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v Agreed to'byVSubcommittee

b October 8, 1975
PROLOGUE

The events discussed in this Interim Report must be viewed in

'

the context of United States polic} and actions designedtto.oounter
the threat of spreading Communism.ﬁ Following the end of World

War II, many nations in eastern Eu%ope and elsewhere fell under
Communist influence or control. T%e defeat of the Axis powers was
actompanied'by the rapidddisintegration of the Western'colonial

empires. The Second World War no sooner ended than a new- struggle

‘began. .. The Communlst threat, emanatlng from what was then called

|
the ”Sino—Soviet bloc, produced aupollcy of containment 1ntended

‘l
to prevent further encroachment by Communism into the ”free world "
P Y“

United States strategy for conductlng the Cold War called for

- the establlshment of 1nterlock1ng treaty arrangements and mllltary

l
bases throughout the world. Our,ccncern over the expansion of an

laggressive Communist monolith led the United States to flght two

major wars in Asia. In .addition, it was con31dered,necessary to

& . -

" wage a relentless cold'war against Communist expansion wherever

it appeared in the "back alleys of the world " This called for a
|

_full range of clandestlne ‘activities in response to the operatlons

]

of Communist clandestlne services.

_— . i

: . L .1':' . :
The fear of expandlng Communlsm was particularly acute when

Fldel Castro emerged as the leader‘of Cuba in the late 1950's.
l

-HlS takeover was seen as the flfStlSlgnlflcant penetratlon by the

‘Communlsts into the Western Hemlsphere U.S. leaders, including

50955
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most Members of Congress, called f%r vigorous action to steﬁ the
Communist infection in this hemisphere. These policies rested on
w1despread popular support and encouragement .

Throughout thlS perlod, the U;S. felt impelled to respond to

L i .

threats which were, or seemed to be, skirmishes in a global Cold

War against Commuh;sm; Castro's Cuba ralsed the spectre of a Soviet

outpost at America's doorstep. Events in the Dominican Republlc

appeared to offer more such opportunltles for the Russians and their

allies."The>Congo, freed from Belglan rule, 0ccupied the‘strategie'
_ ]
center of the African continent, and the prospect of Communist pene—

tration there was viewed as a threet to Amerlcan interests in emerglng
Afrlca : Amerlcans are well aware{>f the powerful reactions set off
in the Unlted States in the 1960 s by the domino theory in Indochlna.

And even the election in 1970 of’% Marxist.president'in'Chile~was
. .l .
seen by some as a threat similar tw that of Castro's takeover in Cuba.
8 R
The Committee regards the unfo

‘w; .

s

rtunate events dealt with in this
.'Iuterim Report as an aberration, e%plainable at least in part, but

not JuStlfled by the pressure of events at the tlme The”COmmittee

—belleves that it is: Stlll in the n&tronal 1nterest of the United
F

States to do what it can to help natlons re31st Communist domlnatlon

v

but it is. clear that thlS cannot’ JUStlfy in the future the kind of

-abuses covered in this report.' Indeed the Commlttee has resolved

that steps must be taken to prevent them from happenlng agaln

l
l
1
]
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S, L S Tl L ; Agreed to by Draftlng u commlttee
. s Qﬁ)fﬂ;\*\{‘ﬁ @-‘L ] on August 27, 1975%

|
:]‘
I. TIUTRODUCTION AWD SUIRARY 11
. !

This interim report covers allegations of United States involve-

I

ment in assassination plots against forelvn political leaders. OFf equal

i
RPN . . v , | ) . .
sisnificance in this report are certalw other cases where foreign political

I

leaders in fact were killed, where the United States was in somc manner

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

incorrect to say that the purpose .of UAited States involvenént had been

to encourage assassination. ;
The evidence establishes that the United States was implicated in

@

several assassination nlots.. The Committée believes that the use of assassi-
. e R . j ; ; . . s
nation as a tool of foreign policy is incompatible with American principles,
co { .
. N . } . ’
international order, and morality. It{should be rejected.
N . : i . . :
OQur inquiry also revealed serious problems with respect to United
S States involvement in coups directed agaiust foreign governments. Some of

these problems are addressed here on tgé basis of our inVestigatidﬁ-to date;
others we rqise as queotlons to be ansgered after our 1nvest1"at10n into
- covert action has been completed;r i
. _ I
WP stress the 1nter1n naturefof this report. In the course of
“the Committée's confiﬁuing wofk other[aileged assassination plots way
sﬁrfaée,_ana neQ evidépce cdncérnihg'tﬁe pases covered herein may come to
light. However, if‘is the Cdﬁﬁiﬁfee’qﬂ?iew thatvthé cases covered herein
N P S
have been developgd in sufficiehﬁudet&ilﬂ;o clarifj'the issues which are

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

reforms'relating to the vital ﬁatpersfdiscussed below.

* The Vice Chairman resérved"aé to?the first sentence in the discussion
/. of the similarities and dlfferences anong the plots. (See p. '

BW 509255 DocId:32423524 Page 7
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In depth treatment of the as

the Committee's schedule but has great
of the hard issues it must f

nevertheless,

to complete, by February

sassination question has lenzthened

H - ’

ly increased the Committee's awareness
|months ahead. The Committee intends,
j : S

1976, its main job of undertaking the

|

- ' |
first comprehensive review of the intellireace community.

"A. The Committee's }andate

Under Senate Resolution 21,

B

! .

the Committee was instructed to in-—-

i

vestigate the full range of govermmental intelligence activities and the

xtent, if any,

ethical'.

to which such activities were

In addition to that very broad general mandate,

"illesal, improper or un—
! - : ,
the Committee

. - s b . : 3
was required by the Senate to investigate, study and nake recommendations
. ) 1’4 "

concerning various specific matters, scveral of which relate to the assassi-

‘nation issue.®

n]t%oufh the hockefeller Corn

l
. 1
reworted assassination plots, the Comz

a variety of reasons, to couplete its

dent, the Executive Iranch turned over

Jinquiry.

N

i

|
! .
wission conducted an inquiry into

for

ission declared it was unable,

At the direction . cf the Presi-

| to the Select Cormittece the work

thn Fommlsslon had done, along‘WLtn other docungnt¢ relating
, I

-

tions.

gate the following:
the extent and necess1ty of .
. abroad';

to assassina-

)
! C

% Tor exawple, S. Res. 21 requires_the,Committee to study and investi—

. covert intelligence activities

“[the] nature and e: tent of ex&cutlve branca oversight of all
United States 1nte111nencc act1v1t1es . . -
“the need. for improved, stren"tﬁened, or consolidated oversight

| i
of United States intelligence activities ny the Congress’

the need for new legis lation.

DocId:32423524

and




o T This repurt raises important qu
s ,’?:‘ 'J:y] .
‘inglicvc that the public is entitled to

P
e

gy I,
R ¥

Diufﬁf their Government have done. Furthe

AN

F

‘for keeping faith with its democratic

'the_misconduct'itself.

duty, but one that the Select Committ

HW 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 9

should be made public.

This Report Public

5. Comnittee Decision To Make

Sudged in light of the factual record.

cstions of national policy. e
know what certain instrumentalities
|

r, our recommendations can onlv be

. Therefore, this interim report

Because of our faith in the democratic system,  and the paramount

importance of strengthening the instit
& :

believes the truth about the assa531d%

\ : . o
Democracy depends upon a well-informed

.

justice and freedom. s

We reject any contention that .t

kept secret because they are embafras§

utions of this country, the Cormittee
g . v

tion allepations should be told.
] .

electorate. Truth underlies both

-

|
I n
he facts disclosed herein should be

ing to ‘the United States. Despite

. 1
the possible injury to out natiomnal re

. - o ' . .
foreign peoples will, upon sober refle

putation, the Comwittee believes that
ction, respect the United States more

jideal than they will condemn us for -

B

The fact that pOrtionsydffthe:%

closed -only ‘accentuates - the nged_fer'r

leading partial disclosures are ﬁeith&

. : iy : v il

nor a responsible way to lay the groun
A = s ‘

: [

judgments'. . R

i
it

tory have already been publicly dis-
ull discquure.j.Iﬁnuendo and mis-

r fair to the individuals involved,

dwork for informed public policy

C. “The Scope of the Committee!

: IR ERETEE
The investigation of theassass
. . F ‘i

{
i

2

1
compiled a massive record in the month

I
|
\
|

s Investigation

ination issue has been an unpleasant

e had to meet. The Committee ha

ae

s that the inquiry has been underwvay.




The hearing record includes sonme worn testimony {rom __

witnesses®during ____ hearing days as-well as numerous staff interviews.

R
i

v v B i : . s
The documents which the Committee obtained included raw files from the

agencies and departmehts, from the Uhiie House, and from the Presidential
libraries of the Administrations of .former Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy

Kennedy and Johngon.*#

which related to the overall setting of events, the national policy of
: i
3

v

the time, and descriptions of normal poperating procedures including

i

L

channels of command and control; and ‘Second. evidence relating to specific

events.

A Senate Committee is not aﬁ;ourt. It looks to the past, not to

determine guilt or innocence, but in order to make recommendations for the
future. Therefore, where we found the evidence to be ambiguous--as we did
j on sonie issues-~we have set out both §ides, in order that the evidence may

speak for itself.

Vo
]

P . . i"“_ . .
Lespite the number of witnesses and documents exzamined by the

Committee, there were the followinz shortcomings in the evidence available

to us:

}x

* The names of the witnesses arel set forth in Appendix A

#% The Comnmittee served Loth general and specific dbcumcnt_requests upoﬁ

the Executive Dranch and the Administration represented to the Committce that
it did not know of any additional reldvant documents, excent, of course, for

the possibility that the '"Nikon papers| (which the Committee is attempting

to obtain) ‘may contain matérial ﬁéLévaﬁt-to the allegations .relating to Chile.

H

T

L

§
t
1
s

HY 50955 DooId:32423524
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Hany of the events under consideration occurred as

long as fifteen years amo. With one exception, they

occurred during the aﬂministraﬁiops of Presidents now dea?.
Other high officials, whose teétimony might have
additionai light upon fhe thqrny issues of authorization
and control, are also dead. Horeover, with the passége
of time, the memories 0f those still alive have dinwed.

The Committee often faced the difficult task of dis-
tinguishing refreshédkrecollection-from speculation. In 

i
i
I

many instances, witnes

l

ses were unable to testify from in-
i - .

dependent recollection and had to rely on documents con-

-temporaneous with tbefevents to refresh their recollections.

+
! : {1 . . | .
While informed speculdtion is of some assistance, it can
!

only be assigned limifed weight in judging specific events.

Assassination is|not a subject on which one would
it ‘
‘ !
i . \
expect many records or documents to be made or retained.
A
In fact, there were mgre relevant contemporaneous documents

n .

then we had expeCted,!énd the CIA in 1967 made internal

study of the Castro, Irujillo'and Diem assassination allega~

- q

tions. That study was quite useful, particularly in
suggesting leads for uncovering the story of the actual

assassination activity. Unfortunately, some material

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

DocId:32423524

The President asked Helms at the same time to provide information
about Trujillo and Diem. : ' :
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relating to.that invesﬁigation was destroyed upon’ its

completion.*-

o A final deficiency in the evidence stems from the
J

doctrine that CIA covert operatioﬁs should be concealed

_from the world and performed in such a way that if they

were discovered, the role of the United States could be

i

plausibly denied. As an extension of this doctrine of

“plausible deniabilityy communications between the Agency

: s . » . | Py . . .
and high Admlnlstratlop'off1c1als_were often convoluted

and imprecisec.® ¥ : -

The evidence contains sharp conflicts, #ome of which relate to

i3

basic facts. Dut the most important conflicts reclate not so auch to basic
facts as- to differing perceptions and: opinions based upon relatively undis-

'

. i
} puted facts, 1

A . 7ith respect to both kinds of conflicts, the Committee has
) |

i
[

attempted to set,fqr;h the evidence eﬁténsivcly so that it may speak for
_itself; In the findings and cohciusibnS¢séctionl'wé suzgest resnlutions
of some of the confliéts; .Hcgemberiﬁg«that the Connitteg’s nain jéb is
to find lessons forftﬁe fﬁturé; there are also occasions where we point
 out that fesolviug conflitts’in tﬁe-evidénée nay be leés important than

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

¥ This Was done pursuant to the instructions of CIA Director Richard

Helms (Helms Ex.___; 6/13/75 Tr._.). 1In fairness to Director Helms it

should be added, however, that he was responsible for requesting the
preparation of the I.G. Reports and for preserving them.

*% For a full discussion of thisldoctrine see pages . . . -

WY 50955 DocId:32423524 Pagé 1z



D. Summary of Findings and.Conclusions

1. 'The Questions Presented

‘The Committee sought to answer four broad questions:

ASSASSINATION PLOTS. Did U.S. officials instigate,
attempt,'aid and abet, or‘acquiesce in plots designed to
assassinate foreign leéders?

INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER’KILLINGS.V Did U.S. officials

R .
assist foreign dissidents in a way which significantly con-

. |
tributed to the killing of-iforeign leaders?

AUTHORIZATION. Where thére was involvement by U.S.

'

officials in assaésinationfplots or other killings, were such

activities ordered and if §o, at what levels of our Government?
COMMUNICATION AND;CONTROL.“_Even'if4not.authorized,

.} Vwere.the'assassination.actiﬁities perceived to.be within the
.scope of agency authority,}and was adequate control exercised

over its activities.

2. Summary of Findings and Comclusions on the Plots

The Seven Allegations. . The Committee investigated alleged
o f )

U.S. involvement in assassination plots in five foreign countries.¥® They

Were: .

Country : Individual Involved*#*
Cuba ) Fidel Castro
Congo (Zaire) ' ' Patrice Lumumba

* Insert Footnote on Sukarno and Duvalier.

- " %% Tnsert re Raul and Che and Ngo Dinh Nhu.

B¥W 30953 Docld:32423524 Page 13
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Countrl‘ ' -+ 'Individual Involved

Dominican;Republic » Rafael Trujillo
Chile . ' ‘ General Rene Schneider
South Vietnam " Ngo Dinh Diem

In summary, the -evidence with respect to each allegation disclosed

the following.¥

Tidel Castro (Cuba). United States Government personnel plotted

- to kill Castro beginning in 1960, Awmerican underworld figures were used in

these plots as well as Cubans hostile to theICastro‘regime. -One of the later

plots, which lasted until 1965, involved a Cuban. dissident who was provided

encouragement and material support by the United States.

Patrice Lumuﬁba (Congé/Zaire); In the -Fall of 1960, fwo CIA
officials-were askgd by superiors to a§sasSinate Lunuizba. Poisoﬁs were
sent to the Congo -and somevéxplorétbry‘s;éps wére taken toward saining
access to Lumumba. Subsequehtly,.in equy 1961, Lumumha was‘killeq by

Congolese rivals. It does not apvear from the evidence that the United

States was involved in the actual killing.

Rafael Trujillo (Dominicdn Republic). Trujillo was shot by
Dominican dissidents on May 31, 1961. ”pgmmencing in 1960 and continuing
‘to thée time of the assassination, the U.S. Government generdlly supported

. v T j .
these dissidents and some Governnent personnel were awvare that they intended’

- to kill Trujillo. Three pistoléand'thtee carbines were furnished by

v

. : : o o _ :
Anmerican officials, althouzh a request for machine guns was later refused.
There was conflicting evidence whether Fhe weapons were knowingzly supplied

! -

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

£
|
§
H
i
1
'
Syt

_ » L i -
* See Section III for a detailed treatment of the evidence.

DocId: 32423524 Page 14
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Ceneral Rene Schucider (Chile). On October 25, 1979, Genecral

Schneider died of gunshot wounds iuflicted while resisting a kidnap attempf
three days earlier. Schneidef, as>Co$mander‘in hief of the Army and a
congtitutionalist opposed to militaryécoups, was considered an obstacle to
efforts to srevent Salvador Allende f%ém,assuming the ofiiée of Preéidént

i

of Chile. The United States CGovernment supported,and sought-to instigate,

a military coup to block Allendé. U.S. officials supplied financial aid,

i}' . v
machine guns and other equipment to V?rious military fisures who opposed.

Allende. There was conflicting evidepté4on whether the United Stuates had

previously severed relations with the! groupethat kidnapped and killed

|
|

Schuneider and on whether any of the equipment supplied was actually used

in the kidnapping.

V-0 Dinh Dicw (South Vietnaw). Diem and his brother, hu, were
- i C
killed on November 2, 1963, in the course of a South Vietnamese Cenerals’

i
¢
i
§
|

;:
v .

coup. .Although the:United States Government supported the coup, there was

he assassination. Indeed, it

rt

. , : | .
no evidence that Awerican officials favored

appeared that the assassination of Diem was not part of the Generals' pre-
coun planning but was instead a spontaneous act which occurred during the
: . f' - _ .

; coup and with which *there was no American -connection:”
In addition to these five cases the fommittce raceived evidence
. N [ : - ° N

that ranking pgovermment officials dis¢usséd, and may have authorized,the

. e
'

establishment within theé CIA of a generalized capability to assassinate.

§
i

ice-Chairman Similarities and Differences Amons the Plots. The plots all
w1er reserved , ‘ : S § ' » o
"7ht to involved Third VWorld countries, most @f vhich were relatively small and

nge to !

iclude con- none of which possessed great political or military strenpth. . Apart frem
@t of Com- o o ) V

ini- " sphere that similarity, there were significant differences avong the plots. The
i/ ..luence ' L
“Cadn following distinctions are pertinent:’
stern Hemi- s
lere. '

H¥ 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 15
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(1) Whether United States officials initiated the plot or
.., were responding to reguests of local dissidents for aid.
(2) ‘Whether the plot was specifically intended to kill a

foreign leader,or whether the leader's death was-a reasonably
foreseeatle consequencé of én atﬁempt to overthro& the govern-
nent.

The Castro case is &n exampié of a plot conceived by United‘states

officials to kill a foreign leader. Ihe Luinumba plot falls into the same.
category. !

In .the éase of Trujillo, al%hough'therﬁ. S. Cdvernment certainly
. , i -
opposed his resime, it did not initia%e the plot. Rdther, United States-
officials résponded'to'fequeststor ai&vfrom local dissidenté whose qim
clearly was to assassinate Trujillo.‘fo‘aiding ﬁhem this‘céuntry.wés in-
.plicatéd, whether the ;pecifié'weapon;y actually supplied was meant to kill
Trujillo or was only intéhded.as a sy&?ol of U.S. support for the dissidents.
The Schneider case ié'diffe#%nt from that of both Castro and Tru-

. i i ) . .
ciqq - . o : \ .
jillo. The United States Sovernment sought a coup and provided, support to

local dissidents, knowing they believed that General Schneider was an obstacle
, i ' . -
to their plans. ilowever, even though }héf3upport included deadly weapons,

, ' o o
it appears that the intention of both [the dissidents and the United States
T & . . : :
officials was to abduct, not to kill, General Schneider. Similarly, in

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

there is nd”evidence that the United States sought the death of Diem himself.

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

i

.

and Control.

i,

To put the inquiry into assadssination allegations in context, two

W

Page 16



HY

50955

DocId: 32423524 Page 17

points must be made clear. First,

[ ¥ reia ] ) 3 : * 3
Government opposed the various leaders in question. U.S. officials

. . it L. . . ‘
. at the highest levels objected to the Castro and Trujillo regines, believed

the accession of Allende to power in Chile would be harmful to American in-

% ] 1 . ~ - - B .
terests, and thouzht of Lumumba as a dangerous force in the heart of Africa.

_ N e Lo . e . .
Second, the evidence on assassinations has to be vieved in the context of other

'

3

more massive activities directed agaifst the regimes in question. Tor

example, thg plots directed against Fidel CGastro personally, cannot be under-

bg g1 . . KR, . . y ) 3
stood without comsiderinz the fully authorized, comprchensive, assaults 30N

hi e : I - T . S . . . .
his regire, such as tﬁc Bay of Pigs invasiog in 1961 oand Operation fontoosc in

4
10

1962. ' -
. : - il s P R . .
. Uowever, the issue of Coverhpental'autuorlzatlou of assassination

¢
I

"

is of independent importance. There is a significant difference between a

coldblooded, tdrgeted, intentional killipg of an individual foreign leader and
S :
v . o . : _ ‘
other forms of intervention in the affairs of foreign nations. Therefore,

s

Ye Committee endeavored to explore ag fully as possible the question oi
] L =

3
: : i . _
how and why the plots happened, wheth%r they were authorized, and if so, frouw

what level the authorization came.

- "4

- 1le discovered a tmurky picture.. It is not clear whether this is
. ; . < B :

due to the system of deniability and the consequent state of the evidence

which even after our long investigation remains conflicting and inconclusive,
) ’ I ’

or whether there were in fact serious shortcomings in the system of authori-

 zation so “Ehat activities such as assassinations could have been undertaken by

an agency of the United Statésﬂcovernﬁent without cxpress authority-

i

%

L St e
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Based upon the record of our;investigation, the Committee's
single most important finding is that the ‘system was such that assassina-
tion activity could have been undeftéken by &n_agency of the United States

S

Government without it having been uncéntrovertibly clear that there was

explicit authorization from the highest level.

Albng with that paramount conclusion, the Committee wakes four other
rmajor findings.* The first relates to tﬁe lack of direct evidence of authori-~
zation of the assassination plots bvafésidcnts or other persons abové the
Governmentﬁl agency or agencies involveg. The second cxplains why certain
officials may have, nonetheless, perceived tHat, according to'theirrjudgment

: I A
and experience, assassination was zan aé%eptablc course of action. The third

criticizes. agency officials for failing on several occasions to reveal their

, i
sufficient detail and clarity. The fourth criticizes Administration oflicials

plans and activities to superior authorities, or.for failing to.do so with

¢

for, on occasion, giving vague and indirect instructions to subordinates, and

. - ST . ; L
for not making sufficiently clear thatiassassination should be excluded from

consideration.

Y

There is admittedly a‘tensid%fwithin the four findings. The [irst

. » - l . .
and third points tend to suggest a laci
. sl

fourth points explain why agency officials could nonetheless have perceived

of authority while the second and

I N
. . ’ : e b . . . .
that their actions were proper. This tension reflects a basic couflict in the
;

evidence. While there are sonie conflicts over facts, it is more important

that there may often have been two différing‘perceptions'of the same facts.
This distinction may be the result of the differing backgrounds and ex-

perience of those persons experienced in covert operations as c¢istinquighed

* The Committee's [indings are elaborated in Section Y, infra.

0




from those who were not. Vords of urzency which to the former wmay have meant
killing, to the latter may have meant nothing of the sort.

N Sy . .
Mhile we are critical of certain individual actions, the Committee

O

is mindful of the inherent problems i

i .
!d a system which relies upon secrecy,

+

compartmentation, circumlocution, andijthe avoidance of clear responsibility.

4
i

This sytem creates the risk of confugion and rashness in the very areas where

clarity and sober judgment are most n Vence, before turning to an
entensive review of the evidence relalt

the general subject of covert action

L=

et

e
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1

Aéreed to by Drafting Subcommittee

2‘}_‘
5

August 28, 1975

II;
Simply stated, covert action may
ports the sponsoring nation's foreign
undef circuﬁstances permitting that na
The National Security Act of 1947
augﬁériéy for covert oberations. |

Security Council,

authority to direct the CIA to

then created as an ins

iis
Il
|

"perform

I

COVERT ACTfON AS VEHICLE‘FOR FORPIGN POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

lolicy objectives but is concealed

did not specifically include

Howahér, it granted to the National

trument of the President, the

such other functions and duties

related to intelligence affecting the national security as the National

Security Council may frqm time to time

first meeting in December 1947, the Na

a top secret directive granting the CIA

operations. From 1955 to. 1970,

was National Security Council 5412/2.%

in terms of opposition to "International

'
to counter,

world in a manner consistent with U. S

It alsc directed the CIA to underfake C

end,

* Today the basic authority for CIA égvert action operations is National
Security Decision Memorandum 40, W?lch superceded NSC 5412/2 on Feb-

ruary 17,

1970 ' : |

**%* By contrast,

‘activities designed to further- off1c1al U. s.
abroad.

|

This directive framed the purposes)

reduce and discredit 'Inter

and defined covert operations as a

= fn--,-.e.—w«. N S e e el g o

It
=

NSAM 40 of 1970 descrlbed covert

direct." Thereafter, at its

e
i
i)

ﬁlonal Securlty Council issued

ithe authority to conduct covert

the bach authority for these opetations

)

f

il . .
‘of covert operations entirely

Communism,'** directing the CIA

lational Communism'
E( ' ! -
foreign and military policies.

I

&ert operations to achieve this

y covert act1v1t1es related to
]

l

programs and policies

It made no reference: to coTnunism.

I

T
st

e

i

| F

L

4y

je defined as activity which sup-

tion to plausibly deny its actions.

throughout the

actions as those secret

s 3

ca o TR

nijx”fu




- 2

by
|-
i

i

L

action (1nclud1ng sabotage,

r“, 4

i
|

propaganda, economic warfare, politicalf

demolition and assistance to resistancel
) i
~ 13

: compatible with the directive (emphasis%supplied). In 1962, the CIA's

movements) and all activities

General Counsel rendered the. opinion that the Agency's activities are N » -
"not inhibited by any limitations other| than those broadly set forth
i

|

in NSC 5412/2." (CIA General Counsel %emorandum 4/6/62)

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL MECHANISM ' S

The evidence dealt with in Part I1I is concerned with what actually _ —
happened as far as obtaining, or not obtaining, authorization for the ac-
tivities under review by the Committee: With respect to what was meant
R ‘:’

to happen in regard to covert action generally, the CIA's General Counsel

stated in 1962:

CIA must necessarily be respon51ble for plannlng Oc-
casionally suggestions for actilon will come from out-
side sources but, to depend ené%rely on such require-
ments would be an evasion of the Agency's respohs1b111—
b ties. Also, the average personﬂ both in government and
outside, is thinking along normal lines and to develop
clandestine cold war act1v1t1es properly, persons know-
ing both the capabilities and %amltatlons of clandestine
action must be studying and devising how such -actions -
can be undertaken effectively.

i

With respect to policy approval,jthe General Counsel went on to say:

Both in deveIoplng ideas or plansvfer action-it is. in-
cumbent upon the Agency to obtéln necessary policy ap~-
proval, and for this purpose these matters should be.
explored with proper offlcials?ln other departments

and agencies, particularly in the Departments of State
and Defense; so the determlnat%on can be made as to
whether any one proposal should‘go to the Special Group
or higher for policy determinat}on.

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

considered_itself responsibie for developing proposals and plans to ' QF'

1

Rk AT AN 0
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ii )
1mplement the specific obJectlveg of N?C 5412 /2%
i
i
ever, the memorandum stated that even in the development of ideas or plans

for action, it was incumbent upon the Agency not only to coordinate with

other executive departments and agencie but also to

"obtain necessary
. i :
The

S
i
i
|

policy approval" (emphésis_added). issue which faced the Committee,

of course, was whether such approval wa“

officials thought it was

for assassination plans, and whether T% "neces~-
sary" to obtain express approval for Tﬁﬁse activities.
no- —
L
Beginning in 1955, the respon51b11}ty for authorizing CIA covert

action operations rested in the Speciél
[

committee of the National Security Coﬁq
, . . g
Assistant for National Security Affalrs

: %
telligence, the Deputy Secretary of D f

State for Political Affairs. Today tt

i
3
|

25

mittee, and its membership now includ

B SRS S U

Group, a sub-Cabinet level sub-

cil composed of the President's

the Director of Central In-
énse-ahd the Under Secretary of
S group is known.as the 40 Com-

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs

of Staffs. In addition, during 1962 énother subcommittee of the NSC was

established to oversee covert operati?ns relating to Cuba. It was known

as the Special Group (Augmented) and wa composed of the members of the

= ——=

|
Special Group, the Attorney General and

'

certain other high officials.

The overriding purpose of the_Spéc al Groﬁp and its successors :

has been to exercise control over cover

iy

Il
H
!

1i

|

[
YOE it would accomplish

—rﬁ._v,L.;.‘

operations abroad. The Special

&

Group was charged w1th the respon51b1 Ly of considering the

objectives

of any proposed activity; whether or these "aims.

0
how likely it would be to succeed, and in general whether or not it would.

be "proper" and in the American interésé. The Special Group -Chairman
p : =S¢ P .

usually was responsible for determinil

‘ng$which projects requiredfPresi—
{

pirig him

dential consideration, as well as kee

abreast of progress or changes.

LT AR
“’c&"wn. Fen?
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mental authorization and review.

The foregoing should not be tak

always have been clear and tidy, nor

lowed. Prior to 1955, formal procedﬁres barely existed at all.

1955 the Special Group procedures wege

less, the procedures that were follo@ei

LY
‘Hto imply that the procedures

tﬁat they have always been fol-

¢

In
?made more formal. Neverthe~

dufing the period of 1959-63

|

1
- were. characterized by an internal CIA memorandum as "somewhat cloudy

.

and thus can probably be‘described~as'qav1ng been based on value judg~

ments by the DCI." (Memorandum for the Record, C/CA/PEG, "Policy Co-

ordination of CIA's Covert ActionAOpgrAtioﬁs," 21 February 1967)

In addition to the "'somewhat cl&ud&" nature of the formal pro-

Ve

!
i

ecutive. The Committee recognizes that’

{
i

B . . ’ R ) B .
_cedures themselves, there are other options gfailable to any Chief Ex-

an agency charter to plan cov-

H

: ‘ _ :
ert action could not preempt Presidentﬁél authority to develop and

mandate foreign poliéy.' Similarly, it

be represented as the 'desire" of a Pre

intermediary officials whose perception

reflect the true Presidential purpose

can be disregarded from above or bel

iis equally clear that what may
sident is often communicated by
S may or may not accurately

[ )

kObviously, formal procedures

In at least one case, for’

‘at.least one other case, Agency

example, a President instructed CIA officials not to consult with the
. il
s

‘ |
Special Group or other departments. %
officials decided not to bring matters’
Groub. It should also.be noted that %

to activities labeled "covert action'

considered in. this report were treated'

|

to the attentionvof the Special

1 of the above procedures apply
hereas some of the activities

as "counter-intelligence" actions.

Such actions are not normally SUbject{to 40 Committee-type interdepart-

e e
Y s ENOH
s ah
P

DocId: 32423524
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. e
to see a highly sensitive operation Qnd

-

i

!

The Concept of "Plausible Deniathi&ty"

I,

N

Non-attribution for U, S. Covernbe%t covert operations was the

original and principal purpose of the s
. . :
denial.

Ay e -

Evidence before the Committee cle

|

cepty designed to protect the U. S. aqf
7%
not only Presidential decisions but the

quences of disclosures, has been sign

i
support less than complete advice to|su

erations.

The quest for '"plausible denial”!?

U. S. Government for approving and ev%]

. . : : I
Committee and its predecessors can s%r\

President, blacing the iocus'of-cons%ae

eral removes from the Oval office. Ohg

plausible denial is an incomplete docum
]

y

The quest for ''plausible denial''h

tain techniques, including euphemism |an

niques have had as their purpose the lob

dent and other senior.officials to deny,
: A , i

it be disclosed. In addition, the usef

. ) . P
a President could be reversed--a Presid

Wb
)

HH
i

by
H

circumlocutious manner. Whether,'atltimes circumlocution had the affect
| .

H
i

of failing to let Presidents or other o

what was being said, was-a question fac

uating covert actions.

#

o-called doctrine of plausible

Jrly demonstrates. that this con-

its operatives from the conse-

(1) mask

se of his senior staffers; (2)

icantly expanded to:

i
ch persons regarding these op-

as shafed the processes of the

The 40
)

e as "circuit breakers' for a

ration of covert action at sev-
consequence of the doctrine of
entary record.

{

as also led to the use of cer-

d circumlocution. These tech-

.

jective of allowing the Presi-

|

}

knowledge of an coperation should

o

of indirect reference to inform

7
éent could communicate his desire
! .

?rtaken in a similar indirect,
1

fficials accurately understand

I

gd by the Committee.

DDﬁId:32423524
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’ " "Plausible deniability' raises alhbmber f other issues which the
o : '
| .
L . . ,
Committee has had to confront. Differilng interpretations of the practice
- of plausible denial has affected the |extent to which sensitive matters &
. I ;
were raised or considered. The evidence discussed below revealed that S
BN
‘ 2t : .
very serious problems of assessing andkinsuring accountability and con-
: ZHI '
‘trol-can arise out of plausible deni;pility.
1' et
by i "
0’ ’ A‘g'l;
P -~
i
3
Hlag
|
I
! -
Pt -
’..
| l —
il
: il
"1‘
AL
2l
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RERE
- : 'i-.4 l’ T r:‘r
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; i
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i
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L
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By el
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‘ G
3. Cuba g
We havé divided the facts wgth respeét.to Cuba into three
broad sectidns; . ”g
|
The first discusses the pl:ﬁg_against Fidel Castro's life

without attempting to .confront the quss{ion of authorization.
T @

The second deals with the

the successi#e Directors of Central Ti

evidence concerning whether or not
N ‘ '
telligence, Allen Dulles and John

Al :

McCone, authorized or knew about the [various plots.

(Although we have

t

1

organizationally divided the evidence/frelating to the DCI's from the

o
1

@8 .

. i
proof relating to other high administration officials, it is important

to remember that the Director of Cengﬁ
. _ S
advisor to the President on intelligen

ial Intelligence is the principal
i
o

ce matters, a member of major

i

administrative policy-making councilsids'well as head of the Central

Intelligence Agency.)
The third section covers &
not other high officials--including %

or knew about the plots.

to whether or not the CIA officials wh

|
them to be consistent with the geners
. !
administrations even if they had no P

L

plots were or were not specificaliy

Page 26

o
i
This section

e evidence concerning whether or

= various Presidents--authorized

é were involved with the plots believed

épolicy objectives of the various

i

thorized by higher authority.

also considers the evidence relating

rsonal knowledge as to whether the

e
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1. The Assassination Plots Themselves
et

' i
We have found concrete;evidence of at least eight
B .
plots involving the CIA to assaﬁ&inate Fidel Castro from 1960
B .
i
to 1965. Although some of theédssassination plots did not

I
i

nning and preparation, one plot

b
'

-

advance beyogd the stage of pl

Q==

involving the use of underworl

ifigures reportedly twice pro-
5 :

gressed to the point of sendiﬁgipoison pills to Cuba and

'

dispatching teams to commit tqg deed. Another plot involved

furnishing weapons and other agséssination devices to a Cuban

o

dissident. The assassination |proposals ran-the gamut from

high-powered riflies to poison

i~

iils, poison pens, deadly
i .
[

bacterial powders, and other devices which would strain the

imagination.

The most ironic of Thése plots took place on
November 22, 1963--the very da

i

fhat President Kennedy was

shot in Dallas--when a CIA ofﬁi@ial in Paris offered a poison

pen to a Cuban for usevagainsF:Qasﬁro while at the same time

i
| .
HE

an emissary from President Keﬁﬁedy was meeting with Castro to
. ot :
explbre the possibility of img%ﬁved.;élations}
! I

The following narrative sets forth the facts of

assassination plots against Ca§ﬁro as established before the

x"i .
Committee by witnesses and dpqpmentary evidence. The question
~r ] . o
of the level and degree of'auﬁp¢rization of the plots is
. ! .
. JHEa
considered in the sections_th;p follow.

|

»E
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:i

{(a) Plots:

Barly 1960

[ .

(1) Plots £0 Dastrqy'Castro's Public Image
‘ 4

Effortstaéiinst_Castro did not begin with

‘ ;

assassination attempts. ik

From March.
A
[

hrough August 1960, during the

last year of the Eisenhower Adm nlstration, the CIA considered

¥
plans to .undermine Castro's chi

i
speeches. According to the I?§

|
s
i
|
t
|
i
r
!
r,
[
5
o
P

ismatic appeal by sabotaging his

ector General's Report, an

official in the Technical Sery;ces ‘Division (TSD) recalled dis-

|

cussing a scheme to spray Caspfcfs brdadcasting studio with a

chemical which produced effects
scheme because the chemical“wéé

TSD- impregnated a box of cigars

temporary disorientation, hop11

of the cigars before dellverln

also reported a plan to destroy

RS i

dustlng his shoes with thalllum

would cause his beard to fall out.

g
il
|
|

 {similar to LSD, but rejected the
R . .

Rl

|not reliable.

»During this period,

%ith a chemical which produced

to induce Castro to smoke one
a speech. The Inspector General
iCastro's image as "The Beard" by

salts, a- strong depilatory that

The chemical was to be adminis=-

|
8
i

tered during a trip outside of|Cuba, in which it was antlclpated

f
' L
Castro would leave his shoes th81de the door of hlS hotel room

. . L
to be shined. TSD procured- thé

I

,chemlcal and tested it on animals,

but apparently abandoned the scheme because Castro cancelled his

l
(I.G., pp. 10-13.) g

tript'

(2) Proposal td

%
&

l
|
i
)

Sabotage Flight

i ‘

TheAfirst;ﬁroposed action against the life ofw

a Cuban leader sponsored by thé

aware took place in July 1960. |

DPocId:32423524 Page 28 ~Q
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CIA of which the Committee is
On July 18, 1960, a Cuban airline

i
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”l

pilot who had volunteered to e
"~ .gence informed his case,offica
|

be chosen to fly to Prague on;
, y
Cuba (Memo to I.G., 1/17/75).1

he would definitely fly the pL

stations along the route were|
. . f
of any intelligence needs that

?
S
T
’
l
3)

|
I
i
B

sist the CIA in gatherlng intelli-
in Havana that he would probably
?ly 21 to return Raﬁl Castro to

6n July 20 the pilot confirmed that

ne. CIA Headquarters and field

equested to 1nform the Havana Station

1 _
the pilot might fulfill. The case
|

i

officer testified that he and,the pilot contemplated only acquiring

information about Czechoslovak
sination was not considered.¥*;

Thé cable from the ﬁ

quarters on the night of JulnyC,
e

- to Headquarters from his homeg

4

DDP Richard Bissell, and J.C.

Division.¥*¥ Folloﬁing their i

Havana Station early in the mo_
P

removal top three leadefs is r

HQS."

motlvated to rlsk arranglng an

AL

la and Raul Castro, and that assas-

-

avana Station was received at Head-
2
4

The duty officer, who was summoned

contacted Tracy Barnes, Deputy to

f%ing, Chief of the Western Hemisphere

nstructions, he sent a cable to the

i

Eéing of July 21, stating: "Possible

cceiving serious consideration at’

3 » o o
The cable inquired whether the pilot was sufficiently

acc1dent dur1ng return trlp and
V“
P

it

* A cable to Headquarters requestlng any 1ntelllgence needs

supports this account.

¥%¥-The duty officer testlfled

because he would not otherwise
J.S8. King".

have read the cable to.Barnes??efore sending it, because
was the man to whom we went .'ﬂf.
connected with the Cuban Progect

(Duty Officer,.p. 16‘)

‘,
R
‘I

that he must have spoken with King
‘have signed the cable "oy dlrectlon,
He also would "very definitely"
"Barnes

for our authority and for work

" (Duty Officer, pp. 4, 25) Since

)

King at that time was giving only 'nominal attention" to Cuban

affairs, the officer concluded
assa551nat10n could only. have,
p. 24)

DocId: 32423524 Page 29

that a proposal of the grav1ty of an
come from Mr. Barnes" (Duty Officer,
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advised that the .station coulﬁ

determine willingness.to coope:
oS

Ten thousand dollars -was autho

completion', but no advance pa;

possibility that the pilot waé %

case officer, this cable repre

conventional activities we'd b

interview, 8/4/75, p. -2)%*

4l

The case officer coﬂ%
proposal while accompanying hﬁT
L]

case officer avoided the word]

the CIA contempiated an "acéiﬁ
, | i

(Raul's) influence". (Case OFf

assured that his sons would b

R

-event of his death, the pilotja

limited to possibilities that

Immediately after reL
ril
¥ The duty officer remembékg
ing facts for precisely that re
[cable], and I say this because
(Duty. Officer, p. 14) The case
the cable, he "swallowed hard"

offlcer was told that a cable

i*‘

¥* The cable from Havana to'H
was willing to risk: "A. Engine
harrass trip: B. Vague pos51b11
three hours out from Cuba.'

Ficer interview, p..2)

<
R
Havana to Director, T/22/70) w;f

|

'at discretion.contact subject to
te and his suggestions on details".
ééedqas payﬁent "aftér successful
fént waszérﬁitted because of the

y double agent. According to the

I
|
H
d

ented "quite a departure from the

en asked to handle". (Case Officer
% ted the pilot and ‘told him of the

ito th€ airport for the flight. The

assassinate”, but made it clear that

1
¥

] . . .
%t to neutralize this leader's
. :

After being

glven a college education in the

greed to take a calculated risk",

ight pass as accidental.¥*¥ (Cabie,

lrning to the station the case

La

i
i
[1
i

Jjust arrived stating: "Do not

d the cable and some of the surround-
éson: "[1]t was an unusual type of

I can remember it 15 years later."
officer recalled that when he saw

. (Case Officer interview, p. 3)

uadquarters stated that the pilot
e burnout on takeoff to delay or
1ty water dltchlng approx1mately ™"
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pursue ref. Would like.to dﬂbb matter." (Cable, Director to

Havana, 7/22/60; Memo to I. G! 1/17/75)% It was, of .course, too
late to "drop the matter" 51nce the plane had already departed

When the Cuban pilot returnedr he told the case officer that he

-had not had an opportunlty td arrange an accident.

b"

(3) Poison Cilgars

:0,

A notatidd in the records of the Chief,
1

- Operations Div., Office of Me@ical Services indicates that on

August 16, 1960, he was givquéVbox‘of Castro's favorite cigars
. Ty

with instructions to treat tﬁeQ.with & lethal poison (I.G., p.

21). The cigars were contaminated with a botulinum toxin so
potent that a person would di%:éfter putting one in his mouth

(I.G., p. 22). The Chief reg§§ted that the cigars were ready on
f
October T, 1960; TSD’notes 16

s

“ate that they were delivered to

oy RN o VIO & 0
St

an unidentified person on Febrn uiry 13, 1961 (I.G., p. 22). The

o e
I e

record does not disclose whet { an attempt was made to pass the

cigars to Castro.

(b) Use of UnderworldiFigures—-Phase I
' TiAL
“(1) The InitialiPlan-

(B!

In August‘196o the CIA took steps to enlist

the aid of members of the crlmlnal underworld with gambling

oo
-
%¥"This cable was signed by T”acy Barnes (Duty Officer, p. 28)
The duty officer recalled seelﬁ% this cable, and testified that he
had heard that Allen Dulles ha? countermanded the cable authorizing

the possible assassination attenpt against Raul Castro. (Duty
Officer, pp. 29-30) The reaéPn for Dulles' action are discussed

o
|
l;
|
’»
'
ot g
|
| v

I
I

i

!JJ_

e e ey e

. L
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syndicate contacts to assassinate Castro. The earliest evidence
[ . .
L

of the operation is a conversatipn.between Deputy Director of

Sl
Plans (DDP) Richard Bissell andgbolonel'Sheffield Fdwards, Chief

of the 0ffice of Sécurity. Edw%rds recalled that Bissell asked

him to locate someone who could
' o
pp. 2-3). ‘

someone to assassinate Castro

i
:
L
]

the idea of contactlng member

|

in Cuba* (Blssell 6/9, pp. 7

}

to James P. O'Connell, Chief of

of the CIA's Office of Securlt

i

el
were looking for someone to ‘eﬂ

(0*Connell, pp. 6-8, 95—96);i%_

BEdwards and 0'Co

Maheu to recruit someone "tougl

1)

(0'Connell, p. 8). Maheu was).a

s i

E
i

iof a gambling syndicate operatlng

A

M‘

e

s

‘assassinate Castro (Edwards,

Bissell confirmed t at he requested Edwards to find

nd believed that Edwards.raised

i
“

—T }. Edwards assigned the mission

v
N -
|

the Operatiéhal Support Division

* explalnlng that he and Bissell

f

hlnate or "assassinate'" Castro

| . .

inell decided to rely on Robert A.
‘enough” to handle the job

? ex~FBI agent who had entered into

a career as a private 1nvest1gdtor in 195k.

I“,

a former FBI associate of Maheu

- |

c"
i

¥ Although Castro. closed the'

]

-Robert Cunningham,

js who was employed in the CIA's

Offlce of Securlty, had arrangéd for the CIA to use Maheu in

gambling casinos in Cuba when

he first came to power, they were reopened for use by foreign

tourists in late February 1959,
September 1061,

and remained open until late
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several sensitive covert operations in which "he didn't want to
have an Agency person or a government person get caught"¥* (0'Connell,

p. 158).. Maheu was initially paid a monthly retainer by the CIA
1

‘ of $500, which was termlnated after his practice became more

lucrative (0O'Connell, pp. 13—lh"I.G., p. 15). O'Connell had

{

. |
served as Maheu's case officer

ince the Agency first began using
i ,

&
fégéy had become close personal
friends (Maheu, p. 6). iﬂy
, i
Scometime in lati August or early September 1960

l -
qb

0'Connell approached Maheu aboup the proposed operation (0'Connell,

Maheu's services, and by 1960

p. 93 Maheu, T7/29, p. 6). As:Méheu recalls the conversation,

O'Connell asked him to contactlfphn Roselli, an underworld figure

|
il 1
u 4

with possible gambling contac%:iin Las Vegas, to determine if he
| .
I
I

perated with the CIA in attempting
to undermine Aristotle Onassig)|lcontract with the Saudi Arabian
government that would have gi en Onassis virtually complete control
over shipping of oil from Sau “JArabia Although he was employed
by Onassis' competitor, Nlarcpcﬁ, Maheu worked closely with the
CIA. He testified that he cont;acted for a listening device to be
placed on Onassis' room in Ne&tYork after first consulting with the
Agency, and that he provided t?e impetus for the termination of the
contract by publicizing its terms in a newspaper in Rome that he
said he purchased with CIA funds (Maheu, 7/30/75, p. 1h—¢5 )

* During 1954-1955, Maheu ‘¢t

0'Connell testlfled thatiMaheu at the CIA's request had also
previously arranged for the productlon of a film in Hollywood
depicting a foreign leader W1th|a woman in the- Sov1et Union. The
CIA planned to circulate the film, representing it to have been pro-
duced, but not released (O'Connell, pp. 159, 162-163). Maheu testi-
fied that he had located an actor resembling the leader and had
arranged for the production of the film (Maheu, 7/30/75, pp. 39-b2).

o=l T :
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. | i
p. 8; O'Connell, pp. 15—16). 1

would participate in a.plan to' !

p- 8). Maheu had known.Roseliiseinceithe late 1950‘3 (Maheu, T7/29,

I N S
N

pp. 58-60). Although Maheu el ‘ﬁs not.to have been aware of the

‘ 1‘1

. ) . e e

extent of Roselli's underworld‘connectlons and activities, he
S

\‘i

recalled that j

"it was certainly evident to me that‘he was able to
accomplish things in Las Vegas when nobody else seemed
to get the same kind of attentlon (Maheu, T7/29, p. 60).
.o‘ . ‘;-
O'Connell’ had prev1ously met Rfselll at Maheu's home (Maheu 7/29,
H

p. 8). O0'Connell and Maheu eac? claimed that the other had raised

the idea of using Roselll, and Maheu Said 0'Connell was aware that

Roselli had contacts with the: gambllng syndicate (Maheu, 7/29,

i

1o

"Maheu was at flrst reluctant to become involved
J V

in the operation because it mlgh% interfere with his relationship

Jr

with his new client, Howard Hughes He finally agreed because-he
I*‘

felt that he owed the Agency al %ommltment (o Connell TP. 12—13,
L

103). O'Connell recalled that[Maheu was to approach Rose111

- using a cover story that he represented bu51ness firms suffering

H‘ e A )
heavy financial losses caused,b?;Castro's actions** (0'Connell,
v WFQ
p. 16). O‘Connell testlfled that Maheu was told to offer money,

x“

‘ iih

. * Maheu testified that he was told that the plan to assassinate
Castro was one phase of a larger project to invade Cuba .(Maheu,
pP. 7 13, u7). s

&h

% Roselli testlfled that the story was developed later and
used as a mutual "cover" by O'Connell, Maheu, and Roselli in
dealing with Cubans recruited for the project (Roselli, pp. 16-1TJ.

oL
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DocXd:

probably $150 000,. for Castro’s assa551natlon* (0'Connell, pp. 16,
111; Memorandum, Osborn.to DCI 6/2h/66)
(2) ‘Contact With The Syndicate

o
In early September 1960, Maheu met Roselli

at the Brown Derby in Beverly Hllls told him that hlgh govern-

U . . .
ment officials' needed his copperation-ln getting rid of Castro,

i i

and asked him to help recurit! Cubans to do the job (Roselli,.p. 8).

Maheu recalled that Roselli wﬁ
in the project and insisted»of'

at first reluctant to participate

xeetlng with a representative of

B - ,
the government (Maheu, 7/29, ppP 10-11; Roselli, p. 9). A meeting
_ il v A
with O'Connell.was arranged iﬁ New York City at the Plaza Hotel

during the week of September lh 1960 (Roselli, pp. 10-11; I.G.,

H

p. 16). 0O'Connell testlfled éhat he was introduced to Roselli
as a business associate of Maheu, and that Maheu told Roselli

that he represented internatidnel business interests which were
pooling money to pay for the asea551natlon of Castro (0'Connell,

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

0'Connell was with the CIA¥¥ (Réselli, pp. 11, 85).

—~ b e

S
* The 1.G. Report places thelamount at $150,000; O'Connell
thought it might have been $100.,000 (0'Connell, p. 16), Roselli
recalled $250,000 (Roselli, p- 25) and Edwards conflrmed the
$150 000 figure (Edwards, p. 9) . Maheu could recall no "price

tag" for Castro's assa351nat10n§(Maheu, p. 3L).

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

»y|,

i
W

o
i
l
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!
It was ar

yénged that Roselli would go to
Florida and recruit Cubans for‘the operation (Roseili, pp. 11-12).
Edwards informed Bissell thatﬁgbntact had been made with the

RS ,
gambling syndicate (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 20-21; I.G., p. 17).

During the. week of September 24, 1960,
O'Connell, Maheu, and Roselli;met;in Miami to.work out the

details of the operation (O'd@dpell, pp. 25-26; Roselli, p. 12;
b
I.G.,.p. 18). Roselli used t?éacover name of "John Rawlston"
and represented himself to tﬂé”éuban contacts as an agent of
'some bu51nesa 1nterests1of Wall Street. that had . .
nickel interests and propertles around in Cuba, and I
was gettlng financial asslstance from. them" (Roselll,
Maheu hanéIéd the details of setting up
‘ i

i
the operatlon and keeping 0'Connell informed of developments.

i

After they had been in Miami fof a short time, and certalnly

v

prior to October 18,*% Roselll ntroduced Maheu to two 1nd1v1—

|
4
1

Maheu substantially conflrmedfhls account (Maheu, p. 111).

0'Connell recalled that about'three weeks after the New York
meeting, Roselll told him, "I am not_kidding, I know who you
work for." (0O'Connell, p. 2§F)E

* Maheu recalls that he first met "Sam Gold" (Giancana)
after November , 1960, when he was staying at the Fountainbleu
Hotel (Maheu, p. 17). -Other gﬁidence indicates that the meet-
ing took place earlier. . When'they first went to Miami, Maheu
and Roselli stayed at the Kennilworth Hotel (Maheu, pp. 15<16);
FBI -records reveal that Maheu'%nd Roselli (alias J. A. Rolllns)
were registered at the Kennllworth from October 11-30 (File
R-505, FBI summary, p. 10) Glancana must have been involved
in the operation during the October period at the Kennilworth
because (1) the wiretap of Rowan's apartment, discussed infra,
was made on October 307 (2) on‘October 18, the FBI sent. a memoramdum to
Bissell stating. that Glmcm qhad been telllng several people that he was
involved in an assassination atti:errpt against Castro (see infra, p. ).

|
y‘)
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duals on whom he. intended to rélly: "Sam Gold", who would
]
[ (

serve as a "back—up man" (Roseéls

Wi
(Maheu, p. lT), and "Joe", whc:tmIi
a courier to Cuba and make arfgr
O0'Connell, who was using the n%;
"Joe" only briefly (O'Connell;?p
0'Connell testif%
identities of his associates oﬁé

Ll

asked him to examine the "Parade

t

Ty

i, p. 15), or "Key" man
&

"Gold" said would serve as

gements there (I.G., p. 19).

e "Jim 01lds", met "Sam" and

p. 26-29).
ed that he learned the true'
morning when Maheu called and

supptement to the Miami

Times.* An article on the Attbrhey General's ten-most-wanted

!

criminals list revealed that "Sam Gold" was Mom Salvatore Giancana,

' i
a Chicago-based gangster,*¥* and

. f
v

i

I R
"Joe" was Santos Trafficante,

the Cosa Nostra chieftain in Cﬁb%# (0'Connell, pp. 28-30);

'
ol
}

I.G., p. 19). O'Connell reporteﬁ his discovery to Edwards
T

, S
(0'Connell, pp. 31, 33) but did :

not know whether Edwards

reported this fact to his superlors (0'Connell, pp. 32, L1).

A

|
0'Connell testified that this 1nc1dent occurred after 'we

were in this thlng up to our eap;
o
W
o

50955 DoocId:32423524 Page 37
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s" . "a"month or so after

|

* A search of supplements to all Miami papers during this

period did not reveal the artlgle described by O'Connell.

’
1

S e
¥* Sam Giancana was murderediln his home on June 20, 1975.

|

4 Trafficante made regular trlps between Miami and Cuba on

gambllng syndicate bu51ness (I G%

, Pp. 19-20).
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giving the poison pills to Rosel

Giancana had been brought into t

Maheu recaile

to locate someone in Castro's en

RN L

Uy Lom :
‘%»A%QLMW i 13
re operation, but prior to
ili (0'Connell, pp. 30, hb).
{d that it was Giancana's job

tourage who could accomplish

the assassination (Maheu, p. 19), and that he met almost

daily with Giancana over a subét

p. 18).

antial period of time (Maheu,

Although Maheu described Giancana as playing a "key

tlt

role" (Maheu, p. 34), Roselli claimed that none of the Cubans

eventually used in the operatior

Giancana's contacts (Roselll, p

(3) Rowan eretc

were acquired through

1’: 15).

Lp Incident

i
In late Octcber 1960 Maheu arranged for

t

o

a Florida investigator, Edward{DPB01s, to place an electronlc

H

[ 1] .
"bug" in comedian Dan Rowan's rbém in Las Vegas (Maheu, p. 36).

it

i
b

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

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

wf

0'Connell

characterized the ensuing eventC as a "Keystone comedy act"

On October
H

(O'Connell p. 68)

that Rowan would be out for the

equipment unattended.
1
1

notified the local sherlff w?o

= e

N
!

31 1960 Ballettl, believing

afternoon, left the wiretap

A maldldlscovered the equipment and

4arrested Balletti and brought

¥ According to O'Connell and

] : .
!Roselli DuBois had been

»

requested to place a legal electronlc bug against the wall

from an adjacent apartment.

electronic tap on the phone (O'C

pp. 36-37). g
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onnell, pp. 67- 68 Maheu,

H .“




14

him to the jail. Balletti called‘Maheu in Miami, tying "Maheu into this
thing up to his ear" (O’Connell ,pp 71 72; File R-505, FBI memorandum).
Balletti's bail was paid by Roselll (Roselli, p. 52).

v (1) Ev1dence Concerdlng CIA involvement in the Tap. The

| ;HI .
Commlttee received conflicting evjdence on whether the agency was consulted

I
l

prior to the installation of the O0'Comnell testified that he

had called Edwards and cleared thedplacenent of an electronic '"bug" in
‘ﬂ
Rowan's apartment prior to the %ﬁstallation of the tap (O'Connell,

Cohhs ;
pp. 67-71). Maheu recalled thaﬁ’ﬁe had«initially asked O'Comnell if
| | 1 | ~

the CIA would handle the job, and!that O'Cornell had told him that

: . .
"he would call Mr..Edwg¥ds and see if they would have the

capability of accompliJhlng this, . . . and that subsequently

J ‘he informed me that l\ﬁr'tl

v

do 1t, but approved paflng for it if we hired an independent

Edwards had said that they would not

lur

prlvate detectlve to put it on." (Maheu, 7/29, p. 37)

On the other hand, Edwards ina May 14, 1962 memorandum for the
'1 li
Attorney General (dlscussed at length infra, p- ), stated that
rt
"At the time of the 1nc1dent-ne1ther the Agency nor

the undersigned knewxof the proposed technlcal installation."**

Regardless of whether the CIA initially authorized the tap, it is apparent
‘that the CIA paid for the tap lDu801s told FBI agents that Maheu had
paid him a retainer of $1,000 gﬁlle R-505, p. 14). 0'Connell confirmed
that CIA "indirectly" paid for the tap because '"we paid Maheu a certain
amount of money, and he just pald it out of what we were g1v1ng him."
H
"Q: But 1t was understood,‘or you understood that out of the money
the CIA made avallablefto Maheu, Dubois would be pald for the tap?

A: Yes.
Hoo® % % -
Q: And Colonel Edwards L. knew somebody was belng employed
Lo in order to accompllsh.a tap?
R O ex A: That is right." (O'Connell p. 69.)

A memorandum by J. Edgar HOOVéP states that the Attorney General said he had

been told by Edwards that the ”CIA admitted that they had assisted Maheu

in maklng the 1nstallat10n" (Memo Hoover, 4/10/62).
;H
—
L

tot
¢

is

L
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The Inspector Genheral's Report accepted Edwards' assertlon that "the

Agency was first unwitting and then a reluctant accessory after the fact",

but offered no further evidenceuté support that contention (I.G., p. 67).
The Committee also received conflicting evidence concerning

“whether the tap had been placed to keep Giancana in Miami or to check

on security leaks. O'Connell testlfled that during the early stages of

{67]

yndlcate Maheu informed O'Connell that a
girl friend of Giahcana was hav{}i an affair with'Rowan. Glancana wanted
Maheu to bug Rowan's room; othe;myse Giancana threatened to fly to lLas
Vegas himself. Maheu was concerf%d taat Giancana's departure would

negotiations with the ganbling

. ¢ 1 -
disrupt the negotiations, and sec@red 0'Connell’s permission to arrange
i
Bl
for a bug to ensure Giancana!succftinued presence and cooperation.
(0'Connell, pp. 68-67.) Maheu 51Tstant1ally confirmed this account

{
4
i

(Maheu, pp. 25-30). 1
. s!'
There is some ev1dence .suggesting that the CIA itself may have

1 )

instituted the tap to determine wbether Giancana was leaking information

?h

about hlS invelvement in an assa831nat10n attempt against Castro.

Bissell was informed that Giancana had been talking about Giancana's
involvement in an,assassinationﬁpiotfH(,without indicating the CIA was

y !
v?';
oyt

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

’Roselll said that he told Glancana that the CIA was 1nvolved in the
operation "in order to have hlmikeep his mouth shut" (Roselll, p. 27).

i - . ad
l
tih
N

i
. '\
e
.Ly
%‘
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involved) by an October 18, 1960 memorandum from J. Edgar Hoover, which
stated that "a source whose rellablllty has not been tested” reported:

"(D)uring recent conversations with several friends,
Giancana stated that Fidel Castro was to be done.
away with very shortly. When doubt was expressed
regarding this statement, Giancana reportedly assured
those present that Castro's assassination would
occur in November. Moreover, he allegedly indicated

i ‘ that he had already met with the assassin-to-be on
three occasions. . . Giancana claimed that everything has
been perfected for the killing of Castro, and
that the 'assassin' had arranged with a girl, not further -
described, to drop a 'pill' in some drink or
food of Castro's." (File R-505, memo from Hoover
to DCI (Att: DDP), 10/19/60 )

Roselll testlfled that Maheu had given him two explanatlons for the tap
on different occasions: flrst; that Glancana was concerned about a
V ! - _
possible affair between Rowan énd his girl friend; and, second, that he
ie
had arranged the tap to deternmne whether Giancana had told his glrl
frlend about the assa831natlonpplot and whether she was spreading the
iN
) story (Roselli, pp. 47-48). M%heu gave the second explanation to the
 FBI when he was questioned abo&t his involvement in the tap (File
. R=505, FBI Summary), and Edwards‘wrote in the memorandum to the |
Attorney General:
"Maheu stated that Sam Giancana thought that (Glancana ]
girl friend) might know of the proposed operation and
-might pass on the information to one Dan Rowan, a friend
of (Giancana's girl friend)". (Memorandum, Edwards to
,Kennedy, 5/14/62.)

(i1) Consequences of the tap. Edwards told Maheu that if he

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

(Memo, Edwards to Kennedy, 5/14/62). FBI records indicate that on April 18,
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1961, Maheu informed the FBI ﬁhat the tap involved the CIA,
énd suggested tﬁat Sheffield Edwards be contacted (File R-505,
Memo, 4/20/61). Edwards subsequently informed the Bureau
that the CIA wéuld object to Mahéu's prosecution because it
might reveal éensitive information relating to the abortive
Bay of Pigs invasion* (R-505, Summary of FBI file). In a
memo dated April 24, 1962, Hez’f'bett J.‘Miller,_ Assiétant
Attorney Genéral, Criminal Division, advised the Attdrney
General that the "national inﬁerest" would preclude any

prosecutiohs based upoﬁ the tép. Following a briefing bf

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

prosecute.¥*

'
o
!
i

*¥ Details of the discussions between the CIA and FBI are
described fully infra at pp.

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

to Cuba

The Inspeétor Generai's Report describeJ
conversations among Bissell, Edwards, and Cornelius Roosevelt,
-Chief of the Technical Servicés Divisioﬁ (TSD), concerning
the mést effective method of éoisoning Castro (I.G., pp; 23—
24). . There is some evidence ﬁhat Giancana or Roselli originated

1 ,

the idea of depositing a poisgn pill in Castro'’s drink to give
the "asset" a chance to escapé (I.G., p. 25). 0'Connell
recalled Rbselli's request fo£ someth;ﬁg'"nicé and clean, with-
out getting into any kind of gut and out ambushing", preferably

a poison that would diSappearﬁwithout a trace (0'Connell, p. 116).

The Inspector General's Report cited O'Connell as stating that
i -

&

the Agency had first consideré@;a "gangland-style killing" in
whicthaétro would. be gunned ééwn. Giancana reportedly opposed
the idea because it‘would be difficult to recruit someone for
such a dangerous operation, agd‘suggested instead'thé use of
poison. (I.G., p. 25)

\ a Edwards'réjecté&ﬂ£he'firs£ batch of pills
prepared by TSD becaﬁse,they_Vould not dissolve in water. A
second batch, containinglbOtulinum toxin, "did the job expected
of them'" when tested on monke&é. (I.G., pp. 25-26; O'Connell,

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

February 1961, w{th reassuranCes that they were lethal ¥ and

* Records of the TSD still:éxtant in 1967 indicate that the
pills were tested on February 10 and delivered to O'Connell
sometime thereafter.
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then gave them to Roselli,(O'Cennell, p. 43).

In late Feﬁruary or March 1961, Roselli
reported to 0'Connell that the’pills had .been delivered in
Cuba to an offieial close to Castro who may have received
kickbacks from the gembling interests (I.G., p. 23). The
official kept fhe pills for a.few weeks, then returned them.

Roselli and O'Connell ascfibed%his failure to a case of
q‘

"cold feet" (Roselli, p. 2&, O'Connell p. 4li). The Inspector

T

Ik
General noted that he had lOStihlS p051t10n in the Prime

Minister's office, and thus aQCess to"Castro, before he

received the pills (I.G., p. éS).

(5). A Second ﬁelivery Is Attempted

Followinggthis first failure, Roselli told
0'Connell that Trafficante be%ieved Tony Varona, a leading
figure in the Cuban exile movement, might be able to accom-
plish the assassination (I.G.% p. 29).%¥ Dr. Manuel Antonio
de Varona y'Lorado headed the Deﬁchatic Revolutionary Front,
a Cgban exilevgroup supported‘by the CIA. The Inspector
Genefal's‘Repd?t suggests that Varona~may have been receiving
funds from Trafficante end other recketeers interesﬁed in

securing "gambling, prostitution, and dope monopolies”" in

* O Connell testified that he met Varona only once, and
that after the meetlng Varona told Roselli:

"Look, I don't know [sic] like the CIA and you can't
tell me that this guy isn't a CIA man". O0'Connell
recalled, "I don't know whether I showed it or what,
but he suspected that I wasn't what I was represented
to be. (O Connell, p. 22 )

k4
Vb
L
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Cuba éfter the overthrow of Céséfb (I.G., p. 29). The Report
speculated that Varona‘was interested'in the assaséinationl
" scheme as a means of financing the purchase of arms and

communications equipment (I.G., p. 31).

Varona claimed to have a contact inside
a restaurant freéuented by Casfro (Roselli, pﬁ‘2l). As a
prereéuisite to the deal, he éemanded cash-and $1,000 worth-
of comﬁuniéations equipment (i.G., pp. 31-32; O'Connel},‘p. 23).
0'Connell recalls that Colonel J. C. King, heéd of the Western

1

Hemisphere Division, gave him?$50,000.1n Bissell's office to

pay Varona if he successfullyEassassinated Castro (0'Connell,
|

pp. 17-21). O0'Connell statédéthat Bissell also'authbriied him
to givg Vérona the eleétronic%quuipment that he réquested
’ (0'Connell, pp.v20-2h). “
| Bissel} téstified that he did not dqubt that
some caéh ﬁas given %o O'Connéll,'and that he was aware that
the boison pilis had béen prep;réd. He did not recall the
meeting, and considered it unlikely that O'Connell. would have
- been"givenithehﬁoney in his office“I§1Sseil, 6/11, p. 40). The
Inépeétor General's Report, reiying on an dffice of Security

memorandum to the DDCI dated June 24, 1966, as well as on an

interview with the person who signed the wvoucher for ﬁhe'funds,

placed the amount at $10,000 (I.G., pp. 31-32). If the
Inspector General's conclusionswére correct, the funds which

Bissell allegedly authorized were probably the advance payment. -
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to Varona, and not the $lS0,0éO‘thgt was to be paid to Varona

.l
P
1

after Castro's death.
The record does clearly reflect, however,

that communications equipment 'was delivered to Varona¥* and

that he was paid advance money to cover his expenses, probably
in the amount of $10,000 (I.G:, p. 32).° The money and pills
were delivered at a meeting bétween Maheu, Roselli, Trafficante,

and Varona at the Fontainebleéu Hotel in Miami. As Roselli

recalled, Maheu _ f

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

It had to be done as quickly as possible. (Roselli}
‘p. 21). ¥#

Varona had: no better success than Orta.
According to the Inspector General's Report, Edwards believed

- the scheme failed because Castro stopped viSiting the restau-

rant where the_"asset" was employed. Maheu suggested an

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

¥% Maheu denied that this dramatic event ever occurred, and
did not recall being present at a meeting at which the pills
vere passed (Maheu, pp. 40O-41). Maheu did recall that O'Connell
showed him the pills in an envelope and told him that the pills
would be given to a Cuban (Maheu, p. LO).
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alternative reason. He recalled being informed that after
the pills had been delivered to Cuba, "the go signal still had

to be received before in factﬁghey were administered" (Maheu,

i
e

i
H

p. 42). He testified that hefﬁés informed by 0'Connell some-

time after the operation thatfﬁhe Cubans had an opportunity

’ q :
to administer the pills to Fidel Castro and either Che Guevarra

or Raul Castro, but that the [govsignal" never came (Maheu,

pp. 43-bL, 60-61). He did not know who was responsible for

giving the signal (Maheu, p.‘éheDS). Varona subsequently
Wi -
returned the cash and the pil%é;(O'Connell,-pp; 19-20; CIA

Justice file R-153, Memorandué4~Osborn to DCI, 6/2&/66)7'

o
The date of) the Varona operation is
v
unclear. The Inspector Generalfs Report places it in March-

1+

April 1961, prior to the Bay 6%{Pigs (I.G., p. 29). Bissell
i

testified that the effort agaigét Castro was called off after
the Bay of Pigs (Bissell, 6/1:L ‘ p. 52) and Maheu testified

that he had no involveﬁent inxébe opération after the Bay of
Pigs (Maheu, p. 50). O'Connel%g however, was certain thét it

‘ e ;
occurred during early 1962 (OHQpnnell, pp. LW7-L8).

P

(c) Use of Undéfworld Figures: Phase II

(1) Change in Leadership

The Inspector General's Report

ae

divides -the gambling syndicaté operation into Phase I, termina-
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ting with the Bay of Pigs, andehase 1T, beginning-witﬁ.

William Harvey's involvement in late 1961. The distinction

between a ciearly demarcated Phase I and Phase II may be an
artificial one, as there is cdnsiderable evidence that the

operation was continuous, pérﬁaps lying dormant for the period
: |

. W
immediately  following the Bay of Pigs.*
il
Ty
In early 1261, Harvey*#* was assigned the

]

'responsibility for establishing a general capability . within

the CIA for dlsabllng forelgntleaders, including assassination

as a "last resort” (Blssell 619 p. T3; Harvey, 6/25, pp. 3h 35).

45
* Harvey said that he took over a "going operation” from
Edwards (I.G., p. h2; Harvey, 6/25, p. 67) and emphasized

that:

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

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

~pp. 89- 90). k

-
#%* Harvey had avlong-backgrouhd in clandestine activities.
He had conceived and carried out the Berlin tunnel operation
(Harvey, 6/25, pp. 8-9), and served as Chief of the division,
which was respon31bLe forthe. surreptltlous acquisition of code
information (Hlarvey, 6/25 PD. § -9).
: l
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The capability was called Exeg ptlve Action and was later
included under the cryptonym ZR/RIFLE. It and thevevidence
1
relating to (i) its connectio: ?Fo the "White House' and (ii)

('i

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

t

Harvey's. notes reflect that Bissell asked

P !l’l

him to take over the gambllng'syndlcate operation from Edwards

'
i

and discussed the appllcatlon‘pf ZR/RIFLE to Cuba' on
November 16, 1961 (I.G., p. 39). Bissell confirmed that the

conversation took place and accepted the November date as

accurate (Bissell, 7/17, pb. 12-13). He alsc testified that the

operation S

vy
d
[

) : . Lol . .
"was not reactivated, iniother words, no instructions

} - went out to Roselli or to others . . . to renew the
- attempt, until after I had left the Agency" {Bissell,
6/11, p. 53).

Harvey agreed that his converéation with Bissell was limited
to exploring the feasibility éf using the gambling_syndiéate
against Castro (Hafvey, 7/11,‘5; 60) .

o Richaxé Helms replaced Bissell as
DDP in February 1962. As-suéh;:he was Harvey's Superiog.-

Harvey testified that he kept Helms informed of the gambling
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syndicate operation at all stages* (Harvey, 6/25 pp. 65-66;
7/11, p. 42; I.G., p. b1).

(2) The Operation is Reactivated

In early April 1962, Harvey, who testi-
fied that- he was acting'on "explicit orders” from Helms (Harvey,

7/11 p. 18), requested Edwardé to put him in touch with Roselli

Iﬂ
(c1a Justice File R-153; Edwards memorandum, 5/lh/62). 0'Connell .

7

first 1ntroduced Harvey to Roie%ll in. Mlaml, where Harvey told
Roselli to maintain his Cubanjééntacts, but not to deal with Maheu
or Giancana (0Q'Connell, p. SO ioselli, pp. 27-30), whom he had

decided were "untrustworthy" éﬁi "surplus" (Harvey, 6/25, p. 65).

0'Connell recalled that Roselﬁﬁfdid not initially trust Harvey,

*When interviewed for the‘iﬁspector General's Report, Harvey

i stated that he briefed Helms onjhis first meeting with Roselli,

' and 'thereafter he regularly briefed Helms on the status of the
Castro operation" (I.G., p. hl)f

Helms recollection was le%s certain. Helms did recall that
he was briefed by Harvey when Harvey first contacted Roselli in

April 1962. He remembered that{he "reluctantly" had approved the operation,
but that he had no confidence that it would succeed (Helms, T7/17,
p. 23). ) :

When asked if he authorized sending the poison pills to Florida,

Helms testified: o
"I believe they were poison pllls, and T don't recall
necessarily approving them, but since Harvey alleges to
have them and says that he‘took them to Miami, I must
have, I must have authorized them in some fashion."
(Helms, 6/13, p. k). :

-Helms confirmed that Harvey was "reporting quite regularly what
was going on. Whether he reported everything or not, I do not know."
It was Helms'® expectation that Harvey would have reported to him a
matter such as the pills. (Helms, 6/13, p. 105). However, Helms also

. testified: - ,

e

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

I don't remember 1t, as I have said. But I do not
recall ever having been convinced that any attempt was
really made on Castro's life"(Helms, 7/18, p. 32).
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although they sﬁbsequently deve;;ped a cIosé friendship.
(0'Connell, p. 52).

