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INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES—HUSTON PLAN

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SeLect CoMMITTEE To STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
Wrire ResPECT TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met pursuant to notice at 10:05 a.m., in room 318,
Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Frank Church (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Church, Tower, Mondale, Huddleston, Hart
(Colorado), Baker, Goldwater, Mathias, and Schweiker.

Also present: William G. Miller, staff director; Frederick A. O.
Schwarz, Jr., chief counsel; and Curtis R. Smothers, counsel to the
minority.

The CaamMaN. The hearing will please come to order. .

The end of our involvement in Vietnam brought to a close a tragic
and turbulent chapter in American history. In Southeast Asia, well
over 50,000 American soldiers lost their lives.

Here at home, massive antiwar demonstrations filled the streets. At
Kent State and Jackson State, college students were shot down as they
protested the policies of their Government.

Just as the country was obsessed by Vietnam, so too the White House
became transfized by the wave of domestic protest that swept the
country. On June 5, 1970, President Nixon called in J. Edgar Hoover
of the FBI, Richard Helms of the CTA, and others from the military
intelligence agencies. He charged them with getting better informa-
tion on domestic dissenters, and directed them to determine whether
they were subject to foreign influence.

After a series of meetings throughout June 1970, a special report
was prepared for the President. It set forth several options which
ranged from the innocuous to the extreme, from doing nothing to
violating the civil liberties of American citizens. In a memorandum,
White House aide Tom Charles Huston recommended the extreme op-
tions to the President. These recommendations have become known
as the Huston plan. The President approved the plan, and it was sent
to the FBI, the CIA, and the military intelligence agencies for
implementation.

Some provisions of the plan were clearly unconstitutional; others
violated Federal statutes. As the distinguished American journalist
Theodore White has observed, the Huston plan would have permitted
Federal authorities to reach “all the way to every mailbox, every col-
lege camnus, every telenhone. every home.”

Five days after the President approved the plan, he revoked it at
the insistence of the FBI Director and the Attorney General—to the

1
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dismay of those CIA, NSA, and FBI representatives who had helped
Huston develop it.

All this is a part of the public record, thanks to Senator Sam Ervin’s
hearings on ater%ate. Yet, the matter does not rest here. Our investi-
gations have revealed that the Huston plan-itself was only an episode
in the lawlessness which preceded and followed its brief existence.

First, we have discovered that unlawful mail openings were being
conducted long before the President was asked to authorize them in
June 1970. The President and Mr. Huston, it appears, were deceived
by the intelligence officials.

Second, even though the President revoked his approval of the
Huston pian, the intelligence agencies paid no heed to the revocation.
Instead, they continued the very practices for which they had sought
presidential authority, expanding some of them and reinstating others
which had been abolished years before. As in the case of the shellfish
toxin, the decision of the President seemed to matter little.

Finally, the Huston plan, as we now know, must be viewed as but
one episode in a continuous effort by the intelligence agencies to secure
the sanction of higher authority for expanded surveillance at home
and abroad.

As these hearings will reveal, the leaders of the CIA and individuals
within the FBI continued to seek official blessing for the very wrongs
envisaged in the Huston plan.

We open this public inquiry to reveal these dangers, and to begin the
task of countering the erosion of our freedoms as American citizens.

Senator Tower ¢

Senator Tower. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I think the hearings that we are about to undertake
raise some of the fundamental issues that exist in an open society
governed by the Constitution which guarantees certain basic rights to
its citizenry.

‘We get to the point where we have to determine the extent to which
the individual liberties and the rights of individuals must be protected
by Government, rather than infringed on by Government. We also
explore the question of the extent to which Government is able to
protéct-its_citizens from those who would jeopardize their lives, their
safety, or threaten their property.

The question is whether or not our system provides the climate in
which too much surveillance of individual citizens can occur, or
whether, in given situations, perhaps the proscriptions of the law are
an inhibition on effective law enforcement, and the restraint of those
who would engage in violence against the peace and security of our
society.

I think this is brought sharply into focus by the fact that there have
been two attempts made on the life of the President of the United
States in the last 17 days. There is no question that Government,
or agencies thereof, in the instances we are going to investigate, has
infringed on the rights of its citizens.

I am wondering, however, that if laws that are set up for the general
governance of the citizenry in terms of the preservation of law and
order might not, from time to time, carry some exceptions so that we
can afford reasonable protection to the President of the United States
and others who are set in governance over our people. I think these
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The Cramman. Thank you very much, Senator Tower.

I might say that with reference to this second attempt on the life
of the President, I have been asked what this committee intends in con-
nection with its mandate to investigate, not only the CIA and the FBI,
but also, the Secret Service, and all other Federal agencies connected
with law enforcement or intelligence activities.

It is my view, as chairman of the committee, that while the com-
mittee itself will have to consider its proper role, it should certainly
look very carefully at the way that the CIA, the FBI, and the Secret
Service coordinates. Any intelligence information that might consti-
tute a possible threat to the President, or any other high official of the
Government, should be passed between them, and procedures then
should be followed to carry out the responsibility to protect the Presi-
dent. This is a matter that clearly falls within the mandate of this
committee, and I would hope that the committee would want to look
very carefully into that aspect of the general question of protecting
the President.

Now, our first witness this morning is Mr. Huston. I wonder if you
will stand and take the oath. Do you solemnly swear that all of the
testimony you give in this proceeding will be the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. Hosrox. I do.

The CaamRMAN. Mr. Schwarz will commence the questioning.

TESTIMONY OF TOM CHARiES HUSTON, FORMER ASSOCIATE
COUNSEL AND STAFF ASSISTANT TO PRESIDENT RICHARD M.
NIXON

Mr. ScEwarz. Mr. Huston, were you employed in the White House
as of 1970¢

Mr. HostoN. Yes, sir. .

Mr. Scawarz. Prior to that time, had you been employed in the
White House and had you worked on intelligence matters?

Mr. HusToN. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. Prior to June 1970, had you had numerous conversa-
tions with Mr. William Sullivan of the FBI ¢

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. In the course of those conversations had you dis-
cussed inhibitions upon intelligence collections?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And did he take the position that the FBI was being
unduly inhibited in its efforts to collect intelligence on domestic radi-
cals and other groups in this country ?

Mr. Husron. I think it was his opinion that the Bureau was operat-
ing under restraints; yes.

Mr.g Scawarz. And by operating under restraints, what do you
mean ?

Mr. Husron. That they did not have available for use the tools that
they felt were necessary to do the job.

rv neafnl and
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Mr. Scawagz. Did President Nixon call a meeting 1 his office on
June 5, 1970, to discuss with the heads of the intelligence agencies the
subject of restraints upon intelligence collection ? )

Mr. Husron. The President did not really touch on any. detail on
restraints. He was more concerned with making sure that the intelli-
gence community was aware of the seriousness with which he viewed
the escalating level of revolutionary violence. . .

Mr. ScEwarz. And what did he ask the intelligence community to do
about that subject? ) .

Mr. Husron. He directed that each of the agencies should join under
a committee, and a committee to be chaired by Mr. Hoover, which
would prepare a report for him which would cover three areas. First,
it should have a threat assessment; second, it should specify the vari-
ous restraints under which the agencies thought they were operating
that hindered them ; and, third, it should contain a series of options of
how to deal with these various restraints which would enable him to
make a decision.

Mr. Scawarz. Who was present at that meeting?

Mr. Huston. Mr. Hoover, Mr. Helms, Admiral Gayler, General
Bennett, Mr. Haldeman, Mr. Erlichman, Mr. Finch, and myself.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Hoover was head of the FBI; Mr. Helms was
head of the CIA. What position did Admiral Gayler hold ?

Mr. Huston. Director of the National Security Agency.

Mr. Scawarz. And what position did General Bennett hold ?

Mr. Huston. Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Following the meeting in the President’s
office, did you and the agencies proceed to hold a number of meetings
on the subjects which the President had directed you to discuss?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Sorwarz. Did you meet with the heads of the agencies, or with
second-level people in the agencies?

Mr. Hustox. There were two meetings among the heads of the agen-
cies in addition to the meeting with the President. But the bulk of the
activlity was undertaken by a working group consisting of second-level
people.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. The first meeting that took place with the
heads of the agencies was in Mr. Hoover’s office ¢

Mr. Husron. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And did Mr. Hoover, in the first instance, ask the
other agency heads to do what the President had asked them to do,
or did he seek to go down another course?

Mr. Husron. It was my opinion that he was heading down a course
different from that that the President had outlined.

Mr. Scawarz. And how did Mr. Hoover’s first proposal differ from
that which the President had asked the representatives to do? '

Mr. Husrox. Mr. Hoover indicated that he was under the impres-
sion that what the President wanted was a historical overview of the
problem of revolutionary violence.

Mr. Scawarz. And instead. what did the President want?

. Mr. Huston. Well, as I said to Mr. Hoover, it was my understand-
ing the President was less interested in the past than in the future,
and that he was concerned about the problems that may come up, and
what could be done to deal with them. ’

e
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Mr. Scawarz. And he was also concerned in knowing what re-
straints were being applied to the power of the agencies to collect
information on Americans, is that right ?

Mr. Huston. Yes. ) )

Mr. Scawarz. Did the working group proceed to investigate that
question of what restraints were being placed upon the intelligence
community in their efforts to collect information on American citizens?

Mr. Hustox. That was my impression, yes.

Mr. Scawarz. Who chaired the working group ?

Mr. Husron. Mr. Sullivan.

Mr. Scewarz. Mr. Sullivan of the FBI ¢

Mr. Husron. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. There were representatives, also, from the CIA %

Mr. Huston. Yes. - - - - '

Mr. Scawarz. And those persons were Mr. Angleton and Mr. Ober,
is that correct ?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And then there were representatives from the NSA ¢

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. ScawaRz. And the DIA ¢

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And the Army, Navy, and Air Force intelligence -
community, is that right?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And in addition to Mr. Sullivan from the FBI,
there were other FBI personnel such as Mr. Brennan, is that right?

Mr. Husron. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz, How many meetings did the working group have?
; Mr. Hustow. I am unclear. It seems to me there were three, maybe

our.

Mr. Scawarz. Stemming from those three or four meetings, did you
come up with a report?

Mr. Huston. Yes. A draft report was prepared by the committee.

Mr. Scawarz. Was it prepared by the committee and approved by
the entire working group?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. What happened then? Was it submitted to the Di-
rectors for their signatures? ,

Mr. Husron. Well, it was submitted to three of the four Directors
for their approval.

Mr. Scawarz. To which three was it submitted in the first instance ?

Mr. Huston. To Admiral Gayler, General Bennett, and Mr. Helms.

Mr. Scawarz. Now, you picked those three out and not Mr, Hoover.
Why was it submitted to the three Directors, other than Mr. Hoover,
before being submitted to Mr. Hoover ?

Mr. Huston. Because the Bureau personnel on the committee felt
that if they took the report back to Mr. Hoover, that he would go
completely—he would refuse to go along with it, and they felt that,
tactically, if they went to him and said, the report has already been
approved by the other three Directors, that perhaps he would then
acquiesce.
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Mr. Scuwarz. Now, in saying Bureau personnel on the committee,
do you mean Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Brennan ¢

Mr. Huston. Yes. _

Mr. Scawarz. What was your understanding of why they believed
Mr. Hoover might resist the proposals?

Mr. Husrox. I think they were concerned that Mr. Hoover would
not appreciate anyone outside the Bureau commenting upon the way
in which the Bureau conducted its domestic intelligence operations.

Mr. Scawarz. So your understanding was that Mr. Hoover’s sub-
ordinates themselves felt that the restraints which were being placed
upon the intelligence agencies were excessive on the one hand, but felt
that Mr. Hoover, for bureaucratic or personal pride reasons, would not
agree with any proposals to change or eliminate those restraints. Is
that right ?

Mr. Huston. Well, I think it went beyond restraints. I think it
went to the entire purpose of the report, particularly to the recom-
mendation for a continuing, permanent, interagency committee.

Mr. Scrwarz. Did you have a view as to what they thought Mr.
Hoover’s attitude would be toward that part of the report dealing
with restraints?

Mr. Hustox. Well, I think their attitude was that he would be
opposed to any change whatsoever in the way in which the Bureau was
operating.

Mr. Scawarz. Whereas they favored changing the restraints which
they thought were inhibiting the Bureau’s ability to collect intelligence
on American citizens?

Mr. Huston. That was certainly my impression ; ves.

Mr. Scawarz. That was clearly your 1mpression ?

Mr. Husron. Yes; it was.

Mr. Scawarz. The document which is exhibit 1 is entitled “Special
Report, Interagency Committee on Intelligence, (Ad Hoc), Chairman,
J. Edgar Hoover, June 1970.” Was this document signed by the four
intelligence community directors?

Mr. Huston. I do not have exhibit 1, but I will assume that it is.

The Cramuan. Well, let us get you the exhibit.

Mr. Scawarz. In any event, are you aware that certain footnotes
were affixed reflecting Mr. Hoover’s disagreement with certain
language in the reports?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. When were Mr. Hoover’s footnotes affixed ? Were they
affixed before the three other Directors approved, or were they affixed
after the three other Directors approved ?

Mr. Huston. After.

Mr. Scrwarz. So Admiral Gayler, Director Helms and General
Bennett approved the report prior to any footnotes that Mr. Hoover
inserted ; is that correct ?

Mr. Husron. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Now, have you seen exhibit 1%

Mr. Husron. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. Is that the document which was approved by the four
Directors?

Mr. Huston. Yes, with the deletions that are—

1 See p. 141.
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Mr. Scawarz. The deletions which are for—

Mr. HustoN [continuing]. For security reasons.

Mr. Scmwarz [continuing]. For security reasons which are
disclosed ?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. What was the attitude of Messrs. Helms, Gayler,
and Bennett when they discovered that Director Hoover was affixing
footnotes to the report which the entire intelligence community had,
prior to then, agreed to?

Mr. Husron. I do not recall Mr. Helms having any comment.
Admiral Gayler called me and was very upset. General Bennett called
me and was very upset. They wanted to either have another meeting
among the Directors and demand that the footnotes be withdrawn, or
else they wanted to insert their own footnotes saying that they favored
certain things.

I was very much interested in not creating any difficulties with Mr.
Hoover that could at all be avoided, and I told both General Bennett
and Admiral Gayler that I thought it was unnecessary for them to
take such action; that in my cover memorandum to the President, I
would set forth their views as they had expressed them to me, and that
I would appreciate it if they would not raise this question with the
Director.

Mr. Scawarz. So their position, in summary, was that either the
Hoover footnotes should be eliminated, or they would like to insert
footnotes indicating that they approved the changes which Mr.
Hoover was indicating he disapproved. Is that correct ?

Mr. Huston. Yes,

Mr. Scawarz. After the signing of the document which we have
identified as exhibit 1, did you submit to the President certain recom-
mendations with respect to the restraints on intelligence collection?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And have you got in front of you the document which
is exhibit 2 12

Mr. Huston, Yes.

Mr. ScrwaRrz. And is that the document which you did submit to the
President ?

Mr. Hoston. Which I submitted to Mr. Haldeman for transmittal
to the President.

Mr. Scrwarz. You submitted it to Mr. Haldeman for transmission
to the President ? Is that right ?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. And now, in that document, you make certain recom-
mendations with respect to changing restraints which you felt had
been placed upon intelligence collection; is that right?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. In making those recommendations, did you believe
you were representing the consensus of the entire working group that
had worked on the study for yourself and for the President?

Mr. Hoston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. So that whatever recommendations you made with
respect to illegal opening of the mail, or burglary, or surreptitious
entry, were ones which you believe represented the views of the entire

1 See p. 189.
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intelligence community with the exception of the footnotes of Mr-
Hoover himself; is that right ¢

Mr. Huston. Yes. _

Mr. Scawarz. Now you did recommend, did you not, that the
United States should commence—in your view, commence—as you
understood it, commence or recommence, the illegal opening of mail.
Is that correct?

Mr. Huston. Yes. My understanding, from my contacts with the
Bureau and through the working committee, was that in the past, this
had been a technique that had been employed, particularly on matters
relating to espionage, and that the professional intelligence community
indicated that they thought it was a necessary technique to be under-
taken under extreme circumstances, and that they felt that they
should be authorized to do so.

