a reply on May 24. The draft discussed a
conflict.ﬁetween.;ﬁo objectives: o
"{1) To be so associatéd with removal Trujillo

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

“{2) To disasgsociate US from any obvious inter-

o vention in Dominican Republic and even mnore so
from any political assassination wihich might
occur."”
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It was said to be the Department's considered opinion that
*former objective cannot, repeat not, easily overrids latter.”
(state Dept. to Dearborn cable, 5/24/61 -~ not sent)
This State Department draft was forwarded to Under Secretary
Bowles with the comment that Goodwin considered it "too negative"
and that he would try his hand on a draft "for'Bundy to present
tomorrow morning.” (Memo from Achilles to Bowles, 5/24/61)
A May 26, 1961, memorandum from Eowles to Bundy begins:
"Following up on our discussion of the Dominican
Republic at yesterday's medting of the Special
Group, I am forwarding you a draft telegram which
wa would like to send to Henry Dearborn, our Consul
General in Ciudad Trujillo, supplementing the
guidance he will be receiving on the recently
approved contingency plans.”
Minutes of the Special Group meeting on May 25, 1961 do not,
however, reflect any discussion of the Dominican Republic.
s If, as Bowles' memorandum suggests, a discussionh concerning
the Dominican Repubiic did occur at the May 25 meeting, it is
not known what the discussion involved or what decisions,
if any, were made. -
Richard Goodwin personally prepared alternate drafts to
the proposed State Department cable to Dearborn. = Goodwin testi-
fied that it was his intent in revising the cable to communicate
to Dearborn, President Kennedy's personal belief that the United
States:
" . . . didn't want to do anything that  would
involve us further, the United States further,

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

It was thé twofold intent of the cable ss revised by
Goodwin, (1) to express the desire to remain in the gqod graces
of the dissidents who, it was believed, would constitute the
new government following Trujillo's assassination, and (2)
to avoid any action which might fuftﬁer involve the United
States in the anticipated assassination, This dual pdrﬁose
is clearly .evident in the cable which advised:

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

* % % % k xX *

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

According to Goodwih, the underscored material was inserted in
s the cable at the specific direction of President Kennedy.
(Goodwin, 7/10, pp. 22, 23).

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

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

to Dearborn cable, 5/29/61) o . .

VII. May 30, 1961 and Immediately Thereafter:

A. Trujillo Assassinated

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

.i; assassination was conducted by members of the action group, to
whom the American carbines had been passed, and such sketchy
iﬁformation as is available indicates that one or marelof the
carbipes were in the possession of the assassination group when
Trujillo was killed. (I. G. Report, pp. 60~61). This evidence indicate
however, that the actual assassination was accomﬁlished by

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

"B.  gCables to Washington

After receiving the May 29 cable from Washington, both Consul

General Dearborn and Station Chief Owen sent replies. Accorxrding

as

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

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

", . .we don't care if the Dominicans assassinate
‘Trujillo, that is all right. But we don't want
anything to pin this on us, because we aren't
doing it, it is the Dominicans who are doing
it." (Dearborn, 7/29, p. 104)
Dearborn testified that this accorded with what he said had
always been his personal belief; tha& the U.S5. should not be
involved in an assassination and that if an assassination
occurred it would be strictly a Dominican affair. (Dearborn
7/29, pp. 100, 101)

In contrast the CIA Station Chief, Owen, did regard the
cable as manifesting a change in U.S5. policy, particularly on
the questionof supplying arms. {(Owen p. 120) He believed the
May 29 cable was the firnal word in U.S. policy on this matter
~and consequently felt that the government had retreated from
its prior-position; of offering material support to the dissi-
dents, and had adopted a new position of withholding such sunmnort.
Owen's responsive cable to Headguarters stated:

"HQS aware extent to which U.3. government already
associated with assassination. If we are to at least
cover up tracks, CIA personnel directly involved in

assassination preparation must be withdrawn."
(Station to HQRS cable, 5/30/61)

R
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Immediately éolib#ing the assassinatién, all CIA
personnel in the Dominican Republic were removed from the
country and within a few days Consui General DearSOrn wag
back in Washington. The State Department cabled the CIA station
in the Dominican Republic to destroy‘éll records concerning
contacts with dissidents and any related matters, except not to
destroy the contingency plans or the May 29, 1961 cable to Déarm
born. ({(HQS to Station cable, 5/31/61.

C. Immediate Post-Assassination Period

The U.S. Consulate in the Dominican Republic was quick
to dispatch its early reports that Trumjillo had been assassinate2d,
and the U.S. communications network transmitted the report to
" President Kennedy in Paris. The President's Press Secretary,
Pierre Salinger, made the first public announcement of the
assassination, preceeding by several hours release of the news
e in the Dominican Republic. Secretary of State Rusk testified
that when he léarned of Salinger's announcement he was most con-
cerned. Rusk said that Trujillo's son Ramfis was alsc in Paris
and he was afraid tﬁat Ramfis, upon first learning of his
- father's death from the press secretary to the President of the
U.S., might try to retaliate against President Kennedy. (Rusk,

32, 33.)
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70> SCHNEIDER REPORT
g&gif'gén September 4, 1970, Dr. Salvador Allende Gossens won a plurality
in Chile's Presidential election.® Since no candidate had received a

majority of the popular vote, the Chilean constitution required that ¥

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

forma. The Congress had always selected the candidate who received

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

was October 24, 1970.

On September 15, 1970, President Richard Nixon informed CIA Director
Richard Helms that an Allende regime in Chile would not be acceptable to

o

the United States, The CIA was instrﬁcted by President Nixon to play a
direct fole in organizing a_ﬁilitary coup d'etat in Chile to prevent
Allende’s accession to the‘presidenc;.‘ The Agency was tobtake this action
without coordination with the Departments of State or Defense and without é
informing the U.5. Ambassador in Chile. While coup éossibilities in

S general aﬁd other means of seeking to prevent Aliende's‘accession to
pover were explored by the 40'Committee throughout this period, the 40
Committee was neﬁer informed of this direct CIA role. Nor did it.éver "
approve that roie, The only institution to which the Agency was to re-

port, both for 1nformat10nal and approval purposes, was the White House.

*Dr. Allende, a long-time Senator and founder of the Socialist Party in
Chile, was a candidate of Popular Unity Coalition. The Coalition was made
up of Communists, Socialists, Social Democrats, Radicals, and dissident
Christian Democrats. Allende was a self-proclaimed Marxist and was making
" his fourth try for the presidency. His opponents were Radomire Tomic Romero,

candidate of the ruling Christian Democratic Party, and Jorge Alessandri
Rodriquez, candidate of the right-wing National Party. Dr. Allende won
36.3% of the popular vote; Alessandri was second with 35. 3A of the vote. .. ¥

" Dr. Allende's margin of victory was 39,000 votes out of a’total of 3 mile v, ¢
lion votes cast in the election. The incumbent Pre51dent, Eduardo Frei
Montalvo, a Christian Democrat, was ineligible for re—-election. Chilean

Q 3 law prohibits Presidents from succeeding themselves. :
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i}ﬁ!.',ﬂ In practice, this meant that the CIA was to keep the President's Assis-
s e

‘ 3’ WEe s "
b tant for Natiomal Security Affairs, Henry Kissinger, informed of its

activities.

Between October 5 and October 20, 1970, the CIA made 21 contacts

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

B

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

One of the major obstacles faced by all the military conspirators

in Chile was the strong opposition to a coup by the Commander-in-Chief

of the Army, General Réne Schneider, who insisted the constitutional
process. be followed. As a. result of his strong constitutional stand,
the removal of General Schneider Became a necesséry ingredient in the
coup plans of all the Chilean conspiratofsf Unable to have General
Schneider retifed or reassigned, the conspirators deci&ed to kidnap
S him. An unsuccessfﬁl abduction attempt was made on October 19, 1970,
by a group of Chilean miliﬁary officers whom the CIA was actively sup-
- . porting. A second kidnap attempt was made the followipg day, again un~

successfully. In the early morﬁing houfs of Cctober 22, 1970, machine

guns and ammunition were passed by the CIA to the group that had failed

on October 19. That same day General Schneider was mortally

wounded in an attempted kidnap on his way to work. The attempted

kidnap and the shootiﬁg was apparently conducted by conspira-

.~

tors other than these to whom the CIA had provided weapons earlier

et g e

’ Satf
in the day. HE

=

g s
T
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?z A Chilean militarfscourt found that high-ranking military officers,

both active and retired, conspired to bring about a military coup and

to kidnap General Schneider. Several of the officers whom the CIA had
contacted and encouraged in tﬂeir coup conspiracy were convicted of con-
spiring to kidnap Qeneral Schneider. Those convicted of carrying out

the actual kidnap attempt and the killing of  General Schneider were assoc-
jates of retired General Roberto Viaux, who had initially been thought by
the CIA to bé the best hope. However, later the CIA discouraged General

Viaux because the Agency felt other officers, such as General Camilo

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

military cdurt and received a twenty-year pfison_sentence for being
the "intellectal author” of the Schneider kidnap attempt. General
Valenzuela was seqtenced by the military court to three years in exile
for taking pa?t in the conspiracy to prevent Allende's assumption of
office. The military court found that the two Geﬁerélé had been in

contact throughout the coup plotting.

The principal facts 1eading up to the death of General Schneider (all

of which are discussed in more detail below) are as folloﬁs:

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

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

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

3. United States officials continued to encoyrage and support Chilean
) ; L o ) . Ly
plans for a coup after it became known that théffirst step would be to i

- i
~ . o A

kidnap General Schneider.
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4, Two unsuccessful kidnap attempts were made, one on October 19,
the other on October 20. Following these attempts, and with knowledge
of their failure, the CIA passed three submachine guns and ammunition
to Chilean officers who still planned to kidnap General Schneider.

5. In a third kidnap attempt on October 22, apparently conducted

- by Chileans other than those to whom weapons had been supplied, General

Schneider was shot and subsequently died. The guns used in the abor-
tive kidnapping of General Schneider were, in all probability, not those
supplied by the CIA to the conspirators. The Chilean military court
which investigated the Schneider killing determined that Schneider had
been murdered by handguns} although one machdne gun was gt the scene of
the killing.*

6.  While there is no question that the CIA received a direct .
instruction Erﬁm the Preéident o September 15th to attempt to fomeng
a coup, the Committee received sharply conflicting testimony about
whether the White House was kept infermed of, and aﬁthorized, the
coup efforts in Chile after October 15. Oﬁ one side of the conflict
is the testimony of Henry Kissinger and Generai-Alexander Haig; on the
other, that of CIA officials. Kissinger testified that the White House
stood down CIA efforts to promote a military coup d'etat in Chile on
October 15, 1970. After that date, Kissinger testified--and Haig agreed--
that the White House neither knew of, nor specificélly appfoved, Cia
coup activities in Chile. CIA officials, on the other hand, have testi-~

fied that their activities in Chile after October 15 were known to and

® The Committee has not been able -to determine whether or nor
the machine gun at the scene of the Schneider killing was one of the

three supplied by the CIA.

N
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*
thus authorized by the White House.
This conflict in testimony, which the Committee has been unable

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

answered the most serious question of whether the CIA was acting

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

Haig view).

{'.. :'.
———
. PC Rl F;‘:‘ 3
* ) .
The basic issue is whether or not the CIA-informed.the White House of #

its activities. 1In context, informing was tantamount to being authorized.

No one who testified believed that the CIA was required to seek step-by-

step authorization for its activities; rather the burden was on.the White
House to-object if a line of activity being pursued by the CIA seemed

unwise. Both Kissinger and Halg agreed that if the CIA had proposed a npersua-
sive plan to them, it almost certainly would have been approved., The CIA

did not believe it needed specific White House authorization to transfer wea-
pons to the’ Chileans; in fact, CIA Deputy Director (Plans) Thomas '
Karamessines testified that he did not formally approve the transfer, v
but rather that in the context of the project it was clear that the :
Agency had the authority to transfer weapons and that it was clear to :
Karamessines' subordinates that he would approve their decision to do o
so, He believed he probably was 1nformed before the weapons actually = o
were sent. - o ' '

[
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President's Initial General Instruction and Background

A. September 15 White House Meeting

On September 15, 1970, President Nixon met with his Assistant for ‘ = .
National Security Affairs, Henry Kissinger, CIA Director Richard Helmsf ’ —
and Attorney General John Mitchell at the White House. The topic was
ChiTe. Handwritten notes taken by Director Helms at that meeting re-

flect both its tenor and the President’'s instructions:

1 in 10 chance perhaps, but save Chile!
worth spending

not concerned risks involved

no involvement of Embassy

$10,000,000 available, more if necessary
full-time job--best men we have '

game plan -

make the economy scream

48 hours for plan of action

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

.. (the) impression...that the President came down
very hard that he wanted something done, and he
didn't much care how and that he was prepared to

= "make money available....This was a pretty all- -
inclusive order....If I ever carried a marshall's ' ‘ ri
baten in my knapsack out of the Oval Office, it. - : JE—
was that day.* (Helms testimony, July 15, pp. 6,10,11)

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

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

“F recall that prior to this meeting (with the President)
the editor of El Mercurio had come to Washington. and .. . ..o
I had been.asked to go and talk to him at one of the L. %}
hotels here, this.having been arranged through Don L
Kendall, the head of the Pepsi Ccla Company....l have
this impression that the President called this meeting -
where T have my handwritten notes because of Edwards'

) presence in Washington and what he heard from Kendall

i about what Edwards was saying about conditions in
Chlle and what was happening there. 4 ‘

(Helms testimony, July 15, pp. 4-5)

a
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Howﬁyaﬁanéné'ofEChé CIA officers believed that assassination was within

'.fﬂk?\the g&idelines Helms had been given.

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

Y TN "
T

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

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

at the CIA to discuss the Chilean situation. At this meeting, he re- ' ko
lated to his colleagues his understanding of the President's instruc-— —
tions:

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

without coordination with the Departments of State

or Defense. '

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

T

e Henry Kissinger's recollection of the September 15 meeting with
President Nixon is in accord with that of Richard Helms.” Although

Dr. Kissinger did not recall the President's instructions to be as

O

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

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

dkdk

%

The documents, and the officials from whom the Committee has heard
testimony, -are in substantial agreement about what President Nixon
authorized on September 15, namely CIA involvement in promoting a
military coup d'etat in Chile. There is not,:however, agreement .

about what was communicated between the CIA and the White House--—

and hence what was authoriZed by the latter--in the week between -
October 15 and the death of General Schneider, Cctober 22. This

matter will be discussed in Part V of this report on the Schneider
s killing.

R Tt
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"It is clear that President Nixon wanted him (Helms)
e Wy to encourage the Chilean military to cooperate or
AL to take the initiative in preventing Allende from
taking office. (Kissinger testimony, p. 12)

ETTR

Operationally, the CIA set the President's instructions into motion
on September 21. On that day two cables were sent from CIA Headquarters

to Santiago informing the CIA Chief of Station (CO0S) of his new directive:

3. Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende as-

sumption of power. Parliamentary legerdemain has 4

been discarded. Military solution is objective. ;f
(Hgs. ‘to Stn. 236, 21 September 1970) ' S

kikk

B. (Track Two)--This is authority granted to CIA
only, to work toward a military sclution to problem.
As part of authority we were explecitly told that
40 Committee, State, Ambassador and Embassy were -
not to be told of this.Track Twe nor involved in any ‘ by
matter. (Hgs. to Stn. 240, 21 September 1970)" ‘-

B. Background: Tracks I and II
United States Government concern over an Allende regime in Chile
did not begin with President Nixon's September 15 instruction to the
: * .
CIA. For more than a year, Chile had been on the 40 Committee's agenda. gyr
At an April 15, 1969, meeting of the 303 Committee {(the predecessor of
) the 40 Committee) the question arose as to whether anything should be b
done with regard to the September 1970 Presidential election in Chile. :
At that tihe,Director Helms pointed out that "an election operation will ¥
é
i
1
* -2 S ' :
Covert U.S. Government involvement in large-scale political action Em
programs in Chile began with the 1964 Presidential election. As in .
1970, this was in response to the perceived threat of Salvadore k}ﬁ
Allende. Over $3 million was spent by the CIA in the 1964 effort. e
. (X4
_ (Colby testimony, July 14, 1975, n. 5) ‘o o
- - . 'P
{
i,
ST _— BT
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not be-effective unless an early enough start is made. On March 25,
AT e N :
Ti oy S .

1%70, the 40 Committee approved a joint Embassy/CIA proposal recom~
o

mending that " p0111ng Operatlons-—propaganda and other activities—-

3 T

be undertaken by the CIA in an effort to prevent an election victory
by Allende's Popular Unity (UPj Coalition. A total o£ $135,000 was.
‘authorized by the 40 Committee for this anti-Allende activity. On
June 18, 1970, the U.S. Ambassadof to Chile, Edward Korry, submitte& a E
two-phase broposal to the Depértment of State and the CIA for review.

1

The first phase involved an increase in support to the anti-Allende .

campaign. The second was a contingency plan to make "a $500,000 effort
in Congress to persuéde certain- shifts in votingron 24 October 1970."

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

vote against Allende éhou;d he win a plqrality in the September 4 elec-
" tion. On June 27, 1970,ithe 40 Committee increaéed_funding for the
s ~anti-Allende "spoiling" operation to $390,000.' A decision on Ambéséador
Korry's bribe proposal was deferred pendiqg-the results‘of the.Septémser éi ; !

election. o : i

Jgp—

The 40 Committee met twice between the time Allende repeiﬁed a plural-

ity of the popular vote on September 4 and President Nixon issued his

jsX*

instfuction to Director Helms on September - ‘At both these meetings the - Froi

question of U.S. involvement in -a militdary ‘coup against Allende was raisedé
Kissinger stressed thé importance of these meetings when he testified be-

fore the Select Committee: A . ‘ ‘ | J

*This and other references to 40 Committee discussions-and actions regard-
ing Chile are contained in a memorandum provided to the Committee by the

CIA entitled "Policy Decisions Related .to Our.Covert Action Tavolvement

in the Séptember 1970 Chilean Presidential Election," dated Octobér 9, 1970.
On August 25, 1975, we subpoenaed all White House/National Security Council
documents and records relating to the effort by the United States Goverm-
‘ment to prevent Salvadore Allende from assuming office. On September 4, the
Commlttee recelved 46 documents from the Whlt&«House relating to Chlle cover—

HH 53955 DocEd: 32423525 Page 81



*%Following the September 4 election, the CIA's Directorate.of Intelli—
gence circulated an intelligence community assessment of the impact of
an Allende government on U.S. national interests. That assessment,
dated September 7, 1970 stated:

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

1. The U.S. has n¢ vital national interests within Chile.
There would, however, be tangible economic -losses.

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

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

a. Hemispheric cohesion would be threatened by
the challenge that an Allende government .
‘would pose to the 0AS, and by the reactions
that it would create in other countries.

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

b. An Allende victory would represent- a defin-
ite psychological set-back to the U.5. and
a definite psychological advance for the
- Marxist idea. (Intelligence Memorandum/ _ - g
R ~* P"Situation Following the Chilean Presidential’ v i
X Election,” CIA’'s Directorate of Intelligence,: '
7 September 1970) :
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I rhlnk the meeting of September 15th has to be
seen in the context of two previous meetings of
- . the 40 Committee on September 8th and September
R ST 14th in which the 40 Committee was asked to look
at the pros and cons and the problems and pros-
pects of a Chilean military coup to be organized
with Unlted States assistance.
(Kissinger testimony, p. 5)

According to the summary of the 40 Committee meeting on September

8, the following was discussed:

...all concerned realized that previous plans for

a Phase II would have to be drastically redrawn....
The DCI made the point, however, that congressional
action against Allende was not likely to succeed
and that once Allende was in office the Chilean
opposition to him would disintegrate and collapse
rapidly. While not advocating a specific course

of action, the Director further observed that a
military golpe against Allende would have very
little chance of success unless undertaken soon.
Both the Chairman and the Attorney General supported
this view....At the close of the...meeting the
Chairman directed the Embasay to- prepare-a ''cold-
blooded assessment" of:

L l) the pros and cons and problems and pros— v
pects involved should a Chilean military . ' ,

. coup be organized now with U.S. assistance, :

et and : :

2) the pros and cons and problems and pros-
pects involved in organizing an effective

(CIA Memorandum/Policy Decision Related to Our
A Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970
- . " Chilean Pre91dent1a1 Elcctlon, 9 October 1970)

Ambassador Korry fesponded.to‘the 40 Committeée's request for a

"cold-blooded assessment' on Septembér 12. He stated that "We’l}he

-hmbassli belleve it now clear that Chllean mllltary will not, repeat

-~z

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

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

say that "Our own military people /Zfe/~unanimous in rejecting possi- -

W

- future Chilean opposition to ‘Allende. ‘ - ji N

‘Lf?

;
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bility of meaningful military intervention in political situvation.” © 7
He concluded by stating: "What we are saying in this 'cold-blooded
assessment’ i1s that opportunities for further 'significant USG action

with the Chiléan military are nonexistent."

(Memoraﬁdum/Ambassador's
Résponse to Request fér_ﬁnalysis of Military Option.in Preéent Cﬁileaﬁ
f
Situation, 12 September 1970) _ 3 ‘
The.CIA’s”resﬁonse was ih the same véin; Viron Vaky, Kiésinger'% ‘

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

CIA’S'"cold—blooded assessment’ in a memo. to his boss: 111tarz

tion is impossible; the mllltary is incapable and unwilling to seize

power. We have no capability to_mofivate or instigate a coup.'" (Memo-
" randum for Dr. Kissinger/Chile--40 Committee Meeting, Monday--September 14,

September 14, Viron P. Vaky)

On September 14, the 40 Committee met to:discuss these reports and b i
what action was to be taken:

Particular attention was devoted to a CIA prepared

S review of political and military options in the
Chilean electoral situation based on the Embassy’ : P
and_Station'sv"cold—blooded assessment.'" The Com- P -
mittee focused on the so-called "Rube Goldberg" o Lo B

" gambit which would see Alessandri elected by the ) .

_ Congress on October 24th, resigning thereafter to . .
} . leave Freil constitutionally free-te run in a second o '~
electlon for the pregldency. ] = P e

-t
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" Ambassador Korry was asked to go directly to President
“Frei to see if he would be willing to commwit himself to
L “this line of action. A contingency of $250,000 was
B R approved for "covert support of projects which Frei or
his trusted team deem important." It was further agreed :
that a propaganda campaign be undertaken by the Agency £y
to focus on the damage of an Allende takeover. ...

kCIA Memorandum/Policy Decision Related to Our
Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970
- Chilean Presidential Election, -9 October 1970)
Following the September 14 Forty Committee meeting and President
Nixon's Septembe? 15 instruction to the CIA, U.S. Government efforts ' ¢
to prevent Allende from assuming office proceeded on two tracksf Track b
I comprised all covert activities approved.by the 40 Committee, in-
cluding the $250,000 confingency fund to bribe Chilean congressmen as
well as propaganda and economic activities, These activities were

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

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

*The terms Track I and Track II were known only to CIA and White House

PR officials who were knowledgeable about the President's September 15 order
e to the CIA. The Committee sent letters to various senior officials in-
h quiring if they were, in fact, not knowledgeable of the Track II activities.
Those letters were sent to Secretary of State William Rogers, Secretary of -
Defense Melvin Laird, Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard, Under-
gecretary of State for Political Affairs U. Alexis Johnson, Chairman of '
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Thomas Moorer, NSC Staff Member for
Latin America Vironm P. Vaky, Director of the State Department's Bureau:
- of Intelligence and Research Ray ‘§. Cliné, and the Deputy Chief of Mission

in Santiago Harry W. Shlaudeman. Thus far the Committee has received

written responses from Messrs. Moorer, Johnson, Vaky, Shlaudeman and Cline.