Harvey, O'Connell and Roselli met for
‘s second time in New York on Apfil 8-9, 1962 (1.G., p. 43). A
notation made during this time iﬁ the files of tbe Technical Ser-
vices Division indicates that gogr poison pills were given to O'Connell
on April 18, 1962 (I.G., pp. h6-§7). The pills were passed to Hafvey,
who arriv;d in Miami on April 21, and found Roselli already in touch
with Varona (I.G., p. 47). He gave the pills to Roselli, explaining
that "these wouid work anywheré aﬁd at any timé“with anything" (Roselli,
p. 31). Roselli testified that ﬁe told Harvey that the Cubans intended
to use the pills to assassinate Che Guevara as well as Fidel and Raul

i

Castro. According to Roselli's;ﬁestimony, Harvey approved of the

S

'

targets, stating "everything is a1l right, what they want to do"

di o :
(Roselli, p. 34). };'
Varona Aéquested arms and equipment as

. |

a quid pro quo for Carryihg out ?he assassination operation (0'Connell,

pp. 53-54). Harvey, with the help ofthe CIA's Miami station
(TMWAVE), procured.explosives, détonators, rifles, handguns,
rédios, and-boat radar éosting.apout $5,000 (I.G., D. 59).A Harvey
and the chief of the JMWAVE.station rented a U-Haul truck under

an assdﬁed_néme and délivered fhg equipment to a parking lot
(Harvey, 6/25, p. 63). The keys:were given to Roselli, who watched

the delivery from across the street with O'Connell (0'Connell, pp. 92-93).

‘ ‘ - . e

- - |
L ‘ B
M k =§ ‘
: ;
. J
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i

The truckload of equipmeﬁt'wag finally picked up by either Varona

‘

or Roselli's agent, Maceo (I.G., pp. 49-50; Roselii, p. ho).

!
Harvey testified that the arm% "

could" have been for use in the
| . )

assassination attempt, but thét they wefé not given to Varona
solely for that purpose (Harve&, 7/11, p. 9).

Rosélli kept Harvey informed of the
"operation's progréss. Someti&é in May 1962, he reﬁorted that the

!
pills and guns had arrived in Cuba (Harvey, 6/25, p. 6l; Roselli,

pp. 34, 42-43). On Junme 21, hL told Harvey that Varona had dis-

patched a three-man team to Cuba. Thé‘Inspector General's Report
described the team's mission as ''vague" and conjectured that- the

team‘would kill Castro or rec#uit others to do fhe Job, using the
poison pills if the opportunitylarose (1.¢., p. 51).

Harvey met Roselli iﬁ-Miami on September T
and ll,_l962. Varona was repéfted to be preparing‘ﬁo sepd in
another three-man team to pene?réte Castro's bodyguard. Harvey
was told that the pills, refer;ed to as “the medicine,"” were
still "safe" in Cuba (Harvey, 6/25, p. 103; I.G., p. 51).

. | o _Harvgy te§§ified that by this time he

) bad grave.doubfs about'whether}the operation would ever take
place, and told Roselli that "Fhere‘s not much likelihood that
this is going anyplace, or ﬁha% it should be continued" (Harvey,
6/25, p. 104). Varona's secona team never left for Cuba, claiming
that "conditions" in Cuba wereinot right (I.G., p. 51-52). During

early January 1963, Harvey paid Roselli $2,700 to defray Varona's

(k8 . i

expenses (I.G., p. 52). ;

o

 ¢ ,
2
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Harvey terminated the opera?iﬁn in mid-February 1963. At_a

meeting with Roselli in Los%Aﬂgeles, it was agreed that Roselll

t

would ﬁaper off his communications with Varona (I.G., pp. 52 53)
Roselli testified that he 51mply broke off contact with the Cubans.

.. However, he never informed them that the offer of $150 OOO for

’
Castro's assassination had been withdrawn¥ (Roselli, p. Ls).

\
'

The!agency personnel who dealt with
f
Roselli attrlbuted his motlvaglon to patrlotlsm** and testified
that he was not paid for his serv1ces. Accordlng to 0'Connell,

Roselli | -
"paid his way, he paid hls‘own hotel fees, he paid
his own travel.... And helnever took a nickel, he
s

said, no, as long as 1t is' for the government of the
United States, this is tge least I can do, because
I owe it & lot." (O'Connell, p. 27).

,v‘

Edwards agreed that Roselli w?éi never paid a éent" (Edwards,

p. 16), and Maheu testified tgat "Giancana was paid nothing at

all,'not'even for expenses, a?d that Mr. Roselli was given a
pittance that did not even begin to cover his expenses (Maheu,

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

N

- i ,
- L ‘ ) . e L
C i

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

outstanding? 44“
t

"A: I don't know if thgy still think so ... I didn't see

them after that to teulthem that" (Roselli, p. U5)."

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

In 1943, Roselll had been conv1cted of extorting money from '
motion picture producers to lﬁsure studios against. labor strikes, =
and during the period of his contacts with the CIA, Roselli was
deeply involved in hotel and gambllng operations in Las Vegas
(File R-505, Summary of FBI. Documents) " It is possible that he
believed’ cooperating with thej'government in the assassination
operation might serve him wel;‘in the future.

P
PN

Y
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e &f

il '
hotel bill during his stay in Miami ih October 1960.* The CIA's involvement

with Roselli caused the Agency some dlfflcu]ty during Roselli's subsequent

1o
e

prosecutlons for fraudulent gambllﬁg[ ctivities and living in the country

under an assumed name.¥¥

(a)

Two plans to assassinate Castro were ex-

plored by Task Force W, the section cﬁncerned with covert Cuban
4
o

Fitzgerald (now deceased),- Chief

y

operations, in early 1963. Desmond

of the Task Force, asked Samuel Halpefﬁ to determine whether an exotic

seashell, rigged to explode, could be deposi€Ed in an area where Castro
' commonly went skin diving (Halpern, ‘p. 28). The idea was explored by the

Technical Division and discarded as 1mpract1cal (Helms, 6/13, p. 135; I.G., p.T7)

i ST
;1nvolved having James Donovan

- A second pl

N

i \ [
* FBI reports reveal that Roselll s’expenses at the Kennilworth Hotel,

where he was registered from October 11 - 30, 1960 under the name . of J.A.
:  Rollins, were paid by Maheu (File R;505, FBI flle summary, p.10). Maheu's
expenses were reimbursed by the CIA. hf ‘

*% In May 1966, the FBI threatened t Lﬂeport Roselli for living in the United.
- States under an assumed name unless he ucooperated in an investigation of the
Mafia. (Roselli, whose true name is Flllppo Saco, was born in Italy and
allegedly brought illegally into the Unlted States while still a child.)
Roselli contacted Edwards, who 1nformed the FBI that Roselli wanted to
'keep square with the Bureau,” but was ‘afraid that gangsters might kill him
for "talking' (CIA Justice TFile R—lS? 'Memorandum Osborn to FBI, 5/27/66).
After Roselli was arrested for fraudulent gambling activities at the Friars
Club in Beverly Hills in 1967, he requested Harvey, who had left the Agency,
‘to represent him (CIA Justice File R-153, Memorandum for Record by Osborn,
12/11/67). Harvey contacted the Agénhy and suggested that it prevent the
prosecution (Osborn Memorandum, suprd) Roselli was subsequently convicted
of violating United States interstate gambling laws. In 1971, the CIA
approached the Immigration and Naturallzatlon Service, Department of Justlce
to "forestall public disclosure of Rqselll s past operational activity
. with CIA "that might occur if deportation proceedings were brought. (CIA to
S Select Committee, 7/21/75). It was: agreed that CIA would be kept informed
" of developments in that case. The depértatlon order is presently being
litigated in the courts.
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taken during the Bay of Pigs.ggeration) present Castro with a
contaminated diving suit* (QOiby, 5/21, pp. 38-39).

The Inépector Genergl's Report dates this
operation in Jaﬁ@ary 1963, QheA-Fitigerald replaced Harvey as

Chief of Task Force W, althduéh it is unclear whether Harvey or

(
Fitzgerald conceived of the{plan (I.G., p. 75). It is likely
that the activity took place earller, since Donovan had completed

“

his negotlatlons by the mlddle of January 1963 Helms characterized

\ f'a

the plan as "cockeyed" (Helms,,6/13, p. 135).

TSD bought a diving suit, dusted the inside

with a fungus that would produée a chronic skin disease (Madura

f

foot), and contaminated the:b?eathing apparatus with a tubercule

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

1o L1 ~ .
that the plan was abandonedibééause Donovan gave Castro a different

6
§ 1"

diving suit on hls own 1n1tiaF1ve (1.G., p. 75). ‘Helms testified

h

that the diving suit never left the laboratory (Helms, 6/13, p. 135).
(e) AMLASH wf

(1) Origin of the Project

- In March 1961, an officer of the Mexico

City CIA station met w1th a'hléhly-placed Cuban official to determine

if he would cooperate in efforts against the Castro reglme (I.G.,

‘p. T8). The Cuban, referred to by the cryptonym AMLASH-1, had been

oo
‘>|

- . il

L
*Donovan was not aware of' the plan.
Cp '
3
-

{
)
Co
1
]
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': i

involved with an anti-Batistaiﬂactlon that only grudgingly accepted
! i

fp 9, 39).%¥ The meeting was incon-

5

|
i
Castro's rule (Case Officer! 2&
R ;

ll' -

clusive, but lead to subsequent meetings at which AM/LASH-1 agreed

to cooperate'with the CIA.

1A

AM/LASH—l‘was viewed as an important "asset"

o
&‘

inside Cuba. As a hlgh—ranklng mllltary leader who enjoyed the

confidence of Fidel Castro«ihe could keep the CIA informed of the

I
] .“\

. il
internal workings of the,reglme (Case Officer 2, pp. 23, hO). 1t

| l
was also believed that he mlght play a part in fomentlng a coup

within Cuba (Case Officer 2“ p L3) .*¥%

From the first contact w1th AM/LASH 1, untll
the latter part of 1963, itgwas uncertain whether he would defect
or remain in Cuba. His iniﬁidl requests to the CIA and FBI for

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

Officer 1 joined the AM/LASﬁ—iToperation in June 1967, his assign-

- ¥ The Committee has taken the testimoy of the two case offlcers
involved in the AM/LASH project. Case officer 1 dealt with AM/LASH-1
through September 1963 Case Offlcer 2 continued until mid-1965
(Case Officer 2, p. Y. The Committee has_agreed not to divulge
their names as they are Stlll 1n active service with the Agency. .

*% AM/LASH-1 was the magor asset" in the AM/LASH operation
During this period the CIA also sponsored a separate operatlon to

"penetrate the Cuban mllltary to encourage either defectlons
or an attempt to produce,lnformatlon from dissidents,, or

.perhaps even to forming a group which would be capable of
replacing the then present government in Cuba" (Case Officer 1,
pp. 18, 22).

The case officers for AM/LASH were also involved in this second
related program. '

et




ment was to "stay in place an
[

|
At a meeting in August 1962 1n a forelgn capital, AM/LASH-l stated

that he would remain in Cubh iffhe 'could do something really signifi-

=0,

cant for the creation of a gw Cuba'', ahd expressed a desire to plan

b
the execution of Fidel;Cast&aj(Case Offlcer 1 Contact Report, August 1

meeting). The subject of as %551nating Castro was again discussed

i
1

El

. l
at a meeting on August 10, ]962§ between AM/LASH-1 and his case

officer. The case officer'g éb@tact report states that assassination

l‘r (,,
was ralsed in discussing AM/LASH—l‘s role in Cuba, and that AM/LASH-1

: , ‘;iﬁ'
was visibly-upset. "It was;nqt the a®t that he objected to, but
b :
I

/
merely the choice of the word dsed to describe it. 'Ellmlnate ‘was

'
N
(

j t
acceptable." (Case Offlcerwl,;Contact Report, August 7—10 meetlngs)
o &
The case*éfflcers who testlfled before the Com-
‘ I !
mittee said that AM/LASH-1 ! Vas fnot dlrectly requested to assassinate
5

Castro. The record clearlypreveals, hovwever, ‘that the agency per-
i LL ’

sonnel dealin gwith AM/LASH—l were aware of his desire to take such
. i
action. A cable to headqua?ters reporting an August 1%, 1963 meet-

i
ing with AM/LASH-1 stated: |

""Have no intention give AMLASH-1 physical elim-
ination m15510n as requirement but recognize
this somethlng hé could or might try to carry
out on his own 1n1t1at1ve ¥

)

% (Case Officer 1 testlfled that AM/LASH-1 discussed "ellmlnatlné Castro,
although he attributed such|remarks to AMLASH-1's "mercurial nature,

and stated that no specific| plans for assassinations were ever discussed
" (Case Officer 1, pp. 39-41,/62). The case officer who took over the
AMLASH project in Septemberf19§3 recalled being briefed by Case Officer
1 on AMLASH's belief that Castro's assassination was a necessary first

|
step in a coup. (Case Officer 2 P. 28).

The second AMLASH case offlcer described the context in which AMLASH-1
generally raised the topic. of” assass1nat10n

"You also must recognlze that AMLASH was a rather tempera-
mental man whose temperament was of a mercurial nature and
whereas he may have sald ‘'something like this in one fit of
pique, he would settle down and talk about organizing a regular
military coup in the next breath." (Case Officer 2, D.29)

; !
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again raised the possibility

would be willing to continqe

he received firm assurances

pp..h8—h9), According to q

'

military supplies, a device

plots against Castro were d'

===

.i
i

ER R

O,
d_

ng on October 3, 1963, AMLASH-1

i
S
ﬁ defecting, but indicated that he

TESET OT
R

rklng against the Castro regime if

of American support (Case Officer 2
se Offlcer 2, AMLASH-1 asked for

1
iwiﬁh which to protect himself if his

scovered, and a meetlng with Attorney
§oioh
b

General Robert Kennedy (Case Offlcer 2, pp. 48-49).

Desmon@ Fltzgeralg (now deceased), who was

then Chief, SAS *

b
TP

agreed tg meet AMLASH-1 and give him the assur-

ances he sought. The Inspe

tor General's Report states that Fitz-
\"

gerald consulted with the D?P. Helms, who agreed that Fitzgerald

should hold himself out as ? personal representatlve of Attorney

General Kennedy (I.G.,

p. ?1) *[s*

Helms testified that he did not recall the con-

versation, and speculated tﬁ

been consulted because

i
.

iat the Attorney General might not have

"this was eo central To the whole theme of what we had

_ been trying to do . ..
head a government and

(flnd»someone inside Cuba who might
xhave a group to replace Castro).

This is obviously whatiwe had been pushing, what every-

body had been. pushing

'for us to try to do, and it is that

context that I would have nmade some remark like this.

(Helms, 6/13, p. 117)‘

* SAS (Special Affairs Staff) was the name given to Task Force W in
early-1963 when Fitzgerald replaced Harvey as head of the covert Cuban

operations.
#% The contact plan for the’

The AMLASH Case Offlcers reported directly to Fitzgerald.

rproposed meeting stated:

"Fitzgerald will represent self as personal representative of

Robert F. Kennedy who
cific purpose meeting

travelled to (foreign capital) for spe-

AMLASH—l and giving him assurances of™

full support with a change of the present government in Cuba."

J'
|y
“‘;

b
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"go ahead and say that“from the standpoint of polltlcal
L support, the United States government will be behind you if
“you are successful. ThlS "had nothing to do with killings.
This had only to do w1th the political action part of it".
(Helms, 6/13, p. 131 )

Fltzgerald met AM/LASH-1 on October 29, 1963,
. |(
in a foreign capltal, and p%pmlsed that the United States would

S, D
xn 5

support a coup against Castro*l(Case Officer 2, p. 60). When
all:
i

later interviewed for the Ips

1

I

| ES
i

ctor General's Report, Fltzgeralu

dats
N3
i!f]

A
i
i
that could be used to kill Cas
, R
Fitzgerald stated that he tbl@

i !
would have "no part of an éftempt on Castro's life" (I G., p. 90).

i

Case Officer 2 recalled thd

e

4
recalled that AM/LASH-1 re gdly requested an assassination
[

i
owered rifle with telescoplc sights

weapon, particularly a "hlé

‘mwr©»~d$t©<;~

r
I8
tro from a distance" (I.G., p. 90).
i

AM/LASH-1 that the United States

1

|
}

4

gﬁM/LASH =1 ralsed the prospect of
“W
it

assassinating Castro, but dvq;pot propose an explicit plan (Case
i : '

-i.‘_l,_,.,___._d.__vr. 2 o ey iz

Officer 2, pp. 62, 85). AM/L %H—l, was, however, "convinced that

Castro had,to:Bé removed fniﬂiéoweffﬁéfore a coup could be under-
‘ '§>ﬂﬁﬁ' ' :

¥ Case Officer 2 did not fecall whether Robert Kennedy's name
was used (Case Officer 2, p. 60)

DocTd:32423524 Page 59
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'with a hypodermic needle, ;nd

3h

taken in Cuba" (Case Offlce? 2‘t p. 61).

AMLASH—l also requested high-powered rifles

and grenades (Case Officer 1,lp 77). A memorandum by Case

? 1963, states:

ik UV
"C/SAS (Fitzgerald) abproved telling AMLASH-1 he would
be given a cache,in31ie“0uba Cache could, if he
requested it, include‘.hf . high powered rifles with
scopes . . . .

Officer 2, dated November 1

5 ;"”}

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

dropped in Cuba (Case Offlcpvyé, p. 92).
(2) ThH :ﬁ ison Pen Device
On Nové r 22, 1963, Case Officer 2 met with

?
‘T} offered him a ball-point pen rigged

suggeésted that Blackleaf hO would be

¥

:" v,rg

an effective poison to use dn the device. (Case Officer 2, p. 110)

" The needle was designed to‘be%So fine that the viectim would not

'
'

notice its insertion (Casefbfkfcer 2, p. 103),
The Inspector General s Report states that

Case Officer 2, when he was 1nterv1ewed in 1967, stated that AMLASH-l

had ‘requested the Agency to
u d
"dev1se some technlcal means of doing the job that would
not automatically cause him to lose his own 1life in the
try." (I G., p. 92} 'f’; '

The Report concluded that:

"although none of thei part1c1bants so stated, it may be
inferred that they were“seeklng a means of assassination
of a sort that AMLASH-1 might reasonably have been ex-
pected to have dev1sed hlmself " (I G., p. 92)
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i
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¥
)
}
i
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i
!
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i
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Halper?'

!_.
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ni it i? Q

Fitzgerald's assistant, told the

Committee that the pen was intended to show "bona fides" and

i
"The orders were to dp

something to get rid of Castro . .

and we thought this other method might work whereas a rifle

wouldn't." (Halpern,

Helms confirmed that the peh‘

. L

pi 26)

was manufactured

"to take care of a request from him that he have some device
for getting rid of Castro for killing him, murdering him,

whatever the case mam bé " (Helms, 6/13, p. 113)

1t
.

. . (t)his was a temporizing gesture." (Helms, 6/11, p. 133)%

On November 22, 2963, Fitzgerald and the case

officer met with AMLASH-1 in

the poison pen, recommending

which is commercially available.

or General's Report noted that

-
"it is likely that at t
shot a CIA officer was

. and giving him an assas
Castro." (I.G., p. 9h)

a Furopean capital and offered him
that he use Blackleaf-40, a deadly poison

(Case Officer 2, p. 112) The Inspect-

he very moment President Kennedy was
meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris
sination device for use against

"% In his testimony before the. Committee, Case Officer 2 offered a con-

flicting story.

He said that the purpose of the pen was

"to provide AMLASH with a device which would serve him to
protect himself in case he was confronted with and charged

with being invelved in

(Case Officer 2, p. 107)

a military coup against Castro."

According to the case officer, AMLASH-1 had requestéd an "esotericidevice
which could easily be conceaﬂed and which he could use in self-defense

(Case Officer 2, po. 98-99).

The device was not intended for offensive

use against any person, but was rather

-> "a kind of psychological crutech .

.to help him think that

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

This version is wholly incons

istent with documents in the CIA.files, some

of which were written by the AMLASH case officer, which establish that

AMLASH-1 intended to kill Casd
endeavored to supply the means

L

R

tro, and that the CIA knew his de81re and
-that he needed.
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The case officer later recslled that AMLASH-1 did not "think much

of the device,

something more sophisticated

" and complaine

The case

to AMLASH-1, but could not re

then or took it with him (Cas

recall that AMLASH~1l said he

but did not know what AMLASH-

cer 2, pp. 110-111).

An entry

March 29, 1965, states:

DocId:32423524

"Although Fitzgerald an
on November 22, 1963, %
he needed (telescopi¢ s
wanted) the situation c
Fitzgerald left the mee
Kennedy had been assass
plans with AMLASH~1 cha

d that CIA could surely 'come up with

than that" (I.G., p. 93a).

officer recalled offering the pen
member whether AMLASH-1 threw it away

e Officer 2, pp. 105, 110). He did

would not take the pen back to Cuba,

1 in fact did with the pen (Case Offi-

in the CIA files on AMLASH dated

d the case officer assured AMLASH-1
hat CIA would give him everything
ight, silencer, all the money he
hanged when the case officer and
ting to discover that President
inated. Because of this fact,

nged- and it was decided that we

could have no part in the assassination of a government

leader (including Castr
this attempt, . . AMLAS
cision) until he was se
ber, 196h "

o) and would not aid AMLASH-1 in
ﬁ—l was not informed of (this de-
en by the case officer in Novem-

Page 62
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DocXd:

June.

,!

early 1965, the CIA put AMLASH
IT

anti-Castro group. As the cis
Géneral: P
il

i

?‘.

32423524 Page 63 3*
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Providing AMLASH-1 with Arms

CIA Cab;és indicate that one cache of arms

for AMLASH-1 was delivered im
An entry in the AMLASH
the case officer requested the

]
duce, on a

Cuba in March 196k and another in

file for May 5, 1964, states that

Technical Services Division to pro-

"erash basis," a silencer which would fit an FAL rifle.

The contact report of a meethg between the case officer and a

)

confidant of AMLASH states that AMLASH was subsequently 1nformed

that‘it waé not feasible to-meke a 31lencer~for an FAL.

Toward . the latter part of 196, AMLASH-1

became more insistent on thézfact that the assassination of the

Cuban leadership was a necessary initial step in a successful coup.

i
i
i
i

(Case Officer 2, pp. l29~133) )
M

196L, the case offlcer wrotewl
K,l

In a memorandum dated December 10,

"AMLASH-1 was told andriully understands that the United

States Government cannot

in the 'first step' of his plan.

realizes he will have to
where B-1 could fit in:n
- would request " it
.

1

4l
Documents

become involved to any degree
If he needs support, he

get it elsewhere. FYI: This is

icely in giving any support he

in the AMLASH file establish that in -

in contact with B-1, the leader of an

e officer explained to the Inspector

2
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B-1 states that B-l,

plans for assassinating Caéf

" . . . what had happened was that SAS had contrlved

to put B-1 and AMLASH

tﬁgether in such a way that

neither of them knew that the contact had been engin-

eered by CIA.

Theihodght was that B-1 needed a man

inside and AMLASH wanﬂed a silenced weapon, which CIA

was unwilling to furnlsh to him directly.
the two together, B-1 h
and AMLASH might get hi
(I.G., p. 101) Y

A repor?;

By putting
ight get its man inside Cuba
silenced weapon -- from B-1."

{}m==ped

of a meeting between a case officer and

il

in hisjinitial contacts with AMLASH-1, discussed
i i
r

©o. AMLASH-1 suggested that guerrilla

raids agalnst Cuba should befatepped up one month before the

? .

"attempt on Fidel Castro" tg {prepare the publlc and raise the morale

and resistance splrlt of thé'people !

B-1 reported that AMLASH-1

believed that the only solutlon to the problems in Cuba would be

1 [
"to get rid of Fidel

him with a silencer of'
Fidel will be.

,astro

é

He is able either to shoot
;place a bomb in some place where

He mlght use, for example, a small bomb

that he can carry andiﬂlace, or with his group attack,

the residence where Fid

i}

provide AMIASH-1 withy ?

is able to pick him‘ua
and escape routes. , !
a silencer for a FAL

Dﬂ

El lives

. B-1 is going to
[Ecape routes and places where B-1
He will memorize these points
Next, B-l1 is to provide AMLASH-1 either

a rifle with a silencer.*

¥
% A CIA document dated January 3 1965, states that B-1 told a
case officer that he and AM/LASH-l had reached an agreement on the

follow1ng points:
"1-

"2.

PooId:32423524

B-1 is to prov1de

' |

zAM/LASH-l with a silencer for the FAL;

if this is 1mposs%b}e, B-1 is to cache in a designated
location a rifle w1th a scope and silencer plus several
bombs concealed elther in a suitcase, a lamp or some
other concealmentvdev1ce which he would be able to carry
and place next to;F%del Castro.

built up by the Bay

B-1 is to prov1de’AM/LASH 1 with escape routes controlled’
by B-1l and not byithe Americans.

The lack of confldence
of Plgs looms large ’

B~1 is to prepare ope of the western provinces, either

Pinar del Rio or Havana, with arms caches and a clandes-

i
tine underground mechanlsm

position and a safea
able to the group:. j
|

’l

1

Page 64

This would be a fall back
area where men and weapons are avail-
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that B-1 had given AMLASH-1

"small, highly concentrated

the Madrid Station cabled th

plstol with silencer and on
secretary" (I.G., p. 103).

"B-1 had three packages of

e ; S :
—‘7:.-_ EREE I oS

02 = Lo (DT
)

39

; ‘]_ !
‘Lléa&aied¥9§kfﬂf§2;5%4 1965, stated

silencer and that AMLASH-1 had

plosives.'" On February 11, 1965

t AMLASH-1 would soon receive '"one

|
e’EAL rifle with a silencer from B-l's

Alsubsequent cable reported that

* -

spec1al items made up by his technical

1‘.
LI

people and delivered to AMLAS%—i in Madrid" (I.G., p. 103

In Juné§2965, CI% terminated all contact with

AMLASH-1 and his associates

were widely known (I.G., pp

o .
,@%cause of reports that his activities

Jy1iok-105).

"L, B~1l is.to .be in CuPa!one week .before the elimination
of Fidel, but .no one, including AM/LASH-1 will know

B~l's location.

"5. B-1l is to arrange

.
I

fﬁf recongition by at least five Latin

American countries a; soon as Fidel is neutralized and -

a junta is formed.

'This junta will be established even

though Raul Castro and Che Guevara may still be alive
and may still be in- control of the part of the country.
This is the reason AM/LASH 1 requested that B-~1 be able

to establish some

control over one of the provinces so

that the junta can be formed in that location.

"6. One month to the day»before the neutralization of Fidel,

B~1 will increase

maximum in order t

Fhe number of commando attacks to a
o;ralse the splrlt and morale of the

s people inside Cubal .\ ‘In all communiques, in all radio
messages, in all propaganda put out by B-1 he must relate

that the raid was

;p0551ble thanks to the information

received from clandestine sources inside Cuba and from
the clandestine uﬂderground apparatus directed by "P".

This vill be AM/LNSH-l s war name.”

DPocId:32423524 Page 65




2. At What Level 1

R i SRR e R T T

Approved by Drarting
Subcommiteee 9/5/75

re the Castro Plots Authorized or

Intelligence Agency? -

Known About Within the Cehtra

- (a)

The Queétﬂ

n Presented.. As we have seen, first

Richard Bissell and then Rick
Plans‘(DDP) were aware of pW
the Agency, in particular All
or were aware of the assassin
Dulles served as Di

from 1953 to November 1961.
to 1965.%
les and Mccene (or their Depu
Carter, fespectively) knew at
Fidel Castro's 1ife.
In summary, the evi

(1)

expressed the belief that Dul

authorized the initial phase

1

underworld figures; "They ack

The Committee toow:

ﬁowledged however,

rd Helms, each as Deputy Director of .

ts to assassinate:Fidel Castro. The
Ltes to. whether their superiors in
n Dulles and John McCone, authorized

tion plots.

Qctor of Central Intelligence (DCI)

cCone served as DCI from November‘196l

p?onsiderable testimony on whether Dul-

ty DCI's, General Cabell and General

)OPt or authorized the plots agalnst

alb
il

dence is as follows:

’Dulleé@j Bissell and Edwards both
ik |

le

Il

Q

s (and his Deputy, General Cabell)’

£ the assa331nat10n plot involving

that 'Dulles (and

REL)

his Deputy) were not told abbﬁk the plot until arter the under -

Ll
i

‘'world flgures had been contac

-

used to brleF them—— an 1ﬂte1

* Bissell served as DOP fr
1962.
because of the failure of thé
Helms, who had been Bissell's
February 1962 as DDP. He was
DCI -in June 1966.

H¥ 50%535 Docld:32423524 Page 66

af
t

om January 1,
(President Kennedy dec1ded to replace Dulles and Bissell

‘appointed DDCI in April 1965,

€

eﬁ

The~words said to have been

llgence operation'--do not convey on

: i

1959, to February..l7,

Bay of Pigs (Bissell,
+Deputy,

6/9, pp. 6-8).)
succeeded Bissell in
and
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‘Harvey or the I1.G. Report on

DooId:32423524

their face that the plot invo
and Edwards insist the real m

There is some other evidence!

that Dulles and Cabell did kn

know. (See SectionA(b).belowl

(ii) McCone

,%2_
!

i
!

i
1y
[
i
¢

ey

ved assassination, although-Bissell

== (0

aning must have been understood.

éich,can be said .both to suggest

B
A

=3

N

i
v

>wland‘to suggest that they did not
W ) .

D

know about or authorize the P

that McCone was not told by t

H&lMcCone testified that he did not
lots. Helms and Bissell both stated

hem of the earlier assassination ef-
) |
i

:

forts when McCone assumed thé&position of DCI in November 1961.

|
i

The 1.G. Report states that Harvey received Helms' approval not

Ean

to brief McCone when the actual efforts were resumed in 1962.

Harvey testified this accorde& with his recollection. Thereafter,

Helms and Harvey did not tell
on several*océasions.‘ Helms

brief‘McConé,vbut did not cal

. McCone about assassination activity
b

did not recall any agreement not to
1 into question the position taken by

this matter. Helms did say that Mc-

Cone never told him not to assassinate Castro, but added that he

was not claiming that he toldiMcCone about the plots.

ters, as well as the wvarious

Helms for not briefing McCone

(b) Did Allen.

(These mat-
;HFasoaéiput forward by Harvey and

;, are set forth in Section (c) below.)

ﬁulles Know of or Authorize the Initial

Plots Against Castro?* Both

:Allen Duiles and his Deputy (DDCI),

* This testimony relates to

the "airplane" incident in July 1960

and whgt the I.G. Report reféﬁred to as the initial phase of the
assassination effort involving the underworld. - With-respect” to -

they could "find no evidence

at any level higher- than division,

Page 67

-the "schemes'" prior to that 6ﬁeration, the I.G. Report concluded

that any of the schemes were approved
if that". (I.G., p. 10.)

Ald‘
B




General Cabell, are~deceased.f,Since we were unable to take any

testimony from either, the C?ﬁmittee's investigation centered

BIEX

o I‘;‘ . .
around the documents availabl%ﬁand the testimony of those still

alive who served under Dulleéhgnd Cabell.*

v, - ' e

" *The Inspector General queétioned neither Dulles nor Cabell in
preparing his Report in 1967.{%;

HYW 509535 DocId:32423524 Page 68 ‘
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.sending-of,

Doceld: 32423524

(i) Dulles'

wiid -
i .
i
l‘r,: “>

Januaay

1900 Statement to the Special

Group Suggestlng Contlngency

Plans for ‘the Overthrow of the

Casto Government but Rullng

jé)ut "Elimination"

January- 13, 1960,

.?Llen Dulles,

of Castro.
[Fl g
i

in what was apparently

the first Special Group diseﬁésion of a covert program to over-

throw Castro,
was not contemplated by the
1/13/60) .

ing, According to

embhasized.that

"a quick elimination of Castro"

QIA (minutes of Special Group meet-

( o
%he minutes of the meeting, Dulles

first '"noted the possibilitywthat over the long run the U.S.

will not be able to toleratel

M
u‘

'the Castro regime in Cuba, and sug-

gested that covert contingene& planning to accomplish the fall

of the Castro government mig}

- to the State Department repréeentatiVefs'comment that

was very important so -as to
to take over," Dulles

empnaeized that we do
elimination of Castro,
to enable responSLble o}
foothold "

Dulles

[
ﬁt be in order.'” Then, in response
1.

"timing

permit a solidly based opposition
Iy .

ﬂ : : .

not have in mind a quick
but rather actions designed
pp031t10n leaders to get a
‘N‘ .

m

Alleged'Rec1331on of tne July 1960

(ii)

Alrplane Assa331natlon Plan

MG - <
Ugon Learnlng of It.

As discussed in gre
in July, 1960, Tracy Barnes,
in July, 1960, al

that ”possible removal of to

serious consideration " and

a plan to klll Raul Castro.

vshortly after it had been aa

Page 69

B _
ehter detail above (see P. Y,
BIE \ T
Ty

;Blssell s assistant, approved the

cable to the Havana station statlng

p;three leaders (was) feceiving
{3
T?structlons were glven to carry out

That plan was, abandoned

h%eved.

however




The Executive Offi
court action project, wio hd

he had "heard" that Dulles h

;;5 -

1%}
Fij

1l .
?ér to the Chief of the Cuba
!

Ak -

i.sent the cables testlfled tlat

3@ countermanded Barnes' plan and

o
i

had indicated that ”assassinaéion was not to be considered."

(Duty- Officer, p. 29).% The|

o0fficer added, however, that he

had no personal knowledge ofifhe reason for calling off the plan,

i
nogi

or even if Dulles had been thle one who called it off, he further

testified that

"assassination had not
covert action project i

action in this incidentt

policy against the use
Officer, p. )

en part of the Cuba
11960 and that Dulles'
conformed with CIA

ol assassination." (buty
i
i

;QAU.Hi
e e

ala
Al

- "Operational Immediate,
of the previous night. The

The countermanding cablefto tire lHavana station, which was
was:

Sent the morning after the cable
P%ficer who sent that cable testified:

..I saw the cable andf%as told that, to the
-best of my knowledge, myjmemory is that the

Director [Dulles], not
[Bissell] ... had count

t@e Deputy Director
ermanded the cable and

“had directed that -- had |jindicated that

assassination was not t
(Duty Officer, p. 29).

The officer stated that

b;be considered.' .

;
1l

he ‘did not talk to either Dulles or

Bissell about the countermand;ng cable, but that he did see the

cable and in all likelihood
action in discussions the sa
Chief of the Cuba project.

%% The officer testified:

hqard of the reason for Dulles' re-
me morning withh his superior, the
(Duty Offlcer pp. 30-32).

.>we were schooled thalt although other countries.

{used assassination] we

(/do not, and I had always.

understood this as a ba§ic rule." (Duty Officer, p 14).

"Question: So was it y

cable, and in view of y¢
general practice with r
you had been schooled t

ination was mnot part of}

knew?"

HWY 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 70

N o
our understanding after this

ojlir knowledge of the Agency e
e%pect to assassination in which
’%t it was not done, that assass-~

,tHe Cuba Project, as far as you

\
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"Officer:

* % % ‘,

"Question: And would it

|

That's correct’

be accuaate to say that

your recollections conce:nlng what you now view

as what Mr. Dulles' attltudes were ...

on your general tralnlng

"are based
‘about what had always been

said ... [and] that after this incident, what you

were told

fortifiedithat previous bellef [in]

that Dulles had nulllfled at least this particular

cable?"” : -

"Officer: Correct.”

“"Question:

. Do you have anythlng in your recollectlon

or as a result of your 1nformed opinion or experience
that would indicate to the contrary; that is, that -
Mr. Dulles did have assassination in his arsenal, S0

to speak?"

"Officer:
(Duty Officer, pp. 31

Lol

I have no basis for any such speculation."

LD
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(iii)

..M :‘_
f f

R

Dulles Briefin

i

on Use of Underworld Figures

in Septémber’l960, . '“;

1. Bissell g

VF

nL Edwards Said Dulles Was Told

i
!

About An "Intélligence Operati

""Bad Words'" Used,

on'' With No

But That Dulles (and his Deput

Assassination.

Bissell récal

September' there was "'a meetin

briefed Mr, Dﬁlles and General

Bissell testified that '"Colone

circumlocutious terms the plan

~syndicate representatives' (Bi

that Edwards had said:

A Understood That to Mean

ied that "in the latter part of

which Col. Edwards and 1

|
g in
{Cabell" (Bissell, 6/9, p. 20).
! K
1 Edwarﬁs outlined in somewhat

lthat he had discussed with

22). He stated

T S

ssell, 6/9, p.

"that contact had been ma
a plan had been prepared
either said in as many wo
the plan would be put 1nt
or subsequently he was to
not be'. (Bissell, 6/9,

The CIA's 1967 I.G.
with Edwards and Bissell,
.as follows :

avoided the use of any 'b
term used was 'an 1ntelly

said%
S

"The discussion was circumspect.

de with [the underworld], that
for their use, and I think he
%ds or strongly inferred that
o effect unless at that time
%d by Mr. Dulles that it. should
B 22.)% ‘ »

Report based upon interviews

TDungg.and Cabell were briefed

2

Edwards deliberately
ad words' The descrlptlve
gence operatlon Edwards is

quite sure that the DCI and the DDCI clearly understood

the nature of the operatil

* Bissell testified that he
ral's Report, but that his state-

provided in the Inspector Gene
ments concerning what was sald
personal knowledge (Bissell, 6

t

DocTd:32423524 Page 72 1

17
! ?‘
t f
R

on he was discussing. He

was’ felylng on the dating

at the meeting were of his
/9, pp. 20-22).
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_(Edwards Tr at 11).

Bissell testlfled that 'f{

1

recalls describing the cﬁ:nnel as being 'from A to B to
C'. As he then env181oned it, A was Maheu B was
Roselli, and C was the pr1nc1pal in Cuba. Edwards
recalls that Mr. Dulles ﬁérely nodded, presumably in
understanding and approva& Certalnly there was no
opposition. Edwards states that, while there was no
formal approval as such, 'He felt that he clearly had
tacit approval to use hlsﬂown judgement.’ (I.G.

pp- 17-18.) N .

Bissell testified that the description sounded "highly plausible”

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

In llght of the manner in whlch Bissell and Edwards

described brleflng Dulles, the questlon arises as to whether
Dulles in fact would have understood that the operation involved
assassinatiOn. ‘The‘Inspector éeneral in attempting to '"con-

jecture as to just what the Dlrector dld approve , decided

"It is safe to conclude glven the men participating and
the general subject of the meeting, that there was. little
likelihood of misunderstanding--even though the details
were deliberately blurred and the specific intended

 result was never stated to unmistakable language. It is

also reasonable to conclude that the pointed avoidance of
'bad words' emphasized to- the participants the extreme
sensitivity of the operationw” (I.G., p.18 ).~

T\ S
b

"I can only say that I am .quite sure I came away from
that meetlng——and there was, I think, subsequent
occasions when this came}up between Mr. Dulles and
myself, and I am qulte conv1nced that he knew the nature
of the operation.’ A :

i +

1

-2 . :,'

A

* %

Q. : Vhat were the subsequent conversatlons you had
with Mr. Dulles ‘in which{you concluded that he knew
that this was an assassimation effort?

"Bissell.: . . . it's reé;ly a guess on my part that
. . ) i . :

NN
|

gt

DocId:32423524 Page 73 Bt
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b

—i
'
i

th
!

h

e
-1 -

bt

such conversations occurr d,. . . I do believe they did
occur is that during thei‘ntire'autumn I suppose 1 must
have spoken to Mr. DullesHpractically daily about some
aspect of the whole Cuban bperatlon and I am virtually
certain that he would inione or another of those con-
versations and probably. mbre than once have asked if
there was anything to report about the Sheffield Edwards’
operation. He also may have been in direct contact with

C
i
e,

" Edwards at that time." (Blssell Tr. 6/9/75, pp. 24-26)

When asked by the Chalrman why, in thls context,

persons within the Agency talked "in rlddles to one another”

Bissell replied that:

¥y

I think there was 4 reluctance to spread even
on an oral record some aspects of this operation.
‘ L o
"Chairman: Did the reluctance spring from the fact
that it simply grated agalnst your conscience to have
to speak more exp11c1t1y?‘
"Bissell: I don't think 1t grated against my conscience.
I think it may have been a feeling that the Director

“[Dullesl preferred the usé of the sort of language that

is described in the 'I.G. Report.’
NI ‘
Bissell, in a subseqeent appearance before the

Committee, again addressed théﬁissue of whether he and Edwards

|
v

_ "had made it clear to Dulles tﬁet'what was involved was an

assassination operation:

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

I believe the 1mpressxon 1nc1dentally that I thought

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

terms 'an intelligence operation', I think someone

said, was that not a cover des1gnat10n7 But we would not
under any circumstances have told Allen Dulles that this
was an intélligence collection operatlon If I sald that -
on Monday, I must have giyen a wrong impression.
(Bissell Tr. 6/11, p. 24. )

On the other hand, Scott Breckenrldge the oﬁly

author of the Inspector General s Report still w1th the CIA,

testlfled that in hlS.Oplleﬁ*a 'pointed avoidance of 'bad

l‘i

it

i
1
i
b
{
]
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words "'
operation’
attempt,
was stated‘to Mr.

stood"

the Committee and has since dieq.*

the Committee as follows:

Edwards testified (Edwards iﬁpeiview, pP.

]

would have made it llkely that an 'intelligence

S
H;
e

H
|
would have been unq nstood as an assassination

and that '"it was open to question how clearly this

Dulles and whether or not Mr. Dulles under- .

‘1 .
5/, p. )

Sheffield Edwards wequuite infirm when examined by

(Colby/Breckenridge,

Edwards testified before

[Tlhis possible prOJect was approved by Allen B.

Dulies, Director of CIA, and by General Cabell, the
Deputy Director. They are both <dead.
"The Chairman: " How do you know, Colonel, that the

project had been approved by these two gentlemen7

”Edwards:
Cabell."

I personally brlefed Allen Dulles and

(Edwards, 5/30/75 pp. 5-6)

In his interview thh
. t

the Rockefeller Commission,

5):

_ e , -
"Q.: Now, who inside the Agency besides Bissell did
you have any contaet'withibn the top echelon?

' |

"A.: Very important. Thegplan was approved by Allen W.
Dulles and General Cabell‘ﬁ

[
[

requested that Edwards be recalled.
before this could be accompllshed

Y | .
A

< As the 1nvest1gatlon proceeded members of the Committee

Edwards passed away

As a result of Edwards'

1nf1rm1ty and subsequent deathl, the Committee was unable to
~examine him effectiwvely concernlng his conflicting prior
statements, concerning Dulles ‘knowledge of the plots.

DocXd:
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James. O’ Connell who ﬁas the case officer for the

5 i | '
operation involving underworldlflgures testified that when
e
~he and Edwards discussed the matter in 1975, prior to giving

evidence to the Rockefeller Commlssion, he was sure that

Edwards had told him Dulles haﬁ .approved the plot (O'Connéll
Tr. 5/30, pp. 58-59). He add%ﬁjthat he was ''reasonably sure”
or "knew'" in the "back of my ﬁ%?d” that either Edwards or

~ Bissell had also told him of QP%les' knowledge when the plot

was underway in 1960-62 (O Connell Tr. 5/30, pp. 33-34; 36;

il

60) . * | . I' -
: ‘Wgw'

[0 1% I
134
|

A review of Dulles'?éélendar for August through

December 1960 showed no meetlﬁ

[
i

‘ Bissell and Edwards.** Of course, such a meeting could have
o . :
¥

éfinvolving]Dulles, Cabell,

occurred without having been 'Qrorded.

2.. Whatever Was Sald to Dulles, He Was Not Briefed

_ T
Until After Contact With the Underworld Figures Had Been Made.
. : ih
Blssell and the Inspector General's Report (which

l' |

- * In June 1966, Howard J. ®§born “Edwards' successor as
Director of Securlty, wrote aumemorandum for Helms on Maheu
stating that 'the DCI was brlefed and gave his approval'.
When questioned about this memorandum Osborn stated that he

had no firsthand knowledge offthe brleflng, and that he had
most likely obtained this statement from Edwards or O'Connell.

*% The calendar also reflects no meetlngs durlng that period
between Dulles, Edwards and Blssell -or between Dulles and
Edwards. fi ’

wmu

i
.,;
i
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relied on Edwards) placed the ﬂ%iefing of Dulles in "the latter
part of September 1960". L

Bissell did not hadeﬁe clear independent recollection

i

of the dates involved, but reCélled that discussions concerning

18

the possible use‘of'syndicate_members against Castro began "in

the Autumn of 1960".* He redalled initial discussions among,
himself, Edwards, and Colonel J; C. King, Chief of the Western

Hemisphere Division, which he’ sald occurred before Dulles and
“|.'
Cabell were>approached about assa331natlng.Castro. Accordlng
to Bissell, , f ”; -
"those conversations, thélsubject matter was a capability
to eliminate Castro if SUCP action should be decided
- upon. Ry
_ [

"It is, therefore, accurate to say that my best
recollectlon of those conversatlons (with Edwards and
King) is that they addressed themselves to the existence
or non-existence of the capablllty and to the possibility
of developing a capablllty, They were not conclusive or
decisive conversations . #|i. nor would they have revealed
a prior decision to 1mplement such a plan by anybody."

(Bissell, 6/9, p. 19.)

il

- i

* ”Q.:_ When did you first become_aware of any plan or

effort to assassinate MrﬂiCastro?
Ll

"Bissell: Well, I becameiaware of planning a contlngency
basis for such an operatlon._ My recollectlon is
August ,

E
p
o'

"Q.: August'df'l9602

St . but withouc reading [the
I1.G. Report], I would have remembered initial conversations
early in the autumn of 1960." (Bissell Tr. 6/9, pp. 17-18.)
: : i . ,

"Bissell: '60, correct .'!

DocTd: 32423524 Page 77



HW 50955

‘indicated prior to the "latter!

briefing of

" been offered.

DooId: 32423524
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0'Connell cohtacted'ﬁdselli in early September 1960.

During the week. of September 25
met with Giancana and Traffic ht

i
1
e

as follows concerning the sequ

”Q.: Well, before we come!
you had been informed, pri

.contact had been made w1thfthe Mafia?

Y"Mr. Bissell.: :

"Q.: Now were you lnforme
the go ahead to proceed wi

Castro? -‘W

"Bissell:
I cannot date that at all

pp. 20-21.)

af‘

On the other hand Roselli's t%

large sum of money would be pai

p. 17), and Edwards' May 14, fq

"senior officials"

It is clear then,

v

}
'ffl
L#ce of those events:

il

I had.",“'

Not that earlyw
'uell
" was within the next two or

”;n~§iQ;,
s ry — LI

Al

“about the use of underworld flgures to assassinate'Castro

g

0'Connell, Maheu, and Roselli

l

{
; - » - 3 * *
te in Miami. Bissell testified

to the meeting [with Dullesl,
)r to that, had you not, that

d that the Mafia had been given
th actual efforts to assassinate

to my “best recollectlon

I would suppose that 1t
three weeks . (Bissell, 6/9,
»timony suggests that Maheu had
yart of September' 1960 that a

itfor Castro's death (Roselli,

2 memorandum indicated the

ook'place'after the money.had

At even if Dulles was informed

sub-

ordinate agency officials had prev10usly decided to take steps

toward arranging for the kllllné

it with organized crime leaders.

of Castro, including dlSCUSSlng

P
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" to the Justice Department in- 196

wiretap in Las Vegas..

the tap had been piaced in conﬁn

Questions Rais E

(iv)

by Edwards' Communications

Eh

1 and 1962.

$ > f

As fully described s L_pra PP,

the FBI discovered

in the late 1960's that Maheu hdd been involved in an illegal

In Aprlr

suggested that the FBI contact‘?

An FBI report of a ha§

I

| |
(1n which Edwards vaguely descrl
[1

g

relatlng to '"clandestine efLo;t§

with no mention of assa351nat;9
]

“Col. Edwards advised that
Plans, CIA) and two others
Giancana-Maheu activity in|
Allen Dulles was completeﬁ)

(1

l '
n
to the Attorney General) state%w

1961, Maheu told the FBI that

ction with a CIA operatlon and
dwards to verify this fact.

3, 1961 interview with Edwards
bed EPe-use of Giancana as

against the Castro Government'

, and a copy of which was given

only Mr. Bissell (Director of
in CIA were aware of the
behalf of CIA's program and

7 unaware of Edwards' contact

with Maheu in this connection.

He added that Mr. Bissell,

in his recent briefings of
.General in connection w1th

‘relating to the Cuban 31tuatlon

Gen. Taylor and the Attorney
their inquiries into CIA
told the Attorney General

that some of the associat&d plannlng 1ncluded the use of

Giancana and the underworild against Castro.

(FBI memo-

randum entitled "Arthur Jhmes Balletti et al.”,May 22,

1961, p. 2.)

vead ]

Page 79 1
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Bissell said he waefoe

(R 1)
G

s
statement regarding Dulles' know

wrong, and testified that "it5i§

recollectlon that Allen Dulleé

"t

&
i

as 1 have testlfled several tlme
When asked to specula

told the FBI that Dulles was uﬂg

X
L
i

!

Maheu, Bissell replied:

"I can only surmise thét
. the cooperation of the Ju

required without in any wa

" Mr. Dulles,
fashion."

and simply di
(Bissell, 7/1'

A year later, on May
General Counsel met with Attorn
meeting, is discussed extensiveﬁ

memorandum of the meeting indic%

after Roselli and Giancana had b

.had ”then briefed the proper s

L
b
!
J

eﬁ'

R
il

0
3 1B

{} Ll

‘m—§¥%5~f

i S ‘é%

= ~<;,—~q,

Now,

Y

rtain, however, that the-

edge about the operation was

ijust flatly contrary to my

s unaware of these contacts,

*

27) .7

(Bissell, 6/11, p.

e on why Edwards would have

are of Edwards' contact with

e believed he could secure
tice JDepartment that he
y involving his superior,
- this in a protective
, P. 20).
1962, Edwards and CIA's

3

General Robert Kenhedy.

D).

(That

below at p Edwards'

‘\b,

:ed that he had said that

en offered $150,000, Edwards

or officials of [the]

it (the FBI memorandum) is just flatly

contrary to my recollectlon that Allen Dulles

was unaware- of these contacts

several times. Also,

as I have testified

I submlt it is quite im-
plausible that I would have briefed Gen.

Taylor .

and the Attorney General——and incidentally, I
havesno recollection of brleflng those two gentle
men except as members of: the Board of Inquiry
that I have described, ofﬁwhlch Allen Dulles him-

-self was a member--it is
I would have briefed themﬁ
been going on for some mo
the Director, Mr.
informed."

i

Dulles; hJ

Qulte implausible that

om a matter which had
hs, and some which
mself, had never been




Agency” (without spécifying whdq) and they had '"duly orally -
H :

approved.'* It further statee'that "knowledge' of the project

i s i
had been "kept to a total of sm% persons." *%
i

- Dulles had left the Agency between .the time of

Edwards’ two statements. 5 {i

(wv) Remarks Made to the Special Group by General

g

Cabell in November 1960

Bissell and Edwards testlfled that Cabell was aware

of the Castro plots (Bissell Tr. 6/9,.p. 22; Edwards Tr. 5/30/75,

P'P . 5,.6) Rk

* On the same day as writing that memorandum for the
Attorney General, Edwards wrote another memorandum for his
own files indicating that after putting Harvey in contact
with Roselli in early April, he had:

’ g

"cautioned him [Harveﬁ]1that I felt that any future
projects of this nature should have the tac1t approval
of the Director of Central Intelligence." (5/14/62,
Memorandum for the Record )

This memorandum, whlch contalned other information which
Harvey and Edwards had agreed to include to "falsify'" the record,
~ is discussed infray p. .o e
f
HE The 1967 Inspector General's Report surmised that thirteen
people knew of the plot, including Dulles, based upon Bissell's
and Edwards’' account of the Dulles briefing. (See discussion,

supra.. at ) o

*%% The Inspector General's Report stated:

"With Bissell present, Edwards briefed the Director

(Dulles) and the DDCI (Cabell) on the existence of a plan

involving members of the syndicate. . . Edwards is quite

sure that the DCI and the DDCI clearly understood the

nature of the operation he was discussing.'" (IG Report,

. 170)

0'Connell testlfled_that,prlor to 0'Connell's testifying
before the Rockefeller Commiééion, Edwards told O'Connell that
Cabell had been aware of and authorized the project.
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; | . The testimony indlcqtes that the meeting between Dulles,
Bieseil, Edwards, and Cabell egeurred.sometime “iﬁ fhe aueumn”
of 1960, probably around Septe&ber The minutes of a meeting of
the Spec1al Group, the high- 1e%el governmental body for consider-
ing ‘¢overt action, on November 3 1960, reflect the following

remarks: )
”Flnally, Mr. Merchant asked whether any real planning
had been done for taking direct positive action against
Fidel, Raul and Che Guevara. He said that without these
three the Cuban Government would be leaderless and
probably brainless. He conceded that it would be necessary
to act .against all three SLmultaneously General Cabell
pointed out that action of this kind is uncertain of
results and highly dangerous in conception and execu-
tion, because the instruments must be Cubans. He
felt that, partlcularly because of the necessity of
simultaneous action, it would have to be concluded
that Mr. Merchant's suggestion is beyond our capabilities.”
(11/3/60 Special Group Minutes, P. 3).

Exactly what theaterm "direct ﬁésitive action'" meant to the

speaker or those listening is uncertaln Neither was able to

offer any interpretive help to the Commlttee However, other
~l

.-part1c1pants at this meeting have testlfled that the reference
- I I
could mean or include assassinapion.*

ata
o~

“Q. Do you read. . . dlrect positive action.
as meaning killing (Fidel Castro Raul Castro and Che
Guevara)?" _ y

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

"Q: . . .would you aé%ée that the words 'direct
positive action' appear to question whether there's been any
planning in connection with assa331nat1ng (the Castros and

.Guevara)7" ,‘ . . -
P s . \
e VA I think the phrase "positive action’' could include
' assassinations, but. . . I'm not sure what was in Mr. Merchant's

mind.'" (Gray Tr. 7/9/75, p. 9.2
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Bissell was also aéke@ about the minutes of the

H

1

November 3 meeting. After reaﬁl g the reference to 'direct

i

f
18
E +

4
it

|
|
.

positive action,"” Bissell saldﬁ i find it difficult to

understand” (Bissell Tr. 7/171ip, 18). He was then asked

P 1

1

"Q: Do you, in 11ght Of the November 3

minutes) remain firm tha ‘Cabell was knowledgeable
(of the assassination plﬁts)7"

¥
'y

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

When asked if it cast "some 51gn1f1cant doubt in llght of
j
(Cabell's) character' Bissell answered "ves" (Bissell, 7/17,

pp. 22-23). _ifF
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(¢) Did John McConeiKnow of or Authorize Assassina-

tion Plots Durlng His Tenure as  DCL

The CIA consid%?éd several assassination plots

against Castro during McCone’%i%enure as Director. Harvey
initiated his contact with Roselli in April 1962, and the
operation involving undefworld';igureé continued into early
1963. In early 1963 the CIA lopked into the possibility of
assassinating Castro with an ek%loding seashell and contaminated

diving suit. AM/LASH was offered a poison pen device in

November 1963, and caches of éf%s were delivered to Cuba for

[
his use in the following year.

(1) ﬂcCone Te#tlfled That He Did Not Authorize

or Know About the Castroc Plots and That He Vould Have Dis-

approved the Plots Had He Been lsked
- McCone tes%;fled that he was not aware of

_ NEK
: . - S s
the plots to assassinate Castro which took place durlng the

years in which he was DCI ana‘that he did not authorlze those
plots.* (WcCone, 6/6/75, pp- 3% 44=45) He testified that he
was not briefed about the assaSSLHatlon plots by Dulles,
Bissell, Helms, or anyone elseéwhen he succeeded Dulles as
Director in November 1961 (Mcbéne, 6/6/75, pp. 6-7, 17), and

that if he had ever been asked jabout the plots, he would have

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

H¥ 50955 Doeld:324323524 Page 84
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* McCone testified that he first learned of the Roselli operation

in August, 1963, long after 1t had been terminated. See discussion,

P.
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1 had no knowledge 'of any authorized plan or
planning that might iead to a request for
authorization. Of course during those days
it was almost commor'!'for one person or another
to say, we ought to dispose of Castro

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

i

ik

) ot f, ¥ ) U

ki [ W l 9w iy
!

1
[A]
1
i

Senator Hart of Colorado: . . . bid you
ever discuss the subject of assassinations
with your predecessor Mr. Dulles?

McCone: No, I did not -

(ii) Helms, Bissell, iéhd Other Subordinate Agency

:u
i

the Plots or Know If He Had Knowledge Of Them.

the duties of DDP from Bi;sell.ﬁk

!
l

Rlchard Bissell was DDP under McCone for three months,

from November 1961Aunt11 Februarg 1962. Richard Helms assumed

: . VR ,
Bissell testified about:{;;McCOl‘le s knowledge as follows:

.0 Your testimony ls that. you never discussed

: assassinations Wlth Mr. McCone?

A.: -That is correct.k

Q.: . . .[D]id you éell McCone anythlng about
that conversation with Mr. Harvey in which
you at least toﬂd him (Harvey) to take
over the relationship with the criminal
syndicate?

A.: I don't remember so doing.

DocEd:324235724 Page B85
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helms testified that he dld not recall ever having dis-

cussed the assassination plotstith McCone while the plots
» * 3. » }I’ .
were continuing.* When asked ﬁhether McCone was aware of the
Ty )
assassination plots against Castro, Helms testified:

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

at least I don't have any impression, unfor-
tunately. . . . Mr. McCone is an honorable
man. He has done hig own testifying, and all
I ¢can say is that I do not know specifically
whether he was aware or not. {(Helms, 6/13/75,
pp. 50, . 101-102) !@

+

Helms further testified: -

Q.: I believe Mr.-M&Cone testified that he
never heard of any of these attempts when he
was Director. Would, you have any reason to
disagree with his Lestlmony?'

Helms: Sir, I have always liked McCone and
I don't want to get,into an altercation with

~him. He had access: to Harvey and everybody
else just the way I had and he had regular
access to the Attcrngy General.

O S A 1

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

‘Helms: I don t know how to answer that,
Senator Mondale. He,was involved in this up
to his scuppers just the way everybody else

Helms testified that he first told McCone about the plot
using underworld figures in August 1963, ' See discussion supra
at p. )

§

L e

R
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was that was in it, HLnd I Jast ‘don't know.
1 have no reason to lmpugn his integrity.

On the other hand, Ildon't understand how
it was he didn't hean!about some of these

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

j* %

* % %
I honestly didn't recall that Mr. McCone
was not informed and when I was told that
there was evidence that he wasn't informed,
I was trying to scratch my head as to why i
didn't tell him at the time and my surmises
are the best I can come up with. I am really
surprised I did not dxscuss it with him at
~ the time. My relations witrh him were good,
and so my surmises are just the best I am
able to do in 1975 over an episode that took
place that many years ago (Helms, 6/13/75,
p. 90) 3
: X
‘Several other Agency offié&als who were aware of the

assassination plots testified ghat they had not told McCone
[
of the plots. William Harvey %EStified that he never spoke

with McCone about the operation involving underworld figures
' s .o it .
or assassination and that, to:ﬁhe best of h;s knowledge,

McCone hed not been told about, the project. (Harvey, 6/25/75,

p. 66) - R

Sﬁeffield Edwards, when agked whether he had informed

McCone about the plot, repliedg

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

: Ir
"Q.: Was there a reason for why you did not
inform Mr. McCone?



i ,
Edwards: Well, I did not want to drag
Mr. McCone into this thing that in my
opinion had petered out, and I did not
want to involve him. "(Edwards p. 18)

James 0'Connell, who was ﬁfe case officer for the opera-

tion under Edwards, testified that he recalled that Edwards had

Al

told him during a discussion aﬁbut the plots in 1965 that

Edwards had not briefed McConé‘on the operation.

As a matter of fact, 'I don't think he ever
knew about it. From later conversations with
Colonel Edwards, not recently, we talked about
it, and he sald thatihe wag convinced that

Mr. McCone never knew about it, it wasn't on
his watch, so to speak and he didn't want to
get him involved (O Connell, pp. 37, 39)

‘George McManus, Helms' Snglal Assistant for Cuba during

| 1

the relevant period,.CEStifiedﬁﬁhat he was not told about the

e

assassination activities, and gave his opinion that if McCone
il .

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

1 ¢

reacted v101ently immediately”.
h

*McManus advanced two reasonﬁ for this opinion:

- i PR

{1) McCone had a great love for the PreSLdent of
‘the United States and he sort of looked at him
as an older son or a!brother, a very protective
sense he had about the Presmdent President
Kennedy, and McCone would have 1mmediate1y said
Jesus, this is a no ?in.ball game,

(2) -Secondly, as an individual, he would have found
it morally repreben51ble (McManus, p. 33)

‘ (Continued)
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Walter Elder, McCone's Executive Assistant, testified

that he had not known of the.j?ﬁerworld operation until August
1963, and that in his opinion{McCone did not learn of the
) :

operation prioxr to that time. L:(Elder p. 15)

(iii) Helms and harMey Did Not Brief McCone About

g !":Il"
sl
g

the Assassination Plots

McCone assumgq}the position of DCI in Novem-

ber 1961. 1t was also in No?ember 1961 that Bissell asked

‘Harvey to assume operational édntrolﬂover the Castro plot in-

volving underworld figures.: ]Rlchard Helms replaced Bissell
d

in February of 1962 and»was subsequently brlefed by Harvey on

- S et

(Continued)

T T T S e, 2

McManus also testified:

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

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

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

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

P iR
the Castro plot activities. ;;L
:‘ 1:'-

Harvey tFStlfled that in the spring of
1962, when he was preparing to contact Roselli, he briefed
Helms on the assassination plotf (Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 65)
Harvey said: | l

b
. L briefed Helms generally on the take-
over of Roselli, on 'the doybts about the
operation, on the p0531b1e . . . future of
it, and to the extent it had then been possible,
the assessment of Roselll and the cutting out
of various lnd1v1dua% LF
? &
Harvey testified that when he brlefed Helms on the assassina-

" tion plot operation, they decxded that it would not be appro-

1
prlate at that point to brief’ John McCone.

There was a fairly dgtalled discussion be-
tween myself and Helms as to whether or not
the Director should at that time be briefed
concerning this. For a variety of reasons

'( ;
it
g
it
b
KB

*Harvey testified that when He took over the Roselli opera-

tion, he had 'cut out" both Maheu and Giancana because "regard-

less of what I may have thought.of their trustworthiness,

they were surplus” to the operation. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p..65)'
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which were tossed Dack and forth, we agreed

that it was not necessary or advisable to brief
him at that time.

NI

SRR .
I then said, as I recall, to Mr. Helms, if you
decide in the futureithat he should be briefed,
I would like to know about it in advance to

which, to my best recollection, he agreed.

Harvey the

‘Helms had

(Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 66)

)

n offered the following explanation for why he and

decided not to diseuss-the_matter with McCone at

that time:

There were several reasons =for this. One,

this operation at that stage had not been
assessed. It was obviously questionable on
several grounds. It obviously involved know-
ledge by too many people. We were not,K even

sure at that point it had any remote possibility
or rather any real possibility for success. It
had arisen with full authority insofar as either
of us knew long before I knew anything about it,
and before the then-Director became Director of
the Agency.

I saw no reason at that time to charge him
with knowledge of this, at least until we reach-
ed the point where it appeared it might come to
fruitation or had had a chance to assess the
individuals involved and determine exactly the
problem we faced, including the possible problem

.==- and 4t was a very, or-it appeared to be, and

in my opinion was, at that time, a very real
possibility of this government being blackmailed
either by Cubans for political purposes or by

figures in organized crime for their own self-

Doceld: 32423524

protection or aggrandizement, which, as it turned
out, did not happen, but at that time was a very
pregnant possibility. (Harvey, 6/25/75, pp. 67-68)

wt wle wlo wte wle
W< s I w W
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I am definitely not{saylng that there was any
effort to hide or conceal any information from
the Director. Thefe ‘was not. This was a dis-
cussion as to whether or not it was even neces-
sary or approprlate at this p01nt to take detalls

of this particular |

form to. the then-~D

6/25/75, p. 69)
Harvey stated that he d

that the assassination activ

by the Director" had he been

operation in an unassessed
irector at that time. (Harvey,

id not have any reason to believe

ities would have been ”diéapproved

advised of the project (harvey,

6/25/75, p. 69) and stated t%at he hdd thought the plots ''were

completely authorized at every approprlate 1evel within and

beyond the Agency'. (Harvey,
‘McCone had not been given an

Harvey replied:

One of the thi
my own . . . knowl

7/11/75 p. 66) When asked why

opportunlty to con31der the plot,

ings that I don't know from
edge . . . is who was briefed

in exactly what terms at the time of the so-

called Las Vegas £
place a technical

Rowan,s hotel room!

lop that involved attempts to
surveillance . . . in Dan .
(Harvey, 7/11/75, p. 46)

£
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Harvey was queried on whether the reasons he had given for not
briefing McCone were actuallﬁ‘”reasons why he should [have been]
briefed'forthwith”. Harvey qeplied:

. Well, Senator Huddleston, it will be quite
easy in looking at lit now to say, well, I can
see your argument. ‘
. |
All I can sayfto you in answer is at that
time I didn't feel}that it was necessary or
advisable. I did not make this decision except
in consultation, and had I been disagreed with,
that would have been it. And I am not off-
loading this on Richard Helms or attempting to
at all. It isn't all that “easy for me to go
back this many years and sort of recast all of
the reasonlng and be sure I am accurate. And
I don't also want to evade it by saying, well,
it seemed like a good idea at the time. But
actually it did.
) In other words this was not something
that either Helms or’ myself felt that at that
stage there was any point in attempting to
brief the Directorjon it until, at least, we
- had a somewhat better handle on it.
. ,
| » %‘,* * % %

!

‘And I; might also add if T may, . . . but as

far as either one of us knew at that point he
might have been or|should have been briefed,

~-if you want it that way, -by either Allen Dulles
or Richard Blssellj (Harvey, 7/11/75, pp. 67- 71)

- The 1967 thort preparea By the Inspector Géneral_for

: o ]
Helms states that Harvey said: "When he briefed Helms on
_ ! :

Roselli, he obtained Helms' hpproval not to brief the

i ' !
Director." (I.G., p. 41) |;W 
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Helms testified that he

but that he had no reason to

testimony and the Inspector Ceneral s Report.

pp. 32, 106)

Helms, when asked about’

Harvey had agreed not to brie

My recollectia

fdid not .recall

this conversation,
doubt the accuracy of Harvey's

6/13/73,

(Helms,

o
e

oy

B

)ﬂarvey s testimony that he and

|

>f McCone,
i

stated "I frankly don't

|
recall having agreed to this!i!

»n is that I had very grave

doubts about the wi

Lsdom of this. And as

I recall it, we had 'so few®assets inside Cuba
at that time that I was willing to try almost

anything. But thel

my mind at that tlme
with a lot of other things,

job ‘[as DDP]. Mr.
the Agency and I gt

- myself, well this 19

him and I doubt very
but if 1t
enough to bring hlﬁ

anyplace,
6/13/75, p. 33)

Helms also stated:

thing did not loom large in
I was enormously busy
taking over a new
]McCone was realtively new in
1ess I must have thought to
'going to look pecullar to
much this is going to go
does, then that is time
1nto the picture. (Helms,

|

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

you know, not a vety savory effort

~6/13/755"p. 92)

Helms later testified that he

(Helms,

M :
dld not '"recall ever having been

convinced that any attemptgwés)really made on Castro's life."

I am having a very|

before this Committee

“thing in here that{
for me, I am sorry]
all that clear,

‘asy
g

difficult time justifying
because there is some-
doesn t come together, even
to say. Because if this was
everybody seems to think it

Page 24 i



H®¥ 50955

was,

On Ma

l
p
l

that there we%efthose pills in that restau-

rant in Cuba and Cdstro was about to die, 1 cer-
tainly would have ralked to McCone about it.

And this never was
but it never was,

7117175,

p. 34)

*that clear, I am sorry to say,’
not at that time. (Helms,

!
41

y 7, 1962, Edwards*and the CIA's General Counsel,

[

Lawrence Houston, briefed Att ogney General Robert kennedy on

\

the operation involving unde;world figures, descrlblng it as

terminated.*

bt

. .t
[

M
b

Harvey told the InspecteruGeneral that:

. on 14 Mey he| bfiefed Helms on the meet-
ing with the Attorney General, as told to him’

by Edwards.
briefing Mr.

states that Helms

p. 65)

Harvey,htoo advised against
McCone and General Carter and

poncurred in this. (I.G.,

;’ ’H
P

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

A

Any briefing of the iDirector on the discussion
with the Attorney
should come from Colonel Edwards and Larry
the General. Counsel, and not from the
DDP unless we are
p. 99) '

Houston,

Feneral concerning this

?sged. (HarVey, 6/25/75,

Helms testlfled that he dld Eot recall thlS conversation and .

remarked:

i ’W
| h

It seems odd to me?only because, if the Attorney
General had been brlefed on somethlng it would
seem very loclcal1¢hat it would be very important
to brief the Dlrector at that time on the same

thing.

(Helms,

6/

13/75, p. 107)

*The briefing is exhaustively Hescribed supra at p.

ment to Rome in June 1963.
and Sam Papich,

DocXd:

R
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Accordlng to the Inspecto& General's Report, Harvey and'
Roselli had a farewell dinner before Harvey went on an assign-

32423524
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[The meeting was observed by the FBI,
the FBI llalson w1th the CIA, notified Harvey
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: ol _
. Harvey supplied poisonipills and weapons to Roselli
and his Cuban associates duringla trip to Miami in-April,-1962.%

T

At a Special Group meeting on:April 26, General Taylor requested

that Harvey '"attend the next meetlng and report on agent
i‘. U'

activities" (Memo, McCone, 4/26/62) On April 26, Harvey

was sent a memorandum informing]him of General Taylor's request

and McCone's wish to meet with Harvey and Lansdale "immediately

on your return to discuss the Task Force Activities." - (Memoran-

dum Elder to Harvey, 4/27/62)

Harvey testified thaF upon his return, he reported

"btatus of the active and potentlal

II

to the Special Group on the

sources inside Cuba. " i §
Q.: "Didvyou report op fhe passage of the pills to Roselli?
m} : dHarvey- No, I did not ? ‘ .
Q.:. “Which you had Just‘accomplished in Miami. . .for

- the purpose of assassipating Fidel Castro.

. s
Harvey “No .- o :!‘

A
Q.: And did you report’that to Mr. McCone when he asked

you to tell him what you had done in Mlam17

Harvey: No, I did not. ”“ (Harvey, 7/11 PP.- 16—17.)
' o _

i .
Ll

that Hoover would be Lnformed Harvey asked Papich to call him

'1f he felt that Hoover wouldﬂlnform the Director about the incident.
"Harvey said that he then told Mr. Helms of the incident
and that Helms agreed that there was no need to brief

McCone unless a call fromeoover was expected. (I.G.,
p- 54.) : o '
* Harvey described the trip;toWMiami as _ - , -

LAl

"one of a number of periodic trips for the purpose of
reviewing in toto. . . the actual and potential operations at the
Miami base. . .. and this covered ‘the whole gamut from personnel
administration, operational support in the way of small craft (and)
so on. . ." (Harvey, 7/11 pp +15-16) .

. Lot
HY 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 96 1 !



Harvey stated that he did not tell McCone or the Svecial Group
about the operatlon at that tlme because

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

sense in this amorphous stage' surfaced to the Special Group,
nor, as I have attempted to explain before that it should be
brlefed to John McCone at that point in the state that it was
in with as little as we knew about it, and with all of the at-
tendant background which at that point, and I was not personal-
ly cognizant of all of thls had been poing on for approximate-
}ly,lgs)l recall two to twq -and-a-half years. (Harvey, 7/11,
p. - ! ‘ :

A a« :
- Harvey attended an August 10, 1962 meeting of the

Special Group Augmented.* He Qestlfled that a persen [Robert
L b - .
McNamara] at that meeting sUggééted that the Special Group '"consider
7 :
the elimination or assassinatidﬁ of Fidel” (Harvey, 7/11, p. 30).