Mr. Scuwarz. Basing your views on the recommendations of the
entire intelligence community, except for Mr. Hoover’s footnotes, you
also advocated that the United States should commence, or recom-
mence, to commit burglaries, to acquire valuable intelligence informa-
tion. Is that right?

Mr. Hustox. Yes. I was told that the Bureau had undertaken “black
bag” jobs for a number of years—up until 1966. That it had been suc-
cessful and valuable, again, particularly in matters involving
espionage. And that they felt this, again, was something that, given
the revolutionary climate, they thought they needed to have the
authority to do.

Mr. Scawarz. And in both cases, your position and their position
was, in effect, that the end justifies the means?

Mr. Husron. No. I'm not going to speak for what their position is,
but I do not think that fairly summarizes what my position was.

Mr. Scawarz. Well, I’'m sure some of the other persons here are
going to question you on that issue.

Did President Nixon, through Mr. Haldeman, approve the recom-
mendations for change which you had made on behalf of the entire
intelligence community ¢ '

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scewarz. What happened after that?

Mr. Huston. The question then arose as to how the decisions were
to be implemented. I had recommended to Mr. Haldeman that 1 felt
that the President ought to call the Directors back into his office and
inform them personally of his decisions. It seemed to me that that was
a proper course to take, particularly in view of the sensitivity of the
decisions relative to Mr. Hoover.

However, the President and Mr. Haldeman did not think that that
was necessary, so then the question became how should a decision
memorandum go out. Mr. Haldeman seemed to think that it was not
necessary for either he or the President to do that, so I was nominated.

Mr. Scawarz. And you sent it out ?

Mr. Huston. Yes, I did. Over my signature.

Mr.. Scawarz. You sent a memorandum indicating that the Presi-
dent had approved, and that the restraints that the intelligence com-
munity wished to have removed could now be removed, and they should
proceed with their business. Is that right ¢
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Mr. Husron. Well, really that they should proceed to come back
for a subsequent meeting of what would then become a permanent
interagency committee. And at that point, the methods of implementa-
tion would be discussed.

Mr. Scawarz. At that point, the methods of implementation would
be implemented ?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. Now I just have two more questions, Mr. Huston,
having to do with the attitudes of the intelligence community in the
meetings that you attended with them.

First, I would like to read to you from exhibit 9 *, a document pre-
pared for Mr. Sullivan, for Mr. Hoover’s first address to the Directors
after the President’s meeting on June 5. And Mr. Sullivan proposed
" this language:

Individually, those of us in the intelligence community are relatively small
and limited. Unified, our own combined potential is magnified and limitless. It
is through unity of action that we can. tremendously increase our intelligence-
gathering potential, and, T am certain, obtain the answers the President wants.

Was that, in substance, the view of the intelligence community
with which you met?

Mr. Hustox. Well, I do not know quite how to answer that. It
seemed to me the people at the working-group level felt that it was
important that there be a greater degree of community coordination
than there had been in the past, particularly, as you know, at that
time, the CIA and the FBI liaison had been terminated. So I think
there was a high degree of sensitivity at working-group level with
respect to interagency coordination.

Mr. Scawarz. In connection with your answer that that liaison had
been terminated, at the June 5 meeting, was the President told that,
or was he told something inconsistent with that? .

Mr. Huston. Well, I think he was told—well, the trouble with deal-
ing with these people is that what they say is not often so untrue as
it is misleading.

But, the President—I had told the President the problem that
existed as a result of Mr. Hoover termina,ting the liaison. When the
President asked Mr. Hoover and Mr. Helms, “Are you peolple getting
along, working well together?”, and they both said, “Well yes, we’re
doing very well”, and I think both of them probably thought that was
an honest answer, because I think both of them felt that they didn’t
need to have any formal method of liaison.

Mr. Scawarz. One final question, Mr. Huston. Throughout the
meetings you had on this subject, did any person, other than
Mr. Hoover in the footnotes, suggest or argue that the activities being
proposed ought not to be done because they were either unconstitu-
tional or illegal ¢

Mr. Hoston. No.

Mr. Scawarz. I have nothing further.

The CramRMAN. Mr. Smothers, do you have any questions?

Mr. SmoruErs. Yes, Mr. Chairman, just as a matter of brief inquiry.
Mr. Huston, I think we have so far the impression of your functioning
as the vehicle for transmission of the intelligence community’s views

1 8ee p. 209.
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to the President. I think it might be useful to inquire whether your
functions indeed went beyond that point.

Mr. Huston, during the time of this effort on the development of
the Hust;)n plan, for whom did you work? Who was your immediate
superior ?

r. Hustox. Until August of 1970, it would have been Jim Keogh.
I was assigned to the speechwriting staff.

Mr. SmoruErs. Did you also work for Mr. Haldeman ?

Mr. Huston. Well, anyone who was on the White House staff
worked for Mr. Haldeman. '

Mr. Smorrers. Did you, from time to time, receive guidance from
Mr. Haldeman regardm% the intelligence or investigative capabilities
desired by the President?

Mr. HustoNn. No, not really. I don’t think I received any guidance
from Mr. Haldeman on that until we got into this period on April or
June of 1970.

Mr. SmoraEers. Until you got into the period April and June 1970¢

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Smormers. What kind of guidance did you receive during the
April-June 1970 period ¢

Mr. Huston. We had discussions on the staff with Mr. Haldeman
as to who should have staff responsibility for coordination of intelli-
gence matters, which Mr. Haldeman regarded simply as a housekeep-
ing detail.

_Mr. SmoraErs. Did you also receive from Mr. Haldeman a commu-
nication regarding the desires of the President on the nature and
extent of surveillance that ought to be accomplished ¢

Mr. Huston. No.

Mr. Smormers. Did you undertake, at Mr. Haldeman’s direction,
an effort to use the Internal Revenue Service as a surveillance
mechanism ?

Mr. Huston. No.

Mr. Smoruers. Let me read to you from a memorandum which
you sent to Mr. Haldeman on September 21, 1970 [exhibit 62*]. You
do not have a copy of this memorandum. It is short, though, and I
believe you will be able to follow it. :

Memorandum for Mr. Haldeman, from you. First paragraph be-
gins, “I am attaching a copy of a report from the IRS on the activities
of its ‘Special Service group’ which is supposed to monitor the activi-
ties of 1deological organizations (for example, Jerry Rubin Fund,
Black Panthers, et cetera) and take appropriate action when violations
of IRS regulations turn up. You will note that the report is long on
words and short en substance.”

Second paragraph, “Nearly 18 months ago, the President indicated
a desire for IRS to move against leftist organizations taking advan-
tage of tax shelters. I have been pressing IRS since that time to
no avail.” :

Did this pressing of IRS, Mr. Huston, represent Presidential guid-
ance communicated to you?

Mr. Huston. The extent of the pressing—we talked before to the
fact that a meeting was held with the Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue, Dr. Burns, and I in June of 1969, at which meeting Dr. Burns
expressed to the Commissioner the President’s concern that as a result

1'See p. 395.
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of testimony that had come out, both before the House Ways and
Means Committee and the Senate Government Operations Committee,
that it appeared that there were organizations, ideological organiza-
tions, that were in violation of the tax laws. And we were talking in
that context about 501 (c) (3) organizations. .

Subsequent to that, I had sent a memorandum to Mr. Barth who
was the Assistant to the Commissioner, asking him specifically a ques-
tion with regard to why the Sierra Club had had its exemption re-
voked when two REMC’s (Rural Electrification Membership Corpo-
rations) had been brought to my attention who seemed to be similarly
involved in advocating environmental legislation had not. I received
a memorandum back indicating to me the reason was the two groups
fell into different tax classifications. .

I also, in July 1969, received from the IRS copies of the minutes
of two meetings that were held by what then I think was called the
Activist Organizations Committee, or something like that; all of
which I received in July 1969. From July 1969 to August 1970, to the
best of my recollection, there was no further written communication.
And if there were any telephonic communication, I do not recall it
and Mr. Barth does not have any recollection of it. So in August 1970
Isent the memorandum to the IRS, having read the story in the news-
paper that Mr. Rubin was now channeling all of his lecture fees to a
tax-exempt foundation, and asked what was going on and what had
happened to this committee that had been established a year prior.

At that point I then received from the Commissioner a copy of a
report that indicated what the committee had been doing. I then sent
a copy of that report to Mr. Haldeman with the memorandum you
just read. Neither Mr. Haldeman nor anyone else in the White House
rﬁspfoﬁged to that memorandum and I had no subsequent contact with
the .

Mr. SmormEers. Is it not true that since this investigation, which
IRS was ordered to initiate, had been going for some 18 months, and
for some 15 months even at the time your Huston plan was completed,
that you and your supervisors had some very clear ideas regarding the
kinds of surveillance you wanted conducted ¢

Mr. Huston. By whom ¢

Mr. SmorHERs. By any governmental agencies. .

Mr. Huston. Well, as I'say, I never talked with any of my superiors
about the type of surveillance activities they wanted undertaken.

Mr. SmorHERs. But you were aware, were you not, Mr. Huston, of
the intention of these various surveillance efforts? Is it not clear
from your memorandum that you are intending to identify people who
glé'e ir; conflict or believed to be in conflict with the administration’s
ideas?

Mr. Hoston. I am sorry, in what memorandum ¢

Mr. SmoraERs. Concerning the purpose of your investigative effort
with IRS.

Mr. Huston. I did not have any investigative effort with TRS. That
is the point I am trving to make. .

Mr. Smoraers, What was the intent of the administration, as you
understood it, in asking IRS to look closely at these leftist organiza-
tions ¢

Mr. Husron. As far as I know, if by the administration you mean the
‘White House, the White House never asked the IRS to look at these

62-685 O - 76 -2
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leftist organizations. Dr. Burns conveyed to the Commissioner the
President’s concern about 501 (c) (3) organizations.

Mr. SmorrERs. Let me ask you then two questions about that memo-
randum. First, the words, “nearly 18 months ago the President indi-
cated a desire for IRS to move against leftist organizations.” Those
are your words; how do you interpret them ?

Mr. Huston. Well, the President frankly did express that concern.
However, Dr. Burns did not express his concern to the Commissioner
in the same way. )

Mr. SmotHERs. Just one other statement then from that same memo-

randum. In the last paragraph you indicate in communicating to Mr.
Haldeman: v

Wl}a.t we cannot do in a courtroom via criminal prosecution to curtail the
activities of some of these groups, IRS could do by administrative action. More-
over, valuable intelligence type information could be turned up by IRS as a

- result of their field audits.

. Is this not a move against these organizations? Is this not an indica-
tion of the philosophy you were asked to communicate to the intelli-
gence groups when you sat down with them ¢

Mr. HustoN. No. First of all, after the time that that memorandum
was written I never sat down with any intelligence community people.

Second, what that concept denoted at that point in time was essen-
tially the strike force concept that had been successful in organized
crime. Going back to the Johnson administration, the White House
had been concerned about the sources of funding of many of these
groups. And the point that was being made there was that through
the audit process undertaken in connection with alleged violation of
tax laws, it was entirely likely to uncover the source of funds. However,
that was an opinion that I expressed to Mr. Haldeman. Mr. Haldeman
never responded to it. I never talked to anyone at the IRS about it.
And so far as I know, no one at the White House asked the IRS to do
anything. In fact, I might add, that each of the people in the Special
Service Staff have testified—an affidavit indicated that the White
House had absolutely no influence whatsoever in the creation of the
Special Service Staff. That includes Mr. Thrower, Mr. Barth,_ M;‘.
Green, Mr. Bacon. Each one of these people, by affidavit, have indi-
cated that the Special Service Staff was set up at the initiative of the
IRS personnel and not at the request of the White House and that the
White House had made no effort to influence the work undertaken by
that committee. And I know in my own case, I did not even know about
the committee until after it was established. )

Mr. Smormers. I have nothing further at this time, Mr. Chairman.

The Cmammawn. I might say that this committee is looking into
the question of the Special Service Staff and the ways that the In-
ternal Revenue Service has been used to harass citizens and organiza-
tions for purposes other than determining their tax liability. And we
will get to that in the course of our hearings. .

Coming back now to the Huston plan, I would like to call your
attention to exhibit 1.* You have it now, do you not, Mr. Huston?

Mr. Husron. Yes, sir.

The Cramman. I would ask you to turn to exhibit 2 2, and turn to

1 See p. 141.
2 See p. 189.
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page 2, please, of your recommendations to the President. Now first
of all, as I understand it, this document represented your proposals
to the President for lifting or rélaxing certain restraints on the intel-
ligence community with respect to gatﬁering information on what you
call the revolutionary climate. I would suppose that had reference to
the antiwar demonstrations and antiwar protest groups.

Mr. Huston. Senator, I really was peripherally interested in the
antiwar demonstrations. What I was concerned about was the 40,000
bombings that took place in 1 year. What I was concerned about was
the 39 police officers who were killed in sniping incidents.

The CramrMAaN. Yes, and everything connected with that.

Mr. Huston. Well, that is what 1 am talking about when I am
talking about revolutionary violence as opposed to antiwar demon-
strations. , .

The Crammman. Well, whatever your purpose, the document you
sent to the President contained your recommendations for lifting or
relaxing certain restraints.

Mr. HustoN. Or keeping restraints as in the case of the military.

The CrarrMaN. And in some cases, keeping restraints.

Mr. HusTon. Yes. :

The CramMan. Now, was it your understanding, when you sub-
mitted that document to the President, that his authority was being
requested for lifting or relaxing restraints if he chose to accept your
recommendation ?

Mr. HusTon. Yes.

The CrarMaN. Now, turning to the question of mail coverage, on
page 2 of your recommendations I read, “recommendation: restric-
tions on legal coverage should be removed.” And I take it by legal
coverage you had reference to the procedure that enables intelligence
agencies, law enforcement agencies, to look at the envelopes. If the
procedure is followed, there is a legal way for doing that.

Mr. HustoN.. Yes, sir. o

The CratrmaN. Then you recommended, “also, present restrictions
on covert coverage should be relaxed on selected targets of priority,
foreign intelligence and internal security interests.” Nowhere you
were referring to opening the mail, were you not ?

Mr. HosToN. Yes.

The Caamrman. And that was against the law, was it not?

Mr. HusTon. Yes. .

The CrarMAN. So you were making a very serious recommendation
to Mr. Nixon. You were recommending that he authorize mail
openings, even though such openings were in violation of the law.

Mr. Huston. Well, I think what was being recommended was that
they be employed in spite of the fact that there was a Federal law
that prohibited it but, as in relationship both to mail and to
surreptitious entry, and of course electronic surveillance, there
was the whole question as to whether in essence the fourth arpendment
applied to the President in the exercise of his internal security power.
And I think that is where—that is why I earlier said, when you asked
me about our thinking, I think this 1s where the question arose. In
my mind, what we were talking about is something that I had been
told had been done for 25 years. It had been done with the knowledge
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of the professional intelligence community, the people who had been
here long before we got in town, and would be here long after we
left town. :

The question really was a question of whether inherent in the Execu-
tive power, in matters involving internal security or the security of
the state, the President could act contrary to the dictates of a statute.
And T think that was the kind of dilemma that we had ourselves in.

The CHARMAN. You were recommending that the President, in this
case, authorize mail openings, even though such action was contrary
to the Federal statute.

Mr. Husron. Yes, sir.

The CHARMAN. And you have suggested that there might be some
inherent right that circumvents the fourth amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States guaranteeing citizens against unreasonable
searches and seizures without a warrant, bearing upon the national
security responsibilities of the President.

Mr. Huston. Senator, I think this really goes to the heart of the
matter, as you well know. And I think if you recall in the Safe Streets
Act, there was a proviso clause in there that said to the effect that
nothing in this act is to be deemed to limit whatever power the
President might have with respect to national security matters. I
think it was that kind of approach to this whole area of fourth amend-
ment rights as they evolved, in terms of national security, internal
security, that opened the door to men, who in good conscience thought
they could go ahead and do it. .

The CaammMaN. Now, you yourself have suggested this was a very
serious question.

Mr. HustoN. Yes.