All except Cline have indicated that they had no knowledge of the Track II

activity at the time; Cline indicated he heard of the activities in a

general way, from his subordinate who handled 40 Committee work and from t

b
former assoclates at the CIA. In oral communications with Committee -
staff members, Secretaries Rogers and Laird have indicated they were unaware F

- .of Track IT. , ' ' ' . - R
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“~W*f.][ actlvlties -in Ch:le were undertaken in response to President Nixon's
= Y ,;‘:\ [ :.'"'" .

. \September 15 order and were directed towards actively promoting and
l-.\

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

l'. s -¢:
Lo

[ 3
r
L.

before the Committee, Kissinger stressed the links between Tracks

. : I and I1:

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

Tracks I and I did, in fact, move togefher in the month after
September 15. The authorization to Ambassador Korry, who was formally
excluded from Track II, to encquragé‘a military coup became broader and prem——
broader. In the 40 Committee méeting on September 14, he and other
"appropriate members of the Embassy Mission" were authorized to inten- ;

G sify their contacts with Chilean military offigers to asgess their

willingness to support the "Frei gambit"--a voluntary turn-over of

. . pmm——
A power to the military by Frei, who‘wOuld then have been eligible to -
run for President in new elections. (Memoréadum[?olicy Decisions Related
- to Our Covert Action Involvement in the Séptember 1970 Chilean Presiden—
tial Election, 9 October 1970}
In a situation report to Dr. Kissinger and Assistant Secretary ?
Charles Meyer on September 21, Ambassador Korry indicated .that in order: g
to make tﬂg Frei gambit work, "if necessary, General Schneider would % :
- —

Pravang: i g apagy

Oy NS A g
sa\ R %‘ ,;« .‘?{‘,ﬁ%ﬂa *m hw e :

HW 50953 DocXd:32423525 Page 86 T T T



. PR

P e

HW 50935

- -13_

"% {Korry to

"have to. be neutraliéed;&by displacement if necessary.
Meyer and Kissinger/Situation Report, 21 September 1970) In testifying,
Kissinger felt the Korry réport indicated "the dégree to which Track
I and Track II were merging, that is to say, that individuals on Track
I were working on exactly the same problem as the CIA‘was working on
Tré;k Ir.” (Kiséinggr testimony, p. 21)

Ambassador Korry's activites in Chile between September 4 and
October 24 support Kissinger's view that the line separating Track I
and Track iI.often became blurred, For example, the Ambassador was
authorized to make his contacts in the Chilean military aware that if
Allende were seated, the military could exp®ct no further military
‘assistance {MAP) from the United States. Later, in response to his own
recommendation, Kofry was authorized to inform the-Chilean military that
.all MAP and military sales were being held in abeyance pending the outcome
of the Congressioﬁal election on October 24, On October 7, Ambassador

Korry received the following cable from Kissinger and Under Secretary

* .
in this same situation report, Ambassador Korry related a message that

he had sent to President Frei through his Defense Minister indicating
the economic pressures that would be brought to bear on Chile should
Allende assume office.

Frei should know that not a nut-er bolt will be
allowed to reach Chile under Allende. Once
Allende comes t& power we shall do all within

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

The use of economic instruments as levers on Frei and.the Chilean
military was a persistent subject of White House/CIA discussions

and of instructions to the field. Helms' notes! from the September po
15 meeting with the President and Kissinger included the notation

"make the economy scream.”’ Economic leverage was the primary

topic of a September 18 White House meeting involving Kissinger,

Helms and Karamessines.
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of State U.7Alexis Johnson:

A
-1
-

2. ...you are now authorized to inform discreetly

the Chilean military through the channels available

to you that if a successful effort is made to block

Allende from taking office, we would reconsider the

cuts we have thus far been forced to make in Chilean

MAP and otherwise increase our presently programmed

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

the military should take should result in civil dis-

- order, we would alsc be prepared promptly to deliver
support and material that might be immediately re-
quired. (Hgs. to Stn. 075517, 7 October 1970)
The essential difference between Tracks I and II, as evidenced by
instructions to Ambassador Korry during this period, was not that Track

11 was coup-oriented and Track I was not. Bqth had this objective in

mind. The difference between the two tracks was, simply, that the CIA's

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

support for a coup, were to be known cnly to a small gréup of individuals
in the White House and the CIA. Ki;singer testified that Track LI
matters were to be reported directly to the White House "for reasons

of security.” (Kissinger testimoqy, p. 14) Thomas Karamessiﬁes, the
CIA's Deputy Director for Plans at the time and the principal CIA

contact with the White Housé on Track II matters, testified on his

understanding of why State, Defense, the 40 Committee and Ambassador

" Korry were-excluded Trom Track II: T

That was not a decision that we made. But the

best T can do is suggest that there was concern
about two things. Number one, that there might

be sericus objections lodged, for example, by

the State Department particularly if Track 2

were to be laid out at a Forty Committee meeting.
“And the only other thing I can contribute to that

is that it was felt that the security of the
activity would be better protected if knowledge

of it were limited. (Karamessines testimony, p. 122)

B o

- 50255 DocId:32423525 Page 88

"o P o

i

-

e
1

ey e

i

——— T

|




C. CIA Vlews of leflculty of Project

.." o

-
v

'E- On one p01nt the testimony of CIA officials who were involved in

Track II is unanimous: - they all said they thought Track II was unlikely

to succeed. That view ran from the working levels of the Ageﬁcy to the
top. They all said they felt they were being asked to do the impossible,
that the risks and poteﬁtial costs of the project were too great, At
the same time, they felt they had been given an explicit Presidential
order, and they tried to execute that order.

A few excerpts from the testimony follow:

Richard Helms, CIA Director -

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

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

David Phillips, Chief, Chile Task Force -

ooit is my feeling that the odds are unaccept-
able, it is something that is not going to work,
“and we are going to be burned if we get into it
...what are the chances of pulling off a coup
successfully, or in any way stopping Allende from
assuming the presidency?...we never even got to
two chances out of 20. (Phillips testimony, p. 16)

.».1 assure you that those people that I
_was in touch with at the Agency just about univers-
ally said, my God, why are we given this 3831gnment?
(Phillips testimony, p. 53)

James Flannery, Deputy Chief, Western Hemisphere Division -
There was just no question that we had to make =
this effort, no matter what .the odds were. And
I think that most people felt that the odds were
just pretty long (Flannery testimony, p. 20)

Y S

1
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Furthef, CIA bfficials believed their judgment of the endeavor's
difficulcy was known to the White House. Helms commented on the Septem-
ber 15th meeting: "So realizing all of these things, I{m relatively
certain that day that I pointed out this is going to be awfully tough."
(Helms testimony, July 15, 1975, p. 16) Karamessines recalled pointing
0ututo the President that "the Chilean military seemed to be disorganized

and unwilling to do anything. And without their wanting to deo something,

there did not seem to be much hope." (Karamessines testimony, p. 10)
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ITL. #CIA%S Tmplementation of Track II

;i'\ A. Evolution of CIA Strategy

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

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

B
Y *

circles, there was little indication that it would actually take place
without active U.S5. encouragement and support.
There was much talk among Chilean officers about

the possibility of some kind of coup...but this
was not the kind of talk that wag being backed by,

you know, serious organizational planning. gl
{(Karamessines testimony, Aug. 6, 1963, p. 32) ' TQ"
1. The "Constitutional Coup'" Approach ——

Although efforts to achieve a political solution to the Allende
victory continued simultaneous with Track II, the Agency premised its

activities on the assumption that the political avenue was a dead end.

- . . P
On September 21, CIA Headquarters cabled its Station in Santiago: P
Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende assump-
) tion of power. Paramilitary legerdemain has been
discarded. Military solution is objective.
(Hgs. 236, Sept. 21, 1970, para. 3)
The initial strategy attempted to enlist Presideﬁt Frei in promoting '
a coup to perpetuate his presidency for six more years. The Agency
decided to promise "help in any election which was an outgrowth of a i
successful military takeover." (Nov. 18, 1970 Helms memc to Kissinger)
®
Under this plan Frei would invite the military to take over, dissolve the
BB,
Congress, and proclaim a new election. A private U.S. citizen who had 8 £
! —

been a conduit for CIA funds to Frei's 1964 campaign was sent to see him :
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with this message on)September 24. (Task Force Log, September 23)
' Thomas Karamessines, the Deputy Director for Plans, testified:

So this was in a sense not Track II, but in a L3
- sense another aspect of a quiet and hopefully A
non-violent military coup....This was abandoned
when the military were reluctant to push Frei
publicly...and, number two, Freil was reluctant
to leave on his own in the absence of pressure
- "~ from the military....There was left as the only
chance of success a straight military coup.
(Karamessines testimony, Aug. 6, 1975, p. 6)

At the same time, .the Station in Santiago reported:

Strong reasons for thinking neither Frei nor

Schneider will act. For that reason any scenario

in which either has to play an active role now

appears utterly unrealistic. Overtures to lower

echelon officers (e.g., Valenzueka) can of course

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

2. Military Solution

President Frei's failure even to attempt to persuade his own party
convention on October 3-4 from reaching a compromise with Allende ended
all hope of using him to prevent an Allende presidency. (November 18
" memo, Helms to Kissinger, page 16} Thus, by the beginning of October, i’

it was clear that a vehicle for a military solution would have to be

found in the second echelon of Chilean officers, and that the top leader-
ship of the Armed Services, particularly General Rene Schneider, consti- :

tuted a stumbling block. (Santiago 424, September 23, 1970; Santiago 439,

September 30, 1970) The Agency's task was to cause a coup‘in a highly

._‘.,..

unpromising situation and to overcome the formidable obstacles represented

by Frei's imaction, Schneider's strong constitutionalism, and the absence

R SRtk S

of organization and enthusiasm among those officers who were interested

in a coup.
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”a.:‘Collect,intelligence on coup-minded officers;

. ¢ Create a coup climate by propaganda, disinformation,

and terrorist activities intended to provoke the left to

:

give a pretext for a coup{*(Hqs. 611, October 7, 1970)

¢. Inform those_coup-minded officers:that the U.S. Govern-
- ment would give them full support in a coup short of direct

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

-B. The Chile Task TForce

Because of the highly sensitive nature of the operation, a special
task force was created in the CIA's Western Hemisphere Division t& manage it.
The task force was plaéed under the déily;dixectiqn of the Deputy Direc—
tor for Plans, Thomas Karamessines, aﬁd a groﬁp of the Agéncy's most B2

Fis
experienced and skilled operators. were detailed to the task force.

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

1. It still appears that Ref A coup has no pretext or justification
S that it can offer to make itvacceptable in Chile or Latin America. It
. therefore would seem necessary to create one to bolster what will prob-
ably be their claim to a coup to save Chile from communism...You may A
wish include variety of themes in justification of coup to military for ‘

- . their use. These could include but are not limited to: A} Firm intel. . e
that Cubans planned to reorganize all intelligence services along
Soviet/Cuban mold thus creating structure for police state....B)Economic
situation collapsings...C)By quick recognition of Cuba and Communist
countries Allende assumed U.S. would cut off material assistance to
Armed Forces thus weakening them as constitutional barriers. Would then
empty armories to Communist Peoples Militia with task to run campaign of
terror based on alleged labor and economic sabotage (Use some quotes
from Allende on this.)

2. Station has written some excellent prop guidances. Using thenes
at hand and which best known to you we are now asking you to prepare
intel report based on some well known facts and some fiction to justify

T

)

i

§

!

i
which could even be planted during raids planned- by Carablneros. ¥ g;f'

frm—

coup, split opposition, and gain adherents for military group. With —
appropriate military contact can determine how to "discover” 4intel’ report

N

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

(Headquarters 882, 19 October 1970)

e
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'“ioaviq*A.:éhillips, Chief of Station in Rio de Janeiro, was summoned -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. The Use of the Army Attache and Interagency Relations

The CIA=Station in Santiago had inadequate contacts within the

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

tache in Santiago, Colonel Paul Wimert, knew tﬁegcpi;eénxmilitary

Lo
5 Lo e i .
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befyiwéll'daﬁétﬁfhis five years of service there and his broad personal
e RS S N I

Y

L

conﬁééﬁéAamong the Chilean officers. Following a proposal by the Chief

of Station, the CIA decided to enlist Colonel Wimert in collecting in-

B

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

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

{Karamessines testimony, August 6, 1975, p. 6)

Té obtain Wimert's services, CIA officials prepared a suggested mes-
sage for the Director of DIA to send to the Army Attache in Santiago
through CIA communications channels. Because the DIA Director, General
Donald V. Bennett, was in Europe on official business, the Deﬁuty
Director of Central Intelligence, General Cushman, invited DIA Deputy

Director Lt. General Jammie M. Philpott to his office on September 28,

a

1970.*% During that meeting, General Cushman requested the assistance of

the Army Attache, and General Philpott signed a letter which authorized

'r

- . transmission of a message directing the Army Attache:

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

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

Do not, repeat not, advise the Ambassador or the Défense At-
tache of this message, or give them any indication of its
portent. 1In the course of your routine activities, act in
accordance with the Ambassador's instructions. Simultaneously,

v e b

. X . X é
I wish=*and now authorize you--to act in a concerted fashion -
with the CAS chief. {
- QI%XA 2
_I.; -: :_ P
N .

1

* (General Bennett returned to‘the\Unlted States on the : evenlﬁg of October
10, 1970. General Philpott was ﬁﬁtgpg Diiector in Bennett's absence.

( h

H¥ 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 95



T ~22-

Thls message is for your eyes only, and should not be dis-

. cussed with any person other than those CAS officers who will
“" be knowledgeable. CAS will identify them. (Headquarters 380
to Santiago)

For this and all subsequent messages intended for the Army Attache,
the secret CIA communications channel was used.
_’Both General Philpott and Thomas Karamessines testified that ini-
tially the Army Attache would be used only to "obtain or procure” in-

telligence on Chilean military officers.* (Philpott, p. 11; Karamessines, ﬁg_
p. 6) The September 28, 1970 message to the Army Attache, however, did m;__
in fact trigger his deep involvement in the couprattempt.. According to

the Attache's testimony, he received day-to-day instructions from the

Chief of Station, and on occasion, the COS would show him messages

ostensibly from Generals Bennett and/or Philpott, directing him to

take certain actions. The C0S also transmitted messages from the Army -
Attache to these Generals. |
{~} .'General Bennett testified that he never had knowledge of Track II
T and that he never received .any communication rel%ting thereto, nor did -
he ever authorize ihe transmission df any messages to thé Army Attache. - o
- General Philpott also testified that he had nc recollection of anything -
connectéd with Track II after his initial méeting with General Cushman .
' on Septembé% 28. (Philpott, p.-lﬁ) B
U. S. Army Colonel Robert C. Roth, who in September and October 1970 Z
was- the Chief of the Human Resources Division,iDirector of Collection, DIA,  ;_»
) £
= L.
* In this connection it should be noted that when questioned about : i
this letter, General Philpott testified that he recalledﬂ51gn1ng ey

an authorization such as that contained in the’ flISt paragraph of B
Headquarters 380 but that he did not recall. the authori7at10ns and vl
instructions in paragraphs two’and i%hr:—ze. - M R - p—

H¥W 50955 DoclId:32423525 PFPage 96



testified that he recalled working for Generals Bennett and Philpott on
"a priority requifement to identify Chilean personalities who might be

helpful in preventing the election of Allende as President of Chile."

(Roth, Vol. I, p. 6) Though Roth recalls no mention of Track II as such;
the goal of this mission'is identical to that described in the message .

of September 28 bearing Philpott's signature.

Beginning on October 15, Roth kept a chronology of his activities:

connected with Chile. This phronoldgy reflects that there was a meeting
~on October Zliregarding the preparation of biographic material on Chilean
generals which focused on their willingness to participate in a military

coup., Generals Bennett, Philpott, and a CIA representative attended.

The chronology also shows that on Ogtoﬁef 21, Roth delivered a message to

Mr. Broe ‘to be sent ‘by CIA channels.®* A message was sent to Colf Wimert
that same day, ostensibly from General Bennett, which authorized: _ ;

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

s it is intended to place us in a posture in which we can

. Pt

formally cut off assistance if Allende elected and situa- ;
_ ~ tion develops as we anticipate. Request up. date on situa-. o
R tion. (Santiago 446; Ref: Headquarters 762) (Headquarters ; i
934, 21 October 1970) - | i
3 Roth testified that this DIA project ended .on October 23 when he : L
. . i B

followed Philpott's instructions to deliver biographic informéticn on

A

-~

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

[
" B

LW

-

.

-

* Roth believes that General Philpott directed him to deliver this
"message ‘and alsc pressed him on several occadsions to seek a re-
— "sponse from Broe to an earlier message to Colonel Wimert. (Roth,
Vol. II, p. ) S ~ -

Rl b
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"any further action on the subject would henceforth be the responsibilicty

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

p. B)%

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

I believe my impression at the time, or my recocllection, is
that I was informed that there was concern at the highest

U.S. Governmental level over the possible election of Allende,
that DIA then had a priority responsibility of coming up with
the identities of key Chilean personalities that would be help-
ful, and so forth. I have nothing specific as to the nature of
the instructions or the channels through which they came.

Q. 1t was your sense at the time that you were working on a
project that if it had not been initiated by, at least had
the attention of or concern of, the highest level? ' T

- - B Pt
* Roth's chronology also indicates that Philpott had asked that Broe ‘

be- queried Gn two or thfee occasions regarding a report from Wimert ‘ T

~and that Philpott instructed that only he (Philpott) would communi- .
, cate with Cushman if the need arose. (Roth, p. 11) Roth also .testi-.
- fied that Philpott advised him that communlcatlons with Wimert would

be by CIA channels. (Roth P- 41) -
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Colenel Roth. That was my impression at the time.

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

Colonel‘Roth. 1 would assume .that.

The CIA produced copies of several messages which identify
Genérals éennett and Philpott as either the sender or recipient. Aqong
these documents 1is a message relating to Track IL which bears Philpétt‘s

purported sigﬁatdre. (Undated‘message.ﬂca.>14 October 1970) General

Philpott admitted that the signature appears to be.his but doubted that

it was and hé could not recall signing it, or having seen it. (Philpott,

P ) CIA also produced messages of October 14 (Headquarters 762)

and October 21 (Headquarters 934) conveying instructions from General

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

It is beyond the responsibilities which I had in the military ' . '
assistance area. 1t goes beyond the responsibility which I . o
had in terms that I would have to get the authority or the P L o
approval of the Secretary through the Chairman for covert ' :
action of this magnitude. This message would not have been
signed by me. . (Bennett testimony, p. 21) ' ‘ , g

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

issue the directives contained in those messages (Karamessines testi- ]
' - B ' : Bun’

‘The Department of Defense was unable to provide any documents bear-

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

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

-2

present Director of DIA, produced no copies of communication documents

for thé September-October 1970 period. {(Graham, p. 6) However, Roth

testified that detailed memoranda for the record which he prepared on
rom. the. files. ’(Rbth,QVolj 11, p. )
T ] ) ". s -

his activities are missing.f
T Bohie e LS .
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% CIA officials maintain that they acted faithfully in transmitting

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

gy

message without proper authorization. Mr. Karamessines was particularly . éég
forceful in this regard:
...1 can recall no instance in my experience at the Central
Intelligence Agency in which a message was received for an
individual, an officer of the government anywhere, in what-
ever department, which was not faithfully, directly, promptly
and fully and accurately delivered to that offlcer, or to his ' : 2
duly authorized representative. , : . _ %&a
{Karamessines testimony, p. 79) : o _ £
We may have played tricks overseas, but it stopped at the
water's edge, and we didn't play tricks among ourselves or. .
among our colleagues within the Agency or in other agencies.
(Karamessines testimony, p. 79)
We could not remain in business for a day...if this had been o3
the practice of the Agency. It would have been no time at &Bi
all before we would have been found out, a single instance =
of the kind of thing you are suggesting might have taken ' o po—
place would have put-us out of business.
' (Karamessines testlmony, p. 80)
Dr. Kissinger denied he was ever informed of the Army Attache's’ _ \
role or that he authorized‘anyvmessages to be sent to the Army Attthe; 5 B b
S | | . r
$ (Kissinger testimony, p. 22) ‘ : . A : e
The investigation to date has not resolved the conflict between ‘the , éﬂ;
- . ) -. - . - . -7 r '..
statements of the senior CIA, DIA and White House officials. There are L'
‘ . .". . -~ R e . ) . &t\p“
. four possibilities that could explain the conflict. First, Generals .
Bennett and Philpott were cognizant of Track II and communicated their . ;
general instfuctions to the Army Attache. This possibility would be , 3 P
§ ' . ; 3
contrary to. their sworn testimony. Second, General Bennett was not aware i,
of Track 17 but General Philpott was and communicated general instructions to - g&g
‘ ) ! =5 |
) ) t

the Army Attache. This possibility is supported by Roth's-testimonj

but would be contrary to Phllpott S SWOTn testlmony and his duty to

, " keep General Beﬁnett 1nformed, Third, the CIA acted on its own , and,

Fd

after Teceiving initial a%thorlty from General Phllpott, co= opted and ordered

}
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}theuArmy Attache without further informing any member of the Department
of Defense of the White ﬁouse. This ppssibility would be contrary to

the sworn testimony of David Phillips, William Broe, Thomas Karamessines,
and William Colby. Fourth, members of the White House staff autharized ——
the CIA to convey orders to the Army Attache on the basis of high or

highest government authoripy. Further, that therwhite House staff

directed that the Army Attache's superiors in the Pentagon not be in-.

formed. This possibility would contradict the sworn testimony of Dr.

Kissinger and General Alexander Haig.

D. The False Flag Base

|
!
|

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

Chilean officers, the task force decided in late September to set up a gf
"False Flag Base,” i.e., to send four staff officers to Chile posing as s
natlonalsvgfﬁggﬁgf countrles to supplement Colonel Wimert's contacts
#v 7rwith Chilean military officers.* Given the limitations of the Station's - ;
o resources and Colonel Wimert's visibility, Headquarters felt the use of | L
iy : . g?
"False Flag Officers" was necessary because '"We don't want to miss a '
B w
!
i chance.” One. of these officers posed as a Brazilian intelligence officer :
. !
so that "any flap would be a Brazilian one." (Headquarters 363, *
: September 27, 1970) o ;
h.
v
* : IT] : . ) ) *
”The use of, Fals? Flﬁg Officers" is not, according to David Phllllps,” . }
an unusual practice," either by the CIA or for ;gu 1ntelllgence S .
services. (Phillips testimony, pp. 47~48) ' SELI L !
T ) i

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

E. Chief of Station

Although most of the Station officers in Santiago did not know of
frack II, the Chief and Deputy Chief of Station were knowledgeable and
the Chief of Station initiated contacts on his own with Chileaﬁ officers.
The COS has testified that he regarded Track II as unrealistic:

I had left no doubt in the minds<eef my colleagues
and superiors that I did not consider any kind of
intervention in those constitutional processes
desirable....And one of -the reasons certainly for my
last recall.(to Washington) was to be read-the riot
act--which was done in a very pleasant, but very
intelligible manner. Specifically, I was told at
that time that the Agency was not too interested in
continuously being told by me that certain proposals
which had been made could not be executed, or would
be counterproductive. (Chief of Station (Felix)
testimony, August 1, 1975, p. 10)

The Chief of Station’'s objection to Track IT did mot go ﬁnnoticed.
The following instruction to the COS was sent on October 7: '"Report
should not .contain analysis and argumentation but simply report on
action taken." (Headqﬁarters 612, 7 October) Very simply, Headquarters

wanted the Station to take orders quietly as was the Agency itself,

S
fT\r DT T

T
R

el

|
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Three examples of the Chief of Station's reporting bear out his

claim to have dissented:

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

{Santiago 424, September 23, 1970)

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

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

A. The Chilean Conspirators

Anti-Allende coup plotting in'Chile centered around several key
individuals. One of these was retired General Robertc Viaux, the General
who had led the "Tacnazo" insurrection a year before.* Foliowing the
“Taenazo" revolt, and his dismissal from the Army, Viaux retained the
support of many non-commissioned and junior officers as well as.being
the reéognized leader of several right~wing civilian gréups. {CTA
Briefing Paper, "Sﬁecial Mandate from the‘President on Chile,"(July
15, 19735)

Another individual around which plotting. centered was General Camilo
Valenzuela, Commander of the Santiagb Garrison. General Valenzuela was
in league with several other active duty officers, iﬂcluding Admiral
Hugo Tirado, Navy Commander in Chief; General Vicente Huerta, Director
General of the Carabinero (police) Corps; General Canales, Director of
the Militar& Academy; and General Joaquin Garcia, second in command,

Alr Force. (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, November 18,
1970) All of these officers, with the possible exception of Canales,

k%
were in contact with Viaux as well.