Harvey then testified that on Eﬁe day following this Special Group

-meeting (Harvey; 6/25; P- 71): ;
. it
. n\(

'in connection with a morn1n2 briefing of John McCone, the
question again came up and.I expressed some.opinion as to
. the inappropriateness of thlS having been raised in this
form and at that forum [Spec1al Group meeting], at which
‘point Mr. McCone stated. 1n substance that he agreed and
also that he had felt 'so strongly that he had, I believe,
- the preceding afternoon or evening, personally called the
‘gentleman who made the. proposal or. suggestion and had stated
~ similar views as to the inappropriateness and that he [Mc—
- Cone] said in addition - ﬁ . if I got myself involved in some-

thing like this, I mlght Tnd up getting myself ex-communicated."
; : ’ . r["

. Harvey stated that he did ndt%&ell McCone on that occasion about

5
the .actual assassination operékion involving Roselli. He said

-2

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

| =i‘!f<

*This meeting and the ralslng of the suggestion of assass1na—
- tion is discussed in depth in part , infra.

rol
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‘&

J
"I would like to recast the time that this took place. This
was August of '62. This was ‘at the start of the so-called
Missile Crisis.

“"A tentative dec151on had been made at that point that
the only sensible thing to do with [the Roselli operation]

" was to terminate it as ravldlv and cleanly as it could be

done . . . I am sure that}l had discussed with Roselli, at
least on a tentative ba31s -by August, the probable neces-
sity of terminating this Y :

B TR,

According to the Inspector"Genéral‘s Report, the "medicine" was"

reported to be still in Cuba“ag this time. (I.G., pp. 51-52)

Harvey testified that the Report was referring to the pills -
T : '

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

i &
3

In relation to the August 10 meeting, Helms was asked whether

(&1
f

he believed McCone would have stopped an assassination attempt if

he had known that one was uﬂde%way. Helms stated:

‘Mr. Helms: "The reason I‘éay I don't know . . . is that

elsewhere Mr. McCone stades that he went to see Mr, Mc-
Namara in connection w1th this August 1962 affair and told
Mr. McNamara that he’ wouhdn t have anything to do with-
this, that T have no recollection that I don't believe he
ever said anythlng to me [about his not wanting to have any-
thing to do with it. :

i

- Q.: "And you were close to Mr ‘McCone in that per10d7 You -

are his Deputy for Plans7
Mr. Helms: "I saw hlm‘almpstvagily.

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

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

*Harvey said:

DocId
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"T may have deferred for a perlod of a few weeks giving
an actual order to termlmate this as soon as possible,

(Harvey, 6/25 p. 74).




-34,

Mr. Helms: ''‘Not to me.'

L
4

1

O.: "But in any event, it |is your judgment that he did not
indicate that he was ooposed to assassinations?

‘Walter Elder, who served .as McCone's Fxecutive Assistant, testified,

however, that he had personally told Helms of McCone's opposition

to .assassination after the Aﬁgust 10 meeting.*

'Briefinv of'McCone

(iv) The August 1963

An August 16, 1963 Chicago Sun Times article claimed

that the CIA had had a connectlon with Giancana.** McCone asked

Helms for a report about the artlcle McCone testified that when

Helms came to see him, he brought the following memorandum:

l

"1. Attachedvls the only | coDy in the Agency of a memorandum
on subject the ribbon copy of which was sent to the Attorney

General in May of 1962.

Ii was vaguely aware of the existence

of such a memorandum 31ncérI was informed that it had been

written as a result of a

brleflng given by Colonel Edwards and

L _ Lawrence Houston to the’ Attorney General in May of last year.

"2. 1 spoke with Colonel:
and, in the ‘absence of Mr

Edwards on the telephone last evening,
| Bannerman on leave, I was with Colo-

nel Edwards' assistance able to locate this copy. As far as I

" *Elder told the Committee: !

"I told Mr. Helms that Mr ]
. that assassination
be approved.” Furthermore!
that it would be unthinka
eration of assassination
the subject had received
policy makers, which it h
derstand'. The point is
strength of Mr. McCone's
- that-Mr. Helms could not
o ' about Mr. McCone's feelin®
Affidavit.)

**The 8/16/63 Chicago Sun Ti

|
McCone had expressed his feeling
could not be condoned and would not

W I conveyed Mr. McCone's statement
ble to record in writing any consid-
because it left the impression that
serlous consideration by governmental
ad not. Mr. Helms responded, 'I un-
that I made Mr. Helms aware of the
op0051t10n to assassination. 1 know
have been under any mlsapprehen51on
ps after this conversation. (Elder

1mes article states that "Justice

Department sources’ believed that Giancana never did any spying
for the CIA, but pretended to go along with the Agency "in the
hopes that" the Justice Department s drive to put him behind bars
might be slowed - or at least affected - by his ruse of coopera-
tlon with another government 'agency.

[l
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‘to McCong”(Elder,

DocXd:

am aware, this is the.only
Agency relationships with is
serve your purpose. '

"3, 1 assume you are awaq
discussed in the attachment
Central Intelligence, re:

That memorandum attached theiMa

General Kennedy from Sheffield
tion as having been terminated

discussion, infra, p. )

‘}l
Ai‘

‘Sam Glancana

il
|

written information avallable on
ubject. I hope that this will"

e of the nature of the operation

(Memorandum to Director of
from Helms, 8/16/63.)%

| -
2y 14, 1962, memorandum to Attorney
Edwards which described the opera-

before McCone became DCI. (See

Neither McCone nor Helms Were able to remember what was said

at the meeting. Walter Elder,

sistant, recalled:

iwho was then McCone's Executive As-

"Mr. Helms came in w1th [t
[McCone] who read it and

{51 g

B

he memofahdum]. He handed it to
handed it back without any

particular comment other han to say, 'Well, this did not
happen during my tenure.''} -
* * @ *® % *
Q "Was anything'else said?
A.: "MNo, he.had very 1iﬁtie to say about it.
Q "Did Mr. Helms then leave’
A.: "Mr. He1§s left." KEMder: pp. 16-17, 57-59.)

Elder testified that hefh%

8/13, p. 60)1

Cone] was perfectly aware of wt

1

d concluded that the operation in-

volved assassination from reading the two memoranda that were given

Elder '"further concluded that [Mc-

at Mr. Helms was trying to say to

*Vhen asked whether this enﬁry in the memorandum suggested that
he had previously been aware of the operatlon -McCone testified that

" Helms had orally informed him ﬁ

on that day in August" that it in-

volved 3333331nat10n (McCone p. 9
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him" (Elder, p. 60). Elder further testified:

Q.: '"Other than that conversation that you just described
between yourself and Mr. McCone, did he have anything else
to say about that memorandum? '

Mr. Elder: '"No."

. Q.: "I take it then he did not tell either you or Mr. Helms
that we absolutely could not have this activity going on in
the future?

Mr. Elder: "No."

The Inspector Generai's Report concluded that:

"This is the earliest date on which we have evidence
of Mr. McCone's being aware of any aspect of the
scheme to assassinate Castro using members of the
gambling syndicate.' (I.G., p. 70).

[
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raft Based on
Subcommittee

Meeting, 8/29/75

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

gence Agency In The Eisenhower'Admiﬁistration.

1. Summary |

As discussed in the preceding section, the evidence as to whether
Allen Dulles, CIA Director dufing the Bisenhower Admiﬁistration, was

informed of the Castro assassination operation is not clear.

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

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

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

Eisenhower, his close aides, or the Special Group aﬁthorized or had knowledge

of the Castro assassination plots.

In ad@ition to Bissell, wé took considérable testimony from
.President Fisenhower's principal st%ff assistants, Gordon Gray (Special
Assistant for National Security'Affairs and President Eisenhower's
:representative.on the Special Groupj; General'Andrew.Goodpaster (S%aff
Secretary’ﬁq Presidépt Eisenhower with'p§{§icular responsibiiéty for

* With respect to then Vice President Nixon, Bissell testified--and he
was supported by the principal White House assistants and the documents--
that Nixon was not significantly involved in Cuban matters generally at
the critical times. There is no evidence suggesting his knowledge of the
Castro assassination effort during the period under review, significant
parts of which occurred during the Presidential campaign. (Bissell
P. ; Gray, T/9, p. 39) Therefore, we concluded that, despite the
indications in Nixon's book My Six Crises (p. ) that he was involved
in Cuban matters generally--and Howard Hunt's characterization of him as
the [action officer] for the Bay of Pigs, there was insufficient reason
to examine Mr. Nixon on Cuba 1ookedﬁat alone. We came bto a contrary -
conclusion on Chile and ‘ V

3
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national security operational matters); John Eisehhower7(Assistant Staff
Secretary and the fresident‘s son} and froﬁ Thomas Parrott (Secretary
to the Special Group and special assistant to Allen Dulles). In summary,
the evidence was: |

(1) Bissell testified that he did not inform the Special Group
or President Eisenhower of the Castro'assassination_operation, and.he
had no personal knowledge that Allen Dulles informed either President
Eisenhower or the Special Group. However, Bissell expréssed the belief
that Allen Dulles would have advised President Eisenhower (but not the
Speéial Group) in a "circumlocutious".or "obilque"‘way. Bissell based
this "pure personal opinion" on his understanding of Dulles’ préctice'
with respect to other particularlyrsensitive covert operations. But
Bissell testified that Dulles. never told him that he had so advised
President Eisenhower regarding the Castro assassination-operation; even

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

approach to the President on certain other occasions.

(ii) Gordon Gray testified that the Special Group nevef approvedv
a Castro assassinatiqn, and that Preéident_Eisenhower had charged the
Special Group with the responsibility of authorizing all important covert
operations. A review'of'the recqrds‘of_Special Group‘meetings shows that

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

at a SpeciaifGrbup meeting caused Allen Dulles' Deputy, General Cabell,

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

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

President Eisenhower would have considered such a matter in a'ﬁrivate
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méeting wiﬁh Dulles, or indeed that Pfesident Eisenhower would.have approved
a Castro assassination in any event,,énd (ii) cthat he would not have dis-
cussed Sucﬁ a matter without telling;ﬁhem. They conclude, therefore, as a
matter of opinion, that President Eiéénhower was never told, and testify,

as a

-

matter of fact, that they never?éeéfd anything aboup any assassination
at any time. |

(iii) In.addition to the I1.G. Repoft (which found that the CIA could
not say that any assassination actiVity carried.qg duriﬁg this period was
responsive to Administrétidn pressure), the documentary evidence showed that
the subject of Castro’'s removal was discussed at two meetings of the National
Security Council and the Special Group in Ma;;h 1960. The minutes of these
meetings indicated thét'the discussions were in the context of a general con-
sideration of the proposal to train a Cuban exile force for an invasion of.
Cuba.and an assessment that Castro's overthrow might result in a Communist
takeover. Gray and Admiral Burke testified that the discussion of Castro's
removal at these meetings did not refer to assassination, but rather to the
problem of creating an anti-Castro exile force sfrong enough t6 insure a non-
Coﬁmunist successor to the Castro reéime. In an& event, no action was shown

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

showed that when a question regarding planning for "direct positive action"
against Cuban leaders was raised at a meeting in the Fall of 1960 (shortly
after Phase I-of the CIA/underworld assassination bperation was initiated),

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

‘ beyond the CIA's capability.
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2. Richard Bissell's Testimény

(a) Lack of Personal Knowledge. Bissell testlfled that he knew

nothing of clearances outside the CIA‘for the Castro assassination effort.

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

Group in the Fall of 1960 for the puﬁpose of discussing Cuban operations,

but never informed the Special Group that there was a plot underway invqlving
use of underworld figures to assassinate Castro, (Bissell, 6/9, pp. 25-26);
nor did Bissell inform President Eisenhower or Vice Présideht Nixon or any

+

other person outside the CIA (Bisseli3 6/9, pp. 26—29). Bissell testified

that his reason for notbdoing so was that as Deputy Director of Plans, he
reported to the Director and under Agency procedures relied upon the Director
to inform the appropriate persons outside tha Agency. Thus, the question of

President Eisenhower's knbwledge rests on whether Allen Dulles personally

i

informed him of the Castro plot.

(b) Assumptions Cohcerning Dulles. Based upon his belief that
! Dulles had been briefed about the operation involving underworld figures
and understood that it involved assassination, Bissell assumed that Allen

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

testified:

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

i
i
.
*Bissell reiterated this view on his second day of testimony: ". . . i
.felt that the respon31b111ty for obtaining necessary authorlzatlon should
remain with the Director."” (Bissell, 6/11 p. 4) ” . -
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Bissell further stated thatzﬁlthough_he believed that Dulles
'"pfoﬂably" talked with President Eisenhower:
"the Mafia operatién was not regarded as of enormous importance
and there were much more important matters to talk about w1th
the President. " (Bissell, T7/17, p. 25.)
Bissell said he was "guessing" that Dulles informed Eisenhower.
(Bissell T7/17, pp- 38-39.) He said, however, that he based his assumption
on his knowledge of "command relationship,‘of“Allen_Dﬁlles as an individual,
and of his [Dulles'] mode bf operations". (Bissell, 6/11, 1 6.) As

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

not based on hard evidence" but is "pure personal opinion". (Bissell,

i’

- 6/9, p. 61.) Nevertheless, he believed it to be so, and that the Presi-~
dent thereupon gave .his authorization "perhaps only tacitly". Y(Bissell,

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

- "My guess is that indeed whoever informed him, that is Dulles
‘directly or Dulles through a staff member, would have had the
same desire. . . to shield the President and to shield him in
the sense of intimating or making clear that something of the
sort was going forward, but giving the Pre51dent as little in-
formation about it as p0351b1e, and the purpose of it would have
been to give the President an opportunity, if he so elected,
cancel it, to order it cancelled, or to allow it to continue but
without, in effect, eitracting from him an explicit endorsement
of the detailed specific plan." (Bissell, 6/9, p. 61)

-2
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Bissell said cifcumlocutiqn would have been used "to protect
tﬁe President” in accord with the conéept of'"plausible dehiability”.*
| A
l As noted above, Bissell testified‘he had no personal knowledge
that Dulles informed .President Eisenhoﬁer of the Castro.plot; On other
Specgfié occasions involving sensitive covért operations, Dulles had told
Bissell he had used the "circumlocutious" approach with President
Eisenhower. (Bissell, 6/11, p. 10.) But with respect to the Castro
-assassination attempt, Dulles did not so inform Bissell. (BiSséll, 6/11,
p; 11.) As Bissell téstified:
"I still want to be quite clear, I do not have a recollection'of the
Director telling me that on this specific operation he had made
such an approach and received assent, approval, tacit or otherwise.
(Bissell, 6/11, p. 11.)

"As to whether Dulles knéw of the pléts and infofﬁed'Eisenhower, we
have discussed above thekfaét that in January>1960 Dulles had told the Special
Group that fhe CIA "did not have in mind a quick elimination of Castro."
(Memo;andum of Special Group meeting, January 13, 1960, p._ ). And in July
1960 an instruction by.ﬁissell'é deputy to attempt tp kill Raul Castro, which

also stated that ""mossible removal of top three leaders is receiving serious
consideration at headquarters” had been countermanded. The CIA officer
who drafted this instruction testified that he haed heard at the time that-

it wés Dulles who.countermanded this instruction and in doing go had "indicated

- that assassination was not to be considered." (Hinkle, p. 29).

-

* Bissell explained the "plausible deniability" practice as follows:

"Any covert operations, but especially covert operations . . . that
if successful, would have very visible consequences, it was of course
an objective to carry out in such a way that they could be plau51bly
disclaimed by the U.S. Government " "(Bissell, 6/11, p. 5.)

Bissell apparently assumed that a corollary to that doctrine required the
use of "oblique", "circumlocutious" language.

a
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(iii) White House Officials Denied Knowledge of Assassination

Efforts and Gave the Opinion that President Eisenhower Was Not Informed.

1. Gordon Gray. Gordon Gray served as President Eisenhower's

Special Assistant for Netional Secority Affairs from July l958lto the
end of the Eisenhower Administration on January 20, 1961. (Gray, p. h.)
In this capacity, Gray served as the President's representative on the
Special Group. (Gray, p. 4.) President Eisenhower specifically instpucted
Gray that all covert actions 1ﬁp1ng1ng on the sovereignty of another
. country must be deliberated by the Special Group (Gray, p. 6.) Gray
testified that during the period July 1958.to January 20, 1961, the
Special Group never approved an action to assassinatélCasfro (Gray, p. 6)
and no.such suggestion was made by'Bissellk (Gray, p. 37.)

| 'Gray‘testified he did not believe Allen Duilos would have
'approached President Eisenhowep without igforming Gray; Gray stated:
"I find it very diffioult to believe, and I do‘not believe, that
Mr. Dulles would have gone independently to him with such a

proposal without, for that matter, my knowing about it from Mr.
Dulles. (Gray, p. 35. )*

¥ Gray pointed out "that I was not with President Eisenhower twenty-
four hours a day. It was a few minutes every day, practlcalWy every day."
(Gray, p. 35.)

According to the records of the Elsenhower Library., Dulles was alone
with President Eisenhower on one occasion in the Fall of 1960. That
meeting lasted ten minutes on November 25, 1960. The record of the
previous portion of the meeting attended by Gray indicates only that, in
addition to discussion of operations in another country, "there was also
some discussion of Cuba' (Memorandum, November 28, 1960, by Gordon Gray,
of Meeting with the President, November 25, 1960 at 10:40 A.M.). Ve feel
compelled to state that the fact of this brief meeting, on the evidence
available, is of little, if any, significance or relevance.
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Gray further testified that his relationship with President
Eisenhowef ﬁas such that President Eisenhower "would discuss with me aﬁy—
thing that came to his attention independently of me." (Gray, p. T7.)

And Gray testified thét President Eisenhower never discussed with him the
4subjeot“of a Castro assassination or of the‘uSe of the underworld figures
and Cubans in such an effort. (Gray, p. T.)

2. Andrew Goodpaster.. Goodpaster served as President Eisenhower's

Staff Secretary and Defense Liaison Officer during the last two years of
the Eisenhower Administration. (GQodpaster, P. 3.} In addition to responsi-

bility for the President's schedule and the suPerviSion of the White .House

_staff, Goodpaster was responsible for handling with the President "all»'
matters of day to day.operations" in the foreign,affairs”and national
security.field, including the activities of the CIA and the Departmeﬁts
of State and Defense. (Goodpaster, p. 3.) Goodpaster testified that he
had é."Verj close persogal relationship" with President Eisenhower and -
saw the President "essentially every day when [President Eisenhower] was
in Washingtén (Goodpaster, p. 4). Along with Gordon Gray, Goodpaster
served as the chénnelnbetween the CIA and the Presidént. Goodpaster was
the particular channel for "operationé in which [Presideﬁt Eisenhower]

‘might take a personal part'". (Goodpaster, p. k.) |

- Goodpaster testified that he never heard any mention of assas-

inétion efforts. (Gébdpaster, p. 5.) He said that President Eisenhower

" never told ﬁim about any assassination effort andvthat it was his belief,
under White House procedureé and by virtue of his close relationship with
President Eisenhower, that if an assassination plan or opgration had ever

" been raised with the President, he would have learned of it. (Goodpaster,

. p. 5.)
fﬁ)ﬁﬁr o B TR e
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Beyond this General Goodpaster testified that he found Bissell's
assumption of a “circumlocutious” personal conversation between Dulles and
the President "completely unlikely".

,/"That'was simply not the President's way of’doing business. . He
had made it very clear to us how he wanted to handle matters of
this kind, and we had set up procedures to see that they were then
handled that way." (Goodpaster, pp. 6-T)

According to Goodpaster, after the collapse of the Paris Summit
Conference between President Eisenhower and Premier Khruschev as a result
of the U-2 inc¢ident in the Spring of 1960, the Eisenhower Administration

- reviewed its procedures for-approval of CIA &perations and tighﬁened them.
General Goodpaster testified that this review was carried out
"with the aim in mind of being sure we had full and explicit under-
standing of any proposals that came to us and we knew from
[President Elsenhower] that in doing that we were responsive to
a desire on his part.” (Goodpaster p. T.)

Secqndly, according to Goodpaster, the felationship between

President Eisenhower and Allen Dulles -was quite different from thaﬁ

between the President and John Foster Dulles. He'said John Foster Dulles

~ was a confidant of the President while Allen Dulles was not. (Goodpaster,

p. 8.)

3. Thomas Parrott. Thomas Parrott,'a CIA officer, served as

Secretary of theASpecial Group froﬁ 1957 through the ehd of<the Bisenhower

Administration (and théreafter until October 1963). (Parrott, p. k.)
:Parrotf stated thét, by virtue of this assignment, he functioned as Allen

Dullés‘ assistant in connection with the Special Group, knew Dulles well,

and gained an understanding of-Dullesf nmethod Qf expression and his
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practice for dealing with the President. (Parrott, pp. 13-1k.)%*

Parxott testified that early in 19659, President'Eisenthef.
directed,tﬁe Special Group to meet at least once a week to consider, approve,
or reject all significant covert action operations (Parrott, p. 4.)

Parrott testified it would have been "highly unlikely" for President
Eiseﬁhower to have instructed the CIA to carry out a covert operation

without informing the Special Group. Parrott testified:

"as evidenced in his . . . revitalization . . . of this Committee
[the Special Groupl, [President Eisenhower was] highly conscious of
the necessity to be protective . . . in this field, and I just
cannot conceive that [President Eisenhower] would have gone off and
mounted some kind of covert operation on his own. This certainly
would not have been consistent with President Eisenhower's staff
method of doing business . . . "¥ (Parrott, p. T.)

L. John Eisenhower. John Eisenhower, President Eisenhower's

son, served in Goodpaster's office as Assistant Staff Secretary fiom mid-

1958 to the end of the Eisenhower Adminisfration. (Eisenhowér, PP. 5, 9)

He'testified that his father had confided secret matters in him "to a very
large extent”. (Eisenhower, p. 3.) For example, he said that after the ,
Potsdam Conference.in July 1955, then Gen. Eisenhower told him that the

United States had developed the atomic bomb at a time when this was highly

¥ Parrott testifiéd:

"I saw him [Allen Dulles] éeveral times a week for hours at a time.
T had known him somevwhat before . . . but I got to know him very
well indeed during these four years." (Parrott, p. 13.)

¥ % Parrott further testified that Allen Dulles followed a practice of -
insisting upon specific orders rather than "tacit approval' and he also
found Bissell's assumptions regarding a circumlocutious conversation
between President Eisenhower and Allen Dulles "hard to believe'

(Parrott, p. 1k.)

)
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se;ret-informaﬁion. (Eisenhower, p. 3.) And he said that as early as

1956, President Eisenhower told him of the secret U-2 flights. (Eisenhower,

. k) | o
e John Eisenhower testified, as a matter of fact, that President

EiSenhower never told him of any CIA activity involving an assassinaﬁion

plan or attempt with respect to Castro. \(Eisenhower, p. 5.) Based on

his father's ?rgctice in other matters, it was his opinion that Preéident

Eisenhower would have told him if the President had known of any such

aétivity. (Eisenhower, p. 5.) He further testified that President Eisenhower

did not deal with important subjects in»a circumlocutious manner. (Eisenhower, p. 8.)

Joﬁﬁ Eisénhowe£>further testified tha£.££ %as his fathef’s belief that

no leader was indispensable, and thus assassination was not an alternative

- in the conduct of foreign policy. (Eisenhower, p. 1h.)

(iv) The Documents

1. The Insbector General's Report
The docﬁment latest in date whiéh beafs‘upon the issue of
authorization for Phase I of the Castro assassination efforts is the 1967
- Inspector Géneral’g Report. In the concluding section of the Report to
Director Helms, the authors advanced several’possible Agency responses to

Drew Pearson's public charges regarding CIA/uinderworld links.* One of the

* On March 3, 1967, Drew Pearson stated in his newspaper column that
there was a U.S. "plot" to assassinate Castro, and that "one version
claims that underworld figures actually were recruited to carry out the
plot." (Pearson, Washington Merry Go-Round, March 3, 1967)
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questions they asked was whether the Agency could say it was acting pur-
J suant to Government policy -- or as they put the question: "Can CIA state

or imply that it was merely an instrument of policy?" The answer given
was:

"Not in this case. While it is true that Phase Two (the

- attempt commencing in April 1962) was carried out in an

atmosphere of intense Kennedy Administration pressure to

do something about Castro, such is not true of the earlier

phase." (I.G., p. 132). ,
In addition to the I.G. Report, we examined the records of the National
Security Council and the Special Group, as well as other relevant White House
files bearing on the question of authorization for the period from
Castro's rise to power to the end of the Eisenhower -Administration. As we
discuss below, thrée documents were found which contained referenceé arguably

related to the subject of assassination.

2. The Contemporaneous Documents

) . . |
- In March 1960, the National Security Council and the Special
Group focused on Cuban policy. President-Eisenhower had just returned from
a foreign trip in which
) - "Latin American Presidents had counseled further forbearance
"by the U.S. in the hope that the members of the Organization
of American States would finally see the potential danger in
Cuba and take concerted action.” (Gray, Ex. 2, Memorandum of
- ~ March 10, 1960 NSC Meeting, p. 8). | :
Castro was characterized as hostile, but his Communist ties were apparently
then unclear. Indeed, it may have been the prevailing opinion, at that time,
that Castro was not actually a Communist.*® For it was stated in the minutes
of the March 10, 1960 NSC meeting:
"there is no apparent alternative to the presentbgovernment in
the event Castro disappears. Indeed the result of Castro's dis-
N appearance might be a Communist takeover." (Gray, Ex. 2, p. 7). =~
(o -
N ¥ Castro apparently first announced publicly that he was a "Marxist-Lenist"

‘on December 2, 1961. (David Larson, Cuba Crisis of 1962, p. 30L).
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Out of these March 1960 meetings of the NSC and Speclal Group.came
the general covert-action plan against Cuba.®

AgainstvthiS'background of general discussions ofFCuba, we con-
sidered certain remarks appearing in the‘records.of a March 10, 1960 National
Security Council meeting and a March 1k, 1960 Special Group meeting.

The record of the NSC meeting of March 10, 1360v(at which President
Eisenhower was pfesent) states that Admiral Arleigh Burké, in cpmmenting on
Allen Dulles' statement that the Cuba covert action plan was in preparation,
fsuggested that any'plan for the removal of Cuban leaders should be a package
deal, since many éf the Cuban leaders éround Lastro weretéven worse than Castro."
(Gray Ex. 2, p. 9).v And, according to the minutes éf a Special Group meeting
on March 1k, 1960 (which President Eisénhowervdid not attend)'"there was a
general discussién as to what would be the'effect on ﬁhe Cuban scene if Fidel
and Raul Castro and Che Guevara should disappear simultaneously." (Gray Ex. 3,

p. 2).

Admiral Burke, who served as Chief of Naval Operations from 1955 to

1961, stated in an affidavit** that although he did not have a specific recollec-

 tion of the March 10, 1960 meeting of the'National Security Council, he had a

clear recdllection of “the discussions of Cuba policy that took place in the
spring of 1960. (Burke affidavit, p. 1). Burke stated that the reference to

the suggestion by him at the March 10, 1960 meeting '"clearly refers to the

-2,

¥ As Gray testified, this plan covered four areas: sabotage, economic sanc-
tions, propaganda, and training of a Cuban exile force for a possible invasion.
Gray stated that this plan had nothlng to do with assassination. (Gray, 7/9/75,
p. 17).

e . . ‘ s
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*%* Admiral Burke was unable to testif

Y in pers .
because he was in the hospital. person before the Commlttee
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general covert action plan reported by Allen Dulles at that meeting and to
the general consideration given at that time in the U. 5. Government to
identify Cuban groups with which the U;S. might work to overthrow the Castro

regime." (Burke affidavit, p. 1). Burke stated:

- "In this connection, it was my view that the U.S. must support
those Cuban groups who would have a sufficient power base among
the Cuban people, not merely to overthrow Castro, but to be
able to cope with and dismantle his organization as well. It
was my firm belief at the time that many people in Castro's
organization were Communist and that Castro was probably a
Communist. I therefore advocated that any effort to support
groups so as to achieve Castro's overthrow must focus, not
merely on the leaders at the top of the Castro regime, but on
the very strong organization that had been the key to Castro's
rise to power, and was the basis for hls_power " (Burke aff1dav1t
p. 1-2).%

Burke stated further:

"The question of a Castro assassination never arose at the March 1o,
1960 NSC meeting or at any other meeting or discussion that I
attended or in which I participated. It is my firm conviction
based on five years of close association with President Eisenhower
during my service as Chief of Naval Operations, that President
Eisenhower would never have tolerated such a discussion,

or have permitted anyone to propose assassination, nor would he
have ever authorized, condoned, or permitted an assassination
attempt." (Burke affidavit, p. 2).

Gray testified that the discussion-at the March 10 and March lh;'

1960 meetihgs dealt with plans to o&erthrow the Castro government, rather than

to assassinate Castro himself. He %aid that Admiral Burke's recorded comment

at the March 10, 1960 NSC meeting w?s part of a lengthy and general diséussioﬁ,

of the problem of Cuba. At the out%et of that discussion, it was Under Secretary
‘ } : ,

I

of State Douglas Dillon who pointediout that "the result of Castro's disappearance

might be a Communist takeover." (Gray Ex. 2, p. T; Gray, p. 11). And -
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Admiral Burke's reference to a "package deal" for the removal of Cuban
leaders was in diréct response to é comment by Allen Dulles recorded in
the minuteé that "a plan to affect the situation in Cuba was being worked
on." (Gray Ex. 2, p. 9; Gray pp. lB—lh), Gray said he believed that

Mr. Dulles "was certainly referring tp";the Eisenhower Administration's
plan to train Cuban exiles for an invasion, rather than a targeted attempt

on Castro's life.*/ (Gray pp. 14, L5). Gray testified that viewing Admiral

Burke's remarks in context, he believed it was clear that "Admiral

f/ A CIA memorandum of an internal CIA meeting (Memorandum of First

Meeting of Branch U Task Force, March 9, 1960), shows that the first
meeting of the CIA task force establishgd to plan the training of a
Cuban exile force was held on March 9, 1960, the day before the March
10, 1960 NSC meeting. (Memorandum of First Meeting of Branch L4 Task
Force, March 9, 1960). At that March 9, 1960, CIA meeting, the CIA
task force discussed '"an operation directed at the overthrow of the
Castro regime'" and described that operation as one: in which a Cuban
exile force would be trained for "6-7 months." In the discussion of
this operation, it was noted that a principal problem was the weakness
of the Cuban exile groups which "had no real leader and are divided
into many parts,",but it was hoped that during the long training
period the "opposition groups will have been merged and will have formed
a government in-exile to whlch all trained elements could be attached."

According to the memorandum of the meeting,
chief of the CIA's Western Hemisphere division

J. C. King, had stated, '"unless Fidel and Raul Castro and Che Guevara could

- be eliminated in onepackage - which is highly unlikely - this operation

50955

can be a long, drawn-out affair and the present government will only be
overthrown by thée use of force." (Id., p. 1). :

-~
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Burke ... was expressing his-obinion that if you have any plan [fbr the
Qverthrow of Castré? it ought to take'thesé factors into consideration, that
you might end up with a Communist government." (Gray, p. L5). |

‘With respect to thé March.IA, 1960'S§ecial Group meeting, Admira#

Burke stated that the "general discussion" referred to in the record of that

- ‘

meeting'&learly did not involve a discussion of assassination of Cuban leaders,
but to the possible effects should only those leaders be overthrown by a group
not powerful enough to also master the organization those leaders had established

.in Cuba.'" (Burke affidavit, p. 2) Burke stated further:

"Thus, it was consistent with my views then that I should have
been recorded in the record of the March 1L meeting as warning
in this discussion that the Communists might move into control
even if these three top leaders should be overthrown. As stated
above, I strongly believed that a strong, organized. group must
be in the forefront of any effort to overthrow the Castro
government.” (Burke affidavit, p. 2).

In any event, when a question "whether any real planning had been
done for taking direct positive_action against Fidel, Raul and Che Guevara'
was subsequently asked. at a»Special Group meeting on November 3, 1960, the
Deputy Director of the CIA, General Cabell, according to ﬁhe record of that

meeting, pointed out

"that action of this kind is uncertain of results and highly
dangerous in conception and execution, because the instruments

must be Cubans. He felt that, particularly because of the
necessity for simultaneous action, it would have to be concluded
that (such action) is beyond our capabilities.” (Gray Ex. 1, p. 3).

-

* The record of the March 14 meeting states: "Admiral Burke said thaf the
only organized group within Cuba today were the Communists and there was therefore
the danger they might move into control." (Gray Ex. 3, p. 2)
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The reference to "direct positive action" is ambiguous and can
be subject to & number of different interpretations, including a v
question suggesting exploration of assassination.¥ However, it is clear
that at most a question was being asked. Moreover, assuming that "direct
positive_actipn" meant killing, it is significant that shortly after assassi-
natiéh plots were begun, the CiA Deputy Director told the Special'Group that

such action was "beyond our capabilities.”

* Testimony varied as to the meaning of the phrase 'direct positive action'
and General Cabell's response in the November 3, 1960 memorandum.

Gray testified that the phrase "direct stitive action" could be taken
to include assassination, but he did not know whether Mr. Merchant intended
to refer to assassination or not. (Gray, 7/9, p. 9).

Parrott, the author of the memorandum, testified that, although he had
no recollection of the November 3, 1960 meeting, it was his opinion, based
on the context of weekly Special Group meetlngs and discussion in the Fall of
1960, that this discussion centered on the possibility of a palace coup, as
opposed to a paramllltary operation mounted from outside Cuba; General Cabell
was indicating that "we simply do not have agents inside of Cuba to carry out
this kind" of a coup. (Parrott, pp. 19-21) Parrott also testified that the
phrase "direct positive action" was not a euphemism, and that he did not

. employ euphemisms in Special Group records, except for references to the

President. (Parrott, pp. 19-21). We discuss in greater detail at pp. ,
: , and other ambiguous phrases in minutes and memoranda drafted by
Parrott. ‘ ' o

Bissell testified that he found it "difficult to understand” that General
Cabell would have told-the Special Group that--it was beyond the CIA's capa-
bilities to take "direct positive action" (if that referred to assassination)
in light of Bissell's assumption that General Cabell was informed of the CIA/
underworld assassination effort. (Bissell, 7/17, pp. 15-18).

Mr. Merchant was unable to testify because of ill health and orders of
hlS physician. :

-2
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| - lc. THE QUESTION OF AUTHORIZATION DURING THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION
| The evidence on the issue of whether or not assassination plots were
authorized during the Kennedy Administratidn is divided herein into two
broad sections. The first primarily relates to the assassination operation
involving underworld figures and'occurring prior to the Bay of Pigs invasion
of April, 1961. The second,séction deals with the Post-Bay of Pigs period,
including the Roselli operation in the spring of 1962, Operation Mongoose, the‘
" laboratory schemes in early 1963, and the AM/LASH plot in the fall of 1963.
(i) PRE-BAY.OF PIGS ASSASSINATION PLOTS

The pattern of testimony for this period was essentially the same
as for the Eisenhower Administfation. Bissell, once again, said he assumed
and believed that Dulles had met with President Kennedy and informed him, in

a circumlocutious fashion, that the operation had been planned and was being

atterpted. Bissell also testified that he (Bissell) did not inform the

."‘..'_._,&/

Pfesident about the assassination efforts or any of the_othervnon-CIA persons with
whom he was working §n coverf'Cuban operations. The Kennedy Administration
officials all testified that they did not know about or authorize the plots.
Furthermore, they said they'did not believe tﬁe Président did or would authorizé-

an assassination plot.

There were for this period no significant contemporaneous documents.

a. BISSELL UAS OF TiE OPINION'LHAT DULLES. HAD TNFORVED PRESTORNT KFNNan

When John F. Kennedy became President in January, 1961, Richard Bissell
was still—ﬁéputy Director for Plans and the principal agency official respon-
- sible for the ongoing efforts against the Castro regime, including both the

Bay of Pigs operation and the assassination plots. Bissell is the only sur-
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vivihg CIA policy maker with first hand knowledge of high-level decision-

making in the early phases of the Castro assassination efforts. . Bissell

testified that he believed Allen Dulles had informed the President (although

Dulles did not so inform him) and that accordingly the plots had been approved

by the highest aﬁthority. Bissell was questioned about how he felf the. Pres-

ident would have been made aware of the plots:

""Senator Baker: ...You have no reason to think
that he [Pulles] didn't or he did [brief President
Kennedy]. But the question I put was whether or
not in the ordinary course of the operations of
the CIA as you know it under their traditions,
their rules and regulations, their policies as
you knew them what in your opinion -- [w]as the
President, President-elect briefed or was he in
the light of all these circumstances?

Bissell: I believe at some stage the President

~ and the President-elect both were advised that such

an operation had been planned and was being attempted.
Senator Baker: By whom?.

Bissell: I would guess through some channel by
Allen Dulles.

The Chairman: But you're guessing, aren't you?"
4 3

-Mr. Bissell: I am, Mr. Chairman, and I have said that
I cannot recollect the giving of such briefing at

‘the meeting with the President-elect in November or

in any meeting with President Eisenhower." (6/9/75,
PP 38 39). ’ .

 Bissell's testimony varled.w1th respect to the force w1th whlch he stated

his belief that the President had been informed. Once he_referred-to it as

""a pure personal oplnlon” (Bissell, 6/9/75 pp. 60-1); on another occasion he

testified as follows
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""Senator Morgan: Mr. Bissell, it's a serious
matter to attribute knowledge of this sort to
the President of the U.S., especially one who
cannot speak for himself. Is it fair to assume
that out of an abundance of caution you are simply
telling us that you have no knowledge unless you
are absolutely certain?...I gather that you think
..1t [assassination plot information] came out
but because of the seriousness of the accusation
you are just being extremely cautious...is that
a fair assumption to make?

Bissell: That is very close to a fair assumption,
sir. It's just that I have no direct knowledge,
first-hand knowledge of his [President Kennedy's ]
being advised, but my belief is that he knew of it
[3553551nat10n plans].” (Bissell, 6/9, p. 56).

When asked.why he had not himself informed White House officiels or the
President of the assassination plots, Bissell said since Dulles was the DCI,
he "left the question of advising senior officials of the government and
obtaining clearances in Allen Dulles' hands' (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 29, 33).
As with President Eisenhower, Bissell said that, based upon his testimony
that Dulles knew about the assassination plot, he "assumed" that Dulles

'had at least intimated [to President Kennedy]

that some:such thing was underway.' (Bissell,
6/9/75, p. 33).%

* The Presidential logs from the Kennedy Administration indicate only one
meeting before the Bay of Pigs invasion at which the President and Allen Dulles
may have met privately. This meeting took place on March 25, 1961. (There is .
no record of the meeting. We feel compelled to state that the fact of this

meeting, on the evidence avallable is of little, if any significance or
, relevance
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Again as part of his 'pure personal opinion’ (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 60)

- that this was done, Bissell speculated that Dulles would have engaged in a
"ecircumlocutious' sort éf conversation. (Bissgll, 6/11/75, p. 6), using
"'rather generél’terms."

. Bissell repeatedly couéled Eisenhowér'and Kemnedy together when he
speculated about the mammer in which he felt the Presidents would have been
advised to maintain ''plausible deniability." (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 38, 57;
6/11/75, pp. 5-6) : |

"'In the case of an operation of high sensitivity
of the sort that we are discussing, there was a
further objective that would have been pursued at
various levels, and that was specifically with
respect to the President, to protect the President.
And, therefore, the way in which I believe that

. Allen Dulles would have attempted to .do that was to
AN ' have indicated to the two successive Presidents the
L N general objective of the operation that was contem-
plated, to make that sufficiently clear so that the
President -- either President Eisenhower or President
Kennedy -- could have ordered the termination of the
operation, but to give the President just as little
information about it as possible beyond an under-

- standing of its general purpose. Such an approach
to the President would have had as its purpose to
leave him in the position to deny knowledge of the
operatlon 1f it should surface._

"My bellef -- a belief based, as'I have sald only to
me knowledge of command relatlonshlp of Allen Dulles
as an individual, and of his mode of operations -- is
that authorization was obtained by him in the manner

- : that I have indicated. I used the word on Monday
c1rcumlocut10us " and it was to this approach that I
.referred.

* Assuming for the moment that I am correct, since the

effort would have been to minimize the possibility of
embarrassment to the President, it is, I think, under-
standable that neither I nor anyone else in the Agency e
would have discussed this operation on our own initiative
with, for instance, members of the White House staff.
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The effort would have been to hold to the
. .absolute minimum the number of people who knew
that the President had been consulted, had been
notified and had given, perhaps only tacitly,
his authorization.'" (Bissell, 6/11/75, pp. 5-6).
However, Bissell testified that Dulles never told him he had briefed
Pr¢§ident Kennedy and he did ﬁot recall asking Dulles. (Bissell, 6/9/75,
p. 34; 6/11/75, p. xx; 7/17/75, p. 27). .In contrast, Bissell testified that
on certain other occasions, -Dulles had mentioned that a "circumlocutious'
approach had been used to brief President Eisenhower on sensitive subjects
(Bissell, 6/11/75, pp. 10-14). Bissell also_said that he never asked to
what degree Dulles had advised McGeorge Bundy,.Speéial Assistant to the -
Pre51dent for National Security Affairs, of the assassination plot. (Bissell,
6/9/75, p. 34).
b. BISSELL TESTIFIED HE DID NOT ‘INFORM THE PRESIDENT OR,WHITE HOUSE

OFFICIALS OF THE ONGOING ASSASSIVATION PLOTS
( .

When aﬁked if he had informed anyone outside the CIA that dn effort to
assassinate Fidel Castro was~underway, Bissell stated, ''not to my recollection."
He added that he was not told that any Administration official had been made
aware of such efforts. (Blssell 6/9/75 pp. 28-30). |

After the change of Administration McGeorge Bundy was the White House

off1c1al who was the liaison with Bissellvconcerning Cuba and in general was

fhe principal White House official responsible for CIA matters -(Bissell, 6/9/75,
p. 16). Bundy was a former student of Bissell's at Yalé’and'they were personal
friends (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 28). Bi%sell testified that he did not tell Bundy
about the ongoing Castro a553551nat10n plots (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 28-29; 7/22

p 31), and Bundy confirmed thlS (Bundy, p. 41).
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Cuban affairs during this period'leading up to the Bay of Pigs received
active high-level attention. Bissell said that, in a continuation of the kind
of intense weekly scrutiny the Eisenhower Administration<had given. the invasion
plans (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 13).

"...almost from the beginning of the Kennedy

Administration, the President himslef and a

number of Cabinet members and other senior

officials took a very active interest in the

operation(s) concerning Cuba." (Bissell, 6/9/75,

p.- 16).

Bissell "almost invariably' was present at meetings in which the President
and other senior officials took an "active interest" in Cuba (Bissell, 6/9/75,
p. 17). Bissell testified that he did not #nform any of them of the assassin-
ation plot. (Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 39). |

c. KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS DENIED KNOWLEDGE OF ASSASSINAIION EFFORTS
AllD GAVE OPINION THAT PRESIDENT KENNEDY WAS NOT INFORMED

- Testimony was taken by the Committee from all living officials high in
the Kennedy Administration who dealt with Cuban affairs.* The theme of their
testimony ——'which‘is set forth in detail below -- wes that they ﬁad no ‘know-
ledge of any assassinatipn plaﬁ”of attempt by the U.S.Agovernmeht before or
after fhe.Bay of Pigs invasion

As w1th the Elsenhower Admlnlstratlon officials, members of the Kennedy
Admlnlstratlon also ‘said they did not- beileee the Pre51dent s character or

style of operating would be consistent with approval of such a matter.

(McNamara, p. 4; Bundy, p. 98; Taylor, pp. 45,51).

= Most of the testimony from officials high in the Kennedy Administration
dealt with the period after the Bay of Pigs invasion, involving Operation Mon-
goose and related activities. (See Section ,infra.) It was during this period.
that most of the high officials in the White House se, State Department Defense
Department, and the CIA were drawn into the deta11ed planning of Cuban “Operations.
During this period, an extraordinary amount of decision making memoranda and
other documents were generated in response to the Cuban situation.
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Secretary of State Dean Rusk testified:

"I never had any reason to believe that anyone
that I ever talked to knew about had any active,
planning of assassination underway " (Rusk,
pp. 65,49).

Likewise, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara stated that he had '"no
knowledge or information about.;.plans ér preparatiéns for a possible assass-
ination attempt against Premier Castro.' (McNamara, pp. 7,4). [The question
of whether McNamara once féised the issue of assassinating Castro is discussed
at Section A,igfzg.] |

Roswell Gilpatric, Deputy Secretary of Defense under McNamara, said that
killing Castro was not within the mandate o£ the Special Group which he con-
strued to be the weakening and undermining of ''the Cuban system.'" (Gilpatric,
p. 28). | |

This was supported by General Maxwéll Taylor, who chaired Special Group
meetings on Operation Mongoose. Tayior'stated fhat he had '"never héard”'of
the»asséssination effort against Castro (Taylor,»pp;‘72, 7-8). Taylor stated
that he never raised the question of assassination with anyone-. (Taylor, p.
19). Moreover, Taylor testified that he’was not awafe_of a directive for an

assassination effort from the President or the Attorney General, nor was he

aware of a. proposal-for the assassination.of a foreign leader in any form by

anyone to the Spec1al Group (Taylor, pp. 41,45 62)

,McGeorge Bundy stated that it was his "conv1ct10n" that

"no one in the Kennedy Administration, in the
White House, or in the Capitol, ever gave any

-2 authorization, approval, or instruction of any
kind for any effort to assassinate anyone by the
CIA.'" (Bundy, p. 54)

£
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Furthermore, Bundy testified that he was never told by anyone at any t:’n;e that
assassination efforts were being conducted against Castro (Btmdy,.p 63) .
Bundy said that Richard Bissell never informed him about CIA mvolvement in
. assassination attempts against any foreign leader (Bundy, p. 41). Bundy

acquowledged,- however, that he had once been briefed by Richard Bissell on
fhe development of an "executive acti_on capability" at the CIA (see Section

, infra) .* ‘ | A |

Walt Rostow, who shared natiohal security duties‘. with Bundy before.mving
to the Department of State, testified that during his entire tenure in govém-
ment he "never heard a reference to an intention to undertake an assassination
effort (Rostow, pp. 10, ‘12~13, 38).M i

Asked if he had ever been to];d' anything about CIA efforts to assassinate
Castro, Richard Goodwin, Assistant Special Counsel to the President, replied,

"No, T never heard of such a thing." (Goodwin, p. 13) o

Tz

* As indicated further below, Bundy also said (i) that the matter of a
Castro assassination was "mentioned from time to time ... as something to
talk about rather than to consider." (Bundy, p: 73); and (ii) he had a "very
vague, essentlally refreshed recollection” that at some time he had heard
about "p013 in comnection with a "'possibility of action in Cuba'' -- what
stuck in his mind was that it seemed "totally impractical because it was
_ ‘ going to kill a large number of people in a headquarters mess or something
o like that." (Bundy, pp. 42-43). Bundy stated flatly, however, that no
: assassination plot was approved and that he was never Jnformed about the
various plots. (Bundy, PP. 54, 63-64).

#* As indicated below, Goodwin did on two occasions hear questlorns raised
about assassination. One involved the President, who said he was opposed

(see p. ); the other involved the meetmg of August 10, 1962 (see pp.
to ). . ) ‘ -
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Presidential Assistant Theodore Sorensen said that his "first-hand
knowledge' of Cuban affairs was limited to the post-Bay of‘Pigs period
(Sorensen, P . 4), Sorensen stated, however, that his general opinion based
upon his close contact with President Kennedy, was that

‘'such an act [as assassination] was totally
- foreign to his character and conscience,

foreign to his fundamental reverence for

human life and his respect for his adversaries,
foreign to his insistence upon a moral dimen-
sion in U.S. foreign policy to his pragmatic
recognition that so horrendous but inevitably

~ counterproductive a precedent committed by a
country whose own chief of state was inevitably
vulnerable could only provoke reprisals and in-
flame hostility.!" (Sorensen, p. 5).

Sorensen also saidAthat_President Kennedy '"would not make major foreign
policy decisions alone without the knowledge or participation of one or more
of those senior fOréign policy officiéls in whose judgment and discretion he
had confi&ence.'{ (Sorensen; pp. 5-6). |

Sorensen concluded his testimony by providing the Committee his judgment
on the following question: | | | |

"Q:  Would you think it would be possible that ... the
Agency, the CIA could somehow have been under :
the impression that they had a.tacit authorization

for assassination due to a circumspect discussion

that might have taken place in any of these:

meetings? e

Sorensen: It is possible, indeed, I think the
President on more than one occasion felt that Mr.
Dulles, by making rather vague and sweeping re- .

. ferences to particular countries was seeking tacit
: approval without ever asking for it, and the Presi-
dent was rather concerned that he was not being
= asked for explicit direction and was not being given’
explicit information, so it is possible. But on
‘something of this kind, assassination, I would
doubt it very much. Either you are for it or you
are not for it, and he was not for it. " (Sorensen,
-~ 7/21/75, pp. 32-33. ) - A o
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d. THE QUESTION OF WHETHER.ASSASSINATION EFFORTS WERE DISCLOSED
IN VARIOUS BRIEFINGS, OF ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS.

ﬁi) BRIEFING OF THE PRESIDENT-ELECT.

After the election, in the latter part of Novembef,-1960, Dulles

and Bissell jointly briefed President-elect Kennedy on ''the mosf important

~details with respect to the operation_whiéh became the Bay of Pigs." (Bisseil,

6/9/75, p. 34).1 Bissell testified that he did not believe the ongoing assass-
ination efforts were mentioned to the President-elect, and-that to the best of
his recollection they were not. (Bis$gll,‘6/9/75, pp. 27, 35-36). Bissell
surmised that the reasons he and Dulleg did not tell Kennedy at that initial
meeting were: (a) ”apparently” they had not thought it was an important

matter®; and (b) they "would have thought that that was a matter of which he

- should be advised upon assuming office rather than in advance." = (Bissell,

6/9/75, p. 35). The latter comment led to the following exchange:

"The Chairman: Isn't it a strange distinction
that you draw that on the one hand (as) a Presi-
dential designate, as President-elect, he should
have all of the details concerning a plamned in-
vasion of Cuba, but that he should not be told
about an ong01ng attempt to assassinate Fldel
Castro? , :

Mr. Bissell: I thlnk that in h1nd51ght it could
be regaraea as pecullar yes

"The Chalrman. g ...(I)t 3ust,seems too strange
that 1f you were charged with briefing the man who

* This was subsequently repeated by Bissell in response to examination of

 his assumption that Dulles probably told Pre51dent Eisenhower about the assass-

ination operation:

"...the Mafia operation was not regarded as of
enormous importance and there were much more
important matters to talk about with the
President." (Blssell 7/17/75, p. 25).

P
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was to become President of the U.S. on matters
so important as a planned invasion of a neigh-
boring country, and that if you knew at the
time in addition to the planned invasion there
s was an ongoing attempt to assassinate the leader
I - of that country, that you would tell Mr. Kennedy
’ about one matter and not the other.'"

Mr. Bissell: Well, Mr. Chairman, it is quite
possible that Mr. Dulles did say somethlng about
an attempt to or the possibility of making use

- of syndicate characters for this purpose. I do
not remember his doing so at that briefing. My
belief is that had he done so, he probably would
have done so in rather general terms and that
neither of us was in a position to go into detail
on the matter. ' (Bissell, 6/9/75 P 35).

HoWever, Bissell also testified generally that pursuant to the doctrine of
plausible denial, efforts were made to keep matters that might be 'embarrassing'
away from Presidents (Blssell 6/11/75 pp. 5-6).

(ii) DISCUSSION WITH BUNDY ON- ”EXECUTIVE ACTION CAPABILITY”

As explained in the next section, sometime durlng‘the early period
of the Kennedy Administration, Bissell discuseed'with Bundy the subject of a
”capability” for ”eiecutive éction” -- a term said by Bissell to include various
means of "eliminating the effectiveness' of forelgn leaders up to and 1nc1ud1ng
assa551nat10ns (Bissell, 7/22/75 p- 32)
There i1s some dlspute concerning when this occurred and who initiated it,

and this subject is discussed at length at Sectlon , infra.

B155e11 and Bundy both testlfled however that Bissell did not tell Bund

~ in the course of discussing the executlve action capablllty or at any other

“time -- of the actual assa551nat10n plots against Castro (Bissell, 7/22,

-2

p. 31; Bundy, p._41).  (However, there was some testimony that the

names of Castro, Trujillo, and Lumumba might have been mentioned in commection

e
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with the discussion of '"'research' into the capability. (Bissell, 6/11/75,

pp. 50-51)).

(iii) TAYLOR/KENNEDY BAY OF PIGS INQUIRY

Following the failure of the Bay of Plgs invasion, President Kennedy

"convened a '"board of 1nqu1ry” which reviewed '"the causes of...[the] failure"
of the operatlon (Bissell, 6/9/75, pp. 42,45). The members of the board were
Robert Kennedy, General Maxwell Taylor, Allen Dulles and Admiral Arleigh Burke.

- The panel examined the Bay of Pigs failure for several weeks and issued its
report on June 13, 1961. The "Taylor Report" does not méntibn the assassination
plots. |

Bissell was questioned extensively and.éppeared to General Taylor to have
been the principal person involved in the operation and much more knowledgeable
 than Dulles who had deliberately kept himself out of the plannlng and delegated
responsibility to Bissell. (Taylor, p- 73). ‘
Bissell testified that he did not disclose tovthe Taylor/Kennedy Committee
that there had been an assassination effort against Castro (Biséell, 6/9/75,
- p- 42). He put forward several reasons for not having done so. First, ”the
- question was never asked. T Second he claimed Dulles already knew about the
opefation. Third, Blssell said 'by that time the assa551nat10n attempt had been
called off.” Fourth, he contended that égékassa551nat10n effort was ''not germane"
because it did not contribute to the failure of the Bay of-Pigs. (Bissell,
; 6/9/75, pp. 44-46; 6/11/75, p. 39). | |
Bisse{} hastened to ad& that he had no feason to believe'" that Allen Dulles,

himself a board member, did not discuss the plots with one or more members

(Bissell, 6/9/75, p. 46).
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However, both Géneral Taylor and Admiral Burke stated that neither
Bissell nor Dulles informed them of the assassination plots (Taylor, pp. 72-73;
Burke affidavit, 8/25/75, p. 3) |

When asked if Richard Bissell ever informed him that underworld figures
had been offered a large sum to assassinate Casfro,‘General Taylor responded,
"No, I never heard that, and it>amazes me'" (Taylor, p. 72). 'Taylor said that
during his review of the Bay of Pigs operation no mention was made of an
assassination effort against Castro (Taylor, p. 72). Déspite tﬁe féct fhat
Dulles met with Taylor on the Board of Inquiry thirty or forty times, Taylor
testified that Dulles never told him about the plot (Taylor, p. 73).

(iv) MEMORANDUM TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Bissell's testimdny that he had not disclosed assassination plots to
the. Kennedy/Taylor "court of inquiry" was consistent with his statement that

"I have no knowledge that Robert Kennedy was
advised of this (the plot to kill Mr. Castro)."
(Bissell, 6/9/75, p.-41).

The Committee tested this statement against other parts of Bissell's.
testimony. An attachment to the May 22, 1961 FBI . memorandun (regéfding the
Las Vegas tap) which Director Hoover had sent to the Attorney General® had

quoted Edwards as saying that Bissell in "recent. briefings" of Taylor and

Kennedy,

""told the Attorney General that some of the
. assoclated planning included the use of

Giancana and the underworld against Castro.'

(Bissell, 7/17/75, Ex. 3).° '

When first Shown this document, Bissell said, -

* A handwritten note from the Attorney General to his assistant on the
face of the memorandum indicates that he had actually seen the document” This
memorandum is discussed in detail at Section , infra. ‘
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"I have no recollection of briefing those
~ two gentlemen except as members of the Board
: of Inquiry that I have described, of which
Allen Dulles himself was a member " (Bissell,
6/11/75, p. 27).

As mentioned above (Section (e) , supra), Bissell testified that his bfiefings
ﬁo ‘the Board of Inquiry did not deal with assassination efforts. (Bissell,
6/11/75, pp. 45-46) . | |
Discussing the document in a subsequmt"appearance before the Committee,
' Bisseil ag,aln said .that he had no recollection of any such conversatidnt (Bissell,
7/22/75, p. 56) but he was sure that.it did not take place in front of the
Kermedy/Taylor board of inquiry (Bissell, 7/22/75, p; 64 .
However, Bissell speculated, the reporf quoted language Wthh "I'might
| very well have used, that is, the use of the underworld agéinst’ Castro."
(Bissell, 6/11/75, p. 21). | |
The exaunnatlon of Bissell on whether he had had any such dlscussmn and
" if so, why he used such obscure and mdlrect language, elicited the followmg

tes t:unony

"Q: Did you, sometime in May of 1961 commmicate
the state of your awareness to the Attorney General
in your brleflng to hlm'? 4

Bissell: Well, there is a report which I was shown,
it was last week, I believe it also came

from the FBI, but I could be wrong about that, or
indicating that I did, at that time in May, brief
the Attorney General, and I think General Taylor to .
the effect that the Agency had been using -- I
don't know whether Giancana was mentioned by name,

- . but in effect, the Underworld agamst the Castro

. .- regime.

Q: Did you tell them -- them being the Attorney
General and General Taylor -- that this use included
actual attempts to assassinate Mr. Castro?"

o
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""Bissell: 1 have no idea whether T did [.]
I have no idea of the wording. I think it
might quite possibly have been left in the
more general terms of using the underworld
against the Castro regime, or the leadership
of the Castro regime.

Q. Mr. Bissell, given the state of yéur
knowledge at that time, wouldn't that have been
deliberately misleading information?

Bissell: I don't think it would have been.

‘We.were indeed doing precisely that. We were

trying to use elements of the underworld
against Castro and the Cuban leadership.

Q. But you had information, didn't you, that
you were, in fact, trying to kill him?

Bissell: T think that is a way of using these

- people against him.

Q. That's incredible. You're saying that in
briefing the Attorney General you are telling
him you are using the underworld against Castro,
and you intended that to mean, Mr. Attorney
General, we are trylng to kill him?

 Bissell: I thought it signalled just exactly

that to the Attorney General, 1'm sure.

Q. Then it's your bellef that you commmicated
to the Attorney General that you were, in fact
trying to kill Castxo?

Bissell: I think it is best to rest on that
report we do have, which ig from a source over
which I had no influence and it does use the .
phrase I have quoted here. Now you can surmise
and I can swmise as to just whattthe Attorney
General would have read into that phrase."
(Bissell, 7/22/75, pp. 53-54).

Bissell then.testified:
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"Q. Was it your intent to circumlocuticusly
or otherwise, to advise the Attorney General
- . that you were in the process of trying to kill
Castro?
Mr. Bissell: [Ulnless I remembered the con-
versation at the time, which I don't, I don't
have. any recollection as to whether that was
my intent or not." (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 56).
.. Bissell proceeded to speculate that a "proper" briefing might not
have included any reference to »the assassination plot. (Bissell, 7/ 22/7_5,
p. 59). He gave two reasons for this. speculation: (i) even if he had
"thoroughly briefed" the Attorney General he would have chosen "circumlocutious"
language to tell him about the activity involving Giancana. (Bissell, 7/ 22/75,
pp. 53-56); and (ii) the assassination effort had been "stood down by then."
(Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 59). Bissell concluded by reiterating that he had "no
knowledge" that the Attorney General was "'specifically advised" of the

assassination plot against Castro (Bissell, 7/22/75, p. 62) .*

e. CDNVERSATION BETWEEN PRESIDENT KENNEDY AND GEORGE SMATHERS
George Smathers, former U.S. Senator from Florida, testified that the
sub_]ect of the p0381b1e assassination of Castro arose 1n a conversation between

Smathers and President Kennedy on the White House lawn in 1961.%* Smathers .

* If the FBI quotation of Edwards is to be accorded 31gnlf1cant welght then
it is important to nate that another section of it contradicts Bissell's assump-
tion that Presidents Eisenhower and Kermedy had been circumlocutiously advised
by Dulles of the assassination plot. Edwards told the FBI that 'Allen Dulles was
completely wnaware of Edwards' c’:ontact with Maheu' in cormectlcn with Cuban opera-
tions.

Bissell's explanation for Edwards' statement was that Edwards was bemg ""pro-
tective' of the DCI. (Blssell 7/17/75, p. 20). But this testimony must be
reconciled with Bisséll's previous testimony that Dulles knew of the operation and
probably would have told the President about it, ’

*% Smathers' testimony about this conversation referred to the transcript of
~ an Oral HIstory interview, conducted on March 31, 1964, in which his testimony was
based gives an indication that the conversation t:ransplred in 1961, before the
Bay of Pigs invasion in mid-April.

N | It appears from the White House 1ogs of Presidential meetings that there were
only two occasions in 1961 when Senator Smathers met with the President alone for
as much as twenty minutes. Both of those meetings took place in March. (Supra,

p. ).
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said he discussed the general Cuban situation with the President many times
(Smathers, p. 6). Smathers had many Cuban constituents, was familiar with

Latin American affairs, and was a long—time friend of the President (Smathers,

p. 6).

Smathers had the "impression' that the President raised the subject of

assassination with him because someone ''had apparently discussed this and
other possibilities with respect to Cuba" with the President (Smathers, pp.
16, 25). Smathers had no direct knowledge of any such discussion, nor did he
know who might have been involved (Smathers, pp. 18-19, 25). The;PresidentA

did not indicate directly that assassination had been proposed to him- (Smathers,

.

p. 18).
According to Smathers:’

"...[President Kennedy] asked me what reaction .
I thought there would be throughout South
America were Fidel Castro to be assassinated...
I told the President that even as much as I dis-
liked Fidel Castro that I did not-think it would
be a good idea for there to be even considered
an assassination of Fidel Castro, and the Pres-
ident of the United States completely agreed with
me, that it would be a very unwise thing to do, .
- the reason obviously being that .no matter who did
it and no matter how it was done and no matter
what, that the United States would receive full
credit for it, and the President receive full
credit for it, and it would-work to his great
disadvantage with all of the othér countries in
Central and South America...l disapproved of it,
and he completely disapproved of the idea.'™
(Smathers, p. 22).

Smathers further testified that he had said the reason it would work to ''great -
disadvantagé" with the nationé of Central and South America was because they would

blame the United States for any assassination of Castro (Smathers, p. 6).

P
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~ Smathers said that on a later occasion he tried to raise the subject

"of "Cuba and what could be done" with President Kennedy (Smathers, p. 22).
The Preéident made it clear to Smathers that he éhould not raise the subject
with him again.* | - | |

Senator Smathers concluded his testimony by mdlcatmg that on Cuban |
‘affairs 1n general, he felt he was "'taking a tougher stang:é than was the
.Presideﬁt" (Smathers, p. 24) . But Smathers said that he disapproved of even
thinking about assassinating | Castro and said he was "positive’ that Kermedy
also opposed it (Smathers, p. 16). o

_ * One night at dimmer with Senator Smathers, the President emphasized
his point by cracking his plate at the mention of Cuba. (Smathers, p. 22).
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(iii) Kennedy Administration -- The Question of Authorization Outside the
Agency During the Post Bay of Pigs, Mongoose, and 1963 Periods ~

- »-This section discusses the question of authorization outside the Agency
for the assassinatiom plots during 1962 and 1963 —- the period of Operation

Mongoose (the 1962 Kennedy Administration program aimed at overthrowing Castro

by an internal revolt), the Missile Crisis in the fall of 1962, and the subse-

quent program in 1963 which saw a more limited covert action program directed‘r.’ib

M

. against Cuba.

A. Recap of the Assassination Acti?ity After the Bay of Pigs
 During 1962 ana 1963 ﬁﬁ;£érwere<three princiégl assassination plots.

1. In'the spring»of l96é, William Harvey reactivated the contact
with John Roselli and in April providéd lethal pills and guns to Roselli’ and
Cuban associates in Miami. In May it was reported that the pills reached Cuba. e

2. In early 1963, the-scienge fiction schemes -- exploding sea shell
and poisoned diving suit —-- were contrived and then abandoned.

3. In November 1963 the dissident Cuban who was code—named AMLASH
was gi?en a poison pen devicé.

B. The Issue of Authority

The fundamental issue dealt with in this seétion is whether the above
assassination plots were authorized outside the Agency. The issue arises from
the diffefi_ng perceptions of Helms and his éubordinatés-, on the one hand,
and members of thé Kennedv Administration. including the .Director of the
CIA, on the other hand. B
While Helms atated that he never received a direct order to assassinate
'Castro.'Helms testified that he fully believed that the CIA was at all times acting

within the scope of its authority and that he believed a Castro assassination came

within the bounds of the Kennedy Administration's effort to overthrow Castro and his

regime. Helms stated that he never informed HgCou&s

E

ormany effici
g D

als .of the Kennedy

4 3
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Administration of the assassination plots. On the other hand, McCone and the sur-
viving members of the Kennedy Administration testifiea that they did nbt believe

a Castro assassination was permissible without a direct order, that assassination
was not within the>parameters of the Administration's anti-Castro prograﬁ, and

;éstifieq“that_;pkgheir knowledge nolﬁggh direct order was given to Helms.

Before setting out the testimony in detail, we discuss below the Kennedy
) ) : A
Administration's 1962 covert action program, Operation Mongoose (as well as the 7.

events in 1961 leading to that program) which was designed to overthrow the Castro

regime. An understanding:of that program is essential to an evaludtion of the testi-

mony on the issue of authorization.

C. Events From the Bay of Pigs to the'EStablishment of Mongoose’

1. The Taylor Review

On April 22, 1961, following ghe.Baj'of Pigs failure, the Pfesident‘requestéat
General Maxwell Taylor to cdnduct a re-evaluation of "our practices and pro-
grémslin the areas of military and paramilitary, guerilla and anti—guerilla
activity which fall short of outright war." The President hoped thaf Téylor

would give special attention to Cuba. (Letter to Maxwell Taylor, April 22,
. - & .
1961) Robert Kennedy was to be Taylor's principal colleague in this effort.

The resulting review of the U.S. policy in this area concluded:

"We have been struck with the general feeling. that there can be no
long~term living with Castro as a neighbor. His continued presence
within the hemispheric community as a dangerously effective exponent
of Communism and Anti—Americanism constitutes a real menace capable
of eventually overthrowing the elected govermments in any one or more
of weak Latin American republics.

*kk . -

"It is recommended that the Cuban situation be reappraised in the light
. of all presently known factors and new guidance be provided for political,
military, economic and propaganda action against Castro." (Report to

the President, Junme 13, 1961, memorandum No. 4, p. 8)

Doold: 32423524 Page 143



1t is clear from the record, moreover, that the defeat at thé'Bay of Pigs
had been regarded as a humiliation for the President personally and for the CIA
institutionally.

By July the Special Group hadvagreéd that the basic objective "is to provide
support to a U;‘S. program to deveiop opposition fb.éastro qnd‘to help bring about
a regime acceptaﬁle té the U. S." (Memo for the Record, ngyVEl, 1961.) Occasional

harrassment operations were mounted during the summer but there was neither over-

all strategy nor much actiViﬁy;

2. tational Securitv Action Memorandum 100 of October 5, 1961, and the

CIA Intelligence Estimate

The documentafy evidence and testimony indjicate that in the fall of 1961
the question of thé efféct of Castro's removal from power and the prospects in
thét event, for U. S. military:intervention were considefed by the Kengedy Admini-
stration. S

Two studies were prefared in this connection. Pursuant fo ilational Security
Action Memorandum 100 (V'NSAM 100"), the State Department was asked to assess‘ﬁhe'
potential courses of action open to the U. S. should Castro be removed from the
Cuban scene, and to preparé a.contingehcy plan with the Pepartment of Defense
for military intervention in that event. The CIA, prepared an "Intellizence
Fstimate” on the "situation and prdspecté" in'Cuba. As discussed below, the
evidence indicates that the focus of these studies was on the possiblefgpggs

of action open to the U. S. in a post-Castro Cuba, rather than omt

AR

A

might bring about Castro's removal. However, it atj
. . i Sk 'J. -
was not excluded from the potential means by which C¢ “might be removed.

HGAM 1090

|
!

On October 5, 1961, Bundy issued National Security Action Memorandum No. -

'

100 ("HSAM 100") (Bundy, Ex 3).entitled "Contingency Planning for Cuba", HSAM

100 was addressed to the Secretary of State stated in full: "In confirmation of

i
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oral instructions éonveyed to Assistant Secretary of Sﬁaté poodwardﬁ,'a plan is.
'desired for the indicated contingency."
*Related doqumenfs indicate that the subject matter of the contingency
referred to in NSAY 100 was the "possible removal of Castro from thé.Cuban scene’.
(Bundy Ex 3A, *inutes of Special Group Heeting; Qctober 6, 1261, ». 1.)
The Minutes of the Special Group meeﬁing on Qctober &, 1961j“(§he dav after
the issuance of WNSAHM 100) state that the Group was told that in addition to an overall

plan for Cuban covert operations,” a contingency plan in connection with the pos-

sible removal of Castro from the Cuban scene" was in preparation. (Bundy, Ex 3A,

Merorandum for tlie Record of Special Group meeting, October 6, 12561, p. 1.)

In addition, a Memorandum for the Record by Parrott on Cctober 5, 1961, = -

8

states that Parrott informed Assistant Secretary Woodward's Deputy that "what was
wanted was a.plan against the contingency that Castro would in some way or other e

be removed from the Cuban scene'. {(Bundy, Tx 3B, p. 1.) Parrott's memorandum

further stated that in preparing the plan, ''the presence and positions of Raul

(Castro) and Che Guevara must be taken into account”, and that General Taylor had

toto Woodward. (Bundy, Ex 3B.) Parrott's memorandum also stated that

covert side, I talked to Tracy Darnes in CIA and asked that an up-to-date Teports

be furnished as soon as possible on what is going on and Yhat:is“being planned".
\!":.{' S

v
3h

(Bundy, Ex 3B, p. 1.)

*Woodward at that time was Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs.
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Bundy further contended that the President was not considering an assassina-

tion, but rather "what are things going to be like after Castro.'™ (Bundy, p. 81L)*

™ Taylor's Testimony

Taylor testified that he had no recollection of NSAM 100 of the events de-

scribed in the related documents set out above. . (Taylor, p. 18.) On the basis of

-

“his review of the documents, Taylor testified that "it sounds like purely a political

consideration of the sequence of power in Cuba." Taylor emphasized, moreover,

that'never at any time" did he raise the question of of assassination with Parrott,

or with anybody else. (Taylor, p. 19) ‘ R B -

Parrott's Testimony _ -

Parrott, the'Speéial Groqp Secretafy who transmitted the request for the
NSAM 100 study to thg State Department, testifigd tﬁat the réquest for a plan re- -
flected in.his memorandum of October 5,'1961,_and the referencé in that memorandum
to the "contingency that Castro would in some way or another be removed from the
Cuban scene'" (described above, p. 18), reflected interest in a contingency study

for Castro's removal, but by means "short of being killed." (Parrott, p. 83)

*Thus, with respect to the desire not ‘to indicate the Pre51dcnt s interest in

the plan requested from the State Department, Bundy testified:

"¥...it was precisely to insulate the Pfesident from any false in-
ference that what he was asking about was assassination. It is easy
to confuse the question, what are things going to be like after
Castro, with the other question, and we were .trying to focus atten~-
tion on the information he obviously wanted, which is, what would
happen if we did do this sort of thing, and not get one into the
frame of mind of thinking that he was considering doing it." g
(Bundy, p. 81)

**Taylof'said he was puzzled by the wording of NSAM 100 and the related documents
and stated, "I just cannot tie in the language here with a plausible explanation."
(Taylor, p. 18)
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The CIA's Intelligence Estimate

The CIA study in counection with the consideration of Castro's removal
was an intelligence estimate prepared by the CIA's Board of Hational lstimates
(which was not part of the CIA's covert action directorate), entitled ""The Situation
and Prospects in Cuba™*, The CIA Estimate was pessimistic regarding the chances
for success of a Cuban internal revolt, and further found that a Castro assassina-
tion would likely strengthen the Communist position in Cuba.

After a genepal review of the economic, military, and political situatién
in Cuba, the CIA estimate concluded that the Castro regime had sufficient popular
and repressive capabilities to cope with any internal thigat. The concluding
paragraph of the estimate was entitled "If Castrq were to Die’. It noted that:

"is (Castro's) loss now, by assassination or by natural

causes, would have an unsettling effect, but would almost:

certainly not prove fatal to the regime...(I)ts principal -

surviving leaders would probably rally together in the . e

face of a common danger.'" (Estimate, p. 9.)