The CramrMAN. And you were asking the President to take action
that violated the Federal statute, upon the theory that he had some
inherent right to do this. Now since that is such a central question,
since it does go to the protection offered American citizens in/ the
fourth amendment to the Constitution, did you take the matter up with
the Attorney General of the United States to secure his opinion?

Mr. Husrox. No.

The CHATRMAN. No?

Mr. Huston. No.

The CrarMAN. Was the Attorney General of the United States ad-
vised of the recommendations that were being made to the President
or of all of the activity by the CIA, the NSA, the FBI that preceded
your submitting recommendations to the President? .

Mr. Husrox. In terms of activity, do you mean in connection with
the preparation of a report, or whatever they had done for the last
25 years? .

The Cramman. My question relates to those particular meetings
that you have described.

Mr. Huston. No, the Attorney General was not aware of the ap-
pointment of the committee or the fact that the committee was
bein,

.Tl%e Cuarrman. He did not know of the appointment of the com-
mittee, the purpose of the committee ¢

Mr. Husrow. No.

The Cramman. The fact that it had met, the fact that recommenda-
tions had been made to you, and that you were making recommenda-
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tions to the President involving actions that constituted a violation
of Federal statutes. Why was the Attorney General never informed ?

Mr. Huston. Well, I think there are two answers to that; well,
there are really three answers. The first answer is that when the de-
cision was made for the President to hold this meeting, the context
in which the discussion occurred related to intelligence collection
matters. It was viewed as an intelligence matter and not a law enforce-
ment or criminal matter. And in that case, we simply brought in the
people who were the professional intelligence people and they are the
ones who had the responsibility for handling the problem, and as to
whom the President would turn. .

Now, the second aspect of it is that after all, theoretically at least,
the F'BI is the division of the Justice Department and it would have
" seemed to be incumbent upon the Director before he signed the report
to have cleared it with his superior just as Admiral Gayler and Gen-
eral Bennett, before they signed the report, got clearance from the
Deputy Director of the Department of Defense. '

The third problem or third answer probably is that I was the one
who was responsible for—or at least initially responsible for—suggest-
ing who would be appropriate to be involved in these proceedings. I,
at that time, did not have any clear preconception of where the com-
mittee was going to end up, in terms of what it specifically would
recommend. Many of these things, particularly as they related to the
NSA for example, or the CIA, I did not know anything about.

And finally, I frankly did not have a whole lot of confidence in the
Justice Department, and its sensitivity with respect to distinguish-
ing between types of protest activity.

The CrAmRMAN. And it never occurred to you, as the President’s
representative, in making recommendations to him that violated the
law, that you or the White House should confer with the Attorney
General before making those recommendations.

Mr. Huston. No, it didn’t. It should have, but it didn’t.

The CuARMAN. Well, now, you have described this report to the
President, which has become known as the Huston plan, as a report
in which you were requesting the President to authorize certain
actions, some of which were illegal. And one of those illegal actions
had to do with the subject about which I am now inquiring, mail
opening.

Mr. Huston. Yes.

The Caamman. When you testified earlier in executive session, you
were asked the following question: “You were not aware of the fact,
I take it, that at this time, the time you were submitting your recom-
mendations to the President, the CIA was opening mail?” .

You replied, “No. In fact, I think one of the more interesting
things in this whole thing is why I didn’t know half the things I
didn’t know, when the President of the United States sat across the
table from the Directors of the intelligence agencies, and said, ‘I want
a complete report on what is going on.’ I did not know about the CTA
mail openings. I didn’t know about the COINTEL Program. These
people were conducting all of these things on their own that the Presi-
dent of the United States did not know about.”

Do you still stand by that testimony ? :
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Mr. HustoN. With the exception, I assume—I guess I can’t be
positive that the President didn’t know, if he had learned from other
sources, but I can say I certainly didn’t know about it, and it was
my responsibility to see that the President knew what was going on.

The CHATRMAN. And to your knowledge, he did not know.

Mr. Huston. No. To my knowledge, he did not know.

The CuarmaN. And it would have been a very curious exercise for
him, wouldn’t it, to look at your recommendations asking for his
authority to open the mail, if he already knew that the practice had
been going on for a long time before his authority was asked?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

The CHATRMAN. Yes. And he never raised that with you ?

Mr. Husron. No.

The Cuamman. And 5 days later, upon reconsideration, when he
pulled back this report or this directive, did he do that for the pur-
pose of revoking the authority that he had given?

Mr. Huston. Yes, because Mr. Hoover and Attorney General
Mitchell had prevailed upon him to change his decision, which he did.
And there was certainly no doubt in my mind, nor do I think there
could have conceivably been any doubt in the minds of any of the
other people who had been involved, that the revocation of the—the
recall of the decision memoranda meant a reversal of the President’s
position.

The CHamrMaN. So the President revoked the authority he had
given?

Mr. Husron. Yes.

The Cramman. For such things as mail openings?

Mr. Huston. Yes. :

The CuammaN. And yet, are you aware that the mail openings
continued for a long time after that revocation?

Mr. Huston. Well, I have read the Rockefeller Commission re-
port, yes, sir. That is all I know about it.

The CmAIRMAN. So we have a case where the President is asked
to authorize mail openings, even though they are illegal, and quite
apart from whether he should have done it, and quite apart from
whether or not the advice of the Attorney General should have been
asked, he acceded to that request. He did so thinking that he was au-
thorizing these openings, not knowing that his authority was an idle
gesture, since these practices had been going on for a long time prior
to the request for his authority. And after he revoked that authority,
the practices continued, even though he had revoked it. That is the
state of the record, based on your testimony ?

Mr. Huston. Yes; I think it is.

The CHamMmAN. Senator Tower.

Senator Tower. A fundamental question is whether the intelligence
community itself provided the inspiration to the Huston plan, or
whether you went to them with either the clear guidance of the White
House or with your own ideas. Can you enlighten us on that?

Mr. Huston. Well, I had been involved peripherally in the intel-
ligence area since June of 1969, when I was first asked to undertake
the assignment of preparing a report on foreign financing of revolu-
tionary protest activity. And in October and November of 1969, I
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was responsible for the coordination of intelligence relating to the-
antiwar demonstrations in Washington. A

During this period I became, I think, close to Mr. Sullivan and
Mr. Brennan. I think I had their confidence, in that I think they
thought I understood a little bit about who the players were and what
was going on in the country in internal security matters. And they cer-
tainly had my confidence. In fact, I do not think there was anyone
in the Government who I respected more than Mr. Sullivan.

So that by the time of April when Mr. Haldeman held a meeting
at which it was decided that the President would call the Directors
together, I had had many discussions with the Bureau about what
their problems were. And by the time the committee met, I had a

clear view of what they thought they needed.

- -Now, the question- becomes, who was the inspiration. No one;
Mr. Haldeman or the President, ever said to me—who were the only
two who were directly involved—“Here is what we want,” except that
Mr. Haldeman did say to me that the President leaned toward the use
of the military in domestic intelligence. As a matter of fact, I was
strongly opposed to that, if for no other reason than being a former
Army 1ntelligence officer, I had seen first hand who was doing that
work, and accordingly, I thought they ought to stay in the military
business. The military services wanted to stay in the military busi-
ness; the FBI wanted them to stay. So that was the only guidance
I ever received from Mr. Haldeman or indirectly through the Pres-
ident as to what might be preconceived. And in that instance, we came
in with a recommendation that was contrary to what their initial
reaction had been.

So, in summary, the impression, Senator, of course, is that I kind
of sat down here and created out of whole cloth an entire array. of
new techniques to exploit and infringe upon the civil liberties of the
American people, and that I forced it down Dick Helms’ throat, and
I blackjacked Admiral Gayler, and I really used my heavy weight
on all of these poor little professional intelligence people and forced

them into coming up with all of this.
"~ Now, I think the fact of the matter is that the entire intelligence
community, in the summer of 1970, thought we had a serious crisis
in this country. I thought we had a serious crisis in this country. My
attitude was that we have got to do something about it. Who knows
what to do about it ? The professional intelligence community.

The professional intelligence community tells me, this is what—
you give us these tools; we can solve the problem. I recommended
those tools.

The thing that is interesting to me about the fact that I did not
know about the mail openings, I did not know about the COINTEL
Program, is that if we had known that many of these tools that they
were asking for permission to use were already being used and we
still were not getting any results, it conceivably would have changed
our entire attitude toward the confidence we were willing to place
in the hands of the intelligence community in dealing with this
problem. .

So, since I have been out in front, as you know, Senator, since the
first time we talked, back in May, in the Armed Services Committee,
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I have been out front in this thing, that the Huston plan—I never
wrote this report that everyone calls the Huston plan. I did not
write that report.

But all I want to say for the record is, I thought we had a seri-
ous problem. I was not concerned about people who didn’t like the
war. I wasn’t concerned about people who thought Nixon was a louse.
I was not concerned about who was going to be the Democratic nom-
inee. I am talking about—we were talking about bombers; we were
talking about assassins; we were talking about snipers. And I felt
something had to be done. These people said, here are the tools we
need. I take full responsibility. I recommended it.

Senator TowEr. So what you are saying is that the inspiration for
the report, in most of its aspects, in the absence of anything but the
scantiest guidelines by the White House, actually came from the
agencies involved ?

Mr. Huston. Yes, Senator. As a matter of fact, I never heard of
NSCID 6. In fact, I never saw NSCID 6. For all I know, NSCID 6
says you get a free lunch in the White House mess. And you know, it’s
in here as a recommendation.

Senator Tower. You got no guidance from anybody, in addition to
the President, Mr. Haldeman, or any of the Presidential staffers? In
other words, all that was contributed by the White House was what
you attested to here ?

Mr. HustoN. Yes. After the meeting with the President, I was then
responsible for giving the committee a guideline as to what the Presi-
dent wanted, which was the three areas we discussed—threat assess-
ment, restraints, and options. The committee then prepared the report,
and it came back to me.

In the meantime, I think I sent Mr. Haldeman a memo some time
in mid-June, saying the committee is coming along fine; we hope to
have a report by the end of the month. At no time from June 5 until
July 28 or after July 23, when Mr. Haldeman called me to recall the
decision memoranda, did I talk either to him or to the President about
anything relating to this report.

Senator Tower. After completion of the report, who took the initia-
tive in seeking the President’s approval of it ?

Mr. Huston. Of the recommendations ?

Senator Tower. Yes; of the recommendations.

Mr. Hustron. It was my responsibility, when the committee pre-
pared its report and submitted it to the President, to prepare a sum-
mary of the report and. if deemed appropriate, to prepare recommen-
dations, which I then did. I prepared the cover memorandum, which is
exhibit 2* and sent it forward to the President, trying to set forth
all of the strongest arguments pro and con in a summarized form,
with respect to the various options. ,

. And in that connection, I made the recommendations which T felt,
in my judgment, represented the consensus of the professional intelli-
gence community as to what we ought to do.

Senator Tower. Are you saying in the report that the recommen-
dations, then, are yours?

Mr. Huston. Yes: they are my recommendations, because in the
formal report—and I insisted on that with the working group that

1 See p. 189.
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the President wanted options. He did not want someone to say—the
committee people themselves—to say, “this is what you should do.”
However, there was simply never any doubt in my mind as to who
wanted what. .

And, in fact, in my cover memorandum to Mr. Haldeman, I tried to
outline who was in favor of what. I pointed out, for example, that
the CIA was not in favor of a permanent interagenci;ommittee. They
only wanted an ad hoc committee. I said Mr. Helms cooperated. I
would not have said Mr. Helms cooperated, if he didn’t. For all I
knew, the President would pick up the phone and say, “Dick, what did
you think of this committee?” So I had tried to tell the President,
through Mr. Haldeman, what I had felt was the result and the attitude
of the committee.

Senator Tower. What was your attitude toward the President’s
reversal of the decision that resulted in revoking the plan?

Mr. Husrox. I thought it was a mistake for several reasons. The
first reason I thought it was a mistake, is it put us back to ground
zero, which is not merely back to ground zero in terms of operational
techniques, but back to ground zero in terms of lack of any coordina-
tion among the intelligence agencies.

Second, I felt in my own mind that Mr. Hoover’s objections were
not based—I do not want to phrase it—I felt that not all of Mr.
Hoover’s objections had been meritoriously submitted to the President
as to what he was really concerned about.

And third, frankly, I was concerned about what effects this would
have on the intelligence community other than the FBI, if they could
put their back into this project which was supposed to have been a
joint effort, they all reached a consensus and then one person, the
Director of the FBI, could succeed in reversing it.

Senator Tower. While you did not prepare this plan, you were in
fact its advocate.

Mr. Hustow. Yes, sir.

Senator Tower. Thank you.

The CeAIRMAN. Senator Mondale ?

Senator MonpaLe. Mr. Huston, in the preparation of the options
presented to the President, several recommendations were presented
to the President which were described as being illegal.

Mr. Huston. Yes, sir.

_Senator MonpaLe. And I gather that you were not raising any ques-
tions except that it was understood by all concerned that they were
illegal but they were recommended nonetheless.

Mr. Huston. Well, as I indicated earlier, Senator, I think that in
the case of surreptitious entry, for example, based upon the fact that
this had been occurring for many, many years, that there were ob-
viously in line with numbers of who had been involved, that there had
to be some justification, legal justification. But I think that in the
terms of the use of the word, for example, “burglary,” frankly, I think,
I am sure what this committee will find out if it talks to enough intelli-
gence community people, that the final bottom line on that is what
happens to the guy who gets caught. And that is where clearly he is
going to take the heat, under the lacal or State statute that he violates,
because Mr. Hoover is not going to come and bail him out.
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. Senator MonpaLE. Let me return to my question. There was no doubt
In your mind that opening people’s mail and reading it, tapping con-
versations by U.S. citizens, burglarizing embassies and the rest was
illegal. That is why you said it was illegal in your memo to the Presi-
dent, is that correct ?

Mr. Huston. Two areas—I do not think the tapping falls into that
area.

Senator MonpaLE. Let us pick one area. '

Mr. Huston. Yes, certainly. We said it was illegal. Mr. Hoover
said it was illegal. I put it in the memorandum to the President. In
fact, I escalated the rhetoric from, I think, breaking and entering
to burglary, so that the President would have no doubt whatsoever
what the worst case was on that question.

Senator Monpare. All right. So it is agreed that recommendations
and actions were presented to the President which called for a response
by which the President would approve illegal acts by the Government.
What legal justification or other justification do you have, as an at-
torney and an officer of the court and as a public officer sworn to up-
hold the Constitution and the laws of the land, to entertain and recom-
mend illegal acts by the Government ?

Mr. Huston. Well, as I said, Senator, it was my opinion at the time
that simply the fourth amendment did not apply to the President in
the exercise of matters relating to the internal security or national se-
curity. It was an argument that Mr. Justice Douglas, for example, an-
ticipated in the U.S. District Court case that ruled unconstitutional the
domestic wiretaps because up until 1972 every President, and with
the possible exception of Attorney General Clark, every Attorney
General, argued that the President had inherent authority under Ex-
ecutive power to engage in warrantless wiretaps, although the Court in
criminal matters had clearly held that a warrantless wiretap violated
the fourth amendment. Yet, the Justice Department even took the
case to the Supreme Court because they felt there was that inherent
power. .

Now you and I both know as lawyers that if there is an exception
to the fourth amendment for electronic surveillance, which is a tres-
pass in common law, then it does not take a lot of imagination to extend
that from the trespass via the telephone to trespass via surreptitious
entry or mail opening. That is frankly the kind of dangerous road we
were hustline down at this point. .

Senator Monpavre. All right. If that is your justification, why did you
call it illegal then ? What you are arguing, then, is that it is legal for the
President to violate rights, constitutional and legal rights of citizens,
if he is the President and if he invokes national security as a justifica-
tion. But you did not say that in your memo. You said these things are
illegal. Now, which is it?

Mr. Huston. Well, I think that for the purposes that seem to me
* to be most relevant at the time—that is, that the operative action—the
operation was going to be the undertaken by an individual, who, if he is
caught, is going to go to jail, it is clearly illegal.

Senator MonpaLe. Yes. So that it would be fair to say that you
understood and told the President it was illegal, but to justify it now,
you invoke a national security defense which would make it legal.