*This revolt was engineered by Viaux ostenblbly for the purposes of drama-
tizing the military's demand for higher pay, but was widely interpreted as

an abortive coup. S

*%*The record of meetings between Viaux and the active duty military officers
is incomplete. Thé record does show, however, that Viaux met with General
Huerta aroupd October 7. (Chile Task Force Log, Octocber 7}. On October 12
Viaux met with General Valenzuela (Chile Task Force Log, 14 October). One
cable from Santiago indicates that Admiral Tirado may have been a member

i

of Viaux's inner circle of conspirators. (Station 545, 16 October 1970)

A

At the very least, Tirado was in contact with Vlaux. . 3:“ L ¥i

. ), WA
foad . ‘\

Although a distinction can be made between the}Viaux and Valenzuela groups
as CIA witnesses did throughout their testimony before the Committee, the

principal distinction between the two was that the latter was led-by active duty
military officers. The two groups were in contact with each other. The

record also indicates that they worked together in at least two of the three

H
R S
o : 1
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There was considerable communication among the various plotting

elements. As Thomas Karamessines testified:

...I might add here that it seemed that a good
dozen or more, maybe 20 Chilean senior officers
were privy to what was going on in addition to
President Frei and they were all talking to one
another exchanging views and trying to ‘see how
best to mount the kind of coup that they wanted
- to see take place. (Karamessines testimony, p. 10)

B. Contacts Prior toc October 15

The CIA's initial task in Chile was to assess the potential within
the Chilean militarf to stage a coup. It recognized quickly that anti-
Allende currents did exist in the military and the Carabineros (police),
but were immobilized by "the tradition of military respect for the
Constitution” and "the public and private stance of General Schneider,
Commander in Chief of the Army, who advocated strict adherence to the

Constitution."”

(CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, 18 Novem-
ber 1970, p. 17) The Agency's task, then, was Lo overcome “the apolitical,
constitutional-oriented inertia of the Chilean military." {Ibid, p. 2)
Since the very top of the Chilean military, embodied by General.
Schneider and his seéond-in—cémmand, General Prat, were hostile fo the
idea of a coup against Allende; discreet approaches were made to the
second level of general officers. They wpﬁg t¢ be informed that the U.S.
Government would suppo?t a coup both before and after i; tqok place.*
(Headquarters to Station 611, 7 October 1970} This effort»began in

earnest on October 5 when Colonel Wimert informed both an Army General

("Station's.priority contact”) an an Air Forge Gengeral of
‘ S A P

f* i

the pro-coup

s [N . 300
' AL, .- . i
H T

*The military officers were told, for example, that should Allende be
prevented from taking office, 'The Chilean military will not be ostra-
cized, but rather can continue to count om us for MAP support and main-
tenance of our close relationship.”" (Hgs. 075517, 7 October 1970)
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¢\ U.Si‘policy. (Santiago 469, October 5; Santiago 473, October 6)

Three days'later the Chief of Station told General Huerta, Commander

- "

of the Carabineros that "the U.S. Government favors a military solu-

tion and is willing to support it in any manner short of outright ——
military intervention.” (Task Force Log, 9 October) General Huerta

informed the COS that there was no chance of a coup by the Chilean

Army high command. (Task Force Log, 10 October)

On October 7, Colonel Wimert approached members of the War Academy

in Santiago who im turn asked him to provide light weapons. This was

Colonel Wimert's first contact with the Army Lt. Colomel to whom he

*k
would ultimately pass three submachine gunse.on October 22. At this

.
s

meeting, the Lt. Colonéi”told Colonel Wimert that he and his colleagues

-

were

trying to exert force on Frei to eliminate
Gen. Schneider to either replace him, send
him out of the country. They had even stud-
ied plans to kidnap him. Schneider is the
main barrier to all plans for the military
L to take over the government to prevent an
B Allende presidency. (Santiago 483, 8 October)

*According to the CIA's wrap-up report on Track TI, between October 5
and October 20, the CIA Station and the Army Attache--for the most part
the latter—-made 21 contacts with key military and Carabinero officials. w
(CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, 8 November 1970) o
**In his testimeny, Colonel Wimert indicated that the Lt. Colonel was :
affiliated with General Canales. (Wimert testimony, p. 52) 1In a cable ;
sent to Headquarters on October 18, in which the Lt. Colonel’s request ;
for three submachine guns was made, the Station indicated that Wimert

believed the Army officer, and his companion, a Navy Captain, were in f
league with-Admiral Tirado. (Station 562, October 18) At another polnt i
in his testimony, Wimert stated, "There was Valenzuela here and the Navy ., r
Captain and the Army Lt. Colonel and the Air Fofge GéneTaL over here.” | . gk
(Wimert testimony, p. 107) The Committee has been unable to determlne o h {§ EE?
the exact affiliation of the Army Lt. Colonmel. However, as previously IR
stated, both General Canales and Admiral Tirado were affiliated with - S—
General Valenzuela and Admiral Tirado was in contact with General Viaux.
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Théanexélday, October 8, Headquarters cabled the Station in response
to the Wimert-Lt. Colonel meeting. Headquarters tock note of Schneider’s
resistance to coup plans and stated:

...This would make it more important than

ever to remove him and to bring this new

state of events...anything we or Station

can do to effect removal of Schneider? We

- know this rhetorical question, but wish

inspire thought on both ends on this matter.
(Hgs. 628, 8 October)

"During the first week of intensive efforts chances of success

looked unusually bleak. The Chile Task Force Log commented:
President Frei and the highest levels of the
armed forces unable to pull themselves together
to block Allende. The Chilean mflitary's tradi-
tion of non~intervention, Frei's reluctance to
tarnish his historical image, General Schneider’'s
firm constitutional stand, and most importantly,
the lack of leadership within the government and
military are working against a military takeover.
' {Task Force Log, 8 October)

The following day the Station made reference to the "rapid(ly) waning
chances for success." (Santiago 487, 9 October) This pessimism was not
dispelled by their simultaneous judgment: "'Statjon has arrived at Viaux-
solution by process of elimination." (Santiago 504, 10 October) Three
days later the Task Force agreed: ''We continue to focus our attention
on General -Viaux who™ now appears to be theonly military leader willing
to block Allende.”" (Task Force Log, 13 October)

If -Viaux was the CIA's only hope of staging a coup, things were bleak
indeed. His own colleagues, Generals Huerta and Valenzuela described him

as "a Genefal without an army.” (Santiago 495, 9 October) Yet in the

first two weeks of October he came to be regarded as the best hope for.

. Sl A
carrying out.the CIA's Track II mandate. r}i {

e e [ T -

[, . ¥

% '

HW 50955 DocId:32423525 Page 107

e
H
H



: 33—
oA

[ R W e T

Aléﬁdﬁgthoib;ei'Wimert was instruéted not to involve himself with

R Viaux bécause of the high risk involved (Santiago 461, 5 October), he
éerved initially as a contact to Viaux through an Argentine military
Attache. The Argentine reported on October 5 that Viaux wanted several —
hundred paralyzing gas grenades to launch a coup on October 9. .(Santiago

4765 6.0ctober) Headquarters turned down the request, concluding that

a "mini-coup at this juncture would be counterproductive' and Viaux

Crrle

should postpone his plans, "while encouraging him in a suitable manner

e

to maintain his posture so that he may join larger movement later if
it materializes."” (Headquarters 583, 6 October)
The primary purpose of the "False Flag Base" was to contact Viaux,
and it very rapidly relieved Wimerf and the Argentine Attache of that ?T
®

task. Viaux reiterated his demand for an air drop of weapons to the

[
"False Flagger," and again the response was the same: reject the demand oo
for arms, but encourage him to keep planﬂing. In essence the Agency
was buying time with Viaux: "We wish to encourage Viaux to expand and

'ji refine his coup planning. Gain some influence over his actions." f&

(Headquarters 689, 10 October) To achieve this latter purpose, Head-
quarters‘auchorized passing $20,000 in cash and a promise of $250,000
in life insurance to.Viaux and his associates, asla'demonstration of
U.5. support. (Headquarters 729, 13 October)

On October 13, Héadqﬁarters again ;;;;;;;;;_it;m;énéérﬁ~over?Schneider
by asking: 'What is to keep Schneider from making statement in early
hours which-will freeze those military leaderé who might otherwise join

Viaux?" (Headquarters 729, 13 October) The Station's response later that

same day was ''Viaux intends to kidnap Generals Saneidér and Prats within \ig‘.

.

the next 48 hours in order to precipitate a coup.“i (Saﬁtiago 527,
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tion "as part of a coup that included Valenzuela." {Station 529, 13 October)
"At about this time the Station began to receive encouragement from its

other contacts. On October 14, ten days before the Chilean Congress was

to vote, the Task Force Log concluded:

Now we are beginning to see signs of increasing
coup activity from other military quarters,
specifically, an Army General (name deleted),
Admiral Tirado, the forces in Concepcion and . .
Valdivis and perhaps even Frei and Ossa.

‘ (Task Force Log, 14 October)

WL

s,

i.

C. October 15 Decision

To summarize, by October 15, General Viaux had advertised to his con-

tact a desire to proceed with a coup, had ifidicated he would deal with

Ty e
e
:

the Schneider obstacle by kidnapping him, had met at least once with Gen-

erals Huerta and Valenzuela and had once postponed his coup plans.* e
On October 15 Thomas Karamessines met Henry Kissinger and Alexander

Haig at the White House to discuss the situatién in Chile. According

to the Agency's record of this meeting, Karamessines "provided a run-

L

down on Viaux, the Canales meeting with Tirado, and, in some detail,
the general situation in Chile from the coup-possibility viewpoint."
{(Memorandum of Conversation/Kissinger, Karamessines, and Haig, 15 October

1970) A decision wad made at the meeting "to de-fuse the Viaux coup plot,

at least temporarily:" :

7
* The.reason for Viaux postponing his coup plans was the subject of a cable |
from Santiage to Headquarters:

We discount Viaux's statement that he had called off his coup at- LA
tempt because of False Flag Officer's impending visit. Other re~ \giﬂ iy i
porting indicated Viaux probably not able or 1ntend1ng move thlS BT R }
weekend. (Santiago 499, 10 October) R E?T
&m

There is also reason to believe that General Valenzuela was instrumental
in persuading Viaux to postpone. According to the Chile Task Force Logs s

Station reported that on 12 October General Valenzuela met
oL ) with General Viaux and attempted to persuade him not to at-

tempt a coup." (Chile Task Force Log, 14 October)
5 mas e s B e P TR ST T
) ;:ﬁg%ﬁ*: ‘-*mw M ‘!” ity £ ’f‘“r\‘v PR AR R I
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y It was decided by those present that the Agency

’ " must get- 2 message to Viaux warning him against

b _1b%fﬂ . any precipitate action. In essence the message

SR T should state: 'We have reviewed your plans and

' based on your information and ours, we come to

the conclilusion that your plans for a coup at ¢
this time cannot succeed. Failing, they may re-
duce your capabilities in the future. Preserve —
your assets. We will stay in touch. The time

. will come when you with all your cother friends

can do something. You will continue to have -

our support.” (15 October Memorandum of Conver- '

sation, Kissinger, Karamessines, Haig)

The meeting concluded, according to the Agency's record, "on Dr.
Kissinger's note that the Agency should continue keeping the pressure —_—
on every Allende weak spot in sight--now, after the 24th of October,
after 5 November, and into the future until such time as new marching

@

orders are giveh. Mr. Karamessines stated that the Agency would comply.''*

e
B

The feocllowing day CIA Headquarters cabled the results of the White
House meeting to the Station in Santiago: ‘ f

2. It is firm and continuing policy that Allende

. be overthrown by a coup....We are to continue to

- generate maximum pressure toward this end utiliz-
ing every appropriate resource.

3. After the most careful consideration it was

. determined that a Viaux coup attempt carried out —

. by him alone with the forces now at his disposal

T would fail. Thus it would be counterproductive
to our Track Two objectives. It was decided that

' CIA get a message- to Viaux warning him against

‘precipitate action. (Headquarters 802, 16 Octo- '
ber) '

The meséage was supplemented by orders to "continue to encourage him
(Viaux) to amplify his planning; encourage him to join forces with other
coup planners." (Headquarters 802, 16 October) The message concluded: ' b

"There is great and continuing interest in the activities of Tirado, .

Canales, Valenzuela et al and we wish them optimum good fortune." (Ibid.)

* . - cee “.4 .

Secretary Kissinger's recollection of the October 15 meeting is not S T‘
3Rﬁ- . in accord with that of Mr. Karamessines or the cable (Headguarters 802) :

that was sent the following day to the Station 1n Santiago. This mat-

ter will be discussed in Part V of thls report.
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D. Coup Planning and Attempts After Gctober 15

The decision to "de~fuse" General Viaux was passed to Viaux's
father-in-law on October 17. The in-law responded that it did not
matter because they had decided to proceed with the coup inm any case.
(Santiago 533, 17 October) At the final meeting of trhe CIA "False
Flagger” and Viaux's father-in-law on October 18, the Agency was in-
formed that the coup would proceed on October 22, "and that the abduc-
tion of General Schneider is first link in chain of events to come."
{(Santiago 568, 19 October) An "emergency channel" of communication
with Viaux was maintained. (Report on CIA Chilean Task Force Activities,
18 November 1970, page 21) o

As previocusly stated, by mid-October things suddenly looked brighter

: *
for a coup being mounted by the high-level Chilean military contacts.
Ag a CIA overview statement in Track II stated:

Coup possibilities afforded by the active
duty military group led by General Valenzuela
and Admiral Tirado had always seemed more
promising than the capabilities of the Viaux
group. These military officers had the abil-
ity and resources to act providing they de~
cided to move and organized themselves ac-
cordingly.

{CIA Briefing Paper, "Special Mandate from
the President on Chile," July 15, 1975, p. 5)

By mid-October those military officers appeared to be moving in
this direction.

On the evening of October 17, Colonel Wimert met with the Army Lt.

Colonel and the Navy Captain. They requested 8 tc 10 tear gas grenades,

*Two ‘coup plotters, Generals Canales and Garin, made one last attempt to | -
persuade General Schneider to change his anti-coup position on October 15%; ' m L
The Station reported that the meeting turned out: 1o be a "complete fiasgo. -

Schneider refused to listen to General Canales' eloquent presentation of
Communist action in Chile...and adament in maintaining his non-involvement
stance." (Santiago 548, 16 October)

H g W LI T
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l;gthrgg‘QSTQAiibér machine .guns and 500 rounds of ammunition. The Nawvy

i'.\ Captain said he Bad three machine guns himself "but can be identified
by serial numbers as having been issued to him. Therefore unable to
use them.” (Santiago 562, 18 October) Colonel Wimert and the Chief —
of Station have testified that the officers wanted the machine guns
fofﬁself—prqtection. The question, of course, is whether the arms were
intended for use, or were used, in the kidnapping of General Schneider.

The fact that the weapons were provided the Lt. Colonel and the Navy pIL
Captain and that Viaux associates were convicted of the Schneider killing
suggests that the guns were not involved.

The machine guns and ammunition were seat from Washingtdn by diplo-
matic pouch on the morning of October 19, although Headquarters was i
puzzled about their purpose: "Will continue make effort provide them
bﬁt find our credulity stretched by Navy Captain leading his troops
with sterile guns. What is special purpose for these guns? We will

try send them whether you can prbvide explanation or not." (Headquarters

e

854, 18 October) The first.installment was delivered to the Army Lt.
Colonel and the Navy Captain late in the evening of October 18 and con-
sisted of the six tear gas grenades intended originally. for Viaux %

* As previously stated, after October 15 CIA efforts to promote a coup in
Chile focussed on the active duty military officers--Valenzuela, et. al.--
rather than Viaux. An example of this shift in focus was the decision to
provide the Army Lt. Colonel and the Army Captain the tear gas grenades :
originally intended for Viaux. A cable from Santiago explained the purpose of N
this action: ot .
“Station plans give six tear gas grenades to B 13\1 ¥
Colonel Wimert for delivery to Armed Forces V4 ?
officers (deletion) instead of having False o i
Flag Officer deliver them to Viaux group. - , P , -
Our reasoning is that Wimert dealing with : W S
active duty officers. Alsc False Flagger - Co - C e
leaving evening 18 October, and will not be P
{ replaced but Wimert will stay here. Hence. A
S : important that Wimert credibility with Armed
" Forces officers be strengthened.
(Santiago 562, 18 October)
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(”f<Thaf same day, General Valenzuela informed Colonel Wimert that he,

General Huerta, Admiral Tirado and an Air Force General were prepared
to sponsor a coup. (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities, 18
November 1970) Their plan was to begin with the kidnapping of Ceneral
Schneider on the following evening, October 19, at a'military

dinner being given for Schneider,® after which Schneider would be flown
to Argentina, Frei would resign and leave Chile, Admiral Tirado would
head the military junta, and dissoclve Congress. With respect to the

kidnapping of Schneider, the cable reports:

General Viaux knowledgeable of above operation
but not directly involved. He has been sent to
Vina to stay with prominent physfrian. Will be
seen in public places during 19 and 20 October

to demonstrate fact that above operation not his
doing. Will be allowed to return tc Santiago at .
“end of week. Military will not admit involve-
ment in Schneider's abduction which is to be
blamed on leftists. (Santiago 566, 19 October)

The kidnapping of the evening of October 19 failed because General Schueider
left in a private vehicle, rather than in his efficial car, and his. police guard
failed to be withd?awn, but the Army Lt.Colonel assured Colonel Wimert that an-
other attempt would be made on October 20. (Santiago 582, ZQ October)

Colonel Wimert was authorized to pay Valenzuela $50,000 "which was the price

agreed upoﬁ between the plotters and the unidentified team of abductors,"

* The "False Flag Officer" who was in contact with Viaux at the time
the Valenzuela plan was given to Colonel Wimert apparently understood
that Viaux was involved in the October 19 attempt. He stated:

Q. Vere you told any of the details of how ey
the (Viaux) kidnapping would be carried out? SR

Mr. Sarno. They indicated it was going to be
ar some sort of a banquet which the General
(Schneider} would be attending.

(Sarno testimony, p. 37)
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\ Jibgt Wi@gﬁﬁfinsisted that the kidnapping be completed before he paid the

'hmaney. (Task Force Leg, 20 October) At the same time General Valenzuela
a$Sured Colonel Wimert that the military was now prepared tormove. (Task ’
Force Log, 20 October) The second abduction attempt on the 20th also |

failed and the Task Force concluded
- Since Valenzuela's group is apparently having
considerable difficulty executing even the first
step of its coup plan, the prospects for a coup
succeading or even occurring hefore 24 October i
now appears remote., (Task Force Log, 22 October) %}ﬁ

E. The Killing of General Schneider

In the early morning hours of October 22 (2 am), Colonel Wimert
delivered the three submachine guns with amﬁunition to the Army Lrt.

Colonel in an isolated section of Santiago.*

*Although Colonel Wimert's testimony and the cable traffic do not
. clearly establish the identity of the group to which the Lt. Colonel
' was affiliated (see page 31) two CIA statements on Track II tie the
e weapons, and therefore the Lt. Colonel, to the. Valenzuela group:

o

.The only assistance requested by Valenzuela
to set the plan /of October 19/ into motion
through Schneider's abduction was several sub-
machine guné, ammunition, a few tear .gas grenades
and gas masks {all of which were provided) plus
- $50,000 for expenses (which was_to be passed upon
demand.
(CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities,
18 November 1970, p. 22)

|

.Three sub-machine guns, together with six gas ;
cannisters and masks, were passed to the Valen- E
zuela group at 2 am on 22 October. The reason }

-why they still wanted the weapons was because L
there were two days remaining before the Congress .
decided the Presidential election and -the Valen- '
zuela group maintained some hope they could still - i
carry out their plans. Ve Fﬁ?

(CIA Briefing Paper, "Special Manéate fppm the -
President on Chile,"” p. 7, July 15, 1975) g
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E@Em‘a‘At abohtf? am;thét"day'the group that intended to kidnap General

Schneider met to discuss last-minute instructions. According to the

findings of the Chilean Military Court which investigated the Schneider

5;"1',“.

killing, neither the Army Lt. Colonel nor the Navy Captain were there.
Shortly after 8 am,Generai Schneider's car was intercepted, on his
way to work, by the abductorsand he was mortally wounded when he drew

his handgun in self-defense, The Military Court determined that hand

gurz had been used to kill General Schneider, although it also found
that one unloaded machine gun was at.the scene of the_killing;*

The first Station reports following the Schneider shooting said
"Militar? Mission sources claim General Schaeidér machine gunned on
way to work" (Santiago 587, 22 October) and "Assailants used grease E}f
guns.' (Santiago 589, 22 October) The submachine guns had previously
been described as "grease guns.” Thus the initial reaction of the Station
was that Schneider had been shot with the same kind of weapons delivered
several hours earlier to the'Army Lt. Colonel. Santiago then informed
Headquarters "Station has instructed Col. Wimert to hand over $50,000 &

if Gen. Valenzuela requests '

' (Santiago 592, 22 October), thus indicating
that the Station thought the kidnapping had been accomplished by Valen-

zuela's paid abductors. Later that day, the Station cabled Headquarters: ..

-

* The Military Court determined that those who participated in the
sheooting of General Schneider on October 22 were part of the Viaux-led
conspiracy. The. Court also found that this same group had participated
in the October 19 and 20 kidnap attempts.

culminating in. the death of General Schneider. He received a 20-vear
prison sentence for being "author of the crime of kidnapping which re- "
sulted in serious injury to the victim,” and a five-year exile for con-
L spiring to cause a military coup. Also convicted on the latter charge
- weré Generals Valenzuela and Tirado. They received sentences of three
" years in exile.

}
E
r
4
]
;
In June 1972 General Viaux was convicted for complicity in the plot E;?
——
;




: . -41-
ko
#'="Station unaware if assassination was preé-

meditated or whether it constituted bungled

abduction attempt. In any case, it important

tc bear in mind that move against Schneider

was conceived by and executed at behest of : : !

senior Armed Forces officers. We know that e

General Valenzuela was involved. We also

near certain that Admiral Tirado, Army Lt.

Colonel and Navy Captain witting and involved.

We have reason for believeing that General

Viaux and numerous associates fully clued in,

but cannot prove or disprove that execution

or attempt against Schneider was entrusted to

elements linked with Viaux. Important factor %

to bear in mind is that Armed Forces, and not 7

retired officers or extreme rightests, set

Schneider up for execution or abduction....