The CIA study further predicted that should Castro die, "some sort of power struggle

would almost certainly develop eventually,” but that whatever the outcome’

: f " o

1,
L3
By

N Osf .,‘S_.UC.E\LM S gree s

a struggle, the Communist Party's influence would bhe "sif

(Estimate, p. 9.)

*The IG Report apparently refers to an earlier draft of this intelligence estimate.
(I, p. 4.) The IG Report, in reporting that many CIA officers dinterviewed in the
IG investigation stressed the point that "elimination of the dominant figures in a
goverament...will not necessarily cause the downfall of the goverument,” stated:

"This point was stressed with respect to Castro and Cuba in an internal CIA

- ‘draft paper of Cctober 1961, which was initiated in respouse to General iax-
well Taylor's desire for a contingency plan. The paper took the position
"that the demise of TFidel Castro, from whatever cause, would offer iittle op-
portunity for the liberation of Cuba from Comwmunist and Soviet 5loc control.”
(IG, p. 4.) The CIA was unable to locate the draft paper veferred to in the
16 Renort. ’

**%A ‘cover memorandum by Lansdale transmitting the CIA estimate to Robert Kennedy
stated that the estimate "seems to be the major evidence to be used to oppose
your program'" (referring to the proposed overall Mongoose operation). Lansdale's
memorandun criticized the estimate's assessment that "it is ‘highly improbable that
an extensive popular uprising could be fomented'" against Castro as a '"conclusion
of fact quite outside the area of intelligence." (Lansdale Memorandum to Robert
Kennedy, 11/62, p.1) As discussed in detail at pp. _ below. Lansdale's basic
concept for the Mongoose program was to overthrow Castro through an internal revolt
HW 50955 oDothe G speop bage 147 '



- : M Wﬁ& !:

F{} f‘i@ g;(ﬁﬁ‘ﬁm E

3. Testimony of Szulc on President Kennedy's November 9, 1961 Question
Regarding a Possible Castro Assassination

Tad Szulc* testified that in a private meeting he had_with President Kennedy
on Novgbmer 9, 1961, the President asked”Szulc what would you think if I ordered
Castro to be assassinated,” and said "I agree with you completely' when
Szulc'anéwered that a Castro assassination shouid‘be ruled out on both practical
and moral grounds. Szulc further testlfled that President \cnncd' went on "to
make the point how otrongly he and his brother felt that the United &tates for moral
reasons’ must not be involved in assassinations. (ozulc, P. 27)

In early NMovember 1961 Szulc was asked by Richard Goodwin, the Special Assistant
to President Kennedy, to meet with ;Ezorney General Robef;-Kennedy on liovember §,
1961, to discuss the situation in Cuba. The meefing was an "off-the-record' one- -
wiich Séulc attended as a friend of Goodwin's and not aé a reporter. (Szulc,

p. 24.) During the meeting with Robert Kennedy,rthe diséussion centered én "the . e
situation‘in.Cuba following the (Bay of Pigs) invasion {and) tﬂe pros and cons
of some differént possible actions by the U. S. in that context" (Szulc, p. 25).

The sub1ect of aqsa551natlon was not mentioned during this meeting. (Szule, p.

31.) ' , : ,

*In Hovember 1961 Tad Szulc was employed as a reporter in the Washington Bureau
of the New York Times (Szulc, p. 24). Szulc had wvisited Cuba in May-June 1961,
following the Bav of Pigs invasion. (Szulc, p. 24) During the course of that
trip, Szulc had a "series of very long conversations with Castro"”. (Szulc, p.
24.)
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At the‘close of the meeting, Robert Kennedy asked Szule to meet
w;fh President Kennedy the following da& (Szule, p. 25). On November 9,
1961, Szulc, accompanied only by Goodwin, met with Preeiaent Kennedy ‘
for over an hour in the Oval Office.* . (Szule, 6/10, p. 25.) 7§zulc

1

recalled that the President discussed "a number of his views on Cuba

in the wake of the Bay of Pigs, asked me a number of questions concerning
my converSations with Premier Castro, and...what therUnited States conld
1537'might do'inf..either a hostile way or in establiehing some kind of -
a dialogue..." (Szulc, 6/10, pp. 25-26).

Szulc testified that after this general discussion, the President
then asked "what would you think if I ordered Castro to be assassinated. *[kf

....-:' A

(Szule, 6/10, p. 26; Szulc Notes of conversation

©

ith\President Kennedy,L e

fthat an assassination™

November 9, 1961). Szulc testified that he repl;e_
o

would not necessarily cause a change in the Cuban'system; and that it was
Szulc's peréonal view that the United States should not be party to murders

and political assassinations. (Szulec, 6/10, p. 26). Szulc testified that

oo */Goodwin testified that President Kennedy met frequently with members of
: the press and others who were experts in their fields, but that it was "possible”
" that the meeting with Szulc may have been an occasion for the President to con~
sider Szulc for a position in the Administration (Goodwin, p. 29-30).

On November 2, 13961 Goodwin had: addressed an "eyes only" memorandum to the
+ . President and the Attorney General outlining a suggested organization for what
. became the Mongoose operation. Goodwin proposed five "staff components,"
including "intelligence collection," "guerrilla and underground,” and "propa-
ganda." The memorandum stated: "As for propaganda, I thought we might ask
Tad Szulc to take a leave of absence from the Times and work on this one--
although we should check with /USIA D1rectof7 Ed Murrow and Dick Bissell."
(Goodwin Ex. 2, p. 1, 2).

*/*/ Szulc made notes of the conversation with President Kennedy as soon

as he returned to his office, based on his memory of the meeting. President
Kennedy's question regarding a Castro assassination appears in quotation marks

in Szulc's notes, which were made the same day from "reasonably fresh' memory.

WEE”T (Szulc, 6/10, p.30).
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thereupon the President said, "I agree with you completely.'" Szulc stated

furﬁher:

"He /President Kennedy/ then went on for a few minutes
to make the point how strongly he and his brother felt
that the United States for moral reasons should never be
in a situation of having recourse to assassination." (Szulc, p.27).

Szulc's notes of the meeting with the President state:

"JFK then said he was-testing me, that he felt the same
way -- he added 'I'm glad you feel the same way' --
because indeed U.S. morally must not be part /sic/ to
assa531nations.'L-~ e~

Szulc's notes of the conversation further state:
"JFK said he raised question because he was under

terrific pressure from advisers (think he said intel-
ligence people, but not positive) to okay a Castro

murder. sed /sic/ he was resisting pressures." (Szulc .
note of conversation with President Kennedy, November
9, 1961).

Szulc stated | relying on his memory, that it is "possible"
and he "believed" that President Kennedy used such words as '"someone in the

.intelligence business,”

as the source of the pressure for a Castro assassina-
tion. . (Szule, 6/10, p. 29). The President did not identify the person or

persons. (Szulc, 6/19, p. 27).

If anyone was in fact puttlng pressure on the President. there was no
other evidence on this point adduced before the‘Committee. This was particulaely
tgoubleeome since everyone questioned by the Committee, both within and without
the CIA,denied ever‘having discussed essassination with the President, let

alone having pressured him.

~-Testimony of Goodwin .

Goodwin attended the November 9, 1961 meeting between President
Kennedy and Szulc. (Goodwin, p. 3). Goodwin testified that, after asking
Szulc for his reaction to a suggestion that Castro be assassinated,

President Kennedy said "well, that's the kind of thing I'm never going to do.”

, (Goodwin, p. 3).
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Goodwin testified further that several days after the meeting «ith
.. » ] . ) : ) ) . .
Szule, CGoodwin referred to the mention of assassination to Szule, and Tresident
| A o Squle, ¢ !
’ . s At . - . V- ) ) »
Keanedy said only "we can't get into that kind of thing, or we would all be

targets'.  (Goodwin, p. 4, 11.)

4. The Rejection of Assassination in President Kennedy's November 16,

1961 Speech

A fevw days after the meeﬁing with Szulc and Goodwin, and some six

&

weeks after the issuance of NSAM 100, President Kennedy delivered a speech at

the University of Washington. In that public address, President Kennedy stated:

"We cannot, as a free nation, compete with our adver-
saries in tactics of terror, assassination, false

_promises, counterfeit mobs and crises." (Public Papers
of the Presidents, John F. Kennedy, 1961, p. T2h)

"We ‘discuss in the next section the nature of the program which was initiated
against the Castro regime at the end of November 1961 pursuant to President

Kennedy's instruction, and which continued to the Missile Crisis in the fall of

1962.
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D. Operation Mongoose

1. The Creation of Operation MongdoSe. In November 1962 the

proposal for a major covert program to overthrow Castro was developed.

: Richard>Goodwin, a épecial assistant to President Kennedy, and Edward
Lansaale, a military officér-ﬁith experience in counter-~insurgency
operations, played major staff roles in the creation of MongQ;;e.' Both
Goodwin and Lénsdale worked clqsely with Robgrt Kenhedy, who took an

active interest in thisvpreparatory stage and in the later conduct of

Mongoose. On November 1, 1961, Goodwin advised the President that

Robert Kennedy "would be the most efféctive_commander" of the pfoposed

operation:> (Memorandum to the President,»Ng;ember 1, 1961, p. ).

Lansdale, in;a.memorandﬁm to Robeft'Kenﬁedy on November 15, 1961, out-

lining the Mongoose propoSai, staged that a."picture of the situation s
fhaS‘emerged clearly enough to indicate what negds to‘bé done and to

support your sense of urgency concq{ning Cuba'. (Memorandum, November 15,

1961, p. )
| At the end of the month, on November 30, 1962,'Presideht Kennedy

issued a memorandum recording his decision to begin the Mongooselproject——

to "use our available~éssets . e e to‘help Cuba éverthrow the Communist

"regime". (Lansdale Ex. 17, Memorandum to the Secretary of State,
) ‘ ’ -y $7

i 3 R Rt %

: . o w7 U e W Yﬂg ; ¥

Defense, et al., November 30, 1961). . B Y .“w‘ég i§%\"%§§f~i e
: L A AL ?«?‘m.: N -

¥

iy,

- ' Important organizational changes were made in estakiishing Operation

MONGOOSE.

a. The Special Group Augmented. A new control group, the Special

Group Augmented, was put in charge of Operation MONGOOSE. The SGA con-

~sisted of the regular Special Group (i.e., Bundy, Johnson of State,
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Gilpatric ovaefense, McCone of CiA, and Geﬁ. Lémnitzer of the Joint
Chiefs) plus Robert Kenﬁedy and General Taylor. Aiso, Secretaries
Rusk and MéNamara*more frequently attended its meetings than they didl
those of the Special Group itself. |

b. General Lansdale as the Chief of O?erationé of MONGOOSE.

& - .

Genéral Edward Lansdale was named the Chief of Operations of the MONGOOSE
activities by President Kennedy. Lansdale had develéped a reputation in
the Philippines and Vietnam for havihg an ability to deél wifh révolu-
tionary,insurgencies in lessvd?veloped countries. In édditiop} as é»

result of the Béy of.Pigs failure, Preéidént Kennedy distrusted the éIA

and believed he required someoné from outsige the,Agency to ovefsee -
major covert action programs.' Rather than appoint Robert Kennedy to

head Mongoose és propgsedbby Goodwin, President Kennedy gave Lansdale , e
the-task of coordinating.the CIA's Mongoose operations with those of the
Departments of State and Defense, gndvmade Generél Taylor the Chairman

of the Speciél Group Augménted. However,‘ﬁobert.Kennedy did play an active
.role in the Mongoose structure, unrelated to hié position as Attorney Geﬁefal.

c¢. CIA Organization for Mongoose. In late 1961 or early 1962, William

Harvey was put in charge of the CIA's Task Fcrce ¥, the CIA arn for llongoose
Operations. Task Force W operated under the Special Group Augmented and em—
ployed some 400 people at CIA headquarters and at the Miami Station. HMcCone

&

and Harvey were therecafter the principal CIA participants in Operation *otgouse.

o

' - ' ‘ [
Helms attended only some 7 of 40 longoose meetii:

n,dArest%gled th?t»%?_flﬁ 3

was fair to state that McCone and Harvey, rathers than llelws, were principally
concerned with Hongoose. llelms was, however, substantially involved in ifonzoose

T

and testified that he "was as interested" in Mongoose as Harvey and jicCone were.

(Helms, 7/15, p. 10)
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2. Lansdale's Theory and Objective for Mongoose

In the fall of 1961, L&nsdale had been asked by Pre%ldent
Kennedy to examine the Admlnlstratlon s Cuba policy and to make recommen-
dations. Lansdale testified that, in reportlng'hls recommendations to

President Kennedy, he emphasized that "Castro ... had aroused con-

siderable affection for himselfl persdnally with the Cuban population...."

-

(Lansdale,’p. k), and that the U.S. "should take a very dlfferent course"
from the "harassment" operations that had been directed against Castro
up to that time. (Lansdale, p. 3). These prior U.S. operations were

conceived and led by Americans, Lansdale informed the President. (Lans-

dale, p. 5)}~ In éontraét, Lansdale proposed that the U.35. work with
all’exileé;particularly préfeésionals whg had opposed Batista and fhen
beéame,disillusioned'ﬁy Castro. (Lansdale, pp,'h, 10-11). Lansﬁale's
ultimate.objective.was to have "the people themselves overthrow the
Castro regime father than U.S. éngineered efforts ffom'outside Cuba."

. *
(Lansdale, p. L1).

Hence, after his appointmént as Chicf:of Opepntions, Lﬁn@dﬁlc's
concept for the MONGOOSE project emphasized as a first step the develop=--
ment of leadership elements, and "a very necessafy poelitical basis"
among the Cubans opposed to Cast?o, before any large actions began.
(Lansdale, p. ll). At the same time, Lansdale sought to develop "means

AD BT

te infiltrate Cuba successfully" and to organize cells\agﬁa§ctf§itles’
‘q;"‘ i k‘s\\

" '5’! % :

inside Cuba ... who could ‘work secretly and safely. @.Y ansdale, oI

o

Lansdale's plan was designed so as not to "arouse premature actions, not

to bring great reprisals on the people, and abort any eventual success."

(Lansdale, p. 11).

_¥/ As Lansdale described his "concept of operation” for Mongoose in a
memorandum to the President on January 18, 1962, it was to "help the
Cubana from within Cuba" to overthrow the Castro regime through a

"revolt of the Cuban people." - (Lansdale Ex. 3, p. 2).
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|

3. DBissell's Testimony Concerning Presidential Instruc-

tions to Act More Vigorously, But That Assassination Was Not Included.

Sometime in thé‘early fall of 1961, Bissell was appérently called. to
the White_House and was said to have been

"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 any-

thing about getting rid of Castro and the Castro

regime."
- _' This descriﬁtion comes from the testimony of Samuel Halpern, a middle-
level CIA covert action officer, who said Bissell--told him about the
meeting, and directed him to come up with some plahs. (Halpern, pp. 8,

36~37). Bissell said he did not remember that precise meeting but that

he had been, in essence, told to 'get off your ass about Cuba."

(Bissell, 1/25/75, pp. 37-38).

Bisseliiwas asked whether he considered such an instruction
to constitute authority for proceeding to assasginate Castro. He said it
.would noﬁ, and that ”féfmal and explicit.approval" would be reqﬁired for
assassination action (ZQ;J 38-39}).

Bissell also testified that there was in fact no assassination
activity between the pre-Bay of Pigs/Roselli operation and his departure
ffom the Agency in February 1962.

In late 1961 Halpern became Harvey's Executive Assistant
on Task Force W, the CIA actién arm of Operatioanongoose. lie testified

that he never heard of the Roselli assassination operation- g

Halpernﬂﬁw
4 wg%kg ‘&ﬁ

pp. 15-16). o R | %?ﬁ A Al v
: StV
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h The January 19, 1962 Meeting‘at Which the Attorney General Was

Quoted As Saying-Cuba Should Have ther"Top.Priority” in the_UnitedFStates Government .

On January 19, 1962, a meeting attended by Lansdale, probably Helms, Helms' Executive
. Assistant GeorgechManuS, and other representatives of the agencies involved in
Méngoose, took place in Attorney General Kennedy's office.¥ (McManus, p. 6).

vNotes taken at the meeting by McManus contain the following passagés:'

"Conclusion Overthrow of Castro is Possible"

1
¢ e o @

'a solution to the Cuban problem today
carried top priority in U.5. Gov/ernmen/t.

No time, money, effort -- or manpower is to oo o
be spared.'" o :
| ' "'Yesterday ... the President had indicated to

- him! that final chapter had not been written --
its got to be done and will be done."

(McManus Ex. 1, Memorandum, January 19, 1962, p. 2). McManus

stated that the words "the top priority in the U.S. Gov/é}nmeé?t'—- no

Attorney General (McManus, pp. 8-9).

di/ Others who attended the meetine were Brig.‘Gen. Cfdig; representing
the Joint Chiefls, Don Wilson of USIA, Major Patchell of the Secretary
of Defense's office, and Frank lland of CIA.
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Helms stated that those wordé reflecfed the "kind of'atmospherc” on which he
relied for his perception that assassination was implicitly authorized. (Helms,
7/17, p. 60-61.) bkj%anus, who wrote.thé‘memorandum,'agreéd that Robeft Kennedy
fwas'?ery vghehent iﬁ his speech" and'"really wanted action" but McManus disagreed
with Helms perception, Stating ‘that "it never occurred to me' that the words
quoted above from Robert Kennedy included pemission to assaSsina£9 Castro. (McManus,
p. 9.) Nor did thevspirit of the meeting as a whole give McManus any idea that

assassination was either contemplated or authorized. (Tr., p. 9-10.)%*

5. General Lansdale's Mongoose Planning Tasks

On January 18, 1962, Lansdale-assigned 32 planning tasks to the agencies parti-
cipating in Mongoose. (Lansdale Ex. 3, Program‘Review of the Cuba Project.) In a
memorandum to the working group members, Lansdale emphasized that "it is our job fo ﬁut

the American genius to work on this project, quickly and effectiﬁely. This demands--a

change from the business as usual and a hard facing of the fact that we are in a com-
bat situation--where we have been given full éommand." (Lansdale memorandum, 1/20/62,
p. 1.) |

The 32 tasks comprised a variety of activities, ranging from intelligence collec-

tion to plamning for "use of U. S. military force to support the Cuban popular
_*/ With respect to the question of priorities and emphasis in the Kennedy

Administration, there was a great deal of proof showing that Cuba
indeed had a hipgh priority and the very existence of a high level
group like the Special Group Augmented further demonstrates its
importance. Maclamara, for example, stated that "we were hysterical
about Castro at the time of the Bay of Pigs and thereafter.” (In
the same context, MacNamara stated "I don't believe we contemplated
assassination.) (MacNamara, p. 93). Similarly, General Lansdale in-
formed the members of his .inter-agency committec that Monpmoose "demands
a change from business-as-usual and a hard facing of the fact that
you're in a combat situation where we have been given full command."
( , Ex. » Memorandum, January 20, 1962, from Lansdale).

On the other hand, Sorensen testified.that "there were lots of top
priorities, and it was the Job of some of Lﬁ§7 to continually tell
various agencies their particular subject was the top priority" and
although Cuba was "important' it was 'fairly well down on the list of
the President's agenda." (Sorensen, p. 12). For example, when told
that his first letter to Khruschev in the secret correspondence that
lasted two or three years would be "the single most important docu-
ment you will write during your Presidency," President Kenndy said,
"Yes, we get these every day over here." (Sorensen, p. 12).
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movement' and developing an "operational schedule for sabotage actions inside

Cuba." (Lansdale Ex. 3, p. 5, 7.)%

AIn‘focusing on intelligence collection, propaganda and variousvsabotage'actions,
Lansdale's tasks were consistent with the underlying strategy of Mongoose to build
graduzlly towards an internal revolt of the Cuban people. (See p. above.)

Lansdale transmitted a copy of'the‘tasks to Robert KenhedY'on January 18, 1962, 
with a hand&ritten note stating "my review does not include the sensitive work I
have. reported to you; I felt you preferfgd informing the President privately."
Lansdale testified that this did not refer to‘assassinations and that he "never took
up assassination witﬁ either thelﬂttorney'General or the President."** Lansdale
testified that he could not precisely récalllthe nature of this "sensitive work"

but that it might have involved a special trip ke made under cover to meet Cuban

leaders in Florida and to asseés their political strengths. (Lansdale, p. 30.)

i

¥There was testimony regarding one Lansdale‘plan that a witness thought was an example
of Lansdale's "perspicacity' in planning operations. Parrott, the Secretary to the
Special Group Augmented, 'teStlfled :

"I'11 give you one example of Lansdale's perspicacity. He
‘had a wonderful plan for getting rid of Castro. This plan
consisted of spreading the word that the Second Coming of
- Christ was imminent and that Christ was agaihst Castro (who)
‘was anti-Christ. And you would spread this word around Cuba,
~and then on whatever date it was, that there would be a mani-
festation of this thing. And at that time--this is absolutely
true--and at that time there would be an American submarine
which would surface just over the horizon off of Cuba and send
up some starshells. And this would be the manlfestatlon of the
Second Coming and Castro would be overthrown..

'"Well, some wag called this operation--by this time Lansdale was
something of a joke in many quarters--and somebody dubbed this
Elimination by Illumination. (Parrott, p. )

**Harvey testified that he never received any instructions from Lansdale to under-
take assassinations, although as noted below (p. ), in August 1962, Lansdale asked
Harvey to consider the feasibility of a plan for the "11qu1dat10n" of Cuban leaders.
(Harvey, 7/ /75, p. .)
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Lansdale also referred, in a memorandum to the Attornéy General on
Januvary 27, 1962, to his feeling that "we might uncork the touchdown
wplay"_”iﬁdepend;ntly of the institutional ﬁrogram we are spurring.’
(Lansdale Ex. 4, p.1). Lansdale testified that in this memorandum the
phrase 'touchdown pléy” was a fbreezy wa& of reférring to "a_Cuban
-revolt to overthrow the regime” ratherithan to a Castro assassination.

(Lansdale, p.hS).—/ The examples of such "plays cited in the memorandum

_*/ The testimony was qs.foiidws:

"Ihe Chairman: What precisely dideyou mean by "uncork the
touchdown play independently of the institutional programs
we are spurring?" : -
Generll Lansdale: Well, VI was holding almost daily meet - -
inrs with my worPan group, and -- in -tasking, and finding . -
how they were developing plans I was becominpg more and more

concerned that they kept foing back to ddinn what I felt were
p]OIl;;-ﬂbw to pet the Cubano 1nto thls, and Lo h;ve them

undertake actions.

"o me, the touchdown play was a Cuban revolt to over-
throwv the remime. I did not feel that we had potten into
the real internal part of getting Cubans into the action,
and I was concerned about that."

_ "Senator Baker: In the same context, is it fair.to say that
the name of the pame was to get rid of Castro or his ref%me
"and that touchdown play was one of several methods, theh %; :

might have been used for that purpose?” mflﬁfj\-ﬂiJ ~
A e
o A " L) &.»nj
General Lansdale: Yes. NAREY

s

Senator Baker All right, now. what was the touchdown play
that you had in mind here?"

"General Lansdale: Well, it was a revolt by the Cubans
themselves ... a revolution that would break down the police
controls of the state and to drive the top people oubt of

povwer and to do that, there needed to be political actions
cells, psychological propasanda action cells, and eventually
when possible, guerilla forces developed in tho country in

a. safe place for a new government to set up and direct the
revolution that would eventually move into Havana and take over.
(Lansdale, pp. 45-56).
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1

(e.g., "stir up workers in Latin America and Cuba,'" work through "ethnic

LLE 11

language groups," "youth elements," or families through the Church') do

not contain anv indiéation.of assassination.* (L.ansdale, Ex. 4, p. 1.)

- - ; Op January 19, 1962, Lansdale added an additional
task‘to fhose.aésigned on January 18. This "Task 33" involved a plan to
"incapacitate" Cuban sugar workers during the harvest by the use of chemical
warfare means. (Lansdale, P 29)« Lansdale testified that the‘plan-in—'
volved the use pf non-lethal chemicals to sicken Cubans tgmporarily qnd
keep them away from the fields for a 2h;h8 hour period "without ill effecﬁs."
After initial approval for planning purposé§'(with;the notation that it

 would require "policy determination".befoié final approval); the plan was
ultimately cancelledvafter.a.studyVShgwed it was>not feasible and befdrevae;
bate by the SGA. (Lansdale, p. 29, Sﬁecial Group Minuteé, 1/30/62, p. 1.) ~

Lansdale's 33 tasks were approved for planning purposes

by the Special Groub on January 30, 1962 (Minutes of Special Group meeting,
1/30/62, p. 1). Théreaftéf on February 20, 1962, Lansdale detailed a
six phase schedu;e for Mongoose, designed to culminaﬁé in.October, 1962,
with an ”gpen revolt and'overthrow.of the Communist regime." (Lansdale’
Ex. 11, Program Review of the Cuba Project, 2/20/62, p. 2). As one of the
operations for the "Resistance" phase proposed for September, 1962, Lansdale

listed "attack on the cadre of the regime, including key leaders.' (Id., p. 151).

hz"’ as follow,s.;N ggigm

_*/ Lansdale's memorandum described the ”touchdowd@piéys

Lansdale's plan stated:

"It may be a special effort which professional labor
“operators can launch to stir up workers in Latin America
and Cuba. It may be through ethnic-language groups; Spain
has an untapped action potential. It could be a warming-up
" of the always lively youth element in Latin America and
Cuba, through some contacts specially used. It could be with
the families through the Church, with families resisting the
disciplined destruction of social Justice Ly the Communists. It
could be an imaginative defection project which cracks the top
echelon of the Communist gang now running Cuba."
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"This should be a 'Special Target' operation ...
Gangster elements mipght provide the best recruit-
ment potential for actions apainst police -- G2
/intelligence/ officials." (Id., p. 151).  */

Lapsdale testified thdt early in the Mbngoose opera-
tion he had suggested to the working level representatives of the Mongdoée'
agencies that they get in touch with "criminal elementsf to obtain iﬁtelii—
gence and "possible actions against fhe police structure" in Cuba. (Lans-
dale, p. 104). But Lansdale conceded that his proposal to recruit
gangster,eléﬁents.for‘atﬁackSEOni”key leaders': ¢contemplated the targeted -
killing of individuals, in gg@jtiqn to the casualties that might occur in
the course of the revolt itéelf.,'(Lansdale, p. 107).

-These 33 plans of Lansdaievwere, thever, never
approved for implementation by the Special Group Augmented. As
discussed below in greater detail (see p. ), the Special'Gfoup'Augmented
 tabled Lansdale's six phase plan altogether in February 1962, and directed
Lansdale to plan for and conduct an intelligence collection plan only.

(Mgmo, 3/2/62; Minutes of Special;Group Augmented Meeting, 3/5/62).

" a. _Lansdale’s Rejection of a Suggestion That a Propaganda

Campaign, Including Rewards for Assassination, Be Explored

On January 30, 1962, thé_representative of the Defense Department and the
- Joint Chiefs on the Mongoose Working Group forwarded for Lansdale's con-
sideration "a concept for creating distrust and appiehension in the Cuban
; Communist Hiérarchy"  (Lansdale Ex. l,‘Memorandum, 1/30/62, from Craig
| fo Lansdale, p. 1l). This concépt, titled Operation,Bouﬁty, ﬁas described as
a "system of financial rewards, commensurate with positioﬁband stature,

for killing or delivering alive known Communists." (Id., p. 2) Under the

concepﬁ, leaflets would be dropped in Cuba listing rewards, which

*/An earlier reference to use of gangster-type elements had appeared
in a CIA memorandum for the Special Group on January 24, 1962. Commenting
on Task 5 of Lansdale's original 32 tasks (which called for planning for
"defection of top Cuban government officials”), the CIA memorandum noted
that planning for the task will "mecessarily be based upon an appeal made

inside the island by intermediaries" and listed "crime syndicates"” along
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were proposed as ranging from $5,000 for an "informer" to $lO0,000 for
"government officials." A reward of "Z¢" was listed tor Lastro .nim-
self. (Id., p. 3). Lansdale testified that price was designed '"to deni-
wgrate ... Castro in the eyes of theACuban.popuiation.” (Lansdale, Tr. 26).
| Lansdale testified that he "tabled" this concept when
he receiyed it, on the ground that "I dld not think that it was somethlng

that should be . seriously undertaken or supported further." .(Lansdale, p. 26).

Lansdale did not bring the prop@sal before the Special Group Augmented.

6. The Control Svstem_ for Mongoose Operations.

An establiéhingnfhe Mongoése Operation
on November 30, 1961, President Kennedy had emphasized that the Special
Group shouldbbe "kept closely‘informed" of Mongoose activities. (memo-
randum by the President, 11/30/62; Coodwin,'p._‘ ).

In practice, as Samuel Halpern, Harvey'" Executive Assistént on !
the CIA Mongoose Task Force W testified, this resulted in the submission
of "specific deiailed plans for every‘éctivity carried out by the task
force." (Halpern, p. 16). Halpern testified that fhose plans were sub-

mitted "in nauseating detail:"

"It went down to such things as the gradients on the

beach, and the composition of the sand on the beach ﬁﬁﬁ%?%?-
R REEY

in many cases. Every single solitary thing was in Aﬂ,{fc o .fa,
those plans, full details, times, events, weaxponr‘w,r,’M iéz @ﬁ“%&g
how it was poing to happen, who was going to do whab S V%$5

-+ the full details of every single thing wef dl 1(
(Halpern, p. 17). o :}

Harvey similarly characterized the control process (Harvey,ﬁ6/25,T
b._123), as one which required the submission of “"excruciating detail" and

where it was understood that the Special Group Augmented was to be given
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an opportunity to debate 'and decide after weighing the strengths and
. weaknesses of any given proposed action. (Harvey, 6/25, pp. 11k, 124).

a.- The Documentary Evidence

- _ ‘The ddgumentary evideﬁce illustrates the tight control pro-
cedures sct out for Mongoose by che_Special Croﬁp_Annmented. For.cxample,
as discussed above (n. ), Lansdale initially submictted 32 irccifig tasks
with his "basic concept” on Januafy 18, 1962 fnrvcnnsidorntion b

the Special GroupiAugmented. (Lansdale Ex. 3) Aftervconsiddration

of Lansdale'étco§cept and the 32‘tasks in fcbrunry. the Special Gfoup
Auginented ordéred Lansdale to_cut back his,anﬁ to limit it to an

o

intelligence collection program for the larch-Mav 1962 period, rather-

than the five-stage plan to culminate in an October "popular revolution'
as originally conceived by Lansdale. (Memo 3/2/62, by Lansdale) .In
approving the intelligence collection program, the Spccial Group Aug-

mented pointed out that:
". . . any actions which are not specifically spelled
out in the plan but seem to be desirable as the pro-
“ject progresses, will be brousht to the Special Group
for resolution.” (lielms Ex. 1, 7/18, p.1)

In addition, the Guidelines for the Moneoose propram

emphasized the Special Group Augmented's responsibilitv for contr&_-
. . 27T

‘ . prior approval of important operations: @
The Special Group (5412 Augmeunted) is rcsbﬁg¥ E
for providing policy puidance to the Hnnnoof@)*ﬁroicct,
for approving important operations and for mmﬁitorinn ,

- propress. (Guidelines for Operation ifonfoosc, Miarch 1&,
T . 1962, p.2) ' ’

Further indication of the Monpoose control process is the request piven
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to Htelms a month prior to larvey's tvip to mect Rosclli in tiami. FPur- "

suant to the discussion at the Special Group's mecting on March 5, llelms

any

was asked to estimate "for each week as far into the next twelve months

as possible . . . the members and type of agents you will establish
inside Cuba . . . (and) brief descriptions . . . of actions contemplated.’
(Memo to lelms from Lansdale, March 5, 1962) o

Moreover, the approved plan for Operation Monpoose, as of
the time of Harvey's mceting with Roselli in Miami required that auay -

proposal to supply arms and equipment to particular resistance

- groups inside Cuba "be submitted to the Special Group for decision,

ad hoc " (Lansdale Memo to - , April ]I; 1962, p. ).

" And the Guidelines for the Mongoose program emphasized that, after specific

fasks were approved by the Special Group Augmented and given to participating .
agencies by Lansdale, normal command channels were to be.observed. As the
Guidelines. stated:

During this period, General Lansdale will continue
as Chief of Operations, calling directly on the
participating departments and agencies for support
and implementation of agreed tasks. The heads of
these departments and agencies are responsible for
performance throu§h normal command channels to
higher authority.:;/ (Guideline for Operation Mon-
goose, March 1L, 1962, p.2)

¥ The initial draft of these Guidelines had referred to the President but
was later amended to read "higher authority." (Draft Guidelines, March
- 5, 1962, p.2) The minutes of the consideration of these Guidelines were
also amended with respect to the manner in which the Guidelines were approved.
On March 16, 1962, a Memorandum for Record of "Discussion of Operation
Mongoose with the President" of the Special Group (Augmented) stated:

“In the presence of the Special Group (Augmented)
the President was given a progress report on Operation MOHI-
GOOSE. The guidelines dated March 14, 1962 were circulated
and were used as the basis of the discussion. After a
prolonged consideration of the visibility, noise level and
risks entailed, General Lansdale and the Special Group (Aug-
nented) were given %tacit authorization to proceed in accordance
with the guidelines.

(footnote cont'd.)
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In a Memorandum to Mc¢Cone on April 10, 1962, Harvey recognized that the
S?ecial Group Augmented control process required advance approval of "major
3perationé goingnbeyond the collection of intelligence." But ilarvey stated
that these "tight controls" were unduly "stultifying:"

"To permit requisite flexibility and professionalism . -~
for a maximum operational effort against Cuba, the
right controls exercised by the Special Group and the
present time-consuming coordination and briefing pro-
cedures should, if at all possible, be made less

restrictive and less stultifying." (Memo, April 10, 1962, .
- Harvey to McCone, p.h) * . '

Even as the Cuban Missile Crisis épproached, and the pressure to
act against the Castro regime increased through a ''stepped up”.Mongoose
plan; the Special Group continued to insist on pri;r approval of sensitive
operations. Thus, when the Special Group Aﬁgmented on September 14,

1962, approved in ?rinciple a proposed set of operations,

(Footnote cont'd)

However, a note at the bottom of this memorandum, dated March 22, 1962,
- stated: ' ' :

This minute was read to the Special Group '
(Augmented) today. The Group was unanimous in feeling
that no authorization, either tacit or otherwise, was
given Ly higher authority. The members of the Group
asked that the minute be amended to indicate that the
Group itself had decided to proceed in accordance with

the Guidelines.
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Bundy, speaking to the Group,

"... made it clear that this did not constitute
a blanket approval of every item in the paper and

- “that sensitive ones such as sabotage, for example,

will have to be presented in more detail on a case
by case basis.'" (Memo of Special Group Augmented
meeting, September 1k, 1962, p. ).

Z-

Helms and the members of the Special Group Aupmented dlffered on

- whether or not these control requirements were consistent with Helms' per- T

ception that assassination was permissible without a direct order. Ve

discuss that testimony below at A , . ' .

T. The Pattern of Mongocse Action. The documentary evidence and the

testimony reveal that the Kennedy Adminisg}ationzpressed the Mongoose opera-

tion with vigorous language and although the collection of intelligence_

sabotage operations. “As Lansdale described them in his testimoﬁy, the
sahntace acts involved 'blowing up bridges to stop communications and
blowing up certain production plantst (Lansdale, p. 36). And during

the Missile Crisis in the fall of 1962, sabotage was increasingly urged.

_*/ In early March, 1962, the SGA recognized the need to begin "preliminary
actions ... involving such things as spotting, assessing and training
action-type agents" but the Group agreed that it must "keep its hand
tightly".on these actions. The Group saw, however, that such control
might not be completely effective and recognized "that many of the

“agents infiltrated would be of an all-purpose type; that is, they would
be trained in paramilitary skills, as well as those of exclusively
intelligence concern. It was noted that once the agents are within the
~country, they cannot be effectively controlled from the U.S., although

every effort will be made to attempt such control (Minutes of
Special Group meeting, March 55 1962).
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At the sane ti;e, however, the record shows. that the Special Group Aug-
mented turned away ffom‘proposed sabotage and sinmilar violentvattion.th#oughout
1962; including the period of the !Missile Crisis. (See P above.) Thus, Helms
notegrin a meﬁorandu; of a meeting on October 15, 1962, that prert leanedy in ex-
pressing the ”generai dissatisfaction of the Prcsident”.w;th Hohggose, "pointed out
that.(Mongoose) had been underway for a%year...that therg had be%i_no acts of sabo-
tage and that even the one whiCh‘had.been attempted had failed twice". (Memorandum
by ﬁelms, Octobef 16, l§62, p- 1.) Similiérly»d}memb?andum to Helms by his Execu~ -
tive Assistant (whb spent full time'on Cuba matters), which feviewed»the Hdngoose

program in the aftermath of the iissile. Crisis, stated:__

"During the past year, while oneeof the options of the

project was to create internal dissension and resistance

leading to eventual U.S. intervention, a review shows

that policymakers not only shied away from the military

intervention aspect but were generally apprehensive of

sabotage proposals. (McManus, Ex. 2, p. 1, McManus,-p. 11).

Harvey testified that this assessment of the Special Group Aug-
mented's position was an accurate one. (Harvey, 6/25, p. ). This is
also borne out by the record of Mongoose activity. For example, after .
Lansdale's initial six phase plan to overthrow Castro by the fall of 1962,
the single phase approved for January August 1962 was described by Lansa

dale as "essentially an inﬁelligence collection” effort. (Memorandum,

April 11, 1962, by Lansdale) Indeed the guidelines for Operatlo_g

the "immediate erorlty objective of U.5. effortsﬁ; :
(Taylof Ex. 3, p- 2, Guidelines for Operation Mon;ooééh March bk, l962)f
The Guidelines further stated that although other covert ac@ions would be
undertaken concurrently with intelligence collection, these were to be on
a stale "short of those reasonably calculatéd to inspire a revolt" in Cuba.

(Id., p. 2). And the Special Group stipulated that Mongoose action beyond

the acquisition of intelligence "must be inconspicuous." (Memorandum, .
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With the scheduled conclusion of that intelligenée collection
. phase in August 1962, the Special Group Augmented con31dered whether to
adopt a ,stepped~up Cqurse B'plus,' whlch, in contrast to Phase I, was
designed to iﬁspire.a revolt against the Castro regime. ‘(Memorandgm for
the Special Grbup.Augmented, 8/8/62, from Lansaale, p. l).rninitially, tﬁe
Special Group Augmented decided against this course and in>§;Vor‘of a "CIA
.kvarlant "at a meetlng of opec1al Group Augmented prlnclpals on Augugt 10,
1962. (Mlnutes of Special Group Augmented meetlng, August 10, 1962) . The

"CIA variant," which was proposed by McCone on August 10, posited more

limited actlons to av01d 1nc1t1ng a revolt and sought not Caétro s over-
throw, but a split between Castro and "old-line Communists." (Id., p. 2);

| The onset of the Missile Crisis‘caused"an initial reversion té the
-stepped-up Course B plan, but ultimately, however, an order was issued on
October 30, 1962 to halt all sabotage operations. (Lansdale, ﬁX.B, Memo

by Lansdale, 10/30/62)

Thus, on August 20, Taylor told tﬁe President that the Special
Group Auémentéd perceived no likelihood of én ovérthrow of the Castro govern-—
ment by inﬁernal means without direct U.S. militafy intervention and
that the Special Group Augmented favored a more agressive Mongoose program.
(Memo from Ta&lor tobPresident.) Shortly thereafter, on
‘August 23, McGeorge Bundy issueleSC Memo Number 181 to Lansdale and Taylor
stating that, at phe President's directive, '"the line of activity pfojectéd
for Operation MONGOOSE Plan'B.plus should be'developed with all possible
speed." ‘One week later, on August 30, the CIA was instructed by the ‘Special
Gfoup Augmented to submit a list of possible sabotage targets they might
probose and it was noted that this list could serve as the limit for action
on the'Agency;s own initiative: "The Croup, by reacting to this list, could
. i
. define the limits within which the Agency could operate on its own initiative."

Special Group Augmented Minutes of August 30, 1962.)
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Thus, at a Special Group Augmented ﬁeeting on October 4, 1962, Robert
Kennedy stated that the President "is concerned about progress on the Mongoose
program and feels that more priority-shopld be given to trying tovmount.sabotage
operations'. And Robert Kennedy urged that "massive activity' be undertakén

within the Mongoose framework. In line with this proposal, the Special Group

Augmented decided. that 'considerably more sabotage' should be undertaken, and that

1311 efforts should be made to develop new and imaginative approaches with the pos-
sibility of getting rid of the Castro regime'’. (Minutes of Special Group Aug-
mented meeting, October 4, 1962, p. )f. On October 30, 1962, however, the
. )'"**

order to stop all sabotage operations was issued (Lansdale, Ex. 8

@

¥ The SGA also decided on QOctober h, 1962, that Robert Kennedy would chair
the Group's meetings "for the time being." (Id., p. ). Subsequently,
at a meeting on October 16, 1962, Robert Kennedy stated that he was
going to give Mongoose "more personal attention' in view of the lack of
progress and would hold daily meetings with the working group represen-
‘tatives, i.e., Lansdale, Harvey, and the other Agency members. (larvey,
Ex. 12, Memorandum of Meeting, October 16, 1962, by Helms, p. 1). Helms
testified that he did not recall any such daily meetings with the
Attorney General, but he had the impression there may have been several
at first, but then they ceased. (Helms, 7/17/ , PP. 5h~-55).

*Harvey testified that he had a "confrontation" with Robert Kennedy

at the height of the Missile Crisils concerning Harvey's order that
agent teams be sent into Cuba to support any conventional U.S. mili-
tary operation that might occur. MHarvey stated that Robert Kennedy
"took a great deal of exception" to this orﬁéfvéﬁdféééa réault: MeCqne, o
ordered llarvey to stop the agent operations.[! (Hdrye$:, 7/11, p. 2h+g] D
Llder, McCone's assistant at the time, similarly dbscribed; thid dined- 7
dent and stated that, although llarvey had attempted to set édfaéﬁéé?
from top officials during the Missile Crisis, llarvey "earned another
black mark as not being fully under control". (Elder, p. 34-35.)
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As Sorensen (a member of the Executive Committee establishgd to deal with
the Missile Crlsls) testlfled even though Cuba was the "No. 1 priority" dur-
ing gﬁe Missile Crisis, and "'all alternatives, plans, p0551b111t1es were ex-
‘haustively surveyed" durlng that time, the subject of assassination was never

raised in the high-level Natlonal Security Council ‘Executive Commlttee (of which

Helms was not a member) that was formed to deal w1th the M15511¢ Crisis.

(Sorensen, 7/21, p. 11.)%*%*

**%¥  There are references in the Special Group Augmented records to attacks

on Soviet personnel in Cuba. The record of the SGA meeting on September 9,
1962, states:

"It was éuggested that the matter of attacking and
harassing of Soviet personnel within Cuba should be
considered.” (SGA Minutes, 9/9/62, p. ).

Earlier, on August 31, 1962, Lansdale had included a task "to provoke
incidents between Cubans and Bloc personnel to exacerbate tensions,
in a proposed projection of actions for Fhase II of Mongoose. (Memo—
‘randum to SGA, 8/31/62, from Lansdale, Action No. 47). The opec1al Group
thereafter dec1ded, as a means of "emphasizing such activity" to repldce
that task with one to "cause actions by Cubans against Bloc personnel,
and to note that "consideration w1ll be given to provoking and conducting
physical attacks on Bloc personnel.’ (Memorandum to Taylor Rusk, and
MacNamara, 9/12/62, from Lansdale, pp. 1-2). : '
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E. The Issue of Authority Outside the Agency

This section discusses the evidence as to whether there was authorization
’yrbm outside the Agency for fhe assassination activity that took place during
the Mongoose operation.

TR. T/17, p.4)

As discussed below in detail; both Helms and tﬁe Kennedy Administration
officials agreed that no direct order was evér given for Céstro‘s assassina-
tion and that no one outéide the Agency (including McCone) was informed
about the assassination activity. Helms testified, however, that he believed
the assassinaﬁion'aétifity was permissible and that it was withid the scope—
of the authority given to the Agency. McGene and the other'Kgnnedy Admini— )
stration officialskéisagreed, testifying that assassination was not permisSible

without a direct order and that a Castro assassination was not within the

authorized bounds of the Mongoose operation.

In April 1962, when the.poison pills were given to Roselli in Miami,
Helms ﬁaé the CIA Deputy Director in charge of covert operaﬁions and reported
to MéCone, the CIA Director. Helms had succeeded Bissell in this - job,
following Bissell's retirement in Februafy, 1962, as a consequence of the
failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion. IHelms testified that, after the Bay
of Pigs, "Those of us who vere.still (in thé Agency) were enormously anxious
to ﬁry and be successful at what we were being asked to do by what was then
a relatively new Administration. We.wanted to earn our spurs with the

President and with other officers of the Kennedy Administration.” (Helms

1. Helms' Testimony Concerning Authority

As set forth below, lelms testified that while he doubted whether
he was initially informed that Harvey gave poison pills to Roselli and did
not recall having authorized a Castro assassination in that form, nevertheless,

Helms had authorized the 1962 assassination plot because ‘'we felt that we
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were operating as we were supposed to operate, that these things if
not specifically authorized, at least were authcrized in general terms.”

(Helms, 6/13, p.61)

a. lis Perception of Authority

Helms testified that based upon the “intense” vressure exerted by the

Kennedy Administration to overthrow Castro it was his perception .that the CIA

assassinate Castro from anyone, including the resndgnt or tne Attornev Gcneral

r i

(iielms, 6/14, p.'bs.) (This point 1s discussed in détail infra D s .)
. : P

($ielms, 6/13, p. 137: Helms,. 7/17, p. 62, 7/17 . p. 4-5.) Helus testified that

this authority, as he perceived it, was implicit in the U. S. policy and attitude
towards Castro. (Helms, 6/13, p. 165.) As Helms testified:

"I Lelieve it was the policy at the time to get rid of Castro
and if killing him was one of the things that was to be done
in this connection, that was within what was expected.
(Helrws, 6/13, p. 137.)

*The extent to which pressure in fact existed "to do something about Castro' is -
discussed in detail in the section immediately above dealing with Operation Mon-
goose, its strategy of causing an internal revolt of the Cuban people against
Castro, the strict control system established by the Special Group Augmented, and
the pattern of intelligence collection”and sabotage activity actually authorlzed
and undertaken.
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lelms testified that "I remember vividly (the pressure to overthrow
Castro) was very intense.'" (Helms, 6/13, p. 26.) Helms stated that this pres-

sure intensified during the period of Operation longoose during late 1961 and
. . . .

throughout 1962, and then continued on through;much of 1963.A (Helms, 6713, p. 27.)
As these pressures rose, "obviously the extent qf the means that oﬁe'thought
were available, obvious increased too.'" (ilelms, 6/13, p. 26.? -

Helms stated that during the Méngoose QOperations ﬁeriodb”itbwas made abundantly
cleér...to everybody involved in the operétiqn that the.desire was to. get yid of
the Castro regime‘and to.get rid of Castro...the point was that no limitations

‘were put on this injunction.” (elms, 7/1?,_p. 16=17) .-~ In He;ﬁs' testimony,

the followinpg exchange occurred: -
"Senator Mathias: 'Let me draw an example from history.
When Thomas A. Beckett was proving to be an annoyance,

as Castro, the King said who will rid me of this man.

He didn't say to somebody go out and murder him. He said
who will rid me of this man, and let it go at that.

"Mr. Helms: 'That is a warming reference to the problem.'

"Senator Mathias: 'You feel that spans the generations
and the centuries?" ‘

- "Mr. Helms: 'I think it does, sir.'

"Senator Mathias: 'And that is typical of the Kind of thing
which mlght be said, which might be taken by the director or
by anybody else as presidential authorization to go forward?'

"Mr. Helms: 'That is right. But in answer to that, I re-
alize that one sort of grows up in [the] tradition of the
time and I think that any of us would have found it very
difficult to discuss assassinations with a President of the
U.5. I just think we all had the feeling that we're hired
out to keep those things out of the oval office.’

"Senator Mathias: 'Yet at the same time you felt that some
spark had been transmitted, that that was within the per-
missible limits??®

"Mr. Helms: 'Yes, and if he had disappeared from the scene
they would not have been unhappy.'' (Helms Tr. 6/13, pp. 72-T3)

«
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Helms said that although le never was told by his superiors Lo kill Castro
(llelms, 7/17, P. 15)? there was at‘the same time never any injunction laid dowﬁ
by tﬁe Renned? Admin;stration that pfoscribed a Castro assassination: '"No ﬁember
of the Kennedy Admihistration...ever told me that (assassiﬁation)_wés proscribed,
kor) éver referred to it in that fashionm..." (llelus, 7/71, p. 18.) 'Nobody eQer
sald that (aqsa551nat10n) Qas ruled out...”*/(Pclw 7/17, . |
iy B
Pelns stated that durlnn the Mongoose period, tha &g;

assassination of Castro, "with all the other things tiat ‘Were going on -at that

time...seemed to be within the permissible part of this-effort." “(Melms, 6/13,
p. 29.) "In the perceptions of the time and the things we were trying to do this

vas one human life against many other human lives that were being lost."

(Nelms, 6/13, p. G4.)*%/ . ‘ -

*As Helms declared: "In my 25 years in the Central Intelligence Agency, I always
thought I was working within authorization, that I was doing what I had been
asked to do by proper authority and when I was operating on my own I was doing
what T believed to be the legitimate business of the Agency as it would have been
expected of me." (Helms, 6/13, p. 30-31.)

**As set out above (p. ), Helms stated: '"...people were losing their lives
in raids, a lot of people had lost their life at the Bay of Plgs, agents were
being arrested left and right and put before the wall and shot. (Helms, 6/13,
p. 64.) -
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b. Helms' Testimony That He Had No Direct Order to Assassinate
: Castro and Did Not Inform the President or the Special Group
of the Assassination Activity

Ilelms testified that there was no direct order to assassinate Castro.

ile said that his perceptions of authority did not reach the point where he could

2%

testify that he had specific instructions to kill Castro. As he put it:

DocId

"I have testified as best I could about the atmosphere
~of the time, ‘what I understood was desired, and I don't
want to take refuge in saying that I was instructed to
specifically murder Castro. . ." (Helms, 6/13, p.88).

On the question of whether the President was.informed of any
assassinatiéﬁ plots, Helms pointed'out that "nobody wants to embarraés a
President of the United Stateé (by) discussing the assassination of foreign
leaders in his presence" (6/13, p. 29), and that the Special Group was."the

mechanism that was set up. .. .to use as a circuit breaker so that these

thlngs did not explode in the President's face and that he was, 5%2
n &3"
I'! also tesﬁg?i 4

that he had "no knowledge that a Castro assash nazlon was ever authorlzed

wwf-

responsible for them.”" (6/13, p. 29).

by the Special Group (Augmented)“ (6/13, pp.28- 29)
In addition, Helms said he never informed the Special Group Augmented

or any member of that Group that Harvey had given the-ﬁills to Roselli

in Miami "because I am not even sure I knew about it at the time." (Helms, -
7/18, p.18).%/ Helwms also stated he never told Robert Kennedy abodt any
assassination activity and my "presumption-is he wasn't informed" (Helms,
6/13, p.58), and that "Harver kept (the Roselli pill.plot),pretty much

in his back pocket." (Helms, 6/13,pp.57—58).

Helms further testified tha; although Robert Kennedy was 'constantly

in touch" with him in 1962 and 1963, Robert Kennedy never instructed Helms
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to assassinafe Castro:

"The Chairman. 'Since he was on the phone to you
o ‘ repeatedly did he ever. tell you to kill Castro?t

"Mr. Helms. 'No.'

"Ihe Chairman: 'He did not?’
"Mr. Helms: 'Wot in those words, no.'" (Helms,

T/17, p.13)%/

¥ Helms immediately reiterated after this exchange that his perception of
authority for a Castro assassination rested on the pressure exerted by the
Administration against Castro. The exchange between the Chairman and Helms
.continued as follows: ‘ :

"The Chairman: 'Well, did he ever tell you in other words
that clearly conveyed to you the message that he wanted
‘to kill Castro?’

“Helms: 'Sir, the last time I was (before the Committee), I
did the best I could about wvhat I believed to be the parameters
under which we were working, and that was to get rid of Castro.
And I don't, I am sorry to say . . . see how one would have
expected that a thing like killing or murdering or aSsassinating
would become part of a large groun of people sitting around a
table in the United States Government. I can't imagine any
Cabinet officer wanting to sign off on something like that. I
can't imagine anybody wanting something in writing saying I
have just charged Mr. Jones to go out and shoot Mr. Smith."
, (Helms, T/17, pp. 13-1k)
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(Helms, 7/17, p.22).
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c. lelms Testimony that he Doubted Whether he had
Authorized a Specific Assassination Attempt or was Informed
of the Passage ol the TilTIs

There is.some doubt whether Helms ever authorized a specific attempt
at Castro's aSsassinetion, or was informed of the passage of the pioson
pills to Roselli in April, 1962. Although Helms testified that Harvey

regularly reported to Helms on Harvey's Mongoose work (Helms, 6/13, p.95),

and Helms "would have thought that Harvey would have reported to Helms

the transfer of the pills into Cuba>(Helms,.6/13,'p.105), Helms does not

recall Harvey ever telling him that the pills were delivered to Roselli..

Thus, as indicated above, Helms tesfified he ncver fuformed the Special
Group Augmented or any member of that Group that ilarvey had given the pills
to Roselli in Miami 'because I am not even sure I knew about it at the time.i;

(Helms, 7/18, p. 13.)* And with respect to the pills, Helms testified that,

although he agreed to the Harvey- -Roselligp pe%at & "Ti';J“* ﬂl;h: vas
. implicit authorization for assa551nat10£§aeiAV1ty) he testlfled‘”l ‘n&et re-
call having okayed the killing of Castro myself in that formﬂ' (Hlelms, 7/17,

p. 9.)

d. Helms' Perception of Robert Kennedy's Position on a Castro
Assassination-

"In testifying as to his perception of authority, Helms emphasized the

particular role played by Robert Kennedy in pressing for. progress and results

*/ Helms' testimony that he may not have been informed that the pills were

delivered is corroborated by Harvey's tcstimony. Harvey testified that
when he returned from Miami he reported to Helms on his contacts with
Roselli. But Harvey said that he only 'briefed Helms generally', on the
‘subjects of Harvey's takeover of the Roselli operation, the prospects

of ‘the operation, and the fact that Harvey had dropped Maheu and Giancana
from the operation. (Harvey, 6/25, p.65).
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in the Mongoose Operation. */ In addltlon, Helms said that

Robert Kennedy'often talked directly with Helms and other CIA officials
working on thevMongoose program, outside of the Special Group Augmented
channels. (Helms, 7/17, p.13; 7/18, pp.60-61). As Helms stated:

"I can say absolutely fairly we are constantly in.
touch with each other in these matters.  The Attorney
General was on the phone to me;, he was on the phone
to Mr. Harvey, to Mr. Fitzgerald, his successor. He
was on the phone even to people on Harvey's staff, as
I recall it." (Helms, 7/17, p.13). o

"Helms said that although he did not know whether a Castro

_assassination would have been morally acceptable to Robert Kennedy,

Helms believed that Robert Kennedy "would not (have been) unhappy if
(Castro) had disappeared off—the scene by whatever means." (Helms,
7/17. p.17-18). And Helms stated that Robert Kennedy never told him

that a Castro assassination was ruled out. (Helms, 7/17, p.21).
However, Helms further testified that althodgh Robert Fennedy was

"constantly in touch" with Helms and their exchanges were marked by de-

tailed, factual, and highly specific discussions on anti-Castro operations.

" Robert Kennedy never raised the subject of a Castro assassination and never

instructed Helms to assassinate Castro.** lHelms further testified that he had

no knowledge that Robert Kennedy '"was ever asked to specifically approve

an assassination plot." (Helms, 6/13, p. 57.)

* Q: "So it was your impression that he was sort of setting tthtégo for
the group’ 's action or act1v1ty o :
A: "Oh, yes...there wasn't any doubt about that
interested in this and spent- a great deal of«
6/13, p. 22.) . ‘ .
**The telephone records of the Attorney Fcnprai;s offlco dndicate [rcquent
contact between the Attorney General anm Helns*and fielms stated that his
conversations with Robert kennedy were». andld, and that "he and I used to
deal in facts most of the time. (Helnlg, 6/18, p.63.) lelms testified as

to the level of detail in his talks with Robert Kennedy:

"For example, we had projects to land sabotage teams.*/
Well, (the Attorney General would ask) have you got the
team organized, did the team go? Well, no, we've been
delayed a week because the weather is bad or the boats
don't run, or something of this kind. It even got down
to that degree of specificity." (Helms, 7/17, p.40)
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And, as stated above, llelms also testified that "larvey kept Phase 2

{the Roselli pill operation) pretty much in his back pocket" and that al-

LA

_though llelms stated "I do not know this for sure,"” he testified it was

ELd

his "presumption’ that Robert Kennedy was not informed of the PHase 2

~operation.* (Helms, 6/13, p. 57-58.)

e. Helms' Testimony as to Why He Did Not Obtaiir a Direct
Order - -

Helns testified that assaééination "was not part of the CIA's policy"

or a part of CIA's "armory". (Helms,'6/13,‘p. 37-28)) And, in his own

view, ilelms said that he "never liked assassination”. (And, in fact, banned
its use years after he became CIA Director.) (Helms, 2
-

Moreover, Helms testified that he had serious reservations regarding the

CIA working with underworld figures. (Helms, 7/18 p.31). When Harvey
, _ rg :
proé@ed to contact Roselli to see if gangstepn

Bheﬁg;sdomﬂXO ié

o developed, Helms "had very grave doubts abou a0k

underworld figﬁres. (Helms, 6/13, p.33; 7/18, p.31).
Despite .these resgrvaﬁidns,vﬂelms did not seek approval for

the assassination,activity because he said‘assassination was not

a subjecﬁ tﬁat he felt should be aired with higher authority. (Helms, 7/18,

pp.31-32). With respect to the question of obtaining express authority

' . % Jlelms based this presumption on a review of relevant documents at the
time of his testimony. (Helms, 6/13, p.58).
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from the Special Group or Special‘Grpup Augmented, Helms stated: .

‘I'didn‘t see. how one would héve expected that a thing like killing or
murdering or‘assassination would become a part of aAlarge gréup of people

”’sittingiarOUnd;a table in the United States Govetnmentz" .(Helms, 7/17,
p.vlé). And with regard to informing the President or obtaining explicit
authority ffom him, Helms stated that "nobody wants to embizrass a-Preéi;
dent of thé United States (by) discussing the assassination of foreign

leaders in his presence.'"  (Helms, 6/13, p{v29).

Thus, in the follow1ng exchange Helms stated ‘that it "wouldn't have
occurred to me to ask" for clarification or express authority for assass-

ination activity from Robert Kennedy or the Special Group: o

"Senator Huddleston: "...it did not occur to you to
inquire of the Attorney General or of the Special -
Group or of anyone that when they kept pushing and . B
asking for action...to clarify that question of

: whether vou should actually be trying to assassinate?"

“Mr. Helms: "I don't know whether it was in training
experience, tradition or exactly what one points to,
but I think to go up to a Cabinet officer and say,

am I right in assuming that you want me to assassinate
Castro or to try to assassinate Castro, 1s a questlon
it wouldn't have occurred to me to ask.

Kk
“Senator Huddleston: "...(because assassination has such
serious consequences) seems to fortify the thought that
I would want to be dead certain, I would want to hear
it from the horse's mouth in plain, simple English language

before I would want to undertake that kind of activity."
(Helms, 7/17, pp.51-52). :

Helms also pointed out his reason for no,

LTy 2

in the following exchange:

"Senator Morgan: '"In light of your previous statement
that this is a Christian country and that this Committee
has to face up to the prime moral issue of whether or not
killing is...acceptable...don't you think it would have
taken affirmative permission or authority to kill, rather
than just saying it was not eliminated from the authority
or you were not restricted...?"
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"™Mr. Helms: "...killing was not part of the CIA's policy.
It was not part of the CIA's armory...but in this Castro
operation...l have testified as best I could about the
atmosphere of the time, what I understood was desired (and)
that this was getting rid of Castro, if he had been gotten
rid “of by this means that this would have been acceptable
to certain individuals...I was just doing my best to do

*~ what T thought T was supposed to do." (Helms, 6/13. pp.87-88).

When asked why he did not seek clarification from the Special
Group, its members, or Robert Kennedy whether it was "in f;Et, the

policy of the U.S. Government to actually kill Fidel Castré," Helms

answered "I don't know..."

..There is something about the whole chain of episodes
in. conncection with this Roselli business that I am ’
simply not able to bring back in a coherent -fashion.

And there was something about the ineffectuality of all
this, or the lack of convictionl that anything ever 4 -
happened, that I believe in the end made this thing
simply collapse, disappear. And I don't recall what I
‘was briefed on at the time. Maybe I was kept currently
informed and maybe I wasn't, and today I don't remember
~it...But I do not recall ever having been convinced
that any attempt was really made on Castro's life. And
: since I didn't believe any attempt had been made on
! Castro's life, I saw no reason to pursue the matter
further.” (Helms, 7/18, pp.31-32).

f. Helms' Perception of the Relevance of Special Group
Controls to Assassination Activity

The evidence concerning thé control éystem established by the
Spécial Group for the Mongoose Operation is discussed4above (see}p. ).
Helms: stated, however, that the control system established.by the

Spgcial Group for Mongoose was not intended to apply to assassination
activity. (Helms, 7/18, p.Zl); Thus, with respect to the Special Group
Augmented's decision on March 5, 1962 that major operations going beyond
the collection of 1nte111gence must receive aduance\appspvaL,"Helm

é\[\ [t 5?\ [‘1
stated that this referred to rather spec1f1c i %%j%??t h%l P%Cl\ﬁxii

Group had on its agenda" from the outset of Mongoose. (Helms, 7/18,

d p.21}. Since assassination was not among such items, Helms statad
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that the Special Group would not have expected asséssinétion'
aciivipy to come un&er this particular policy. (Hélms, 7/18,
p.21).' And w{th respécﬁ to the Special Group_Augmented's desire
to "keep its hands.tightly onvpreliminary actions! leading

towards éabotage and oﬁher aqtions beyoﬁd.intelligénce collection?
Helms stated that‘gas the kind‘of injunction.“that abpears in all
kinds of goVernmentél minutesvof meetings." . (Helms, 7/18, p.17).
Helms said he regarded these as ''general irnjunctions: rather tban
an "all inclusive_injunctigpf to keep tﬁe Group_?pfofmed of all matters.
(Helms, 7/18, -.17).

'Helmsvsaid he recognized, however,‘Zhat there were limits on
permissible actiyiﬁy during Mongoose.j/ (Helms, 7/18,p.9). Thus,
Helms Stated‘that:aithough there were "no limitations" on,actioﬁs
to remove Castro during Mongoose, tﬁere were festraints on saBotage
operations'and-he‘did'noﬁ understand the,abseﬁce of specific limitations
to authorize more drastic actions,  such as committing thé U.s. military
to an inyasion of'CuBa. (Helms, 77i8, p.9).f‘ |

In addition, Helms testified that he saw no need to inform the

Special Group of the Harvey-Roselli operation because that operation was

in Miami with Roselli. (Helms, 7/18, p.32)

.
Ciad
e

\{5{;\& 1’-’4;3} ‘ . .
*/ Helms testified, that although loss of 1if¢ was implicit in the
Yongoose operations, ’

"1 think there was an effort made not to take tacks
that would recklessly kill a lot of people and not
achieve very much. I think there was an effort, if you
had a sabotage operation; not to throw a lot of hand
grenades into a city, but rather take out the power
plant which would actually damage the economy of the
country. There was an effort made to find devices that

would seem to have a useful end. (Helms, 7/17, p.63-64). :
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2. Harvey's Testimony Concerning Authority

a. Harvey's Perception of Authority

Harvey stressed that at all times he was acting as a line officer re-

e

pprting to his immediate superior within the Agency, the Deputy Director for
covert actions (first Bissell, then Helms.)* '(Hariey, 6/25, p. 83).

Similarly, Harvey also pointed out that his information with respect
to authorization from outside the agency came from the Deputy Director:.

"(a)t no time during this entire period...did I ever personally
believe or have any feeling that I was either free-wheeling or
end-running or engaging in any activity that was not in response

to a considered, decided U. S. policy, properly approved, admittedly,
perhaps, or through channels and at levels I personally had no in--
volvement in, or first-hand acquaintance with, and did not consider
it at that point my province to, if you.will, cross-examine either
the Deputy Director or the Director concering it." (Harvey 6/25,

p. 83.) - : '
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Thus, Harvey relied upon his superiors within the Agency for authority.
Indeed, Harvey indicated that his perception of the authorization for the
1962'asséssinafion ééfivity may have come from the period when Allen Dulles

_waS’DCI. As Harvey stated:- -
"But I had every right to believe organizationally,
humanly, whatever way you want to put it, that nothing
that was being tald to me by Bissell had not in fact
come to him from /Allen Dulles/.

But Harvey made clear that this did not imply that McCone knew of or au-
thorized the assassination activity:

"The Chairman: 'That doesn't necessarilyvﬁéan that be-
~cause the previous director had knowledge that Mr. McCone

had knowledge. It is not like a Tovenant that runs in -
the land.'™ ,

'%hﬂlHarvey: “'No, of course not, and'they don't always
- brief their successors.'' (Harvey, 6/25, p. 85.)
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b. Harvey'and the Special Group Augmented

Hdrvev testlfled that he never informed. the SpeCJal Croup Augmented,
ormany of its membels 1nd1v1dually, of the ongoing 3953551nat10n plots. As
we described earller, the Special Group Augmented and its Mongoose program
began its Cuba activities in late 1961 through 196Z. Harvey'attended»many

of the_Special Group Augmeﬁted4meetings as the CIA's representative. He
testified that at no fime was assassination discussed at any of thebmeetings,
~ except fqr the Augusf 10, 1962 meeting.*

We took suBstantialjtestimony covering the April/May 1962 period when
the underworld contact Was reactivated, the pills were passed to Roselli and
delivered to Cuba. Harvey had been appointed several months earlier as head‘

- of the CIA's Task Forée W, which operated under the Special Group Augmented as
the CIA's action érm for Mongoose activities.

In the latter part of April, Harvey went to Miami where the CIA had 1its
large (at least 200 peréons) JM/WAVE-Station. "~ As Harvey testified, in addition
to his meeting wifh Roselli and the delivefy of the poison pills, Harvey's trip
had other totally wmnrelated (in Harvey's view) purposes as well: |

"...this waé one of a number of periodic trips for the
purpose of reviewing in toto...the actual and potential
operations at the Miami base...and this covered the whole

gamut from personnel administration, operational support
in the way of small craft [and] so on..''(Harvey, 7/11 , g
2
;\ (a%\@r

pp. 15-16).
i . The Spec1al Group Auqmented expected to receive a rcp:fi\ﬁrom‘ﬁarvey on

- his April trlp to Miami. On Aprll 19, 1962, whlleéﬂargﬁy waq‘in Miami, Lansdale
g .

told the %pec1al Group Augmented that:

\‘\
"Upon the return of Mr. Harvey from his culrent field v151t

more specific information on the status of agent training
and operations should be made available." (Memorandum for

2

* This meetlng and the testimony- concernlng it is treated in depth in the
section, infra, pp.
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the Special Group, April 19, 1962, from Lansdale, p._____ ). On April 26,
l§62, the Special Group Augmented was inforﬁed bf Lansdale that Harvey
wias in Flofi&a "iﬁitiating a new geries of agent infiltrations” and would
return to Washington onm April 30. (Memorandum for the Special Group -

lgﬁgmente§7} April 26, 1962, from Lansdale.) At the Special Group meéting

on the same day General Taylor requested that Harvey "attend the next meet-
ing and report on agent activities." (Memorandum for the Record, April 26,
1962, by McConé.) The next day, April 26, 1962, Harvey was sent a memorandum

informing him of General Taylor's request as well as the fact that McCone

wanted to meet with Harvey and Leansdale "immediately on your return to dis-

cuss the Task Force activities,"

(Memorandzh for Action, Elder to Harvéy, .
April 27, 1962.)

Harvey did report to the Special Group upon his return but did not

mention his meeting with Roselli or the delivery of the pills and thevwaapc.)r}s'.r

'

on hlS trlp to Miami, he did not inform them or, 1ndeed;§

M(‘i\‘ék}ﬂ -
outside the Agency, that he had given the plllSkﬁ?? 03@%11 (Harvey, 7/11,

A}
)m

p- 16.)* And when McCone asked Harvey to brief hlm on what Harvey had done

in Miami, Harvey did not tell McCone of the pills,As indicated above,

Harvey did not believe it was necessa;y to do so. (Harvey’ 7/1%, p. 17.)*

* Jlarvey testified with respect to why he did not brief the Special Group Augmented,
. in the following exchange: .

"Q.: '...Did you believe that the White llousc did not
want the Special Group to know?'" .

"A.: “'Well, I would have had no basis for that belief,
but I would have felt that if the White House (tasked)
this (operation to the CIA) and wanted the Special
Group to know about it, it was up to the White llouse
to brief the Special Group and not up to me to brief
them, and T would have considered that T. would have

"heen very far out of line and would have been subject
to severe censure.''* (Hlarvey Tr. 7/11, p. 77).
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The minutes of the May 3, 1962, Special Group Augmented meeting make no
mention of Haryey's above-related plot activities. The minutes of that meet-
ing show that on hisﬁreturn from Miami, Harvey gavé a brogress feport to the
Special Croup‘Augmentéd on "agent teams' and the ”general field of intelli-
gence'. (Harvey, Ex. 3, Memorandum of Special Group Augmented Meeting, May
1962, p. 1.) Harvey repdrted that three. agent teams had been inézitrated and
that 72 actual or potential reporting sources were also in place. ’(Harvey Ex. 3,
p. 1.) | »
Shortly after the May 3 meetigg, General Taylor went to see thg.fresident to _

give‘him what he called a "routine-briefing" (Taylor Tr.- s P ).

General Taylor's memorandum of his briefing of‘;he President similafly'makes

no reference to Harvey's contacts with Roselli or the delivery of pills and
guns. (Memoréndum for Record May 7, 1962, by General Taylor.) Taylor testified
that he had ﬁever heard of Harvey delivering pills to poison Castro, or of any

~ assassination attempts. (Taylor Tr. , p. 42.)
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3. Testimdny of Kennedy Administration Officials

In addition to.examining the actual nature of the Mongoose operation (discussed
above at p. ), we took considerable testimony from Kennedy Administration offi-
cials.-on the questionfof authority for a Castro assassination in the Mongoose
period. Set.out in the section below ié the testimony of the Kennedy Administra-
tion officials'prinCipally involved in the MOngoose operation and the Special Group
Augmented, all of_whom testified the assassination plots were not authorized. These
were McCone, the Director of CIA and a member of the Special Group Augménted;

General Taylor, Chairman of the Special. Group Augmented; General Lansdale, Chief of
Operations for Mongoose; Special Group‘Augmented members Bundy and Gilpatric; Secre-
tary of State Ruski andeécretarfgééA Defense MtNamara."Their teéfimony‘focused on
thé>principa1 iséues‘raised by Helms; including: (1) whether any authority for-a. |
Castro assaésination existed; and (2) whether they had knowledge of any Castro assaséi?
nétion activity.* C

| “In thé sﬁcﬁeeding segtion we discuss thé August 10, 1962, meeting where the subje;t
of a Castro assassination was raised.

a. Testimony of McCone

McCone testified that at no time during his séfvice in the Kennedy Administration
as DCI (1961-1963), did President Kennedy, Robert Kennedy or any member of the Cabi-
net or White llouse staff discuss with him any Castro assassination plans or operations.
(McCone, p. 44.) '

As discussed above in greater detail, McCone, the Director of Central Intelligence
and Helms immediate superior, testified he did not authorize and was not informed

about, the assassination activity. (McCone, p. 3.)

*In addition, the Committee questioned the Kennedy Administration members as to the
likelihood that an assassination order might have been given to Helms by Robert
Kennedy through a "back channel', outside the normal chain of command; however,
Helms subsequently appeared and testified that no such order was ever-given by
Robert Kennedy. (See p. __ above.)
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McCone pointed out that although the Cuban problem was discussed in terms

of "dispose of Castro," or "knock off Castro', these terms were meant to refer
to '"the overthrow of the Communist Government in Cuba' and not a Castro assassi-

nation. (McCone, p. 44; McCone Ex. 4, memorandum April 14, 1967, to Helms.)