- Mr. Huston, No; T am not—
Senator MonpaLe. Which position is it ?
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Mr. Huston. Senator, I am not invoking any defense now because

you asked me what my opinion was at the time and not what my opinion
is now.

Senator Moxpare. All right.

Mr. Huston. What I am saying to you is that the consideration
that was given by not only me, but by the other people who signed
this report and discussed these things, was that frankly it was within
the power of the President to do it.

Senator Monpare. All right. Why did you not say in your memo
that, this would appear to be illegal, but that in fact it is legal be-
cause, the President has powers not mentioned in the Constitution, but
powers which we feel every President possesses. These powers are such
that the law does not apply to the President and the constitutional
rights of the citizens do not apply where the President decides that the
national security dictates: Why did you not say that? Instead of that,
you said it was illegal.

Mr. Huston. I said that because that is what the report had said.

Senator MoxpaLe. All right. Now, do you recall, at the time you
were discussing these various options to be recommended to the Presi-
dent, what the position was of the principals re resenting the various
agencies? You had a representative from the NgA, one from the CIA,
one from the DIA, and one from the FBI. During the course of mak-
ing up these options, which of them objected to these recommendations
which involved illegal acts?

Mr. Husron. At the working-group level, I do not recall any
objection.

Senator MonpaLe. Do you recall any of them ever saying, “We can-
not do this because it is illegal”’ ¢

Mr. HusroN. No.

Senator MonpaLe. Can you recall any discussion whatsoever con-
cerning the illegality of these recommendations?

Mr. Huston. No. .

Senator MonpaLe. Does it strike you as peculiar that top public
officers in the most high-level and sensitive positions of Government
would discuss recommending to the President actions which are clearly
illegal, and possibly unconstitutional, without ever asking themselves
whether that was a proper thing for them to be doing? .

Mr. Hustown. Yes; I think it is, except for the fact that I think that
for many of those people we were talking about something that they
had been aware of, had been undertaking for a long period of time.

Senator MonpaLE. Is that an adequate justification? .

Mr. Huston. Sir, I am not trying to justify, I am just trying to
tell you what my impression is of what happened at the time.

Senator MonpaLe. Because if criminals could be excused on the
grounds that someone had done it before, there would not be much of
a population in any of the prisons today, would there?

Mr. Huston. No. : .

Senator MonpaLe. Second, I gather it is your testimony that
although these agencies were asked to supply information on what
they were doing, in fact, none of them offered evidence that they were
opening mail or intercepting private communications and performing
other acts which it was requested that the President authorize. Is that
correct ?
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. Mr. Husrton. The reports indicated that there were no mail open-
ings, there were no surreptitious entries.

Senator MonpaLe. And in fact there were?

Mr. Huston. Well, apparently there were, but that was the informa-
tion I had.

Senator MoxpaLE. Now, not only did they not tell the President
that those acts and actions were underway, but they did not talk about
it with each other. Is that correct? When they mef and discussed this,
the CIA did not tell the others that they were already engaging in
illegal mail openings.

Mr. Husrow. Yes, I think that was part of the problem of not
telling us. :

Senator Monpare. Then after these options were turned down by
the President, they continued and, in fact, increased in scope in some
respects, did they not ?

Mr. Husrox. I do not know, Senator, any more than what is in the
Rockefeller Commission report.

Senator MoxpaLe. All right. Now suppose you were a President
who wanted the law obeyed in this field. In the light of this record,
what on earth would you do to gain accountability to the law?

Mr. Huston. The first thing I would do is move the Domestic
Intelligence Division out of the FBI.

Senator MonpaLe. First of all, what would you do to get the truth?

Mr. Huston. To get the truth ¢

Senator MoNDALE. Yes.

Mr. Husron. Well, I think that if—T have to think that if President
Nixon had sat Mr. Helms across his desk, and said, “Are you opening
any mail ¢, Mr. Helms would have said yes.

Senator MoxpaLe. Why would it occur to the President to ask that
question ?

Mr. Husron. It would not occur to him and that is the whole
problem. .

Senator MoxpaLe. You see, time and time again we come to this
point. The only way the President can control these agencies is
to get them over to the White House for dinner and spend hour after
hour to find out what is going on, and then get on his knees and plead
that they might do as he wished.

Mr. Husron. I do not know how you find out except that I think we
are at a threshold period in which the entire attitude toward the
means of collecting intelligence is dramatically changed. I think that
25 years ago that people would not have been at all surprised, nearly
as surprised, as people are or as people are today. It is interesting to
me, Senator, that in October 1971, on the Sunday edition of the New
York Times, there was a front page article which was obviously
planted to attack J. Edgar Hoover, which criticized Mr. Hoover for
the fact that he had refused to engage in “black bag” jobs that were
necessary in dealing with espionage. Now this was on the front page
of the New York Times. There was not any editorial in that paper
saying what in the world kind of criticism is that of J. Edgar Hoover,
that he is not helping you guys out with black bag jobs. But this is
the attitude that existed at that time and it was nothing that was un-
known to any sophisticated person. I think that—— .

Senator MonparLe. Yes, but what T do not understand is that as a
lawyer and one trained to uphold the law, and as an officer of the
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court and one who is sworn to uphold the law, why on earth you felt
that mood was a justification for violating the law. You know better
than that. That is not the basis for law in this country. The law is a
law and we are to uphold it and if it is not popular, then we should
change it. You do not take the law into your hand and play God and
interfere with the rights of the American people just because there is
something you do not like. :
Mr. Husron. Senator, I agree with that.
Senator MonpaLE. But that is not what you did.
Mr. Huston. Well, Senator, I understand that is not what I did.
Senator MonpavLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :
The CrAmRMAN. Senator Baker?
Senator BAker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
._ .. Mr. Huston, there haye been references from time to time in_your

testimony and that of other witnesses to the effect that J. Edgar
Hoover put the kibosh on the Huston plan. Do you know why he did ?
Did he ever tell you why ?

Mr. Husroxn. No, sir, he never talked to me about it.

Senator Bager. Do you have any information that would indicate
why he disagreed with the recommendation of the plan?

Mr. Huston. I did not think his objections were principled, Senator,
because in many instances he says, not that this is 1llegal, it should not
be done, he says, “I do not want to do it, but I do not care if somebody
else does it,” which does not strike me as being a principled objection.

Senator Bageg. Did he say that ? '

Mr. Huston. Yes, I think you will find, particularly with regard
to the National Security Agency, indicated that he did not want to do
it but if NSA wanted to do it themselves they had no objection.

Senator BAKER. Are there documents that indicate that Mr. Hoover
said that while he did not want the FBI to do certain things, it was
all right with him if the NSA did it ?

Mr. Husrton. It was in the report in the footnote, Senator.

Senator Baker. What techniques was Mr. Hoover referring to at
that time ?

Mr. Huston. Of course he was opposed to-everything, from the NSA
requests for surreptitious entry down to allowing the ¥BI to in-
crease its campus coverage by employing informers who were less than
21 years old. He had established a policy that to qualify as a campus
informant for the FBI you had to be 21 years old. The Bureau opera-
tions people thought that imposed a difficult restraint on them since
the most likely people to cooperate with the FBI were the younger
freshmen and sophomores who had not yet become involved in a lot
of these things. And so they wanted, in essence, to get the age where
you could qualify as an FBI informant reduced to 18.

Mr. Hoover did not want to do that because apparently he felt that
the risk of exposure was too great. So in order simply to get the age
reduced from 21 to 18, we couched—the FBI people couched—this
recommendation in terms that campus informant coverage shall be
expanded because they did not want to zero in on the specific problemg
because it would make Mr. Hoover mad.

Senator BaAker. Why were you worried about making Mr. Hoover
mad? This is the second or third time in your testimony that I have
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either heard you say or gotten the impression that you were scared
to death of J. Edgar Hoover.

Mr. Huston. Well, Mr. Hoover was a very influential man in the
Government and it seemed to me that it was unlikely that any sort of
successful intelligence—domestic intelligence capability—could be de-
veloped without the cooperation of the Director of the FBI, since the
FBI is the primary agency in this area. And it has always been my
view to try—if you can get a fellow to go along without ruffling his
feathers too much by trying to be—that is why I wanted the President
to invite him in and give him the decision because it seemed to me it
would be easier maybe to get him to accept it. But as it turns out, that
did not work.

And finally, on the 18-year-old thing, after Congress said 18-year-
olds could vote——

Senator Baker. You mean it did not work because the President
1(]ljid ;mt call Mr. Hoover in or because the President did not convince

m?

Mr. Huston. I do not know that even if the President would have
called him in it would have made any difference, but that was the kind
of approach that I would have taken.

Senator BakEr. Did you broach the idea to the President ?

Mr. Huston. Yes, I did.

Senator Baxer. What did the President say about that ¢

Mr. Huston. Well, Mr. Haldeman said—as you know, Senator, there
was not much of a disposition in the West Wing to take up valuable
time with dealing with individuals, in a word, just to convince him.

Senator Baker. Did you receive word through Mr. Haldeman that
tI;_}Ile President was not about to ask J. Edgar Hoover to the White

ouse ¢

Mr. Husron. That is right.

Senator Baker. Was the President also apprehensive about J. Edgar
Hoover’s approval of this?

Mr. Huston. I do not have any idea. I do not know.

Senator Baker. Did you talk to Attorney General Mitchell about
the plan?

Mr. Husron. No.

Senator Bager. But you received word that he disapproved of it?

Mr. HusTon. Yes.

Senator Baker. How did you receive that word ¢

Mr. Hoston. Mr. Sullivan told me that Mr. Hoover had gone to
the Attorney General after the decision memorandum had gone out,
and Haldeman called me and indicated to me that either the Attorney
General had talked to him or to the President, and it was at that point
that the decision memorandum was to be recalled.

Senator Bakgr. As I recall the testimony of Mitchell in the Water-
gate hearings, he indicated that he was considerably distressed, if not
in fact irate, about these proposals, and as quick as he could he got in
touch with the President to put a stop to it. Is that in accord with

wyour recollection ?

Mr. Huston. That is my understanding, yes, sir.

Senator Baxer. Did he give the reasons for his indignity over the
report, according to your information ¢
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Mr. Huston. No. I do not know. I assume his arguments were that
it is not the kind of thing we ought to be doing.

Senator Baker. There is a fine difference here that may or may not
be important depending on how things develop later. But is
it your impression, if you have any impression, that Mr. Mitchell was
putting the kibosh on the plan to support Hoover for the sake of sup-
porting Hoover, or because he was indignant that it proposed certain
illegal activities, or for some other reason ? ,

1 was intrigued with your statement a minute ago, which was, I
believe, that Hoover did not really state his concerns about the plan.
What was your impression of the Mitchell objection ?

Mr. Huston. I only got second hand from Haldeman, and Bob did
not spend a lot of time explaining to a junior staff member why he
was doing things. So I did not know what it- was. T assumed that prob-
ably the Attorney General did not see any reason for a bunch of people
in the White House to be rocking the boat with the Justice Department
and getting Mr. Hoover all upset. And I also would give the Attorney
General the benefit of the doull))t and conclude that he thought this was
something that we should not be doing.

Senator Baxer. Mr. Huston, you have indicated that, as far as you
know, the President did not know, and you certainly did not know, that
at the time you made the recommendation for mail cover, for surrepti-
tious entry, for illegal wiretaps, those activities were already being
conducted by those agencies. Is that a correct recollection of your
testimony ?

Mr. Husron. Well, Senator, again on this wiretap thing, everybody
has assumed all along that these wiretaps were illegal. Until 1972 it
was the position of every President, every Attorney General and many
Federal District Courts that they were not illegal.

Senator Bakzr. That is sort of like the young lawyer who was argu-
ing the case before the Supreme Court and the Chief Justice stopped
him and said, “Young man, that is not the law,” and he said, “Well,
it was the law until your Honor spoke.” So until 1972 the law was
different in that respect?

Mr. HusTon. Yes, sir. :

Senator Baker. And unwarranted, meaning taps without a search
warrant for national security purposes?

Mr. HustoN. Yes, sir.

Senator Baxer. Without that fine distinction.

Mr. Husrton. On the other two areas, there clearly was no authority.

Senator Bager. You did not know at the time you made the recom-
mendation that these things were ongoing?

Mr. Husron. That is right.

Senator Baxer. And the other two.

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Senator Baxer. What other things were being done by the intelli-
gence community, as you later discovered, that may or may not have
been recommended in your report that dealt with similar matters?

Mr. Husron. I think there were several things that were critically
important that we should have known about that we did not and could
very easily have influenced our judgment. One, of course, was the CO
INTELPRO—Counterintelligence Program which we did not know
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about; Operation CHAOS, whatever it was—that the CIA had its own
private operation going that we did not know about.

Senator BAkER. Can you tell us, or is there any reason why the wit-
ness should not tell us, what COINTELPRO and CHAOS were, the
nature of the programs?

The Caamman. No; there is no reason. The Justice Department has
now made disclosures on COINTELPRO and I think the Rockefeller
report set out Operation CHA OS.

Senator Baker. Briefly, for this record, Mr. Huston, what was
COINTELPRO and what was CHAOS?

Mr. Huston. As I understand, the COINTEL Program was essen-
tially designed to sow discord and I do not know what the correct
technical term for it is, but it was an offensive program against desig-
nated targets by the FBI in terms of——

Senator BAker. Well, give us an example.

Mr. Husron. For example, Professor Jones is a member of the So-
cialist Workers Party and he is running for the school board so the
friendly neighborhood FBI agent sends a letter to the newspaper say-
ing, “You may not know this, but this bird that is running for the
school board is a member of the Socialist Workers Party.”

Senator Baxer. You did not know about the COINTEL Program at
the time of the filing of the Huston report, ?

Mr. Husron. No.

Senator BAkKEr. And you later learned of it?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Senator Baxer. How did you later learn of it ?

Mr. Huston. Well, when the Justice Department released the re-
ports.

Senator Baker. Do you know whether or not the President of the
United States knew of the COINTEL Program ?

Mr. Husron. I do not believe so. All of the information that has
been made public indicates that no one outside of the Bureau was to
know about it including anyone in the Justice Department.

Senator Baker. Including the Attorney General and the President ?

Mr. Huston. Yes, including the Attorney General.

Senator Baker. What was the other operation ¢

Mr. HustoN. The Operation CHAOS and that is that apparently
the CIA had a group set up that was concerned directly with matters
affecting domestic intelligence collection or events that were occurring
within the continental United States. We did not know about that. In
fact, the impression that we had all along was that the CIA had very
little interest in or coverage of areas which we thought were important,
which was what happened abroad when these peoplé, who were under
surveillance by the FBI, left the country. That is where we thought the
CIA effort should be.

Senator Baxer. Mr. Huston, let me ask you this. Can you tell me
who authorized either COINTELPRO or CHAOS? Was it a Presi--
dential authorization ?

Mr. Huston. I do not think so. I do not think any President knew
about it and I think both of those programs were originated before
this administration. I think COINTELPRO went back into the John-
son administration and Operation CHAOS went back to the Johnson
administration.
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Senator Baker. I am not trying to establish blame or responsibility.
I am just trying to establish in my own mind’s eye whether in these
projects the agencies were self-starters or whether someone up the scale
may have authorized them.,

Mr. Husrow. I do not know except that they were originated in a
prior administration and my understanding is that President John-
sgr; did not know about it, and I do not believe President Nixon knew
about it.

Senator Baker. Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CramrMaN. Do you suppose they were just covenants that ran
with the land? They were established in some previous administra-
tion. There was no responsibility to let successive Presidents know.

Mr. Husrox. Senator, I do not know.

The CrarmaN. Well, I might say that with respect to both Opera-
tion CHAOS and COINTELPRO this committee intends to hold pub-
lic hearings and explore all of the ramifications of those programs.

Senator Huddleston.

Senator Huppreston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Huston, did
you attach any significance to the fact that after your plan was de-
veloped, and at least for a few days, because the official policy of the
administration, that neither the President nor Mr. Haldeman signed
this plan, that went out over your signature, and subsequently be-
came known as the Huston plan ¢

Mr. Huston. Senator, I think that was the intention. I was the
person who was given this responsibility. It was my job, and I think
that it was supposed to be me sitting here rather than Mr. Haldeman.