All we can say is that attempt against Schneider

is affording Armed Forces one last opportunity

to prevent Allende's election if they are willing

to follow Valenzuela's scenario.,

{Santiago 598, 22 October)

F. Post October 22 Events

The shooting of General Schneider resulted immediately in a declara-
tion of martial law, the appointment of General Prats to succeed Schneider
as Commander in Chief, and the appointment of General Valenzuela as chief
of Santiago province. These measures, and others taken, caused the Chile oo
Task Forcé to make the following initial 3udgment: ’ F—

- A With only 24 hours remaining before the Congressional
runoff, a coup climate exists in Chile....The attack
on General Schneider has produced developments which
~closely follow Valenzuela's plan....Consequently the S
plotters' positions have been. enhanced.
(Chile Task Force Log, 22 October)

On October 23, Director Helms reviewed and discussed Track II: -

It was agreed...that a maximum effort has been achieved,
and that now only the Chileans themselves can manage a
~successful coup. The Chileans have been guided to a
point where a military solution is at least open to _ . o
them. (Task Force Log;"ZéiOCtobgr)f ‘ SR
. ? ; . N :
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i~ wAlthough it was not immediately clear to CIA observers, the Station's

prediction of October 9 that the shooting of Schneider (as a result of

an abduction attempt) would "rally the Army firmly behind the flag of by
constitutionalism" was correct. (Santiago 495, 9 October) On October 24 ) —

Dr. Allende was confirmed by the Chilean Congress. General Schneider

died the next day.

(W
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CIA/WhLLe Houae Communlcatlon During Track II

The testimony given to the Committee by Henry Kissinger and General
Haig conflicts with that given by CIA officials. v
Kissinger and Haig testified that on October 15, 1970, the White ———
House .stood down(CIA efforts to promote a military coup d’etat in Chile.
Bogﬁ testified that after that date they were neither informed of, nor
authorized, CIA Track II activities, including the kidnap plans of

General Schneider and the passage of weapons to the military plotters.

By contrast, CIA officials testified that they operated before and
gﬁgég October 15 with the knowledge and approval of the White House.

The conflict pertains directly‘to the period after October 15, but
it bears on the degree of communication between the White House and thé
CIA in the earlier period as well. For instance, Henry Kissinger testi-
fied that he was informed of §Q coup plan_which began with the abduction
of General Schneider. He was aware of General Viaux's plan-—which he

:

and Karamessines decided on October 15 to try to forestall--but did not
. . P
know rhat it was to begin with Schneider's abduction.

CIA officials, especially Thomas;Karamessines, stated that there was

close consultation throughout Track II between the Agency and the White

- House. Katamessines testified that he met with Kissinger some six to

¥

ten times during the five weeks of Track IT (Karamessines testimony,

page 66); and that he kept Kissinger generally informed of developments.
{Ibid., page 56) The Committee has records of two meetings between
Karamessiné; and Kissinger and of one telephone conversation betwéen
Karamessines and Kissinger's deputy, General Alexander Haig. Karamessines'

daily calendar indicates that three other meetings with General Hal&\?’*

R
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ﬁ ¥=. g g-ijﬁ$he5calendarhalso suggests rhat Karamessines and Kissinger

met on three other occasions and so might have had the opportunity to
discuss Track II.

Henry Kissinger's testimony before the Committee differs
from Karamessines in two respects: He believed Track I1I was "turned off"
on-October 15; and, after that date, he was informed neither of the coup

plans of the Chilean conspirators nor of the passage of weapons to them.

He said that Track IT was
in the nature of a probe and not in the nature of
a plan,...no plan for a coup was ever submitted to
the White House. 8o my recollection of events,
this was a request by President Nixon for Track II
which led to two or three meetings which then on.
October 15th led to being turned off by the White
House, after which Track II was dead as far as Ty
office was concerned, and we never received another
report on the subject. (Kissinger testimony, p. 15}

kkk

In my mind Track II was finished on October L5tH
and I never received any further CIA information
after October 15th on the basis of any records that
! I have been able to find. (Ibid., p. 59)

General Haig's testimony generally coincided with Kissinger's
recollection:

- I left (the October 15th meeting) with the distinct
impression that there was nothing that could be
done in this covert area that offered promise or

~hope for -success. I had the distinct impression
that was Dr. Kissinger's conclusion, and that in
effect these things--and I wasn't even really
familiar with what these two groups were to do .and
how they were to do it, but they were to cease and
desist. (Haig testimony, pp. 26-27)
kK%

“My recollection would be that we .had no hope for a:
viable, covert plan of action. That is the impres-
sion I got. (Ibid., p. 29)

The following pages present the Committee's record of communication

£t

between the White House and the CIA from September 18 through December 2:
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A. September %‘fﬂg&%’@ @&ﬁ%ﬁgA

September 18 H\ N,ix'l . '

Helms and Karamessines met with Kissinger at the White House. As

Helms' notes of the September 15 meeting indicate, Kissinger wanted a
plan within 48 hours. In the meeting on the 18th, according to CIA
records, there was little discussion of a military coup. Rather the
con;ersation focused on "what eccnomic leverage could be exercised in
the Chilean situation...." (Memorandum/Meeting with DDP, 18 September)
The efficacy of economic pressure continued to be a éubjegt of con-

cern during the last days of September. Apparently that pressure was
viewed as another inducement to Frei to opt for the "Frei gambiti"

September 21 =

The 40 Committee met. The Select Committee has no confirmation
that Chile was on the agenda at this meeting. Karamessines® calendar
confirms that he attended; presumabl& Kissinger, the 40 Committee chair-
man, also attended,'although the Committee has not been able to review
his calendar. All that can be said about this meeting--and the meetings
of the Senior Review Group, which Kissinger also chaired--is that the
meetings afforded Karamessines and Kissinger an opportunity to meet
privately and discuss Track IIL if they desired. In all these instances

save the 40 Committee meeting on September722,-the Committee has no

" evidence to confirm that such a private Kissinger/Karamessines meeting

actually took place. That the CIA prepared a memorandum of conversa-
tion for the private weeting on the 22nd but has been-able to find none
for other ﬁéetings may provide some support for the argument that no

other such private meetings occurred.

September 22 : 2w}

- e ,(;'.V.a %

— f_'_-li'::v{:-l“‘: llh‘-)

Kissinger asked Karamessines to stay behlndug tar a%ﬁ&?%%
g (& '_ N I

meeting called to dlscuss Track I. The two§§

e

m’)’,

especially the contacts with then-Chilean-President Frei. According to
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Karamessines that "our

and he added we were doing fine and keep it up.” (Memorandum for

the Record/Chile, 22 September 1970, by Thomas Kafamessines)

B. O¢

October 5

"A cable sent to Santiago, releasea by Karamessines, requested a
report on how the Station planned té contact the three Chilean Generals
--Prats, Valenzuelé and Huerta--named in a caﬁle'of September 30.
(Headquarters 449) The October 5 cable indicated that the report wés
needed for a discussion with Kissinger on October 6. (Santiago 556,

5 Oétober 1970) Karamessines presumed such a meeting had taken place,
although he had no specific memory of it. {(Karamessines testimony,
pp. 69-70) His calendar fof 0c£ober 6 indicates that he attended a 40
Committee.meeting on‘Chile. (Karamessines calendar) Kissinger
chaired the 40 Committee.
October 6

The Station reported that General Viaux was ''ready to launch golpe
evening 9 October, or morning 10 October.” (Santiago 472, 6 October

1970) 1In response, CIA Headquarters labeled the prospective coup one

Mwith scant chance of success which will vitiate any further more seri-

ous .action.” The Station was directed to try to "stop ill-considered
action at this time." (Headquarters 585, 6 October 1970)

Kissinger testified hg had not been informed of thé Viaux plan,
supporting‘ﬂis recollection with the fact that the CIA memorandum of

an October 10 conversation between Karamessines and Haig (see below)

pen s oy

makes no mention of any previous plots. (K1531nger testlmony, p. 24) »!
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'Slmllarly, KlSSlnger did not remember having been informed that the

e
' CIA had called off a coup it regarded as premature. He stated:
My perception‘at that period was that if they - ' o E?;
had a coup they would come...back to us before : gﬁﬁ
triggering it...at no time during the period :
did they, in fact, tell us...that they had a
coup that might be ready te go. And, indeed,
they gcnerally told us the opposlter
i {(Kissinger testimony, pp. 25-26)
As Karamessines' calendar indicated, there was a 40 Committee meet- i
ing on October &. He attended this meeéing, along with Richard Helms'
and William Broe of the CIA. According to the minutes. of that meeting,
CIA'effqrts to promote a military coup in Chile were not discussed. '
However, in an exchange with Charles Meyer, who was then the State De-
partment's ‘Assistant Secretary for Latin American Affairs, Dr. Kissinger
stressed the desire of ‘"higher authority” (President Nixon) to prevent
Allende's assumption of office. According to the minutes:
g - . : Mr. Meyer pointed to the need to determine a- posthllende

position such as proposed in NSSM 97. It was agreed that
an early NSC meeting was desirable on that subject. Mr.. ﬁr .

) Kissinger said this presumed total acceptance of a fait P
¢ accompli and higher authority had no intention of conced-

ing before the  24th; on the contrary, he wanted no stone
left unturned. (Memorandum for the Record/Minutes of the
Meeting of the, 40 Committee, 6 October 1970, 7 October
1970y - ’
i October § . - S ‘ : ',;z
51 Lunch with Gene e
Karamessines met -for lunch with General Haig. (Karamessines calendar) , b e
[
7 In hls testimony, Ha;g recalled belng aware that ‘the CIA was in touch ;;
: o
with two dlfferenct grouPs of mllltary plotters. He believed there must ??
have been arother meeting‘in which the CIA informed him of its on-going . . . Eg;
. . . M . N : . w N

contacts.




It seems to me, although the records don't re-
flect it, that there was a meeting in September,
a very brief one, in which I must have been

told that there was a specific program going
underway. That probably would have been by
Henry (Kissinger) and perhaps with Karamessines
there. I am not sure. (Haig testimony, p. 12)

Octobér 10
Karamessines discussed the Chilean situation by telephone with General
Haig. He indicated that the Station had "made direct contact with a number
of the senior military officers, especially those who had been reportedly
very activist-minded and had received pessimistic reactions from all." :
{(Memorandum/FUBELT, by William'Broe, 10 October 1970)
Haig recalled the telephone conversation with Karamessines on the 10th.
"His recollection accords with the CIA memorandum of conversation.
I do know, and I know that from looking at the
3 record this morning, that Karamessines made a
telephone call to me in which he gave a progress '
report. I recall that. It was in effect a nega-

tive progress report, that they were just not com-
ing up with it. (Haig testimony, p. 12)
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substance of that conversation to Kissinger, and that in general his
role at the time was one of a conduit to Kissinger:

I am quite confident that, given my own concep-—

tion of my role at that time, that I would have

conveyed that information to Henry,...

- (Haig testimony,; p. 13)
: Kok

Q. If Mr. Karamessines was unable to see Dr.
Kissinger, and talked to you, what degree of
latitude did you have concerning what you would
pass on to Dr. Kissinger?

General Haig. At that time I would consider T

had no degree of latitude, other than to convey
te him what had been given to me, (Ibid., p. 15)

A cable to Santiago for Colonel Wimert, ostensibly from General
Bennett, authorized Wimert to select two Chilean general officers and
convey to them the following ﬁeSsage: "High authority in Washington
has authorized you to offer material suﬁport short of armed interven~
tion to Chilean Armed Forces in any endeavors they may undettake to
prevent the election of Allende on October 24...." (Héadquartérs to
Station cable 762, October 14, 1970) Karamessiﬁes\testified that in
this case "high aﬁthbrity” would have beenKissinger or the President,
for no one else could have given Wimert such broad authofization.
Karamessines presumed that the message had been drafted in, or at

least cleared with, the White House. (Karamessines testimony, p. 91)

Howeve®? Kissinger did not recall having authorized the October l4th

cable. He found the sequence of events puzzling: having been told on

the 10th that little was happening, he would have expected in the
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pn'ghég}Sghfiéée below) to have discussed the results of the
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{% i\ ¥1.%0ctober l4th message. ' But the CIA record makes nc mention of any

éuch discussion. (Kiésinger testimony, p. 53)
October 14
The 40 Committee met to discuss, among . other topics, éhile. In éd—

ditidh to the 40 Committee principals (Kissinger, John Mitchell, David
Packard, Alexis Johnson, Admiral Moorer), ﬁhé meeting was attended by
Karamessines, William Broe and Generai Robert Cushman'of Lhé CiA, Chérles
‘Meyer from State, Virou Vaky, and Ambassador Korry, who had returned to
Washington from Santiago fo? a Short’pefiQd‘of consultation.

According to the minutes of that meeting, Kissinger asked Karamessines

to give a rundown on the latest developments and present situation in Chile.

Karamessines pointed out that "a c§up climate doeswﬁot presentl§ existﬂg

He noted that "the unprediétable General Viaux is the only individual.seemn
‘. ~ ingly reédy to éttempt é coup and...his chances of mounting a successful-
6ne were slight.™ Ambaésador Korry agreed with Karamessines' assessmén;
and stated ‘that "as of now it seemed almost certain that’Alleﬁdevwoulé.
Bé votgd;intohoffiqe on 6ctober 24th.”  Kissinger then observed that
“there. presently appeareﬁ:to be little the U.S. can do to influeﬁée'the
Chilean situétiod‘gne Wayvor'another;" Other-participants at the meet-
‘ing concurred. (Memofandum for the ReéordfMinutes of tﬂe Heeting_of éhe

40 Committee, 14 Octobef 1970, 16 October 1970)

L
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October 15

. Karamessines met with Kissinger and Haig at the Whiteiﬁouse to dis-
cuss Track II. According to the CIA memorandum of conversation, Karamessines
gave a run—dowﬁ on Viaux, Canales and Tirado and f"t:he general situation in
Chile from the coup—possibilityAViewpoint.ﬁ It was concluded that'yiaux
did not have more ﬁhan one chance in twenty-—perhaps less--to launcﬁ a

successful coup. Kissinger ticked off the 1list of negative repercussions

from an unsuccessful coup. The CIA record of the meeting continues:

5. It was decided by those present that the
Agency must . get-a message to Viaux warning him
against any precipitate action. 1In essence our
message was to state: 'We have reviewed your
plans, and based on your jnformation and ours,
we come to the conclusion that your -plans for a
coup at this time cannot succeed. Failing, ¥
they may reduce your capabilities for the future. B RO
Preserve your assets. We will stay in touch. -
The time will come when you with all your other
. friends can do something. You will continue to o
i : have our support." ' : '

_ 6. After the decision to de-fuse the Viaux coup % v
i plot, at least temporarily, Dr. Kissinger instruc- :
. ted Mr. Karamessines to preserve Agency assets in

Chile, working clandestinely and Securely to main=-
tain the capability for Agency operations agalnst

Allende in the future.

. 8. The meeting concluded on Dr. KlSSlnger S note

- “that the Agency should continue Keeping the pres-

' ' sure on every Allende weak spot in sight--now,
after the 24th of October, after 5 November, and
into the future until such time -as new marching
orders -are given. Mr. Karamessines stated that
‘the Agency would comply.
(Memorandum of Conversation/Dr. Kissinger, Mr. .
Karamessines, Gen. Haig at the White House, 15
October 1970)
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%{Qéingéfj;in%hié testimony before the Committee, regarded the CIA

" memorandum of conversation as substantially correct, although somewhat
more detailed than he would have remembered. (Kissinger testimony, p. 52)

He believed the Agency had been told to "stand down and preserve your

assets.”
~~Kissinger believed that the gist of the October 15th meeting as
recorded in the CIA memorandum was incompatible with the order the CIA

issued to its Station the next day, an order ostensibly based on the

October 15th meeting. And, he noted, in writing its memorandum of the
meeting of the 15th, the CIA had a "high incentive to preserve the maxi-
mum degree of authority.” (Ibid., pp. 55-5@) The October 1l6th order

indicated that Track II had been reviewed at "high USG level" the previous

day, and stated:

2. It is firm and continuing policy that Allende
be overthrown by a coup. It would be much prefer—
able to have this transpire prior to 24 October
but efforts in this regard will continue vigorously
e beyond this date....
4. There is great and continuing interest in the
activities of Tirado, Canales, Valenzuela et al
and we wish them optimum good fortune.
{(Headquarters 802, 16 October 1970)

Kissinger recalled the October 15th conversation as 'turning off
. the coup plans rather than giving a new oxrder to do them.” (Kissiﬁger
testimony, p. 56) Haig agreed in his testimony.

The conclusions of that meeting were that we had ??
better not do anything rather than something that W
.vas not going to succeed....My general feeling

was, I left that meeting with the impression that

there was nothing authorized.”
(Haig testimony, p. 13)
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Karamessines and one or two others went with Kissinger to speak with

o

.

the President, after a larger meeting. Karamessines believed this meeting

R

took place between October 10 and 24. (Karamessines testimony, p. 8%9) S—

According to Karamessines, the "President went out of his way to impress

all of those there with his conviction that it was absolutely essential
that the election of Mr. Allende to the presidenc& be thwarted."* As
they we?e leaving the Oval QOffice, the President took Karamessines aside %ﬁi
to reiterate the message. (Karamessines testimony, p. 8)
October lgﬂ
Station cabled Headquarters early in the morning, advising that
the tear gas had been passed and outlining the Valenzuela coup plan, ?f
beginning with the kidnap of Schneider. 1In testimony before the Com-
mittee, Karamessines indicated he certainly would have reported the
; Valenzuela plan to Kissinger "very promptly, if for no other reason
i than that we didn't have all that much promising news to report to

R the White House...." (Karamessines testimony, p. 72) k“

.. ' And as I say, if for no other reason we would have
wanted to get this kind of hopeful report to the
White House as soon as possible, and it would be my
_best estimate now that that is _precisely what we
- ' did. (p. 72)

In the afterncon of the l9£h, Karamessines met with General Haig
for an hour at the White House. (Karamessines calendar) By then,

Karamessines would have had in hand the cable outlining the Valenzuela

. . . - . ’ L

*If the meeting with the President occurred after October 15, that
would lend credence to the testimony of CIA officials that they were
not directed to end their coup efforts in the October 15th meeting.
Unfortunately, the Committee has not had access to the daily calendars
of President Nixon or Secretary Kissinger, which might pinpoint the
date of the President's conversation with Karamessines. - Those calen- :
( dars, along with other White House documents bearing on Track I1, have i

~ ' been subpoenaed. 58 @E’ ﬁ;ﬂﬂ”ﬁgm@n
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plan, since the cable had arrived that morning. However, General Haig
had no recollection of the meeﬁing with Karamessines on the 19th. Nor
did he believé he -had been informed of the Valenzuelaﬁplan. "This
is all very new to me. I hadn’t seen any of this, and 1 was not familiar
with this particular plan...orl$50,000, or any of the characters that
arg described in here.” (Haig testimony, pp- 38-39)
Similarly, Kissinger testified that he had not been informed of
the Valenzuela plan. He said he "was informed of nothing after Oétober
i5th...." (Kissinger testimony, p. 63) He indicated that, according
to his daily calendar, he had-no conversation with either Karamessines
or Helms between the 15th and the 19th. (Ibid., p. 53) He indicated
that he never knew that the CIA was in the process of passing guns and
tear gas to Chilean military conspiratoré. He said "...there was no
further meeting on that subject. In anybody's record, mine or theirs
(the CIA's), none of the information from the l6th on was familiar to me."
{(Ibid., p. 62)
Kissinger further testified.he_did not know that the United States
was déaling with Chilean officers who plo£ted a coup which involved
the abducgion of General Schneider:
- Senator Hart of Colorado. I-am-not sure that

the record clearly shows you answer to the direct

question of whether you knew or did not know that

we were negotiating with military officers with

regard to a plot that did involve the abduction

of General Schuneider.

Secretary Kissinger. I said I did not know.
(Kissinger testimony, p. 86)

-

Nor did General Haig believe he had been informed of any abduction

plans before the fact.
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Zfé%?iWeiélyou‘aware during that period of time
‘of the plans to kidnap General Schneider?

o

General Haig. 1T was aware after the fact....

Q. But you were never informed prior to his .
attempted abduction? —

General Haig: I don't believe I was at all.

October 20

A cable to the Station indicated that "while awaiting word on whatever

-

i

events may have occurred 19 October, please let us know what you can on
interim basis....Headquarters must respond during morning 20 Octoper to
queries from high levels.”" (Headquarters 883, 20 October 1970) Karamessines
testified that the references to "high leveds" in the cable of the 20th
meant White House officials, probably Kissinger. He felt quite certain

that Kissinger would have been briefed in advance about Valenzuela's plan

for the 19th and so would have been expected to ask what happened on the
morning of the 20th. (Kafamessiﬁes testimony, p. 73) In contrast, Kissinger
interpreted that cable in precisely the opposite light. He felt it indicated
that he had not been informed of the Valeuzueia.plan in advance. When v
news of the Schneider kidnap reached the White House, Kissinger believed

he would have had "somebody pick up a‘telephone and say, 'What is this

all about?'" (Kissinger transcript, p. 68)~

October 22

Kardmessines met with Haig at the White House. (Karamessines calendar)

General Haig remembered that word of the shooting of Schneider came as
"a great gHock” to him, and he believed that Karamessines had told him

about it in their meeting on the 22nd. He thought that Kissinger either

was present at the meeting or that he, Haig, had gone immediately in to

PR T L

Kissinger's office to relate what Karamessines had”told him/. (Haig testinf“'u
rolo iy

i

. mony, p. 36) o SR : n
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C. December hfﬁ

A memorandum; dated December 2, 1970, from Helms to Kissinger stated
that Helms had given a recapitulation on Track'II to Attorney General Lv
Mitchell, who would delivexr it personally to Kissinger. A handwritten
note on the memorandum reads: ‘“'sent to Kissinger via DCI (Helms)."
(Héims memorandum for Kissinger, 2 December 1970) The report, which
was dated Novgmber 18, 1970, contained a full account of CIA activities o
during Track II, including the seve:al plans to kidnap Schneider and
the passage of weapons to the Chilean conspirators. (Report on CIA
Chilean Task Force Activities, 15 September to 3 November 1970, 18

-

November 1970)

i

In his testimony to the Committee, Kissinger did nct-recall receiv-

ing the report, although he doubted that he would have read such an P

"aftér.action” report in any case. He testified that he could not find
 it in his files, in contrast to his finding a CIA report on Track I,

e dated November 19, 1970. Kissinger was puzzled by a number of aspects of . . i

the memorandum and report: why there were two reports, why the report
of the 18th apparently was only called to his attention on the 2nd of

 December, and why it was to be delivered through Mitchell. (Kissinger

Fas

. testimony, pp. 71, 74)

P. Did Track II End?.

The Committee also received conflicting testimony about whether or i"

not Track I1 ever ended, formally or in fact. As noted above, Kissinger ipdi- b

cated that Track II was supposed to have ended, as far as he was concerned, on
October 15. 1t was formally terminated, according to Kissinger, by a new Presi- éﬁﬁ

I.:;;: an
dential marching order issued prior to the October 24 vote of the Chilean Congress.”™

fag e mim o = = - —-_"——"“‘ T
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2 ‘The Committee does not have this new

A

However, CIA officials from whom the Committee took testimony believed
that there had been no such definitive end to Track II. It merely
tapered off, to be replaced by a longer-term effort to effect a change

of government in Chile. Karamessines' testimony was most explicit:
Mr. Karamessines. T am sure that the seeds that
were laid in that effort in 1970 had their impact
in 1973. I do not have any question about that
in my mind either. {(Karamessines testimony, p. 26)
Hhk
Q. Was Track II ever formally ended? Was there
a specific order ending it?

Mr. Karamessines. As far as 1 was concerned,
Track IT was really never ended. What we were
told to do in effect was, well, Bllende is now
President. So Track II, which sought to prevent
him from becoming President, was technically out,
it was done. But what we were told to do was to
continue our efforts. Stay alert, and to do what
we could to contribute to the eventual achieve-
ment. of the objectives and purposes of Track II.
That being the case, I don't think it is proper
to say that Track II was ended.