McCone further stated that "it is very hard for me to believe"
that Robert Kennedy would have initiated a Castro assassination activity

without consulting with the Special Group Augmented. (Mccgge, p. 52).

b. Testimony of Taylor

Taylor. served as Chairman of the Special Group Augmented

during the Mongoose Operation (Taylor, 7/9, p. ). In addition, Taylor -

also served és Preéideﬁt Kennedy's Military Reprééentétive and Inteiligence
Advisor after the Bay of Pigs until his d&Pppointment as Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Sﬁaff in NovemberAl962:(Taylor, 7/9, p. ;  Bundy, T7/11,
p. 25).

‘ Taylor testified that a Castro assassination plan was
"never'" submitted to-the Special Group Augmented, either orally or in
VWriting. (Taylor, p. 4l). Taylor furtﬁer testified that he and the
Special Group Augmented were never told of the passage of the poison
pills to Roselli in April 1962, and that the péssage of these pills
without the knowledge of the Special Group’Augménted was "eﬁtirely,
comﬁletely out of lfhé7 context and éharacter of the way the [Ebecial
Group Augmenteé? operated or thé way it would accept" that an operation
was proﬁerly authorized. (Taylor, p. 43). And Taylor testified that
although ﬁhe Special Group Augmehted‘ﬁas "cértainly anxious for the

-

downfall of Castro" an "assassination never came up'" in the meetings

7
/,\g( ¥ Y
and discussions of the Special Group Augmented. (Taylor, p. 62). Jx\f*;ﬂ'f\
. ’ /:‘."'—'\Q\
0N

With respect to whether President;Kennedy‘or Robert

Kennedy or Robert Kennedy might have bypassed‘the Sbecial Group Aug-
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Castro, Taylor'testified.thaﬁ this would have been "entirely con-
tradictory to every method of operaﬁion I ever saw on the part of
the President and his brother." (Taylor, p. 45). Taylor stated "the
President and -the Attorney General would never have gone around" the
Special Group Augmented. (Taylor, p. h9)
Although Taylor acknowledged that Robert Kennedy
'vfrequently‘pushed for more direct action during Mongoose, Taylor
stated that ”tﬁere was no suggestion [§£7 assassination" in these urgings.
(Taylor, p.’67).' Taylor testified that Robert Kennedy aealt diréctly
with‘Lansdéle outside Special Group Augmented channeis "only for the
purpose of imparting his own sense of urgency"_bﬁi ”never"“would
Robert Kennedy'have done so on substéntrve issues:
"Senator Hart of Colorado: But on substdhtive iésues,
he wouldn't, in effect, been dealing behind your back?"
"General Taylor: Nevér._ Never. Thaﬁ'was not his way."

(Taylor, p. 53). _¥/

c. Testimony of Lansdale

Lansdale testified that he "was very certain' that

he never discussed a Castro assassination with either President Kennedy

The evidence showed, however, that there were occasions when the
Attorney General dealt with those concered with Hongoose without ,
consulting General Taylor. Tor example, as discussed in greater de-o
tail (in the section on Mongoose Ohcrﬂtions) on January ln, 1362, ‘Qy
General Lansdale sent a copy of his program review to Rohiert Kﬂnﬁcdy A
attached to which was a cover mcmorandum indicating that other "'sénsi-
tive work' not in the review was to be dealt with only bcuwcgn the
President, the Attorney General, and Lansdale. The nature of that
wotk (w11c1 Lansdale testified Jnvo]ved political LOHTdCtS in the Cuba
exile comwunlt)) is discussed at p. above.
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or Robert Kennedy:
"The Chairman: You do not recall ever having discussed with

the Attorney General a plan or a proposal to assassinate
Fidel Castro?"

"General Lansdale No. And I am very certain Senator, that
= such a discussion never came up...neither with the Attorney
General or the President.'" (Lansdale, p. 18.)%*
Lansdale-furtherqtestified that the plausible déniébility.concept had no paft
in the fact that he never'discuséed a Castro assassinétion with President Kerinedy
or the Attorney General.** Lanﬁdale testified that he "had doubts' that assassina-
tion was a ”uséful action,. and one which I had never émployed in the past, and dur-
ing work in copyiﬁg with revolutioﬁé and I had considerable doubts és to its utility
and I was trying to be very pragmatic." (Lansdale, p. Si.) ‘When asked if he‘thoﬁght
the President waé not aware of efforts to depose Castro‘and‘his governmeht by any
means including assassinétion, Lanédale answered ''I am certain he washaware of ef-
forts to dispose of the Castro regime. I am really not one to guess wﬁat.he knew
of'assassinatiohs, because I don't kﬁoﬁ.“ (Id., p. 32.)
- With regard‘td the Céstro assassination attempts, Lansdale testified that

Harvey ''never' told him that Haryey was attempting to assassinate Castro. (Lansdale,

p. 24.) Lansdale stated:

"I had no knowledge of such a thing. I know of no order
or permission for such a thing and I was given no infor-

mation at all that such a thinam was goine on by people
who I have now learned were involved with it."

(Lansdale, p. 58). */

*/ Thus, when Lansdale was questioned about the "touchdown plays"
(discussed in detail above at p. ), there was this testimony:

"Senator Baker: Now do you completely rule out the possibility
that the touchdown play had to do w1th the possible assassination
efforts against Fidel Castro”" ST

"General Lansdale Yes ... I never discussed, nor conceived, nor-
received orders about an assassination of Castro w1th my deallngS'{
with either the Attorney General or the President." %%>

¥¥/ "Senator Baker: Is that the reason you didn't, because: of the‘,yvv
principle of denlablllty?" : o S\Q ”
"General Lansdale: No, it wasn't. The subject never,came up,
and I had no reason to bring it up with him. ' -

i
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As distussed below ip detail at pp ____} after the subject
of a Castro assassination waé raised at the August 10, 1962 meeting of the
Special Grdup Augmented; Lansdale directed Harvey tb prepare a plan for the
"liquzdatibn" 6f>Cubé; leaders. However, no such plan was ever p:epéred and,
as the IG Report concluded, the August 10 meefing was "ﬁnrelated to ‘any actual

attempts at assassination.” (IG, p. 118).

-

With respect to the possibility that Robert Kennedy
might have by-passed the SGA and Lansdale to deal directly with Agency

officials on a Castro assassination, Lansdale testified:

"I never knew of a direct Iine of communication

between the President or the Attorney General and Harvey

apart from me on this...." _ -

During the course of tﬁe Committee's investigation
infolthese,allegatidns of assassination efforts by the U.S. government ,
however, General Lansdale spoke with several réportoré concerning the
_subject of a Castro assassination plan in 190Z. Lansdale's comments v
the reporters are dealt with helow in connection with thc,Augusf iu,'

1962, meeting of the Special Group.

_*/ '"Senator Huddleston: You never had any reason to believe that
the Attorney General had dealt directly with Mr. Harvey?"

"General Lansdale: I hadn't known about that at all, no...."

"Senator Huddleston: ...You have no reason to beliéve that he
might have broached (a Castro assassination) with the Attorney

r)ll
Qeneral. ) f-.Jgaﬁ
"General Lansdale: 't r\f?§6%”.>ﬁ
_ c o Y f ™ ey A
know 1it. = 0

: o S VR
"Senator Huddleston: You had no reascon to belieVe that there” -
was any kind of activity going on in relatiéﬁﬁ@quppa"outside
of what you were proposing. or what was comingﬁ@éﬁb%é\the Special

. 3

Group?" .

"General Lansdale: No, I was supposed to know it all, and I
had no indication that I did not know it all (except for one
operation by Harvey unrelated to assassinations)."
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d. Testimony of Bundy

‘ - : - Bundy served as President Kennedy's Specisl Assistant

for National Security Affairs throughout the Kennedy Administrétion.

(Bundy, p. 2). In addition, Bundy participated in the planning that

&

led to the creation of Operation Mongoose and was a member of thcav~
Special Group Augmented. (Bundy, pp. 34, 87).
Bundy testified that the matter of a Céstro assassination

was "mentioned from time to time" over the period 1961-1963 but "never to
me that I can recall by the President." (Bundy, p. 73). DBundy emphasized
that the question camc up ”as_somcthiﬁg to talk ahout rather than to

considérf”A (Bundy, p. 73.)

Bundy testifigd that it was his conviction that "no
one in the Kennedy Administration, in the White House ..; ever gave

any authorization, approval, or instruction of any kind for-any effort
to assassinate anyone by the CIA." .(Bundy; p. 54). Bundy testified
that he‘kngw and worked on én intimate basis with both President Kennedy

and Robert Kennedy during the entire Kennedy Administration, and testi-

fied that it was "incredible" that they would have authorized a Castro
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- assassination, either explicitly or implicitly as a result of pressure

they ‘exerted in the anti-Castro effort:

- - "The Chairman: Based upon that acquaintariceship, do you
believe, undér any of the circumstances that occurred
during that whole period, either one of them would have
‘authorized the assassination of Fidel Castro?"

"Mr. Bundy: I most emphatically do not ... If you have

heard testimony that there was pressure to do something

about Cuba, there was. There was an effort, both from the

President in his style and from the Attorney General in

his style to keep the government active in looking for

ways to weaken the Cuban regime. There was. But if you,

as I understand it, and not even those who pressed the

matter most closely as having essentially been inspired -
by the White House can tell you that anyone ever said to

them, go and kill anyone.

Let me say one other thing about these two men, and
that is that there was something that they really wanted done,
they did not leave people in doubt, so that on the one
hand, I would say about their character, their purposes,
and their nature and the way they confronted international -
‘affairs that-I find it incredible that they would have B
ordered or authorized explicitly or implicitly an assassi-
nation of Castro, - I also feel that if, contrary to every-
thing that I know about their character, they had had such a
‘decision and such a purpose, people would not have been in
any doubt about it." (Tr. 98-99),

Bundy waslasked "have you any way to explain to the Com-
mittee, as to why Mr. Helms would testify that he...had no doubts,
that the Agency was fully authorized to proceed to not only develop
schemes, but té engage in active aetempts to assassinate Castro?f
‘Bundy feplied: "I have no explanation of that." (Bundy, pp. 99-100)

Bundy further testified tbat déspice the extreme sense of
" " urgency that arose during the Cuban Missile Crisis, Castro's assass;—

nation was never discussed, and it was "totally inconsistent" with 'the

policies and actions taken by the President and Robert Kennedy in that

s m, WSS IS
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crisis for them to have authérized a Castro aséassination, (Bunay, n. 95,
97-98).
-Rundy‘furthér stated that he was never told by anyonc that assassinationl
- efforts were undefway against Castro, that underworld figures were hifed by
the CIA inthis rcgard, or that Harvey was engaged in Castro assassination ac-
tivity. (Bundy, p. 63.)

Bundy testified that he heardvébout thé concept of "executive action”
"Some time in the early months of "1961". (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 4.) Put since
this was presented to him as an'untafgeted capability only he did_not "dis-
cburagc or dissuaddfthe person who briefed him on this. (Bundy,_b. 4, 7, 10.)
When asked if he had'an; recollection of ‘any specilic covert ﬁlans'that involved

poisons in conjunction with activities against Cuba, Pundv stated

"T have no recollection of any spec1f1c plan. I do

have a very vague, essentially refreshed recollection

that I heard. the word poison at some point in connec-

tion with a possibility of action in Cuba. But that

is as far as I have been able to take it in my own P

memory. (Bundy, p. 42).
Bundy stated further that this recollection relating to poison involved a
proposgl that seemed "imprac;ical" because it was going to kill a large group

of people in a headquarters mess, Or somethlng of that sort." (Bundy P 42 -43),

_*/ Bundy stated:
) "... the most important point I want to maké\ *“15 that
I find the notion that they separately, prlvately encouraged
ordered, arranged efforts at assassination totally incon-- ..
sistent with what I knew of both of them. And, as an
example, I would cite -- and one among very many -- the role
played by the Attorney General in the Missile Crisis, because
it was he who, most emphatically, argued against a so-called
surgical air strike or any other action that would bring
death upon many, in favor of the more careful approach which
was eventually adopted by the President in the form of a
quarantine or a blockade." (Bundy, p. 98).
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. ' With fespect to the poséibility that Robert Kennedy
may have authorized aséaésination outside of Special Group Augmented
. =channels, BundyJStated that although Robert Kennedy did spur people
to greater effort during Mongoose, "he never toock away from the
existing channel of authority its authority or responsibility."
(Bundy,»pp._hT—hS).‘ Bundy further testified that thgre'eiiggéd be-
tween Robert Kennedy and Maxwell Taylo; (the Special Group Augmented

Chairman) "a relation of real trust and confidence." 1In view of this

relatioh,-Bundy sﬁated it was his opinion that Robert Kennedy would

not have by-passed Taylor to develop a 'back-channel" relationship

with someone else to assassinate Casﬁro. “(Bundy, p. 87).

€.  Testimony of MacNamara

MacNamafa'served as Secretary of Defense throughout,
the Kennedy and_JohnsonAAdministrations. In that capacity, he reg_é-

AN

sented the Department of Defense as a member of the Special Qggygéig&gﬁ

e
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McMamara stated that he had no knowledge or information of any nroposal -

for the assassination of Premier Castrb coming from President Kenncdy or
Robert Kennedy. (MQNamafa, 7/11/75, p. 4.) e did note that 'we were hysteri-
cal about Castro at the time of the Bay of Pigs and thercafter, and that there
was pressurc from (President Kennedy and Robert Kennedy) to do somethihg about
Castro. But I don't Believe we contemplated assassination. Ve aid, Jiowever,
contemplate overthrow." (PtNamara,-p{ 93.)

There occurred during McNamara's testimony an exchange which is appropriate

to set out in full because of the manner in which it capturcs the dilemma posed

« -

by the evidence on the question of authority:

" The Chairman. We also have received evidence from
your senlor associates that they never participated in
the authorization of an assassination attempt against
Castro nor ever directed the CIA to undertake such
attempts. :
We have much testimony establishing the chain of
command where covert action was concerned, and all of
it has been to the effect that the Special Croup or -
the Special Group Augmented had full charge of covert
operations, .and that in that chain of command any proposal
of ‘this character or any other proposal having to do
with covert operations being directed against the
Castro regime, or against Castro personally, were to -
be laid before the Special Group Augmented and were not
to be undertaken except with the authority of that
group and at the direction of that group.
Now, at the same time we know from the evidence
that the CIA was in fact engaged during the period
in a series of attempts to assassinate Castro.
Now, you see what we are faced with is this dilemma.
- n Lither the CIA was a rogue elephant rampaging out of
control, over which no effective direction was being
given in this matter of assassination, or thggé'¥§§
RN

HW 5l]955v DPocld:32423524 Page 197



- 53 -

some secret channel circumventing the whole structure
of command by which the CIA and certain officials in
the CIA were authorized to proceed with assassination
plots and assassination attempts against Castro. Or the
- third and final point that I can think of is that ‘
somehow these officials of the CIA who were so engaged
misunderstood or misinterpreted their scope of authority.
Now it is terribly important, if there is any way that we
can find out which of these three points represented what
actually happened. That is the nature, that is the ..
quandary. ‘
Now, is there anything that you can tell us that would
assist us in finding an answer to this central question?

Mr. McNamara. I can only tell you what will further your
uneasiness. Because I have stated before and I believe
today that the CIA was a highly disciplined organization,
fully under the contrel-of senior officials-of the govern-
ment, so much so that I feel as a senior official of the
government I must assume responsibility for the actions

of the two, putting assassination aside just for the -
moment. But I know of no major action taken by CIA during

the time I ‘was in the government that was not properly

authorized by senior officials. And when I say that I

want to empH351?e also that I believe with hindsight we et

authorized actions that were contrary to the interest of the
_ Republic but I don't want it on the record that the CIA .

was unceontrolled, was operating with its own authority

and we can be absolved of responsibility for what CIA

did, again with exception of a581581nat10n, again which

I say I never heard of.

The second point you say that you have, you know that

CIA was engaged in a series of attempts of assassination.

I think to use your words. I don't know that. 1 accept

the fact that you do and that you have information I was

not aware of. I find that impossible to reconcile. 1 just

can't understand how it could have happened and I don't

accept the third point, that they operated on the basis

of minunderstanding, because it séems to me that the

McCone position that he was opposed to it, His clear

recollection and his written memo of 1967 QﬁL§(I was strongly

opposed to it, his statement that Murrow opp%ﬁfﬁifall should
: a¢kly can't

eliminate any point of mlsunderstandlng So %
reconc1le (TR. 38-41) &7

McNamara further stated that "I find it almost inconceivable "EBhAt* c@ o~
B \f‘ A0
assassination attempts were carried on during the Konnedy A hmmxtfﬂfﬁm

”~y
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days Without the senior méﬁbers know it, and I undersfaﬁdbthe contradiction-that
this carries Qith respect to the face." (McNamara, p. 4.) He further emphasized
that for the President or Robert'Kennédy td have approved a Céstro assassination |
was "'totally inconsistent with everytﬁing I know about the two men.'" (McNamara

p. 90.)

£. Testimony of Gilpatric

Gilpatfic served as Deputy Setretary of Defense~throughout the Kennédy Admini-
stration. (Gilpatric, p. 5; GilpatricAEx.'l, p. 5.) In that capéCity, Gilpatric
represented the Depaftment of Defense és a member of the.Special Group and the

Special Group Augmented during the Mongoose operation. (Gilpatric, p. 5.)
Gilpatric testified fhat he understood the mandate of
the Special Group during Mongoose was not to kill Castro, but to ''so under-
mine, SO disrupt the Cuban system under Castro that it could not be

effective.”"* (Gilpatric, p. 28). Gilpatric emphasized that it was the

system we had to deal with'" and words such as 'get rid of Castro' were

X

patric, p. 29).

. . : A
* Initially in his first appearances before the Committee Mr. Gilpatric

was unable to recall any of the events or characters involved in Operation
Mongoose. He failed to recall that General Lansdale was the Chief of
Operations for the project, or Lansdale's involvement in the Special

Group Augmented even though Gilpatric recommended Lansdale for pro- B
motion to Brigadier General. Gilpatric testified that the lapse of time,
approximately fifteen years, had impaired his wmemory on those events.
(Gilpatric, pp. 6-9.) (Insert possible proposed additional language by
Smothers.) . : .
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Gilpatric said that he knew of no express restriction
that would have barred the killing of Castro. But Gilpatic testified that
he understood "There werevlimité on the use of péwer” and that these pre-
cluded thé use of'assassinatiqn. (Gilpatric, p; jl). Thus, while Gil-
patric said that it was "perfectly possible" that one might feagohably

" have inferred assassiﬁétion was authofized, névertheless, the limits on
action set down by the Special Group Augmented would have
required that specific efforts be made by one receiving general instructions
to clarify whether those instructioﬁsbauthorized assassination.f/'rue added
that "within our charter, so to gpegk,' the one thing tﬂat was off limits
was military invasidn.” (Idj 5. 45). bIn this Coﬁféxt of tﬂé tlons onse
charter, Gilpatric, when asked whether thé‘"killing of Castro by a para- .
military group (would) have been within bounds;h he responded, "I know of
no réstriction that would have barred it." (Id.) 1In response to a qugs+
tion as to.whether there was ény céncefﬁ for the limité.on the activitiés
of personnel involved in‘these raids and infiltration efforts, Gilpatric
said: "No, to the contrary. The complaint that the Attorney'General had,
if we assume he was reflecting the'Président's views on it, l;és tha£7 the
steps taken by the CIA up to that point, 1;h§7 their plans were too petty,
were Foo minor, they weren't'massive enough, they weren't going to be ef-
fective enough." (Id., p. 47.) Howeveri as discussed above at p. |,

on March 5, 1962, the Special Group Augmented had agreed, with respect to-

’ f i :
"action-type' agents, that it "must keep its hand tig%ﬁﬁyﬁ on these agents’

activities, and although once such agents were inside Cuba’“they could not

be "effectively controlled," the Group would make "every effort...to attempt

such control."

T pe—

*/ In Gilpatric's testimony, there was the following exchange: )
"Senator Huddleston:...lt's on the basis of these words that- «
everybody admits were used, like replace or get rid of, on )
the basis of these kinds of conversation alone that /Helms/ s
was firmly convinced and that apparently went right down
-through the whole rank of command, firmly convinced that he
had the authority to move against the life of a head of state.

_ (Footnote continued on next page.)
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Cilpatric testified that "it was not unusual" for Presi-
dent'Kennedy‘and Robert Kenﬁedy to deal directly with people at various
Tevels in the Efébutive Branch. (Gilpatric, p. 58). With respect to Mon-
goose, Cilpatric said that Robert Kennedy was the "moving spirit" (Gil-
patric, p. 11). But Gilpatric stated that Robert Kennedy's role was "nrin-
cipally to spur.us on, to get going, get cracking." (Gilpatric, p.:47)} Thus,
}although Robert Kennedy frequently complained that the plans of the CIA and
Mongoose weren't "massive‘enbugﬁ" and that "we should get in there and
do more," Gilpatric pointed‘gyg_that Robert Kennedy‘was not making specific -
proposals in these urgings, and.phe result he desired was a general one
"to limit the Castro regime's effectivenes;;" rather than any specitic measute.-

(Gilpatric, p. 47);

g. Testimony of Rusk

Dean Rusk served as Secretary of State throughout the
Kennedy Administration. Ruék,participated in a number of Special Group

Augmented meetings during the Mongoose operation. (Rusk, p. ).

(Footnote continued from previous page.)

Now this disturbs me, and I don't know whether our councils of govern—
ment operate that way in all areas or not, but if they do then it seems
to me it would raise a very serious question as to whether or not the
troops are getting the right orders."”

_ : . : 2
"Mr. Gilpatric....I thought there were limits on the use of piggpﬁfgnd
. V oA A

. that was one of them." 0

“"Senator Huddleston. And going beyond that would require that éomg B
body make a specific effort to make sure he understood preciselyfﬁi
they were talking about, would that be your interpretation?"

" "Mr. Gilpatric. Tt would." -{Gilpatric, p. 31).
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Rusk testified that he had never been informed of any
Castro assassination plans or undertakings and had no knowledge of any
lfuch activity. (Rusk, p. 52).
~ Rusk further testified that he found it "very hard to

believé; that President Kennedy or Robert Kennedy wﬁuld have, iﬁ.the coﬁrse
of urging action agaiﬁst Castro, sanctioned the use of any measure against
.Castro.f/ Rusk said that, while it wés "possible' that -a person, in good -
faith, might have thoﬁght specific courses of éction were authorized from

the emphasis given to taking action against Castro, nevertheless Rusk testi-

fied that with'respeét to a Castro assassintion,

"It would have been an abuse of the~President and the

Attorney General if somebody had thought they were

getting that without confirming that this was, in fact,

an official, firm policy decision. (Rusk, pp. 98-99).

With respect to'whetherrPresident Kennedy or Robert

Kennedy might have communicated directly with Helms or Harvey on a Castro
assassination effort, Rusk testified that, based on his experience and the

manner in which foreign affairs matters.were'handled, I don't see how it could

have happened.” (Rusk, p. 99).**/

*/ "Senator Huddleston...(Do) your contacts with Robert Kennedy or Presi-
dent Kennedy, indicate to you that they were agitated to such an extent
about Cuba and Mongoose progress that in a conversation with someone
urging them to get off their rear-end and get something done that they
might convey the message that they meant anything, go to any length to
do something about the Castro regime?

_ "Mr. Rusk. . I find it very hard to believe that Robert Kennedy standing
. - alone, or- partlcularly Robert Kennedy alleglng to speak fo eresidcnt
Kennedy, would have gone down that trail. M

**/"Senator Mondale...We asked General Taylor yesterday whethef/%e*thought
something of 1nformal subterranean, whatever kinds of communlcatlons
from the highest level to Helms would have been possible without his
(Footnote continued on following page.) , ,s\f(

o
'/%f
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h. ‘Testimony of Sorensen
- Sorensen served as a Special Assistant to President Kennedy during

the entire Kennedy Administration. Sorensen was a member of the National Security

Council Executive Committee that dealt with the Missile Crisis, although he

FE

was not involved with Mongoose.

Sorensen testified that in his daily personal meetings with the

‘President and at all the National Security Council meetingsvherattended, there

was "not at any time any mention -- much less approval by. him ——'of any U.5.-

sponsored plan to assassinate any foreign leaders" (Sorensen, p. u4). Based
upon his close contact with President Kennedy, Sorensen stated that it was his

opinion that:

"such an act (as assassination) was totally foreign to his
character and conscience, foreign to his fundamental reverence
for human life and his respect for his adversaries, foreign .to
his insistence upon a moral dimension in U.S. foreign policy
and his concern for his country's reputation abroad, and
foreign to his pragmatic recognition that so horrendous but
inevitably counter-productive a precedent committed by a
country whose own chief of state was inevitably vulnerable."
(Sorensen, p. 5).

(Footnote continued from previous page.)

knowledge, and he said he felt that was 1ncred1ble, he dldn t think it
was possible. R

Do you think that it would be likely that an informal ﬁTder around
channels, say to Helms or to Harvey--

The Chairman. Over a three-year period. 5

Senator Mondale. Over a three-year period would have been p0551ble
without your being informed? . P

Mr. Rusk. Theoretically, Senator, one would have to say 1tlls possxble.
Senator Mondale. But based on your.experience? - -

Mr. Rusk. In terms of practlcallty, probability and so forth,: I don't
see how it could have happened. -

You know those things, in these circles we were moving in could not
be limited in that way. You kndéw the echoes would come back." o
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F. The August 10, 1962 Meeting

.As indicated above (see p. ), the question of a Castro assassination
was qéised at a meetiﬁg of the Special Group Augmented on Auguét 10, 1962.
Thereafter, on August 13, 1962, Lansdale directed Harvey to include in a
proposed plan for Phase II‘of Mongoose;a plan for the "liquidation of leaders"
as an option. .We took considerable testimony and examined the-aﬁtuments
relating to the Aygust 10 meeting, the nature of the discussion of a Castro
assassination, and Lansdale's subsequent request fo; a contingency plan.

At the outset, it should be ndted,that_thé documents and testimony
showed tha; discussion of a Castfg;ESSassination at thé.igust 10,01962 meeting
had no connection to the assassination activityeundertaken by‘Harvey and
Roselli,‘or any other Castro assassination pians or efforts. As the CIA
Iﬁspector General found:

| "The subject (of a Castro assaésination) was raised

at a meeting at State on 10 August 1962, but it is
unrelated to any actual attempts at assassination.
It did result in a MONGOOSE action memorandum by
Lansdale assigning to CIA action for planning
liquidation of leaders. (IG, p. 118).

The finding of the Inspector General is supportgd both by the chrono-
logy of the Castro. assassination efforts and the testimony of'Harvey. The
chronology shows that it was three months prior to the August 10, 1962 meet~-
ing that Harvey gave Roselli fhe poison pills for use against Castro, and
that éhortiyvthereaftér (and well before August 10; 1962) Hafvey was informed

- that the pills were inside Cuba. (see p. ___ abcve). Moreover, after the
August 10, 1962 meeting there was no Castro - assassipation activity during

the remainder of 1962. (see p- above) .

In addition, Harvey {who attended the August 10, 1962 meeting and
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recalled that the qugstion of a Castro assassination was raised) declared
that the discussion was not related to his assassination activity with Ro-
selli. (Harvey, 7/11,. pp. 48-50). Har&ey further testified that he did not
view the August 10, l962,vdiscussion of a Céstro assassination as authoriza-
tion for the Roselli operation because "fﬁe authority, as 1 understood it,
for this particular operation went back long before the formétioﬁ“’of the

Special Group Augmented. (Harvey, 7/11, p. 49).

1. The Contemporaneous Documents

a. Lansdale's Auecust 13, 1962 Memorandum

Following the Auguét 10, lggé“meeting, Lansdale éé;t_a‘memofandum‘on
“August 13, 1962, to Harvey and the other members of Lansdale's interagency
working group.*/ (Lansdale Ex. 15, Memorandum from.Lansdale, August 13, 1962.
The Memorandum began by statiné: ~"In compliance with the desires and guidance
éxpressed in the August 10 policy meeting on Operatibn Moqgoose, we will
produée an outline of an alternate Course B for submissioﬁ.“ (Lansdale
Ex.- 15, p. 1).

Lansdale further set out his concept of what was required: ™I be-
lieve the paper need contain only a statement of objectives and a list of
impleménting activities. The list of activities will be under the heading
of: Intelligenge, Political, Economic, Psychdlogical,»Paramilitéry,‘énd

Military." (Lansdale Ex. 15, p. 1).

* 1n addition to Harvey, copies of Lansdale's August 13 1962, memorandum were
sent to Robert Hurwitch (State Dept), Gen. Benjamin Harris (Defense Dept) and
bon Wilson (U.S. Informatlon Agency) (Lansdale Ex. 15.)

In his testlmony, Gen Harris identified a document drafted by the Mongoose Work-
ing Group in the Defense Dept shortly before the August 10 meeting. The document
listed a number of steps that could be taken in the event of .an intensified Mon-
goose program that might involve U. S. military intervention. One such step was
"assassinate Castro and his handful of top men." (Harris Ex. 4.) Gen. Harris
stated that this was 'mot out of the ordinary in terms of contingency planning...
it's one of the things you look at. (Harris, p. 37.) There was no evidence that
this document was. distributed outside the Defense Dept's Mongoose working group.
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Lansdale's memorandum then assigned to Harvey papers on the following
subjects by the means of the following passage, which contained a deleted
phrase:

"Mr. Harvey: Intelligence, Political,_i&brds deleted/,
Economic, (sabotage, limited deception), and Paramilitary."
(Lansdale, Ex. 15, p. 1). . B

According tb a memorandum by Harvey tb Helms the fbllowing day, August

14, 1962, the words deleted frbm the above—-quoted passage were "including

liquidation of leaders.” (Lansdale Ek. 16, Memorandum by Harvey, August &,

1962, to Helms).

b. Harvey's August 14, 1962 Memorandum

.

When Harvey received Lansdale's August 13'memorandum, Harvey.wfote 
a memorandum to Helms attaching a copy of Lansdale'é Augugt 13 ﬁemorandum, and
noting that Harvey had exciged the words !"including liquidation of leaders."
(Lansdale Ex. 16, Memorandum, August 14, 1962, from Harvey to Helms). Har-

vey's Memorandum stated:

"The question of assassination, particularly of
Fidel Castro, was brought up by Secretary McNamara
at the meeting of the Special Group (Augmented) in
Secretary Rusk's office on 10 August. It was the
obvious consensus at that meeting, in answer to a
comment by Mr. Ed Murrow, that this is not a sub-
ject which has been made a matter of official
record. I took careful notes on the comments at
this meeting on this point, and the Special Group
(Augmented) is not expecting any written comments
or study on this. point. (Lansdale Ex. 16).

- Harvey's memorandum further stated that, on receipt of Lansdale's
memorandum, Harvey. had called Lansdale's office and pointed out '"the inad-

missibility and stupidity of putting this type of comment in writing in such
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a document," and that the CIA "would write no document pertaining to this
and would participate in no open meeting discussing it." (Lansdale Ex. 16,

p. 1).

e

¢ The Minutes of the August 10, 1962 Meeting

The minutes of the August 10 meeting contain no reference to the sub-

ject of a Castro assassination. (Memorandum for Record, Special Group Aug-
mented Meeting, Augﬁst 10, 1962, by Parrott, hereafter referred to as the
"August 10 Minutes™).  Parrott, the author of the August 10 Minutes, testi-
fied that he did not -recall a disgggsion of assassination at that meeting,
but the fact that the minutes.do not reflect such a discussion is not an
indication that the matter did not come up. (Parrott, p. 34). Parrott
pointed out that his minutes "were not intended to be a verbatim transcript
of everything that was said," since the purpose of his minutes was "o
interpret what the decisions were and to record those and to use’ them as
a useful action document." (Parrott, 34-35). Parrott testified:

"we had 15 or 16 people (at the August 10, 1962

meeting)...all of them well informed, all of

them highly articulate.

This meeting, as I recall, went on for several

hours...Now I'm sure that particularly in a

group like this that there were a great many

proposals made that were just shot down

immediately." (Parrott, p. 34-35).

Parrott further testified that he did not record proposals that were
. quickly rejected at the August 10 meeting. (Parrott, p. 35). Parrott

stated that, although he had no recollection of a discussion of Castro's

~dssassination at the August 10 meeting, he would infer from the related
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documentg (the.Lansdaie and HarQey Memoranda of August 13 and 14) that the
subject was raised but "it never got éff the ground....Therefore, I did not
récogs it." (Parrott, p. 35).

| The documents and testimony of Parrott suggest several possible in-
'ferencgs with respect to the nature of the discussion of a Castro assassiha;ion
at the Auguét 10 meeting. First, as indicéted by the Lansdéle and- Harvey
memoraﬁdum, it is possible that a contingency plan was requested but that it
was’decided not to make this "a matter of official record." (Lanédale
Ex. 16, p. 1). HoWevér, if it had been décided to commission a written
contingency.blan, és Lansdale redﬁégted Harvey preparé;‘it-is difficult to
see how this request_couldfhéve been reconciledewith a decision-to make to
writtenlrecord;

. Second, it is possible that, as Parrott's testimony indicated, the
subject was raised bﬁt quickly rejected. “This inférence is apparently-con~
sistent with the fact that the subject did not appear in Parrott's minutes,
and.perhaps, although less so, with Harvey's August 14 Memorandum. Harvey's
Memorandum states that the Special Group Augmented "is ﬁot expecting any
written comments c¢¥ study on this point." (Lansdale Ex. 16, p. l).

Before tﬁrning to the testimony on these questions, we discuss the
_context of the August 10 discﬁssion of a Castro assassination as reflected

in the minutes of the August 10 Meeting. .

- d.. The August 10 Meeting

The August 10 Meeting was held to decide upon a further course of action

to succeed the intelligence collection phase of Mongoose which was scheduled

to conclude in August. (MecCone, p. 34). As a policy meeting, there were in
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. attendance a larger numbef of officials_than usually partitipated in Special
Group Augmented meetings. The Meeting waS'chairéd by Secretary of State
Rusk £and‘held.in his office), and attended by a total of 15 officials,
including the p;incipals of the agencies taking part in_Moﬁgdose, i.e.,
Secretary Rusk, Sectetary McNamara, CIA Difector McCone, and USIA Director
Murrow. . : ‘ : _ ' -

At the August 10 meeting, Generai Lansdale‘proposed that a "stepped-up
Course B”bbe adopted for Mongoose, (August:lO Minutes, p. ). -This plan
involved oéerations to "exert all possible diplomatic, ecoﬁomic, psycholqgi4
cal; and other overt breséures to overthrow the Castro4C5mmuﬁist fégimé, without _
overt employment éfrU.S. military." V(Memoraﬁdum for Special Group Augmented,
August 8, 1962, p. 1). |

However, the Special‘Group Augmented decided against consideration of
the "stepped-up Coﬁrse B". In the discussion of Lansdale's Course B proposal,
Rusk "emphasized the desirability of attempting to create a split between
Castro and old-line Communists'. (August 10 Minutés, p.- 2). 1In addition,
McNamara questioned whether the practice of building up agents in Cuba would
not léad to actions that '"would hurt the U.S. in the eyeé of world opinion'".

_(August 10 Minutes, p. 2) (A remark whicﬁ seems inconsistent with McNaﬁara
at the same Meeting raising the qﬁéstion of assassination in any sense‘of
advocacy). The Minutes state that McNamara's concern "led to the suggestion

by General Taylor that we should consider changing the overall objective
lﬁf-Mongoosgjnfrom one of overthrowing the Castro regime" to one of causing

itsrfailure. (August 10 Minutes, p. 2). , SRS

Hence, in lieu of Lansdale's "stepped-up Course B", the Special Group
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Augmented chose a plan advanced by McCone that.assumed Castro's continuance
in power and had the more limited objective of splitting off Castro from

"old~line Communists".* (August 10 Minutes, p. 2). The decision and "action"

Eed

of the Special Group Augmented at the August 10 meeting was stated as follows:

"The principal members of the Special Group felt,
after some discussion, that the CIA variant should
be developed further for consideration at next Thurs=-
day's meeting of the Special Group. McCone was asked
to stress economic sabotage, and to emphasize
measures to foment a Castro-oldline Communist split."
(August Memorandum, p. 2). ' ’

* %k %

"Action to be taken:

CIA to prepare a new version of ies variant plan,

in accordance with the above-summarized discussion.

This should be ready by Wednesday, August 15."

(August 10 Memorandum, p. 3).

It was therefore in this context that Lansdale's August 13 Memorandum

to Harvey stated that "in compliance with the desires and guidance expressed
in the August 10 policies meeting. on Operation Mongoose, we will produce an
outline of an alternate Course B. '"Indeed, pursuant-to the August 10 decision
to adopt McCone's proposal for a-more limited plan that assumed Castro's
continuation in power, Lansdale's memorandum stated that a CIA paper titléd

"Operational Plan (Reduced Effort) will be used as the starting basis."

(Lansdalé Ex. 15, p. 1).

- */ The August 10 Minutes show that McCone pointed out that the stepped-up
Course B "will risk inviting an uprising, which might result in a Hungary
type blood bath if unsupported". (August 10 Minutes, p. 2). McCone
"emphasized that the stepped-up plan should not be undertaken unless the
U.S. is prepared to accept attributability for the necessary actions,
including the eventual use of military force". (August 10 Minutes). The
August 10 Minutes further stated that, in McCone's view, the CIA variant
"would avoid all of these dangers because it would not invite an uprising’.
(August 10 Minutes, p. 2). ' ‘
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In view of the‘issues raised by these documents we took teétimony
! from the principal participants in that meefing. In particular, we discuss
below;the téstimony as to whether Lansdale's request for an assassination
plan reflected the desire of the SGA or was contemplated by the SGA's decision
to proceed with a plan of "reduc¢d>effort" that posited Castro's continuance

R

in power.

2. The Testimony-

As set out below, Harvey, McCone, and Goodwin recall the question of
a Castro assassination was raised_at the August 10 meeting.* We discuss
that testimony, first with respect to the August 10 meeting itself, and,

o

second, with regard to the action that followed that meeting.

a. Testimony as to the August 10 Meeting
(1) Testimony of McCone

McCone testified that the question of é'"liquidation“ or removal of
Castro and other Cuban leaders arose at the August 10 meeting in the context
of "exploring the alternatives that weré available" for the next phase of
Mongoose. {McCone, p. 33). ﬂcCone testified that he did not recall wﬁo
made. this suggestion, but‘that he and Mr. Murrow‘took "strong exception"
to-thé'suggestion. A memorandum of McCone's recollection of the August 10

Meeting, written in 1967,*%*/states:

*/ Other participants (Rusk, McNamara, Bundy, and Gilpatric) did not recall
- the August 10 discussion.

*%/ On April 14, 1967, after McCone left the CIA, he dictated a memorandum

" of his recollection regarding the August 10, 1962 meeting. The memoran-
dum was prompted by a telephone call from the newspaper columnist, Jack
Anderson, who at that time was preparing a column on Castro assassination
(Continued on the following page.)
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"I took immediate exception to this suggestion,
stating that the subject was completely out of
bounds as far as the USG (U.S. Government) and
CIA were concerned and the idea should not be
- - discussed nor should it appear in any papers,
' -as the USG could not consider such actions on
moral or ethical grounds." (McCone Ex. 4).

McCone testified that there was no decision at the August 10 meeting
that assassination should not be part of any program, but that “the subject
was just dropped"™ after his objection. (McCone, p. Y. McCone's 1967
memorandum stated that

"At no time did the suggestion receive serious
consideration by the. Special Group (Augmented)’
nor by any individual responsible for policy."

(McCone, Ex. '4).

s

(2) Testimony of Harvey

Har§ey's tesgimony that the August 10 discussion was unrelated to any
actual Castro assaséihatibn acﬁivity is aiscussed above (see p. ___ ). With
respect to that discussion itself; Harvey testified.that it was his.recollection
that the question of a Castro assassinaéion wés raised by Secretary McNamaraL
(Harvey, p. 30). Harvey‘Said it'was his impression that McNamara raised the
question as one of "shouldn't we comsider the elimination or assassination"

of Castro. (Harvey, p. 30).

With respect to the reaction of the Special Group Augmented to this

(Footnote continued from the previous page.)

attempts, implicating President Kenhedy and Robert Kennedy. After talking
with Anderson on the telephone, at Robert Kemnedy's request, McCone dic-
tated the April 14, 1967 memorandum, which stated that at one of several
Mongoose meetings on August 8, 9 or 10, 1962, "I recall a suggestion being
made to liquidate top people in the Castro regime, including Castro."
(McCone, Ex. 4, p. 1). )
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suggestion, Harvey testified:

"I think the consensus of the Group was to sweep
that particular proposal or suggestion or question
or consideration off the record and under the rug
as rapidly as possible. There was no extensive
discussion of it, no discussion, no back and forth
as - the whys and wherefores and possibilities and
so on." _ :

(Harvey, p. 30).

(3) Testimény of Coodwin

Goodwin testified that he had a recollection of "limited certainty"

‘that the subject of a Castro assassination was raised at the August 10

meeting.*/
Goodwin testified that "I am unable to sa® with any certainty who it
was' who raised the subject of a Castro assassination at the August 10

meeting. (Goodwin, 7/18, p. 8)*x/

*/ In a staff interview prior to his testimony, Goodwin recalled the date
of the meeting at which a Castro assassination was raised as falling in
early 1961, after the Bay of Pigs. (Memorandum of Staff Interview with
Goodwin, May 27, 1975, p. 2). After reviewing the Minutes of the August
10, 1962 meeting and the Lansdale and Harvey memoranda of August 13 and
14, respectively, Goodwin testified that he had ""misplaced the date of
the meeting in my own memory." (Goodwin, 7/18, p. 7). In placing the
incident on August 10, 1962, Goodwin stated

"Now, of course, you know, it may not be. That's the best
recollection I now have. It's a little better than the earlier
one, but it's not certain.” (Goodwin, 7/18, p. 8).

**/In a magazine article in June 1975, Goodwin was quoted as stating that
at one of the meetings of a White House task force on Cuba it was McNamara
- who "said that Castro's assassination was the only productive way of deal-
ing with Cuba." (Branch and Crile, "The Kennedy Vendetta," Harpers,
July, 1975, p. 61). In his testimony on July 18, 1975, Goodwin stated:
"that's not an exact quote' in the article, and explained further: -
(Footnote continued on following page.)
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{4} Testimony of McNamara

McNamafa testified that, althﬁugh he had no recollection of the question
of a Castro assassination being raised at the August 10 meeting, he did
express opposition to any aésassination attempt or plan when he spoke with
McCone several days after the August 10 meeting. (McNamara, P 7,8).

McNamara's testimony with respect to his conversation with McCone®is dis-

cussed below with the testimony as to actions after the August 10 meeting.

b. Testimony as to Actions After the'Augﬁst 10, 1962 Meeting

(1) Testimony of McCone

McCone testified that he called McNamara after he received Lansdale's

.

August 13 Memorandum and,

"insisted that that Memorandum be withdrawn
because no decision was made on this subject, and
since no decision was made, then Lansdale was
quite out of order in tasking the Central In-
telligence Agency to consider the matter.''*/

(Footnote continued from the previous page.)

"I didn't tell (the author of the magazine article)
that it was definitely McNamara, that' véry possibly it
was McNamara. He asked me about McNamara's role, and
I said it very well could have been McNamara.'
(Goodwin, .7/18, p. 33).

If Goodwin's recollection was as uncertain as he swore it was in his
testimony, it is difficult to understand how he could have spokén in the terms
he testified he did to the author of the magazine article, particularly in
view of Goodwin's statement that "it's not-a light matter to perhaps destroy
a man's career on the basis of a fifteen year old memory of a single sentence
that he might have said at a meeting without substantial certainty in your
own mind /and/ I do not have that." (Goodwin, pp. 34-35).
%/ McCone's 1967 Memorandum stated:

"Immediately after the meeting, I called on Secretary McNamara
personally and re-emphasized my position, in which he heartily
agreed. I did this because Operation Mongoose--an interdepartmental
affair--was under the operational control of (the Defense Depart-
ment) ... (McCone Ex. 4). '
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McCone also testified that McNamara agreed that the Lansdale Memorandum
should be withdrawn for the same reason expressed by McCone, i1.e. because the
topic _of a Castro assassination had not been given consideration by the Special

Group Augmented. (McCone, p. 39).

(2) Testimony of Harvey

-

As discussed.above (see p. ___) Hafyey's Memorandum'of Aﬁgust 14, l§62
states that upon fecéiving Lansdale's Auggst 13 Memorandum, Harvey demanded
that Lansdale exciée the words referring to "liquidation of leaders.” Har-
vey's Memorandum furthers;aredth§§_?the Special Group (éugmented)_is not
expecting any written comments or study on this point." >Tﬁis latter passage
raises the issue whgther Harvey meant to state»;hat the Special Gron Aug-
mentgd authorized a Castrovassassinatioq plan or activity but that no written
record should be made. In his testimbny, Harvey clafified this point by

stating that the Special Group did not express a desire to proceed with the

. suggestion of a. Castro assassination:

"Senator Schweiker:...was it understood in an
unwritten way that (assassination) was to pro-
ceed?"

"Mr. Harvey: .Not to my knowledge, no....
If there was any unwritten understanding on
the part of the members of the Special Group
concerning this, other than what was said at the
meeting, I do not know of it..."
(Harvey, pp. 30-31).
Harvey further testified that shortly after the August 10 meeting,
McCone told Harvey that he had called McNamara to state that assassiantion

should not be discussed and that he had told McNamara that if he was involved

in such matters, he might be excommunicated from his church. (Harvey, p. 25).
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(3) Testimony of Mclamara

McNamara testified that he did not recall any discussion of a Castro
assasgination at the August 10 meeting, but that he did express opposition
to any assasssination attempt when McCone telephone him after Lansdale's

August 13 memorandum was brought to McCone's attention. = (McNamara, P. 7,8).

-

[

McNamara stated that

"I agreed with Mr. McCone that no such planning
should be undertaken." (McNamara, p. 8).

McNamara stated further that
"I have no knowledge or information about any other _

plans or preparations for a Castro assassination.”
(McNamara, p. 7). . s

.S

(4) Testimony of Elder

Elder, a career CIA officer, served as McCone's Executive Assistant
from May 1962 until McCone's departure from the Agency in April 1965. Elder
{ testified that he was present when McCone telephone McNamara after ‘the August
10 meeting. Elder stated that McCone told McNamara
"the subject you just brought up, I think it is highly
improper. I do not think it should be discussed. It
is not an action that should ever be condoned. It is
not . proper for us to discuss, and I intend to have it
expunged from the record."”
(Elder, p. 23). .

Elder testified that this was the essence of the conversation but that he

remembered ‘'several exact phrases, like 'would not be condoned' and 'im-

- proper'". (Elder, pp. 23, 24).%*/

*/ Elder, who stated he heard both McCone and McNamara's pact of the tele-

~ phone conversation via a speaker phone, said that McNamara "just more
or less accepted what Mr. McCone said without comment or rejoinder."
(Elder, p. 24).
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When Harvey later received Lansdale's August 13 memorandum,chCone
spoke tb Harvey in Elder's presence, and "McCong made his views quite clear
in thg same language and tone...that he used with Mr. McNamara." (Elder,
p- 25). Elder testified that Harvey &id net tell McCéne that Harvey was
engage in the Castro assassination effort at that time. (Elder, p. 25).

Elder also described a meeting he had with Helms in Elder's?6ffice
shortly after the August 10 meeting to convey to.Helmé McCone}s views re-~
garding the subject of assassinations. Elder stated:

T told Mr. Helms that Mr. McCone had expressed

his feeling. to Mr. McNamara and Mr. Harvey that 4
assassination could not be condoned and would not be
approved. Furthermore, I conveyed Mr. McCone's
statement that it would be unthinkable to record

in writing any consideration of assassination
because it left the impression that the subject

had received serious consideration by governmen-

tal policymakers, which it;had not. Mr. Helms
responded, 'I understand.' The point is that

I made Mr. Helms aware of the strength of Mr.
McCone's opposition to assasination. I know that Mr.
Helms could not have been under any misapprehension

about Mr. McCone's feelings after thls conversatlon
(Elder Affidavit, 8/ /75, P ).

(5) Testimony of Lansdale

Lansdale.testified that he recalled that the sﬁbject of Castro's
assassination sgrfaced at the August 10 ﬁeeting, but thaf the "consensus was
..hell no on £his_and there was a very violent reaction." _kLansdale, p. 20).
With respect ta why he asked Harvey on August 13 for a Castro assasinationv
- plan, Lansdale téstified:

“Senator Baker: Why did you, three days later
if they all said, hell no, /go/ ahead with it?" -
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"General Lansdale .the meeting at which they
said that was stlll on a development of my original
task, which was a revolt and an overthrow of a
regime. At the same time, we were getting intelligence
- accumulating very quickly of something very different
taking place in Cuba than we had expected, which was
the Soviet technicians starting to come in and the
possibilities of Soviet missiles being placed there...
At that time, I thought it would be a possibility
someplace down the road in which there_would be some_
possible need to take action such as /3553551nat10n/ "%/
(Lansdale, p. 21). A ‘ o

Lansdale stated that he had only one brief convéfsé;ion with Harvey
after the August 13 memorandum in which Harvey stated "he would look into it...
see about developing some. plans" bﬁt_théﬁ_wasbthe last Lansdale ever heard
of the matter. (Lansdale, p. 124). Lansdale stated that with the develop-

.

ment of the Missile Crisis, Mongoose ''was being rapidly shifted out of con-

" sideration" and thus "I wasn't pressing for answers... it was

very ébvious that another situation was”devéloping thaﬁ Qéuld be héﬁéied
quite differently in Cuba." (Lansdale,yP. 124).

Lansdale testified that he was "véry certain' that a discussion»éf a
Castrb assassination plan or proposal néver came up in his discussionsvwith
Robert Kennedy or with President Kennedy; and that he had originated Fhe

request to Harvey for plan without discussing the matter with anyone:

"Q:...Why, if it is true that assassination idea

was turned down on August 10, you sent out your

memo of August 137"

"General Lansdale:...I don't recall that thoroughly, B
I don't remember the reasons why I would."

"Q: Is it your testimony. that the August 10 meeting
turned down assassinations as a subject to look into,
and that you nevertheless asked Mr. Harvey to look
into it?"

"General Lansdale: I guess it is, yes. The way you

put it to me now has me baffled about why I did it.
I don't know." (Lansdale, pp. 123-124.
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"Senator Baker:...did you originate this idea of

laying on the CIA a requirement to report on the

feasibility of the assassination of Castro or did
someone else suggest that?"

"General Lansdale: I did, as far as I recall."

~"Senator Baker: Who did you discuss it with before
you. laid on that requirement?"

"General Lansdale: I don't believe I discussed it with
anyone." ' '

"Senator Baker: Only with Harvey?"
- "General Lansdale: Only with Harvey."
VSenator Baker: Did you ever discuss it with Helms?"

“General Lansdale: I might have, and I don't belleve
that I did. I think it was Just with Harvey.'

"Senator Baker: Did you ever discuss it with Robert
Kennedy?" :

" "General Lansdale: No, not that I recall.”
"Senator Baker: With the President?"

"General Lansdale: No."
(Lansdale, pp. 19-20).
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c. Testimony of News Reporters as to Lansdale's Comments on
the August 10 Meeting :

Duriég the Qoﬁmittee's;investigation, newé_reports concgrning the
;;gust 10 meeting and Lansdale's request for a Castro assassination plan
appeared in the press. Two of these reports were based on statements made
by Lansdale to David Martin-of the Associated Preés and Jeremiah_0'Leary
of the Washington Star-News. In view of the apparent conflict betweén
Lansdale's testimohy'to the Committee and Qhat Lansdale was reported to have
said to Martin and O'Leary, the Committee invited these reporters to testify
as to Lansdale's statements tU"thém. Martin testified under a subpoena i
issued by the.Committee pursuant to Senate_Résplutioq 21. O'Leary appeared
yoluntarily but stated the policy of his newspaper with regard to diéclosiAg»
news.sources precluded him from any comment going beyond that contained in
a prepared statement he read under oath. O'Leary's statement declared that
his news report ''represents accu;ately my understanding of the relevant in-

- formation I obtained from news soufces." {(0'Leary, page 5).

We discuss below Martin's testimony and the news reports as they conmpare

to Lansdale's testimony.

(1) The Martin News Report

Martin's news report stated, in its.lead paragraph:

"Retired Maj. Gen. Edward G. Lansdale

said Friday that acting on orders from
President John F. Kennedy delivered

through an intermediary, he developed

plans for removing Cuban Premier Fidel

Castro by any means including assassination.”
(Ex. 2 to Martin Affidavit)

" Martin testified that this lead paragraph was accurate and that it was
a conclusion which he drew based upon the totality of his interview on

May 30, 1975 with Lansdale. (Martin, pp. 19-20) In contrast, Lansdale

HW 50235 Docld:32423524 Page 220



~-T6-

testified that,.after reading Martin's renort in the press, he told Martin
"your first sentence 1is not only completely untrue, but there is not a
single thing in'yonr stqu that says it 1is true.”. (Lansdale? p. 65)

As discussed above (see p. __), Lansdale:testified that on his own initiative
he had.originated.the request to Harvey.withoue dichssing.the matter with
“anyone and that a Castro assassination plan never Came‘up inr%is disenssions

with Robert Kennedy (or with ‘President. Kennedy)

In view of Martin's testlmony that the lead paragraph of hlS report
was a conclusion based on the totality of his interview with Lansdale, it
should be noted that the ren;;naer of Martin's: story.does not state that
Lansdale was ordered by President Kennedy or Boberﬁ Kennedy to develop B
plans for a Castro assaesination. The feport quotes Lanedale as stating
"I was working for the highest authonity in the lend...the President"”
endvgoes on to state that Lansdale said he did nqt deal directly with
the President but Worked through" an intermediary more intimate to the
President then'Bnndy.f/ It can be noted that-the phrases 'working for"
and 'working through”\are not the same as the lead paragraph's conclusion
that Lansdale was ”aeting on orders" to develop a Castro assassination plan.

In adaition, suosequenp paragraphs in'the Martin report indicate that Lansdale
said the decision to include assassination in his planning was Lensdale's
own, as he_testified it was to the Committee. Thus, the bMartin report states
Lansdale said that'assassinetion vas "one of the means he /Lansdale/
considered,” that it was Lansdale's belief that assnséination would not have

been "incompatible" with his assignment, and that Lansdale said "I jnst wanted

to see if the U.S. had any such capabilities."

¥/ The Martin report states that Lansdale refused to provide this
- intermediary's name for the record. In respecting the confidentiality
‘of news sources, the Committee didnot seek to ask Martin what was said
. off the record to him in the course of his newsgathering efforts. (Martin,

p. ). : ‘ - -
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Moreover, in his festimony as tA'the conversation with Lansdale on
May 30, 1975 that was the basis for his report,; Martin said he did not
Epecifigally ask ‘Lansdale if he had acted on orders with regard to an
assassingtion plan, nor did Lansdale say hg acted on orders. Rather,
Martin asked Lansdale 'who were you working for?"¥*/ ‘When Martin dia
specificélly ask Lansdale in a'subseqﬁent’cOnversation on Jume b, 1975
ifvhe had acted on orders, Martin testified that Lansdale stated that
he had not. In this subse@uent conversation 6ﬁ June L, 1975, Martin
said he asked Lansﬁale specifically, "were you evér ordered by President
Kennedy or any‘OtherAKennedyuzdwdraw up plans to»aSEﬁssingte Castro?”
(Martin, p. 21). Martin testified that Laﬁsdale replied "no" and that
his ordefs were "very broad." (Marﬁin, p. 21). Martin further testified

that in this June b conversation hé asked Lansdale whether "any assassination -

H R

A

planning you did was done on your own initiative,"

andyﬁhat Lansdale replied ‘
"yes." (Maftin, p. 21). Martin stated that it was‘his belief that his

Juné L conversation was at variance with Lansdale's statements to him

on May 30, 1975. (Martin, p. 21). Tt may also. be the case, based on -
Martin's testimony as to the differencés between the questioﬁs he posed to
Lansdale on May-BO and on June 4, 1975, that he and Lansdale may have

misunderstood each cther.

f/ Martin testified that his conversation with Lansdale on May 30, 1975
- involved two subjects: 1) "what were you (Lansdalée) doing in August 1962"

(Martin, p. 16), and 2) "who were you working for." (Maftin, p: 17).
Martin stated that in the first portion of the conversation dealing with
Lansdale's activities in August 1962, Lansdale stated, according to
Martin, "I just wanted to see if the U.S. had any such capabilities" and-
that this included "assassination” as well as other means of disposing
of Castro.  As to the second portion of the conversation, Martin stated
he asked Lansdale "who were you working for" and Lansdale replied "on that
project I was working for the highest authority in the land." (Martin, p. 18).
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{2) The O'Leary Report
A P

0'Leary's nevs feport read as follows in its lead péragraphs:

_"Retired Maj. Gen. Edward G. Lansdale has named
Robert F. Kennedy as the administration official
who ordered him in 1962 to launch a CIA project
to work out all feasible plans for 'getting rid
of" Cuban Prime Minister Fidel Castro.

"Lansdale, in an interview with the Washington
Star, never used the word "assassination" and

said it was not used by Kennedy, then the attor-
ney general. ‘ -~

" But he said there could be no doubt that "the
project for disposing of Castro envisioned the
whole spectrum of plans from overthrowing the
Cuban leader to assassinating him."
0'Leary's report also stated that "Lansdale said he was contacted

" .In his appearance before the

by Robert Kennedy in mid-summer of 1962....
Committee,'O'Leary pointed out that this reference to the mid-summer of
1962 modified the reference in the lead paragraph of his report. (0O'Leary,

p. 13).

In his testimony, Lansdale said he submitted a statement to the

Washington Star stating that this report was "a distortion of my
remarks." (Lansdale, p.6l). Lansdale testified that he stated to
the Washington Star that "perhaps someplace in the planning there

is something about what to do with a leader who would threaten the
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lives of millions of Americans /with Soviet Missileijl..buﬁ I can

say I never did receive any order from President Kennedy or fro@
Roberf Kennedy about taking action against ‘Castro personally."
(Lansdale, pp.61-62). Lansdale further testified that he told
O'Leary that he did take orders from Robert Kennedy, but made clear
fhat "it was on a very wide-ranging type of thing." (Lansdale, p.62).
Lansdalé testified as follows'concerning his statement to the Star

following the O'Leary report:

"After the story appeared, the... Washington Star
~asked me what wide-ranging things were you talking

about? T

"I said there were economic matters and military

matters and military things and they were very

wide~-ranging things. I said perhaps all O'Leary

was thinking of was assassination. I was

thinking of far wider than that." (Lansdale, pp.62-63)
O'Leary's report makes clear that Lansdale did not state that

Robert Kennedy instructed Lansdale to develop an assassination
plan. The O'Leary report states:
"Lansdale said he is certain Robert Kennedy's
instructions to him did not include the word
"assassination.”" He said the attorney general,
~ as best he could recall, spoke in more general
terms of exploring all feasible means and

practicalities of doing something "to get rid
of" Castro.

In view of the above, it appears that although he may have been
imprecise in his conversations with O'Leary and Martin, Lansdale never-
theless did not tell them that he was ordered to develop én assassination
plan by Robert Kennedy or the President. As discussed above (séemp.;;___),
Lansdéle tgstified that he never discussed a Castro assassinaﬁion.with
President Kennedy or with Robert Kennedy. Lansdale's reported statements
that he was ordered to plan to "get rid of Castro by all feasible means”
is also cohsistent with‘Lansdale's testimony, as well as that of the othér

witnesses, with respect to the objective of the Mongoose operation. As
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discﬁssed-above in section _ ; however, it was the'testimqny of all
witnesses except Helms that-such statements did not include assassination.
ganédale‘s statements to O'Leary and Martin appear consistent with his
sworn testimony that it was his own idéa to request an assassination plan
from‘Harvey and that he did not discuss this idea with anyone except Harvey.
(see p. _“__gbove). With respect to this latter point, however, it is
a fact that Lansdale's request‘for.an assassination plan followed almost
immediately after the August 10 meeﬁing, where the question of a Castro
assassination was raised. Hence; it is not unreasoﬁable to conclude that
the raising of the Questionlaf“a Castro assassinaﬁién at‘the”August 10
meeting pfompted Lansdale to request an assassinationiplan (although it
was the finding of the IG Report as well as the testimony of_Harvey that

the August 10 meeting had no relation to the question of authorization for

the 1962 assassination plot).
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o Approved by Drafting Subcommittee on September 8, 1975
. - - (Material in brackets on p. 1l and p. 14 added to incor-
3 . .o . porate Helms testimony on 9/12/75) - -y A
¢ ' ' _ E{ \(Jt{L/

H. The Question of Authorization for the 1963 Assassination Plot

1. The 1963 Assassination Plot

This sectlon dlscusoes the specific question of authorization above the Age%cy RS
for the delivery of the poison pen to AM/LASH on November 22, 1963, and reviews
certain policies of the Kennedy'Administrafion during 1963 which are relevant to

that question.j/’>(The facts relating to the poison pen plot are set out at pp.

above).

2. The Issue of Authority
Much of the festimony of Helms and the Kennedy Administration members dis-
cuésgd in the preéeding section (§é6”ﬁp.-__;‘to ;_;) is ' relevant to the question
of authorization for the 1963 assassination activity. Onée'azain there Qas no
evidence that anyone above tﬁe Agenc§ was iﬁformed abouﬁ”orvspecificélly authorized
the plot. |
As in the case of the 1962 assassination plot,‘however, Helms testifiea that
he believed the 1963 asséssination actiﬁity was permissible in view of his
. perception of continuihg pressuré ekerted by the Administfation to overthrow Castro.
_Z;hd his perception that there were no liﬁits placed on the means that could be
used to achieve Castro's downfail. (Helms, 9/11/75, ﬁp. 11—13)47
| "The testimoﬁy of Helms and the Kennedy Administration members on the‘issue
of whether the pressure to overth;ow'Castrd made assassination permissible with-
out a direct order is discussed in detéil in the preceding section and is not re-
peated here. DBefore &urning to Helms' specific testimony relatingvto AM/LASH.
@including his view that AM/LAsh was not seen as a potential assassin) we

discuss below the Kennedy Administration Cuba policy in 1963. In

*/The evidence showed that the "science-fiction" devices of an exploding sea
shell and a poison diving suit were abandoned at the laboratory stage within the
“ITA and that no authorization was sought for their development or eventual use.
dence, the focus in this 'section is on the activity involving the delivery of the
poison pen to AM/LASH.
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general, the 1963 covert action program and pressure was less

intense. than iﬁ had been ih'l962.

3. The Kennedy Administration's Policy Towards Cuba in 1963

" (a) Organization

The Mongoose Operation‘wés disbanded following_the Cuban
MissilelCrisis. An interagency ”Cﬁban Coordinating Committee"
was established within the State Department with responsibility
for developing coVert agt}pp proposals. (Bpndy, 7/1;/75, p. 148.)
The review and approval function was taken from the Special. Group
Augmented (which passed out of existence) and was placed under
the Special Grbup, chéired by Bundy. '(Bundy, 7/11/75, pg.148.)

iU.Sa polib?Itowardé Cuba in 1963 was also treated iﬁ the
National Security Council's Standing-Group, tﬁe successor to
the Executive Committee which had dealt with the Missile Crisis.
Members of the Standing Group inéluded Robert Kenhedy, McHamara,

_McCone,'Bundf and Sorensen. | |

We discuss below four aspects of the Kennedy Administration's
1963 Cuba policy. These are: (I) the Standing Group's discus-
siéﬁ'of possible developments in the event of Castro's déath;

(2) the Standing Group‘s discussion of policy options; (3) the
covert action program approved by the Special Group; and (4) the
diplomatic effort to ekplore the possibility of reestablishing re-
lations with Castro. The first three of these took place iﬁ the
Spring or early Summer of 1963; the fourth aspect -- the effort
‘to communicate with Castro --.took place at the same time as the

1963 assassination activity.

BY¥ 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 227



(b) Thé Discussion of the Contingeﬁcy of Castro's Death
~ In the Spring of 1963, the Standing'Group discussed con-
tingency planniﬁg in the e?ent bf Castro's death. The documen-
tary évidence and testimony indicated tHatICastro's death was
'discussed as a contingency which might occur indepeﬁaent of
U.S. ‘action. The Group found that‘thé possibilities for
favorable developments to the United States should Castro diei

vere "singularly unpromising'. (Summary Record of Standing Group

Meeting, May 28, 1963, p. 1).

The diécussibn stémmedifrom a,memorandum'ﬁy Bundy which
discussed ”bossible new directions" for U.S. Cuban policv. (Bundy
Memorandum to the Standing Group, April 21, 19063). The memoran- .
dum distinguished between (i) events which ﬁight occur indeven-
dentiy of U.S. action and (ii) steps the U.S. ﬁightA“initiate”.
(Bundy memofandum, p. 2.)

‘When the Standing Group discussed the‘Bundy mémérandum,

Robert Kennedy proposed a study of the "measures we would take
_followiﬁg contingencies sﬁch as the death of Castro or the shoot-
ing down of a U-2." (Bundy Ex. 6E, Summary Record of NSC Stand-

ing Group Meeting, April 23, 1963, o. 2).‘ The downing of a U-Z
had been listed in the Bundy memorandum as a subject foricontin-
gency planning under the category of steps for which the U.S.
must "await events' as distinguished from "initiate actioné”.

Bundy's follow-up memorandum, an agenda for a further Stand-

ing Group discussion of Cuban policy, listed the subject of a
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Castro death contingency under a category comprising subjects
not involying U;S. iﬁitiatives, e.2., "occurrence of revolt
‘ o;'feﬁression in the manner of Hungary", attribuﬁable inter-
férenge by Castrd[in other -countries', and "the reintroduction
of offensive weapons”. (Bundy EX; 6-G, 4/29/63)7 =
After the meeting of April 23, 1963, the Stahding Group
assigned to CIA's Office of Mational Estimatesi/_the task of
estimating possible developments if Castro ghould die. (Bundy
Ex. 6-H, Memoréndum-for Members of the Standing Gfoub, May 2,
1963) . |
The resulting paber anaiyzed the various forces which would
come into.play in Cuba_aftef Castro's death, including the
likely behavior of Castro's top aides, Raul Castro and Che
Guevara, as well_as possiblg Soviet reaction. (Bundy Ex. 6-1,
Draft Memorandum by Office of National Estimates titled 'Develop-
ments in Cuba %nd Possible:U,S. Actions in the Eveﬁt of Castro's
Death”,'pp. 2—5, hereafter called the "ONE paper'). The OWFE
Paper concludei that ”ﬁhe odds are that ﬁpon Castro's death, his
brother Raul oé some other figure in the regime would,‘with Soviet

2
backing and help, take over control'.¥¥/

*/The Office of Hational Estimates is the research division of the
CIA responsible for analyzing foreign intelligence. The Office is
not part of the CIA's covert operations orgfanization. -

*%/The ONE Paper also saw little chance that a government disposed
towards the United States would be able to come to power without ex-

tensive U.S. military support: "Anti-Moscow Cuban nationalists would
require extensive U.S. help in order to win, and probably U.S. military
intervention.” (Bundy Ex. 6-1, p. ii).
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Iﬁ additién,lthe ONE Paper warned that the United States
- w8uld most 1ikélyvbé blamed if Castro should die by another's
hand. "If Castfo were to die»by other than naturél causes the
U.S. would be w1dely charged with comp11c1ty, even though it
is widely known that Castro has many enemies'. (Bundy Ex. 6-1,
pa)

The ONE Paper also identified a number of p0391ble -U.S.
actions'in the event of Castro's death, rang@ngvalong a spéc—
trﬁm that includedlno:U.S, initiatives, action to support a
povernment in eiile,~§uaréntiné and blockéde, and outright

Ainvésion. (Bﬁndy‘Ex. 6-1, pp. 7—12.) ,
- On May 28, 1963, the Standiné Group discussed the_ONE Paper.
The Standiﬁg Group found that "all of the courses of action
[opén,to‘the U.S. should Castro die] were singularly ﬁnpromising”
(Summary Record of NSC Standing Group Meeting No. 7/63, May 2§,
1963, p. 1).
Bundy agreed that the Standing Group “certainly-bosed the
question” in the Spring of 1963 as to what would happen if Castro
~died or were killed. (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 130.) But he testified
~ that he had no recollection of a Castro assassination being on
the minds of Standing Group members when they dlscussed thls

contlngency (Bundy, 7/11/75, o. lb4.)*/

*/As indicated above p. ), Bundy did recall that over the
period 1961 and 1963 '"the subject of a Castro assassination was
mentioned from time to time bv different individuals'', but said that

he was not aware of '"much discussion in the Snrlnv of 1963 on,Lhat
subject". (Bundy, 7/11/7) p. 140. ) S S
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was not a sound pélicy. (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 142.)

Bundy testified, however, that one reason for getting an

ettimate of this kind was to get it on record that we should

not be "fussing" with questions of assassination and that it

Bundy further testified thét it was not unusual to assess
the implications of a foreign leader's possible death, éiving
the cases of'Staiin and DeGaulle as examples. . In the case of
Castro,lBundy said»he'felgwit Qas_only prﬁdgpt to attempt to
assess the queétion df a nost-Castro Cuba'since Castro was
such a ”dominamﬁ figpre”.r (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 145.)

(c) The Standing Group's Discussion of U.S. Policy
. ! P ,

Towards Cuba

The Standing Group's'documentsAindicate it continued to
assume the desirability of harassment, But recognized there
vere few practical measures the U.S. could take that were
likely to achieve Castro's oéerthrow.

In his April 21, 1963 memorandum on-''Cuban Alternatives”
Bundy idéntified three possibie new alternatives: (1) forcing
"a noﬁ—Commgnist solution in Cuba bV all necessary means'',

(2) insisting on‘”majOILbut limited ends'', or (3) moving ”in
the direction of a gradual development of some form of accormmo -
dation with Castro". (Bundy Memorahdum to the Standing Group,

April 21, 1963, p. 3.) These alternatives were discussed at

Standing Groupfmeetings on April 23 and Mav 25, 1963.
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Sorensen, who participated in theée meétings, testified
that the '"widest pdssible range of alternaﬁives” were dis-
qussed,'but that "assassination was not €ven on the list
(Sorensen, 7/21/75, p. 4.) He said that consideration of .
possible options such as forcing "a nén—Communist,séiution
in Cuba by.all.ﬁecessary means'' did not encompass'aésassina—
tion:

"[this] could not have included or implied assassina-

tion. Instead, it expressly referred to_ 'the develop- i

ment of pressures' and 'gradual escalation of the con-

frontation in Cuba' to produce an overthrow of the
regime, including 'a willingness to use military force

to invade Cuba'. Such a course was obviously not
adopted by the President, and in any event expressed
an approach far different from assassination'. (Soren-

sen affidavit, 7/25/75, p. 4).%/

The record of the first‘Sﬁanding‘Group discussion of‘Bundy‘s
memorandum shows that a number of alternatives wefé discussed (none
of which involved aséassination) but no conclusions were reached.

On Méy 28, 1963, the Standing Group met again. McCone argued
for steps to 'increase economic’hardship” in Cuba, supplemented
by‘sabotagé to '"create a situation in Cuba in which it would be

possible to subvert military leaders to the point of their acting

%/ The Bundy memorandum also used the phrase ''all necessary measures'
to describe the steps the U.S. was willing .to take to ''prevent' a di-
rect military threat to the U.S. or to the Western Hemisphere from Cuba.
Sorensen explained the meaning of this phrase in the context of the

April 23 discussion of Kennedy Administration policy:

"{this phrase] could not by any stretch of semantics

or logic have included assassination or any other
initiative. It reflected the purely defensive posture
implemented six months earlier when long-range m13811LS
.and other offensive weapons were placed in Cuba.
"(Sorensen affidavit, 7/25/7)H, 4 ): ‘ :

I

v
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to overthrow Castro". (Summary Record of NSC Standing Group
Méeting No. 7/63, May 28, 1963, p. 1.) MeNamara said that
sabotage would not be '"conclusive' and suggested study of

"economic pressures which could upset Castro.' Robert Kennedy

said "the U.S. must do.sdmething-against Castro, even though

we do not believe our actions would bring him down'. (Id.,

P. 2) In:coﬁclusion, Bundy summarized by stating that the ﬁask
was ''to decide now what actions we would take against Castro, -

acknowledging that the measures practical for us to take will

not result in his overthrow". ’(Eﬂ., p. 2.)

(d) The Special Group's Authorization of a Sabotage'Pro-

gram Against Cuba

-VDuring the first six months of 1963, 1ittlé, if any,
"sabotage activity‘against Cuba was undertaken.*/ However, on
June 19, 1963, following the Standing Group's discussion of Cuba
pqlicy in the Spring, President Kennedy aﬁproved a Cuba sabotage

program, ¥ ¥/ (Memorandum for the Special Group, 6/19/63, p. 1.)