Senator HuppLesToN. But, it was a significant change in policy, and
one accepted by an administration that had put great store in its law
and order theme during its campaign, and it would seem to me that
this was something that might, with all deference to you, have a higher
classification of importance in the administration.

Mr. Husron. I would think so, too. I was never under any illusions
about my influence in the administration.

Senator HuppLeston. Were you flattered by the fact that this plan
carried your name ?

Mr. Huston. It was an honor at the time I would have been very
happy to do without, particularly since it had been my intention to
leave the administration at the end of the second year anyway.

Senator HuppLeston. Could it have been that the administration
was reluctant to put any higher official title on the plan, knowing that
it did include extralegal activity?

Mr. Huston. Well, I think there was no doubt that in matters of
great sensitivity there is always a conscious policy too, in any agency,
to have a cutoff point, but I think more importantly if you understand
the attitude in the White House at this time, Mr. Haldeman felt that
if he said the President had made a decision and you worked in the
Government, you ought to assume that he made the decision, and that
if he designated someone else on his staff to tell you that the President
made a decision, then you ought to believe that person. So, I think it
probably never occurred to him that there is any reason in the world
why a low-ranking White House aide could not simply send out a
decision, a papeér that said the President has made these decisions.
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Senator HuppLesToN. Even though that policy pursued such a lefty
objective, as you pointed out a moment ago, of simply quelling the dis
turbances that were going on in this country restoring peace and tran-
quility, eliminating the bombings, eliminating the killing of policemen.

Mr. Husrton. I think that if there had been any mileage in putting
out a press release, Senator, I am sure it would not have gone out in
my name.

Senator HupprLesron. That is what I am curious about, with such a
lofty objective as you have described previously.

Mr. Huston, are you familiar with the Special Service Staff, or the
Special Service groups, of the IRS?

Mr. Husron. Yes, sir. :

Senator HupbLestoN. Are you familiar with some of its activities?

Mr, HustoN. Yes. :

Senator HuppLesTon. Would you say that it is a proper response
and a logical response to the interest that you, on behalf of the Presi-
dent, showed in this field ¢

Mr. Huston. No. Well, I never expressed any interest in this field,
Senator. The interest that I expressed to the IRS predated by a year
my activity in this matter and was related to 501(c) (3) organizations.

Senator HuppLestoN. Which were ideological organizations on
which you were interested in getting information through the IRS?

Mr. Husron. No, I never asked for any information on any organi-
zation from the IRS.

Senator Huppreston. How would you expect that your memoran-
dum would be interpreted, first of all, when you, after previously
meeting with representatives of the IRS, and then nearly 13 months
later asking for a progress report on operations of ideological organi-
zations, and going to the pains of putting in that request the fact that
you had made your original request back in July of 1969 % This memo
was dated August 14. It seems to me you are very pointedly indicating
to the Director that over a year has passed and you have not received
any evidence or any activity.

What impression do you think the IRS would receive from that
memorandum ? '

Mr. Husrtox. Well, I think the impression that they received was
that I would like to have a progress report, and Commissioner Thrower
sent me a progress report. .

Senator HuppresToN. And that there was at least keen interest on
the part of the White House.

Mr. Husrox. I do not know how much importance he attached to my
inquiry for a progress report. He indicates he did not attach any, but,
beyond that, I do not know.

Senator HupprestoN. I note, too, that in response to your request
that a report was filed, and the cover memorandum to that report from
Mr. Randolph Thrower of the IRS says, “I would stress that knowl-
edge of the existence and operation of this group should be carefully
limited.” From whom did you think the information of this group
should be kept ?

Mr. Husron. Senator, I did not give any thought to that at all. I
was getting at that time every day piles of documents that had all sorts
of elaborate classifications, restraint, hold-back, don’t disclose stuff on
it. Whenever something came across my desk like that, I attached no
importance to that characterization whatsoever.
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Senator Huppreston. You did not wonder whether or not he even
wanted the other intelligence-gathering agencies to know about this
activity ?

Mr. Huston. I did not know because there was nothing in that re-
Port that was of any interest to an intelligence agency.

Senator HuppLesTon. But, as a matter of fact, you pointed out as
you relayed that report on to Mr. H. R. Haldeman in a subsequent
memorandum the next day, the memorandum that Mr. Smothers re-
ferred to earlier, in which you indicate that the report had very little
substance to it. Is that correct ?

Mr. Husroxn. Yes.

Senator HuppresToN. And you pointed out to Mr. Haldeman that
you had been pressing the IRS for over a year now, to no avail, to get
Sorl?e? action, I presume, in this field. What form did this pressing
take?

Mr. Husron. As I indicated earlier, I told you each instance in which
I had a communication with the IRS, and that was primarily in June-
July, 1969, and thereafter I have no recollection, nor does anyone at
t}%e I?S have any recollection, of any subsequent contact until August
of 1970.

Senator HupbrestoN. What did you mean then to Mr. Haldeman ?
You said you had been pressing for——

Mr. Huston. Well, T had, in fact, on occasions when the initial re-
quest that something be done has come down. The Counsel to the Presi-
dent and I had met with the Commissioner, and I had subsequently
sent two memoranda to the Commissioner regarding 501(c) (3) or-
ganizations, and, as a result of that, we had never gotten—the thing
that happened was we had asked a very narrow question relating to
the enforcement of the tax laws with respect to tax-exempt organiza-
tions. We never got any answer on that. What we got instead was the
creation of this Special Service Staff that was out rooting around in a
thousand different organizations, and never once did we get any re-
sponse back specifically, except on the inquiry I raised about why the
Sierra Club exemption had been revoked. Never did we get any specific
response to the original message that Dr. Burns had conveyed to the
Commissioner. - .

Senator HuppLesToN. But your memo to Mr. Haldeman [exhibit
621], certainly suggests something more than a narrow interest in
tax exemption because it points out again, in the sentence that Mr.
Smothers read, that “Moreover valuable intelligence-type information
could be turned up by IRS as a result of their field audits.” This sug-
gests to me that you are looking beyond the question of whether or not
some tax law might be violated. ) ' .

Mr. Huston. A year later my interest in the question of financing
these groups had arisen in the context of this report. That was my
view, which I conveyed to Mr. Haldeman. However, I never expressed
that view|to anyone in the IRS. Mr. Haldeman never indicated to me
whether he agreed or disagreed with that view. As far as I know and
as far as the record shows from the IRS, no one from the White House
ever conveyed that view to them.

Senator HuppLesTon. How did you expect to get a report from the
IRS in this area if you had not expressed a view to them that this is
what you were looking for? )

Mr. Husron. The request for a report went to the earlier area of con-
cern which was after the committee had been set up. They sent me the
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minutes of the first two meetings. After a year I sent a memo asking
for a progress report of what had happened in the IRS from July 1969
to August of 1970.

Senator HuppLEsTON. Are you suggesting to this committee that at
the time of the plan neither-you nor anyone else in your group had an
interest in intelligence-gathering operations that might be conducted
through the IRS?

Mr. HustoN. Senator, if we had attached any importance to the use
of the IRS as an intelligence-collecting agency, we would have in-
cluded them in the committee that met to discuss this problem. The
Bureau was under standing instructions from the President, just as it
had been from President Johnson, to provide the White House with
information with regard to the sources of financing of many of these
activities. Now, where the Bureau got that information, I do not know,
but I do know that there was information that came from the Bureau
regarding that.

Senator HuppLesTon. Let me go back then to two statements that
you have made today which seem to me somewhat contradictory.

First, you said it was not necessary in your mind to consult with
. the Attorney General about this proposed plan because you conceived
it to be directed chiefly at intelligence gathering, rather than law en-
forcement. Later this morning you said that you were not concerned
about what people thought about who was for or against the war, if
I might paraphrase, you were not concerned about who the next Presi-
dent was going to be, or who the candidates were going to be, but you
were concerned about bombings and the killing of policemen.

Now, these are law enforcement problems, it seems to me. Now, do
you find a basic conflict there in what the objectives were of this?

Mr. Huston. Well, there may be a conflict, but it does not seem to
be a conflict to me, and it goes to the entire difference of approach
to this problem, and that my concern was stopping things before
they happened and not having some sort of derivative satisfaction
of having the perpetrator in jail, and to me the purpose of intelligence
was to collect the information in advance that would allow you to
forestall the creation of overt acts, as, for example, the Bureau had
been successful in doing in Detroit, where sniping incidents had been
planned and was done.

Senator HuppLeston. That is intelligence. That is what you were
talking about with the IRS, the kind of intelligence they could gather,
was it not?

Mr. Huston. You mean that was the kind of thing I was talking
about by memo to Mr. Haldeman? Yes: that was the kind of thing
I was talking about to Mr. Haldeman by memo.

Senator Huppreston. Once the TRS had this capability and had it
in place and being used, could they also not use that same intelligence-
gathering capability against any citizen that they might want to
audit for any purpose?

Mr. Husron. Well, ves; I think so. but I think you are leaping one
step over from what I indicated to Haldeman in terms of my view
that the strike force concept against organized crime was a model for
a strike force concept against terrorist activities. You are Jeaping from
that point which ran Into a dead end, to some conclusion that Mr.
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Smothers tried to make, and perhaps you, that that was translated
into some directive to the IRS, and it was not.

Senator Huopreston. It would be very simple, would it not, to
make even a logical extension of this IRS capability, to extend it to
any other group or any other person that the White House might
want some special intelligence information about ?

Mr. Husron. Well, as I indicated, I do not think the White House,
in my knowledge, ever asked for any intelligence raw tax data from
the IRS. Any such data would have gone to the Bureau.

Senator HuppLeston. Do you know of any case where the White
House has ever directed the Internal Revenue Office to conduct
any specific audit?

Mr. Huston. No.

The Cramman. Senator Goldwater?

Senator GoLbwater. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

I want to speak first about the IRS, and I am very happy that the
chairman has mentioned this subject. Somebody on this committee has
likened the CIA to a bull elephant running rampant. I liken the IRS
to a rattlesnake sliding along in the grass, probably the greatest
threat to American freedom and Americans of anything we have. And
yet, this morning is the first public indication I have heard that the
IRS is going to%)e investigated, and I think it is time.

I notice a report, or a letter, written by you on September 21
[exhibit 62 ] in which you said, “Nearly 18 months ago the President
indicated a desire for IRS to move against leftist organizations taking
advantage of tax shelters. I have been pressing IRS since that time
to no avail.”

In other words, the IRS will protect any organization in this coun-
try they feel like protecting. I think it is high time that this committee,
or some other committee, expose just what we are up against in this
country because the power to tax is the power to destroy.

Mr. Huston, have you ever been a member of the CIA ¢

Mr. Husron. No, sir. .

Senator GoLowaTer. FBI?

Mr. Husrton. No, sir.

Senator GoLpwaTer. DIA ¢

Mr. Husron. Yes. I was assigned to the DIA when I was an Army
intelligence officer.

Senator GoLowaTer. Were you hired by the White House as a
speechwriter at one time?

Mr. Huston. Yes, sir.

Senator GoLowaTer. And it was from that that you went into the
preparation of the so-called Huston plan?

Mr. Husron. Yes, sir.

Senator Gorpwarer. Was the Huston plan ever used?

Mr. Husron. No.

Senator GorLpwarer. Never put into effect?

Mr. Husron. No.

Senator GoLowater. What do you think about the Huston plan
as you sit- here today?

Mr. Huston. Well, Senator, I think that the—1I still believe that
there is a threat that may be characterized and defined as an internal
security threat. I think there are people that want to destroy this
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country; I think there are people who are willing to go to great
lengths to do it. I think the two attempts upon the life of the President
are symptomatic of that. And so I think there is a necessary place in
our society for an effective domestic intelligence-collection effort. And
more importantly than collection, for professional analysis of that
information.

I think that it is perhaps easy to justify the emphasis that we
attached in 1970, but I think it is just as easy to discount it. We were
sitting in the White House getting reports day in and day out of what
was happenin%in this country in terms of the violence, the numbers
of bombings, the assassination attempts, the sniping incidents—40,000
bombings, for example, in the month of May in a 2-week period were
averaging six arsons a day against ROTC facilities.

What happened then, I think is—at least from my perspective—is
that we convinced ourselves that this was something that was going to
just continue to get worse until we reached the point where all of the
people who were predicting police-state repression were going to get
what they—it was going to become a self-fulfilling prophecy, because
that was the only way it was going to be handled. As for example, I
suspect it had been true in the .Chicago Black Panther raid, and in
the Los Angeles Black Panther shootout. So my view was that we had
to do something to stop it.

Mr. White would say that this authorized the extension into every
person’s mailbox. Theoretically, that may be true, although I do not
think that the terms that we used in terms of highly selected targets
or top priority targets were a bit looser than the terms that Attorney
General Clark used when he got authorization from President Roo-
sevelt, and when President Truman authorized electronic surveillance.

But the fact of the matter is that we were motivated, unjustly per-
haps, unreasonably or unconscionably, by a legitimate concern which
related to the lives and property of people that were subject to random
acts of violence. My view was, I had confidence in the professional
inteligence community. These were the professionals, these were the
people who had been authorized to solve these problems.

What I did not realize then was that these kinds of programs, al-
though theoretically and conceptually could be narrowly used in the
best interests of the country by responsible people, can lead to the type
of thing that happened with the Plumbers and with the Watergate.
Now everyone tries to link the Huston plan as a precursor of the
Plumbers and the Watergate, and in my mind it is totally untrue.

But it is obvious to me that this kind of thing lends itself too easily
to the type of corruption that we have seen, and, therefore, I have come
to the conclusion that whereas I would traditionally have taken the
position that I am willing to run some small risk of infringing upon
some small portion of the public’s otherwise legitimate rights for the
greater good security of all of the people, I now come to the conclu-
sion that we have no practical alternative but to take a far greater
risk that there are goine to be these kinds of things that we cannot deal
effectively against until such time as perhaps our recourse is simply to
the ongoing criminal process. .

But I do not want to leave the impression that I think there 1s no
problem because I think that we need to deal with this thing in such a
way as to maximize the respect for the rights of the citizens; at the
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same time, not destroying the capability of the people acting through
their Government to protect themselves against those who would
destroy this country.

Senator GoLowaTer. I thank you, Mr. Huston, for that statement. I
agree with that statement 100 percent, and I have no other questions,
so I will just comment that as long as we have Daniel Ellsbergs, some
newspapers, journalists, media people, and organizations intent on
changing the basic philosophy of this country, by the same kind of
subversion that you are now being at least charged with part way, I
think we have to be forever on our toes. I think you have expressed
your purpose well.

Every time I pick up a morning paper or an evening paper, and I
see the disclosure of secrets that I thought were locked up in my brain,
or my heart, or my safe, I get worried about my country. And I hope
that this committee, through the continued diligence of its chairman
and staff members, will disclose everything wrong with this country.

The CrARMAN. Thank you, Senator Goldwater.

Senator Hart?

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Huston, you expressed unhappiness
that the plan that we are discussing here today has come to be known
as the Huston plan. I suppose there is a degree of logic in that dis-
may on your part. If you had your choice, what do you think this
plan should be called, with the benefit of hindsight ¢

Mr. Huston. I think it ought to be called simply what it was: the
Report of the Interagency Committee on intelligence. But let me say
that after 2 years of having that tagged on me by the enterprising
members of the press, I have learned to live with it.

Senator Hart of Colorado. You have indicated that after the fact,
you found out that many of the agencies that were on that interagency
task force were already using the tools that they were sitting there dis-
cussing obtaining White House approval. Why do you think they
were going through this charade?

Mr. Huston. I wish I knew. I do not know. I think that part of
the problem was that if the other agencies knew they were doing it
there would have been all sorts of pmeblems, because, for example,
the FBI greatly resented President Johnson ordering the military
intelligence into the domestic collection area in 1967 because that was
their charter. But the President directly ordered it, and they had to
live with it, although they certainly were anxious and happy that
the Ervin committee hearings blew that out of the water and got those
people out of the business.