{Ibid., pp.-128-129)

When informed of Karamessines' testimony that Track II was never
ended, Kissinger testified:

The Chairman. Would you take issue with that,
with the (Karamessines) testimony?

Secretary Kigsinger. Totally....It is ¢lear
that...after October 15th that there was no
separate channel by the CIA to the White House
and that all actions with respect to Chile were
taken in the 40 Committee framework. There was

no 40 Committee that authorized an approach to

oY contact with military people, no plots which
I am familiar with, and all the covert operations
in Chile after Allende's election by the Congress
"were directed towards maintaining the democratic
opposition for the 1976 election. And that was [.
the exclusive thrust, and if there was: any further
contact with military plotting, it wasg: totally _-’i»
unauthorized and this is the first that I have

i heard of it. (KlSSlﬁger testlmony, PP- 75-77)
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WW 50835

(Draft--9/8/75)

A.  Summary

South Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem and his brother,
Ngo Dinh Nhu, were assassinated during a coup by Vietnamese
generals on November 2, 19563, Evidence before the Committee
indicates thgt the United States Government offered encourage- .
ment for the coup, but neither desired nor was involved in the
assassinations. Rather, Diem's assassination appears to have
been a spontaneous act by Vietnamese generals, engendered by
anger at Diem for refusing to resign or put himself in the
custody of tﬁe leaders of the coup.

On one occasion, General Duong Van Minh ("Big Minh") out-
lined to a CIA officer the possible assassination of Nhu and
another brother, Ngo Dinh‘Can, as one of three methods being

considered for changing the government in the near future.

Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge and Deputy Chief of Mission William

Trueheart were informed of this possibility by the Saigon Chief
of Station, who recommended that "we do not set ourselves

irrevocably against. the assassination. plot, since the other two

alternatives mean either a bloodbath in Saigon or a protracted
struggle which would rip the Army- and the country asunder' (CIA

.cable SAIG 1447, Saigon Station to DCI, 10/5/63). Upon being

informed, Pirector McCone sent two cables. The first stated
"[w]e cannot be in the position of stimulating, approving, or

supporting assassination', and the second directed that the

-

recommendation be withdrawn because ''we cannot be in position

a

actively condoning such course of action and thereby engaging
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~our responsibility therefor" (CIA cabie, DCI to Saigon 10/5/63);
CIA cable DIR 73661, DCI to Saigon, 10/6/63).

B. The Abortive Coup of August 1963

-

On May 8, 1963, South Vietnamese troops in the City of Hue
fired on ﬁuﬁﬁhists protesting against the Diem Government, killing
nine and wounding fourteen. This incident triggered a nationwide
Buddhisé protest and .a sharp loss of popular confidence in the
Diem regime.*

On May 13, United States Ambaséador Frederick E. ilolting
met with Diem and outlined steps.which the United C*atcs desired
him to take to redress the Buddhist grievaﬁées and recapture
public gonfidence. These steps included admitting.fésponsibility
for the Hue incident, compensating the victims, and reaffirming

o religious equali?y in the country. (Pentagon Papers, p.208) On
- June 3, Madame(nhu, the wife of Diem's brother, ihu, publicly
accused the Buddhists of being infiltrated with Communist agents;

Truehart protested her remarks to Diem and threatened to dis-

associate the United States from any repressive measures against
the Buddhists in the future (Pentagon Papers, p.308).. Shortly

thereafter, MHadame Jhu colmented on the self-immolation of Quang

* Senator Gravel Laition, 1he Pentagon Papers, The Defense Depart-
ment History ol United States Decisionmaking on Vietnam, pp. 207-
208, Volume II, Beacon Press, Boston (hereinafter cited as Pentagon
Papers). Foruer Public Affairs Officer of the U.S. IEmbassy in-
Saigon, John Mecklin),in his bhook, Mission in Torment, An Intimate
fccount of the U.S. Role in Vietnam, Doubleday and Company, 1965,
(hereinafter cited as Mecklin, at pages 158~60 described the*® vul—
nerability of the Buddhists to Communist 1nflltratlon during this
period noLlng tndt 1t‘“of:cred a classic opportunity for a Communist
sleeper ploy.' :
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Duc and other Buddhist monks by stating that she would like to
furnish mustard for the monks' barbecue. On June 12, Trueheart
told Diem that‘Quang Duc's suicide had shocked the world and
again warned that the United States would break with his govern-
ment if he did not solve the Buddhist problem. (Pentagon Papers,
p. 208.) | ‘
Lucien Conein, a CIA officer in Saigon,* testifiéd that the
- Buddhist uprisings were the catalyst that ultimately bfougﬁt
down the Diem regime (Conein, pp. 42-44). These events led the
United States to apply "direct, relentless, and tablehammering
.pressure on Diem such as the United States has seldom before

attempted with a sovereign friendly governmeht.“ (ﬁecklin, p. 1695

By July 4, 1963, Generals Minh, Don, Kim, and Khiem had
e agreed on the necessity for a coup.**. ’ A
| In his final meeting on August 14 with Ambassador Nolting,
~Diem agreed to méke a public statement offéring concessions to

the Buddhists. This statement took the form of an interview

% Conein testified that he had known the Generals involved
in the coup . '

. "for many years. Some of them I had known back even in
World War IL. Some of them were in powerful positions,
and T was able to talk to them on a person to person basis,
not as-a government official."” (Conein, p. 17.)

%% Conein's After-Action Report stated that:

"The majority of the officers, including General Minh,
. desired President Diem to have honorable retirement from
the political scene in South Vietnam and exile. As to

: “ Ngo -Dinh Nhu and .Ngo Dinh Can, there was never dissention.
. The attitude was that their deaths, along with Madame Ngo
' Dinh Nhu, would be welcomed.” (Conein After-Action Report,

p. 10.)
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A
with the columnist, Margurite Higgins, in which Diem asserted
that his policy toward the Buddhists had always been conciliatory

and asked for harmony and support of the government.

Shortly after midnight on Auqut_2l; 1863, Whu ordered Lorceé
loyal to him to attack pagodas throughout Vietnam, arresting monks
and sacking the sacred buildings. Over thirty monks were injured
and 1,400 arrested. The American.Embassy was taken by surprise
and viewed the attacks as a shattering repudiation of Diem's

* .

promises to dolting. = (Pentagon rapers, p.210)

On August 24, 1963, the State anarumeﬁt sant a cab le
(Deptél 243) to the new ambassador in Vietnam, lienry Cabot Lodge.
The teleyram was prepared by Roger Hilsman,.ﬁssistant Secretary
of State for Iar EBastern Affairs, and Under.Secretary of State
Averell Hafriman, and was approved by President Xennedy. (Pentagon
Papers; p.235) Deptel 243 told Lodge to press Diem to take
"prompt dramatic actions™ to redress thé‘grievances of the
Buddhists.

"We must at same time also tell key military leaders

that US would find it impossible to continue support

GVl (Vietnamese Covernment) militarily and economically
uilless above steps are taken lmmedlately which we
recognize reguires removal of the #hu's from the scene.

We wish give Diem reasonable opportunity to remove Nhu's
but if he remains obdurate, .then we are prepared to accept
the obvious implication that we can no longer support
Diem. You may also tell appropriate military commanders
we will give them dirxect support in any interim period

of breakdown central government mechanism . . . . Con-
currently with above, Anbassador and country teams should
urgently examine all possible alternative leadership and
make detailed plans as to how we might bring Diem's
replacement if this should become necessary . . . ."

——

(. x

Conein t@stified that the raids might have been timed to occur
when no American Ambassador was in Vietnam (Nolting had left a few

dagi)beLore and his replacement, Lodge, had not yet arrived) (Conein,
P
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In a cable on August 25, CIA Chief of Station John Richardson
reported the result of a conference among himself, Lodge; True-
heart, General Harkins (Commander, Militéry Asgistance Command,
Vietnam {(MACV) and General Weede (Chief of Staff, MACV). They
accépted Deptel 243 "as a basic decision from Washington and
would proceed to do their best to carry out instructions", (I.G.,
C, pp- 7-8).but'believed'tﬁat Diem would refuse to remove his
brother from his position in the government.

Early in the morning of August 26, 1963, the Voice of America

in South Vietnam placed the blame on Nhu for the August 21 raids

‘and absolved the army. The broadcast aléo reported speculation

that the United States contemplated suspending aid to the South
Vietnamese Government (Pentagon Papers, p. 212).% .Later on that

same day, Lodge presented his credentials to Diem. CIA officers

Conein and Spera were told to see Generals Khiem and Khanh,

respectively, and to convey to them the substance of Deptel 243,

but to remind them that '"we cannot be of any help during initial

“action of assuming power of state. Entirely their own action,

win or lose'" (SAIQ 0304, 8/26/63).

A message from the White House on August 29 authorized

Harkins to confirm to the Vietnamese Generals that the United

States would support a coup if it had a good chance of succeeding,
but did not involve United States armed forces. Lodge was autho-

rized to suspend United States aid at his disctetion. (Deptel 272,

8/29/63.) A cable from the President to Lodge on the same day stated:

Fin & cable to Harriman, Lodge complained that the VOA broadZast
had “"complicated our .already difficult problem" by eliminating
“the possibility of the generals' effort achieving surprise.”
Lodge further warned that. "the US must not appear publicly in
the matter, thus civing the 'kiss of death' to its friends”
{Cable, Lodge to iarriman, 8/26/63). :
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"I have approved all the messages you are receiving from
others today, and I emphasize that everything in these
mnessages has my full support. We will do all that we can
to help you conclude this operations successfully . . . .
Until the very moment of the go signal for the operation
by the Generals, I must reserve a contingent right to
change course and reverse previous instructions. While
fully aware of your assessment of the consequences of
such a reversal, I know from experience that failure is
more destructive than an appearance of indecision. I
would, of course, accept full responsibility for any such
. change as I must also bear the full responsibility for this
operation and its conseguences." (Cable, 8§/29/63).

In a reply cable, Lodge stated:

“1. I fully understand that you have the right and
responsibility to change course at any time. Of course
I will always respect that right.

2. To be successful, this operation must be essentially
a Vietnamese affair with a momentum of. its own. Should
this happen you may not be able to control it, i.e., the
“go signal" may be given by the generals."” (Cable, Lodge
to President, 8/30/63)

A cable from Saigon dated August 31, 1963, stated:
o "This particular coup is finished . . . . Generals did
not feel ready and did not have sufficient balance of
forces . . . . There is little doubt that GV (South
Vietnamese Government) aware US rcle and may have con-
siderable detail . . . ." (SAIG 0499, 8/31/63)

Deptel 243 and the VOA broadcast set the tone for later
relations betweén the United States representatives and the -
generals.  Big Minh, who had initial doubts about the strength

of ‘American support, grew in confidence.

C. The Né;ember 1963 Coup

American ‘dissatisfaction with the Diem regime became
increasingly apparent. On September 8, AID Director David Bell,
¢t = in a television interview,. stated that Congress might cut aid

to South Vietnam if the Diem government did not change its course
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(Pentagon Papersp p. 214). Lodge suggesﬁed a study to deter-
mine the most effective methods of cutting.aid to topple the
regime (Pentagon Papers, p. 214). On September 12, with White
House approval, Senator Church introducéd a resolution in the
‘Seﬁété_condemning the South Vieﬁnamese Covernment for its
repressive handling of the Buddhist problem and calling for an
end to United States aid unless the oppressive measures were
curtailed (Pentagon Papers, pp. 214-215).

In mid-September 1963, two proposals for dealing with Diem
were considered by the Administration. The first contemplated
increasingly severe pressure to bring Diem in line with Ameriéan
policy; the second involved acquiesciﬁg in:Diem‘s.actions,
recognizing that Diem and Nhu were inseparable, and attempting
to salvage as much as possible. It was decided to adopt the

= first proposal, and to send Secretary of Defense McNamara and
7- General Taylor on a fact-finding mission to Vietnam. (Pentagon

. Papers, p. 215.) | c

On OctoberIQLVMcNamara and Tag}or'returned to Washinqt§n
~and presented their findings to the National Security Council.
Their report confirmed that the military effort was progressing
favorably, but warned of the dangers inherent in thelpolitical
turmoil and recommended bringing pressure.against Diem. This
pressure would include announcing the withdrawal of 1,006
American troops by the end of the year, ending support for the
forces responsible for the pagoda raids, and continuing Lodde's

T poliéy of rémaining aloof from the regime. The report recommended

HW 50855 DocId:32423525 Page 138



-8-

against a coup, but suggested that alternative leadership should be
identified and cultivated. The recommendations were promptly -
approved by the President. (Pentagon Papers, pp.215-116)

On October 3 Conein contacted Minh. Minh explained that a
coup was being planned, and requested assurances of American
support if it were successful. Minh outlined three courses of
action, one of which was the assassination of piem's brothers,
Nhu and Can {Conein, p.25; cable, Saigon to Director, 10/5/63)
The Acting Chief of the CIA Station, David R. Smith, cabled on
October 5 that he had recommended to Lodge that "we do not set
ourselves irrevocably against the assassination plot, since the
other two alternatives mean either a blood bath in Saigon or a
protracted struggle" (Cable, Saigon to Director, 10/5/63)

A cable from the Director, CIA to Saigon responded that:

"(w)e certainly cannot be in the position of stimulating,

approving, or supporting assassination, but on the other .

hand, we are in no way responsible for stopping every

such threat of which we micht receive even partial know=

ledge. We certainly would not favor assassination of Diem.

We believe engaging ourselves by taking position on this

matter opens door too easily for probes of our position

re others, re support of regime, et cetera. Consequently

believe best-approach is hands of€f. hom;ver Lye naturally
1nLeresLed in 1ntelllgence on any such plan.’

* The other courses of action were the encirclement of Saigon
by wvarious mllltary units and direct confrontation between mllltary
units involved in the coup and loyalist units.

%% Colby, who was then Chief, Far 'Eastern Division, drafted
this cable for McCone. Colby testlfled :

“Q. So you were on notlce as of that date that the Director
personally opposed any involvement by the.CIA in an assas-
sination? A

YColby: I certainly was." (Colby, p. 57)
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McCone testified that he met privately with the President and
the Attorney General, taking the position that "our role was
to assemble all information on intelligence as to what was
going on and to report it to the appropriate authorities, but
to not éttempt to direct it" (McCone, p. 62). He believed the
United States should maintain a 'hands off attitude" (McCone,
p. 62). McCéne testified:

"I felt that the President agreed with my position, des-
pite the fact that he had great reservations concerning
Diem and his conduct. I urged him to try to bring all
the pressure we could on Diem to change his ways, to
encourage more support throughout the country. My precise
words to the President, and I remember them very clearly,
was that Mr. President, if I was manager of a baseball
team, I had one pitcher, I'd keep him in the box whether
he was a good pitcher or not.. By that I was ‘saying that,
if Diem was removed we would have not one coup but we
would have a succession of coups and political disorder
in Vietnam and it might last several years and indeed

it did." (McCone, pp. 62-63.)

McCone stated that hé did not discuss assassination with'

the President, but rather "whether we should let the coﬁﬁ £0

"or use our influences not to". He left the meeting believing

that the President agreed with his "hands off" recommendation

(McCone, pp. 62-63). McCone cabled‘Smith on October &:

"“McCone directs that you withdraw recommendation to
ambassador (concerning assassination plan) under HcCone
instructions, as we cannot be in position actively con-
doning such course of action and thereby engaging our C
responsibility therefore” (CIA to Saigon, DIR 73661, 10/6/63).

In response, the CIA Station in Saigon cabled headquarters:

"Action taken as directed. In addition, since DCM
"Trueheart was also present when original recommendation .
was made, specific withdrawal of recommendation at #cCone's
instruction was also conveyed to Trueheart. Ambassador
Lodge commented that he shares McCone's opinion." (Saigon
to CIA, SAIG 1463, 10/7/63) :
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Conein, the CIA official who dealt directly with the Generals,K*
testified that he was first told of McCone's response to the
assassination alternative by Ambassador ﬁodge aréund October 20
(Conein, p. 35). 'Conéin testified (but did not so indicate in
his detailed After-Actio. Report) that he thén told General Don
that the United States opposed assassination; and that the
General responded, "alright, you don't like it, we won't talk
about it anymore" (Conein, p. 36).

The United SpateS'increased‘pressure on Diem to mend his
ways. On October 17, General Richard Stillwell (MACV J-3)
informed Secretary Thuan that the Unitéd States was suspending
aid to thelspecial forces units responsible for the pagoda
raids until they were transferred to the field and placed undér
Joint General Staff (JGS) cbmmand {Pentagon Papers, p. 217).

On October 27) Lodge travele;i te Dalat with Diem, but did
not receive any commitment from Diem to comply with American
Zrequeéts (Pentagon Papers, p. 219).

On October 287~Conein met with-General Don, who_hadv

received assurance from Lodge that Conein spoke fof the United

States. Don said that he would make the plans for the coup

* Coneir described his role as follows:

"My job was to convey the orders from my Ambassador and
the instructions from my Ambassador to the people who

" were planning the coup, to monitor those individuals who
were planning the coup, to get as much information so =~
that our government would not be caught with their pants
down'" (Conein, pp. 38-39).

..'( -
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available té the Ambassador four hours before it took place,
and suggested that Lodge not éhange Eis ﬁians to gé to t#é
United States on October 31. (I.G., C, p. 37; Pentagon‘Papers,
p. 219.)

“ On October 30, Lodge reported to Washington that he was
powerless to stop the coup, and that the matter was entirely
in Vietnamese hands. General-Harkins disagreed and cabléd his
opposition to the coup to Geperal'Taylor (Pentagon Papers,
p. 220). A cable from Bundy to Lodge dated Octéber 30 expressed
White House concern and stated that '"[w]e cannot accept conclu-
sion that we have no power to delay or discourage a coup"
(Cable, Bundy to Lodge, 10/30/63). A subsequent cable on that
same day from Washington instructed Lodge to intercede with
the Generals to call off the coup if he did not believe it

11

would succeed. The instructions prescribed “strict noninvolve-
ment and somewhat 1éss strict neutrality". (Pentagon Papers,
5. 220.) | |

Laﬁe in the morning of vaember 1, the first units involved
in the coup began~to deploy around“Saigon. - The Embassy was
given only four minutes' warning'before the coup began (MACV
cable to Joinﬁ Chiefs of Staff 8512, 11/1/63).. An aide to
Don told Conein to bring all available money to the Joint
General Staff headquértérs.. Conein brought 3 million piasters

(Approximately $42,000) to the headquarters, which was given

to Don to procure food for his troops and to pay death benefits
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to those killed in‘the coup (Congin,v6/203 p. 72).%

Conein was at the Joint General Staff Hgadquartefs during
most of the coup (I.G., C, pp. 41-42). At 1:40 p.m., the
Gqurals proposed that Diem résign immediately, and guaranteed
him and Nhu safe departure (Conein After-Action Report, p. 15).
The palace was surrounded shortly afterwards, and at 4:30 p.m.
the Generals announced the éohp on the radio and demanded the
resignation of Diem and Nhu. Diem called Lodge and inquifed
about the United States' positién. ‘Lodge respondéd‘that the
United States did not yet have a view, and expressed concern‘
for Diem's safety (Pentagon Papers, p. 221).

According to Conein's report, Minh told Nhu that if he and
Diem did not resign within five minutes, the palace would be
bombed. Minh then phoned Diem. Diem refused to talk with him
and Minh ordered thg bombihg of the palace. Troops moved in

on the palace, but Diem still réfused to capitulate. Minh
offered Diem a second chance to surrender half an hour later,
telling him that 1f he refused he would be "blasted off of the

. earth'. Shortly before nlghtfall an air assault was launched
on the Presidential Guard barracks. (Conein After-Action Report,
pp. 17-18.) |

At 6:20 on the mornlng of November 2, Diem called General

-2

* CIA had apparently considered passing money to the coup
leaders in early October (Colby, 6/20, p. 21). On October 29,
Lodge calbed that a request for funds should be anticipated*.
(Lodge to State, No. 2040, 10/29/63; and 2063, 10/30/63)
Conein received the money on October 24, and kept it in a safe
in his house.
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Don at the Joint General Staff headquarters and offered to -
surrender if he and Nhu were given safe conduct to an éirport.
Shortly afterwards, Diem offered to surrender unconditionally
and ordered the Presidential Guard to cease firing. According
to Conein, an escort for Diem appeared in front of the palace
at 8:00 a.m., but Diem and thdwere not preéent {Conein After-
Action Report, p. 24).

At 10:30 é.m. the bodies of Diem and Nhu were reported to
be at the Joint General Chiefs' headquarters. Conein declined
"to view the bodies because he feared that doing so might damage.
United States interests (Conein, p. 57).

The details of Diem's and Nhu's deaths are not known.¥*

: * Conein specualted that Diem and Nhu escaped through a tunnel
from the palace and.fled to a Catholic Church in Chalon. He
opined that an informant must have identified them and called the

- General Staff Headquarters (Conein After-Action Report, p. 23).
Another CIA source states that Diem and Nhu had left the palace
the previocus evening with a Chinese businessman and arrived at
the church at 8:00 on the morning of November 2. Ten minutes
later -they were picked up by soldiers and forced into an army
vehicle (Cable, Saigon to State, No. 888). Minh originally told
Conein that Diem and Nhu had committed suicide, but Conein
doubted that Catholics would have taken their own lives in a

~church (Conein, p. 56). The Inspector General's Report states
that on November 16, 1963, a field-grade officer of unknown
reliability gave the CIA two photographs of the bodies of Diem
and Nhu in which it appeared their hands were tied behind their
backs (I.G., C, pp. 43-44). The source reported that Diem and
Nhu had been shot and stabbed while being conveyed to the Joint
General Staff headquarters.
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None of the informed sources give any indlcation of direct or -

indirect involvement of the United States.™

* 1t must be noted that on October 30, 1963, Ambassador Lodge
notified Washington that there might be a request by ked leaders
for evacuation, and suggested Saipan as a point for evacuation
(Saigon Station Cable No. 2036, 10/30/63). Conein was charged
with obraining the airplane.  Between 6:00 and 7:00 on the
morning of November 2, Minh and Don asked Conein to procure an
aircraft. Conein relayed the request to David Smith, Acting
Chief of Station at the Embassy, who replied that it would not
be possible to get an aircraft for the next twenty-four hours,
since it would have to be flown from Guam. Conein testified
that Smith told him that Diem could be flown only to a country
that offered him asylum and that the plane could not land in
any other country. There were no aircraft immediately avail-
able that had sufficient range to reach a potential country
of asylum (Conein, p. 54).
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Approved, Drafting Subcommittee,
10/8/75 (Lumumba sectlons open
to possible reconsideration)

IV. Findings and Conclusions

in evaluating the evidence and arriving at findings and
conclusipns,_the'Committee‘has been guided by the following
standards. We believe these standards to be appropriate to
the constitutional duty of a Congressional committee.

1. The Cémmi;tee is not a court. Its primary role is
not to determine individual éﬁilt or innocence, but rather
to draw upon the experiences of the past to better propose
‘guidance for the future.

2. 1t is necessary to be cautious in reaching conclusions
because of the amount of_time that has passed since the events
‘reviewed in this report, the inability of three Presidents and
many other key figures to speak for themSelves;'tﬁe conflicting
and ambiguous nature of much of the evidence, and the problems

in assessing the weight to be given to particular documents

dop e

and ;estimony.
3. The Committee has tried to be fair to the persons
involved in the events under exéﬁination while at the same
- time respotiding to a need to understand the:facts in sufficient
detail to lay a basis for informed recommendatiéns.
With these standards in mind,:the Committee has arrived at

the following‘findings and conclusions.