P

“/ At an April 3, 1963 meeting on Cuba, Bundy stated that no
sabotage operations were then underway because the Special Group ''had
decided . . . that such activity is not worth the effort expended on
it." (Memorandum of Meeting on Cuba, 4/3/63, p. 1).

*w/ The sabotage program anproved on June 19, 1903 was directed at
"four major segments of the Cuban economy', (1) electric power; (2)
petroleum refineries and storage facilities; (3) railroad and hirch-
vay transportation and (4) production and manufacturing. (Memoran-
dum for the Special Group, June 19, 1963, p. 1) Opnerations under this
program were to be conducted by CIA-controlled Cuban agents from a
U.S. island off Florida and it was to complement a similar effort de-
signed to "develop internal resistance elements which could carry out
sabotage.” (Id., p. 2.) : ‘ X :
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In contrast to the Mongoose program, which sought to build
toward an eventual‘internal revolt,'the 1963 covert action
program had a more 1imited'objectivé{bé;g;, "to nourish a
spirit-of resistance and disaffection which could lead to
siénificaﬁt defections and other byproducté of-ﬁnrest”. (Lg.;
p..2.) | |
After the initial'appfdval,'particulér intelligence gnd
sabotage opératioﬁs were submitted tovthevSpécial Group for
specific pfibr authérization. On October 3, 1963, the Special
Group approved nine Qperafions in.Cuba, includiﬁg‘several
sabbtagé operations. And on Octobef 24; 1963, thirteen major
sabotage opérétions'were approved to‘be undertaken in the
period November 1953 thrdugh January 1964, including the‘éabo~
tage of an electrié power plant, an ‘oil réfinery; éﬁd-a sugar

mill. (Memorandum, July 11, 1975; CIA Review Staff to Select

Committee, on "Approved CIA Covert Operations into Cuba.").

(e) The DiplomatiC-Effoft to Explore an Accommodation With

Castgg

As eéfly*as jénuary 4, 1963, Bﬁgay proﬁosedvtoAPresidentv
Kennedy that phe'possibility of CQmmunicating with Castro bé
ekploréd; (Buﬁd? Ex. 6, Memorahdum to the Presideﬁt, Jénuary 4,
1963, p. 3;) Bundy's memérénduﬁ on ''Cuba Alterﬁatiyes” to the
Standing‘éroup on April'23, 1963, also listed the ”gfadual de-

velopment of some form of’accommodation with Castro" among

poliéy alternatives. (Bundy memorandum, p. 3).. , e
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And, at a meeting on June 3, 1963, the Special Group agreed

"wvarious possibili-

it would be a "useful endeavor" to explore
ties.of establishing channels of communication'to Castro''.
(Memorandum of Special Groﬁplmeeting, June 6) 1963, p. 2).
) In the Fall of 1963, William Atwoqd'was a Special Advisor
to the U.S. Delegatién to the Unitéd Nations with the rank
of'Ambéséadof.‘ (Atwood,'7/10/75; p. 3.) Atwood testifiéd .'_) e
that during the period of September—November; 1963, he heéld a
series of talks with tﬁe Cuban Ambassador to the United Hations
to discuss opening negotiéﬁions”on:an accommodation betWeen
Castro and the UhitédFStatesp“(Atwood{ pp. 5-9.)
AtWood testified that at tﬁeboutset he informed Robert
| Kennedy, who told him that the effort '"was worth'pursuing”.(Atwood,p.6j.
Atwood said he regulérly repqrted‘on»the taiks-to the White
House and to”hisfsupérior at -the United Nations, Adlai Steveﬁ-
son. (Atwood PP. 6-7.) Atwood further stéted‘that_he was told

1y

by Bundy that Président Kennedy was in favor of pushing towards
an'openihg toward Cuba" ﬁo take Castro "out of bhé Sovietv
- fold aﬁd_berhaps'Qiping out theﬂBa;n;f Pigs and maybe getting
'baék into normal' . (Atwood, p.7;8 D) A
.Atﬁood stated that he believed the oﬁly people who knéw of
his'coﬁtactg with the Cubans were the Pfesident, Harriman, Steven—
son, Robé;l Kennedy; Bundy, Buﬁdy's asSistant) ané'journalist Lisa
| Hoﬁard.'(Howard had initiaily placed Atwood in contact with. the

Cuban Ambassador after reporting to Atwood that during a -

trip to Cuba she had learned Castro was anxious to establish
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communications with the United States. Thereafter Howara
served as an intermediary in arranging Atwood's meetings with
the Cubans. (Atwood, pp. 4, 18)).

-~ Atwood also testified that he arranged for_a.French
joﬁrnalist, Jean Daniel, to.visit the White House prior to
Daniel's scheduled trip to seé.Céstro. (Atwood, p. 19.)
(According to an article by Daniel in December; 1963, Daniel
met wiﬁh Prési&ent KéﬁpedyionAOctober 24, 1963., They discusséd
the prospects for reestébliéhing.U.S;—Cuba relations and
President Kennedy asked Daniel to:feport back to'him after
seeing Castro.)*/

"Atwood's efforts reacﬁed their high poiﬁt on Novembér 18,
1963, when‘Atwood spoke‘by_telephone with a[member ofJCastro's
staff in Cuba. (Atwobd, pp 8).'_Pursuant tolwhite_House in-
structions, Atwobd infofmed Céstro's staff membérlthat thé
U.5. favored preliminary negotiations'at ﬁhe U.N. (rather than -

~ in Cuba as broposed'by'thg Cubans), and tﬁat the U.S. desired
to,work'qut an agenda for these -talks.. (AtWOOd;'DD..ng). |
After réceiving_A#wood‘s repoft on this'converéation,ﬁundy toid
Atwood that after the Cuban agenda was received, President
Kennédy wanted to see Atwdod to ”décide what to sa&Aand.

*/ Daniel, Unofficial Envoy: A Historic Renort from Two Capitals,
(Mew Republic, December 1&, [963). Daniel was with Castro when.Castro
recelved the report of President Kennedy's assassination. Daniel,
i When Castro Heard the MNews, (New Republic, December 7, 1963).
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~ whether to go‘or what we should do next
days later, on November 22, 1963, (the same day AM/LASH was given
the poison. pen), Jean Daniel wés meeting with Castro. On that
same day, President Kenhedy was assassinated. With theichaﬁge.of
Administrations,‘Atwood's talks with the Cubéné became less fre-

quent and eventually ended in early 1964. (Atwood, p. 10.)

4. Testimony on the Question of Authorization for the

AM/LASH Poison Pen Device

(a) Testimony of Helms

(1) The October 29 Meeting and the Use of Robert
Kennedy's Name Without Obtaining llis Approval

As discuésea avae in'detail (See pp.. ), Fitzgerald met
with AM/LASH on Ogtober 29; 1963, in;a foreign capital; Titz-
gerald represented to AM/LASH'that he was the personal represen-
;  tative of Robert Kennedy, and gave AM/LASH ‘assurances of full sﬁp4
port should AM/LASH succeed in ovefthrowing Castro.. |
The IG Report states that,.éccording to Fitzgérald, Hélmé and
Fitzgerald discussed the'planneq meeting with AM/LASH and Heims de-
cided ”it was notvnecessérybto seek approval from Robert Kennédy7for
Fitzgerald to speak in his name”; (IG,.pp. 83-89). :In his testimony,
Helms stéfed'he did not recall suchfé discﬁssioﬁ with Fitzgerald,'but
'that he beiieved he had preJexisting auﬁhority to deal With AM/LASH
with respect t§ "a change in government'(as opposed to assassination)
and thatéghis made it unnecessafy to obtain'Robert Kennedy's approval.®/

"I felt so sure that if I.went'to'see Mr. Kennedy that he would have

*/The following exchange occurred in Helms' testimony:

: "Sen. Hart of Michigan: Dealing with respect to what?.
o A change in government, or assassination?" -
Mr. Helms: A change in government, Senator Hart: This is
what we were trying to do. (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 132)

R
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said yes, that I didn't think there w;sﬁeey ﬁéeéltgﬂﬁﬂ(ﬂélﬁé,
6/13/75, p. 132.) | |
Helms said his Qiew was that AM/LASH was a political
action agent, notla potential assassin, and that the meet-
ing with AM/LASH and his decision not to contact Robert

Kennedy should be viewed in that light:
"...given this Cuban of his standing and all
the history...of trying to find someone inside Cuba
who might head a government and have a group to re-’
place Castro...this was so central to the whole theme
of everythlng we had been trying to do, that I find
it totally unnecessary to ask Robert Kennedy at that
point (whether) we should go ahead with this. This
is obviously what he had been pushing, what every- -
body had been pushing for us te try to do...let's
get on with-doing it. * (Helms, 6/13/75, pp. 117-118),%/

(ii) The Delivery of the Poison Pen on November 22

While Helms.stated that the delivery of a poison peﬁ to

AM/LASH was not part of an assassinationvplot, Helms testified

. */As discussed above (see pp. . ), there was conflicting testi-

- mony from CIA officers as to whether they viewed AM/LASH as an

" assassin and as to the purpose of giving him the poison pen. The docu-
mentary ‘evidence, however, indicates that AM/LASH in 1963 was intent
upon assassinating Castro, that the CIA ofFicers knew of this, and,

" in addition to offering a poison pen, told AM/LASH they would
supply him with hlgh powered rifles w1th telescoplc sights. (see
P. , above)

Helms testified that because Amlash 'was the asset we were looking
for, (wW)e didn't want him to blow himseéelf or blow -anything else by
gettlng involved in something like thls [assassination] and have it
fail. Ve wanted him to stay in place." (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 131).
Helms stated that "at no time was it the idea of [the AM/LASH 1] case
officers, or those people in the chain behind, to use [AM/LASH-1] to
assa551nate Castro." (Helms, 6/13/75, p.'l3b). :

. Helms further stated =~ '...there was an enormous amount of
temporizing with this fellow to keep him on the team, to keep him
working away at this ]ob but to try and persuade hlm that this was not
the way to go about it. (Helms 6/13/75, p. 135). Helms testified
that AM/LASH-1 was given the poison pen- "hecause he was 1n51st1ny on

i . something and this was a tcmpor171ng yesture rather than giving him
~  some kind of a gun he had asked for. " (Helms M6/13,,ph,l35)rq

B 509535 Docld:32423524 Page 238



I

e gt

- 14 -

that he believed Castro's assassination was within the scope of the CIA's

authority. /(Helms, 9/12/75, pp. 11—12);7- As in the case of the 1962 plots,

Helms based this on the vigor of the Administration’s policy towards Cuba

l;hd his perception that there were no limits put on the means that could

be used in the effort against Castro. (Helms, 9/12/75, pp. 11-12). Thus;7

~Helms testified that after the missile crisis the U.S. éontinued.to conduct

covert actions whose purpose was '"to. overthrow Castro." (Helms, 6/13/75,
p. 24-)_1ﬁélms was asked whether it was his opinion that the_offer of the poison

pen to AM/LASH was authorized because it came within the scope of the 1963 pro-

"gram against Castro. 'Helmsxtesponded:

/"I think the only way I know how to answer that is that I

do not recall when things got cranked up in 1963 any dramatic
changes or limitations being put on this operation.. There

was still an effort by whatever device, and perhaps only
slightly differently oriented :at this time, to try to get rid
of Castro...But I do not recall specific things being said,
now, (we are not) going to do this, we're not going to do that,
and we're not going to do the other thing, and we will do just
these things.''/ ' :

(b) Testimony of Administration Officials

As ﬁith the Mongoose period, the Administration officials agreed that

they were not informed ébout any aséassination plot and that there was no order that
Castfo be ass%gsinatgd.. Again, they disagreed witﬁ Heims'poéitioh that an aésassi—
nation plot could be undertaken Qithout express.autﬁority. The oﬁlyvadded part
relating to the AM/LASH plot_wasvcertain testimony which asserted that it wasvin-
éoﬁceivable t@it the Presidentbwould have approved:an assassination plot at the very

same time he had authorized talks to explore the possibility of improved relations

with Caétro.f/

ey

'f/Rusk testified that "I find it extraordinarily difficult ‘to believe" and that "I

just can't conceive' President Kennedy would have authorized the passage of an assas-
sination device for use against Castro while Atwood was exploring the possibility
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Since Helms did not c¢laim any higher specific a&fhorization‘for or
knowledge of the AM/LASH assassination plot,'howevér, the additional issue

posed by that testimony does not really arise.

~

(continuéd)

of normalizing relations with Castro. (Rusk, 7/10/75, p. 85).: Similarly, Bundy
testified he "absolutely' did not believe President Kennedy would have authorized:
or permitted an assassination device to have been passed at the same time a
possible rapprochment with Castro was being pursued. (Bundy, 7/11/75, p. 151).

On the other hand, when the possibility of exploring better relations with
Castro was initially raised (but before any talks were begun) Bundy indicated
that it could be explored on a '"separate track" while other proposed actions,
such as sabotage, were going on. (Agenda for Special Group meeting of 4/29/63,
P. 2.) '
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d.  The Question of Authorization in the Johnson Administration

1. Summary of the Assassination Activity. As distussed above (éee PP- ),
the Agency delivered- arms to AM/LASH in Cuba in March and June 1964. In early |
1965 after AM/LASH became more insistent that. a Caétro-assassination was neces-
sary and had asked for a silenced weapon, thé Agency put AM/LASH in contact with
the leader of an anti-Castro group, B-1, with the_intenfion that AM/LASH obtain
such‘a weapon. Thereafter, the Agency learned that AM/LASH had received a
silencer and other special eduipment from B-1 and was preparing to assassinate

Castro.

2. The Issue of Authorization. The issue of authority in the Johnson Admini-
stration is similar to that in the Kennedy Administration. During this phase of
the AM/LASH plot, Helms continued as Deputy Director for covert operations, and

the principal members of the Kennedy Administration continued in their positions

" in the relevant period of the Johnson Administration (Robert Kennedy left the

- Administration in the midst of this peried, on ~___).* Helms' testimony

“that he believed a Castro assassination was within the scope of the CIA's authority

in view of Administratiopﬁpolicy’towards Cuba applied tq‘the AM/LASH operation in

both 1963 and 1964-65. (Helms,'6/13/75, p. 137-138.) Again,‘there'was no evidence

-
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that McCone or anyone above the’AgenCy specifically authorized or knew about the
1964-65 plot. We discuss below four other matters occurring during the Johnson
Administration:, (1) the covert action program against Cuba in 1964-1965; (2)

the Special Groups' action in investigating reports of Cuban exile underworld

FRusk (Secretary of State), McNamara (Secretary of Defense), McCone (Director
of Central Intelligence); and Bundy (Special Assistant for National Securlty
and Chairman of the Special Group).
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plots to assassinate Castro; (3) Helms' report to Rusk that CIA was not in-
volved with AM/LASH in a Castro assassination plot; and (4) Helms' briéfing

of President Johnson on the 1967 IG Report on,alieged CIA assassination plots.

3. The Covert Action Program Against Cuba in 1964-1965. According to the

minutes ‘of a Special Group meeting on April 7, 1964, which he chaired, President

~ Johnson decided to discontinue the use of CIA-controlled sabotage raids against

Cuba.* (Memorandum of Special Gfoup Meeting, April 7, 1964, p. __ .} A memoran-
dum by McCone indicated that in deciding this question, President Johnson abandoned
the objective of Castro's overthrow.**

At the April 7, Special Group méeting, Rusk héd.emphaéized his opposition to
the use of sabotage raids, stating,his belief that they were unproductive,.énd
had a "high noise lével”‘that called attention to them. In addition, Rusk stated
that fhe suspects ‘the Cuban exiles who actually conduct thé raids of possibler

wishing to leave fingerprints pointing to U. S. involvement in order to increase

~ that involvement.' (Memorandum of Special Group Meeting, April 7, 1964, page.Z.)

*A memorandum by Bundy on April 7, 1964, listed seven aspects of the covert action

“program which had been in effect. These were: (1) collection of intelligence;

(2) covert propaganda to encourage low risk forms of active and passive resistance;
(3) cooperation with other agencies in economic denial; (4) attempts to identify

_and establish contact with potential dissident-elements-inside Cuba; (5) indirect

economic sabotage; (6) CIA-controlled sabotage raiding; and (7) autonomous opera-

tions. (Memorandum for the Record of the Special Group, April 7, 1964, p. 1-2.)

- **At the April 7, 1964, meeting Rusk and Bundy opposed continuation of sabotage

actions by CIA-controlled assets as "unproductive' and impractical. McCone dis-
.agreed, noting that the covert action program relied on a 'well-planned series

of sabotage efforts". (Memorandum of Spec1al Group Meeting, April 7, 1964, p. 3.)
In this connection, Bundy noted that since.the approval of the current sabotage

- in June 1963 ”pollcymakers .had turned sabotage operations on and off to such

509255

an extent that (the sabotage program) simply does not, in the nature of things,
‘appear feasible'. (Id s P 2.)

A
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4. The Special Group Investigation of Reported Castro Assassination Plots

by Cuban Exiles. On June 10, 1964, Helms informed McCone by memorandum that

Agency officials had learned of several plots of Cuban exiles to assassinate
Castro and other Cuban 1eadérs. (Memorandum, Helms to McCone, June 10, 1964.)
Several of fhe plots, aécording to the memorandum, involved '"people apparently
associated with the Mafia". Reportedly the exiles had offered people,aséociated
with the Mafia $150,000 to perfonn the,deedf In hi§ memorandum, Helms stated that
the sources of the reports were partiés to the plots gnd in submitting the in-
formation to Agency officers.were presumably seeking legal immunity‘shoﬁid the
plots succeed. (Id.;‘p. 1.) o

Helms' memorandum, however, made no mention of any of the CIA assassination

plots against Castro.*

(Footnote continued. from previous page.)

In a memorandum the day after President Johnson's decision to stop CIA-controlled .
sabotage opérations, McCone stated: ''the real issue to be considered at.the
_meeting and by the President was a question of whether we wished to implement

the policy (outlined in certain memoranda) or abandon the basic objective of bring-
ing about the 11qu1dat10n of the Castro Communist entourage and the elimination

of Communist presence in Cuba and. thus rely on future events of an undisclosed
nature which might accompl1sh this objective'. (Memorandum by McCone, April 8,
1964 p. __.) : : : '

In the context of the Special Group's discussion, McCone's use of the words "liqui-
dation'" and "elimination'’ appears to be anothér example of inartful language. A
literal interpretation of these words leaves one with the impression that assassina-
tion was contemplated. But the context of.the discussion does not bear out such an-
interpretation. Thus in specifying what he meant by "future events of an undisclosed
nature' McCone pointed to "extreme economic distress caused by a sharp drop in

: sugar prices'", and '"other external factors'. (Id, p. 8.) McCone testified that
such references as the "elimination'* or "liquldatlonﬂ of the Castro regime did not
refer to assassination. (McCone, p. - .)

**Moreover, according to Bundy, no one from the CIA or anyone else informed him at
the meetings that "in earlier years there had been a relationship with...persons

allegedly involved with the criminal syndicate--in order to accompl1sh the assassi-
nation of Fidel Castro'. (Bundy, p. 71.)

at

k)
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Indeed, it statea that '"'Agency officers made clear to each of tﬁe sources that’
the United States Govefnment would not under any circumstances, condone the
planned actions". (Id., p. 1.)
When the Special Group c¢hsidered the information in Helms memorandum on
June 18, 1964, McCone stated he was "somewhat skeptical" and proposed additional'
inve;tigation, but "others, including Mr. Bundy, felt that the U. S. was being
~ put on notice and should do.eve?ything in its power to ascertain promptly the
veracity of the reports and then undertake prevention''. (Memorandum of Special
Group Meéting, June 18, 1964.) In a memorandum on the June 18 meeting, McCone
indicated he had dissented from the Special Groﬁp‘s decision, stating his be-
lief that the SpecialiGroup'was "Qveriy exercised" and that he was inclihed to
dismiss the matter as 'Miami cocktail party-talk”._'McConé nbted, howéver,_that
the Spetial Group 'was more concerned than I and therefore.planﬁing to discuss
the subject with the Attorney General andjpossibly Mr. Hoover". (Memorandum
. June 18, 1964, p. 1.)
h The Special Group decided that the reports be transmitted to the Att§rney

_General "as.a matter of law enforcement”. (Id.) Robert Kennedy was info}med of

this matter a few days later and stated that the Justice Department would investi-

-gate. (Memorandum of Meéfing,'zz June 1964;T'“Thereaftér the FBI conducted an
investigation, the results of which were submitted to the Special Group on

'August,19; 1964, by McCone.*  (Memorandum, August 19, 1964, McCone to Bundy.)

*McCone's memorandum summarized seven FBI reports on its investigation. The FBI
found that several of the persons it interviewed stated they had knowledge of
the exile's plots and had reported the information to the CIA. Others inter-
viewed denied knowledge of the plans. '
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5, llelms’ Reﬁort to Rusk that CIA was not Involved with Amlash in a

Castro Assassination Plot

In March 1966, Helms‘reportéd to Rusk by memorandum on the CIA's re-

t

lations with Amlash. A(Rusk Ex. 7, Memorandum, March 7, 1966, Helms to Rusk).
In this report, Helms stated that the CIA's contact with Amlash was for “the
expréss purpose' of intelligence collection. (1d.). Noting Cdban_press
claims that Amlash and a second Cuban had been involved with the CIA ina = *_
Castro assassination plot, Helms stated:
"The Agency was not Involved with either. of
‘these two men in a plot to assassinate
Fidel Castro, as claimed in /a Cuban news
'release/ nor did it ever encourage either
of these two persons to attempt such an act.
(Rusk Ex. 7, p..1).
The Helms memorandum to Rusk made no mention of the fact that CIA officers,
with Helms' knowledge, had offered a poison pen to Amlash on Novembér.ZZ, 1963,
that CIA had supplied arms to Amlash in 1964, or that CIA had put Amlash in touch
with B-1 to enable him to obtain a silenced weapon to assassinate Castro.
In his testimony, Helms stated that this memorandum to Rusk was "inaccurate"

and "not truthful'. (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 115.) -

The CIA's copy. of the Helms' memorandum to Rusk contains a typed notatlon

"« in which Helms' signature was recommended by the CIA's then Deputy Director for

HY 509235

Plans, Thomas Karamessines. (Rusk Ex. 7, p. 2.) Helms testified that the day
before his June 13, 1975, testimony to‘the Committee he had asked Karaﬁessines
why the memorandum fo Rusk had been written as it was. Helms stated he and Kara-
messines concluded they- did not know the reason but Helms speculated that "it
‘may be untillwe conducted (the 1967 IG iﬁvestigation) somewhat later we didn't.
have the facts straight, or maybe we had the facts straight then buf we did not

“have them straight later'. *"(Helms, 6/13/75, p. 115.)
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6. Helms' Bfiefing of President Johnson on the 1967 Inspector General's

~ Report. Drew Pearson's article in the spring of 1967 alleging U. S. involve-
ment in plots to assassinate Fidel Castro prompted Pfesident Johnson to re-
quest ﬁelms, who by then had'become-the DCI, to conduct an investigation. The
result was the Inspector General's Report of May 23, 1967.- (Helms, 6/13/75, p. 35.)
After receiving -the report, Helms briefed the President ''orally about the contents'.
(Id: at 36.) Ddriﬁg his testimony, Helms was shown his handuritten notes appérently
prepared for his briefing of the President. Those notes carried the story through
mid-1963. When asked if he told President Johnson that, accdrding to th811967
study, the efforts to assassinate Fidel Castro had continued into Johnson's
presidency, Helms replied, "I just can't answer that, I just don't know. I can't
recall having done so'. (Id. at 38.) He did note that it would not have
occurred to him to brief President Johnson oﬁ‘the 1964 AM/LASH gun deli;efies
bécause "I don't think one would have approathed the AM/LASH thiﬁgAas an éssassina-
tion plot agaiﬁst Castro'. (Ia. at 39.) .Helms had testified that AM/LASH was an

intelligence and political action agent. (Helms, , P- . .) The IG Report

-~ however, treafed the AM/LASH oﬁeration'as an assassination,plot. (1G, p. - L)

7. Helms Testimony-on Authorization in-the Johnson Administration. In his
testimony, Helms was asked if the Agnecy regarded "whatever marching orders
they had obtained prior to the dealth of President Kennedy as still being valid

- \

and .operative" when President Johnson succeeded to the office. Helms replied:
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This is not very clear to me at this stage. A lot
of the same officers were serving President Johnson
as they served President Kennedy, and...I can't re-
call anymore whether there was any spec1f1c issue
about whether this was taken up with President
Johnson at any meeting or any session. If it had
been, I would have thought there would have been

- records someplace.” (Helms, 6/13, p. 139.)

When asked whether President Johnson had been informed of or had authorized
continuing efforts to assassinate Castro, Helms replied indirectly that ''the
Special Group would have continued to consider these.matters, and I would have
assﬁmed that whoever was chairing the Special Group would have in turn reported
to the President, which was the usual practice'. (Id.)

But the records of the Special Group do not show any consideration of a
Castro assassination or of the AM/LASH plot during the Johnson Administration
(or earlier). And, as discussed above, there was no evidence that McCone or

anyone above the Agency was informed of or specifically authorized the AM/LASH ,

plots.

-
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D. CONGO

L

1. 1Introduction
| TThe Committee has receiﬁedsdlid evidence'of‘a CIA
plot to eesaSSinate Patrice Lumumba. The plot ﬁreceede& to
‘the point'where_lethal'substancee and insﬁrumeﬁts epeeifically
intended for use in an aseaséination were'placed in the hands'
of the CIA Chlef of Station in Leopoldv1lle by an- Agency
scientist. o - SR
l'Altheughethese instruments of_assassinatioh.were‘nevef_
uéed, a number of questions ere preseﬁted by the Lumumbe case
,which'reflect general issues that run threﬁghout the-Commiftee's S
asseesinafioﬁ inquiry. First, did‘CIA:officefe and operatives

in the Congo take steps to attempt the assassination Qf Lumumba?

Second, how high in the‘United Statesugovernﬁentswas the
source of authorizetion for the CIA assassinetion plot? Finally,
was the CIA connected in any way’ to the events that actually led

'to the death of Lumumba while in Congolese custody7
A thread of historical background is necessary to weave these

broad questions together with the documents and testimony re-

.ceived by the Committee.
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quested a Belgian withdrawal and‘dispetehed‘a neutral force

. _-_2-. ~

In the summer of 1960, there was a great deal of -concern-.
at the highest levels in the United'States_government about the

role of Patrlce Lumumba in the Congo Lumumba,‘who SerVed,briefly

as Premier of the'newly independent nation,;was viewed with alarm

‘ by United States foreignvpolicymakers because of‘What?they perceived

as his magnetic public_appeal]end his'leanings toward the Seviet

"Union.

.Undef”the leadership of Lumumba and thehneW‘President,
Josepﬁ;Kasaﬁubu,_theAcongo.wdeelared its independeqce.ffom Belgiume
on June 30, 1960. 1In the tufbulent month that'folldwed, Lumumba

threatened to invite Soviet\troops'to hasten the withdrawal of

.Belgian armed forces. The United Natidns-Secufity-Coqmcil.fe—

to the Congo to preserve order. In late July, Lumumba visited

Washington and received pledges of economic aid from,Secretary

of State Christian Herter. Atrthe‘beginning of.September,
Soviet airplanes, trucks, and technicians were.errivingeih the
prov1nce where- Lumumba s' support was strongest.

By mid-September, Lumumba sought protectlon from the UN
guard in Leopoldv1lle after losing a strug gle over the leadership
of the government w1th Kasavubu and Joseph Mobutu Chief of Staff
of the Congolese armed forces. 1In early December, Mobutu's ttbops

captured Lumumba while he was .traveling toward his strongholg at

Slnce the period in which the events under examlnatlon occurred,

the names of many geographical units ‘and governmental institutions
have changed. For instance, the nation formerly known as the Republic
of the Congo is now the Republlc of Zaire and the present capital city,
Kinshasa, was known then as Leopoldville. For the sake of clarity in
dealing w1th many of the documents involved in this section, the names
used in this report are those which applied in the early 1960's, con-
temporaneously with the events under consideration.
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'Statiou to the-Congo The Chief" of Statlon sald Lhat the brleflngs

=3

Stanleyville, and he was imprisoned. The central government ef

the Congo transferred Lumumba on January 17, 1961 tovthe_custedy

- of aguthorities in the province of Kétanga, which’was asserting its -

own independence at that time. Several weeks. later, the Katangese

authorities announced Lumumba's'death

-

There are various accounts of the c1rcumstances-and tlmlng
of Lumumba's death, The Unlted Natlons anestlgatlon of the inci-
dent concluded.that Lumumba was-krlled on January 17.#:

2.  Dul1es‘Cables Leopoldville That '"Removal'' of Lumumba
is an Urgent Objective in "High Quarters’ .

Shortly after the Congoleee‘declaratien_of independehee"

.from Belgium on June 30, 1960, the'CIAFassigned a'new'Chiéf of

he recelved at CIA headquarters in preparatlon for his departure
contained no dlscu331on of the possibility of assasS;natlng_Patrice'
Lumumba (Hedgman 8/21/75 p. 8). On his brief.returnhto head-

quarters in connection with Lumumba's v131t to Washlngton in late

'July, the Chief of Station again heard no dlSCUSSlon of assassi-

natlngbLumumba (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 9).
During AuguSt great concern about<Lumumbé's political

strength in the Congo was growing among the forelgn pollcynmakers

-of the Elsenhower Admlnlstratlon *% This concern was nurtured

- % Report of the Commission of Investigation, 11/61, UN
Security Council, Official Records, Supplement for October)
November, and December.

** See Sectlon 5, infra, for full discussion of the prevalllng.
anti-Lumumba attitude in “the United States government as shown by
minutes. of the Hational Security Council and Special Group and the

testimony of high Admlnlstratlon officials.
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by intelligence reports such as that cabled to CIA headquarteré
by the new Chlef .of Station:

EMBASSY AND STATION BELIEVE CONGO LXPERIuNCI“G
CLASSIC COMMUNIST EFFORT TAKEOVER GOVERWMERNT .
MANY FORCES AT WORK HERE: SOVIETS ... COMMUNIST
PARTY, LTC. ALTHOUGH DIFFICULT DETERMINE MAJOR
INTLUENCING FACTORS TO PREDICT OUTCOME STRUGGLE
FOR POWER, DECISIVE PERIOD NOT FAR OFF. WHETHER
. OR NOT LUMUMBA ‘ACTUALLY COMMIE OR-JUST PLAYING
~ COMMIE GAME TO.ASSIST HIS SOLIDIFYING POWER, ANTI~
WEST FORCES RAPIDLY INCREASING POWER CONGO AND '
THERE MAY BE LITTLE TIME. LEFT IN WHICH TAKE ACTION
TO AVOID ANOTHER CUBA..... (CIA Cable IN 39706,
Leopoldv1lle to Director, 8/18/60.) - .

‘This cable also etated»the Chief of StationfS‘operatioﬁel “OEJECTlVﬁ -
[OF] REPLACING LUMUMBA WITH PRO WESTERN GROUP! (CIA Cable, 8/18/60). -
' Bronson-Tweedy, then Chief of the Africa Division of CIA's clan-
destine services,vreplied the same‘day tﬁat he_wes,séeking State
Department approval for the proposed opefation besedlupoe "OUR
 BELIEF LUMUMBA MUST BE REMOVED IF_’POS‘SIBL.E" (CIA Cable out 59741,
Tweedy to Leopoldville,l8/18/60). On.August 19, RichardlBissell;
Director:of CIA'S covert‘opefations breneh ‘signed e fblloweup
Cable to LeopOld&ille "YOU ARE AUTHORIZED PROCLED WITH OPERATION"
(CIA Cable OUT 59959, Dlrector to LeopoldVLlle 8/19/60)
' Several days later the Chief of Station reported that a pleﬁ
to assassinate Lumumba had been proposed to Pre51dent Kasavubu by

Congolese 1eaders

. ANTI~-LUMUMBA LEADERS APPROACHED KASAVUBU
- : WITH PLAN ASSASSINATE LUMUMBA ... KASAVUBU
- REFUSED AGREE SAYING HE RELUCTANT RESORT
VIOLENCE AND NO OTHER LEADER SUFFICIENT
STATURE REPLACE LUMUMBA. (CIA Cable IN 42761,
Leopoldville to Director, 8/24/60.)
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the outline of some CIA plaﬁs for:politiealbactions_against

This incident indicates that the GIA wasvaware that there'Was
some Congolese support for the assassination of Lumumba but. that K

the moderate President of the Congo still respected Lumumba and

refused to con51der assaSSLnatlon

On August 25 1960 Allen Dulles attended a meetlng of the
Special Group -- the National Secur;ty Council subcommlttee re-

sponsible for the planning of covert-operations:¥ In response to

Lumumba,vsuch as arranging.awtote of no confidence by‘the_Congolese

Parliament, the Special Assistant to the President for National

Security Affairs reported that the President )

had expressed extremely strong feelings

on the necessity for very straightforward

action in this situation, and he wondered

whether the plans as outlined were sufficient .

to accomplish this. (Special Group Minutes,. 8/23/60 )

After this discussion,'the_Special Group

finally agreed that plannlng for the Copgo.
would not necessarily rule out ''consideration"
of any particular kind of activity which mlght
contribute to getting rid of Lumumba.
(Special Group Minutes, 8/25/60.)

- * This Special Group meeting and the testlmony about 1ts
significance on the issue of authorlaatlon is dlscussed in detail
in Section 5 (iii), infra.
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The next day, Allen Dulles personally 51gned a cable* to -
the Leopoldv1lle Chlef of Statlon which stressed ‘the urgency of

"removing" Lumumba

IN. HIGH QUARTERS** HERE IT IS THE CLEAR--
CUT CONCLUSION THAT IF LLL -[LUMUMBA]} CON-

- TINUES TO HOLD HIGH OFFICE, THE INEVITABLE
RESULT WILL AT BEST BE CHAOS AND AT WORST
PAVE THE WAY TO COMMUNIST TAKEOVER OF THE
CONGO WITH DISASTROUS CONSLEQUENCES FOR THE .
»PRESTIGE OF THE UN- AND FOR THE INTERESTS OF

- THE FREE WORLD GENERALLY. CONSEQUENTLY ’
" WE CONCLUDE THAT HIS REMOVAL MUST BE AN . .
URGENT AND PRIME OBJECTIVE THAT UNDER EXISTING
: CONDITIONS THIS SHOULD BE A HIGH PRIORITY  OF
. OUR COVERT ACTION. (CIA Cable, OUT 62966 '
Director to Leopoldville,. 8/26/60 ) :

Dulles cabled that the Chief of Statlon was to be. glven ”WIDER R
AUTHORITY” - along the lines of the prev10usly‘authorlzed opera—_'
tion to replace Lumumba with a pro-Western group -- ”INCLUDING

EVEN MORE AGGRESSIVE ACTION IF IT-» CAN REMA‘I‘N COVERT" (CIA .Cable,.
8/26/60). "WE REALIZE THAT TARGETS OF OP?‘ORTUNITY_MAY-‘PRESENT

THEMSELVES TO YOU," the cable continued (CIA Cable, 8/26/60).

* Cables issued under the personal signature of the DCI are
a relative rarity in CIA communitations and call attention to the
importance and sensitivity of the matter discussed.

*% As discussed in Section 5(c¢), infra, Richard Bisell testified

that Allen Dulles would have used the Erase ”hlgher quarters” to
refer to the Pre31dent (Bissell, 9/10/75 p - 48).
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- Dulles also authorized the expendlture of up to $lOO 000 ”TO

CARRY OUT ANY CRASII PROGRAMS ON WHICH YOU DO NOT HAVE THE OPPOR—
TUNITY TO CONSULT HQS” (CIA Cable 8/26/60) He assured the‘

 Chief of Statlon that the message had been ”SEEN AND APPROVED AT

COMPETENT LEVEL” ln'the'State Department (CIA Cable 8/26/60)
But the Dlrector of Central Intelllgence made a. spec1al p01nt
Aof assuring the Chlef of Station that he was authorlzed to act

unilaterally in a case where the United States Ambassaddr’to the

Congo would prefer to remain uninfoimed:

TO THE EXTENT THAT AMBASSADOR MAY DESIRE

TO BE CONSULTED, YOU SHOULD SEEK HIS CON-

CURRENCE. IF IN ANY PARTICULAR CASE, HE

DOES NOT WISH TO BE CONSULTED YOU CAN ACT

ON YOUR OWN AUTHORITY WHERE TIME DOES NOT

PERMIT REFERRAL HERE (CIA Cable, 8/26/60).
‘This mandate raises a question as to whether the .DCI .was contem-
plating a particular form of action against;Lumumba'which the
Ambassador would want to be in a position to ”plausiblyideny“
United States involvement. DDP Richard;Biésell:testified that he
was "almost certain" that'he.was‘informed about ?hé"Dulles cabie‘
shdrtly after its trahsmission»and'that it was his Vbeliéf” that
the cable was a circumlocutioué means of indicating that the
President wanted Lumumba to be killed (Bissell, 9/1@/75,.pp; 33,
64-65) % | o R

* See Section S(C) infra, for additional testlmony by Blssell
on the question of authorization for the assaSSLnatlon effort
against Lumumba
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3. CIA Encourages Congolese Efforts to ”Ellmlnate
, - Lumumba, Who is Viewed as a "'Grave Danger' Even After
- Being“Deposed and Placed in UN Protective~Custody

Oh September 5, 1960, President Kasa&ubu dismissed
Premier Lumumba:ffem the government-deepite.the stfoﬁg_sUpport
for'Lumumba that existedvin the Conéolese~Perliament.',After losing
the ensu1ng ?ower struggle w1th Kasavubu and Mobutu _who selzed
- the government by a mllltary coup on September 14 Lumumba sought
protectlon from the United Nations peacefkeep;pg-force; ‘The - e
evidence indieates thatithe.euster of Lumumba from the'governmenti
did not alleviate the eoncefﬁ about,him in the United States govefnl :
ment. . | | | .'. A
| 'Rather the CIA and hlgh Elsenhower Admlnlstratlon
offlclalsk COHtlﬂUEd to view him as a threat, at 1east:unt11 -
early_Decembe: when he was captured’by Mobutu's troogé and‘imQ
pfisoned.ilburing thie period, CIA officers,in the Congo advised
end aided Congolese contacts known to have any intent tovkili‘
‘Lumumba . They also opposed the resﬁmptioﬁ‘of the democratic process
‘after the coup -- ‘by reopening the Parliament -- because of the
‘llkellhood that thls would return Lumunba to power
The day after Lumumba was deposed by Kasavubu two CIA

offlcers met with-a high level Congolese politician who had a
_close relationship to the Leopoldv1lle Station. The Statlon re-

ported to CIA headquarters that the pollt101an had made a response

* A detailed treatment of the expressions of continued concern
~over Lumumba at the National Security Council level is set forth
in Sectlon ., infra.
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to a remark by the Chief of Station that implied that he might'

assassinate. Lumumba:

TO COS COMMENT THAT LUMUMBA IN OPPOSITION IS
ALMOST AS DANGEROUS AS IN'OFFICE, [THE
CONGOLESE POLITICIAN] INDICATED UWDERSTOQOD
AND IMPLIED MIGHT PHYSICALLY ELIMINATE

"~ LUMUMBA, (CIA Cable, IN 49679 Leopoldv1lle :
to Director, 9/7/6Q.)

&

| The cablechntinuedmto_report that the Chief of Station‘had offered .

to assist this politician "IN-PREPARATION NEW@OVERNMENT PROGRAM"

-and assured him that the Unlted States would supply techn1c1ans

(CIA Cable, 9/7/60) _

- As the chaotic struggle for power raged the Chief of' L
the Afrlca Division succxnctly summarized the prevalent U - S. |
apprehension’ about Lumumba s ablllty to influence events in the

Congo by virtue of personality, irrespective of his official

‘position:

LUMUMBA TALENTS AND DYNAMISM APPEAR OVER-

- RIDING FACTOR IN REESTABLISHING HIS POSITION

EACH TIME IT SEEMS HALF LOST. IN OTHER WORDS

EACH TIME LUMUMBA HAS OPPORTUNITY HAVE LAST

WORD ‘HE CAN SWAY LVENTS TO HIS ADVANTAGE.

(CIA Cable, OUT 69233, Director to Leopoldv1lle

- 9/13/60) . ‘

The day after Mobutu s coup,,the Chlef of Station reported
that he was serv1ng as an advisor to a Congolese effort to "elimi-
nate' Lumumba due to his "fear" that Lumumba might in fact, have -

been strengthened by plaCLng himself in UN custody, which afforded

a safe base of operations:
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STILL DIFFICULT - -DETERMINE WHETHER MOBUTU HAS
SUFFICIENT CONTROL ARMY TO ENFORCE: DECISIONS
. ANNOUNCED NIGHT 14 SEPTEMBER. STATION ADVISED
- [TWO MODERATE CONGOLESE POLITICIANS] TRY WORK
WITH [KLEY CONGOLESE CONTACT] IN EFFORT ELIMI-
NATE LUMUMBA. FEAR UN PROTECTION WILL GIVE .
- LUMUMBA OPPORTUNITY ORGANIZE. COUNTER ATTACK.
- ONLY SOLUTION IS REMOVE HIM FROM SCENE SOONEST.
(CIA Cable, IN 13374, Leopoldville to Director,
9/15/60.) I o - :

4On September l7,ianother CIA operative_in.rhe»Congo'met
with a Ieading'CongoIese senator. At this meetlnw the senator
‘requested a clandestlne suppIy of small arms to equ1p some |
1Congolese Army troops._ The cable to CIA headquarters concerning_

‘the meeting reported:

[CONGOLESE SENATOR] REQUESTED CLANDESTINE = - ‘ -7
SUPPLY SMALL ARMS TO EQUIP ... TROOPS ’ '
RECENTLY ARRIVED LEOP[OLDVILLE] ARLA ...

[THE SENATOR] SAYS THIS WOULD PROVIDE CORE
ARMED MEN WILLING AND ABLE TAKE DIRECT

ACTION ... [SENATOR] RELUCTANTLY AGREES
LUMUMBA MUST GO PERMAMENTLY. DISTRUSTS.. :
‘{ANOTHER CONGOLESE LEADER] BUT WILLING MAKE
PEACE WITH HIM FOR PURPOSES ELIMINATION
LUMUMBA. (CIA Cable, IN 14228, Leopoldville -
to Director, 9/17/60 ) : : ’

The CIA operatlve told the Congolese senator that "HE WOULD EkPLORE

POSSIBILITY OBTAIVING ARMS” and recommended to CIA headquarters

that they should

HAVE [ARMS] SUPPLIES READY TO GO AT
NEAREST BASE PENDING [UNITED STATES]
DECISION THAT SUPPLY WARRANTED AND NECES—
SARY (CIA Cable, 9/17/60) ¥

* This recommendation proved to be in line with large scale
- planning at CIA headquarters for clandestine paramilitary support
to anti-Lumumba elements. On October 6, 1960, Richard Bissell and
Bronson Tweedy signed a cable concernlng plans which the Chief of
 Station was instructed not to dlscuss with State Department repre-
sentatives or operational contacts: :
(footnote contlnued on next page)
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Several days later, whlle warnlnOr a key Congolese
leader about coup plots led by Lumumba and two of hls supporters

the Chief of Station

1URGED ARREST OR OTHER MORE PLRMANENT DISPDSAL
OF LUMUMBA, GIZENGA, AND MULELE (CIA Cable,.
IN 15643, Leopoldv111e to Director, 9/20/61)

i
,Glzenga and Mulele were Lumumba s lleutenants who were

leadrng his supporters whlle Lumumba was in UN custody

(Footnote continued from previous page)

[IN]VIEW UNCERTAIN OUTCOME CURRENT DEVELOP-
MENTS [CIA] CONDUCTING CONTINGENCY PLANNING
FOR CONGO AT REQUEST POLICY ECHELONS. THIS
PLANNING DESIGNED TO PREPARE FOR SITUATION
IN WAY [UNITED STATES] WOULD PROVIDE CLAN-
- DESTINE SUPPORT TO ELEMENTS IN ARMED
- OPPOSITION TO LUMUMBA.

CONTEMPLATED ACTION INCLUDES PROVISION ARMS,
SUPPLIES AND PERHAPS SOME TRAINING TO ANTI—
LUMUMBA. RESISTANCE GROUPS.

(CIA Cable OUT 04697 Dlrector to Leopoldv111e
10/6/60 )
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‘Throughout the fall of 1960, the CIA continued to view
Lumumba as .a serious pOlitiéal threat while he remained in UN
protective custody.* One concern was that if the Parliament --

which had beenfclosed by the coup -- were re-bpened and the moderates

F-

% Both Richard Bissell and Bronson Tweedy, then Chief of the

' CIA Africa Division, confirmed that the CIA continued to view
Lumumba as a threat even after he placed himself in UN custody
(Bissell, 9/10/75, pp. ; Tweedy, 9/9/75, pp. ). Both
Bissell and Tweedy referred to two factors to substantiate this
view: first, Lumumba was a spellbinding orator with the ability
to stir masses of people to action; and second, the UN forces did
not restrain Lumumba's freedom of movement and the Congolese army
surrounding them were often lax in maintaining their:vigil.

{Quéte/Cite from transcripts:]
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-failed to obtain a majority vote, the "PRESSURES FOR [LUMUMBA'S}
- RETURN WILLVBE ALMOST IRRESISTABLE" (CIA Cable, IN 33499,

Leopoldvillé to Director, 10/26/60) .%. Anothér general ooﬁcérn

.at CIA headquarters was that foréigo‘oowers would intéroene'in

the Congo and bring. Lumumba to power (CIA Cable ouT 81720, Director
to Leopoldville, 10/17/60). Slmllarly, throughout thisAperiod
Lumumba was viewed Ey CIA,OfflClalsrand the Llsenhowef Adminis-

tration** as a stalking horse for(”what appeared to be a Soviet

, effort to take over the Congo (Hédgman;~8/21/75,App.‘iO,’&S).

Durlng this perlod the Leopoldvillé station continued to

- maintain close operational relationships with, and offer aid to,-

Congolese contacts who expressed a desire to assassinate Lumumbawik
although there is no direct evidence that aid was provided for the

specific purpose of assassination.

: * A CIA Cable (IN 37289) from Leopoldv111e to the Director
on November 3, 1960 returns to this theme:  the opening of the
Congolese Parllament by the United Nations is opposed because it

""WOULD PROBABLY RLTURN LUMUMBA TO POWER. "

*% See Sectlon , lnfra, on such analysis at high—Level policy

" meetings.

*%% A Congolese security officer in liaison with the CIA on an
attempt to tap Lumumba's phones "IMPLIED HE TRYING HAVE [LUMUMBA}
KILLED BUT ADDED THIS MOST DIFFICULT AS. JOB WOULD HAVE BE DONE -

BY AFRICAN WITH NO APPARENT INVOLVEMENT WHITE MAN. (CIA Cable,
IN 34867, Leopoldville to Director, 10/28/60.)
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4., The Plot to Assassinate Lumumba

In- the fall of 1960, a scientist from CIA~headquartéré
del;veréd to the Cﬁief of Station in Leopoldville lethaf bio-
logical-substancés to be used to,assassinéte Patrice Lumumba.

The Chief of Sfation teétified that aftér requestihg éﬁd receiving
_cOnfirmatioanrom‘CIA headquérters that he was to carry out the
scientist'é instrﬁctions,'he,proceeded to take>”exploratofy,stepé"

in furtherance of the’aésassination piot.>‘The-Chief of Station
testified that in the course Of his discussion with the CIA

scientiét, Sidﬁéy Gottliéb, he was informed that President Eisenhpwgrﬁ_
had Qfdered the assassination'missionlagainst Patrice Lumumba. |

‘Gottlieb's mission to the Céngo Wwas both preceded and followed by

general cables urging the "elimination" of Lumumba sent from CIA
headquarters in an extraordinarily restricted "Eves Onlv'" channel --

including two messages under the personal signature of Allen Dulles,

The lethal substances were never used by the Chief_of
Station. But despite the fact that Lumumba had placed himself in
the protective custody of the UN peaCeékeepiﬁg force shortly
. before the poisons were deiivered to. the Chief of Station, there
is no clear evidence that the assassiﬁation«ope;ation:was termi-
natéd before'LumumBa‘s death. There is, however, no direct evidence
of a connection between the CIA assassination plotband the events

which actually led to Lumumba's death.*

f See Section 6, infra, for a discussion of the evidence about
the circumstances that led to Lumumba's death in Katanga.
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'(a) Dulles Cables Agaln for "Elimination" of Lumumba ,
™  ‘and a Messenger is Sent to Congo With a nghly
Sensitive Assignment

Oh September 19, 1960, several days. after Lumumba placed him-.
sélf.in thé protective custody of the UnitedVNations'peécekeepiﬁg

forcé in LeOpoldville, Richard»Bisséll‘and'Bronson ngedy'signed

"a'cryptic cablé to Leopoldville to arrange a clandestine meeting

between the Chief of Station and "Sldney Braun " who was traveling

to the Congo on an unspec1fied a551gnment =

["SID"] SHOULD ARRIVE APPROX 27 SEPT.. . . WILL
ANNOUNCE HIMSELF AS ''SID. FROM PARIS". . . IT -
URGENT YOU SHOULD SEE ["SID"] SOONEST POSSIBLE
AFTER HE PHONES YOU. HE WILL. FULLY IDENTIFY -
HIMSELF AND EXPLAIN HIS. ASSIGNMENT TO YOU. ’ o
(CIA Cable, OUT 71464, Blssell/TweedV to Chief - S e
of Station, 9/19/60.) : ~

The cable bore a hlghly unusual»sénéitivity indicatér --

"PROP'" -- that restricted circulation at CIA headquarters to the

Chief of the Africa Division.*

* .In a letter of September 23 1975, the Chief of the CIA Review

- Staff informed the Committee that ”PROP” was normally used "to

denote sensitive personnel matters' (Seymour R. Bolton to Frederick

- A. 0. Schwarz and Frederick D. Baron,; 9/23/75.. It appears that this
sensitivity ‘indicator, while created for other purposes, was utilized

by Bissell, Tweedy, and the Chief of Station to restrlct distribution
of their communications about an assassination operation. The cable
traffic cited in this report that was sent through the PROP channel
did not touch upon personnel matters except in terms of recruiting
additional CIA officers and agents for the assassination operation.
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The Bissell/Tweedy cable informed the Chief of Station thet

he yas to continue to use this indicator for
" ALL [CABLE] TRAFFIC THIS OP, WHICH YOU . -
INSTRUCTED HOLD ENTIRELY TO YOURSELF.
(CIA Cable, 9/19/60 ) :

The Chief offStation -- referred to herein as ”Hedgmanf* -~
testified toea,clear, independent recollection of receiving such
a .cable. Hedgman stated that in September of 1960 he received a
'most unusual” cable from CIA headquarters (Hedgman 8/2l/75,.pp:
e43).( The cable adv1sed in his words, that:

someone who I would have recognized would
arrive with instructions for me, I
believe the message was also marked for my
eyes only ... and contained instructions '
that I was not to discuss the message with
~anyone. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 12-13.)
' Hedgman said that the cable did not specify the-kind'oflinstruc-
tions he was to receive,‘and it "did not refer to Lumumba in any
way".(Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 12); |

Three days after the Bissell/Tweedy message that Hedgman was

11,

~to meet '"Sid" in Leopoldville, Bronson Tweedy uses the same sensi--‘

tivity indicatOr on a cable sent to Hedgmaﬁ on an "Eyes Only"

- basis (CIA Cable, OUT 74837, Tweedy to Leopoldville, 9/22/60).

* Due to fear of reprisal from Lumumba ' s foilowers, the Chiefﬁ

of Station for the Congo from mid-summer 1960 through 1961 testi-
fied under the alias '"Hedgman'" (Hedgman, &/21/75, p. 2; 8/25/75,
p. b)), _ , : R _

WY 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 266



-17-=

Tweedy'slcable indicated that a third country national would be
rquifed as an agent in the PROPloperation}
IF DECIDED SUPPORT FOR PROP OBJECTIVES,
BELIEVE ESSENTIAL SUCH BE PROVIDED THROUGH
THIRD NATIONAL CHANNEL WITH [AMERICALIN]
ROLE COMPLETELY CONCEALED (CIA Cable
_ 9/22/60 )
Tweedy expressed reservations_about two agents that the.station~
- was using for other operations and said "WE ARE-CQNSIDERING A
THIRD NATIONAL CUTOUT CONTACT CANDIDATE AVATLABLE HERE WHO MIGHT
FILL BILL"* (CIA Cable, 9/22/60). Despite Tweedy's concern about
the two existing station contacts, he indicated that the’Chief of
'statlon and hls ’colleague‘ -~ presumably the man 1dent1f1ed as
©'Sid" who was to arrive in the Congo shortly to explaln the PROP
operation to Hedgman -- were to be afforded considerable latitude
in exercising their jﬁdgment on the cohduct of the'operation:
' YOU AND COLLEAGUE UNDERSTAND WE CANNOT READ
. OVER YOUR SHOULDER AS YOU PLAN AND ASSESS
OPPORTUNITIES .. OUR PRIMARY CONCERN MUST  BE
CONCEALMENT [AMERICAN] ROLE, UNLESS OUT-
STANDING OPPORTUNITY EMERGES WHICH MAKES
CALCULATED RISK FIRST CLASS BET. READY
ENTERTAIN ANY SERIOUS PROPOSALS YOU MAKE

- BASED OUR HIGH REGARD BOTH YOUR PROFESSIONAL
JUDGMENTS. (CIA Cable, 9/22/60.) =

- * Thls is probably a reference to agent QJWIN who was later
dlspatched to the Congo. His mission is ‘discussed in Sections
y and , infra.

3
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On September 24,'ALleneDulles personally issued a_eable ﬁg
Leopoldville expfessing in absolute terms his desire'to'”eliminate”'

Lumumba:

- WE WISH GIVE EVERY POSSIBLE SUPPORT IN .
ELIMINATING LUMUMBA FROM ANY POSSIBILITY
RESUMING GOVERNMENTAL POSITION OR IF HE

~ FAILS 1IN LEOP[OLDVILLE], SETTING HIMSELF

-~ IN STANLEYVILLE OR ELSEWHERE. (CIA Cable,
ouT 73573 Dulles to Leopoldv1lle 9/24/60 )

Dulles had expressed a SLmLIar v1ew three days.before in the

. presence of the Presldent at an_ NSC meeting, stating:

Mobutu appeared to. be the effective power in
the Congo for the moment but Lumumba was not
yet  disposed of and remained a grave danger

as long as he was not dlsposed of. (NSC
Minutes, 9/21/60)

(b)) Gottlieb Dellvers Lethal Substanees to the Chief of
Station in the Congo for the Assassination of Lumumba

- TheAChief of Station reported through the PROP ehaﬁnel to Bronson
Tweedy that‘ﬁe had made coﬁtact with the man dispatched,to Leopoldville
with a highiy sensitive‘assignment oﬁ_September‘26i (CIA Cable
IN118989, Leopoldville to Tweedy, 9/27/60) This was the'Same

week in whieﬁ Dulles cabled aboﬁt':he "elimination" of Lumumba

" and made his statement to the NSC about the ''grave danger' that -

existed as long as Lumumba‘was not “disposed of'".
Hedgman testified about the identity of "'SID" -- the messenger
referred to in the firstvcable through the PROP~ehenpel:fv
Q: 'Who was the messenger who arrived?

Hedgman: Mr. Sidney Gottlieb
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b_gi And at that- tlme you kﬁéw who -he was?

Hed man; I recognlzed him as an otflccr of the

gency . . . . I believe he referred to the
‘fact that I had received a message. and that he
was the person concerned - (Hedgman, 8/21/75,
pp. 15-16) ‘ B

&

The message carried by Gottlieb, theﬁ 801ence AdVlSOr to

DDP Richard Bissell, ; was unmlstakeably clear accoxdlng to Hedgman;

Hedgman: It is my recollectlon that he adv1sed me, or
my instructions were, to eliminate Lumumba. :

Qi By ellmlnate do you mean a353531nate7

Hedgman Yes. I would say that was . . . my under=
standing of the primary means. I don't think it was
. 'probably limited to that, if there was some other way. -
- of doing it. ‘

Q: Of doing what?

Hedgmaﬁ:"Of removing him from a position of.political>v
threat. (Hedgman 8/21/75, pp- 17—18‘)'

Hedgman sald that he and Gottlieb also may have dlsccssed non-
'lethal means of‘remov1ng Lumumba as a polltlcal threat , but
he said, "I caﬁnot recall with certainty on that" (Hedgmaﬁ,:

1 8/21/75, p. 28).
He cleérly recalled the discussion of asséssination,

however:

' Q:" And what did Mr. Gottlieb indicate with regard to
tﬁé pOSSlblllty of phy51cally eliminating him?

Hedgman: It was my understandlng that that was .
- probably expected of me. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 18.)

And again:
Q: I take it that once you started discussing these
Tethal .agents, there was mo doubt in your mind that

- the kind of elimination he was there particularly to
discuss was killing Lumumba?
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Hedgman: There was no doubt in my mind that-
this was one of the way([s], and probably what
they thought was the only way that would work
(Hedgman 8/21/75, p. 25). - A ‘

: Hedgmaﬁ explained Gottlieb provided him with poisons as a means
of aésassiﬁation:
gi " And what did he tell you with regard to
ow that mlght be accompllshed7

Hedgman ~ He brought some blologltal agents
1 assume that that's the correct word. But in
any case, p01sonous agent with him, which he
;passed to me. : '

_Q£» These were 1etha1 biological substanceé?

:Hedgman: Yes. That was my ohderstanding o
as a non-expert. (ledgman, 8/21/75, pp. 18-19.) .

Hedgmén.testified'thét he received "rubber.gloves; a mask, and a -
syringe” along with the poisonS’andhthat Gottlieb instructed him
in their use (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp 20-21) .- Hedgman 1nd1cated that

this paraphernalia was for admlnlsterlng the pOlSOﬂS to. Lumumba

Q: [W]hen he [Gottlieb] came to the Congo

to give you lethal biological agents for

the assassination of Lumumba, was it clear

at that time that the meéans for administering
those biological agents was to inject them _
into a substance that was to be ingested by =
~Lumumba, whether it be food, or drink, or '
‘toothpaste or any other substance that was

to be ingested?

Hed man: That's my recollection, yeé.
Zﬁeggman,'8/21/75, p. 82; accord. p. 24.)
Hedgman sald that the means of assass1natlon was not restrlcted
to use of the pOlSOﬂS provided by Gottlieb:
This was not a sine qua non that I employ thlS

. If there were another method, another way, it
would have been acceptable. _(Hedgman,-8/2l/75, p. 19.)
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For example, Hedgman testified that he may have "suggested”“

shooting Lumumba to Gottlieb as an alternative to poisoning

&

(Hedpman 8/21/75 pp: 27-29).
There was a flrm requlrement however that the meaﬁs.df assassi-

nation should,not be traceable to the United States: -

The biological substance,; or specimens, what
have you, I think it was up-to my. judgment,
"and if there was a better way -- certainly.
[T]he point I now recall was in no way, if I
implemented these instructions, no way could
it be traced back—-to the United States. It
had to be a way which could not be traced
back ... either to an American or the United
States government. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 19.)

Hedgman said Gottlieb assured him that the poisons were pro-
duced to meetithis requiremenfz

- I believe I raised the point that poisons left
traces in the human body, which could be found
on autopsy ... I believe that I was assured

. that these ... lethal agents would [leave]

-normal traces found in people that die of V
certain diseases. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 23. )

Hedgman said that he had an ”emotienallreaction of great'aur-.
pfise' when it flrst became clear that Gottlleb was there to dlSCUSS
an assa531nat10n plan (Hedgman, 8/21/75, e. 30). But theVChlef of -
Station said that he did not give any indication that he would not
carry out the instructions (Hedgman,‘8/21/75, p. 46). Instead, he
told Gottlieb:he ”would-explofe this" (Hedgman 8/21/75 p. 46)

and 1eft him w1th che following 1mpre351on

I think it would be a fair 1mpre331on that he Would
take away the thought that I was going to look into it
and Lry and figure if there was a way ... I believe I

H¥ 50955 Docld:32423524 Page 271



HY

50955

DunIdE32423524 Page 272

-22-

stressed,the»difficulty'of trying to carry
. ‘out such an operation. (Hedgman, 8/21/75,
- - p. 47.) : :
| ~The cable that Hedgman sent CO}headquarters»reporting his
initialbcohtact.with;Gottlieb was clearly an affirmative response
to the assignment, The Chief of Station said that he'and Gottlieb

were "ON SAME WAVELENGTH.'" (CIA Cable IN 18989, Leopoldv111e to

- Tweedy, 9/27/60,) Hedgman was ' afrald” that Mobutu S government

was. "'weakening under" foreign pressure to effect a reconciliation ~

.With,Lumdmba; and said: =

HENCE BELIEVE MOST RAPID ACTION CONSISTENT
WITH SECURITY INDICATED. (CIA Cable, 9/27/60.)

(c) Hedgman Testified That Gottlieb Told Him That
President ELsenhower Had Ordered the Assa351nat10n
of Lumumba

Hedgman testified that in the course of their méeting[in
Leopoldville, Dr. Gottlieb informed‘him that President Eisenhower

had authorized the assassination of Lumumba:

Q: Did you raise with hlm the question of authorl-
zatlon of such instructions to’ you7 :

Hedgman: Yes, I dld ‘That's my quite strong
recoI[ection— that I did.. ‘

Q: What do you recall in essence was What you
said to him? :

Hedgman: In essence, I. think I must have ... p01nted
out that this was not a common or usual Agency tactic,
and I may have probably said that I never heard of

it being done, which I had not, never in my training
‘0T previous work in the Agency "had I ever heard any
~references to such, in my recollection at least, such
methods. And it is my recollection I asked on whose
authorlty these instructions were issued.

egj“And what did Mr. Gottlieb reply?
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. Hedgman: It is my recollection that he identi-
- fle%'the Presxdent ~and T cannot -- the President
of the United States -- and I .cannot recall,
whether he said ''the President,'" or whether he
identified him by name.. (lledgman, 8/21/75;

_pp 30-31.) s

-"Hedgman contlnued to explain that he was told something to the
: effect that the PreSLdent had 1nstructed the Dlrector (Hedgman,
- 8/21/75, pp. 32, 34). Hedgman was clear that the ultimate source
of authority for the assassination mission was -the President :
Your understandlng-then was- that these
instructions were instructions comlng to you
from the office of the’ Pre31dent7 '

.Hedgman: That' s.correct.

fgﬁ Or that he had instructed the Agency, and
they were passed on to you? ’ '

Hedgman That's right.

You are not the least unclear whether or
not you became aware with a very clear im-
pression that the President's name had been
anoked in some fashion? .

Hedgman: Yes. I came -- certainly that is my
recollection. ' '

Q: You have no doubt.about that?
Q: At the time.
Hedgman: " At the time, I certalnly felt that I

was under lnstructlons from the President, yes.

(Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 32-33.) ' o o
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Hedgman cautioned that he was recalling events long past:

Hedgman: Gentlemen, after fifteen years, I cannot
‘be 100 per cent certaln -but I have always, since
that date, had the 1mpre5510n in my mind that these
orders had come from the President. (Hedgman,
8/21/75, p. 34 ) -

But he left no.doﬁbt about the strength of his 'impression':

- Q: You have a very firm recollectlon that- he
%ﬁottlleb] represented to you that the President
of the-United States directed the assassination of.
Patrice Lumumba, is that correct?

Hed That's. my. recollectlon Yes.' (Hedgmah,
%7 5 p. 102; accord, p. 34_)

(d) Headquarters Makes the Assassination Plot ”Highést
: ?riority”'andfﬁuthorizes Stqps in Furtherance of It

.On the basis of hlS talks with ”Sld " Hedvman listed a
number of '"possgibilities" for- covert action agalnst Lumumba. At.
 the top of_tﬁé list was the suggestion that a'paftiCular'agent
be used in the following manmer: -
HAVE HIM TAKE REFUGE WITH BIG BROTHER.
WOULD THUS ACT AS INSIDE MAN TO BRUSH UP
. DETAILS TO RAZOR_EDGE._ .(CIA Cable, 9/27/60.)- :
‘Hedgman 1nd1cated that he would begin to follow thlS course by re-
calling the agent to Leopoldville. (CIA Cable, 9/27/60.) He in-
formed headquarters: '"PLAN PROCEED ON BASIS PRIORITIES AS LISTED
ABOVE, UNLESS'iNSTRUCTED T0 CONTRARY" (CIA Cable, 9/27/60) .
- | Onvéeptember 30, the Chief of Station .urged that head-

quarters authorize "exploratory conversations" with this agent so

HY 50955 DoocId:32423524 Page 274



Hy

509255

DocId:32423524 Page 275

,,;25-

that he could proceed with the plan that was his top priority:

) NO REALLY AIRTIGHT OP POSSIBLE WITH ASSETS
NOW AVAILABLE. MUST CHOOSE BETWEEN CANCELLING

. OP .OR ACCEPTING CALCULATED RISKS OF VARYING
- DEGREES.

C.. [IN] VIEW NECESSITY ACT IMMEDIATELY, IF AT
ALL, URGE HQS AUTHORIZE EXPLORATORY CONVER-
SATIONS TO DETERMINE IF [AGENT] WILLING TAKE

_ ROLE AS ACTIVE AGENT OR CUT-OUT THIS OP. -
(WOULD APPROACH ON HYPOTHETICAL BASIS AND NOT
'REVEAL PLANS.) IF HE APPEARS WILLING ACCEPT.
ROLE, WE BELIEVE IT NECESSARY REVEAL OBJEC-
TIVE OP TO HIM., - -

..,‘REQUEST HQS REPLY [IMMEDIATELY] (CIA
Cable, IN 20857, Leopoldville to Tweedy,

_ 9/30/60 )
Hedgman's cables -- sent for Tweedy's "Eyes Only" in fhe PROP R
channel -- indicated that the aésasSinationeoperation had been

vmounted - They show that a specific operatlonal plan had been set-

. in motlon to the extent that Hedgman thought’ that it would have

to be‘clearly 'cancelled" by headquarters before_he would stop

proceeding'with.the'plan. - Hedgman's description'of’the'means

ef maintaining the Security of the operation could be taken as

a reference to a lethal biological agent which would be slow to

take effect or which would leave no traces:

- ALTHOUGH TOO EARLY SEE SPECIFIC DETAILS
[AGENT'S] PART IN OP, BELIEVE RISK MINI-
MIZED IF HE LEAVES AREA BEFORE EFFECTS OP
ARE APPARENT. (CIA Cable, IN 20857,
Leopoldville to Tweedy.) :
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The same;day, throogh the PROP chaﬁnel, Hedgman'received

~ authorization from headquarters to prOCeedrwith his top priority

jplan:

- YOU ARE.AUTHORIZED HAVE EXPLORATORY TALKS‘;& ‘
WITH SCHOTROFFE TO ASSESS HIS ATTITUDE
TOWARD POSSIBLE ACTIVE AGENT OR CUTOUT ROLE.
. APPRECIATE MANNER YOUR APPROACH TO o
PROBLEM. (CIA Cable, OUT 75900 Flelds to
Leopoldville, 9/30/60.)
In this cable; GlennlFields;*ASsistent;Chieffof the Africa Divisioﬁ,
expressed a "HOPE ... FOR MODERATE HASTE" (CIA Cable OUT 75900,
'Flelds to Leopoldvxlle 9/30/60 )

According to the. report of the Chlef of Statlon ~Gottlieb S
left the-Congo to return to headquarters_on'October 5 in view of
_the "EXPIRATION DATE HIS MATERIALS" (CTA Cable IN 24171, Leopold-

ville to Tweedy, 10/7/60) . The "expiration' of Gottlieb's

'"materials”'probably refers to the_date beyond'which=the-substances-

" would no longer have lethal strength. Although the rélation of

- the "expiration date' to Cottlieb's'departure is unclear'from thev

cables it probably SLgnlfles that some of the b101001cal substances
had lost their tox101ty Nonetheless the Chief of Statlon indi-

cated that Gottlieb left some blologlcal substances that were Stlll

lethal and that he intended to proceed with the assassination

operation:

[SID] LEFT CERTAIN ITEMS OF CONTINUING USE-
FULNESS, [CHIEF OF STATION] PLANS CONTINUE
TRY IMPLEMENT OP. = (CIA Cable IN 24171,
Leopoldville to Tweedy, 10/7/60.) =
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By thiS'point; Hédgman'had'qonduCted his ”explorétory coﬁ~
versation" ‘with ‘the agent who was his best‘candidate for gaining
. access to Lumumba (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 60). lledgman testified

that the'subject hé ”explored” was the agent's ability to find a.

means to inject poison into Lumumba' s food or toothpaste (Hedgman,»

'8/21/75, p. 60):

I belleve that I queried the agent who had
access to Lumumba, and his entourage,. in
detail about Just‘what that access,;-what
access he actually had, as. opposed to speak-
ing to people. 1In other words, did he have
access to the bathroom, did he have access
to the kitchen, thlngs ‘of that sort.

I have a recollectlon of having queried him .
on that without specifying why I wanted to
know this. . (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 438.)

‘On O¢tober 7, the Chief of Station reported to headquarters

on this meeting:

_ E_
CONDUCTED EXPLORATORY CONVERSATIOV WITH
" [AGENT] ... AFTER EXPLORING ALL POSSIBILITIES:
‘[AGENT] SUGGESTED SOLUTION RECOMMENDED BY
HQS. ALTHOUGH DID NOT PICK UP BALL, BELIEVE

HE PREPARED TAKE ANY ROLE_NECESSARY'WITHIN-'
LIMITS SECURITY ACCOMPLISH OBJECTIVL.

Hedgman testified that his exploratory steps left him with
doubts about the wisdom or practicality of the assassination plot:

-

[C]ertalnly I looked on it as a pretty wild
scheime professionally. . I did not think that
- it ... was practical professionally.
- o Certainly ... to keep the U.S. out of it.

1 explored it; but I doubt that I ever really .
expected to carry it out. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 111.)
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.,fbundlhis-first choiCe‘unacceptablef
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However‘ his cebles indieate that he was planning’to con~

tlnue to 1mplement the operatlon and sought the resources to do

it successfully. lle urged headquarters to send hlm an alternate

dperatiye for the'assa531nat10nym1531on,1n the event that_they

&

‘.IFIHQS BELIEVE [AGENT'S CIRCUMSTANCES]
- BAR HIS PARTICIPATION, WISH STRESS NECES -
SITY PROVIDE STATION WITH QUALIFIED THIRD
COUNTRY NATIONAL. (CIA Cable IN 24171,
Leopoldville to.Tweedy, 10/7/60.)_3~H
Tweedy cabled the Chief of Statlon the same day that he ”HAD
GOOD DISCUSSION YOUR COLLEAGUE 7 ocT" -~ presumably referrlng to
a de—brleflng of Gottlieb upon hlS return.to the inted‘States;
(CI1A Cable OUT 78336, Tweedy to Leopoldv1lle 10/7/60.)‘.Tweedy

indicated that he was

CONSIDERING DISPATCHING THIRD COUNTRY
NATIONAL OPERATOR WHO, WHEN HE ARRIVES,

- SHOULD THEN BE ASSESSED BY YOU OVER
PERIOD TO SEE WHETHER HE MIGHT PLAY
ACTIVE OR CUTOUT ROLE ON FULL TIME BASIS.
(CIA Cable OUT 78336, Tweedy to Chief of
Station, 10/7/60.)

This expression of support for the operetion was foilowed by
an extraordinary pair of cables from headquarters on October 15,
1960. One. of these cables was'issuedvby a desk officer in CIA's
Africa DiyisionCaﬁd released under Bronéon Tweedy's signatufe, as
Diyision Chief,‘and sent to Leopoldville through standard CIA

channels, which would allow for distribution of the message to
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approoriate_personnel in the CIA station and the United States
embassy. This cable ... generally discussed the poSsibility of
' covertly supplylng certain Congolese 1eaders with funds and

mllltary aid (CIA Cable OUT 81476, Directer to Leopoldv111e

10/15/60)./ This cable also dellmlted the kind of- actlon agalnst

| Lumumba that would be authorized:

ONLY DIRECT ACTION WE CAN NOW. STAND BEHIND
IS TO SUPPORT IMMOBILIZING OR ARRESTING

- [LUMUMBA], DESIRABLE AS MORE DEFINITIVE
ACTION MIGHT BE. ANY ACTION TAKEN WOULD
HAVE TO BE ENTIRELY CONGOLESE. (CIA Cable
OUT 81476, Director to Leopoldv1lle
10/15/60 )

Oﬁ'the same day that this message was dispatched; a second
cable was.sont to‘LéopoldVillo. This'oable'waé issued persoﬁally
by Bronson Tweedy and sent in the special PRO? channei for |
Hedgman s "EYES ONLY" (CIA Cable OUT 81396 Tweedy to Chief of
. Statlon 10/15/60) .-

YOU WILL NOTE FROM CABLE THROUGH NORMAL
CHANNEL CURRENTLY BEING TRANSMITTED A PARA[GRAPH]
ON PROP TYPE SUGGESTIONS. YOU WILL PROBABLY RE-

- CEIVE MORE ALONG THESE LIHES AS STUMBLING BLOC
[LUMUMBA] REPRESENTS INCREASINGLY APPARENT ALL -

- STUDYING CONGO SITUATION CLOSELY AND HIS DIS-
POSITION SPONTANEOUSLY BECOMES NUMBER ONE CON=- -
SIDERATION.