I think, for example, the FBI—Mr. Hoover would have had an abso-
lute stroke if he had known that the CIA had an Operation CHAOS
going on. So I think the last thing in the world the CTA would have
done was to disclose to the Bureau that they were working on their
tur{l. So I think interagency jealousies and rivalries had part to do
with it. :

I think the second thing is that if you have got a program going and
you are perfectly happy with its results, why take the risks that it
might be turned off if the President of the United States decides he
does not want to do it ; because they had no way of knowing in advance
what decision the President might make. So, why should the CIA—
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that the President may say, “hell no, I don’t want you guys opening
any mail.” Then if they had admitted it, they would have had to close
the thing down.

The COINTEL Program—apparently even the Justice Department
did not know about that. If they had told me, it was obvious that the -
word would have been out. So it seems to me that many of these agen-
cies just kind of operated in their own world, and had their own pro-
grams going. They did not want anyone else to know it. And the thing
that intrigues me is that I always was under the illusion that the pur-
pose of intelligence was to provide policymakers with information
upon which to make policies. But if the policymaker does not even
know that there are sources of information available, I do not know
what in the world good it does anybody except the people who are
operating it for their own gratification.

Senator HarT of Colorado. You were complaining that there were no
available results. Can you account for the fact that they were using
the tools that they, at the same time, were seeking to obtain, and weren’t
achieving better results?

Mr. Husron. I think that is what would have been the key show-
down in my mind, because my idea was that what these people were
saying, “if we had the tools we could get the job done.” Well, if they
already had the tools and they weren’t getting the job done, then you
have to look at some other reason why we weren’t getting information
that we wanted.

Senator HarT of Colorado. What do you think that reason is?

Mr. Husron. Well, I think there needs to be some shakeups myself,
and some changes made in the intelligence community. You know, each
of these agencies has great strengths. I think the FBI is the greatest
law enforcement agency in the world. I think the CIA is perhaps the
best foreign intelligence-collection agency in the world. But they have
weaknesses.

The FBI, for example, does not have any effective analytical capa-
bility. I mean, they are very good at collecting raw intelligence data,
but what needs to be done to make it useful to a policymaker is to put
that data into context and to analyze it. Now this is a strength that the
CIA is very good at in many respects.

'So I think that—plus, the intelligence community is always on the
short end of personnel and budget. The FBI’s Intelligence Division
is always the last in line for new people, always the last in line for
money. There are shortages of people and personnel, and I am, for ex-
ample, convinced that there are vastly inadequate resources available
in the Bureau to deal with the espionage threat in this country, simply
because they do not have the manpower for it.

So I am hopeful that that is what this committee is going to do, in
addition to merely exposing things that went on that should not have
gone on. I am hopeful that this committee is going to come up and
propose some specific changes, if you operate on the assumption that
there is a need for some sort of intelligence-collection capability, both
domestically and in foreign areas.

Senator Hart of Colorado. I am not sure the record accurately re-
flects why J. Edgar Hoover objected to this report. We have touched
on that several times this morning. In your judgment, was he afraid
of encroachment by the other agencies, or did he genuinely feel that
some of these activities were illegal? :
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Mr. Husron. Well, I think that Mr. Hoover, since he cannot defend
himself, ought to be entitled to the benefit of the doubt, and his stated
objection was that he did not feel that these things were permissible,
although, as the record will clearly indicate, at one time or another, for
- a substantial period of time, he had authorized each of those things.

But I .assume, giving him the benefit of the doubt, he had a change of
‘heart and that was the basis on which he objected. ,

I think, however, that the record will also show that he was very
much concerned about any attempt of any other agency to be involved
in programs of which he was ultimately responsible.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Would you tell the committee what
President Nixon’s and Mr. Haldeman’s views were on the use of the
military in domestic intelligence and internal security matters?

Mr. Husron. The President never expressed any opinion to me on
that subject, but it is my recollection that Mr. Haldeman had indicated
to me thaf, the President felt that perhaps the problem was one of man-
power, and that we could use the military intelligence services for that
purpose. I did not say anything to Haldeman about that, but it struck
me as being a silly thing to say because at that very time we had ap-
proved, at the White House, the request from the Secretary of the

_Army to dismantle the CONUS intelligence operation, and Senator
Ervin was getting ready to start his hearings. The FBI had never
wanted to have the military involved.

Senator Hart of Colorado. Did Mr. Sullivan say that?

Mr. Hustox. Yes; he told me that.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Did he say this in the interagency group #

Mr. Hustoxn. I don’t recall what he said. I certainly recall Colonel
Downey and the other military people saying that they simply did not
want anything. And I said, look, I can understand that, but let us put
down—you know, this is something that the President wants to con-
sider, we’ve got to give him an option, so let us put it down. But if
you read those options—I mean, there are absolutely no even re-
motely convincing arguments in the paper for using the military. So
it was quite obvious that the committee did not want to do that, and
I recomended that we not use the military.

Senator Harr of Colorado. What did the military people say in the
committee ?

Mr. Husron. They said they simply did not want to be involved;
that they had limited manpower, that they had problems with Con-
gress as a result of this, that they had their own problems—service-re-
lated problems—to deal with and that they did not think it was ap-
propriate for the military to be involved in the collection of intel-
ligence relating to civilians.

Senator Harr of Colorado. In your judgment, did the other mem-
bers of that interagency group share what you profess to be your con-
cern about bombings and snipings? Or were they more interested in
lifting some of the restraints so that they could perhaps use some
other devices? Were they using the bombings and the snipings as a
device to broaden their capabilities?

Mr. Husron. Well, it certainly was my impression, and Mr. Sulli-
van, in many talks that we had, certainly indicated to me that he was
as concerned about this problem as I was. The other agencies really
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didn’t discuss it. And of course, the intelligence community’s concern
was a lot broader than my concern. '

They were talking about a lot of groups that I had never heard of
before, and didn’t interest me at all. But I think their concern was as
great as ours because in 1970—up to that May of 1970, you would have
been hard pressed not to be concerned. I do not think there is any
problem about who was concerned. Everybody was concerned. The only
question was what the results of that concern would be.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Helms has indicated that the struc-
turing of Operation CHAQOS was in response to a Presidential request.
I think you have indicated the President didn’t know anything about.
Operation CHAOS. Do you know which of those statements is
accurate ?

Mr. Hustow. Again, all T know about Operation CHAOS is what
I’ve read in the Rockefeller Report, and it was my recollection that the
Rockefeller Report indicated that operation was set up either in 1967
or 1968. And I have no way of knowing for sure if the President
knew about it. But I cannot think that he knew about it. And he cer-
tainly didn’t know about it through me or through that report.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Finally, Mr. Huston, there was a famous
statement made by a military officer during the Vietnam conflict to the )
effect that a village had to be destroyed in order to save it. Has it ever
occurred to you that that same danger exists with regard to freedoms
and democracy in this country ?

Mr. Hustox. That freedom has to be destroyed to save it.? No, that
certainly never occurred to me.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Do you think that possibility ever ex-
isted in recent years?

Mr. Huston. No: Idon’. .

The CramrMaN. I might say it will be necessary for the committee
to examine the Nixon papers as they relate to the so-called Huston
plan. The committee has subpenaed those papers, and an arrangement
has been worked out which is intended to yield those papers to the
committee,

When we examine those papers, they may or may not tell us how
much the President may have known at any given time. But I am told
by Counsel that the papers have been turned over to the White House
by Mr. Herbert Miller, Nixon’s attorney. L

Our understanding is that they are to come to us. Maybe it is just
a stopover at the White House. I do not know. But we are going to try
to determine that, and we hope to have, and expect to have, those
papers very soon.

I think, Senator Mathias, you are next.

Senator Mata1as. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huston, when you received this assienment and when you eval-
uated it in the serious way that you described to the committee very
eloquently, did it ever occur to you to consult with Senator Eastland,
the chairman, or Senator Hruska, for example, the ranking minority
member of the Judiciary Committee, on such a serious threat to
the Nation? . )

Mr. Huston. Senator, because of my position on the White House
staff, T would not have been in a position to do that. .

Senator Mara1as. Did you ever recommend it to anybody else?



37

Mr. Huston. At one point, I had recommended that consultation be
undertaken with the ranking members of the J udiciary Committee of
the House, of the Internal Security Subcommittee of the Judiciary
Committee, and the Internal Security Committee of the House. How-
ever, nothing ever came of that.

Senator Marrias. The concept of coordination with the Congress,
which I conceive to be the constitutional plan for dealing with serious

national problems, that never emerged In your consultations, other
than that once?

Mr. Huston. No, sir.

Senatox: Marn1as. Mr. Chairman, I am driven by that response to a
retrospective comment. Senator Goldwater and I and several other
Members of the Senate went down to the White House one day, to have
what we called in those days a “candor meeting” with President Nixon,
and at that time, I suggested that the problems that we now generally
call Watergate would not be resolved unless the President was willing
to discuss questions like the Huston plan.

And he said that night, “You will get the answer. You will get the
full disclosure.” And T have to think what a tragedy it is that we did
not try to work these problems out in a coordinated way, rather than
come through all of the tragedy that we have been through since that
?lght, to learn about the Huston plan in this setting and in this way

oday.

I must say that T am perhaps more concerned since Mr. Huston’s
testimony this morning than I was before, because of what he has told
us about the origins of the plan, and the way in which it was formu-
lated and adopted. Senior officials of the Government advocated it, and
as he describes it, formulated it. He himself, as the task force director,
advocated it, and the President of the United States a}f)lproved it.

Now, through all of these steps—and I would gather from your
testimony that there were a number of steps, and a number of meet-
1i)l(l)g(zis sei.nd consultations—was the word Constitution ever used by any-

y ?

Mr. Husron. Senator, I do not recall the details of any conversation,
except within the context that I had earlier described of this inherent.
Executive power, a belief that I think permeated the entire intelli-
gence community in these areas.

Senator Marrias. Although, of course, Mr. Hoover, for example,
in referring to implementing mail covera, , did raise the question of
illegality.

Mr. Hustox. Yes, he did.

Senator Mata1as. He did use the word illegal.

Mr. Huston. Yes; yes, he did.

Senator Marmias. I think the problem before this committee is a
very real one. And I hope that as we make recommendations to the
Congress on how to deal with the problems that have been presented
to us, we would have in mind the role of Government in the lives of the

eople.
P The role of Government, it seems to me, is not just the use of force.
It is the use of example. and I call to mind Justice Brandeis’ opinion,
Olmstead v. The United States, in which he said that,

Decency, security, and liberty alike demand that Government oﬁiciglg.z shall be
subjected to the same rules of conduct that are commands to the citizen. In a
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Government of laws, existence of the Government will be imperiled if it fails to
observe the law scrupulously. Our Government is the potent, the omnipresent
teacher, for good or for ill. It teaches the whole people by its example. Crime is
contagious. If the Government becomes a law-breaker, it breeds contempt for
law, It invites every man to become a law unto himself. It invites anarchy.

To declare that in the administration of the criminal law, the end justifies the
means, to declare that the Government may commit crimes in order to secure the
conviction of a private citizen, would bring terrible retribution. Against that
pernicious doctrine, this Court should resolutely set its face. .

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that that is a philosophy that should
guide our Government in dealing with even the most serious problems.
Now, that opinion was written about 1928.

Mr. Huston, you said you thought there had been a change in at-
titude, perhaps more consciousness of, the rights of privacy today than
25 or 30 years ago. That opinion would not, I think, support that
view. But let me ask you this question. Is it not true that it is not so
much a change in attitude, but the development of techniques that has
made us very conscious of our dependence on the fourth amendment,
that years ago—in fact, when the fourth amendment itself was writ-
ten, the only ways to survey the citizen was through a window, or at
his keyhole, or listening down his chimney? Today, you have taps,
and bugs, and telescopic lenses on cameras. You have all kinds of sens-
ing devices beyond the imagination of the citizens a generation ago.

Do you not feel that the protection of the fourth amendment should
be m(f>re 1;esolutely adhered to today than ever before, because of that
very fact?

Mr. Hustown. Yes. I think that there are numbers of threats today
that weren’t perceived. I think that a large number of those threats
are not in the intelligence community, or even in the enforcement areas
of the Government. '

Senator Marazas. Which places, as Justice Brandeis suggested, an
even greater burden on Governinent to lead.

Mr. Husron. On Government in all respects, Senator, from the use
of the social security numbers as a national identifier, on down to
credit reports, and that sort of thing. And I think that—let me say,
for example, that I have absolutely no disagreement whatsoever
with the opinion of the court in the U.S. district court case which
struck down warrantless wiretaps. I agree with the conclusion
of the court entirely in that case, and T have no hesitation in my mind
of feeling that the Government has to run—that free people have to
run certain risks that are inherent in a society where there are people
who aren’t going to play by the same rules. oo

And when I talked about attitude, Senator, I am not trying to justify
anything. I am simply trying to explain my impression of what the
attitude was that I was exposed to by those people who were my
seniors.

Senator Mara1as. I understand that, and I think you have done
this committee a great service in the way you presented it this morn-
ing. We are going to need the benefit of all the advice we can get In
making our recommendations. o

Earlier this morning, you said that you thought that domestic intel-
ligence should be removed from the FBI, and you did not follow that
up. I wonder if you would like to amplify that statement? )

Mr. Huston. Well, I think that the biggest problem this committee
has to grapple with, if I may presume to suggest to the committee, 15
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the problem that on the one hand, you run the risk that the tools of the
intelligence community, the law enforcement community, the taxing
authority to the extent that it is immediately accountable and subject
to the direction of the President or the White House, is subject to poli-
tical abuse. So that it is important, in my mind, to have these authori-
ties independent enough that they have the strength to withstand or
resist use of the agencies for partisan or political purposes, which
I think most of the agencies, most of the time have been successful at,
but not all of the time. And I’m sure you are aware of many instances
going back way beyond the Nixon administration, and in many re-
spects, in my judgment, much more so in prior administrations where
agencles were used for political purposes. And that is a real risk and
a great threat that needs to be dealt with.

~---On the -other-hand, to the extent that-these agencies are 50 inde:~ -

pendent that they feel immunity, that they do not even have to tell the
President of the United States what they are doing, that they do not
feel any accountability to him whatsoever, that they are not directly
accountable to the Congress, they are not directly accountable tc the
Executive, and accordingly, they are accountable to no one. And, of
all the power that is dangerous, unaccountable power is the most dan-
gerous 1n my judgment, so that the dilemma it seems to me that the
Nation faces today is how do you establish these things that are
hecessary to protect liberties with enough independence and integrity
to resist any perversions by the politicians, and yet make them suffi-
ciently accountable to those people who are elected, and responsibile
to the American people that they can be on target with the objectives
that have been established by an elected Government. And I think
that is the crux of the dilemma that is faced by those who want to deal
honestly with the intelligence community today.

Senator Marras. This really brings us back to Senator Mondale’s
question : how can a President, feel that the law is being obeyed, and
that Presidential policy is being adhered to? Does that not bring us in
full circle back to the Constitution, and to the assurance, to the extent
that we can be sure of any human undertaking, that the Constitution
is understood, that loyalty to the Constitution is being given by every
public service ?

Mr. Huston. Yes; I think it comes back to an assumption by all of-
ficers of what an agreement among all people in GGovernment, as to
exactly what are the limits and responsibilities and obligations imposed
by the Constitution. But I think that the problem we have had—
and it is not just in this area, Senator. I think it is in many areas
that over the past 30 years, you have had an accretion of little steps
to increase the claim of Executive power, and that pretty soon, after
a 30-year period, all of a sudden, you woke up one morning, and here
was this creature that had been created that no one along the line
had ever really contemplated. ,

Each of these steps, I think, initially were innocent and honest steps.
I think most of these—it is my belief that these people in the intel-
ligence community were honest people, dedicated people, wanting to do
an honest job, for what they thought was best for the country. And I
do not think that they were out to destroy the liberties of the American
people for any perverse political purpose.
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But what happened, in my judgment, in this area, where I got
sucked in, when I should have known better, and where many other
more intelligent, sophisticated people got sucked in in other areas, is the
whole concept of some inherent Executive power that really extends
beyond anything contemplated by those who made the incremental
claims, as we went through the years. And I think that position has
been reached, and now there are some hard looks at this, and some
knocks, and perhaps we’re even swinging, in my judgment, a little bit
too much the other way. But I think that 1s healthy, and I think we are
on the right track.