-
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A. Findings Concerning the Plots Themselves

1. Officials of the United States Government Initiated

Plots to Assassinate Fidel Castro and Patrice Lumumba

The Committée finds that officials of.thé United States
Go§érﬁment initiated and participated in plots to assassinate
Patrice Lumumba ana Fidel Castro.

The plot to kill Lumumba was conceived in-the latter half
of 1960 by officials of the United States Government, and.quické
ly advanced to the point of sending poisons to the Congo to be
used for the assassination.

The effort to assassinate Castro began in 1960 and con;inued
until 1965.. The plans'to assassiﬁate>Castro usiﬁg_poison cigars,
exploding seashells, and a contaminated diving suit did not
advance beyoﬁd'thé‘laboratory.phasé. The plot involving under-

L Qo?ld figures reached the‘stage of producing poison pills,
establishing the contacts necessary to send them into Cuba,
© - . procuring potential asséssinsrwithin Cuba, and, according to one’
witness, dellverlng the pills to the island itself.  In the
1960 plot 1nvolv1ng a Cuban pilot aﬁd in the AM/LASH eplsode
from 1963-1965, the CIA gave active support and encouragement
to Cubans whose.intent to assassinate Castro was known, and

provided the means for carrying out the assassination.

-
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- 2. No Foreign Leaders Were Killed As a Result of Assas-

.sination Plots Initiated by Officials of the United

States

The poisons intended for uée against Patrice Lumumba
wef; 5ever administered to him,“and there is‘no evidence that
the United States was in any way involved in Lumumba's death
at the handé of his Congolese enemies. The effort to assas-

sinate Castro failed.

3. American Officials Encouraged or Were Privy to

Coup Plots Which Resulted in the Death of Trujillo,

Diem, and Schneider

American officials clearly desired the overthrow of
Trujillo, coffered both encouragement and guhs to local dissi-
dents attempting his ovérthrow,'and supplied them With pistols
g and rifles. |
American officials offered encouragement to the Vietnamese
generals #ho plotted Diem‘s‘overthrow; and . a CIA official in
Vietnam gave the generals'mbngy after the coup had begun.
.However, ﬁiem's a;;assination was ;é;fher désired nor suggested
by officials of the United States.
The record reveals that the United States officials
offered en?ourageﬁent to the Chilean dissidents who plotted
_ the kidnapping of General Rene.Schneider, but did not desire
or encourage his death. Certain high officials did know that

-

the dissidents planned to kidnap General Schneider.
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As Director Colby testified before the Committee, the death of
a foreign leader is a risk forseeable in any coup aﬁtemp:. In
the cases we have considered, the risk of death-was known in
varying degrees. It was widely known that the dissidents in
the Dominican Republic intended to assassinate Trﬁjillo; the
contemplation of coup leaders to assassinate Nhu, Pfesident
‘Diem's brother, was communicated to the upper levels'of the
United States'Governmeﬁt; while the CIA aﬁd perhaps the White
House knew that the coup leaders in Chile planned to kidnap
General Schneider, it was not anticipated that he would be killed,
although the possibility-of his death should have been recognized

as a.forseeable risk of his kidnapping.

4. The Plots Occurred in a Cold War'Atmosphere Perceived

to be of Crisis Proportions

The Committee.fﬁlly appreciates the importance of
evaluating the assassination plots in the historical context
-within which they occurred. In thggpréface‘to'this report, we
described the perception, generally shared within the United
States during the depths of the Cold War, that the éountry
faced a monolithic enemy. in Comﬁunism. That attitude heips
explain the‘assassinatioﬁ.plots which we have reviewed,
alfhough it does not'justify-them. Those involved neverthe-
less appeared to belie&e they were advancing the best inter-

ke

ests of their country.
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5. American Officials Had Ekaggerated Notions About

Their Ability to Control the Actions of Coup Leaders

Running throughout the<cases considered in this report
was. the expectation of American officials that they could
';ontrol the actions of dissident groups which they were support-
ing in foreign countries. Events-dgmonstrated that the United
States had no such power. This point is graphically demonstrated
by cables exchanged shortly before the coup in Vietnam.
Ambassador Lodge.cabledIWashington on October 30; 1963, that he
was unable to halt a coup; a cable from Bundf in response stated
that "We cannot accept conclusion that we have no powef to delay

or discourage a coup.” The coup took place three'days later.

Shortly after the expérience of the Bay of Pigs, CIA
headquarters. requested operatives in'the Dominican Republic
to tell the dissidents to “turn off" the assassination attempt),
. because thelUnited States.was not prepafed to "cope with the
afterﬁath.“ 'The dissiderits replied that the assassination
was their affair -and thatﬁit could not be turned.off to suit'

the convenience of the United States Government.
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6. CIA Officials Made Use of Known Underworld Figures

in Assassination Efforts

Officials of the CIA made use of persons associated
with the criminal underworld inla;tempfing to achieve the
asééssination of Fidel Castro. These underworld figuﬁes were
relied upon because it was believed that they had expertise and
contacts that were not available to law-abiding citizens.

Foreign citizens with criminal Backgrounds were also used
by.the CIA in two other cases that we have reviewed. 1In the
development of the Exegutivé Action capability, one foreign
national with a criminal background was used to 'spot” other
members of the European underworl& who might be used by the CIA
for a variéty of pufposes, including assassination if the need
should érise‘ In the Lumumba case, ﬁwo men Witﬁ criminal back-

= grounds were used as field opefatives by CIA officers in a

volatile political situation.in the Congo.

B. Conclusions Concerning the Plots Themselves

1. The United.States Should Not;Engage.in Assassination-

We cannot condone the use of assassination as a tool
of foreign policy. Aside from pragmatic argumenfs against the
use of assassination supplied to the Commiﬁtee by witnesses with
extensive;expefience“in covert operations, we find that assas-

sination violates moral precepts fundamental to our way of life.

WY 50955 DocTd:32423525 Page 154



In addition to considerations, there were several

practical reasons advanced for not assassinating foreign

leaders. These reasons are discussed in the section of
this report recommending a statute making assassination
a crime.

a. Distinction Between Targeted Assassinations

Instigated by the United States and Support

for Dissidents Seeking to Overthrow Local

Governments

Two of the five principal cases investigated
by the Committee involved plots to kill foreign leaders
(Luﬁumba and Castro)} that were instigated by American
officiéls, Three of the cases (Trujillo, Diem; Schneider)
involved killings in the course of coup attempté by local
dissidents. These latter cases differed in the degreé’po
which assassination was contemplated by the leadefs'of'the
coups and the degree tkohibh.United States offic¢ials
motivated the couﬁs.‘ . S

The. Committee concludes that targeted assassinations

instigated by the United States must be prohibited.
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Coups involve varying degrees of risk of assassination.

The possibility of assassination in coup attempts raises
questions concerning the proprieﬁy of United States involve-
ment in coups, particularly in those where the assassination
of. a foreign leader is a likély prospect.

This country was created by-violent revolt against a
regime believed to be tyrannous, and our founding féthers.
(the local dissidents of that era) received aid from foreign
'cquntries. Given that history, we should not today rule
out support for diésident groups seeking to overthrow tyrants.
But passing beyond that principle, there remain serious
questions: for example, whether the national interest of
the United States is genuinely involved; whether any suéh
support should be overt rather than covert; what tactics
should be used; and hdw suéh actions shbuld be authorized
and controlled byvthe~cobrdinate branches of gqvgrnmentl
The Cémmittee,believés that ité recommendation 6n;the question
of covert actions--in support of coups must await the Committee's
final report which wili be issued after a full review of

covert action in general.
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b. The Sétting In Which the Assassination Plots

Occurred Explains, But Does Not Justify Them

‘The Cold War setting in which the assassination
plots took place does not change our view that‘assassination
is unacceptable in our society. In addition to the moral and
practical problems discussed elsewhefe,'we find two principal
defects in any contention that the tenor of the period justifi-
ed the assassination plots: ‘

-First, the asséssination plots were not necessitated by
imminent danger to the United States. Among the cases Studied,
Castro alone posed a threat to the United States, but then
only during the period of the Cuban missile crisis. Castro's
assassination had been planned by the CIA lﬁng before that
crisis, and was not advanced by policymakers as a possible
course of action during the crisis.

Second; we reject absolutely ;ny notion that the United
States should justify its actions by the étandards of totali-
tarians. _Our standards must be higher, aﬁdﬂthis differénce is

. what the struggle is all about. Of course,-we must defend our
demédracy.A But in defending it, we must-;eéiét ﬁndermining

the very virtues we are defending.
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Two documents which have been supplied to the Committee
graphically demonstraté attitudes whicﬁ can lead to
tactics that erode and could ultimately destroy the very
ideals we must defend.

‘-The first was written in 1954 by a special committee form—
ed to advise the President on covert activities. . The United
States may; it said, have to adopt_tactiés "more ruthless.than=
[those] employed by the enemy" in order to meet the threat from
hostile nations. The report concluded that "long standing
American concepts of American fair play must be reconsidefed,”*

Although those proposals did not involve assassinations,
the attitudes underlying them were, as Director Colby testified,
'indiCatiye of the setting within which the assassination plots

were conceived. ‘(Golby, 6f¢/75,‘p. 117)

* The full text of the passage is as follows:

anothey important requirement is an aggre551ve
covert psychologlcal political, and paramilitary
- organization far more effective, more unique, and,
if necessary, more ruthless than that. employed by the
i enemy. No one should be permitted to stand in the
way of the prompt, efficient, and secure accomplish-
ment of this mission. S

The second consideration, it is now clear that we
are facing an implacable enemy whose avowed objective
is world domination by whatever means at whatever
cost. There are no rules in such a game. Hitherto
acceptable norms of human conduct do not apply. If
the U. S. is to survive, long standing American con-
cepts of American fair play must be reconsidered.
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We do not think that traditional American notions of
fdir play'need’be abandoned when dealing with our adversaries.
It may well be ourselves .that we injure most if we adopt

tactics "more ruthless than the enemy'.

A second document which represents an attitude which we
. find impropeﬁ'was sent to the Congo in the fall of 1960 when
the assassination of Patrice Lumumba was being considered, The

chief of CIA's Africa Division recommended a_particular agent -- -

WIROGUE -- because

He is indeed aware of the precepts of right

and wrong, but if he is given an assignment
~which may be morally wrong in the eyes of the
. world, but necessary because his case officer

- ordered him to carry it out, then it is right, a

and he will dutifully undertake appropriate

action for its execution without pangs of con-

science. In a word, he can rationalize all

actions. (Memo dated / /60; Bissell Tr.,

6/11/75, p. ) - :

The Committee findé_this philosophy is not in keeping with the

i
. t
ideals of our nation. : |

2. The United States Should Nét Make Use of Underworldl

Figures for Their Criminal Talents

We conclude that agencies of the United States must not
use underworld figures for their criminal talents® in carrying

out their operations. In addition. to the corrosive effect

*Pending our .investigation of the use of informants by the FBI and
other agencies, we reserve judgment on the use of known criminals
as informants. We are concerned here only with the use of persons
known to be actively engaged in criminal pursuits for their
expertise in carrying out criminal acts.
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upon our government,* the use of underworld figures ‘involves
thé following dangers:.

” a. The use of underworld figﬁres for "dirty business"
gives them the ﬁower to blackmail the government and to avoid
ﬁrosecution, for past or future crimes. ‘For example: the
figures involved in the Castro assassinaﬁion oﬁeration_used
theirjinvolvement with the CIA to aveid prosecution.  The CIA..
also contemplated attemp;%pg to quash crimiqal charges against
QIWIN in a fdreign tribunal.

-b. The use of persons experienced in criminal tech-
niques and prone to criminal behavior increases the likelihood
~ that criminal acts will occur. - Agents in the field are neces- e
sarily given broad discretion. But the risk of improper
activities is iﬂcreased when persons of criminal background

are used, particularly when they are selected precisely to take

advantage of their criminal skills or contacts.

*The corrosive effect of dealing with underworld figures is
graphically demonstrated by the fact that Attorney General Robert -
Kennedy, who had devoted much of his professional life to fight-
ing organized crime, did not issue an order against cooperating
with such persons when he learned in May 1961 that the CIA had.
made use of Sam Giancana in a sensitive operation in Cuba.

In May 1962, when the Attorney General learned that the
operation had involved assassination, he did, according to
a CIA witness, inform those briefing him that underworld -
figures should not be used before checking with him first,
but failed to direct that they must never be so used.
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c. ‘There is the danger that the United .States Govern-

ment will beconmie an unwitting accomplice to criminal acts and

" that criminal figures will take -advantage of their associa-

tion with the government to advance'their_bwn projeéts and
interests. -

d{ There is a fundamental impfopriety in selecting
persons because they are skilled at performing deeds which the
laws of our society forb;@:; . )

The use of underworld figures by the United States Govern-

ment for their criminal skills raises moral problems comparable’

to those recognized by Justice Brandeils in a different context

five decades ago: ' e

Our government is the potent, the omnipresent
teacher. For good or for ill, it teaches the
whole people by its example. Crime is con-
tagious. If the Government becomes a law-
breaker, it breeds contempt for law; it in-
-vites every man to become a law unto himself.
To declare that in the administration of the
criminal law the end justifies the means --
‘to declare that the Government may commit
crimes in order to secure the conviction of’
the private criminal -- would bring terrible
retribution. Against this pernicious doctrine
this Court should resolutely set its face.
Olmstead v. U. 8., 277 U.S8. 439, 485 (1927)
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C.. Findings and Conclusions Relating to the Issues of Authori-

zation and Control

In the introduction to this report, we set forth in
summary form our major conclusions concerning whéthe:‘the
'assassinatibn-piots were authorized. The ensuing discuséion
elaborates and exﬁléims those conclusions.

The Committee analyzed the question of authorization for

the assassination activities from two perspectives. First,

‘the Committee examined wh?ther 9§ficials in policymaking . Co-
positions authorized or were aware of the assassination

activities. Second, the Committee inquired whether the e
officials responsible for the operational details of the

plots perceived that assassination had the approval of

their superiors, or at least was the type of activity that

.their superiors would not disapprove.

- No doubt, the CIA's general efforts against the regimes
discussed in this report were authorized at the highest

levels of the government. B But the record leaves serious
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doubt concerning whether assassination was authorized by
the Administrations. Even if the plots were not expressly
authorized, it does not follow that the Agency personnel

believed they were acting improperly.

" '1. The Command and Control System for Assassina-

tions Was Such That the Plots Could Have

Been Undertaken Without Expréss Authorization

As empﬁasized thrpughout this report, we are
unable to draw firm conclusions concerning responsibility
for the assassination plots. Even after our long investiga-
tion, it is unclear whether the conflicting and inconclusive
state of the evidence is dﬁe to the system of plausible
deﬁial and its attendant doctrines, or whether there were
in fact serious shortcomings in the.éystem of autﬁorization
which made it possible for assassination efforts to have
been undertaken by agencies of the United States Government
without express authority from officials outside of those
agencies.
| Our preeminent finding is that assassination could have
been undertaken by an agency of the United States Government

without it having been uncontrovertibly 'clear that there was
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explicit authorization froﬁ the highest levél. The command

A aﬂh contrél sfsfem revealed by the record made it possible for
the CIA to have engaged in assassination activities without
express authorizationlﬁy officials outside the Agency.

The ambiguity and imprecision in the record illustrates

the dangers of a “plausible{denial” system in which the precise
level of-authﬁrization may be difficult to ascertain. While
there is no evidence that-the "plausible denial system has
succeeded in shielding decision makers in the cases. considered
in this neport,.the'possibility that'a'syséem exists which
might permit those responsible.for authorizing majbr operations
to escape responsibility'ié disturbing. ,Resﬁonsible government
requires that public officials be heid accountable for their

decisions.

2. Findings Relating to the Level at Which the Plots Were

Authorized

a. Diem
We find that neither the President nor any other
official in'thé United States Government éuthorized the assas-
_sgnation of Diem and his brother Nhu. Both the DCI and top
State Department officials did know, however, that the death
of Nhu at least at one point had been contemplated by the coup
leaders. To the contrary, when the possibility that the coup

leaders were considering assassination was brought to the

HW 50235 DocId:32423525 Page 164



attention of the DCI, he directed that the United States

would have no part in such activity, and this information
was relayed to the coup leaders.

b. Schneider

We find‘thét neither the President nor any othef
official in the Unitéd Stateé Government authorized the assas-
sinétion of General Rene Schneider. The CIA, and perhaps the
White Hquse}‘did know that coup leaders contemplated kidnap—_
ping, which, as it turned'out, resulted in Schneider's death.

»c, Tfujillo

The Presidents and other senior officials in
the Eisenhower and Kénnedy Administrations sought the overthrow
of Trujill§ and aﬁproved general actions to obtain ‘that end.

The DCI and the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs knew that the Dominican'diséidents intended
to assassinate Trujillo, but the date at‘which the dissidents'
intent to assassinate wWas communicated.to ﬁigher levels of
the gOQernment_reépqnsibie for for?ﬁlating-policy ié less |
clear. The record dogs establish that in the Spring of 1961
senior American officials, including the President, learned
that the dissidents intended to assassinate Trujillo-andvthat
they desired machine guné for that purposeé. Theé Special Group

disapproved passage of those weapons and the President himself,

in a telegram, reaffirmed that decision, indicating that the

- —
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assassination', although he did state that if the coup succeeded
the United States would support the plotters.
d. Lumumba '

The chain of eveﬁts revealed by the documents and
testimony 1is strong enough to permit a reasonable inference
that the assassination plot was authorized by the President.

It is absolutely clear that Allen Dulles authorized the plot.
The juxtaposition of discussions concérning "disposing of"
Lumumba and taking ”éfraightfoxward action’ against him at NSC
and Sﬁeciql'Group ﬁeetings with Dulles' cable ‘to the Congo,
Bissell's representation to Gottlieb about "higheét authority“,
and the delivery of poison to the Congo can be read to support
an inference that the President and the Special Group urged
the assassination of Lumumba. |

Robert Johnson's testimony that he understood the President

to have ordered Lumumba's assassination at an NSC meeting does,

as he said, offer a "clue" about Presidential authorization

which, however, should be read in light of the uncertain reéord
of the meetings Johnson attended and the contxary»testimony of
others in attendaﬁce at the meetings, including the.President's

national security advisors. The fact that both the Chief of

Station and Gottlieb were under the impression that there was

Presidential authorization for the assassination of Lumumba

is not in itself direct evidence of such authorization becauge
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this impression was derived solely from Cottlieb's meetings
with Bissell and Tweedy. Neither Gottlieb nor the Chief of
Station had first-hand knowledge of Allen Dulles' statements
about Presidential authorization. Richard Bissell assumed
that such éuthorization had been cﬁnveyéd to him by Dulles,
but Bissell had no specific_recollection of any evenf when
this occurred. |

The evidence leads us to conclude that DDP Bissell and
DCI Dulles knew aboﬁt and authorized the plet to assassinate
7LUmumba, However, we are unable to make a finding that
President Eisenhower intentionally authorized-aﬁ aséassinatidn
effort against Lumumia bescause of the lack of absolute certainty

in the evidence.
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e. Castro
. "There was no eviden&e from which the Committee
could conclude that Presidenté Eisenhower, Kennedy, or Johnson,
their close advisors; or the Special Group authorized the
assassination of Castro.

We find that the effort against Castro was clearly authq-
rized through the level of DDP. It is not certain whether
Allen Dulles kne&.about'the plots, althougﬁ Bissell and
Edwards were of the opinién that he did, and the credibility
of their beliefs is buttressed by the fact that Dulles knew
about the Lumumba assassination plot, which was planned and
attempted at the time of the early Castro plots. We can.find
no evidence that McCone was aware of the plots which occurred
during his tenure. His ﬁDP, Richard Helms, testified- that

"~ he never discussed the subject with McCone and was nevery
expreéslyﬂauthoring by anyone to éggaséina;e Castro.

The only suggestion of express Presidential authorization
for the plots against Castro was Richard Bissell'é opinion
that Dulles would have circuﬁlocutiously informed Presidents
Eisenhowergand Kenned§ after the assassination had been plan- .

. ned and was underway. The assumptions underl&ing this opinion

-

are too attenuated for the Committee to adopt it as a fiﬁding.
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First, it assumes that Dulles himself knew of the plots, a
matter which is notAcertain. Second, it assumes that Dulles
went privately to the two Presidents--a course of.action

“which Helms, who had far more covert action experience than
Bigéeil, testified was precisely what the docfrine of
plausible denial forbade CIA officials from dbing. Third,
it necessarily assumes that the Presidents would understand
from a "circumlocutious' description that assassination was
being discussed.

The chain of assumptions is far too‘speculative for the
Committee to make-findingé inplicéting Presidents who are ﬁot
abie_to speak fdr themseives. Moreover, it is inconsistent
with Bissell's other testimony'that-”formal and explicif“

approval would be required for assaSéimation,* and contrary

S to the testimony of all the Presidential advisors, the men

¢losest to both Eisenhower and Kennedy.

* If the evidence ‘concerning President Eisenhower's order

- to assassinate Lumumba is. correct, it should be weighed against
Bissell's testlmony concerning ClLCUMlOLutLOUb briefings of the
Presidents in the Castro case. First, the Lumumba case would
‘imply that President-Eisenhower and Dulles did discuss such
matters bluntly and not circumlocutiously. Second, the Lumumba
example indicates that the President would discuss such matters
openly in an appropriate forum, and would not need to be
approached.privately. Third, it can be inferred from Bissell's
testimony in the Castro case that if President Eisenhower had
told Dulles that he approved of the plot, Dulles would not have
told anyone elsé of that fact. _Yet Gottlieb's testimony in the.
Lumumba case states that he had been told of Presidential autho- -
rization for assassination by Bissell; who in turn assumed he
‘was told by Dulles.
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Helms and McCone testified that the Fresidents under
which they served never asked them to consider assassination.
There was no evidence whatsoever that President Johnson

knew about or authorized any assassination activity during his

Presidency.

3. CIA Officials Involved in the Assassination Opera-

tions Perceived Assassination To Have Been A Permis-

sible Course of Action

The CIA officials involved in the targeted assassination
- attempts téstified that they had believed that their ac;ivities
had been fuliy éuthorized.*

In the case of the Lumumba assassination operation,

Richard Bissell testified that he had nogdirect.recollection
of authorization, but after having reviewed the cables and
Special Group minutes, testified that authority must nave
fléwed from Dulles throﬁgh him to the subordinate levels in
‘the Agency. ‘

In Ehe caseféf the assassinaéfah effort against Castro,
Bissell and Sheffield Edwards testified they believed the
operation involving underworld figures had been authbrized
by Dulles whenrthey briefed him shortly after the plot had been

-

initiated. William Harvey testified he believed that the

e
~

The lower level operatives, such as O'Connell and the =
AM/LASH case officers, are not discussed in this section, since
they had clear orders from their immediate superiors. ’
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plots "were completely authorized at every appropriate level
within and beyond the Agency', althoﬁgh he had 'no personal
knowledge whatever of the individuals' identities, times,
éxast woras, or channels through whiéh such authority may
have passed”. Harvey stated that he had been told by Richard
Bissell that the effort against Castro had been authorized |
"from the highest level", and that Harvey had discussed the
plots with Richard Helms, his immediate superior. Helms
testified that although he had never discussed ‘assassination
Qith his superiors, he believed:

LB

that in these actions we were taking against
Cuba and against Fidel Castro's government in Cuba,

.that they were what we had been asked to do. . . . In
other words we had been asked to. get -rid of Castro
and . . . there were no limitations put on the means,

and we felt we were acting well within the guidelines
tbat we understood to be in play at this particular
time. ' : .

The evidence points to a disturbing situation. Agency
officials perceived the effort to assassinate Castro to ﬁave
“been within the parameters of permissible action, but Adminis-
. tration officialsf(including’McConé)“responsible'for formulat-
“ing policy were not aware of the effort-and>did“not authorize

it. The explanation may lie in .the fact that orders concerning
overthrowing the Castrq regime were stated in broad terms that
were subject to differing interpretations by those responsible

for carrying out those orders.