RAISE ABOVE SO YOU NOT CONFUSED BY ANY
APPARENT DUPLICATION. THIS CHANNEL REMAINS FOR
SPECIFIC PURPOSE YOU DISCUSSED WITH COLLEAGUE AND
ALSO REMAINS HIGHEST PRIORITY. (CIA Cable OUT -
81396, Tweedy to Chief of Station, 10/15/60).

Thus, Tweedy resolved the apparent dupllcatlon of cables by indi-

cating that communloatlons about the assassination mission were
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restricted to the PROP channel and that the aséassination'
mission was to move forward. . He went.on to request Hedgman's
reaction to the brospect of sending a senior CIA case officer to
‘the Congo on a "DIRECTED ASSIGNMENT ... TO CONCENTRATE ENTIRELY
THIS ASPECT" (CIA Cable OUT 81396, Tweedy to Chief of Station,

K 10/15/60). This referred to CIA officer Justin,O'Donnell;“who
testified that in late October he was asked by Richard*BiSsell,to'
undertake the m1551on of a353351nat1n¢ Lumumba

In the course of suggestlng the aSSLgnmtnt of an addltlonal

1officerito the Congo the cable prov1ded 1nslght into the reason
that the assassination mission had not prooressed more rapldly
under the ChlEL of Station:

SECMS TO US YOUR OTHER COMMITMENTS TOO HEAVY

GIVE NECESSARY CONCENTRATION PROP. (CIA

Cable OUT 81396, Tweedy to Chief of Station,

10/15/60.) . :

Again, in contradiction of the limitations on anti-Lumumba
ectivity outlined in the cable sent throughvnormal channels,
Tweedy*s cable also proposed a plan to kidnaptLumumba:

POSSIBILITY USE COMMANDO TYPE GROUP FOR

- ABDUCTION [LUMUMBA], EITHER VIA ASSAULT
ON HOUSE UP CLIFF FROM RIVER OR, MORE
PROBABLY, IF [LUMUMBA] ATTEMPTS ANOTHER

- BREAKOUT INTO TOWH ... REQUEST YOUR VILEWS.

- (CIA Cable OUT 81396, Tweedy to Chief of
Station, 10/15/60.)

* For a full account of the meeting between Bissell and
O'Donnell and O'Donnell's subsequent activities in- the Congo, see
Section 5(a), infra.
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This series of cables sent : durlng, and after
Gottlieb's visit. to the Congo demonstrated a. clear lntent at CIA
-headquarters to authorize and support.rapld progress on che assassi--

nation mission. ’The'cables also show an intent tO»severely re-

strlct knowledge of the assa331natlon operatlon among " offlcers in

“CIA's Afrlca DlVlSlon ‘and among Unlted States personnel in the

Congo 1nclud1ng those who were aware of and involved in otheri
covert act1v1t1es

.(e) The Chlef of Statlon Noves Forward Wlth Assass1natlon
Plot )

The testimeny of the Chief of Station, taken fiffeen
yeafs after the eVents-in Question and without benefit of review 
of»the cables discussed above, was compatible with ﬁhe picture:
derived from the cables of a fully authorlzed and . tthtly restricted
assassination operation. Hedgman's testlmony is at varlance from
the cables only with respect to-the.1a¢k‘of,vigorswith.which he
claims.to'haﬁe'pursued~the assignment which he dealt’wiﬁh‘in an
.affirmative, aggressiVe manner in the cables |

(i) The Chief of Station Testified That He Requested

and Received Confirmation of the AssaSSLnatlon
"Plan from Headquarters

: Hedgman-testified that, after receiving Gottlleb S

instructions, he cabled CIA headquarters seeking conflrmatlon that

- he was to carry out Gottlieb's 1nstructlons (Hedgman, 8/21/75,

P. 36); ‘Hedgman did not recall whether he identified Gottlieb by
name, and.he doubted‘that he "would have" mentioﬁed_the.President

in such a cable (Hedgman; 8/21/75, pp. 36, 43).
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Hedgman described the extradrdinarylseeurity precautions he
took'cabling his. request for confirmation of the assassination in-

structions:”

There was some special channel ... because __
it was handled differently than any other
normal message. For example, ‘it was not put
. on a regular cable form, which, you know, = .
‘you have several copies for your various files.
And it was my recollection that I personally
~carried the message to the communicator to
encrypt, and that was worded in -a doublt-talk
-way that even the.communicator would not
- necessarily know what it was about." '
(Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 42-43.)

This description approximates the PROP channel that was used for
all cables relating to the assassination mission,

Hedgman testified,that~soon'after.cablin? his request'for con-

‘ flrmatlon that he was to carry out the agsa531nat10n aSSLgnment

“he recelved an afflrmatlve reply from headquarters

I belleve I received a reply which I interpreted
to mean yes, that he was the messenger and his
instructions were ... duly authorized. :
‘(Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp 37- 38 )
Despite the cryptic.nature'of the cables, Hedgman said ”I was con-
vinced that yes,. it was right." (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 44, 50.)
Hedgman did not recall receiving any indication,leither from
Gottlieb -or bylcable,'thatbhe was to await further‘authorization
. ) w .
before using the poisons (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 38). Hedgman ex-
pressed some uncertainty about whether he 'had an absolute free
hand" to proceed with an assassination attempt without receiving

"final confirmation" (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 38, 47,.53).
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Hedgman summarized his testimony on’ this question in his

second appearance:

I, probablv had authority to act on my own
but ... it was possible that I had to go
‘back and get clearance for my action.

- (Hedgman, 8/25/75, p. 11; see also 8/21/75
p. 39.) ' o

- Hedgman testified, however, that a ''policy decision'" had been
made -- that assassination had been "approved'" as. "one means ' of
elimineting'Lumumba-as a political threat (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 52).

I thought the'poiicyﬁdecision had been made
in the White House, not in the Agency, and
that the Agency had been selected as the
"Executive Agent, if you will, to carry out
a political decision. . (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 52.)
Although Hedgman assumed”that the President had hot~personally
'selected the means of assaSSination he testified that he was under
the impreSSLOn that the President had authorized the CIA to do SO’
and to proceed to take action:
Hedgman: . ... I doubt that I thought the
President had said, you use this system.
But my understanding is the President had
- made a decision that an act should take
place, but then put that into the hands of
the Agency to carry out his decision.
-Q: Whateverithat act was to be, it was

clearly to be assassination or the death ' .
of the foreign political leader? .

Hedgman: Yes.
Q: Instigated by the CIA, initiated by the CIA?
Hedgman: Certainly if those -- if Dr Gottlieb's

lethal agents were employed, that would have been
the result, yes. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 104.)
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Nonetheless, Hedgman said he had no 'desire to carryvcut'
these instructions” (Hedgman, 8/21/75 p' 106) . Whether or not
- he felt there was. authorlty to attempt an as53351nat10n w1thout

seeking flnal conflrmatlon he said that he would have checked

&

w1thvheadquarters before taking action:

I think probably that I would have gone back
and advised that I intended to carry out and
sought final approval before: carrying it out
had I been going tg do it, had there been a
way to.do .it. I..did not see it as. a -

- matter which could be accomplished practically,
certainly.. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 51-52.) '

He proceeded to affirm that his reason for seeking a final:apéroral'
Qould have-been to_receive assurances aboct the practicality of the;;
.specific mode of assassination that he plannedftc,use’(Hedgman,
8/21/75, p. 53). |

(ii) The Chief of Station Took "Exploratory Steps” in

Furtherance of the Assassination Plot and Testified
That_He Destroyed Cable Traffic Related to the Plot

Hedgman - testified that after Gottlleb s visit, he locked
the 1etha1 substances in the bottom drawer of . hlS safe, probably
»sealed in an envelope marked ”Eyes:Only with his name on it
(Hedgmah 8/21/75 pp 48 49) He’said that his secretary was
the only other person thh access to- the safe and that she would
not have examlned a package marked in this fashlon (ledgman, 8/21/75,
p.Aqg), _ o : | ;

Hedgman testified that it}was‘”pcssible” that he pre-

~served the poisons in his safe until after Lumumba's death; at any
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rate, they were not disposed of before Lumumba was ”suécessfullyx
‘neutrallzed” by belng captured and lmprlsoned by the Congolese
government (Hedgman 8/21/75, pp. 85—86) at the beglnnlng of
December 1960 Hedgman sald that he does not recall taklng the
pOlSOHS out of hlS safe on’ any ‘occasion other than when he’ dlsposed
of themvon the banks of the Congolever::

I thlnk that I took them out probably in a-

briefcase; or an air bag of some sort, and -

I believe that the things like the rubber

gloves and the mask were thrown away in a

bushy area or something where, you know, if-

they were found, it*didn't’matter'that.much.

I believe I buried the other matters.

(Hedgman,'8/21/75,‘pf'841)

Hedgman testified, however, that inrthelintervening months, -
while the poisons were in his safe, he took ”ekploratory steps"
in furtherance of the assasSination plot (Hedoman 8/21/75 p. 60).
He sald ‘that he sent several cables to CIA headquarters after hls'
request for conflrmatlon of the assa351natlon 1nstructlons, which
probably reflected further steps I had taken" (Hedgman; 8/21/75,
pp. 59-60). |
Hedgman stated that his cables to headquarters on this matter

were essentlally 'progress reports -on his attempts to find a means
of access to Lumumba (Hedgman, 8/21/75 p._50). He also said that -
he "would bet on the fact that there was at least one or two more

[cables] back' to him from CIA headquarters in response (Hedgman

8/21/75, p. 50).
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The cable traffiC‘eohforms to Hedgman'eefecollection, For
.twq*monthstafter;Gottliebfs arrival in the Cengo; a fegular stream
of messages’ flowed between the Leopoldville Chief of Station and
headquarterthhrough the'PROP ehennel In late September and early
October the cables concerned the lnltlatlon of Hedgman s top prlorlty
plan - recrultln0 the ald of a particular agent thought to have
suff1c1ent access to Lumumba s entourage to be able to p01son

_ Lumumba * In mld-October Tweedy notified the Chief of Statlon
that the assa551natlon mission. remalned ”HIGHEST PRIORIEY” : and
~ he suggested sending additional. personnel to Leopoldville toiln— o
ten51fy’”CONCENTRATION” on thls operatlon (CIA Cable OUT 81396, Tweedy
to Chlef of Statlon 10/15/60) .* V
" These cables were‘followed by Hedgman's report to Tweedy on

October 17 that the agent he had picked for the assassination mission

_ * CIA Cable IM 18989 Chief of Statlon to Tweedy, 9/27/60
"CIA Cable IN 20857, Chief of Station to Tweedy, 9/30/60; CIA Cable
OUT 75900, Fields to Chief of Station, 9/30/60; CIA Cable IN 24171,
Chief of Statlon to Tweedy, 10/7/60 See Section , supra, fOr
full treatment of these cables. :

**'See Section
cable,

-, supra, for more complete text of this
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. HAS NOT BEEN ABLE PENETRATLE ENTOURAGE.
. THUS HE HAS NOT BEEN ABLE PROVIDE OPS

. INTEL NEEDED THIS JOB. (CIA Cable =
- IN 28936, Chief of Statlon to Tweedy,

’10/17/60 ) -

Heégman testified that this oéeretiVe‘left‘Leopoldville “"sometime

in October" Wthh termlnated their dlscu5510ns about galnlng access =
to. Lumumba for the purpose of assa331nat1ng hlm (Hedgman 8/21/75 )
p 6l) . The Chlef of Station continued to communlcate with head-
'quarters about flndlng a means to move forward w1th the assassina-
tion operatlon and securing the necessary manpgwer to'do SO.

Hedomen confirmed Tweedy'é'view that althoUgh the eSSassihation

operatlon was still his hlghest prlorlty, ‘he was overburdened with -;
IESDOHSlblllty for other operatlons SO that he could not concentrate

on the progress of,the assassination mission:

ALTHOUGH MAINTAINING PRIORITY INTEREST THIS
OP, ABLE DEVOTE ONLY LIMITED AMOUNT TIME,

- VIEW MULTIPLE OPS COMMITMENTIS. (CIA Cable,
IN 28936, 10/17/60. ) :

- Due to his workload, the Chlef of Station responded enthu51ast1 ally

to Tweedy's suggestion of an additional case officer:

" BELIEVE EARLY ASSIGNMENT' SENIOR CASE OFFICER
HANDLE PROP OPS EXCELLENT IDEA ... IF CASE
OFFICER AVAILABLE [CHIEF OF STATION] WOULD
: DEVOTE AS MUCH TIME AS POSSIBLE TO ASSISTING
o ‘ AND DIRECTING HIS EFFORTS. (CIA Cable
' S IN 28936, 10/17/60.) _
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"The Chief of“Statiqn cpncluded this cable with the. feollowing
cryptic;recommeﬁdation, reminiscent of hié testimony that he
~ may have ”éuggested” shooting Lumumba to Gottiieb,as an alternative
to poisonihg (Hedgman; 8/21/75, pp. 27-29):
IF CASE OFFICER SENT, RECOMMEND HQS'
POUCH SOONEST HIGH POWERED FOREIGN MAKE.
RIFLE WITH TELESCOPIC SCOPE AND SILENCER.
-HUNTING GOOD HERE WHEN LIGHTS RIGHT.
HOWEVER AS HUNTING RIFLES NOW FORBIDDEN,
WOULD KEEP RIFLE IN OFFICE PENDING OPENING
OF HUNTING SEASON.- (CIA Cable I 28936, '
10/17/60.) : - : :
The first sentence of Hedgman's recomméndation clearly refers
to sending a sniper rifle to the Congo via diplomatic pouch. The o
‘rest of the message is probably an oblique reference to the '
possibility of shooting Lumumba at the "OPENING OF HUNTING SEASON" --
- in other words, at the first opportunity to find Lumumba outside
the residence where he remained in.UN érotective custody. This
interpretation is bolstered by a report sent the next mphth by
the Chief of Station through the:PROP channel for Tweedy's "EYES
~ ALONE." Hedgman's cable described the stalemate which prevailed from
 lmid—Septembér until Lumumba's departure for Stanleyville on
November 27; Lumumba was virtually a prisonér in UN custody, But
inaccessible to CIA agents and the Congolese;
TARGET HAS NOT LEFT BUILDING IN SEVERAL
WEEKS. HOUSE GUARDED DAY AND NIGHT BY
CONGOLESE AND UN TRQOP....  CONGOLESE
- ‘TROOPS. ARE THERE TO PREVENT TARGET'S
' ESCAPE AND TO ARREST HIM IF HE ATTEMPTS.
UN TROOPS THERE TO PREVENT STORMING OF
"PALACE BY CONGOLESE. CONCENTRIC RINGS"

OF DEFENSE MAKE LESTABLISHMENT OF OBSER-
VATION POST IMPOSSIBLE. ATTEMPTING GET
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COVERAGE OF ANY MOVEMENT INTO OR OUT OF -
HOUSE BY CONGOLESE. . TARGET BAS DISMISSED
~ MOST OF SERVANTS .50 EHTRY THIS MEANS SEEMS -
T REMOTE. (CIA Cable IN 42478 - Chief of
-~ Station to Tweedy ) :

' Hedgman testlfled that all of his cable trafflc about the
_assa531natlon questlon would have been sent with the same
extraordlnar;ly stringent securlty precautlons -- presumably re-
ferring to theePROP channel -- whichtconcerned GOttlieb's visit
and the confirmation of authorization for his“instruetions:

I would have sent in a special channel
anything dealing with Lumumba, at least
that would touch upon his removal in one _
way or another. (Hedgman, 8/21/75 p. 62. ) _ -
The Chief of Station also testified that sometime before
leaving the Stetion;.he‘destroyed all cable traffic felating to

the assassination mission (Hedgman, 8/21/75, D. 89).. Hedgman's

. best recollection was that he had received instruetions:to desttoy

.those cables (Hedgman, 8/21/75, ﬁ.'96). Hedgman Said he'had'neyef
before in his tenure as Chief of Station in the Coﬁéo;destroyed
cable traffic<because of its sensitivity (Hedgmau 8/21/75' t. 91).
But he stated that the cables relatlng to assaSSLnatlon were

destroyed because of their extremely sen31t1ve nature.* He said

* It is possible that copies of cables dealing with such a
- sensitive operation were also destroyed at CIA headquarters.

DocId: 32423524 Page 289



 -40-

that eVentually

I destroyed a great deal of trafflc because
the Congo was a highly sensitive area in
which -- at one period I recall we had all:
-of our files in the burn barrels. I mean,
when you wanted a file, you went over . and
dug it out of the burn barrell. (Hedgman,
8/21/75 p. 91.) _ ‘

-

At thé”¢onclusion of his testimony about.the assassination

plot, the Chief of Starion was asked to give a geheral characteri- .

‘Zétion:of the édvisébiiitﬁfgf the plot and thé»tenor'éf theitimes
in which it took place. His response.indicéted that although he -

‘\was;Wiliing'to carry oﬁt what hé considéred afduly.authqrized
order, he was not convinced of the'necessityvof:assaséinating

Lumumba :

I looked upon. the Agency as an executive
arm of the Presidency.... Therefore, I
suppose I thought that 1t was an order
issued in due form from an authorlzed
authority.

On the other hand, I looked at it as a
- kind of operation that.I could do without,
that I thought that probably the Agency
and the U.S. government . could get along
without. I didn't regard Lumumba as the
" kind of person who was going to bring on
World War III or something. :

I might have had a somewhat different

attitude if I thought that one man could:
bring on World War III and result in the .
deaths of millions of people or something,
but I didn't see him in that light. I saw

: him-as a danger to the political position

= * "~ of the United States in Africa, but

nothing more than that. (Hedgman 8/21/75,
pp. 110-111. ) o
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;(f) Testimony of Bissell and Tweedy About the Degree
of Support for and Perpetration of the Assassination
Plot v = .

There‘is-a great variance between the testimony of;Richard
Blssell and Bronson Tweedy and the picture of the assas51natlon
plot presented by the Chief of Statlon and the cable trafflc from
the period. While the weight of the,evidence demonstrates that
the assessination effort,was,the ”highest prierityf at CIA head-
quarters among operatlons ;hvthe Congo, Bisseil hesrne'direct

-recollection of Gottlleb.s.mlsSLOn.to the Congo and Tweedy‘can
recall nothing_mere than eonsideratidn of the feasibility of an-

assassination attempt.

(i)' Tweedy Fad No Recollectlon of the Operatlon
: To POlSOH Lumumba

As Chief of the Africa Division, 'Eronson Tweedy was.the princieat
" liaison at CIA headquarters w1th the Chief of Statlon in Leopoldv1l1
for all instructions, plans, and. progress reports concernlng the
_effert to -assassinate Lumumba, wh;ch were communicated through the"
:special‘PROPrchahnel.‘ Most of the reports -and recommendations
cabled ‘to heedquarters by the Chief ef Station on the assassination.
operation were ‘marked for‘Tweedy's "Eyes Only." |
'Tweedy-personally signed both the cabie.which initially informed
" the Chief of Statioh that "SID" wohldvarrive infLeopoldvilie; with »

an assignment (CIA Cable OUT 71464, Bissell/Tweedy to Chief of
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Statlon 9/19/60) and the cable of-October 7 indicating that he
had debrlefed Gottlleb upon hlS return from the Congo (CIA Cable
QuT 78336 Tweedy to'Chlef“of Statlon, 10/7/60). Tweedy-was also
Athe ”Eyes Only reéipienf of. Hedgman{s repdrts on Gottlieb's
arrival in the Congo (CIA Cable IN 18989, Chlef of Statlon to -
Tweedy;v9/27/60)_and the subsequent'communications about the plaﬁ
'whiéh emerged fromAthe-discuséions béﬁ@een Gottlieb aﬁd_H¢dgmaﬁ

.aé the top priority -- infiltration of an agent intO'Lumumba's en-

tourage to administer'a.lethal'poison to the Congolese leader (CIA - '@ -

‘Cable IN 20857, Chief of Station to Tweedy, 9/30/60; CIA Cable,
‘Chief of Station to Tweedy, lO/i/SO; CIA Céble, Chief of Station
“to Tweedy, 10/17/60). . |
Tweedyvtestified, however, &ithbut benefit of reviéwiﬁg these-
éables, that he'had no knowiedge of fhe plot to poison Lumumba;

" N. Do you have any knowledge of a messenger = .
from CIA headquarters having to go to the Congo
to provide the Chief of Station in the Congo
with instructions to carry out the assassination
of Lumumba, if possible, and also provide him
with the tools to carry out such an assassination,
-namely, poisons and medical equipment for admln—
lsterlng them?

Mr .’Tweedy.‘ No, I do not. (Tweedy, 9/9/75, pop. 30f31)

See Sectlons-A(a) - 4(e) for full'treatment of the cables sent - -
in the PROP channel between Tweedy and the Chief of Station in
Leopoldv1lle :

ot
LAY
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recall it (Tweedy, 9/9 p. 30).
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When asked his opinion about the truth of the testimony received

E

by the Committee'that poisons were delivered to the Congo by

‘Gottlieb, who carried instructions that they were'to.be used in

the essaSsination Of-Lumdmba,VTweedy repliedf o R

- There ie nothing in my;experience with the ,
Agency which would really bear on that o T
point whatsoever. (Tweedy, 9/9 PP 29-39)

Tweedy added that if Gottlleb went to the . Congo as a courier,

"1 will bet I Knew it, but I don't recall it~ (Tweedy; 9/9, p. 35)

.Tweedy-testified,that‘it was ''perfectly pbséible“ for lethel bio- -

logical substanees to have been:sent to the Congo, "bhut I don‘t,'

In response to a questlon about whether he knew about a cable

- from headquarters 1nform1ng Hedgman that a messenger was to come to

the Congo w1th 1nstruct10ns for hlm Tweedy said that he would be

Very surprlsed if I didn't [know], but I certainly have no recoll—

" ection of it whatsoever (Tweedy,,9/9, p. 31).

Tweedy sald that he ''was not going to geinsay” thewteétimony of .

the Chief of Station that a cahle was sent to headquarters through .

a epeeial channel requesting confirmation that the instructions

were to be carried out but he did not recall it (Tweedy, 9/9,'pb.
32-33).
Tweedy commented that'rather than questioning the truth of the

testimony of the Chief of Station,* the discrepancies in their -

Tweedy expressed a high regard for the general credibility of the
Chief of Station. Tweedy said that he never had occasion to doubt
Hedgman's veracity or integrity, adding, "I would trust his memory
and T certainly trust his integrity.'" (Tweedy, 9/9, p. 36)

wlo
PaY



~bb -

~ testimony could be attriboted to his own lack of recall:

T really am having trouble with this. T had to

be remlnded of so many things. . .[Tlhe thlngs
that I recall the most vividly about all my
‘African experiences were. . . the things I was

basically concerned with all the time, which™was

putting this. division together and the rest of

it. When it comes to operational detail I start ’

fuzzy and you would have thought with something i
- like thinking about Mr. Lumumba in these terms,

that T would have gone to bed and got up thlnklng

about Lumumba, I can assure you this wasn't the

case. (Tweedy, 9/9, p. 34)

Tweedy was firm however in his disbelief'that "Gottlieb would
have 1eft instructions w1th the Chlef of Station Wthh would have

empowered [him]. . . to go out and-a553531nate Lumumba , w1thout any

further recourse or reference to headquarters' (Tweedy, 9/9, pp. 32j4
36). Tweedy'said:

In such a matter of this kind, headquarters would
have wanted to have a last word up to the last
minute. (Tweedy, 9/9, p. 36)

'(i1i) Tweedy Testified That He Discussed With Bissell
.. the Feasibility of Assassinating Lumumba and He
Cabled Hedgman About Gaining Access to Lumumba

For the Purpose of Assassination

Despite Tweedy ' s lack of recollection about the actual plot to.
poison Lumumbé,'he-did reoall exploring the feasibility of an assass-
ination attempt; |

Tweedy testified'that he had ‘discussed the subject of assassinating
Lumumba “moie than once" with Richard Bissell in the fall“of'l960

(Tweedy,'9/9, Pp. 14-15). Tweedy stated that he did not know
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vwhetﬁer Bissell;pad consulted with~any ”higher authority”‘about

' exploring the possibilities for assessinaping Lumumba- (Tweedy, -
9/9, p. 28).' Generaliy; Tweedy eaid, whenihe receivedvan instruc~
tionrfrom Bissell‘he woﬁld proceed to iﬁplemenﬁ it om-the assump-

;tion that it’waS'fully authorizeﬁ above the level'of DD?:

I would proceed with it on the basis that he

was' dauthorized to give me instructions and it~

was up to him to bloody well know what he was - :
empowered to tell me to do. (Tweedy,'9/9 p.13) S

Tweedy characterized his dlscus310ns with Blssell about assass-
inating Lumumba as contlngency Dlannlng' (Tweedy, 9/9/75, p. 28) .-

Tweedy. . . .I think it came up in the sense that A
Dick would have said we probably better be ..
thinking about whether it might ever be necessary ' - =
or desirable to get rid of Lumumba, in which case '

we presumably should be in position to assess

whether we could do it or not successfully.

Q. Do’it,‘meaning carry off an assassination?

Tweedy Yes but it was never discussed. w1th hlm
in any other sense but a planning exercise,

‘never were we instructed to do anything of thlS
kind. We were instructed to ask whether such a
thing would be feasible and to have the Chief of
Station be thinking along those lines as well.
(Tweedy, 9/9, p. 15)

‘Tweeey said that the plenﬁing thetfhe undertook pursuant to his ciorr~
~versation with Bissell included "a few' cables ﬁhat he.remembers
sending to the-Chief of Stetion asking him
| to keep'in‘mindﬂwhat sort of eccess one might ever~
have had to Lumumba. . .[in] the eventuality that

we might wish to get-rid -of Mr. Lumumba personally
(Tweedy, 9/9, pp. 19-21)
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Tweedy did net recall inquiring'about gaining access to Lumumba.fqu

¥

the purpose of abductlng hlm from UN custody (Tweedy, 9/9 S 24)

‘rather he "supposed" that various means of ass3551nat10n were

being explOred: - | - o '_1 e

Q. Would this be access to shoot him or would this
v‘be access ‘to his personal food or. drink or t01letr1es?

Tweedy I suppose all those types of thlngs mlght
have been considered. (Tweedy, 9/9, p. 23)

Q._ In your discussions with Blssell; about:the
feasibility of an assassination operation, did
poisons come up -as one means that was being con-
'Sldered and which the Chief of Station should explore?

Tweedy . I am sure it must have. After all, ‘there
are not many ways of doing it. Shoot a man, poison S
him, of course you could, I suppose, stab him or ' -
somethlng like that. But basically you are talking
about a contingency plan which I assume has. the best
possibility of protecting the involvement of the U.S.
Government and if you want to do it in a mannetr which
would be as distant, if that is the right word, as
possible, I think poison would then stand hlgh on

the list of pOSSlbllltles

Tweedy_did'not "recall specifically” the response from the Chief

of Station, but said he was "'sure' that he received "a serious

answer. . . a dlSClpllned reply to an 1nstructLon from headauarters

'(Tweedy,.9/9 pp. 23,27).

Although Tweedy did not recall sendlng or rece1v1ng cables in . a
special channel concernlng.the messenger to the Congo or confirm-
ation of his instructions, he acknowledged that the cables exploring

access to Lumumba for the purpose of assassination would have been
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.sent in-a CHaan} thaﬁ was even more Qlosely restricted than .the"
norﬁal CIAiéablethaffic (Tweedy, 9/9;'pp; 22, 32933).- Tweeay
_séid:destructibn of‘such>cable t:affié woﬁld,héve been left to the
discretioﬁ of the Chief of Station and hé did not-know~whetherv
' Hedgman destroyed the Statlon S coples (Tweedy‘ 9/9 p. 22).
Tweedy said "I would be surprlsed if I diden't" have a—cOnver— 
sation with Sidney;Gottlieb_about' 'anything in his inventory that
could possibly be used, ihélﬁdingilethal biological stbstances
A:‘(Tweedy, 9/9--pp 68—69) Tweedy "suspected" thaf "the first

- conversation along these lines would undoubtedly have been held

: between»chk Bissell and'Sldney Gottlieb," which Tweedy then would o

‘have "followed-up" (Tweedy, 979, pﬁiég);'
TWeédy maintained that the period in which he explored the
means of access for assassinating Lumumba remained "a planning

_interval and at no point can I recall that I ever felt it was im-

T

minent-that'somebody would say“go' (Tweedy, 9/9. pp. 18-19):
Tweedy ‘It was- always my assumption that at. the .
time anything like this should occur there would
have been some kind of real focus on the problem

- at probably a wvery considerable policy level with--
.in the Agency. . and it never occurred to me that
I would get a call or Bissell would ask me to come
down to his office and sya go to it. Nor were we

‘ever in a position where he said that I would
merely implement plan so-and-so. We never got
that far. ‘ '

- Q. You didn't have any actlonvplans for the

- assassination of Lumumba that you had prepared or
- : were aware of?
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Tweédy.. No. Planning,:yeé,'but nothing that
o ever got anywhere. (Tweedy, 9/9, p. 19)

. It is difficult. to reconcile theicablé fraffic_with,Tweedy's
testimony'that no‘action plans werejlaunghed and that no authoriz-
1Vation for‘iﬁpiementing the assassination operatioﬁ, aﬁthérization
- for Hedgmanﬂs_aéproach to hié.agent”tb explore access to Lumumba's
entourage is in aceord with Tweedy's déscription’of his inquiries

about gaining access to Lumumba.

_Howévéf,‘thé fact that Tweedy'waé personnaly informed that the
Chief of Station "PLANS CONTINUE TRY IMPLEMEﬁT oP" (CIA Cable IN“:
24171, Chief.of'Station to Tweedy, 10/7/60) is harder to reconéile
with his statements that a ”gd ahead" on the operation was never . -—~

- imminent, especially in.light'of Tweedy's PROP cable the next week
Cwhich told the Chief of Station that Lumumba's :
'DISPOSTTION SPONTANEOUSLY BECOMES NUMBER ONE ,
CONSIDERATION. . . THIS CHANNEL.  REMAINS FOR
SPECIFIC PURPOSE YOU DISCUSSED WITH COLLEAGUE

AND ALSO REMAINS HIGHEST PRIORITY (CIA Cable .
OUT 81396, Tweedy to Chief of Stationt410/15/60)

(iii) Bissell Testified That He Did Not Recall

: - Whether The Assassination Operation Had
Moved From Planning To TImplementation
But It Was Not Against Agency Policy to
Send Poisons to The Congo

~

Richard Bissell testified that he did not remember discussing
the feasibility of assassinating Lumumba with Bronson Tweedy, Buc it
seemed ''entirely probable' to him that'sqch discussions took place

- (Bissell, 9/10, Pp. 3-4).
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Bissell Said he "may have" given Tweedy specific instructions about
scé;s he was to take to further anvassaSsination plan, but he did
not remember to do so'(Bissell; 9/107ﬁ.4), 'Biésell said that

N ex@lofing acéesé’to Lumumba o almost certalnly seeking information
from the Chief of Station about access for pOlSOHlng -- would have
>been a ”key part of his Dlannlng and'preparatory act1v1ty“~but
he had no spec1f1c recollectlon of cable communlcatlons on this
subject (Blssell 9/10, pp 6-8).  81ssel1 remembered that he was

 -aware that the Chief of Station had an agent thought ﬁo'have direct .
agcess.to'Lumumba-(Bissell,'9/10,tp. 80) . ' | | ‘

Bissell testified_that he '"most certainly" approved any cables
that Tweedy sent to‘the‘Chiefvof Staﬁion séeking informationAaBout o
géining access to Lumuﬁba but it was so sensitive a'ﬁatter (Bissell;
9/10, p. 8) Bissell added: ”
I think Mr. Tweedy, on the baéis of an oralvauthOI—
ization from me, would have had the authority to
. send such a cable without my 51gn1ng off on it.
(Bissell, 9/10, p. 8)
Bissell believed that Tweedy>would‘haVe known of Gottlieb's trip
‘to the Congo, although itvwaérﬁossible‘that Tweedy,wés ”cutléut of
. knowledge of the specific operation" (Bissell, 9/10,vp._21).

Bissell's lack of recollection of discussing his assignment to -

Justin O'Donnell*with-Tweedy was the reason for his séeéulation that

P

_' * Bissell's assignment to O‘Donnell‘is-discusséd in Sections 5(a)

:(i) and 5(a) (ii), infra.
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'Tweedy ﬁighﬁ have been unaware of>the true purpose of Gottlieb's
visit (Bissell, 9/10, pp. 20-22).

Bisséll did not‘recall.cables_éoﬁcérning tﬁe dispétéh of a
messenger énd subsequently coﬁfirming thatvhis instructions were
to be.followed; but he said "This sounds highly 1ikely: R
would expect,:given the background, that the ¢oﬁfirmation-would
have been Forthcominig" (Bissell, 9/10, p. 43).

It Waé.”very prObable,"”écéording to Bissell, that he discussed
the assassination of Lumumba:withﬁSidnevaéttlieb,'who was then -
his‘Science Advisor (Bisséll, 9/10, p. 14). Bissell said that on 3 7m
number of occasions he discussed with Gottiieb "the availability :

of‘means of incépacitatiqn, including assaséination” (Eissell,-9/lOT:
p. 60). -

Although he had no "specific recolléction;” Bissell assﬁmed
that, if Gottlieb went to thé Congo,’hé had'épprovéd the'mission,
(which ”might very well" have dealt with the assassiﬁation of

. Lumumba) (Bissell, 9/10, pp. 18, 20, 44). Despite his absence of
‘specific recolléction of these events,vBisseli said, ”There is
nothing in mind that I reﬁember that would be in}conflict” with the
testimony éf the Chief of Station that Gottlieb carried poisons to
the Congo (Bissell, 9/10, p. 35). |

. Bissell testified that it wdnld not have been against CIA policy

in the fall of 1960 to send poisons to the Congo (Bissell, 9/10, p. 35).
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Hé classified "the act of taking the kit to the Congo . .. as still

Ain the planning stage" (Biésell, 9/10, p. 49). Bissell acknowledged,

_-hOWéver, that the dispatch of poiéons énd»paraphérnalia with which

to administer them was an extraordinary event: . or

It would indeed have been rather unusual"to send
such materials -- a specific kit. . . of this o -
sort -- out to a relatively small ‘station, unless '

planning for their use were quite far along
(Bissell, 9/10, p. 37)

Nonetheless, Bissell said that he "probably belieﬁedf'that.he

‘had sufficient authority at that point to direct CIA officers tb;

move'from the stage of planning tozimplementation (Bisséll' 9/10,
Pp. 60—61)., In llght of his absence of a spec1f1c reCOlIOLthH of 75

thesé’events, he stated that ”1f it be taken as e%tabllshed that Mr.

Gottlieb took specific instructions to,lmplement " Gottlier

‘would not have been actlng beyond the mandate glven to him-by

Blssell and it would show that the asca851natlon plot "had then passed

into an ;mplementatlon phase' and that _authorlza51on was given"

(Bissell, 9/10/ pp. 39, 41, 49).
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5. The Question of a Connection Between the Assassination
Plot and Other Actions of CIA Officers and Operatlveo
in the Congo '

Justin 0 Donnell, a senior CIA officer in the-clandestine
operations division in 1960, testified that during this period he

‘had been asked by DDP Richard Bissell to7go_to~the‘Co;éo'to carry

out the assassination'of Lumumba (O'Donnell;>6/9/75, pp. 11-12). .

'0'Donnell said. that he refused to participate in an assassination -

operation but proceeded to the Congo to attempt to dfaw'Lumumba'
away from the protective cdéébdy of the UW gcafd and place him in
‘the hands of Congolese authorltles (0" Donnell 6/9/75 PP. 13-14);

o Shortly after O Donnell S . arrlval in the Congo he was
'301ned by a CIA agent w1th a crlmlnal background who was used the .w;ix
-follow1ng year by the CIA as part of a program to develop a stand-by
assassination capablllty.' Late in 1960, one of the operatlves of

‘the Chief of Station in Leopoldville approached this agent of

- 0'Donnell’'s with a proposition to join an fexecution_sqoed” (CIA

 Cable IN 18739, Leopoldville to Director, 12/7/60).

Despite the fact thatvOfDonnell was initially approached
to be part of the plot to assassinate Patrice Lumumba' 1t is un-

likely that-OfDonnell was actually lnvolved ln the 1mplementatlon

of that'plot by the Chief of Station. - Whether there;ls any connec-

tion between the assassination plot and either of the two operatives --

QIJWIN and WIRQGUE -- is less clear.
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(a) O Donnell s Operations in the Coqgo

o (i) Tweedy and the Chief of Statlon Ayreed That a
: Senior Case Officer Should be Sent to the Congo
- to Concentrate on the Assassfhation Ooeration

In eérly October 1960 :severai‘cables sent . inrthe
_spec1ally restrlcted PROP channel dealt w1th a plan topsend a '"'senior r
case offlcer" to the Congo to aid the Chief. of Statlon with the
assassination operat10n~' On October-7 Bronson Tweedy 1nformed | .
Hedgman that he ”WOULD EYPECT DISPATCH DY [TEHPORARY DUTY] SEVIOR_'
CASE OFFICER RUN THIS -OP" Ey euperVLSlng a thlrd country national
roperatlve (CIA Cable OUT 78336 Tweedy to Chlef of. Statlon 10/7/60):,
On- October 15, Tweedy requested Hedgman s reaction to the sugges—
tion of dlsoatchlng the senior case offlcer as soon as p0351ble to-.Q;
concentrate on the assassination operatlon (CIA Cable OUT 81396, |
Tweedy to Chief of Station,vlo/IS/éO). 'wa days later, the Chief
of.Station'replied affirmatively: | -

BELIEVE EARLY ASSIGNMENT SENIOR CASE OFFICER

HANDLE PROP OPS EXCELLENT IDEA,‘ (CIA Cable-
IN 28936, Chief of Station to Tweedy).

‘The Chief of Station advised that his responeibilities for "MULTIPLE

- OPS" had restricted the amount of time he was able to devote to the

assassination operation (CIA Cable,“10/17/60).

* qee Section 4(e), supra, for full treatment of these cables.
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Bissell Discussed Assassination of Lumumba With
O Donnell and Sent Him to Congo October- November 1960

Probably shortly after the Chlef of Station's cable of

October 17 requestlng the a351gnment of a senior case officer to

concentrate on the assa331natlon-operatlon Rlcha:d Bxssell broached

the subJect w1th CIA officer Justln o' Donnell

0'Donnell, 6/9/75 P 8) —— - -

At that' time, o' Donnell was the Deputy Chief of a com-

. ponent of the Directdrate of Plans -- the CIA's covert action arm

Justln 0" Donnell testlfled rhat in October of 1960, he

was asked by Rlchard Blssell to undertake the m1551on of assassi?

natlng Patrlce Lumumba (O Donnell, 6/9/75 pp ll 12; 9/11/75 )
pp- 19, 43)

‘DocId:

0'Donnell: e called me in and he told ne
he wanted to go down to the Delgian Conco,
the former Lelﬂlan Conoo and to eliminate

" Lumumba .

Qi. What d1d you understand him to mean by

_ellmlnate7

‘O'Donnellz It was not. ﬂCULr1117dthﬂ

O Donnell To klll him and rherebv e11m1nate_,

Q: What was the baseg for your internreting his

remarks, whatever his precise language, as

meaning that he was talking about assassination
rather than merely noutraILVing him through
some other means?

Clearly the context of our talk was to i1l

him.- (O'Donnell, 6/9/75, pp. 11-12.)

O'Donnell reacted strongly to Dissell's instruction:

I told him that I would absolutely not
have any part of killing Lumumba. lle said,
I want -you to go over and talk to Sidney

l'Gottlieb; (0'Donnell, 6/9/75, p. 12.)
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‘ Gottlieb was a~ClA.soientist‘Who was at.that‘time the _Science'-i
' Advisof to ‘Bissell (Bissell, 9/10/75, p. 14).
'0'Donnell. said itowas ”inconoeivable thet‘Bissell would direct
such a mission w1thout the personal perm1531on of Allen Dulles
j(O Donnell 9/11/75 p. 44). But the questlon of aothorlzatlon
was never ralsed by Blssell |
I assumed that he had’ authorlty from Mr. Dulles
in such an important issue, but it was mnot dis-
cussed, nor did hevpurport to have higher . '
authorltyrto do it. (O’ Donnell .0/9/73_ p. lS.)n
o' Donnell promptly met W1th Gottlleb and testlfled that he wes
"sure that Mr. Blssell had called Gottlleb and told hlm 1 was coming -
over" (0'Donnell, 6/9/75 p. l3; 9/ll/75, p. 7). 0O DonnellAsald -
 that Gottlieb told hlm "that there were four or five ... lethall
,means of disposiné of Lumumba" (OfDonnell;'6/9/75, p. 13). 0'Donnell
reoalled:that “one-of the methods was a Vifus and the othefs in- |
oluded.poison” (O'Donnell, 6/9/75, p. 12; 9/ll/75, o. 7).'_0'Donnell
said that Gottlieb "didn't eVen hlnt ...vtnet he had been’ln the.
Congo and that he had fransported_any lethel agent to the Congo'
(0 Donnell 9/11/75 p. 7-A). 4
| After speaklnw with Gottlleb O Donnell sald
‘:I then left his office, and I.went back to
Mr. Bissell's office and I told him in no
way would I have any part in the assassina—
tion of Lumumba ... and reasserted in

- ~absolute terms that I would not be involved '
- ‘ ~in a murder attempt. (O'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 43 )
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~ 0'Donnell said that in one of his two conversations with
Bissell abouﬁ'Lumumba, he raised thé'pfospect ”that_conspiracy'
to commit murder being donme in the District of.Columbiarmight be

in violation Qf'federal law" (O'Donnéll, 6/9/75, p. l4). He said

that Biééell ”airily dismisséd”.this'pfdépect (O'Donngll, 6/9/75,
_.?; 14). - | o V

' Deépite ﬁis refusal to participate in aséaSsiﬁatidn,'O'Donnell_

agreed to go to the Congo on a genéral mission to."negpralizeh

Lumumba ”as'a-pélitical factorﬁ (O‘Donn¢lL, 9/11/75, PP 43—44)}

I said I would go down and I would have no
compunction about operating to draw Lumumba
out [of UN custody], to run an operation to -
neutralize his operations which were against

- Western interests, against, I thought,
American interests. (0'Donnell, 6/9/75, p. 13.)

0'Donnell added that his objective was to

neutralize Lumumba's influence ... and his
‘activities  against [a‘Congolese leader],
whom at that time you might say was our close.
~instrument, he was the man we had put our
chips on. (0'Donmell, 9/11/75, p. 20.)
"Bissell alsc'fecalled that, after their discussions about assassi-
nation, 0'Donnell ‘went to the Congo "with the assignment .;i of
,lookinglat other ways of neutralizing Lumumba' (Bisséll,f9/10/75,
p. 53). N

Although 0'Donnell did not formulate a precise plan until he

reached the Congo, he discussed a genéral strategy with Bissell:
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Mr. O'Donnell: I told Mr. Bissell that I
" would be willing to go down to neutralize
w ~ his activities and operations and try to bring
him out [of UN custody] and turn him.over  to
the Congolese authorxtles - that is correct.

' Senator Mondale: Was it discussed then that
his Iife might be taken by the Con?olnse o

author1t1es7

Mr. O'Donnell: It was, I think, considered
in the -- not to have him killed, but then
it would have been a Congolese being judged
by Congolese for Congolese crimes. Yes, 1
think it was discussed. (O Donnell ©/9/75,
p. 38.) A - )

There was a ”very, veryohigh probability‘ that Lumumba would re- -

celve capltal punlshment at the nands of the Congolese authorities,

- =

according to 0'Donnell (O_Donnell, 9/11/75, p,A24). But 0 'Donnell
"had no'cOmpunction'about'bringing him out and then having him
‘tried by a jury of his peers" (O}Donnell 6/9/75, D 14)
R Although O' Donnell had expressed hlS aversion to assa551natlon
to Bissell -and had-undertaken a more general mission to '"neutralize"
Lumumba's influence, it was clear to him that Bissell was still
. interested in.the assassination of Lunumba :
in leaving at the conclusion of our second
- discussion ... he said, well, I wouldn't

rule out that possibility -- meaning the

possibility of the elimination or the killing

of Lumumba -- I wouldn't rule it. In other’

words, even though you have said this, don't

rule it out.... There is no question about -

it, he said, I wouldn't rule this other out,

meanlng the elimination or the assa551nat10n
(0'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 45Y .

“0'Donnell had a distinctive recollection that after his second dis-

cussion of Lumumba with Bissell, he met with Richard Helms in order
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‘to-make his opposition to assassinating Lumuriba a matter of

recprd (0'Donnell, 9/11/75, pp. &44-45):

[I]ln the Agency, since you. don't have

* documents,- you have to be awfully canny .
and 'you have to get thlngs on record, and
I went into.-Mr. Helms' office, and I
said, Dick, here is what Mr. Bissell
proposed. to me, and I told him that I
would under no conditions do-it, and ielms
said you're absolutely right. (0'Donnell,
6/9/75, PP . 15—16).

T

dechard Helms testlfled that it was-”lLkely” ‘that he had such a
conversatlon w1th O'Donnell and he assumed that O Donnell.s_verSLOn .
of . thelr conversatlon was. correct (Helms 9/16/75 pp 22 23)}*
Wllllam Harvey testified that O Donnell had. lnformed hlm

'about the conversatlons with Blssell ’

‘Mr. 0'Donnell came to'me.and said that he

had been approached by Richard Bissell

to undertake an operation in the Congo, one

of the objectives of which was the elimina--

tion of Patrice Lumumba. He also told me

that he had declined to undertake this

assignment. (Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 9.)
HafVey said that in a later conversétion with Bissell_'Bisseli told -
him that he had asked O' Donnell to undertake such an operatlon
(Harvey, 6/25/75, p. 9).
| 0’ Donnell said that w1th1n forty- elght hours of hlS second dis-

cussion with Blssell he departed for the Congo (O Donnell 9/11/75[

pp. 45-46).

kS Helms testified that he did not follow-up on this conversa-
- tion in any way. He did not recall why O'Donnell had gone to the
Congo or what his mission was (Helms, 9/16/75, pp. 32- 33)
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(iii) Bissell Testified That he Asked 0'Donnell to Plan
S and Prepare for an Assassination Operation

Bisaell remembered “very cleatly” that he and O'Donnell
dlscussed the assassxnatlon of Lumumba in the fall of 1960 (Blssell
‘6/9/75, P. 75) ‘and that o' Donnell reacted negat1vely (Blssell |
9/11/75 P. -18) ' Accordlng to Blssell o' Donnell said that he
thought that assassination 'was an lnapproprlate actlon and that

the de31red object could be accompllshed better in other ways

,(Blssell 6/11/75 p. 54). ) B e

Blssell also conflrmed the fact that he had asked
0'Donnell to see Sidney Gottlleb (Blssell; 9/10/7), pQ 44)
o Bissell differs with O'Donnell's account on only one -

important point -- the degree to which Bissell's initial assign-

ment to‘O'Donnell contemplated the’mounting of an operation-as

. opposed to contingency planning. 0'Donnell flatly testified that-

.Bissell'requested him to'attempt‘to kill-Lumombaw In:his'first
testimohy on the_subject; Bisseil‘said that he asked O'Donnell
"to inVeStigate the possibility of killing Lumumba'' (Bissell,
6/11/75, p. 54; see also pp. 55, 75y, Tn a later appearance,
hbwever,"Bisaellvstated that O'Donhell "had been asked tovplan
and-orepate for" the assassiﬁation of Lumumba (Bisseil,t9/l0/75,
p._24). |

‘Bissell said that after his conversations with O Donnell he
felt that it would be necessary to ‘postpone the assassination

operation because, glven O'Donnell's reaction, there was a risk
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that the planniﬁg of such an operation would be blown" (Bissell,
9/10/75, p. 25).- Despite his impression that he might have de-
‘activated assassination operations against Lumumba at that time, .

,BiSsell eould'not preclude the possibility that the Hedgman/

e

Gobblieb poison plotgcontinued_to'move foward:

[T]lhis had been in my mind a very sen51tlve
assignment to him, limited -- with the
knowledge of it 11m1ted very narrowly even
within the Agency. And it is difficult to ‘ A
separate recollection from inference on o - -
occasion. But I seem to recollect that | ‘
. after this conversation with him, 1T wanted
. this put very much on the bac burner and
inactivated for quite some time. - ilow that
doesn't rule out the possibility that some
action through completely different channels
might have gone forward. But the best of '
'my recollection is, I viewed this not only
~as terminating the assignment for him, but
also as reason for at 1east DOStpOHan any-
thing further along that line. (Bissell,
9/10/75 PP 25-26). ' E :

In Tweedy's mind,'O’Donnell's eventual-mission to the Congo was
linked to assessing the poésibility for assessinating'LUmdﬁba
rather than to a general plan to draw Lumumba out of UN custody
,(Tweedy, 9/9/75 pP. 26).

(iv) 0' Donnell Arrived in rhe Congo and Learned That
a Virus. Was in the Statlon Safe

On October . 29 the Chlef of Station was Lnformed through

the PROP channel that Justln 0'Donnell was soon to arrive in-Leo-
poldv1lle "IN FURTHERANCE THIS PROJECT”-(CIA Cable QUT 86798, Flelds"

- to Chief of Station, 10/29/60).‘ On November 3; O'Donnell arrived
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in Leopoldville (CIA Cable IN 38052, Leopoldville to Director,

.11/Q/60). Chief-of Station,Hédgman'testified that he had been

made-aware‘by'cable that O'Donnell was coming to the Congo

-”(Hedgman- 8/21/75 P. 40) Hedgman Said it was ”véry possible”

that as a new Chief of Station he took the dlspatth to the Congo

of a senlor offlcer llke o' Donnell as a 31gnal that ‘CIA headquarters
was ''dissatisfied with my handllng of»Gottl;eb.s 1nstruct10ns;
(Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 42)- | |

Hedgman had a general plcture of N Donﬁell s mission:

I underétood.it to be that -- similar to

mine, that is, the removal or neutrali-
zation of Lumumba ... I have no clear’

.recollection of his dlscuSSan the assassi- : . A;;
- nation. (Hedgman, 8/21/75 p.-.54.) -

wHedgmah said that he had no reCOIIectiOn of'O'Donnell_indicating

one way or the other whether he was considering assassination as

a means of “heutralizing" Lumumba (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 55).

( Hedgmanlsaid, "in view of my instructions, I may'havé assumed that

he was" considering assassination (Hedgman, 8/21/753-p.'55). Gen-

-erally,_howéVer, Hedgman perceivéd 0'Donnell as being_unenthusiastic

‘about his mission (Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 56, 88-59).

_ Wheﬁ O'Donﬁell arrived in.the.Congo,Ahe met with the Chief of
Station,.who informed him that there was ”a.virus in the safe"
(0'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 7-A; 6/9/75, p. 16). O'Donnell said he
vassuméa if wag a '"lethal agent' (O'Donnell, 6/9/75,_p.'375; although
'Hedgmén was not explicit' |

I knew it wasn't for somebody to get his pollo
shot up to date. (0'Donnell, 6/9/75 p. 16.)
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He added that if the virus was to be used for medicél purposes,
"itwwbuld have been in the custody_of the StatefDepartment"
‘personnel, hot the CIA station (0'Donnell, 6/9/75, p. 136).

0 Donnell sald that he dld not recall that lledgman” mentloned

’,the source of the virus (O Donnell 9/11/75 p. 8) * But O Donnell

-assumed that it had come from Sldney'Gottllgb_s office: -

It would have had to have come from Washington,
in my estimation, and I would think, since it

- had been discussed -with Gottlieb that it
probably would have emanated from his orflce
(O Donnell, 6/9/75 p 28 )

Hedgman did not recall discussing GOttlieb's trip to the Congo
w1th O Donnell, but “assumed" that he d1d SO (Hedwman 6/21/75
60 61)

- =

o' Donnell -was !'certain' that the virus‘had arrived before he
 did (O Donnell, 6/9/]5 p. 24). He was surprised tolléarn that

such.a virus was belng held at the Leopoldville station because

- he had refused an assassination mission before departing for the

Congo (O'Donnell, 6/9/75, p. 17).

0'Donnell stated that.hé_knew of no other instance:where‘a
~iethal_biqlogicalvsubstaﬁce.was in the p03session of a CIA station
(O'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 50). He assumed ﬁhat‘itsvpurposé was

assassination:

. * When O'Donnell was- informed about ledgman's testlmony on
the visit of Gottlieb to ‘the Congo and the plot to pOLSon Lumumba,
he said, "I believe absolutely in its credibility" (O'Donnell,

©9/11/75, D. 53). 0O Donnell found nothing in the facts as he knew

them, nor in Hedgman s character to raise a question about that
testlmony O'Donnell regarded Hedgman 'as '"'an honest and a decent
an" (0'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 19) -- "a totally truthful man"
(0'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 56). -
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My feelln definitely is that it. was for a
specific purpose, and was just not an all-
purpose capablllty there begin held for tar-
‘gets of opportunity, unspecified targets.
(0'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 49.)

At several points, O'Donnell stated that he did not thihk that

Lumumba was the target spec1f1ed for the use of the. v1rus (O Donnell
6/9/75, p. l?j 9/ll/75, p. 48). But he allowed for that possibility:

I supposed it was for a lethal operatlon very

possibly Lumumba, bhut very pos51bly in connec-

tion with other people. (0'Donnell, 6/9/75,

p. 24; accord. 6/9/75, p. 17.)y
His final word on the subject was ‘that he assumed that the "specific
'purposeﬁlof the virus was the assassination of Lunumba (0'Donnell,
9/11/75 P 50). ,

O Donnell said that the Chlef of Station never 1ndlcated that

O Donnell was to employ the virus (0'Donnéll, 9/11/75, p. 52). 1In
fact, O0'Donnell testlfled that Hedgman 'never dlscussed hlS assassi-

nation effort, he-never,even indicated that this was one.” (0'Donnell,

©9/11/75, p. 54.)

HY 50955

While Hedgman has no direct recollection of discussinglhiSA
aséassination operation ﬁith‘O‘Donhéll,_he ”asSuﬁedG'that'he had
at least discussed with O'Donnell the ptoblem of gaining access to
Lumumba for the purpose of assasainating'him (Hedgman,- 8/21/75,
pp; 55, 60). O'Donnell testified, however,'that because he was

""morally opposed to-assassihation” he would’”absolutely»not" have
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explored the means by which such.access could be geiﬁedv nor would
- he have undertaken a mission to the Congo 1f it involved assess—’
ment of the” SLtuatlon for an assa531natlon oueratlon by someone
else (o' annell{ 9/11/75, p. 26).
0'bDonnell was ”sure” that he “related'everythiﬁgﬁ'to Hedgman
about Hhis conversatlons with Blssell concernlng the assassination.

~ of Lumumba (O Donnell 9/11/75 p 46) . Hedgman however had no

recollectlon of learnlng this .from 0 'Donnell (undwman 8/21/75,
P. 56) .
Beyond this, -O'Donnell said that hié_discussions'oﬁ assassi-

nation with Hedvman vere Veneral and DhllosophlcaJ dealing with

- ¥

the mOLallty of assaSSLHatlons (0’ Donnell, 9/11/75,.pp; 46, 54):

From my point of view I told him I had
moral objections to it, not just qualms,
but objections. I didn't think it was
the right thing to do. (2'Donnell,
9/11/75, p. 9).

When asked to characterize Hedgman's attitude toward assassination

based on those discussions, O'Donnell said:

I will answer your question just as fairly
and as scrupulously as I can. I have a
great deal of respect for Hedeman. And if
he said something, I would believe himn to
be speaking the truth as he knew it without
shading it.... The hest I could say, I
think, would be this, that he would not have.
been opposed in prlnCLple to assassination in
the interests of national security. I
know that he is a man of creat moral per~
. ception and decency and honor, and so forth.
- _ And that it would disturb hlm to be enpapged in
. something like that. But I think I would
have to say that in our conversations, my
memory of those, at no time would he. rule it,
out .as being a possibility. (D'Donnell,
9/11/75, p. 18.) ‘
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- (v) O'Donnell Planned to ”Neutralize”'Lumumba”by Turning,
Him Over to Congolese Authorities and Requested the
Assignment of Agent OJWIN to Leoooldv11‘e as HlS

- Alter Ego

: After Justln o' Donnell arrlved in 1he Conoo he formu-

lated a plan for neutrallzlnp Lumumba by draw1ng him away from

B

- the custody of the UN force which was guarding his re51dence,

O'Donnell: [Wlhat I wanted to do was to

get him out, to trick him out, if I could,
and then turn him over ... to the legal
authorities and let him stand trial. Be- )
cause he had atro€ity attributed to him for
whlch he could very well sband trial.

Q: "And for which he could very well have
: recelved capltal punlshment7 .

O0'Donnell: Yes. And I am not opposéd to
capital punishment. (0'Donnell, 9/11/75,
pp. 20-21.)% ‘ e

To implement his plan, O 'Donnell made arrangements to rent ''an ob-

servation post over the palace in which Lumumba was safely ensconced”

* Accordlng to an earlier report from the Chief of Station, it
was the view of the Special Representative of the Secretary General
of the United Nations that arrest by Congolese authorities was "JUST

- A TRICK TO ASSASSINATE LUMUMBA'" (CIA Cable Leop Chief

of Station to Director, 10/11/60) The Chief of Statlon proceeded
to recommend Lumumba's arrest in the same cable:

STATION HAS CONSISTENTLY URGED [COMNGOLESE] LEADERS
“ARREST LUMUMBA IN BELILF LUMUMBA WILL CONTINUE BE
THREAT TO STABILITY CONGO UNTIL REHOVED FROM
SCENE (CIA Cable, 10/11/60)
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(O'Donnell;‘6/9/75; p. 20).%¥  0O'Donnell also "spotted" a membér
of the UN guard and made his acquaiﬁtance to recruit him for ah

attempt to lure Lumumba out31de UN protectlvo custody (0 Donnell

6/9/75, p. 20, 9/11/75, D 21)

P

o' Donnell sald that ‘he cabled progress- reports on. hls plan to
CIA headquarters (O Donnell 9/11/75 p. 26). He,also said that
he 1nformed the Chief of Statlon about hls plan (O’Donnéll{ 9/11/75,
p. 56). | | | |

d In connection Qith his effort tdrdraw Lumumba out of UN CUSf‘
tody, O'Donnell arranged>fotda'CIA'agent, whdse code name was
QIWIN, to come td the Congo to work withdhim (0'Donnell, 9/11/75,
b, 19): - R |

What T wanted to use him for was _
counter-espionage[.]... I had to screen
the U.S. participation in this ... by
using a foreign national whom we knew,
trusted, and had worked with ... the
idea was for me to use him as an alter

- ego. (O'Domnell Tr., pp. 19-20.)

In mid-November, two cables-from_Leopoldville-urged‘CIA'head-
quarters to sehd.QJWIN as soon as_possiblé (CIA Cable IN 41261,
teopoldville to Director, 11/11/60) with this message:

LOCAL OPERATIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES REQUIRE

IMMEDIATE EXPEDITION OF QJWIN TRAVEL TO

LEOPOLDVILLE. (CIA Cable IN 41556 _ S
Leopoldville to Director, 11/13/60.)'

* A cable from the Fhlpf of Station To Tweedy in mid-November

‘reported that the double guard of United Nations and Congolese

troops around Lumumba's residence thwarted this plan: "CONCENTRIC
RINGS OF DLEFENSE MAKE LESTABLISHMENT OF OBDERVATIONvPOST IMPOSSIBLE"

(CIA Cable»IN 42478, Chief of Station to Tweedy, 11/14/60).
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The cables contained no. exploration of this sense of urgency about

the_"'operational-circumstances."

- (b) Agent QJWIN's Mission in the Congo November-Decembér
: 1960 ' _ =

-QJWIW was a foreign citizen with a criminal_ background,

recrurted in Europe (Memorandum to CIA. Flnance 31v1510n _Re:

- Payments to QJWIN, 1/31/61), and superv1sed by CIA offlcer Arnold

'SilVer, In Nouember 1960,'at~0 Donnell’ s request (0'Donnell, 6/9/75,

p. 19), agent QJWIN was dispetehedrto.the Congo by‘Silver, to_uudef—‘
take a mission that ”might‘involve a,large‘element of‘persoual risk.ﬁ
(CIA Cable IN 36814, 11/2/60.)% B | '

A dlspatch from the CIA headquarters on hlS pendlng trip - .
to Africa made clear the high degree of sensitivity accorded to |

his mission:

In view of the extreme sensitivity of the ob—
jective for which we want him to perform his
task, he was not told precisely what we want
him to do.... Instead, he was told ... that
we would like to have him spot, assess, and
recommend some dependable, quick-witted .
‘persons for our use.... It was. thought best
to withhold our true, specific requirements
pending the final deClSlon to use [him].

- (CIA Dispatch, AUDW- 147, 11/2/60.)

* Part of the purpose in dlspatchlng QJUIN to Africa was to

. send him from the Congo to another African country for an unspeci-

fied mission. QJWIN's mission to this country is not explained
in the cable traffic between CIA headquarters and. the various sta-
tions - that dealt with him.

There is no indication in'CIA files as to whether QIJWIN com- .
pleted this mission. O'Donnell said he had no knowledpe of any
mission that would have taken QJWIN to thlS country (O'Donnell,
9/11/75, pp. 32-33). :
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'This-message itself wes deemed toobseﬁsitive to 5e retained;
at the statien- L thls dispatch should be. reduced to cryptlc .
'vnecessary notes and destroyed after the flrst readlng " (CIA
Dlspatch AUDW 147 11/2/60. )
o QIWIN arrived in Leopoldville on November 21 l9ébl(CIA Cable
AIN 49486, 11/29/60)_and returned to Europe-ln 1ate December 196041
’(CIA Cable'OUTI54710 -Directorlto.Leopoidville ‘12/9/605A |

" The CIA Inspector General's Report sald that QJUIN |

had been recruited earlier by ArnoidASilver:_
for use in a special operation in the Congo
. [the assassination of Patrice Lumumba] to.be
run by Justin O'Donnell. (I.G.. Report, p. 38.)-
However, both O'Donnell and Bissell teetified'that'O'Dennell ree,
qued‘to be associated with an assassinatidn Operetion.*- iﬁsteed,
O'Donnell said he went to the Congo.tprattempt,to snatch Lumumba
from the protecrive custody of the UPN;Vguard and place-him‘in
the hands of the Congolese army.. (O'Donnell,‘6/9/75, pb.vl3-14;
7y -
v _Accerding to O 'Donnell, QJWIN was a man who was eapeble of
1ﬁndertakingvan assassinatibn miseion: | |
0.'Donnell: I would say that he would not
EE—EMEEE_of many scruples.
Q: So he was a man_eapaole»of doing dnjthing?
0'Donnell: I would think so, yes.
- Q: nAnd that would include.assassination?

0'Donnell: I'wouid think so.
(0'Donnell, 9/11/75, pp. 35-36.)

* See. Sections S(a)(ii) andIS(a)(iii) above.,
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But O;ﬁonneli,had nd knowledgé that‘QJWIN~wéé evef uséd.forvan
aségssinatién_miSSiQn (O'Doﬁﬁell,:9/ll/75, pﬁ;”36 42):

’O;Donnéll said ﬁhat as far ésvhe knew he was the only CIA
offlcer with supervisory respon51blllty for OJWIN and QJWIN did
‘not report 1ndependently to- anyone else (0' Donnell 9/11/75 p. 28)
When asked if it was pos51ble that QJWIN had a m1551on 1ndependent .

'of that he was. performlng for O Donnell he- sald

O'Donnell: . Yes, that is posélble'—— or
It could have been that somebody contacted
him after he got down there, that they
wanted him to do something a*onv the lines
of assassination. I don't know. (0'Donnell,
9/11/75, p. 29.). ' . :
But he discoﬁnted.this possibility as "highly uﬁlikély” because it
-would:be a departure from standard CIA praétice +- 91acing an agent -
in a-position of knowledge superior to thaﬁ of his supervisiﬁg
officer (0'Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 29). |
Despite O'annell's doubt that'QJﬁIN had én indepéndent line
of reSponsibility.to fhe Chief of Station, a cable of N&vembér<29
éhbWs that Hedgman was aware of WIN's éétivities)“ |
In that cablé, the Chief of Stétionfrepdrted'through'the PROP
channel ﬁo'Tweedy that QJWIN had begun'implementationfof a plan to
"PIERCE BOTH'CQNGOLESE AND UN’GUAR@S” to enter Lumumba;s resideﬁce-
and "PROVIDE ESCORT OUT OF RESIDEHCE" (CIA Cable IN 49486, Chief -
of'Statioﬁ to Tweedy, 11/29/60). O'Donnell said that he hadvairected;
- QJWIN to make.the acquaintanceshipvof the ﬁembef of ;he UN force

whose help he sought for the plan to smatch Lumumba from UN custody
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(O‘Dénnell, 9/11/75, p. 21). But Lumumba had left UNICUétody'a§ 
this pointQto'trgvel toward his stronghold at Stanleyville. Tﬁis
did not deter QJWIHN:
VIEW CHAMGE IN LOCATION TARGET, QJWIN
ANXIOUS GO STANLEYVILLE AND EXPRESSED
DESIRE EXECUTE PLAN BY HIMSLELF WITHOUT
USING ANY APPARAT (CIA Cable, 11/29/60) .
It is unclear whether this latter ”plaﬁ“ contemplated’assaSSina~
':tion as well as abduction. _An afflrmatlve reply from headquarters
came through the PROP channel the next day which was. also suscep-
' tible of interpretation as .an assasslnatlon order:
CONCUR QJWIN GO STANLEYVILLE.... WE AR
PREPARED CONSIDER DIRECT ACTION BY QJWIN
. BUT WOULD LIKE YOUR READING ON SECURITY
FACTORS. HOW CLOSE WOULD THIS PLACE ([UNITED
STATES] TO THE ACTION? (CIA Cable OUT 98314,

Chief of Africa Division to (hlef of Statlon
11/30/60 )

0'Donnell said'that’agént.QJWIN'é stay in fhé Congo'Was "co-
extensive with my own, allowing'fqr‘the fact that he came after I
did." (O'Donnell, 6/9/75;‘p. 19;)‘lO'Donnell.said he>left thé 
Congo around thé time of Lumumba's death in Katanga:at tﬁe hands
bf Cohgoiese authorities. (0'Donnell, p. 20.) rQJWIN.left'in
Décember'shortly'after'Lumumba‘was captured by the Congblese army .

In a memorandum to arrénge the‘accounﬁing for QJWIH's activities
>iﬁ the ango, Williaﬁ K. Harvey ~-‘under whom O'Doﬁnell'had worked

. before being &etached for assignment td the Congo -- noted ché

success of QIWIN's mission: ”QJWIN was sent on this tfip for a
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specific, highlyvsensitive Operational purpooe which_oas‘beon
~completed" (Mémofandum for Finance”DiVisioh from William‘K. Harvey,

. 1/11761). b‘DonnellAexplained Harvey's reference to the fact that .
‘QJWIN;simiSSion had been ”completéd” by sayinv'that once Lumﬁmba_
was in the hands of the Congolese authorltles "the re;oon for

the mounting of the project ... had become moot" (OfDonnell,

‘f9/11/75, p. 35). Whén asked ifvhe and QJWIN were responsible for
Lumumba s departure from UN custody and subseqaent capture O'Doonell
sa1d: ”Absolutely not” (o' Donnell 9/J1/75 p. 35). Harvey did not
recall the meanlng of the memorandum, but*he_éssumed that'O'Donnéll’éﬁ
retufn~from'fhe‘Congo constitutéd toe "completion" of QJWIN'é
ﬁission (Horvey, affidavit, p;‘: ). o .

Despite'the indiCation‘in'the‘IoSpector‘Genefal'o Reoort'that-;
QJWIN.may_haveAbéeh recruited initially for an’assassiﬁafion miSsioo
ond the‘soggestive language of the.cébies at the end of November, |

vthere is no.ciear evidencevthétoQJWIN was aétually involved in any
assassinacion-plan or attempt. The CIA officers whoiwére involved

 _iﬁ orvknowledgeable.of an asSéssination plot against Lumumba gave

| no-teotimony that tended to show that QJWIN was réléted‘to that plot.
| The Chief of Station hadva'”vague reCOlleotionV tha; QJWIN

| was.iﬁ the Congo working for sttin O'Donnell (Hedgman, 8/21/75,
p. 95.) But Hedgman did not recall why QJWIN was in the Congo
-(Hedgman 8/21/75 p. 95. ) QJWIJ was not a maJor operative of
Hedgman's. (Hedbman, 8/21/75, p. 95.) Richard Bissell and Bronson

Tweedy did not recall anything about QJWIN's mission in the Congo
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(Bissell, 9/10/75, pp. 54~57;fTweedy,-9/9/75; pp. 54, 61).

Wllllam Harvey, from whose division QJWIN was on loan for
"his- Congo as51gnment had no spec1flc knowled?e of WIV s act1v1t1es

in the Congo:

EY

I was kept informed of the arrangements for
QIWIN's trip to the Congo and, subsequently,
of his presence in the Congo. I do not know
. specifically what QJWIN did in the Congo.: I
- do not think that I ever had such knowl@dg
If QJWIN were to be used on an assa331natlon
mission, it would-have been cleared with me.
I was never informed that he was to be used‘
for ‘such a mission. (Harvey affidavit, p. )

He stated- that Arnold Silver probably wrote the memoranda con-

| cerning_QJWIN-and’éubmitted them for HARVEY'S signaturé (llarvey

-affidavit, p. ).

(c) QJWiN‘s Connection to_Project ZRRIFLE

After leaving the Congo in early. 1961 QIWIN was used by

CIA officer Wllllam Harvey as the pr1n01pal asset in Project ZRRIFLE,

a prOJect whlch lncluded research into a capablllty to assassxnate
foreign leaders.”* QJWIN's role in PrOJect RRIFLE was to "SpPOT"
figures of the LEuropean underworld who,couldrbe.utilized as agents

by the CIA if required.. Harvey stated that before the formation ‘

of Project ZRRIFLE:

* For a full treatment of Project ZRRIFLE, see Section
infra, on the '"Executive Action Capability."

?
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. Arnold Silver had not previously used
QJWIN as an assassination capability or
- even viewed him as such (Harvey affi--
davit, p.- )
Although Harvey also had diseussions with Sidney Gottlieb in connec-
tion with Project,ZRRIFLE, he believed that Gottlieb hever mentioned
to him eithef QJUiN's activities in the Congo or Cottlieb's own
trip tO'Leop01dville-(Harvey>affidavit p. ). HarVey had ooﬁ—
.sulted with Arnold Sllver about the 1n1t1at10n of. Progect ZRRIFLE
(Harvey, 6/25/75 p. 52). o | |
The Chief of Statlon in Leopoldv1lle testlfled that he had

vnever heard of PrOJect ZRRIFLE ‘nor was he aware of any CIA project:

to develop the capability of assa351natlng forelgn leaders ,44

(Hedgman, '8/21/75, p. 93.) Furthermore, Hedgman said that he was

"quite certain' that.he never dlscussed assa531natlon.capabllltles
or assets with Harvey at any time. (Hedgman, 8/21/75,1_p° 95.)
‘Hedgman testified that Arnold Silver came.to the-Cohgo'on a counter-
intelligence mission during his tenure, but they did.not‘discuss
the plan to assassinate Lumumba. = (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p" 92.)