Senator MaTa1as. But you agree if it had not come to a screeching
halt, there would have been a national——

Mr. Huston. I think that—what I know, and as you know, Senator,
I left the White House in June 1971. But based on what I know, from
what happened subsequently, and other things that had happened
in prior administrations, there is no doubt in my mind that it was
necessary that this thing come to a screeching halt, and some heads
be knocked down, and some people have their names attached to
things that they would rather not be attached to, and that honest men
look at some tough questions in the search for honest answers. And I
hope that is where. we are headed today, not trying to put the blame
on who was the worst guy in the lot, but what in the world got you
guys. into this thing, what was your thinking, how can you avoid it?
And here are some honest solutions.

Senator MaTHias. And where do we go from here ?

Mr. Huston. Well, it looks to me like you are on the right track, and
my only hope is that this committee and the committee on the other
side will start on the assumption that here exists a need, an honest
need, for intelligence-collection capability, and the analysis capability
and the question is, how do we structure it, how do we keep it under
control, how do we make its exercise of its powers compatible with
the constitutionally protected rights. :

In a final analysis, it is my view, Senator, whether you are a judge
who sits on the court, whether you are a Senator who has to cast a
vote, whether you are the Director of the FBI, when you have power,
in-the final analysis, you have discretion, and that discretion and how
you use it is a matter of the extent of your integrity, so the bottom line,
In many respects, is going to be integrity. But where I think I made
my mistake, the biggest mistake I made was, I assumed that the integ-
rity of the people who would be involved in this intelligence-collection
operation was such that, although conceptually you could argue that
these recommendations were so broad that they could have encom-
passed—you know, we could have been breaking into 250 million homes
In 1970—my judgment was that those types of extraordinary powers
would be used only under the narrowest, most limited circumstances,
and for that check, I rely upon the integrity of the person who has the
authority.

What I have learned subsequently is what happens when the
person who has that discretion is not Dick Helms, but he is Howard
Hunt, and that seems to me to be the risk. So there has to be some insti-
tutional restraint, in my judgment.

Senator Maruias. Thank you very much, Mr. Huston. You have
been very helpful.
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The Cuamrman. The Constitution, when it was written, I think, rec-
ognized this frailty in people who were to be entrusted with power,
and for that very reason, laid down certain prohibitions, certain re-
strictions upon the power of Government. As you know, the first
amendment simply denies to the Government the power to interfere
with free speech and freedom of religion, freedom of assembly, and
the fourth amendment undertakes to deny to the Government the power
to conduct unreasonable searches and seizures.

The men who wrote the Constitution did not want to entrust our
civil liberties to the good judgment and discretion of men in govern-
ment who may overreach themselves, and that is why these protections
were written into the supreme law of the land.

Now, I go back to Senator Mathias’ question. He asked you that
‘when the intelligence leaders were dealing with you to eliminate these
restrictions, all of which culminated in your recommendation to the
President that certain illegal actions be taken, he asked you whether
anybody expressed any concern about the Constitution. And it jkust
happens, Senator Mathias, that our counsel, Mr. Schwarz, asked that
question previously in executive session, the same question that you
put to the witness. Mr. Schwarz asked, “Was there any person who
stated that the activity recommended, which you have previously iden-
tified as being illegal opening of the mail and breaking and entry or
burglary—was there any single person who stated that such activity
should not be done because 1t was unconstitutional?” And you, Mr.
Huston replied, “No.” And then Mr. Schwarz asked, “Was there any
single person who said such activity should not be done because it was
illegal?” And you replied, “No.” Now, I take it that still remains your
testimony ?

Mr. Huston. Yes. But Senator, I might point out that on the con-
stitutional question, that—you know, at the time of the Olmstead case
in 1927, it is my recollection that the Supreme Court at that time held
that, in that period, held that wiretaps—1I think they adopted the ex-
clusionary rule, that didn’t apply to the States. And it wasn’t until
19—1I think it was in the Warren Court, in 1960—that the Supreme
Court finally held that a nontrespass electronic surveillance constituted
a violation of the fourth amendment.

It was not until 1972 that the Supreme Court held that warrantless
wiretaps—my only point is that in many of these areas throughout
there have been men of honest differences of opinion who felt that the
Constitution—I’m sure, for example, that Justice Black would have
said from day one that the Constitution clearly prohibited this, but
there were other men of equal intent who said that the Constitution
did not contemplatethe prohibition of that.

The Caamman. As far as bugging is concerned, there has been an
evolution in the courts, and this has been a gray area in the law, but I
do not think that, as far as opening the mail was concerned, there was
any such gray area, and you yourself referred to your recommendation
as an illegal act. So, we are talking about the whole plan, and in the
course of its evolution, none of these people, even the directors of these
agencies, with such great power, ever raised the question of the consti-
tutionality of what was being proposed.

Mr. Huston. That’s right.

The Cuamman. That is correct ¢’
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Mr. Husron. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Schweiker.

Senator ScHWEIKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. : :

Mr. Huston, one of the areas I am interested in is whether or not the
Huston plan ever died. First you have its proposal, acceptance, and
then its withdrawal. But 2 months later—in fact, less than 2 months
later—John Dean wrote about the Interagency Domestic Intelligence
Unit and said it would be established with operational and evaluational
purposes in mind, and that it would help to determine what the re-
straints were that could be removed.

Then, in April of 1971, following after that, there was another meet-
ing with Mr. Hoover, Mr. Helms, Admiral Gayler, discussing a broad-
ening of the operations to remove restraints, and particularly of
the very confidential type. So the idea keeps emerging, almost like a
phoenix out of the ashes; and then 3 months after that, the Plumbers
was established. Do you really feel that the concept, the ideas, the pro-
posals really died at that point?

Mr. Huston. Well, I can only speak, Senator, of my own knowledge.
I was not involved 1n the creation or operation of the Interagency
Evaluation Committee. I left the White House before the Plumbers
were organized, so I do not have any personal knowledge of what hap-
pened after that.

My knowledge is simply that I was told by Mr. Haldeman that the
ening of the operations to remove restraints and particularly of
the FBI, had decided to withdraw his approval, that I was to get the
memorandum back, and that the matter then might be reconsidered,
if the President could meet with the Attorney General and Mr. Hoover.
1 assumed that such a meeting would be held. As far as I know, how-
ever, no such meeting was held.

Now, it is entirely possible that—and perhaps, based upon Mr.
Dean’s memorandum, it seems to me likely—that as a result of the
decision of the President to terminate his authorization that he had
given in connection with the report of the Interagency Committee,
that they decided to go forward on a narrower basis, and, therefore,
established the IEC. However, the IEC concept was substantially
different from that concept which was set forth in the report of the
Interagency Committee, in that we contemplated that the continu-
ing group would be comparable to the U.S. Intelligence Board, that
it would operate within the FBI, that the Director of the FBI would
be chairman. It would be staffed by FBI people.

And, as I understand, the TEC was set up within the Justice De-
partment, under the direction or the chairmanship of the Assistant
Attorney General, that it had Justice Department staffing, and that
the Bureau, for all intents and purposes, did not cooperate with it.
But that is all T know personally.

Senator Scawerker. Well, as T understand it, it is true they did not
supply a staff which was taken over by Justice Department, but they
did attend meetings and they were part of the formal group. So
while there was a balking up along the way, somebody was pushing,
pushing, pushing with a concept, and even, eventually, the FBI at-
tended that group meeting, while it did not supply staff.

So I think you can make a pretty good case out of the fact that
an awful lot of concepts survived intact, when you also consider
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that—and you admitted this under earlier testimony—that Operation
CHAOS was in full blast in the CTA. There were other activities that
even the President did not know about previously that were still
going on, that some of the agencies did not want to talk about, and
did not want to admit to their peers and colleagues that they were
doing. So I think when you see the total picture, it is not quite as
definitive as just the ending of a chapter, the closing of a door.

Mr. Huston, you said in your previous testimony that you spoke
about a classification program, and you said on page 96 of your
May 23 deposition, that : :

The whole concept of intelligence operations was obviously a very sensitive
matter. If it wouldn’t have been classified in the way that it was in the agency
and hadn’t been recognized as such, if this wasn’t possible, then we couldn’t have
had such a plan. . . o -

Isn’t really one of the hearts of this issue Government classifica-
tion of information? Many of us did not even know about these
matters until much later than it happened, because it was highly
classified.

Is classification not really a way that the executive branch not
only keeps things from the legislative branch but keeps it from
the people, because by your own testimony I think you are obviously
saying that if it had gotten out, it probably would have self-de-
structed? So isn’t Government secrecy and classification “top secret”
really the means and the vehicle that the Executive accumulates this
great power that people do not want them to have?

Mr. Huston. I do not think, in my mind, there was ever any jus-
tification for the existence of the committee, or, had the Interagency
Domestic Operations Board been established, there would have been
any justification for having the mere existence of those operations
classified. Nor do I think tﬁat, in many respects, much of what was
discussed or contemplated should have been classified.

The only thing, in my mind, that should be classified would be
that which would reveal, would disclose the identity of sources or
otherwise jeopardize the collection of intelligence information.

Senator ScHwEeIkER. I think an interesting footnote to what you
are saying is that many of the documents here today were just de-
classified yesterday. Here we have had the Huston plan kicking
around for a long period of time; it has been fairly general press
knowledge. And yet we would have been restrained from asking certain
questions if we had not gotten certain documents declassified by yester-
day. If it had not come through, we might not have been able to have
the hearing. And I think this is a pretty good picture of the technique
that a Government branch or agency uses to put these things into
motion. This would not ever get off the ground if it were open to
the light of day.

We have had a lot of discussion about the fourth amendment, Mr.
Huston, because I realize, that that is the heart of the issue. I have
a little trouble, though, when I hear your answer. I know what you
told me earlier, that you were concerned about revolutionary vio-
lence and that you were concerned about the disturbances rocking the
country, and that this was the lesser of two evils, and that the Con-
stitution gave the President an inherent security power of some kind.

62-685 O - 76 - 4
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But in reading the fourth amendment, it is pretty clear what it
says: : .

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, and papers and
effects against unreasonable searches and seizures shall not be violated, and
no warrant shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirma-
tion, and particularly describing the place to be searched and the persons or
things to be seized. ’

I do not know that you really need the Supreme Court to say what
that means.

What one part of the Constitution gives the executive branch the
rights that you saw for internal security protection? What part of
the Constitution can you quote ? -

Mr. Husron. Well, Senator, first of all, I do not take the posi-
tion—and I am not about to take the position here that Mr. Wilson
took before the Ervin committee, because that is not my belief. I am
simply trying to convey to you what the impression, unreasoned that
it was, that existed in June of 1970.

In my judgment, any thoughtful consideration given to the risks
versus the benefits, the literal reading of the Constitution and the
general concept under which we have to operate in this country sup-
port your position. I would say, though, that the justification that
would have been cited under the fourth amendment would be the

. question of whether the search was unreasonable. .

Senator SCHWEIKER. Are you saying that there is or is not consti-
tutional power to back up the ultimate right to effect the use of:

Mr. Hustown. In my judgment, now, there is not.

Senator ScHWEIKER. As I recall from the nice chat that we had
when I took your deposition before, Mr. Huston, I thought you felt at
the time——

Mr. Husron. I did, at the time. Yes, I did.-

Senator ScHWEIKER. Because I think it is really the heart of the
issue, where that power falls and rests. And I think it is significant,
as one of the other Senators pointed out, that they asked you to sign
that memo. It seems to me that the White House knew they were walk-
ing all over the fourth amendment. And it seems to me this is just
one more thing that we have learned to call plausible denial, whereby
if something happens, why, they can really deny it happened, except
that some bureaucratic person gets the blame.

And it just seems to me that the fact it became the Huston plan
is a prettv oood indication that it was not somebody else’s plan, that
they really knew they were walking over the fourth amendment, but
thought they could get away with it. Would you agree with that
or not?

Mr. Huston. No, Senator. My guess would be that they never gave
anv thought to it.

Senator ScEWEIKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

The Caamrman. Mr. Huston. when you were testifying in executive
session before this public hearing, you were asked about your present
view. And I think there are two portions of the deposition that ought
to be read into the record, on which I would like any further comment
you may want to make. ) )

You were asked what the risk was of setting aside the laws, even
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though the purpose seems a very compelling one as you reflect back
upon it. And this is what you said :

The risk was that you would get people who would be susceptible to political
considerations as opposed to national security considerations, or would construe
political considerations to be national security considerations, to move from the
kjd with a bomb to the kid with a picket sign, and from the kid with the picket
sign to the kid with the bumper sticker of the opposing candidate. And you just
keep going down the line.

Is that not really about as good a statement—certainly, it is one
of the best I have ever seen—of the risks that we assume once we begin
to disregard the laws?

Mr. Huston. Yes, I think it is a risk. I think people start out with
the best intentions in the world. I don’t think there was anyone that
was involved in this operation who was motivated by a desire to -
protect the President, to secure his reelection, to embarrass the Demo-
crats, to engage in any partisan political purpose. There was no one
who was going to get any medal put on him that said “hero,” or who
g‘as‘ going to be invited as a special guest to the White House Press

Tub.

But we went from this kind of sincere intention, honest intention,
to develop a series of justifications and rationalizations based upon
this, what I believe to be the basic issue of this distorted view of in-
herent executive power, and from that, whether it was direct, as
Senator Schweiker seems to think it is, or was indirect or inevitable,
as I tend to think it is, you went down the road to where you ended
up, with these people going into the Watergate.

And so that has convinced me that you have just got to draw the
line at the top of the totem pole, and that we would then have to take
the risk—it is not a risk-free choice, but it is one that, I am afraid,
in my judgment, that we do not have any alternative but to take.

The CuarMAN. Has that not really been a lesson that has been
learned by the historians and the scholars through the years who have
been interested in the growth and preservation of a free society, that
in the end our reliance must be upon the law?

Mr. Huston. I think that is. But T think to me the interesting thing
is that many of us who should have known better adopted a view of
the Presidency that was comparable to the pre-Vietnam views of
Dr. Schlesinger and others, and then proceeded to exaggerate and
accelerate it.

As T say, I think so much of it was incremental, but we have got,
as you say, correctly, I think, to get back to the elemental considera-
tions. And, as I say, in your consideration I hope you will focus on
this really dangerous question of power without any accountability
whatsoever, at least with respect to the Presidency, that it ultimately
was an accountability to the people through the Congress. But it could
be entirely conceivable that the rest of these things would have been
going on forever, and no one, including the President, no one would
have known about it.

The CramrMan. Of course, accountability is at the heart of this
issue. And the thing that has not been known until today about the
Huston plan is that it was just a 5-day episode where the President
wasg asked to confer his authority to do these various things. He asked
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for options. He authorized these things. Five days later, upon recon-
sideration, he revoked it. And the fact of the matter is these things
had been going on long before he was asked, and they continued long
after he revoked his authority.

We have found this to be the endemic problem in the intelligence
service and in the law enforcement service of the Government. And
you have characterized it, you have said, “These agencies are fiefdoms.”
It is not only that they do not want the President to know what is going
on for fear he might say you shouldn’t do it, but they do not want one
another to know what is going on. The CIA does not want the FBI
to know what particular things it may be up to and vice versa.

And this compartmentalization is always justified with elaborate
arguments about secrecy, sensitivity, national security. And the end
result of it all is such a chaos that the President himself cannot govern
or control the very agencies that are supposed to be upholding the law
and protecting us against the enemy.

Now, that has to be changed. And accountability, as you have said,
goes to the very heart of our search, and it has got to be an accounta-
bility not only to the President; in the future, it has got to be an
accountability to the Congress as well. And we are going to find it if
we can, and we are going to recommend changes in the law and in the
gocedures that we hope will make these agencies accountable in the

ture.

Senator Mondale. -

Senator Moxpare. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Earlier, Mr. Huston, you indicated that one of the great needs in
this whole field was to draw the line between what, I guess you would
say, were legitimate functions of these agencies, and a point where they
become involved in the political sense, so that they corrupt and under-
mine and subvert the political process.

Would you not agree that that line has been drawn in terms of the
criminal law now, that that has been the basic thrust of the law from
- the beginning of American society, to give the law enforcement officers
enough power to apprehend criminals but not so much power that
these agencies can be turned in on the American people, in terms of
spies and in other ways, and that, thus, the first prerequisite of ac-
countability is an agreement that everybody has to obey the law?