The various Presidents and their senior advisors
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strongly‘opposed the regimes of Castro and Trujillo, the
accession to power of Allende, and the potentiai influence

of Patrice Lumumba. Orders concgrﬁing action ragainst those
foreign leaders were given in vigorous language. For example,
President Nixon's orders to pfevent Allende from assuming

t

powér left Helms feeling that "if 1 ever carried a marshall's

baton-in my knapsack outAof the oval office, it was that day."”
Similarly,;General Lansdale described thé Mongoose éffort
against Cuba as "a combat situation', and Attorney General
Kennedy emphasized that “a solution to the Cuban'problem'
today carries top priority". Helms testified that the
pressure to ''get rid of [Céstr0 and the Castro regime]' was
intense, and Bissell testified that he had been ordered to
"get off your ass about Cuba".

It is poésible that there was a failure of communica-
:tion.bétween pplicymakers_and_the agency personnel who were
experieﬁced in secret, and often vi&ient, action. Although
policymakers testified that.assassination was not intended
by such words 55 ”gét rid dwaéégkb":ﬁgéﬁe,6§ their sub-
ordinates in the Agéncy testified that they perceived that
assassination was desired and that they should proceed with-
out tréubfing.their superigrs{ |

The 1967 Inspector General's Report on asséssinatioqs

appropriately observed:.
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The point is that of frequent resort to synechdoche --
the mention of a part when the whole is to be under-
stood, or vice versa. Thus, we encounter repeated
references to phrases such as "disposing of Castro"
which may be read in the narrow, literal sense of assas-
-sinating him, when it is intended that it be read in
the broadexr, figurative sense of dislodging the Castro
regime. Reversing the coin, we find people speaking
vaguely of "doing something about Castro" when it is
clear that what they have specifically in mind is
killing him. 1In a situation wherein those speaking

may not have actually meant what they seemed to say or
may not have said what they actually meant, they should
"not be surprised if their oral shorthand is 1nterpreted
differently than was intended.

Differihg perceptions between superiors aﬁd their sub-
ordinates were graphically illustrated in the Castro context;*
McCone, in a memorandum dated April 14, 1967, reflected as
follows:

Through the years the Cuban problem was discussed in
terms such as "dispose of Castro", '"remove Castro"
"knock off Castro', ete., and thls meant the overthrow
of the Communist government in Cuba and the replacing
of it with a democratic regime. Terms such as the
above appear in many working papers, memoranda for the
record, etc., and, as.stated, all refer to a change in
the Cuban government.

* "Senator Mathias: Let me draw an_example from history.
When Thomas A'Béckett was proving to be an annoyance, as
Castro, the King said, 'who will rid me of this turbulent

‘priest?’. He didn’'t say, 'go out and murder him'. He said,

'who will rid me of this man', and let it go at that.
: o
"Mr. Helms: That is a warming reference to the problem.

"Senator Mathias: You feel that spans the generations
and the centurles? : .

“Mr. Helms: I think it'does sir.

"Senator Mathias: And that is typical of the kind of .
thlng which might be said, whlch mlght be taken by the
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Helms, who had considerable experience as a covert operator,
'gave precisely the opposite meaning to the same words, interpret-
ing them as conveying authority for assassination.

Helms<repeatealy testified that he felt'that explicit
autﬁgrization was unnecessary .-for the assassination of
Castro in the early 1960's, but he said he did not construé
the infénse pressure from President Nixon in 1970 as pro-
viding authority to assaséinate anyone. As Helms testified,

‘the difference was not that the pressure to preveﬁt A11ende

from assuming office was any less than the pressure to remove
the Castro fegime, but rathér that "I had already made up my
mind that'we weren't going to have any of that business when

I was Director."”

Certain CEA—qontempofaries of Helms who were subjected
to similar pressures in the Castro‘éase rejected the thesis
that implicit authority to assassinate Castro derived from
"the strong language 0of the policymakers. Bisseli testified
that he had believed that "formal agqmexplicit-approﬁal”

would be required for assassination,; and McManus testified

dlrector or by anybody else as pre51dent1a1 authorization to
. go forward?

"Mr. Helms: That is right. But in answer to that, I
realize that one sort of grows up in. tradition of the time
and I think that any of us would have found it very difficult
to discuss assassinations with a President of the U.S. I
just think we all had the feeling that we were hired out to =
keep those things out of the oval offlce
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th;t "it never occurred to me" that the vigorous words of

the Attorney General could be taken as authorizing

assassination. The differing perceptions may have resulted

from their different backgrounds and training. Neither

Bisgeli (an academician whose Agency career. for the six years

before he became DDP had been in ﬁhe field of technology) nor
- McManus (who had concentrated on intelligence and staff work)

were experienced in coverf operations.¥* |

The perception of certain Agency'pffiéials that assas-

sination was within the range of vermissible activitv was

reinforced by the éontihuing appfoval of violent covert actions
against Cuba that were sanctioned at the Presidential level |
and by ‘the failﬁre-of the successive administrations to méke
‘clear that assassination was not permissible. This point ié

“ one of the subjects considered in the next sectibn.

* O0f course, this analysis cannot be carried too far. 1In
the Lumumba case, for example, Johnson and Dillon, who were
Administration officials with no covert operation experience,
construed remarks as urging or permitting assassination, while
other persons who were not in the Agency did not so interpret

" . them. . ' -

j.u-.
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4. The Failure In Communication Between Agency Officials

In Charge Of The Assassination Operations And Their Superiors

In The Agency And In The Administration Was Due To:

(a) The Failure of Subordinates'Tb'Disclose'The

Operations To Their Superiors; and

(b)Y The Failure of Superiors to Give Trecise Orders

Regarding the Nature of Permissable Operations and to lake

Clear .That Assassination Was Precluded in the Climate of

Violence Engendered by the Aggressive_Covert Actions

Sanctioned by the Administrations.

While we cannot find that officials rééponsible for
making poiicy decisions knew about or aupho;ized the assassina-
-tion attempts (with the possible exception of the Lumumba case),
Agency operatives at- least thfough the level of.DDaneverthe~
less perceived assassination to have been permiséible; This
failure in communication was inexcusable in light of thé gravity
"o of assassinatign. The Committee finds ‘that the failure of
Agency off1c1als to inform their superlors was reprehens1b1e
and that the reasons that they offered~for having neglected
to inform their ‘superiors are unacceptable The Committee
further finds that Admlnlstratlon 0ff1c1als failed to be
sufficiently precise in their dlrectlons to the Agency and

-that their attitude toward the p0551b111ty of assassination

was ambiguous in the context of the violence .of other activities

-t

‘that they did authorize.
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A : (a) Agency-foicials Failed On Several Occasions To Reveal

The Plots To Their Superiors, Or To Do So With Sufficient

Detail and Clarity
| “Sgyeral,of the cases considered in this repoft raise
questions concerning whether officials of the CIA sufficientl?
informed tﬁeir superiors in the Agency or officials outside the
AAgency about their activities.
Caétro
Thé failure of Agency officials to inform their suﬁeriors
of the assassination efforts against Castro is particularly
tfoubling.
Richard Bissell testified that he and_Sheffield Edwards
told Allen Dulles oniy "circumlocutiously" and only after
- the project had begun about the operation which used members
6f the underworld. Both Bissell and_his successor és DDP,
Richard Helms, testified-fhat they never discussed the opera-
‘tion with John McCone or ény officials outside the CIA. The,
two officia}s.direqply responsible for the operation--Edwards
and William Harvey;-testified that they never discussed the
operétion wicth McCone or any Goverﬁment official abbve,the
level of DDP; McCone testified that he was never consulted about
~the operation, and that'Dulles.never brieféd him on its
.éxistenge, On the basié:of the‘testimony.and documentary

evidence before the Committee, it is'uﬁcerthin.whether Dulles

s
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was ever madelaware of the true nature of the underworld
operation, and virtually cértain that it continued into
McCone's term without his or the Adminiétration's knowledge
or apprpval.

-On the occasions when Richard Bissell had the opportunity
to inform his superiors abopt the assassination effort against.
Castro, he either failed to inform them or misled them.

Bissell testified that he and Edwérds told Dulles and
Cabell about the assassination operation using underworld
figures, but that they did so ”circumldqutiousiy”, and then
only after contact had been made with the.ﬁnderworld and a

price had been offered for Castro's death.

Bisseil further testified that he never raised the issue
of assassination with officials of either the Eisenhower or

{&Q Kennedy.Administration. His reason was that since he was under

Dﬁlles in the chain of command, he would normally have had no
’dqty to-discuss the matter with the Prgsidents or ofher Adminis-

tration officials,‘and-fhat ﬁe-assuggq“that Dullés would_havé
circumlocutiously spoken with Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy

.about the operation. These reasons are inéufficieﬁt, It Qas
inexcusable to withhold such information from those responsible

~for formulating policy on the.unverifieﬁ:assumption that they

might have been cirdumlocutiously informed by Dulles, who

HY 50233 DocId:324235%25 Page 178



-29-

himself had not been straight-forwardly told about the operation.¥
The failure to either inform those officials or to make -

certain that they had been informed by Dulles was particularly
reprehensible in light of the fact that there were many occasions
on which Bisséll should have informed them, and his failure to

do so was misleading. In the first weeks of the Kennedy Adminis-
tration, Bissell met with.Bundy and discussed the develo?ment

of an assaésination capability within CIA;—exécutivé action.

But Bissell did not mentién that an actual assassination attempt
was underway. Bissell appeared before the.$ay10r~Kennedy Bﬁard

of Inquiry which was formed to report to the President on the |
Bay of Pigs and the Cuban situation, but testified that he did
‘not inform. the Commission of the assassination operétion. As
chief of the CIA directorate concerned with clandestine operations
and the Bay of Pigs, Bissell frequently met with officials in

'ﬁhe Eisenhower and Kennedy Admiﬁistratidntho discuss Cuban -
operations, and his advice was frequeﬁtly sought. He did not
- tell them that the CIA had uhée?takenman effort to assassinate’

Castrd, and did not ask if they favored proceeding with the

* Even assuming that Bissell correctly perceived that Dulles
understood the nature of the operation, it was inexcusable for
Bissell not to have briefed Dulles in plain language. Further,
even if one accepts Bissell's assumption that Dulles told the
Presidents, they would have been told too late, because Bissell
"guessed" they would have been told that the operation "had.
been planned and was being attempted'. ’ '
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effort. He was present at the meeting with Dulles and Presi-
dent Kennedy at which the new President was briefed on covert
action in Cuba, but neither Dulles nof Bissell mentioned the
assaﬁsination operation that was underway.

The failures to make forthright disclosures to poliey-
makers continued during the time that Richard Helms was DDP;
Helms'* failure to infofm McCone about the underworld operation
when it was reactivated under Harvey and poison pills were
sent to Cuba was a g}ave error in judgment, and Helms' exéuses
are unpersuaéive; In May of 1962, the Attorney General was
told that the CIA's invﬁlvement in an assaésination plét'had
terminated with the Bay of Pigs. Not only did Edwards, who |
had briefed the Attorney Genmeral, know that the operation had

not been terminated, but Helms did not inform the Attorney

" - General that the operation was still active when he learned

that‘the Attorney General had been misled. Helms did not '
inform McCone.oflthe plot untii August 1962, and did so then
iﬁ a manner which ip@icated that the plot had been terminated
before McCer became Director. 'Helms' denial that AM/LASH'
had'beén_involved-in an assassination attempt in response to
Secretaﬁy of State Rusk's inquiries was, as Hélm5<testified,
"not truthful".

When Helms briefed President Johnson on the Castro piots,

"he apparently described the activities that had occurred during

prior administrations but did not describe the AM/LASH opera-
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tion which had continued until 1965. Helms also failed to
inform the Warren Commission of the ﬁlots because the precise
question was not asked. |
Helms told the Committee that he had never raised the
assa;sination operation with McCone or Kennedy Administration
officials because he had assumed that the project had been
@reViously aﬂﬁhorized, and that-the'aggressive character of
the Kennedy Administration's program against the Castro regime
made assassination permissible even in the absence of an
exXpress instrugtioﬁ. He added that he had never been convinced
that the operation would succeed, and that he would have told
McCone about it if ﬁe had ever believed that it would "go
.anyﬁlace". l |
Helms' reasons for not havingutold his superiors about
o the'assassinafioﬁ effort are unéccéptablei indeéd,'mény of:;hem
were reasons why he should have sought express aﬁthorify,
 As Helms himself testified, assassination was of a high order
of sensitivity. Administration policymakers, supported by
) intelligenéé estiméﬁés furnished byAigé Agenéyf had eﬁphasized
on several occasions that successors to Castro might be worse
than Castro himself. In addition, the Speciai Gfoup Augmented
required that plans for covert actions against Cuba be sub-
mitted in détail for its apprdval. Although the Administration

was exerting intense pressure on the CIA to do something about

Castro and the Castro regime, it was a serious error to have =
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undertaken so drastic an coperation without obtaining full and
, equivocal permission.

DWilliam Harvey, the officer in charge of the CIA'S attempt
using underworld figﬁres to assassinate Castro, testified that
he never discuésed the plot wiﬁh McCone or officials of the
Kennedy Administration because he believed that it had been
fuily authorized by the previous Direcﬁor, because he was
uncertain whether it had a chance of succeeding, and because
he believed that it was Hélms', not his, duty to inform higher

authorities.

Nénetheless, the Committee believes there were occasions
on which it was incumbént'oﬁ~Harvey to have disclosed the
assassination operation. As head of Task Force W, the branch
of the CIA responsible for covert §perations in Cuba, Harvey
reported directly to General Lansdale and the Special Group
Augﬁented. The S§e¢i31 Group Augmented had‘made known that
‘covert>operations in Cuba should be first approved by it, both
by explicit instruction and by its practice that particular

operations be submitted in "nauseating detail". Yet Harvey

~1
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did not iﬁfdrm either General Lansdale or the Special Group

Augmented of .the assassination operation, either when he was

explicitly requested to feport to McCone, General Taylor,

and the Special Group on his activities in Miami in April

1862, or when the subject of assassination waS»raisea in the
" August 1962 meeting and McCone voiced his disapproval.

The Committee finds that the réasons advanced for not
having informed those rgspoﬁsible for fé:mulating-policy
abbut~the aSSassiﬁation operatién were inadequate, misleading}
and inconsistent. Some officdials viewed assasgination as
too important and sensitive to discuss with sUperiors, while
qthers considered it not sufficiently important. >Harvey
testified that it was premature to tell McCone about thé

underworld opération in April 1962, because it was not

sufficiently advanced, but too late to tell him about it in

Augusﬁ 1962, since by that time he.haa decided to terminate

it. On~other-oécasions, officials thought disclosure was

.- someone elsg's responsibility; Bisseli‘said he thought it was
up to Dulles’, Harvey believed it was up to Hélms,'but Helms
. remarked that Harvey-"kept Phase II pretty much in his back

pocket".

.ﬁ'— ™~
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The Committee concludes that the failure clearly to

inform policymakers of the assassination effort against
Castro was grossiy improper. The Committee believes that
it‘sbould be incumbent upon the DDP to report such a
sensitive .operation to his guperior, the DCI,.nd matter how

gréve his doubts migh; be about the possible outcome of the

- operation. It follows that the DCI has the same duty to

éccurételyvinform his superiors.

Trujillo |

In the Trujillo case there were several instances in
which it appears»that policymakers were not given sufficient
information, or were not infofmed in a'timelybfashion.

‘At a ﬁeeting on December 29, 1960,'Bisée11 presented a
plan to the Spécial Group for suppofting‘Dominican exile groups
and local dissidents, and stated ﬁha; the plan would not bring
down the regime without "some decisive sfroke against Trujillo

-himself". At a meeting on January 12, 1961, the épecialeréup
"authorized the passage of "limited supplies of small arms and.
other mate;ial" to Dominican dissidengs-undé£ certain conditions.

At this time, the fact that the dissidents had been contemplating

the assassination of Trujillo had been knowa in the State Department

at the level of the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs, and by senior officials of the CIA, including the DCI.

Yet the memorandum supplied to Under Secretary Merchant, which
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was said to have been the basis upon which the Special Group
agreed to the "limited supply"” of small arms, did not mention
assassination. To the contr&ry, it spoke of ''sabotage pbtential"
and stated that there '"would be no thought of toppling the
[goﬁérﬁment] by any such minor measure [as the supplying Qf
small arms]."” | '
On February 17, 1561, Richard Bissell 'sent a memorandum
~on the Dominicén Republic to'McGeorge Bundy . ﬁissell knew
that the dissidents planned to assassinate Trujillo,- but ﬁis
memorandum did not mention assassination. It indicated that
the dissidents' "plan 6f action” included arms for 300 men.
Those invblved agreed that support of this nature suggested a
non-targeted pavramilitary plan, not an assassination.
The passage of the carbines was apprb?ed by CIA head-
2~~~ . quarters on March 31, 1961. Thé State Departmént was apparently
i “unaware of this passage for several weéks.. The poughing of thé_

.machine guns was not disclosed outside the CIA.

' The State Department official from whom the CIA sought

.- ——

permission to pass the machine guns stated that on "cross
" examination' the CIA official conceded that the purpose was
assassination; ‘The CIA official then agreed the United States

should have nothing to do with assassination plots "anywhere,

-—

anytime“, even though the previous day he and Bisséll had signed
a draft cable permitting the passage of the machine guns for

use in connection with a planned assassination. - ~ -

P
b
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Schneider

The issue here is not whether the objectives of the CIA were
contrary to those of the Administration. It is clear thaﬁ Presi-
dent-Nixon desired to prevent Allende from.assuming office, even
if that required fomenting and.supporting a coup in Chile.- Nor
did White House officials suggest that tactics employed (includ- -
ing as a first step to kidnapping General Schneider} would have
been unacceptable'as a matter principle. Rather, theiissue posed

. is whether White House officials were consulted, and thus.given_
an opportunity to weigh such maftefs as risk and likelihood of suc-
cess, and to apply policy-making judgments to particular tactics.
The recordiindicates that up'fo October 15 they were;.after Octo-
ber 15 there is some doubt.

The documentafy record with respect to the disputed post-
October 15 period gives rise to conflicting inferences. On the one
hand, Karamessines' calendar'shdws exiStence of at least one White
mHouée contact in the critical period prior to phe kidnapping of
General Schneider en OctoBér 22. However, the absence of any sub-
stantive memoranda in CIA flles——when contrasted with several such
memoranda describing contacts with the White House between Septem-

ber 15 and October 15--may suggeqt a lack of slgnxficant communi—l

Lo

“cation on the part oE the CIA as well as a lack of careful super-

vision on the part of the White House.
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The étandards'applied‘within the CIA itself suggest a
view that action which the Committee believes called for
top-levél policy discussion and decision ﬁas thought of‘as
permissible, wi;hout any further consultation, on the basis
of the initial instruction to prevent Allende from assuming
power. Machine guns were sent to Chile and delivered to
military figures there on the aﬁthority of junior CIA officers
without consultation even with the CIA officer in charge of
the program. We find no suggestion of bad faith in the action
of the junior officers. But‘it:necessarily establishes fhat
there was no advance permission from outside the CIA for the
passage of machine guns. And it also suggests an attitude
~Wi;hin the CIA toward consultation ﬁhich was uﬁduly lax.
.Further, this case demonstrated the problems inherent in giving
an agency a ''blank check" to engage in covert operations
without specifying which acﬁions-are ana are not permissible,
“énd without adequately supervising and monitoring these

activities once begun.

(b) O©On Occésion; Administration Officials Gave Vague

Insrructlons to Subordinates and Falled to Make SuffLCLently

Clear That Assa351natlon Should Be Excluded From Con31derat10n.

While-we cannot find that high Administration officials
expressly approved of the assassination attempts, we have

_noted that certain agency officials nevertheless perceived
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assassination to have been authorized. Although those officials
were reﬁiss in not seeking express authorization for their
activities, their:superiors were also at fault for giving
vague 1instructions and for not explicitly fuling out assassina-
tion. No written order prohibiting assassination was issued
until 1972, and that order was an internal CIA directive issued
by Director Helms.

Schneider

As explained above, there is no evidence that assassina-
tion was ever proposedias a hethod of carrying out the Presi-
dential order to prevent Allende from assuming office. The
Committee believes, however, that the granting of carte.
blanche authority to the CIA by the Executive in this case
may have contributed to the tragic and unintended death of
General Schneider. This was also partially due to.impositing
an impractical task to be accomplished within an unreasonably
-short time. Apart from the question of whether any inter-
vention Qas justified under the circumstances of this case,
the_commitéee believes that the Executive in any event shoul@-‘

have defined the limits of permissible action.

Lumumba

We ‘are unable to make a finding that President
Eisenhower intentionally authorized an assassination
effort against Lumumba because of the lack of.aysolutg -

certainty in the evidence. However, it appears that the
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strong 1anguage used in discussions at the Special Group and
N5C, as reflected in minutes of relevant meetings,
led Dulles to believe that assassination was desired. The
minutes contain language concerning the need to "dispose of™
Lumumba, an "extremely stroﬁg féeling about the necessity
for straight forward action’, and a refusal to rule our any
activity that might contribute to "getting rid of" Lumumba.
Castro
The effort to assassinate Fidel Castro took place in an
atmosphere of extreme pfessure by Eisenhower and Kennedy
Administration officials to discredit and overthrow the Castro
regime. Richard Helms recalled that:
"T remember vividly [that the pressure] was very
intense. And therefore, when you go into the record,
you find a lot of nutty schemes there and those nutty
schemes were borne of the intensity of the pressure.
"And we were quite frustrated.”
Bissell recalled that:
"During that entire period, the administration was.
extremely sensitive. about the defeat that had been
afflicted, as they felt, on the U.S. at the Bay of
Pigs, and were pursuing every possible means of
getting rid of Castro."
Another witness, Samuel Halpern, stated that sometime in
the Fall of 1961 Bissell was
“chewed out in the Cabinet Room in the White House by
both the President and the Attorney General for, as he
put it, sitting on his ass and not doing anything about’

getting rid of Castro and the Castro Regime."

General Lansdale informed the agencies cooperating in Operation
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Mongoose that "you're in a combat situation where we have
been given full command''. Secretary of Defense McNamara
confirmed that "we wefe.hyéﬁerical about Castro atrthe time
"of the Bay of Pigs and thereafter"

Many of the plans that were discussed and often approved-

contemplated violent action against Cuba. The operation
which resulted in the Bay of Pigs was a major paramilitary
onslaught that had the approval of the highest government
officials,‘including the two Presidents. Thereafter, Attorney
General Kennedy vehemently exhorted the Special Group Aug-

" mented that "a solution to the Cuban problem today carried
top priority . . . no‘time, money, effqrt——or ménpower is
to be spared."™ Subsequently, Operation Mongoose involved
propaganda and sabotage operations aimed toward spurring a
revolt of the Cuban people against Castro. Measures that

were conéidered by the ﬁop policymakers included incapaqita-

- ting sugar'workers during harvest-seaépn by thé use of

chemiéals blowxng ‘up bridges and productlon plants sabotaging
merchandlse in third countrles--evenﬁéhose allied with
the United States--prior to its delivery to Cuba; and arming

insurgents on the island. Programs undertaken at the urging

% The Attormey General himself took a personal interest
in the recruitment and development of assets within Cuba,
~on occasion recommending Cubans to the CIA as possible recruits
and meeting in Washington and Florida with Cuban exiles
active in the covert war agalnst the Castro government

-
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of the Administration included intensive efforts to recfuit
‘and arm dissidents within Cuba and raids on plants, mines,
and harbors.