An 1nterestlng note on the value accorded QJWII by the CIA

- and the 1nherent predlcament for an 1ntelllgence agency that employs

HW 50955

hoodlums is found in a cable»from CIA headquarters to Arnold Silver

in 1962. The CIA had 1earned that QJWIN was about to go on trial

in Europe on smuggling charges The cable,suggested:"

IF . ... INFOR TRUE WE MAY WISH ATTEMPT QUASH
CHARGES OR ARRANGE SOMEHOW SALVAGE QJWIN FOR -
OUR PURPOSES. (CIA Cable OUT 73943, 4/18/62 )
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(d) _Agent QJWIN Was Asked By Hedoman s Operatlve WIROGUr
T to J01n an 'Lxecution Squad”- December 1960

The one incident where there is an exp1101t reference to
’assassinatloh in connection with QJUIN 1nvolved-hls conract wrth
VWiROGUE; another asset of rhe.Congo statiohl ‘,’ : ;e

|  WIROGUE was ah ”essentially steteless” Turopesn who was

" a forger and former ban< robber" and‘had“foudht Qlth the French
Foreign'Legion (Inspector General Memorandum 3/14/75 ) He was
sent to the Congo after belng«glven plastlc sur*ery and a toupee

by the CIA so that he would not be recognized by Europeans travellngﬂ
through'the CongO”:v(I Cb Memorandum 3/1&/75 ) WIROGﬁE'was A
assessed by the CIA as a man who "LEARWS QUICKLY AND CARRIES oUT

| ANY ASSIGNMENL WITHHOUT REGARD FOR DAHGER" (CIA Cable OUL 36554,
Africa Division to Leopoldv1lle 10/27/60)

The Chlef of Statlon descrlbed WIROGE as ''a man with a
rather unsavory-reputatlon, who would try anythlng onoe,.at'least;”
- (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 96.) Hedgmah used him as "a generél Utilityb
agent" hecause ”i{felt we heeded surveillanceheapabilir§, develoh—
ihg'new contacts, various'thinwst” (Hedgman B8/21/75, p. ‘96 )
‘Hedgman supervised WIROGUE: dlrectly and dld not put WIROGUE in
touch w1th Justln o' Donnell (Hedgman 8/21/75 p. 97. )

A report on agent WIROGUE prepared for the CIA Inspector

'General s office in 1975, descrlbed_the trarnlng and tasklngfhe

received:
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On. 19 September 1960 two members of Africa-
Division met with him to discuss 'an opera-

- tional—assignment in Africa Division." In
connection with this assignment, WIROGUE/l1
was to be trained in demolltlons small arms,

~ and medical immunization.... In October 1960
a cable to Leopoldville stated that
Headquarters [had] ... intent to use him as--
utility agent in order to ''(a) organize and
conduct.a surveillance team; (b) intercept
packages; (c) blow up brldges and (1) execute _ -
other a551gnments requiring positive .action. ' ’
His utilization is not to be restricted to
,LéOpoldville.” (I.G. Memorandu, 3/14/75,)

WIROGUE made hlS 1n1tlal contact w1th Hedgman in Leopoldvrlle on
'December 2, 1960 (CIA Cable IN 18739, 12/17/60),» He was given two -

instructions'by Hedgman: (1) to.”build cover duriﬁg initial period;"

Zand (2) to ”spot_persons for;[a] sdrveillance team”'of-intelligence.~§>
assets in the provinCe whereiﬁuﬁuﬁba's supportrwas.strongest; (CIA
Cable IN 18739, 12/17/60.) | | |

Soon after rece1v1ng these lnstructlons agent-WIROGUE approached
QJWIV and asked him to join an executlon squad." This incident ié
described by Leopoldville Chief of Station Hedgman in é:cablevto

CIA headquarters (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 99):-

. QJUIJ WHO RESIDES SAME HOTEL AS NIROGUT REPORTED

" LATTER TOLD HIM HE HAD LIVED ALASKA, JAPAN, SOUTH
AMERICA, GERMANY AND OTHER PARTS EUROPL . QJWIN
SAID WIROGUE SMELLED AS THOUGH HE IN INTEL BUSINESS.
STATION DENIED ANY INFO ON WIROGUE. - 14 DIC QJWIN
REPORTED WIROGUE HAD OFFERED HIM THREE HUNDRED DOLLARS
PER MONTH TO PARTICIPATE IN INTEL NET AND BE MEMBER
"EXECUTION SQUAD.'" WHEN QJWIN SAID HE NOT INTERESTED,
WIROGUE ADDED THERE WOULD BE BONUSES FOR SPECIAL JOBS.
UNDER QJWIN QUESTIONING, WIROGUE LATER SAID HE- VORK—
INF FOR [AMERICAN] SERVICE.

... IN DISCUSSING LOCAL CONTACTS, WIROGUE MENTIONED
, QJWIN BUT DID NOT ADMIT TO HAVING TRIED RECRUIT HIM.
' THEN_[CHIEF OF STATION] TRIED LEARHW WHETHER WIROGUE
HAD MADE APPROACH LATTER CLAIMED HAD TAKEN NO STEPS.
[CHIEF OF STATION] WAS UNABLE CONTRADICT, AS DID HWOT
WISH REVEAL QJWIN CONNECTION {CIA]. (”IA Cable,
Leopoldville to Director, 12/17, 60L)
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‘The cable also expressed'Hedgmanfs concern abéﬁt'WIROGUE'S

adtions:f

... LEOP CONCERMED BY WIROGUE FREE WHEELING.
AND LACK SECURITY. STATION HAS LEHOUGH HEADf
. ACHES WITHOUT WORRYING ABOUT AGENT WO LHOT
ABLE HANDLE FINANCES AND WHO NOT WILLING
FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS. TIF HQS DESIRES , WILLING
KEEP HIM OW PROBATION, BUT IF CONTINUE HAVE -
DITFICULTIES BELIEVE WIROGUE RECALL BEST
SOLUTION, (CIA Cable, Leopoldville to Director,
12/17/60.) ' o : B

WIROGUE s attempt to recrult OJWIH for an executlon squad is
explalned by Hed”man as a mlstake and by the actions of QJWIN as .
‘an unauthorlzed unexpected contact’ whlch he dld not 1n1L1ate

The Chlef of Station testlfled that he had not 1nstructed K
WIROGUE to make this kind of prop051tlon to QJWIV or anyone else.
“(Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 100.) He added:

I would like to stress that I don't'know what

WIROGUE was talking about as a[n] "execution

squad," and I am sure he was never tasked to

go out and execute anyone. (iledgman, 8/21/75,

p. 100.) .
Hedgman suggested that -WIROGUE may have concocted' the idea of an
éxecutionlsquad:

His idea of what an intélligence operative

should do, T think, had been gathered by

reading a few novels or something of the
sort. . (iledgman, 8/21/75, p. 100.)

Justin O Donnell had no knowledge of an attempt by anyone

connected to the CIA to recruit an execution squad and no recollec—
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tion of WIROGUE (O'Donnell, 9/11/75, pp. 39-42). 0'Donnell men-
tioned that_ageht QJWIN‘was considered for use on a ''strong arm
. squad, " but’said_that this was for purposes more general than
assassinations:

surveillance teams where you have to go

into. crime areas ... where you nead a

fellow that if he gets in a box can fight

his way out of it. (O0'Donnell, 9/11/75,
p. 36). S _ S

Richatrd Bissellrrecalléﬂmnothing of the WiROUGE'aﬁproéch to ..
-QJWIN~(Bissell, 9/11/75, p. 71). Bronson Tweedy did recall that ;
WIROGUE was "dispatched -on a genefél purpose mission" to the Congo

‘(Tweedy, 9/9/75, p. 63) . - But'Tweedy‘testified.that WIRQGUE would -
"absolutely>nét”‘have_been-ﬁsed on‘aﬁ éssassiﬁaﬁioh missibn againstf
Lumﬁmba‘because "he was basically‘dispatchéd, asseésed and dealt
with by the balance of the Division" father than by the:twq'people
in the Africa Division --‘Tweédy'himself and his deputy,:Glénn
Fields -- who would have known that}the_assassinationvof‘Lﬁmumba
was being considered (Tweedy, 9/9/75, pp; 64-65) . - |

The  Chief Qf-StatiOn said'fhét'if the WIROGUE incident waé
éoﬁnected tQ'an actual assassinatioﬁ_pian, hé‘wbuld have transmitted
a mesSége in a more narrowly restricted channei than tﬁat in @hich
this cable was sent. 'Hislcable on’ WIROGULE's approach to QJWIN was
sent to headquarters with a security designatioh that aliowe&'much

- wider distributién than the PROP cables that he sent and received
concerning thé Gottlieb assassination,assignment. (Heagman, 8/21/75,

p. 102 In cohtrast, he limited distribution of the cable about
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WIROGUﬁuonly as a CIA officer'would "normally do ... when you
spegk in a derogatory manner of an asset." - (Hedgman, 8/21/75,
p. 101)

l‘The Chief of Station maintained that WIROGUL's proposition
to'QJWIN to join an "execution squad" could be-attribuéed”to

WIROGUE‘S'”freewhéeling”.nature. 'Hedgman"said; ' ' .

I had difficulty controlling him in that he
was not a professional intelligence officer

. as ssuch. He seemed-to act on his own without

. seeking guidance or authority ... I found

he was rather an unguided missile ... the
kind of man that could get you in trouble be-
fore you knew you were in trouble..
(Hedgman, 8/21/75, pp. 96-97).

©r

But'Hedgmén did not disavow'alltrespénsibility for WIROGUE's actioné}

[I]f you give a man an order and he carries it

out and causes a problem for the Station, why
" then as Chief of Station, well, you accent

responsibility. (Hedgman, 8/21/75, p. 97.)

In sum, the Chief of Station testified that despite the fact

that the CIA was interested in the assassination of Lumumba during

.this period, agent WIROGUEfs attempt to form an "execution squad"

Was‘an unauthorizéd, maverick actidn,funconnec;ed to the CIA'assassi-
nation plan.

Nonetheless,‘the fact that VWIROGCUE waSAto be trained in "'medical
immunization' (I,G.'MemorandUm; 3/14/75)'raisés the pdssibilify
that he was connected to the plot to assassinate Lumumba by means

or lethal biological substances. The 1975 feport on WIROGUE's cése
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by the - Inspector General s office leaves thln questionvopen The
report concludes -with the statement that ”VIROGUE/I spent mos t of

his time trying to develop contacts and was not dlrectly involved
in:any perticular operation.” (I.G. Memorandum, 3/14/75.) - But

when the report.was circulated in the Inspector~Generd1'é office,

the foliowing coﬁment vas handwritten by Scott Dreckinridge, one -

of'thepprincipal authors of -the 1967'report on CIA involvement in

assassination attempts: "ROGUE's pltch is too clear to be dlS-
carded out of hand,as"exceedlng 1nstruct10ns.'” (I G. Memorandum

3/14/75)

. 6. The Ouestlon of Whether the CIA Vas. Involved in Brlnglng
About Lumumba s Death in Katanga ’

There is no direct ev1dence of CIA involvement in’bring—
ing about Lumumba's death'in Katanpe‘ The CIA.officerq‘most closely 1
connected to the ‘plot to pOlSOﬂ Lumumba testified unlformly that
they knew of no CIA lnvolvement in Lumumba s death

(a) Lumumba's Escape flom Ul Custody Capture by

Congolese Army, and Imprlsonment at Thysville:
tovember 27-December 3, 1960 '

The strongest hint that~the CIA may have been involved

in the'capture of Lumumba by Mobutu's. troops after his departure

from UN custody'onvNovember 27, was contained in a PROP cable from
tne Chref of Station to Tweedy’on November L4 (CIA Cable IN”42478;
Chief'of Station to Tweedy, 11/14/60). 1In the cable, Hedgmarn re-
ported that an'agent of his had learned that Lumumpa;s
POLITiCAL’FOLLOWERS IN_STANLEYVILLE DESIRE THAT
HE BREAK OUT OF HIS CONMFINEMENT AND PROCEED TO

- THAT CITY BY CAR TO ENGAGE IN POLITICAL ﬁCTIVITY
(CIA Cable, 11/14/60.)
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. The Chief of Station,was confident that he would have foreknowledge
of Lumumba‘s departure.and that aetion plans were prepared fOr:that
eventuality:

DECISIOW O BREAKOUT WILL DROBABLY BE MADE-,,
SHORTLY. STATION EXPECTS TO BE ADVISID BY
[AGENT] OF DECISION WHEN MADE.... STATIOH
HAS SEVERAL POSSIBLE ASSETS TO USE I EVENT
OF BREAKOUT AND STUDYING SEVERAL PLANS- OF
"ACTION. (CIA Cable, 11/14/60.)

There is no other evidence;‘hOWevef, thatwthe CIA-actually
gained prior knowledge of Lumumba's plan to depart‘for Stanleyville._4'
In fact, a cable from Leopoldville on the.dey'after Lumumba's

escape betrays'thebstation'é complete ignorance»about the circum—r L
stances of Lumumba's departure (CIA Cable TIH 48484, Leopoldv1lle
to Director, 11/28/60). “

But the same cable raises at least a'question as to whether
the CIA was involved in the capture'of’Lumumba‘enroute by Congolese
troops:

[STATION] WORKING WITH - [CQHFOLESF GOVEPIMENT]
TO GET ROADS BLOCKED AND TROOPS ALERTED
[BLOCK] POSSIBLE LESCAPE ROUTE. (CIA Cable,

- 11/28/60. )

‘A cable of Deeember'Z_reporting Lumumba's capture militates
against CIA involvement, however, because it portrays the Congolese
forces as the source of>the station's information (CIA Cable IN 10643;
Leopoldville to Director,V12/3/60). |

The Chief of Station testified that he was ‘“quite certain that

- there was no Agency involvement in any way' in Lumumba's departure
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from Uil custody and that he had no foreknowledpe of Lumumba s
~ plan (Hedgman, 8/21/75 pp. 63- 64) ' He stated that he consulted»
1with Congolése officers about the possible.rdutés Lumuﬁba-might
take to StanleYvillé 'but-he was ''not a major assi§tanée”_in traék-_
41ng down Lumumba prlor to hls capture (Hedgman 8’21/75 P- '65).
| Desplte the fact that O'Donnell had plannea Lo draw. Lumumba,

;)out-gf UN custody and turn him Qver to-Congolese authorities, he
vihsisted thét‘Lﬁmﬁmba escaped by his ownvdévices and was not tricked

by the CIA (0' Donnell, 9/11/75, p. 22) .

(b)' Transfer of Lumumba to Katanga Uhere He Was hllled
Janua:y 17, 1960

The contemporaneous cable.traffic shows that the CIA was
kept informed of Lumumba's‘condition and movements in January of -
1961 by the Congolese and that the CIA still chsidéred Lumumba
a serious political threat. ‘But there is no direct e&idenée of

CIA involvement in bringing about Lumumba's death_in_Katanga,

* Excerpts from cable traffic of January 1961 and from the
testimony of CIA officers Hedgman, Tweedy, O Donnell and Helms
(investigative report) should be inserted. '
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SECTION 7: Rewritten per
- -82- Subcommittee Instructions,
. ‘ 10/20/75 (FDB)

7. .The Question of the Level at which the A853551natlon Plot
- ‘Was Authorlzea

‘The chain of events revealed by the documents and testlmony
is strong enough to permlt a reasonable lnference that the. assas-»
51hatlon plot was authorlzed by the Presldent.:_lt is Ziear that
Allen Dulles authorized the plot. | |
. At the least, the chronologlcal relatlonshlp between strong , "‘; 
Presidential or other Whlte_House expressions of hOStlllty to -

Lumumba and CIA steps toward the assassination of Lumumba is close
4enoggh to make it appear that Dulles thought he was acting in re-
.sponse to pressure from above in apptoﬁihg essassination'as one
means of reﬁoving Lumumba from the political scene. S | S
- Nevertheless, there is enough coontervailing testimony by
Eisenhower Adminietration officials ahd.enough ambiguity in the
.records of high-IeVel policy meetings tovraiseta'doubt ashto,whether
President Eisenhowervintended an assassination effort against Lumumba.
o The ehaih of significant events in the Lumumba cese begins with
the testimony that President EiSenhower made é stateﬁent at é meet-
ing of the_Nationel'Security Coﬁncil in the Summer or eerly Fall of
1960 that came across to one staff member in attendahce as eh order
§ - .for the assassination of Patrice Lumumba The heXt link is a memo-
randum of the Spec1al Group meeting of August 25, 1960; which ihdi-

cated'that when the President's "extremely strong feelings on the

necessity for very»straightforward action' were conveyed, the Special

e
‘..X
o
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Group
- agreed that planhiﬁg for thé Congo would not necessarily
rule out 'consideration'" of any particular kind of ac-’
tivity which might contribute to getting rid of Lumumba.
(Minutes of Special Group Meeting, 25 August 1960)
The next day‘CIA Director Allen Dulles, who had-ﬁtfendgd.the Special
_ Group meeting, persénally cabled to the Chiefﬁof Stétion in Leopbld-
‘ville that Lumumba's "REMOVAL MUST BE AN URGENT AND P’RI‘ME OBJECTIVE

. A HIGH PRIORITY OF OUR COVERT ACTION" (CIA Cable OUT 62966,
,Duliés to Léopoldville, 8/26/60). Dulles added; "YOU CAN ACT ON
YOUR OWN AUfHORITY WHERE'TiME DOES NOT PERMIT REFERRAL HERE."

- Although the Dulles cable does.nét exﬁliéitly mention assassina-
“tion, Richard_Bisseil - the CIA official‘undértwhose aégis the as- ~;{
‘sassination éffort againét Lumumba took placév;—‘testified_that; in-
“his opinion,'this.cable was a direct oﬁggréwth'of the Speciai‘Gréup
-meeting and:signaled'to him that-tﬁe President had authorized assas-
sination as one means ofzremoving Lumumba (Bissell, 9/10/75, pp. 33-
34;‘61—62; see Section 7(c), infra). _Bronsoh'?weeay, Qho bore ﬁhe
primaryiadministrative responsibility«forfaétivities against Lumﬁmba,
testifiéd'that the Dullés-dablé éonfirmed the policy that no measure;-
including assassination, was to be overlooked in the attempt‘td re-
move Lumumba from a position of influence (Tweedy,'10/9/75;>@§. 4-5) .

On Septembér 19, l960,;Bissell,and Tweedy cabled the Chief of
'Statidﬁ t0 expect a messenger ffom CiA‘ﬁeadquarters._ Two dafg 1ater,f

in the pteéence of the President at a meeting of the National Security
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Council, Allen’Du11eS’stated that Lumumbav”wbuid remain a grave
'dané;rnas long as he was not yet disposed of'" (Memorandum, 460th

" NSC Meeting, 9/21/60). Five days after this meetihg, a CIA scien-

tist arrived in Leopoldville and provided the Chief,onStation
 with 1ethél biological substaqées, instructed’hiﬁ to assassinate
Lumumba, and informed him that the President had authorized this
.'opérgtion. | | |

Two mitigating factors'Wéakeﬁ this chain just enoughbsb that >‘
it will not support an absolute finding of Présidential authoriza-
tion for the assassiﬁation éfqut against Lumumba.
| First, the two officials of the Eisenhdwér Administrationlre-

sponsible to the President for,nafional.Security.affairs testified
that they knew of mno Presidential approval for, 6r knowledge of, an .
"assassination .plot. |

) Second, the miﬁutes of-diécuésions at meetings of the National
Security Counéil and its‘Spécial Group do not record an explicit
_Pfesidéntial order fér the aséaésination_of'Lumumbaf The Secretary
of the Special Gioub maintained that his memOranda‘refleCt the ac-
 tua1‘lénguage used at the meetings. without omission or euphemism

for extreme1y sensitive»statements (Parrott, 7/10/75,>pp. 18-19).
NSC staff ekecutives stated, however, that thefe was abstrong-pos—
sibilit&»that a stétemént‘as sénsitive as an.aésaSSinatién.ofder
would have been omitted from the reéord_or-handiedvby ﬁeans’bf euphe-

mism. Several high GoVernment_offiéials’involved/in poliCy-makihg
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“and planning for poVertfoperations téstified that the language in’
these minutes clearly indicated that assassination was contemplated
at the NSC as one means of eliminating Lumumba as a pdlitical

threat; other pfficials.testified to the contrary. . =

(d) High-Level Meetlngs at which ”Gettlng Rld of Lumumba
Was Discussed .

(i) Dillon Testified that the Question of Assassina-
tion Was Raised at Pentagon Meeting: Summer 1960

In late July 1960, Patrice Lumumba visited the United
States and met with Secretary of State Christian Herter and Under-
 vsecrétary of State C. Douglas Dillon. While Lumumba wasgin'Washing—

“ton, D.C., Secretary Herter pledged aid to the newly fqrmed'Govern- =

ment of the Céngo:(NeinorkVTimes, 7/28/60, p. ).

According to Dillon,.the impression that Lumumba left
with the Government officials was that of an irrational, almost
psychotic personality:

When he was in the State Department meeting, either with

me or with the Secretary in my presence . . . he would
never look you in the eye. He looked up at the sky. And
"a tremendous flow of words came out. He spoke in French,
and he spoke it very fluently. And his words didn't ever
have any relation to the particular things that we wanted

- to discuss . . . . You had a feeling that he was a per-
"son that was grlpped by this fervor that I can only char-
acterize as messianic . . . . [H]le was just not a ratlonal

being. = (Dillon, 9/2/75, p. 24.)
Dillon said that the willingness of the United States Government to

- work with Lumumba vanished after these meetings:
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(T]he impression that was left was . . . very bad that
= . this was an individual whom it was impossible to deal
“with. And the feelings of the Government as a result
'of this sharpened very considerably at that time .
We [had] hoped to see him and see what we could do to
come to better understandlng with him. (Dlllon 9/2/175,
pPp. 23-24.) . ‘ . em

Dlllon testlfled that shortly after Lumumba's visit to Washlng—‘
ton, 1n late July or August he attended a meetlng at’ the Pentagon

where representatlves-of the State Department, Defense'Department,

JQint‘Chiefs'of_Staff,"and the CIA were present (Dilloh, 9/2/75; pp:

17-20, 25-26).% .
\Acc0rding*to Dillon} "a duestion regarding the possibllity of

an assassination attempt against Lumumba was briefly raised" at the

_meetiﬁg (Dillbn, 9/2/75, P- lS;,see-also.l7, 25). Dillon did not

recall, anythlng about the language used in raising the questlon
(Dlllqn,-9/2/75, p. 30). Dlllon assumed that when the. subJect of
Lumumbafstassasslnation waS'ralsed,-”lt Was turned off by the CIA'
(Dillon, 9/2/75;-p.'30).A Dillon saldrthat ”the CIA peeple Whoever
they were, were ﬁegative to any'such action' (Dlllon 9/2/75 P 18).
This opposition '"wasn't moral," accordlng to Dillon, but rather an

objectlon'on the grounds ‘that it was ''mot a possible thing" (Dillon,

. 9/2/75, p; 18). Dillon said the CIA reaction "might have been' made

out of the feeling that the group was too large for such a sensitive

* Dilloﬁ-was unable to recall thelprecise date of this meeting (Dil—-
lon, 9/2/75, pp. 25-26).
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dlscu381on.(D1110n 9/2/75 P. 60)
Dlllon was clear about the fact that "top level' CIA people
. were in attendance, although‘he didﬁnbt remember who lodged the
ﬁegative reaction to the assassination questien (Dillqa, 9/2/75,
pp. 22, 25). vHe said it'”would have to have been.either Allen
Dullea, or possxbly [General] Cabell .. . most likely-Cabell”
(Dillon, 9/2/75 p. 25). He added that it was “very likely" that
Richard Bissell was in attendancev(Dillon 9/2%75 p 21)
| Dlllon stated that thlS discussion could not have served as -
authorlzatron for an actual assa531natlon effort agalnst Lumumba
(Dlllon,_9/2/75,‘p. 31). But he-belleved that the expresslon of
concern_typified a prevalent:attitude'towardiLumumba tﬁat might
have justified the CIA's development of a capability to_aésassihate
hime . _ _ 7’ v L i
| I think}they'could-have decided they waﬁted to,develop
© the capability . . . just by knowing the concern that
everyone had about Lumumba. . . . They wouldn't have
‘had to tell anyone about that. That is just developing
their own internal capablllty, and then they would have .
to come and get permission. (Dillon, 9/2/75, p. 30)
Dillon testified that he had never heard any. mention of the plot to
poison'Lumumba{ ner, by implication, had he heard even a hint that
the CIA askea permissien to mount such an operation (Dillon, 9/2/75;

~p. 50). But after being informed of the poison plot, Dillon made

thevfollowing comment about the Pentagon meeting he attended:
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‘Douglas and Assistant Secretary of Defense John N. Irwin II (Dlllon
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I think it‘ls . . . likely that it mlght have been
o the beginning of this whole idea on the CIA's part that
S they should develop such a capacity. .  And maybe they
didn't have it then and went to work to develop it be-
glnnlng in August (Dlllon 9/2/75; p. 61) '
Dlllon sald that it was unllkely that formal notes were'taken at the
meetlng or. preserved because it was a small ”ad hoc" group'rather
than an official body (Dillon, 9/2/75 p. 18). Such iﬁterdepartmen-

tal meetings were ''mot unusUal,”Aacoording to Dillon (Dillon, 9/2/

75, p. 20). o e

The only officials Dlllon named as probable part1c1pants other

than the CIA representatlves were Deputy Secretary of Defense James

9/2/75, PP- 19 21). Douglas stated ‘that it was p0581b1e that he
attended such a meetlng at the Pentagon, but he does not recall it
(Douglas affidavit, 9/5/75). Nor does he recall the question of

Lumumba s assassination ever being raised 1n his presence (Douglas"

affidavit, 9/5/75) Likewise, Irwin stated that it was ”llkely”

that he attended the meeting to which Dillon referred; but he did

' not remember whether‘he~washpresent "at any meeting at the‘Pentagon

where the question of assassinating Patrice Lumumba was raised"
(Irwin affidavit, 9/22/75, p. 3).

(ii) Robert Johnson Testified That He Heard the Presi-
dent Order Lumumba’'s Assassination at an NSC

Meeting

Robert H. Johnson, a member of the National Security

DocId:32423524 Page 338



-89-

7Couq9il‘staff from 1951 to January 1962 offered what he termed a
"eclue" to the extent of Pre51dent1al 1nvolvement in the dec151on to
assassinate Lumumba (Johnson 6/18/75 PpP. 4-5).* Johnson re-
counted the following 0ccurrence at an,NSC mgetlng_inifhé Summer
of 1960 which began with;a briéfingfon-world déveiopments’by.the

Director of Central Intelligence:

o x Robert Johnson 1ntroduced hlS testlmony w1th ‘the follow1ng state-
ment: o : i
I would like to preface my remarks by p01nt1ng out
that my decision to offer testimony to this committee has
- involved for me a profound personal, moral dilemma. In
my role as a member of the NSC Staff for ten and one-half
"years, I was privy to a great deal of information that in-
Yolved relationships of confidentiality with high officials
of the United States government. I have always taken very’
seriously the respon51b111t1es implied in such relation-
ships. :

=

- These responsibilities extend, in my view, far beyond
questlons of security clas31flcatlon or other legal or
foreign policy concerns. . They relate to the very basis of
‘human society and government -- to the relationships of
“trust without which no free soc1ety can long survive and
no government can operate.

I have been forced by recent developments, however, to
weigh against these considerable respons1b111t1es my broad-
- ‘er responsibilities as a citizen on .an issue that involves
major questions of public morality, as well as questions
of "sound policy. Having done so, I have concluded, not
without a great deal of reluctance, to come to your commit-
tee with information bearing upon your inquiry into govern-
ment decisions relating to the assassination of foréign
leaders. (Johnson, 6/18/75, pp. 4-5)

After his tenure on the staff of the National Security Council,

Robert Johnson served from 1962 to 1967 on the Policy Plannlng Coun-
cil at the Department of State

H¥ 50955 DocId:32423524 Page 339



-90-

At some time during that discussion, President Eisen-

= - hower said something -- I can mo longer remember his words

-- that came across to me as an order for the assassina-’

tion of Lumumba who-was then at the center of political

,confllct and controversy in the Congo. There was no dis-.
cussion; the meeting simply moved on. I remember my sense
of that moment quite clearly because the Presddent's state-~
ment came as a great shock to me. I cannot, however, re-
construct the moment more spec1f1cally

o Although I was’ conv1nced at the tlme --= and remalned
conv1nced when I thought about it later -- that the Presi-
dent's statement was intended as an order for the assas-
sination of Lumumba, I must .confess that in thinking about.
the incident more recently I have had - some doubts. . As is
well known, it was quite uncharacteristic of- President
Elsenhower to make or .announce policy decisions in NSC
meetings. Certainly, it was strange if he departed from~
that normal pattern on a subject so sensitive as this.
‘Moreover, it was not long after this, I believe, that Lu-
-mumba was dismissed as premier by Kasavubu in an action -
that was a quasi-coup. I have come to wonder whether what —=
I really heard was only an order for some such political
~action. All I can tell you with any certainty at the
present moment is my sense of that moment in the Cabinet
Room of the White House. (Johnson, 6/18/75, pp. 6-7)

‘JéhnsohifpreSUmed” that the Presidentvmadeﬁhis statement while "look-
ing.toward.thé?Director of Cenrral Intelligence" (Johnson 6/18/75 |
p. 11). . He was unable to recall with any greater spec1f1c1ty the
words used by the Pres1dent (Johnson 9/13/75, p. 10).

When asked about the strength of the pOSSlbllity that he'had
heard only a gehéréi directive for the political overthrow of Lumumba,
'Johnson testified that it was his clear impression ar the time of the
meeting}'énd has remained so for thé.fifteen years since, that he had.

heard an assassination order: |

Would it be fair to say that although you al-
Tow for the possibility that a coup or some more general
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polltlcal action was belng discussed, it is your clear
impression ‘that you had heard an order for the assassi-
nation of Lumumba?

e

Johnson: It was my -clear impression at the time.

B—

Q: And-it remains your impression now?

.Johnson: | It remains my impression now. I have reflect-
~ed on this other kind of possibility, but that is the
sense .. . . that persists. (Johnson 9/13/75, pp: 24- 25)

Johnson explalned that his allowance for the p0351b111ty that he had
heard an order for a-coup did not disturb his recollectlon of hear-
hing an”aééassination order:

It was a retrospective reflection on what I had heard,
and since this coup did occur, it occurred to me that

it was possible that that is what I heard, but that -
would not change my sense of the moment when I heard

the President speak, which I felt then, and I continue
to feel, was a statement designed. to direct the dlspos—
al, assaSSLnatlon of Lumumba. (Johnson, 9/13/75, 12)

-

" Johmson stated that the incident provoked a ‘strong reaction
~ from him:

1 was surprised . . that I would ever hear a President
say ‘anything like thlS in my presence or the presence of
a group of people. I was startled. (Johnson, 6/18/75,
p. 13) ' . .

A succinct summary of Johnson's testimony was elicited by Senator
" Mathias in the following exchange:

“Mathias: . . . What comes across is that you do have a
memory, 1f not of exact words, but of your own reaction
really to a Presidential order which you considered to
be an order for an assassination.

:'JOhnSOH: That is correct.

" Mathias: And that although precise words have escaped
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you in the passage of fifteen years, that sense of shock
remains? - -

'fJohnsoh: Right. Yes, sifL (Johnson, 6/18/75, p;_8)
After'theimeetihg,-Johnéon,-whp was responsible for wrieing the
" memorandum of‘the diééuSSion, conéulted Qith,a senior_official on
the'NSévstaff to determine how to”hanale-the»PresidentfsVstatement
in the memorandu@ and in the debfiefingiof;the'NSC Planhing Board
that‘folloWed'each.meeting: I o L -

I suspect -- but no longer have an exact recollection --
that I omitted it from the debrleflng I also do not re-
call how I handled the subject in the memo of the meet-
ing, though I suspect that some kind of reference to the :
President's statement was made. (Johnson, 6/18/75‘ p.- 7))

,»:)

‘quite like=

In his second.appearanee, Johnson reiterated that it was "
ly that it wes-hahdled thrbugh7sqme kind of euphemism or may have

been omitted‘altogether”-(Jthgph);Q[;3/75, p. 21).%

* - In 1960, Johnson was Director of the Planning Board Secretariat --
third in command on the NSC staff. He attended NSC meetings to take
notes on the dlscu551ons whenever one of the two senior NSC officials
was absent.

- Johnson testlfled that the person with whom he consulted about the
manner of récording the President's statement .in the minutes was one
of the two top . NSC .staff officials at that time: NSC Executive Secre-
tary James Lay or Deputy Executive .Secretary Marion Boggs (Johnson,
9/13/75, pp. 12-13).. Johnson could not recall which of the two offi-
c1als he had consulted, but he lnferred” that it must have been the

"top career NSC staff person present' at the meeting where he heard
the President's statement (Johnson, 9/13/75, p. 12). At both of the
NSC meetings where the President and Johnson were present for a dis-
cussion of Lumumba -- August 18 and September 7 -- James Lay was ab-
sent and Marion Boggs served as Acting Executive Secretary.

Marion Bogg's statement about his method of handling the situation
described by Johnson is in accord with Johnson's testimony:
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As Johnson stated his testimony'standing alone is "a clue,

rather than preCLSe ev1dence of Pre31dentlal 1nvolvement in decision-

'.maklng w1th respect to assa351natlons (Johnson{ 6/18/73, P. 5).” To

determlne the 51gn1f1cance of this clue it-must'be”ﬁlaced in the
context of the records of the NSC meetlngs attended by Johnson,

testlmony about_those meetlngs, and"the series of events that pre-

tion.
‘In the Summer of 1960, there were four NSijeetings where de-
velopments ln the Congo were dlscussed at Wthh Robert Johnson was

present The President was not in attendance at two of those occa-

sions -~ July. 15 and July 21 (NSC Mlnutes 7/15/60; NSC Minutes,

I have no,independent recollection of being consulted by-
Mr. Johnson about how to handle in the memorandum of dis-
cussion any sensitive statement regardlng Lumumba. I am
not saying I was not consulted; merely that I do not re-
member such an incident. If I had been consulted, I
would almost certainly have directed Mr. Johnson to omit
the matter from the memorandum of dlscu531on (Boggs -
~affidavit, 10/10/75, p. 2)

James Lay, who attended other NSC meetings where Lumumba was discuss-
ed (e.g., September 21, 1960), also confirmed the fact that NSC min-
utes would not be llkely to record a statément as sensitive as a

,Pre51dent1al order for an assa531natlon if such an order were given:

If extremely sensitive matters were discussed at an
NSC meeting, ‘it was sometimes the practice that the
official NSC minutes would record only the general.
subject discussed without identifying the specially
‘sensitive .subject as the discussion. In highly
sensitive cases, no reference to the subject would
be made in the NSC minutes. (Lay affidavit, 9/8/75,

p. 2)
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7/21/60)u Nonétheléss, the attitude toward Lumumba even at these
early meetings was vehement: |
Mr. Dulles said that in Lumumba we were faced with a
person who was a Castro or worse . . . Mr. Dulles went
on to describe Mr. Lumumba's background which™he de-
scribed as "harrowing'" . . . It is safe to go on the
assumption that Lumumba has been bought by .the Commun-
~ists; .this also, however, fits with his own orienta-
“tion. (NSC Minutes, 7/21/60) o
‘The Presidént presided'over the other two NSC meetings. After look-
4 ing at the records of those‘ﬁéetings, Johnson was unable to:deter-
mine with_éertainty which one was the meeting at which he heardlthe_ -
President's statement (Johnson, 9/13/75, p. 16).

"However, the chronology of meetings, cables, and events in the

=

v Cong6 during this period makes it most likely that Johnsonfs testi-
mony refers to the NSC meeting.of August 18, 1960.
.The meeting of August 18 took place at_tﬁe beginning of a series
of.events that preceded the dispatch of a CIA,scientigt to Leopold-
ville with poisons for the asséssinationvof Lumumba;* The Septem-

ber 7 meeting took place in the midst of this series of events.

* The major events in the series, each of which is discussed in de- .
tail in other sections of the report, may be summarized as follows:
The week: following the NSC meeting of August 18, the Special Group
was informed of the President's "extremely strong feelings about the
necessity for very straightforward action” and the Group agreed to .
consider "any particular kind of activity which might contribute to
getting  rid of Lumumba' (Special Group Minutes, 8/25/60). At this
meeting, DCI Allen Dulles commented that 'he had taken the ccomments
referred to seriously and had every intention of proceeding as vig-
orously as the situation permits'" (Special Group Minutes, 8/25/60;
see Section 7(a)(iii), infra). The next day, Dulles sent an "Eyes
Only" cable under his personal signature to the Chief of Station in
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The NSC meeting ofAAugust 18, ‘1960 was held three weeks before
the‘ 'quasi- coup in ‘the Congo -- the dlsmlssal of Lumumba by Kasavubu
—; whlch Johnson remembers as ‘taking place _not_longvafterﬁ he heaxd

~ the President's statemeﬁt. The only other meeting,at3Which Johnson
could have heard the_statement by the Presidentlwas‘held ou Septem7‘
ber 7, two days'after this event. | |

Robert Johnson's memorandum of the meetlng of August 18, 1960,

. 1nd1cates that Actlng Secretary of State C. Douglas Dillon* 1ntroduced

-k Leopoldville, indicating that it had been concluded in "HIGH QUAR- -
TERS' that Lumumba's '"REMOVAL MUST BE.AN URGENT AND PRIME OBJECTIVE
AND THAT . . . THIS SHOULD BE A HIGH PRIORITY OF OUR COVERT ACTION" .
(CIA Cable OUT 62966, Dulles to Chief of Station, 8/26/60). The Dul-".
les cable added: - ' : —=

'WE WISH GIVE YOU WIDER AUTHORITY . . . INCLUDING EVEN MORE
AGGRESSIVE ACTION IF IT CAN REMAIN COVERT . . . YOU CAN

- ACT ON YOUR OWN AUTHORITY WHERE TIME DOES NOT PERMIT RE-
'FERRAL HERE. (CIA Cable, 8/26/60) (See Section 2, supra,
for more complete treatment of this cable ) «

On - September 19, a CIA scientist was dlspatched from headquarters
to the Congo on an extraordinarily sensitive assignment (CIA Cable
ouT 71464 Bissell/Tweedy to Chief of Station, 9/19/60; see Section
4(a), upra) On September 21, in the presence of the President at
an NSC meeting, Allen Dulles stated that Lumumba 'remained a grave
danger as long as he was not disposed of" (NSC Minutes, 9/21/60; see
Section 7(a) (iv), infra). Finally, on September 26, the CIA scien-
tist arrived in the Congo, provided the Chief of Statlon with lethal
biological substances, instructed him to assassinate Lumumba, and in-
formed him that the President had ordered .the DCI to undertake an as-
sassination effort (see Sections 4(a)-4(c), supra). The Chief of
Station stated that he received confirmation From CIA- headquarters
that he was to follow the instructions he had been given (see Section

‘ 4(e) (1), supra).

*%  In 1960,_Dillon'served as Undersecretary of State, the '"number two

- position in the State Department," the name of which subsequently
changed to Deputy Secretary of State. In this pOSltlon he frequently
. (Continued)
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‘the discussion"of;U,S. policy tbward the Congc. "In the course of

L

his remarks, Dillon maintained-that the'presence of United Nations
troops in the Congo was necessary to'prevent‘deiet intervention at
Lumumba's réquest: S R - .

If . . . Lumumba carried out his threat to force the UN
‘out, he might then offer to accept help from anyone.

The elimination of the UN would be a disaster which,
Secretary Dillon stated, we should do everything we
could to prevent. If the UN were forced out, we might
be faced by a situation where the Soviets intervened by
‘invitation of the. Congo. - - (NSC. Minutes, /18/60)

- The- dlSCUSSlon then contlnued to raise ‘the spectre of an alllance be—

rtween Lumumba and'the‘Sov1et Union:

Secretary Dillon said that he [Lumumba] wes‘working to -

serve the purposes of the Soviets and Mr. Dulles pointed .
out that Lumumba was in Sov1et pay. (NSC Minutes, 8/18/
60) :

In this context, the following exchange between President Eisenhower

-and Secretary Dlllon was recorded

‘The Pre81dent said that the possibility that the UN would
be forced out was simply inconceivable. We should keep
‘the UN in the Congo even if we had to ask for European
troops to do it. We should do so even if such action was:
used by the Soviets as the basis for startlng a fight.

"Mr. Dillon indicated that .this was State's feeling but
that the Secretary General and Mr. Lodge doubted whether,
if the Congo put up really determined opposition to the
UN, the UN could stay in. In response, the President
stated that Mr, Lodge was wrong to this extent -- we were
talking of one man forcing us out of the Congo; of Lumum-
ba supported by the Soviets. -There was no indication, the

P

served as Actlng Secretary of State and either attended or was

‘kept informed about NSC and Special Group meetings. Dillon -

later served as Secretary of the Treasury under President Kennedy
(Dillon, 9/2/75, PP- 2-4.)
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President stated, that the Congolese did not want

- UN support and the maintenance of order. Secretary
Dillon reiterated that this was State's feeling
about the matter. The situation that would be

- created by a UN withdrawal was altogether too
ghastly to contemplate. (NSC Minutes, 8/18/60)

This is the only statement about Lumumbathich the memorandum-of
the meeting attrlbuted to the Pre51dent

As reported it clearly does . not contain an order for the

’assa581natlon of Lumumba. But the statement-does ;ndleate extreme -

Presidentialdconcern“focused on Ldmumba: 'The;Presideﬁt was so
diSturbed'by the situation in the'COdgo that he was'willing‘to
‘risk.a fight with the Soviet Union and he felt that Lumumba.wasl
the “one’man” who was responsible for this Situation, a man who
did mnot represenf the sentimehts.of.the Congoleeevpeople in the
President's estimetion.v

After revieWing NSC documents and being. informed of Robert
. Johnson's testimony, Dougias Dillon'staeed his ”opinion thet it
is most.likely"that the NSC‘meetihg_of_Aﬁgust 18, 1960 is‘the
meeting feferred to by Mr._Johnson.V"CDillon affidavit, 9/15/75.)
However; Dillon testified that he did not ''remember such a thing"
asVanvexplicit.Presidential‘ordervfor the assassination of
,LumumbaV(Dillon; 9/2/75, p. 32). 'Dillon explained how he thought
_ the President may have expressed himself about Lumumba : |

Dillon: . . . . It could have been in view of this
feeling of everybody that Lumumba was [a] very
difficult if not impossible person to deal with, and
was dangerous to the peace and safety of the world,
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that the President expressed himself, we will have
to do whatever is necessary to get rid of him. I
don't know that I would have taken that as a
clearcut order as Mr. Johnson apparently did. And
I think perhaps others present may have 1nterpreted
it other ways. (Dillon, 9/2/75 PP 32 33. )

Q: D1d~you ever hear the President: nake such a
‘remark about Lumumba, let's get rid of him,. or let's
take ‘action right away on this? : ‘
Dillon: I don't remember Lhat.. But certaiﬁly this
was the general feeling of Government at that time,
and it wouldn't have been if the President hadn't
‘agreed with it. (Dillemn, 9/2/75, p. 33.)

rDilldn said that-he_would.have'thought that such a state—

ment ‘''was not a direct'order~to have an assassination' (Dillon,

possible" that Allen Dulles would have translated such strong '

Presidential lénguage about '"getting rid_ofV Lumumba into

" authorization for an assaséinatibn‘effort (Dillon, 9/2/75,

" pp. 34 35)

I thlnk that Allen Dulles would have been qulte
‘responsive to what he considered implicit autho-
rization, because he felt very strongly that we
should not involve the President directly in
things of this nature. And he was perfectly

- willing to take the responsibility personally

+  that maybe some of his successors wouldn't have

"been. And so I think that this is a perfectly
plau81ble thing, knowing Allen Dulles. (Dillon,.
9/2/75, p. 34.) | B

~

Marion Boggs, who attended the meeting of August 18, as
bActing Executive Secretary,of the NSC, stated after reviewing

the Memorandum of Discussion at that meeting:
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I recall the discussion .at that meetlng, ‘but. have no
1ndependent recollection of any statements or dis-
cussion not summarized in the memorandum. Specifically,
I have no recollection of any statement, order or
reference by the President (or anyone else present

- at the meeting) which could be interpreted as favor-
ing action by the United States to. bring abdat the
assassination of Lumumba (Boggs affidavit, 10/10/75,
pp. 1-2.) : o

The Memorandum of Discussion aﬁ the NSC meetlng of Septeﬁ—
 ber 7, l960--the only'other-meetlng at whlch'Johnson could have
heard the Presideht'é_stateaéﬁt——recOfds:onlywé briéf;fgéneral
discussién of‘developmeﬁts’in‘the;Congo (NSC Minutes,A9/7/60);
As part of Allen Dulles' introductory inﬁelligéncehbriefingﬁon
world eﬁents,.fhe Memofandum-related-his rémarks on,thé situation
in the Cbngo’following Késavﬁbu‘s‘dismissal of Lumumba from his
positionvin the governmént;(NSC Minutes, 9/7/60, p. 4). Neithér
tﬁe length nor the substance of the:record of this discussion
indicates that Lﬁmumba's‘role in the Congo ;eCeiVed'thé same
intense Kkind of consideration as the NSC had given it on August

"18.%% There is no record of any aLBLQ ent b) the President

* Boggs added:

"Based on my whole experience with the NSC, T would have
considered it highly unusual if a matter of this nature

had been referred to in a Council meeting where a number
of persons with no. 'need to know' were present."'" (Boggs
affidavit, 10/10/75, p. 2.)

*% The NSC.minutes of thé meeting of September 7,:deal with

the discussion of the Congo in two pages (NSC Minute§,_9/7/60,
pp. 4-5). By comparison, the August 18 meeting required an
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'during this discussion (NSC Minutes; 9/7/60, Pp. 4-5).

Nevertheless in-the course of his briefing Dulles
expressed hls contlnulng concern over the amount of personnel

and equipment that was being sent to,the Congo by the;Sov1et

Union, primarily to aid Lumumba (NSC Minutes, 9/7/60, p. 5)-

Dulles cohclﬁdedfthis'part of hishbriefingrwith an observation

that demonstrated that Lumumba's dismissal from the government

"had not lessened the’extehtftb‘which he was‘regarded'at the
' NSC as a potent polltlcal threat in any power strugcle in the

, Congo

Mr. Dhlles stated that Lumumba alweys seemed to
come out on top in each of these struggles.
(NSC Minutes, 9/7/60, p. 5.)
The day after this NSC meetlng, Gordon Gray made a p01nted

remlnder of the Pre81dent s concern about the Congo to Allen

‘Dulles at a meeting of the Spec1al Group:

Mr. Gray said -that he hoped that Agency people in
the field are fully. aware of the top-level feeling
in Washington that vigorous action would not be
amiss . (Spec1al Group Minutes, 9/8/60.)

There are three p0351ble 1nterpretatlons of the failure:
of NSC records to reveal whether the PreSLdent ordered the

assassination of Lumumba at one of these’ meetings. First, an

extraordinarily lengthy (fifteen pages) summary of discussion
on the Congo and related policy problems in Africa, indicating
that this topic was the focal point of the meeting (NSC
Minutes, 8/18/60, pp. 1-15).

T
o
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(assessinationrOrder could haveibeen'issued but omitted from -
'the’}ecords. Robert Johnson testlfled that it was "very .
'llkely” that the. Pre51dent1al statement he heard would ‘have
A'beenvhandled by means of a euphemlstlc reference or by
lcomplete omission 'rather-then given as [a] . .. direct quo-
tation" in the Memorandum of Dlscu5510n (Johnson 9/13/75;
,lp. 14) . Second, as illustrated by Douglas Dillon's testimony,
the President could have made- a general statement‘aoout“”getting -
rid of" Lumumba with the intent to convey to Allen Dulles tnat
there was implicit anthorization:for an‘assassination effort.
Third,rdespite'general_discuséions about,removing Lumumba, the
-President méy not haVe intendedrto order;the eesaseination of
Lumumba -even though Allen Dulles may have thought an assassina-
tion effort had been authorlzed. The three Whlte House staff
membersvrespOnsible to the'President‘for national securlty
affairs testified that'there was no such order. Gordon Gray,
Andrew GOOdpaSter, and John‘Eieenhower were all in attendance
 at the NSC meetings of_Augnst,lS and September‘7;*'
(iii) - The President'e ”Extremely Stronngeelings” Led

The Special Group to Consider Anything That Might
Get Rid of Lumumba: August 25, 1960

On.August 25, 1960 five men** attended a meeting of the

* See. Section 7(b) infra, for a general treatment of the
testimony of Gray, Coodpaster and Elsenhower

*% There were four standing members of the Special Group at
this time: Allen Dulles, Director of Central Intelligence; Gordon
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~."Special Group, the Subcemmittee of the National Security

_'Couﬁcil‘respensible for planhing covert operations. Thomas'

Parrott, a CIA offlcer who served as Secretary ‘to the Group,

~ began the meetlng by outlining the CIA operations that had

been undertaken in "mounting an anti- Lumumba campalgn in the
Conge (Special Group MLnutes, 8/25/60).' Thls campalgn 1nvolved
covert operations thrdugh}certain labor‘groups-and ,the planned
attempt . . . to arrange a vaote of no confidence in Lumumba” | X
in.thevCongolese Seﬁete (Spécial*Group Minutes;<8/25/60); :

| The outlinebef_this‘campaign e?oked'the following'diaiogue:w

The Group agreed that the action contemplated is .

very much in order. Mr. Gray commented, however,

‘that his associates had expressed extremely strong
feelings on the necessity for very straightforward :
action in this situation, and he wondered whether the -
plans as outlined were sufficient to accomplish this.
Mr. Dulles replied that he had taken the comments
referred to seriously and had every intention of pro-
ceedrng as vigorously as the situation permits or
"requires, but added that he must necessarlly put himself
in a position of interpreting instructions of this kind
within the bounds of necessity and capability. It was
finally agreed that plannlng for the Congo would not
necessarily rule out ‘'consideration' of any particular
kind of activity which might contribute to getting rid
of Lumumba (Special Group Minutes, 8/25/60, p. 1.)

Both Gordon Gray and Thomas Parrott testified‘that refer-

"ence to Mr. Gray's "associates'" was a euphemism for President

Gray, Special Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs; Livingston Merchant, Undersecretary of State for Political
Affairs; and John N. Irwin II, Assistant Secretary of Defense.

Also in regular attendance was Thomas A. Parrott, Secretary to

the Spec1al Group
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EiSehhbwer which -was employed to preserve plauSLble ‘deniabil-

ity" by the Pre51dent of dlscu3810n of covert operatlons
‘ ,memorlallzed in Spec1alvGroup Mlnutes_(Gray{ 7/9/75, p. 27;

Parrott, 7/10/75, pp. 8-9). S

The four living . part101pants at the meeting have all stated
that they do not recall any discussion of or planning for the

assassination of Lumumba (Werchant aff1dav1t 9/8/75, p. 1;

'Irwin‘affidavit, 9/22/75, oﬁf'l—Z;.Gray,~7/9/75, pp. 27, 32;

| Parrott, 7/10/75,-pp;‘25-26), 'Gray said that he'did'not_con~

sider the President's desire for "very straightforward.action"

to include "any thought in his mind of assasSination"f(Gray,

7/9/75, p. 32). Parrott testified to the same effect, maintain-

ing that he would have recorded a discussion of assassination

in explicit terms in the Special Group Minutes if such a dis-

cussion had taken piace (Parrott, 7/10/75, pp 26- 27)’

John N. Irw1n IT acknowledged however that while he dld

not have any dlrect recollectlon of the substance of that meet-

ing", the reference in the minutes to the plannrng for ''getting
rid of LomUmba” was.”broad enoughvto'cover.a discussion of "
assassination' (IrW1n affidavit, ‘/22/75 j.:2).

Irwin's 1nterpretatlon is shared by Douglas Dlllon and
Richard Bissell--two. high government‘off1c1als who were not--
part1c1pants at this Spec1al Group meetlng but who were.involved
in the plannlng and policymaking for covert operatlons in the

Congo‘durlng this period.
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As a participant in National Security Council meetings
offghis period, Dillon said that.hevwould“read'the Special
Group minutes of AuguétVZS 1960, to indicate that - assa581na~‘
tion was w1th1n the bounds of the kind of act1v1ty that mlght
be used to ?et rld of" Lumumba (Dlllon 9/2/75, p.‘42);
Dillon noted that the reference in the minutes to the fact
that Allen'Dulies stated that he "had taken the comments o
referred to seriously” probably pointed to thevPresideﬁt's : -
statement at the previous NSC meeting at which Robert Johnson
‘took notes (Dillon, '9/2/75 PP.- 39-40).

When asked whether the CIA would have the authorlty to
mount an assassination effort agalnst Lumumba on the basis of v j"f
the dlscu351on at the Spec1al Group, Dillon said:

They would certalnly have- the authorlty to plan.
It is a close question whether this would be’
enough to actually go ahead with it. But cer-
“tainly the way this thing worked, as far as 1
know, they didn't do anything just on their own.
I think they would have checked back at least
with the senior people in the State Department
L or the Defense Department (billon, 9/2/75,

Dillon said that if the CIA checked with the State Depart-
ment, it might have been done in such a way that it would not
eppear'onﬂany récord (Dillon, 9/2/75, p. 43). Dillon added that
"to protect the President as the public representative of the

U.S. from ahy bad publicity in Cohnection with this'", Allen

Dulles "wouldn't return to the President'" to seek further
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approvél if"an assassination operation'were,mounted (Dillon,
9/2/60 PP - 42- 43) |

Rlchard Blssell stated that in his oplnlon the language
of the Spec1al Group Mlnutes of August 25 1960.1nd1cated
‘that the assassination ovaumumba was part of a géner@l
'Strategy'étvthe NSC and within the’CIA for rémoving Lﬁmﬁmba ‘
from'the political scene (Bissgll,*9/10/75; pp. 29, 32).
_Blssell added: |

The Agency had put ‘a top priority, probably; on
a range of different methods of getting rid of
Lumumba in the sense of either destroying him

- physically, lncapa01tat1ng him, or eliminating
his political 1nfluence (Blssell 9/10/75,

P. 29.) - .

Bigsell pdinted to the Special Group Minutes of August 25,

1960 as a ”prime'eXample” of the circumlocutious. manner in
which a topic like'assassination would be discussed by high
gqvernmeﬁt officials:

Bissell: When you use the language that no particu-
lar means were ruled out, that is obviously what it
- meant, and it meant that to everybody in the room. . .
Meant that if it had to be assassxnatlon that that
was a perm1551ble means.

You don't use language of that kind except té mean
in effect, the Director is being told, get rid of
the guy, and if you have to use extreme means up

to and including assassination, go ahead. (Bissell,
9/10/75, pp. 32-33.)

Bissell added that this message was, ''in effect”, belng glven

to Dulles by the President through his representatlve Gordon
Gray (Blssell; 9/10/75, p. 33).

(iv) NSC Meetlng of September 21, 1960: Dulles Said

Lumumba Would Remain a Grave Danger Until
Dlsposed of"

In the course of his intelligence briefing to the NSC
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on geptember 21,;1960,»Allen Dulles stressed the danger of

Soviet influence in thefCongo. ‘Despite the fact that Lumumba

had been deposed from his oosition as’ Premier andfwas in UN -

custody, Dulles continued to regard him as a threat éspecially
in llght of reports of an. lmpendlng recon01llatlon between
Lumumba and the post-coup Congolese government:

‘Mobutu appeared to be the effective power in the

Congo for the monent but Lumumba was not yet.

disposed of and remained a grave danger as long

as he was not dlsposed of. (NSC Minutes,

9/21/60 ) : :

Three days after thlS NSC meetlng, Allen Dulles sent a
personal cable to the Chlef.of ‘Station’ 1n_Leopoldv1llerwhlch'
included the following message:

: WE.WISH.GIVE EVERY POSSIBLE SUPPORT IN ELIMINATING

- LUMUMBA FROM ANY POSSIBILITY RESUMING GOVERNMENTAL

- POSITION OR IF HE FAILS IN LEOP[OLDVILLE], SETTING

" HIMSELF IN STANLEYVILLE OR ELSEWHERE. (CIA Cable,
ouT 73573 Dulles to Leopoldvxlle 9/24/60.)A

: On September 26 Sldney Gottlieb, under assignment from

CIA headquarters, arrlved in Leopoldv1lle (CIA Cable IN 18989

' LeopoldVille-to Director, 9/27/60), prov1ded ‘the Chlef_of

Station with poisons, instructed him to assassinate Lumumba,

and assured him that'there was Presidential authorization for

thlS mlss1on (see Sectlons A(b) 4(c), ugra)
Marion Boggs, NSC Deputy Executive Secretary, who wrote”
the memorandum of the discussion of September 21, did not

interpret Dulles' remark as referring to assassination:
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I have examlned the memorandum (Wthh 1 prepared)
‘summarizing the discussion of the Congo at the
September 21, 1960 meeting of the NSC. I recall the
discussionvand believe it is accurately and adequately
summarized in the memorandum. ‘I have no recollection
of any discussion of a possible assassination of Lumumba
at this meeting. With specific reference to the- state“
ment of the Director of Central Intelligence . . . I
believe this is- almost a literal rendering of what Mr.
"Dulles said. My own 1nterpretatlon of this statement
was that Mr. Dulles was speaking in the context of
efforts being made within the Congolese government to
force Lumumba from power. I did not interpret it as
referring to assa381natlon# (Boggs affidavit 10/10/75,
pp. 2-3.) . T

' Boggs was not, however, in a position to analyze Dulles’
'remark in 1ight of the actual plahnihg'for'cbvert-Operations
‘that took place during thls perlod ‘because Boggs was not privy -

to most such discussions (Boggs affidavit, 10/10/75, p. 2).

C.-DouglaS‘Dillbn, who attended this NSC meeting as

Acting Secretary of State, said that he did not recall the dis-

" cussion (Dillon,.9/2/75, p. 47). Dillon said that the minutes

"'could mean that' assassination would have been one acceptable

ﬁeans of "disposing of'" Lumumba, although he felt that "getting
him out [of the Cohgo] or locking him up" would have been a

preferable disposition of Lumumba at that point since he was

w NSC Executive Secretary James Lay, who was also present
at the meeting of September 21, 1960, stated: "I cannot recall"
whether there was any dlscu551on of assa581nat1ng Lumumba™ at
any NSC meetings.'" (Lay affidavit, .9/8/75, p. 1.)
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already'out’of office (Dillon, 9/2/75{ p.'&S)_* . When reminded
of the fact that,LumumbéFs pdyemént and éommunicafions'were

not restricted by fhe'UN force and‘ﬁﬁét the Congélése army:
cdntinped to seeklhis arreét long aftér thé NSC-meetigé, Dillon
'acknOWIedged thét during this period Lumumbalcbntinued to bé
Viéwed by thé United States as a ﬁotential'threat-and a vélatile

force in-thé Congd:

. . .He had this tremendous ability to stir up
a crowd or a. group. And if he could have gotten
‘out and started to talk to a battalion of the
Congolese Army, he probably would have had them
in the palm of his hand in five minutes. (Dillon,
9/20/75, p. 49.) '

John N. Irwin II, who attended the NSC>meeting as Assistant
Secretary of Defénsé, stated that aithough he had no recollection
of the diséussion} the languége of the minutes wéé "broad ‘enough
to cover a discussion of assassination”-(lrﬁin affidavitf

- 9/22/75, p. 2). |

Richard Bissell testified that, based upon his understanding

of the policy‘of.the NSC toward Lumumba even after Lumumba was

in UN custody, he would read the minutes of Sebtember 21 to indi-

cate that assassination was contemplated 'as one possible means"

% See Section 3,supra,for discussion of CIA cable traffic
indicating that Lumumba continued to be regarded as capable..
of taking over the government after he was deposed and that
pressure to "eliminate" him did not cease until his death.
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of 1di$posing of't Lumumba. (Bissell,'9/10/7§}vb. 70.) Bisséll
‘waé not:preéent at the NSC meeting'(NSC Minﬁtés, 9/21/60).

| ‘Bissell'§ opinion-stands in oﬁpésition to‘that_of Gordon
Gray, the President's National Security Advisof,’Who Tikewise
testifiedftha;'he could nOt'rememberAthe_NSC diécussiOn in which
he'participated (Gray, 7/9/75, p. 57).->When asked to‘interpret
the reference to "disposing of" Lumumba, Gray.said he 'put it in
thé saﬁe category gsi‘get fldwdf'; ‘eliminate'" (Gray;'7/9/75,‘
p. 57). Early in.hié testimony, Gray stated that ”assassinatibn .
could ﬁéve been Onjthe'minds of;somé péople when they used |
these. words ”'éliminate' or 'get rid of{” (Gray, 7/9/75, p..l7).
NonetheléSSJ'when asked to cémmeﬁt ¢n the minutes of the NSC
-meeting of September 2l; he said: "It ﬁas not my impression
that we-hadiin mind the assaSsination Qf~Lumumba” (Gray, 7/9/75,

p. ST).%

- * John Eisenhower, who attended the NSC meeting as Assistant
White House Staff Secretary, said that he had no "direct
recollection'" of the discussion but he found the minutes of

the meeting consonant with his ''recollection of the atmosphere'
‘at the time: "the U.S. position was very much anti-Lumumba"
(Eisenhower, 7/18/75, p. 9). He said:

I would not conjecture that the words '"disposed of"
meant an assassination, if for no other reason than

if I had something as nasty as this to plot, I wouldn't
do it in front -of 21 people . . . the number present
[at] the meeting. <(Eisenhower, 7/18/75, p. 10.)
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. () Testimony of Eisenhower White House Officials That
They Knew of No Pre81dent1al Cons1deratlon of
Assass1natlon

Thevtwoumembers,of'President Eisenhower's staff who were
,responsible for national ‘security affeirs-—Gordon Gra§fand
Andrew Goodpaster-—bbth made geﬁeral_diSclaimers-of‘ahy knowledge

- of Presidential consideration of‘eésaSSination during their
tenure.

V'Gofdon-Gray served aS'Speeial Assistant to the Presdident.
for National Security Affairs, in which capacity he coordinated
the National Security Council and represented the President at
Speeialthoup'meetihgs. vGray_testified that he did not'recali
President Eisenhower 'ever saylng anythlng that contemplated
kllllng Lumumba'' (Gray, 7/9/75 p 28).# When asked to 1nter—
pret phrases from the minutes of partlcular N5C and Special

,AGroup'meetlngs such as 'getting rld of”_dr ”dlSpOSlng of"
Lumumba, Gray stated:

| It is the intent of the user of the expression or
the phrase that is controlling and there may well
‘have been in the Central Intelligence Agency plans
and/or discussions of assassinations, but . . . at.
the level of the Forty Committee [Special Group]
or a higherblevel‘than‘that,'the National Security
Council , there was no active discussion in any way
"planning assassination. :

I agree that assassination could have

* At the outset of his testimony'on the subject, Gordon Gray
acknowledged that he did not have a.clear, independent recollec-
tion of Lumumba s role in the Congo (Gray, 7/9/75 pp- 25-26).
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been on the minds of some people when they used
these words 'eliminate' or 'get rid of' . . . I
-am just trying to say that it was not seriously
considered ‘as a program of action by the Presi-
dent or even the Forty [Special] Group. (Gray,
7/9/75, p. 17.) o ;

e

Andfew_Goodpastér,-the White House Staff'Secfetary'td‘

President Eisenhower, said that he and Gray were the fprincipal
,}channels"'bétwéen-the_President and the.CIA, outside of NSC
meetings (Goodpaster, 7/17/75%, p. 4). Goodpaster was,responsi—‘ -
ble for "handling with the President all matters of day-to-day
operations in‘the‘general fieids of.internétional affairs and
security affairs" (Goodpaster, 7/17/75, p. 3). He regularly
'atténded‘NSC meetings and was listed among the participants at
the NSC meetings of August 18, 1960 and September 21, 1960..
- When asked>if he ever heard abbut any assassination effort -
during the EisenhoWer'Administfation,1Goodpastgr repliéd
- unequivocally:
at no time and in no way did I ever know
of or hear about any proposal, any mention of
such an acitvity. . [I]t is my belief that
had such a thing been raised with the President
other than in my presence, I would have known
about 'it, and . . . it would have been a matter
of such significance and sensitivity that I am
confident that . . . I would have recalled it had
such a thing happened. (Goodpaster, 7/17/75,
p. 5.) -
John Eisenhower, the President's son  who served under Good-

paster as Assistant White House Staff Secretary, stated that

the use of aésassinatidn was contrary to the President's philos-
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-oohy that “no man is 1ndlspensable (Eisenhowér 7/18/75 plil&.)*
As a part1c1pant at NSC meetlngs who frequently attended dis-
cu351onsvln.the Oval‘Offlce relating to natlonal security affairs,v
John Eiseﬁhower testified‘thét[nothing_that came to his atten- V
:tion‘in his'experienCe at the White Hoose “caﬁ bé‘coostrued in-

. my mind in~the ‘remotest .way to mean anvareéidential'knowledge

of or concurrence in any assassination plots or plans (Eisénhower,

7/18/75, p. 4) D o

¥ Douglas Dillon testified that the subject of a583551nat10n o
never arose in his ''direct dealings with either President
Eisenhower or President Kennedy (Dillon, 9/2/75, p. 22). He was
- asked by a member of the Committee; however, to speculate upon T
the general philosophical approach that Presidents Eisenhower -
and Kennedy would have taken to decisionmaking on the questlon '
of using assassination as a tool of forelgn policy:

Senator Hart (Colorado): I would invite your speculation at
this point as a sub-Cabinet officer under President Eisen-
hower, and as a Cabinet Officer under President Kennedy, I
think the Committee would be interested in your view as to
the attitude of each of them toward this subject, that is
to say, the elimination, violent elimination of foreign
leaders? :

Dillon: Well, that is a difficult thing to speculate on
in a totally different atmosphere. But I think probably
both of them would have approached it in a very pragmatic
~way, most likely, s1mply weighed the process and con-
sequence rather than in a way that was primarily of a
moral principle. . That is what would probably have been

their attitude 'in a few cases. Certainly the idea that
this was going to be a policy of the U.S., generally

both of them wére very much opposed to it. (Dillon, -
9/2/75, pp. 22-23.) ' ' L

Dillon served as Undersecretary of State in the Eisenhower
Administration and as Secretary of the Treasury under Kennedy.
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~ Other EisehhbWér'Adminiétration officials who were active
in the Special Group in late 1960--Assistant Secretary of -

‘Defense John N. Irwin II, Undersecretary of State for Political'

Affairs Livingsﬁon'Merchaﬁt, and Deputy Sécretary,bf ﬁefensé ’
James Ddug1359-statéd that they didfnot:recall‘aﬁy discussion
abdut_aésaséinatiﬁg Lumuﬁba‘(lfwin affidavit,‘9/22/75,lpp- 1-2;
Mérchant affidavit, 9/8/75, p. 1; Douglas affidavit; 9/5/75).'
(c) Richard Bissell'T;;;ified That;:Deaﬁite\His Lack.of
- a Specific Recollection, He "Strongly Inferred”

That the Assassination Effort Against Lumumba Was
Authorized by President Eisenhower and Allen Dulles

- Richard Bissell’é testimony onlthe:qUestion bf high—level. o
authorization fdf the effort to assassinate Lumumba is prob-
lématic. Bissell insistedbthaﬁ he had ho"directvrecolléction

.of receiving such authorization‘and that'all Qf hisvtestimOny
on this Subject'”hés to be'described-asvinférencé”.(Biésell,
9/10/75,1p_ 48). Bissell began "his testimbﬁy oﬁvthe,Subject
by asserting that it was on_ﬁis'dwn initiative that he instructéd
Justin O'Donnell to plan the assaSsinétion @f Lumumba (Bissell;
6/11/75,.pp. 54-55). Nevertheleés, Biséell“s conclusion--based
Qn\his_inferences from the totality of éircumstances reléting
‘tq‘the’entire assaséiﬁatidn effort against Lumumba-~was:that an
assassination attempt had been’authoriéed atbthe highest levels
of the government (Bissell, 9/10/75,'pp. 32-33, 47-49, 60-62,
65) . o
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Asediscussed eb0ve‘ Bissell testlfled that the minutes
of meetlngs of the Spec1al Group on August 25, 1960 and the
NSC on September 21 1960 indicate that»assa351nation was con-
:templated at the PreSLdentlal level as one acceptable means
of ”gettlng rid of Lumumba (see Sectlons 5(a) (ii) and S(a)(lll)
Theére was 'mo questien”k according to Bisseli,'that the
cable from.Ailen Dulles to the Chief of-Station;in Leopoldville-
on August 26, which called for Lumumba s removal and authorlzed
Hedgman to take actlon.w1thout consultlng headquarters was a
.dlrect-outgrpwth of the Spec1al'Group meetlng Dulles had
attended the previous day (Bissell, 9/10/75, .pp. 31-32). Bissell e
'was.”almost certain" that he’hédebeenAinformed‘abdut'the'Dulles_
céble'ehortly after its tranémiésien (Bissell, 9/10/75, p. 12).
Bissell’teStified that he assumed that assaseinationewas one of
the-means of removing Lumumba from theiseene that is contemplated
within the language of Dulles' cable.(Bissell, 9/10/75, p. 32):
It is my belief on the basis of the cable drafted
by Allen Dulles that he regarded the action of
the Special Group as authorizing implementation
[of an assassination] if favorable circumstances
presented themselves, if it could be done covertly.
(Bissell, 9/10/75,'pp 64-65.)
Dulles; cable'signailed to Bissell that there was Presi-

- dential authorization for him to order action to assassinate

Lumumba (Bissell, 9/10/75, pp. 61-62):
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Did Mr. Dulles tell you that Pre31dent Elsenhower
- wanted -Lumumba killed? :

' Mr;'BiSsell- T am Sure he didn't.

Q: Did he ever tell you even c1rcumlocutlously
* through ‘this klnd of cable?

-

Mr. Bissell: Yes, I thlnk his cable says it in effect.
ZBlssell 9/10/75 p. 33. )

As«for dlscu331ons w1th Dulles about the source?of autho-

rization for an assassination effort against Lumumba Bissell

stated:
I think it is probably unllkely that Allen Dulles
would have said either the President oTr President
Eiseénhower even to me. I think he would have said,
this is authorized in the highest quarters, and I

would have known what he meant. (Bissell, 9/10/75,
p. 48.) : ; , :

When asked if he had sufficient authority'to move beyond the
consideration or planning of>assassinati0n to ordér implementa-
tion of a plan, Bissell said, "I probably did think I had [such] -
authority" (Blssell 9/10/75, pp. 61-62). | ‘ |
When 1nformed about the Chief of Station's testlmony
about the instructions he received from Gottlleb, Blssell said
that despite his:abSence of a specific recollection:
I would strongly infer in this. case that such an’
authorization did pass through me, as it were,
if Sid Gottlieb gave that firm instruction to the
Station Chief. (Bissell, 9/10/75, p. 40.)
‘Bisoell said that the DCI would have been the source of this

authorization (Bissell, 9/10/75;'p. 4QY .
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Bissell did not recall being informed by Gottlieb that
Gottlieb had'repfésented to the Chief of Station that there
was Presidential authorizatiOn for the assassination of Lumumba .
(Bissell, 9/10/75, ﬁ.'46). But Bissell said that assuming he
had instructed Gottlieb to carry poiSOn.to the Cohgo,_”there
was'noepossibility" thét he wOuld'have'issued‘such an instruc-
tion without.authorizati¢n from Dulles (Bissell;'9/10/75,

p. 47). .Likewise Bissell said he "probably did" tell Gottlieb
that the mission had the approval of President Eisenhower. .
(BisSell, 9/10/75, p. 47). This 1ed'tovBissell's conclusion .
that if, in fact, the-testimony7of'the Chief of Station about
Gottlieb's actions is accurate, then Gottlieb's actions were
fully authorized: .

Q: In light of the entire atmosphere ét the‘Agency

and the policy at the Agency at the time, Mr.

Gottlieb's representation to the Chief of Station

that the President had instructed the DCI to

carry out this mission would not have been beyond

the pale of Mr. Gottlieb's authority at that

point?

Bissell: No, it would'not. ~(Bissell, 9/10/75,
p. 65). .

Bissell further stated:
Knowing- Mr. Gottlieb, it is literally inconceivable
- to me that he would have acted beyond his instruc-
‘tions. = (Bissell, 9/10/75, p. 41.)
With respéct‘to his assignment to Justin O'Donnell to ''plan

and prepare for" the assassination of Lumumba (Bissell, 9/10/75,

p. 24) Bissell testified that "it was my own idea to give
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O'Donnell tﬁis aésignment” (Bissell, 9/10/75, p- SO)f But hé
said that this séecific éssignmeht was‘made in the cbntext

that an assassinat;on mission against Lumumba already had autho-
rization abové~the level of DDPr(Bissell, 9/10/75, p;?§0; seé

also pp. 32233, 47-48, 60-62).
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