Discussioné at the Special Croup and NSC meetings might
weli.héve contributed to the perception of some CIA officials
that assassination was a permissible tool in the effort to
overthrow the Castro regime. At a Speciél Group meeting in
November 1960, Under Seéretary Merchant inquired whether
any planning had been undertaken for "direct, positive action"
againSt Che Guevarra, Raul and Fidél Castro. Cabell replied
that such a capability did not exiét, but might well have
“left the meeting’with the impression that assassination was
not out of bounds. One phase oflLansdale's plaﬁs, which
was submitted to the Special Grbup in January 1962, aimed

G at inducing '‘open revolt and 6verthrdw,0f the Communist
‘ regime“,'and included in the final phase an "attack on the
cadre of the regime, including key leaders". The proposal

étated tﬁat "this should be al’Special,Target“-operation

Gangster élgmentsqﬁight provide the best recruitment potential
agéinst police. " Several minutes ffom Special Group
mgetings contain lanpuage such as. "possible fgmovél of
Castro.froﬁ the Cuban scene'. aithough Lansdale's proposal

was shelved, the_type of aggressive action contemplated was
not ruled out.

On several occasions, the subject of assassination was .

.
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discussed in the presence of senior Administration officials.
While those officials never consented to actual assassina-
tion'efforts, they . also failed to indicate that assassination'
was impermissible as a matter of principle.

In early 1961, McGeorge Bundy was informed of a CIA
ﬁroject described as the development of a capability to
assassinate;* Bundy raised no objection'and, according to
Bissell, may have been more affirmative. Although Bissell
stated ﬁhap he did not infer authorization from Bﬁndy’s
remarks for ihe underworld plot agéinst Castro that was then
underway, the~fact.that he believed.that the Qevelopment
of an assassination capability had been approéoved by the White
House (which he subsequently told to Harvey) may well have
contributed to the genera} perception that assassination was
not proﬁibited

Documents 1nd1cate that in May 1962, Attorney General

’lKennedy was told that the CIA had sought to assassinate
Castro pr;or to thg Bay of Pigs. ngprdlng_to the CIA

foicials present at the briefing, the Attorney General

* Bundy, who was National Security Advisor to the President,
had an obligation to tell. the President of such a grave
matter, even though it was only a discussion of a capability
to assaSSLnate His failure to do .so was a serious error.
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indicated his displeasure about the lack of consultation
on the impropriety of the attempt itself.* There is no

evidence that the Attorney General told the CIA that it must

not.engage in assassination plots.

At a meeting of the Spgcial Group Augmented in August
1962, well after the assassination efforﬁs were‘ﬁnderway,
Robert McNamara ié said to have raised the question of
whether the assassination of Cuban leaders should be explored,
and ﬁeneral Lansdalé issued an action memorandum assigning
the CIA the task of ﬁrepéring contingency plans. for the
assassination of Cuban leaders. While McCone testified
tﬁat he had iﬁmediately-made'it clear that assassination

was not to be discussed or condoned, Harvey's testimony

. and documents which he wrote after the event indicate that

Harvey may have been confused over whether McCone had
objected to the use of assassination, or whether he-was only

concerned that the subject not be put in writing. In any

_ * Documents show that the Attorney General, Robert Kennedy,
learned in May of 1961 that the CIA had used underworld
figures in .an operation against Cuba. The documentary record
further reflects that the Attorney General was not told that
the operation had involved assassination efforts until May

of 1962, and that the operation was then ‘described -to him

- as hav1ng~been terminated in May 1961. There is no evidence

that the Attorney General suspected the true nature of the
operation until that briefing, or that he learned that it
had not in fact been terminated. While it is curious that
the Attorney General would not have inquired further into
the nature of the operation when he discovered that Sam -
Giancana had been involved in it, there is no evidence that
he did.
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-event, McCone Went.no further. He issued no general order
banning consideration of assassination within the Agency.

One of the.programs forwardéd to General Lansdale by
the Defense Department in the Mongoose program was entitled
“Oﬁérétion Bounty" and envisioned dropping leaflets in Cuba
offering rewards for the assassination of Government leaders.
-Although the plan was vetoed by Lansdale, it indicates that
persons iniagencieshother than the CIA perceived that assas-
sination might be permissible.

While the ambivalence of Administration officials does
not excuse the misleading conduct by Agencﬁ officials or
justify their failure to seek explieit permiséion,'it dis-
played an insufficienf concern about assassination which
may have contributed to the perception that assassiﬁatiOn
was aﬁ acceptable tactic in accomplishing the Government's
general objectives.

With the exception of the tight guidelines issued by
the Special Group Augmented concerning Operation Mongoose,
precisé limitatioﬁé were never.imPSéEd oﬁ_the CIA requiring
prior permission for the details of otherlproposed covert
operations against Cuba. No general policy baﬁning assas-.
sination'was.promulgateé.until Helms‘ intra-agency order
in 1972. :}n’light of the number of times in which the
subjeét of aééassination arose, Administration officiais

were remiss in not explicitly forbidding such activity. -
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The Committee notes that many of the occasions on

which CIA officials should have informed their superiors
of ‘the assassination efforts but failed to do so, orldia
so in a miéleadiﬁg manner, wefe also occasions on wﬁich
Adminiétration officials péradoxically may have reinforced
the peréeption that assassination was permissible.

For exanple, when Bissell spoke with Bundy about an
executive action capability, Bissell failed to indicate fhat
an actual assassination operation was underway, but Bundy

failed to rule out -assassination as a tactic.

In May of 1962 the Attorney General was misleadingly told

about the effort to assassinate Castro prior to the Bay of .Pigs,

“but not about the operation that was then going on. The Attorney

General, however, did not state that assassination was improper.
When a senior administration official raised the question

of whether assassination should be explored at a Special Group

- meeting, the assassination operation should have been revealed,

but a firm written order against engaging in assassination should
also have been issued by McCone if, as he testified, he had ex-

hibited strong aversion to assassination.

-]
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6. Practices Current at the Time in Which the Assas-

sination Plots Occurred Were Revealed by the Record to

Create the Risk of Confusion, Rashness, and Irresponsibility

in the Very Areas Where Clarity and Sober Judgment Was

Most Necessary.

Various witnesseg described elements of the system
within wﬁich the assassination plots were conceived. The
Committee i1s disturbed by the custom that permitted the
most sensitive matters to be presented to the highést levels
of Gévernment with the least clarity. We find this dis-
turbing, and view the foilbwing concepts as particularly
dahgerous:

(1) The extension of the doctrine of ”plausible denial”

beyond its intended purpose of hldlng the involvement of

P

the United States from other countrles to an effort to
shield higher officials from knowledge, and hence, responsi;
bility for certain operations.

fZ) The use_gf circumlocutiog or euphemism to describe
serious,métters——such as assassinationwmﬁhen précise meaﬁings

- ought to be made clear.

(3) Lhe theory that general approval of broad covert

action programs is. sufficient to justify specific actions

such as assassination or the passage of weapons.
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{4} The theory that authority granted, or assumed to
be granted, by one director or one administratioq could be
presumed to continue without the necessity for reaffirming
the authority with successor officials.

~ (5) .The creation of capabilities withgut careful
review and authorization by policymakers, and the risk that
such capabilities might be used without further authoriza-

tion.

(a) The Danger Inherent in Overextending the Doctrine

of Plausible Denial
The originél éoncept of plausible denial envisioned
implementing covert actions in a manner calculated to conceal
Amefican involvement if the actions were exposed. The
doctrine was at times a delusion. and at times a snavre. It
was naive for policymgkers to assume that'sponsorship of
 actions és big as the Bay of Pigs invasion coﬁld be concealed.
The Committee's inquiry-iﬁto assassiﬁation'and the public
disclosures which preceded it demonstrate that when the
Unlted States resorted to cloak and dagger tactlcs its hand
was ultimately exposed In addition, the 11ke1ihood of
reckless action is substantially increased when policymakeré
' believe.thatltheir decisions will never be revealed. |
Whaté%er can be said in defense of the original pur-
pose of plausibie denial--a purpose which intends. to conceal

U.s. involvemeﬁt from the outside world--the extension of

o
\
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the Government is absurd. Any theory wh%ch, as a matter
of doctrine, places elected officials'on the periphery of
thgﬂdgcisiom-making process is an invitation to»error, an
abdication of.respbnsibility,’and a perversion of democratic

government.

(b) The Dangers of Using "Circumlocution' and

"Euphemism"

According to Richard Bissell, the extension bprlausibIe
denial to internal decisionmaking required the use of cir-
cumlocution and euphemism in speaking with Presidents and

- other senior officials.

Explaining this concept only heightens its absurdity.
On the one hand, it assumes that senior officials should be
shielded from tﬁe truth to<enab1e them to deny knowledge if
the truth comes out. On the oﬁher hand, the concept assumes
that senior bfficiais must be told enough, by way of double
talk,.to grasp the subject. As a qgggequenqé, the theoiy
fails to accomplish its objective and only increases';he
risk of misunderstanding. Subordinate officials éhoﬁld des-
cribé their proposals in clear, precise, and brutally frank
language; busy sﬁperiors are entitled to and should demand
no less. |

Euphemism may actually have been preferred--not because

ae
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of plausible denial--but because the persons involved

could not bring themselves to state in plain language what
they intendéd to do and may have, in.some instances; assumed,
‘righply or wrongly, that the listening superiors did not

want the issue squarely placed before them. Assassinate,

murder and kill are words many'people do not want to speak

~or hear. They describe acts which should not even be pro-

posed, let alone plotted. Failing to call dirty business
by its rightful name may have increased the risk of dirty
business being done.

(¢) The Danger of Generalized Instructions.

Permitting specific écts to be taken on the basis of
general approvals of broad strategies (e.g., keep Allende
from-assuming office, get rid of the Castro regime) blurs
responsibility and accountability. Worse still,»if increases
the danger'that subordinates may'take steps which would
have been_disapp:ovéd if the policymakers had been inforﬁed.
A further danger is that policymakers might intentionally
use 1oose“generalhinstructions to é&gde responsibility for
embarrassing actmvxtles

In either event, we find that the gap between the
general pollcy ob;ectlves and the specific actions under-

taken to achieve them»was far too wide.

It is important ‘that policymakers review the manner in
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which their directives are implemented, particularly when
the activities are sensitive, secret, and immune from
public scrutiny.

(d) The Danger of "Floating Authorization'

One justification advanced by Richard Helms and William
Harvey for not informing John McCone about the use of under-
world figures to assassinate Fidel Castro was their assertion
that the project had already.been approved by McCone's
predecessor, Allen Dulles, and that further authorization was
unnecessary, at least until the operation had reached a more
advanced stage.
Similarly, most of the actions taken in the Trujillo
case during the early months of the Kennedy Administration
were authorized by the'SpecialiGroup on Januéry 12, 1961,
o at the end of the Eisenhower Administration._
| The idea that authority might continué from one adminis-
. tration or director to the next and that there is no duty
to réaffifm éuthority with successors inhibits responsible
decisionmékiﬁg. éircumstaﬁées may ;£énge or judgments.differ.
New officials should be given the opportunity to review

significant programs.

-

(e) The Problems Connected with Creating New Covert

Capabilities .

The development of a new capability raises numerous

problems. Ha&ing a'capability,to engage in certain covert

'
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activity increases ﬁhe probability that it will occur,
since the capability represents a tool that is available
for use. There is the further danger that authorizing a
capability may be misunderstood as authorizing its use
without need for obtaining explicit authorization.

0f course, an assassination qapability should never

have been created in the first place.

e
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Drafting .
) N o Subcommittee
e o - ‘ ‘ 10/8/75
Se, T ) . (with possible reservation
N V. RECOMMENDATIONS _ ‘ , as to language of statute)

During our long investigation of.assassination, a number of vital issues’

came imto sharp‘focus.L

s

Above all, stood the question-of~as§assination. Qur recommendations on

other issues should awalt the completion of our contlnuing investigations and

“our final report.’ But we need no more information to convince us that afflat

ban against assassination should be written into law. ~ ' -
We condemn assassination and reject it as an instrument of Ameficén

policy. Surprisingly, at present there is no statute making it a crime to assas~

. sinate a foreign official outside the United States. Hence, for the reasons

set forth below, the Committee recommends the prompt enactment of a statute mak-- -

ing it a Federal crime to commit or attempt an assassination, or to conspire to

do so.

-

.A. General agreement that the United States must not engage in assassina-

tion. Our view that assassination has no place in America's arsenal is shared by

the Administration,
Prgsident Ford, in the.same stafgmeﬁt in which he asked this Committee té
deal with the assassination~issue, stated: |
i am opposed to"politicai assassination. This administration

has not and will not use such means as instruments of national

policy. Presidential Press Conference, June 9, 1975, Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. II, No. - 24, p. 611.

The witnesses we examined unifqrmly condemned assassination. They denounced
it as immoral, described it as impracéical, and reminded us that an open society,
.most of all, runs~the risk of the assassination of its own leaders. As President .
Kennedy was reported ta have said: "we can't get into that kind of thing, or we
would all be targéts." (Goodwin 7/18/75, p. 4)

The-curregp.CIA Director and his two predecessors testified emphatically

that assassination should be banned. Thus, Colby said:
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‘With respect to assassination, my position is clear. I
Just think it is wrong. And I have said so and made it
w very clear ‘to my subordinates, = (5/21/75, p. 89)

Colby' s'p;edecéssor, Helms, although himself involved in an-earliér plot,
‘said he had concluded assa551nat10n should. be ruled out for boLh moral and

s ,

practigal_reasons:

As a result of my experiences through the years, when I be- ' ‘ -
came Director I had made up my mind that this optlon...of

killing foreign leaders, was something that I did not want

to happen on my watch. "My reasons for this were these:

There are not only mdral reasons but therz.are also
. some other rather practical reasons. . -

It is almost impossible in a democracy to keep any-
thing like' that secret.... . Somebody. would go to a Con-
gressman, his Senator, he mlght go te a newspaper man, what-
ever the case may be, but it just is not a practical alterna- -
tive, it seems to me, in our soclety. ' _ e

Then there is another comsideration...if you are going
to try by this kind of means to rempve a foreipn leader,
then who is going to take his place] running that country,
and are you essentially better off as a matter of practice
when it is over than you were before? And I can give you 1
think a very solid example of this which happened 'in Vietnam
when Pr951dent Diem was eliminated from the scene. We then
had a revolv1ug door of prime ministers:- after that for quite.
some periocd of tiem, during which the Vietnamese CGovernment
at a time in its history when it should have been strong was
nothing but a caretaker government,...In other
words, that whole exercise turned out to the dlsadvantage of
the United States. :

...there is no sense in my sitting here with all the ex-
perience I have had and not sharing with the Committee my
feelings this day. It 1sn t because I have lost my cool,
or because I have lost my. guts, it simply is because I don't ¢
think it is a viable optlon in the United States of America these
days. - -

Chairman Church. Doesn't it also- follow, Mr. llelms -- Tt
— . agree with what you have sald fully -—-but doesn't it
also follow on the practical side, apart from the moral side,
that since these secrets are bound to come out, when they do,
they do very grave political damage to the United States in
the world at large? I don't know to what extent the Russians
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involved themselves in political assassinations, but under ‘
their system they at least have a better. prospect of keep~-

- © ing it concealed. Since we do like a free society and
$ince these secrets are going to come out in due course, the
revelation will then do serious injury to the good name and
reputation of the United Statas.

Would you agree with that?
Mr. Helums., 'Yes; I would.
The Chairman. And finally, if we were to reserve to our-

.selves the prerogative to assassinate forelgn leaders, we.may in-
vite reciprocal action from foreign povernments who assume -
that if it’ s our prercgative to do so, it is their prero- '
gative as well, and that is another danger that we at least
invite with this kind of action, wouldn't you agree?

Mr, Helms. Yes, sir. (6/13/75, pp. ?6—785

Similarly,‘John McCone said he was dpposéd to assass;nations . - - 3

because:

I didn't think it was proper from the étanﬂpoint of the U.S.
Government and the Central Intelligence Apency. (6/6/75, p. 15)

B. CIA Directives Banning Assassination. In 1972 and 1973, Helms‘and%

then Colby issued internal CIA orders banning assassination. In his order, lelms
said:

It has recently again been élleged in the press that CIA
_engages in assassination. As you are well aware, this is not
the case, and Agency policy has long*heen clear on this issue.
To underline it, however, I direct that no such activity or
operation be undertaken, assisted or suggested by anv of our
personnel.... (Memorandum, Helms to Deputy Directors, 3/6/72)

Cbiby, in one of~a_serie$ ofrd?ders in August 1973 arising out of the Agencv's
own review of prior "questionable activity," issued an order which stated:”
CIA will not engage in assassination nor induce, assist or

suggest to others that assassination be employed (Memorandum, Colby
to Deputy -Directors., 8/29/73)
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C. The need for a statute. Commendable and welcome as they are, these :

CIA directives aré notlsufficiént. Administrations change, CIA directors changé,
and soé;day_in the fut;re what was tried in the past maj once again becoqe a ;eﬁpt»
ation. ‘Aégassfnation ploté did happen. It would be irresponsible for n§ ﬁot to dé
dli that we can do to prevent their happening again., Laws expfeés-gnr sépiety'é-
vaiues; they deter thcﬁe who mightwbe temptéd and stiffén the will of-thése whb5
want to resist. |

The statute wé.recommend,.thch is printed as aﬁ appendix to this:repprt;
makeg:itla criminal offense for peréons squgct to the jurisdiction;of the Unitéd ;
States 1) tb.cOnséire, withiﬁ or outside the United States, to assass@ﬁa;e a |
foréign official? 2} to attempt to aésassihate a foreign foicial, cr:3)lto assag;
_sinate é foreign'official. :

Present law mqkeé it a ‘crime to kill, or to conspire to kill, a'forgign
official or foreign official guest wﬁile such. a pé;son is in the United States;%
18 U.§.C. 1116; iS-U,S‘Ca lli?. However, there is no law which makes itfa.érim%
té aésassinaée,‘of to coﬁspire or attempt to asgassinate, a forelgn offfcial
‘while suqh official is outéide the United States. Our proposed SQatu£e4is thué;
designed to close this gap in the law. | |

Subsection {(a) of the proposed stafufe would punish conspiracies formed
within the United Stﬁtes; subsection {(b) punishes conspiracies oupside of the
United States. Subsection (b) is necessary to climinate the loophoié which would
otherwise permit persons'to simpif 1ea§e the United States and conspire abroad. .
Subéectibns (¢} and (d), respectively; make it an offense to attémpt te kill or
to kill a foreign official outside the United States.

Subsections (a) through (d) specifically apply to any "offiger or employee

of the United Stateés" to make clear that the statute punishes conduct by U.S.
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government personnel, as well as conduct by private citizens having no relation -

to the«.S. government: In addition, subsection (a), dealing with cqnspiraciesf

wighin the United States, applies to "any other person,” whether or not a United

States ciltizén. Noncltizens who conspire within the United States to assassi~

‘nate a Soreign:dfficial clearly'come within the jurisdiction of U.S. law. - Sub-:

sections (b) through (d}, which deal with conduct outside the United Staﬁes, apply
to U.S. citizens, and to officers or emplo&ees of the United States, whether or ,

not they are éitizens. Criminal liability for conduct outside the United States

of persons ?ho are nat U.Ss. citizens or'who do not hold a position as a offlcer
or employee of‘thé United States are matters for the law of the plgce where such -
conduct takes plgcé; T . . Co

The term "ﬁﬁreign official” is defined in subjection (d) (2). The aefini—
tion makes it clear ‘that the offense may be.CSmmitted even though the offiﬁial ;
belongs teo an iﬁsurgént force, an unrecognized government, Or a ﬁon-govegnﬁentai
Rpolitical party. Our iﬁvestigation -— as well as the reality of interngtionalg ?

|
pelitics —- has shown that officials in such organizations are potential targete
for assassinatlon.f] | | '

.The offenses are limited to cohdhcﬁ aimed at such'personé because ofjtheir
officlal duties or status, or the1r politlcal views, actions, or statements. Thus,
for example, a conspiracy to kill or the killing of a foreign official, which is
not politically motivated would no; be:punishablé under this statute.

-The definition of official in section (d).(Z) also provides that such pe;~

son must be an official of a foreign government or movement 'with which the

United States is not at war or against which the United States Armed Forces have

*[For exémple,‘Lumhmba.was not an official of the Congolese government at the
time of the plots against his life, and Trujille, though the dictator, held no
official governmental position in the latter period of his regime.
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not been-introduced into hostilities or situations pursuant to the proviéions of
the War’?owers Kesoluticn." This definition makes it clear £hat, absent a deélﬁ—
ration of war or ;hé7intro§uction of United States Armed Forces pursuantitq the ,
War.?owe;s Resolution, the killing of. foreign offid;als is a criminal ofiense.

i}hsert discussion of paramilitary aspeggy

* & & K 0%

In the course of our hearingf, some witnesses, while strangly condemning ?
assassinatiqp, asked.whether, as a matter of thgory, assassination should absoluteiy
be ruled out in a timg'of ;ruly unusual national emergency; Adolf Hitler was o
cited as an example. Of course, the cases with which we yé;e concerned were not
of-that'characterij_ In a‘g;ave emergency, the ?resident has a'limited'bower to e
act,,nog in violation of the law, but in:accord with his own responsibilities Ly
under the Constitution to défend the Nation. As the Supréme Court has deélaredﬁ t@e

Constitution "is not a suicide pact.'" Kennedy v. Mendoza-Martinez, 372 U}S. 144,

160 (1963).
Abraham Lincoln, in an unprecedented emergency, claimed unprecedenﬁéd
power'based on the need to preserve the nation:

..my oath to preserve the Constitution to the best of
my ability, imposed upon me the duty of preserving, by
every indispensable means, that government -- that
nation -- of which that Constitution was the organic law,
Was it possible to lose the nation, and yet preserve the
Constitution? By general law life and -‘1imb must be pro-
tected; yet often a limb must be amputated to save a life;
but a life is never wisely given to save a limb. I felt g
that measures, otherwise unconstitutional, might become
lawful, by becoming indispensable to the preservation of
the Coustitution, through the preservation of the nation

... The Complete Works of Abraham Lincoln, Vol. X,
pp. 65-66 (Nicolay and Hay, Eds. 1894).

*/Indeed, in the only situation of true national crisis -- the Cuban missile
crisis —— assassination was not even considered.
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_ Of course, whatever the extent of the President's own constitutional

- powets, it is a fundamental principle of our constitutional}system that these

i

powers are checked and limited by the Congress, including the Congress' power |

of impeachment. As a necessary corollary, any action taken by a. President pur-:

suant to his limited inherent powers and in appatent'gonflict with the law

must be disclosed to the Congress. Only then may the Congress judge whether thé ac- -~

H

tion truly representéd, in Lincoln's phrase, an "indispensable necessity' to

the life of the Nation. -

As Lincoln expiéingd in submitting his,extraoédinary’actiqns to the Congress
for ratification: "In full view Qf.hig great responsibility he haé, 50 ﬁa;,
done what he has:deemed.his duty. You will now, according to your own judgment,
perform yours." (Abfaham Lincoln,.Message to Congress in Special-Sessioﬂ, July 4, =

1861);
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,not<believe‘that the acts which we ha#e examined fepreséﬁt the’

o

“American character. They do not reflect the ideals which hééé?givéna.ﬁ

i e}

éfof'this,country énd of. the world hope for a bettéf~hf§iier;»'zh

Tlife.‘ We ragétd<the aésasginétion ploﬁs as abefratiéns; DR

oo

We must not adopt- the tactics of the enmemy. Means are as impbrtant

) Lo o - . RS
as.ends. Crisis makes it tempting to ignore the wise restraints tha

-wrong,’

¢

% men free. But”eagh time we do ‘so, each timé the means we use:are

+

our inner strength, the strength which makes ué'ffee, is lessened

i