Mr. Husron. Yes, I agree.

Senator Monpare. All right.

During your testimony today, you seemed to indicate that the pres-
ent criminal law did not arm the Government with adequate tools to
anticipate and prevent riots and violence. I find that somewhat
disturbing, as an old law enforcement officer myself, because it is my
impression that there is a host of laws on the books available to crimi-
nal investigators and prosecutors, law enforcement officers, within the
legitimate framework of the Constitution and the laws, that permit
investigations and arrests for conspiracy to commit crimes, or con-
spiracies to cross State lines for purposes of rioting and the rest.

Is there anything in your background which equipped you to draw
the judgment that the criminal law is inadequate to deal with the
problems of violence with which you were trying to deal? .

Mr. Husron. No. I have no claim to any expertise that would qualify
me to say that, other than the general specific impression that I had,
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the information that I had from those people who were responsible for
- handling this problem.

" Senator MonpaLE. Yet most of the people you were talking to were
not in law enforcement at all. They were in counterintelligence work
and in an area which, as we now know, was violating the law. As it was,
the only law enforcement principal you had there was Hoover, and
he opposed it. :

Might it be that the whole basis for this recommendation to the
President to relax restrictions on these police activities in order to meet
these threats was based on a false assumption that the law did not, in
its proper exercise, contain adequate remedies to deal with it ?

Mr. Husron. Well, I think that the intelligence collection or analysis
and collection process is different from the law enforcement process.

“And T think that the intelligence community ¢an do its job without the -

necessity for extraordinary—the use of extraordinary investigative
techniques.

But I think, for example, if you take the Safe Streets Act that sets
forth the criteria under which you can have court-ordered wiretaps, it
is my recollection that those taps can only run for like 7 days—I’m not
sure; it’s some limited period of time—pursuant to a court order, be-
fore they have to be disclosed to the party who is subject to being over-
heard. And in a continuing intelligence collection process, that would
not be as effective a way to go about it.

But I don’t think that—my judgment would be that there’s nothing
we can do today that cannot be done generally within the parameters
of existing criminal laws.

Senator MonNparE. I am glad to hear you say that, because I think
there was an impression left here that the country that lives within the
constitutional law is powerless to deal with violence. Within the law
and the Constitution, good law enforcement officers know perfectly
well how to investigate the suggestions of probable cause or the com-
mission of crimes. There are plenty of laws to stop crime before it is
committed, before conspiracies are developed.

I would like to at least correct what I think is the impression here
that somehow if you are constitutional and legal, you are also defense-
less, that criminal law is a rough tool as practiced constitutionally, and
it can work effectively if people have the patience to work within it.

One final point : earlier today you said that you did not see how your
recommended restrictions on due process in any way contributed to the
Plumbers. I will concede that you did not want the Plumbers created.
But if violations of the law by public officers are acceptable for your
purposes, why are violations of the law for other purposes not equally
justifiable %

Mr. Huston. My view on the Plumbers is that you had a group of
vigilantes operating outside the framework of established, authorized
law enforcement agencies, who were operating for what appeared to
me to be essentially political purposes, whereas what we were talking
about was the exercise of functions by authorized law enforcement
agencies for internal security purposes, and not political purposes.

Senator Monpare. Which is the more offensive to American society
and principles, official lawlessness by persons who are public employ-
ees, and many of them lawyers, on the one hand, or paid lawlessness
by persons outside of the Government ? '
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Mr. Husron. Well, I am not sure that you can establish any qualita-
tive distinction there, except for the risk, the propensity for such acts
to be undertaken by the vigilantes, as opposed to the professionals.

Senator Monpare. Do you think that those who ordered the Plumb-
ers were not just as convinced of the righteousness of their cause as you
were ?

Mr. Husron. I do not have any idea what they were convinced of,
but I am convinced that the intelligence community would never have
undertaken the Plumbers’ operation.

Senator MoxpaLe. Well, T have some trouble accepting that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATIRMAN. Senator Huddleston.

Senator HuppLestoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just one more question, Mr, Huston, on the subject of the intelli-
gence-gathering capability of the IRS. You have testified, I believe,
that you did not specifically make a request of the Service to gather
intelligence on any particular group or individual. Is that correct?

Mr. HusTon. Yes, sir.

Senator HuppLeston. Were you surprised to learn, then, that the
IRS, in fact, through its Activist Organizations Committee, and
through the FBI, had been supplying to the White House, some 5
months prior to the memorandum that we referred to earlier, intelli-
gence information on at least one organization, the Students for a
Democratic Society ?

Mr. Husron. I do not think T ever saw, or I have no recollection of
ever having seen any information that came to the White House from
the IRS, Senator.

Senator HuppLesTON. We have a memorandum to that effect [exhibit
65 *] about Mr. Paul Wright, who at that time was head of the AOC,
indicating that he was giving his permission to the FBI to relay to the
White House, at the request of the White House, intelligence infor-
mation that had been gathered on the SDS.

Mr. Husron. Well, Senator, as I think I testified earlier, there had
been, I assume—I don’t know what that memorandum dealt with, but
if it dealt with financial matters or sources of funding, there had
been a standing request from the President, before I became involved
in this, to the Bureau, to provide the White House with continuing
information with respect to sources of funds that were being used by
organizations who were engaged in violence; and so what may have
happened is that the Bureau was given that assignment ; they went to
the IRS and said, “do you have any information we can use?” And
IRS said, “Yes, you may use this information.” The Bureau then sent
it to the White House.

But as far as I know. I never saw any memorandum from the IRS
directly to the White House, or to anyone else to say that this infor-
mation was derived from information secured by the IRS.

Senator HuppLesron. Well, this memorandum would certainly in-
dicate that the IRS was supplying to the White House certain very
sensitive intelligence information.

The point I would like to make is that this episode, and this testi-
mony by you, Mr. Huston, and the subsequent action of the TRS, is
somewhat consistent with other types of information that we have
received, where those in high authority within these agencies expressed

1 See p. 400.
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to us that it was not their intent that any abuse occur, and it was their
understanding that all down the line understood that no abuse occur.
Yet, as we see in this case, where subsequent to your inquiry of the
agency, they did increase their activity in this regard, creating the
Special Service Staff. We saw this in the case of the poisons that were
not destroyed, even though the Director of the Agency was under that
impression, and had the understanding that they were destroyed, and
that everyone understood. There have been other instances in a more
serious area, which we cannot go into at this time, but relating to
possible assassination plots.

We see consistently that the higher authorities indicate that they
had an understanding that these abuses would not occur, but down the
line, the persons who were implementing the action had an under-
standing, according to their testimony, that they were acting in ac-
cordance with expressed authority from higher-ups. And this is the
dilemma in which we find ourselves as we continue to try to pinpoint
the accountability for the kind of actions that are contrary to every-
thing we believe in, a free and open and democratic society.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamyman. I think that sums it up, Senator.

Senator Schweiker, do you have any further questions ¢

Are there any further questions on the part of the committee? If .
not, I want to thank you very much for your testimony today. It has
been extremely important testimony, and the committee will stand
adjourned until 10 tomorrow morning. :

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the committee adjourned to reconvene
at 10 a.m. Wednesday, September 24.]
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U.S. SENATE,
SeLecr ComMmrTTEE To STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
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Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 3818,
Russ.((ail.l Senate Office Building, Senator Frank Church (chairman)
presiding. - : B

Presex%t: Senators Church, Tower, Mondale, Huddleston, Morgan,
Hart (Colorado), Baker, Mathias, and Schweiker.

Also present: William G. Miller, staff director; Frederick A. O.
Schwarz, Jr., chief counsel; and Curtis R. Smothers, council to the
minority.

The CrARMAN. The hearing will please come to order.

Yesterday the committee commenced its inquiry into the Huston
plan, our witness being Mr. Huston. And it developed in the testimony
that several illegal proposals had been made to the President—in this
case, Mr. Nixon—that he had approved those proposals, and later, had
revoked his approval. But, the very activities for which authority
was sought, had in fact been going on for a long period of time, prior
to the submission of the proposals to the President.

The evidence also showed that once the President had revoked the
proposals, about 5 days after he had first approved them, the activities,
nevertheless, continued, and in some cases, were expanded.

Mr. Huston testified that Mr. Nixon was not aware of these activities,
either before or after his approval and revocation of the Huston plan.
One of the illegal activities was the opening of the mail by the CIA,
and this committee will look into that mail-opening program exten-
sively. It is a very serious matter, and we have hearings scheduled a
few weeks from now, at the end of which we will inquire in detail
about the mail-opening program.

We will want to know, for example, why the mail of such individuals
and organizations in this country as the Ford Foundation, Harvard
University, and the Rockefeller Foundation was regularly opened by
the CIA. or why the mail coming to or from such individuals as Arthur
Burns, Bella Abzug, Jay Rockefeller, Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Mrs. Martin Luther King, Jr., Richard Nixon himself, as well as such
Senators as Hubert Humphrey, Edward Kennedy, even the Chairman
of this committee, whose letter to my mother is in the file, should have
been regularly opened and scrutinized by the CIA against the laws of
the country. '

And so today, our objective is not to look at this mail program in
great detail, for we will do that later. But it is, rather, to examine the
lack of accountability within the Agency and the failure to keep the
President of the United States properly advised of such activities, a
core issue if we are going to reform the intelligence agencies and law

(51)
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enforcement agencies of the Federal Government and make them
properly responsible and accountable for their actions to the elected
representatives of the people, chief among whom, of course, is the
President himself,

Now with that brief introduction to the general topic for the day,
I would like to ask our witness, Mr. Angleton—who, I understand, is
represented by counsel—to take the oath. Before I ask you to take
the oath, Mr. Angleton, I wonder if your attorney would identify
himself for the record.

Mr. Brown. Yes, Mr. Chairman, my name is John T. Brown, counsel
for Mr. Angleton in these proceedings.

The Cramrmax. Thank you, Mr. Brown. Mr. Angleton, would you
please stand to take the oath? Do you solemnly swear that all the
testimony you will give in this proceeding will be the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help.you God ?

Mr. AngreTON. I do.

The Camamrman. Mr. Schwarz, would you please begin the
questioning ?

TESTIMONY OF JAMES ANGLETON, FORMER CENTRAL INTELLI-
GENCE AGENCY OFFICIAL, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN T. BROWN,
COUNSEL

1917\%1;. Scawarz. Mr. Angleton, were you employed by the CIA in

Mr. ANgLETON. Yes; I was.

Mr. Scawarz. What was your job at that time?

Mr. AngreToN. I was Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff.

Mr. Scawarz. And when did you start working for the CIA ¢

Mr. Angreron. I began in 1947, having come from OSS (Office of
Strategic Services). :

Mr. Scawarz. You knew, Mr. Angleton, did you not, that the CIA
was opening mail in New York City in 1970, and had been doing so for
approximately 15 or 20 years?

Mr. Axcrerow. I did.

Mr. Brown. Mr. Schwarz, pardon me. If I may interrupt for just a
moment. As I indicated to the counsel for the committee, Mr. Angleton
had a very brief opening statement which he wished to make, and I
would like, at this time, to ask for the opportunity to have him make
that statement, if I may.

Mr. Scawarz. Yes; I'm sorry. You did say that to me, and I'm very
sorry. Would you go ahead ?

Mr. ANcLETON. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is James Angleton. I am appearing before the committee today,
freely and without subpena. I am mindful of the serious issues facing
the committee, and I know of your concern that they be resolved
prudently and expeditiously. I have served in the intelligence com-
munity of the United States for 31 years, beginning with the OSS
during World War I1. In 1954, I became Chief of the Counterintelli-
gencedStaff of the CIA, a position which I held until 1974. T am now
retired.

My years of service have convinced me that the strength of the
United States lies in its capacity to sustain perpetual yet peaceful
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revolution. It is the ultimate function of the intelligence community,
as part of our Government, to maintain and enhance the opportunity
for peaceful change.

_ I believe most strongly that the efforts and motivations of the intel-
ligence community have contributed to the sustaining of a Nation of
diversity and strength.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CraTRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Angleton.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Angleton, you just said, did you not, that you
knew in 1970, and had known for a substantial period of time, that the
CIA was opening mail in New York City?

Mr. Ancreron. That is correct.

Mr. Scuwarz. And Director Helms knew that, did he not ?

Mr. AncreToN. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. And J. Edgar Hoover, head of the FBI, knew that,
did he not?

Mr. AxcLETON. I would assume so, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. Well, I will read to you what Mr. Helms said in his
deposition of last week. “Mr. Hoover knew all about the mail opera-
tions.” Now, you have no reason to doubt that, do you?

Mr. AxgLETON. I do not.

Mr. Scawarz. And Mr. Sullivan of the FBI knew all about the
CIA’s mail-opening program, did he not ¢

Mr. Angreron. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. Now Mr. Helms, Mr. Hoover, Mr. Sullivan, and your-
self were all involved in the process which has come to be known as
the Huston plan, is that correct ?

Mr. AxcLETON. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. And Mr. Helms and Mr. Hoover signed the plan, did
they not ?

Mr. ANgrLETON. They did.

Mr. Scawarz. And Mr. Sullivan was the primary drafter, but you
and other working persons contributed to the drafting of the report,
did you not ? ,

Mr. AneLETON. Correct.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Would you turn, Mr. Angleton, to page 29
of the Special Report, Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad
Hoc), June 1970 [exhibit 1].

Now that is talking about mail coverage, isn’t it?

Mr. Axgrerox. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. And it distinguishes between routine coverage and
covert coverage, saying routine coverage is legal and covert coverage
is illegal, is that correct ?

Mr. AxcLEToN. That is correct. . .

Mr. Scawarz. And by covert coverage, they meant opening the mail,
did they not?

Mr. AxcreTON. Exactly.

Mr. Scuwarz. Would you read into the record the first sentence
under the heading, “Nature of Restrictions,” please? ) )

Mr. AxcLeToN. “Covert coverage has been discontinued while routine
coverage has been reduced primarily as an outgrowth of publicity
arising from disclosure of routine mail coverage during legal pro-

1 8ee p. 141.
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ceedings and publicity afforded this matter in congressional hearings
involving accusations of governmental invasion of privacy.”

Mr. ScHwarz. Now the first five words say “covert coverage has
been discontinued,” and, as you just agreed a moment ago, that states
that the opening of mail has been discontinued, isn’t that right?

Mr. AxcrLETON. May I seek a little clarification, please? ,

I believe that if you read the contribution under preliminary dis-
cussion, we are faced with two problems. We are faced with the
problem of domestic mail that goes from one point in the United States
to another point in the United States.

The CIA activity was devoted to mail to the United States from
Communist countries, and to Communist countries from the United
States. So there are two degrees of opening.

In other words, the entire intent and motivation of the program,
as conducted by CIA, involved the question of foreign entanglements,
counterintelligence objectives. :

The domestic mail program was a program that had been conducted
at some time or another by the FBIL.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Angleton, would you answer my question?

The words “covert coverage has been discontinued,” covert there
means opening mail, isn’t that right ¢

Mr. AngrLeTON. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. I will read to you from the prior paragraph, a refer-
ence which makes perfectly clear that the committee was talking
about both foreign and domestic mail. The sentence which says the
following: “Covert mail coverage, also known as ‘sophisticated mail
coverage,’ or ‘flaps and seals,’ entails surreptitious screening and may
include opening and examination of domestic or foreign mail.” Now,
the sentence which says “covert coverage has been discontinued,”
is a lie. That is false as far as your knowledge, Mr. Hoover’s knowl-
edge, Msr. Helms’ knowledge, and Mr. Sullivan’s knowledge; isn’t that
correct ?

Mr. AxcrLETON. Excuse me, I'm trying to read your preceding para-
graph. It is still my impression, Mr. Schwarz, that this activity that
is referred to as having been discontinued refers to the Bureau’s ac-
tivities in this field.

Mr. Scawarz. Well, the words don’t say that, first of all. Second,
how would a reader of these words have any idea that that distinction
is being drawn, Mr. Angleton ?

Mr. AncrETON. Well, it is certainly my impression that this was the
gap which the Bureau was seeking to cure. In other words, that they
had had such——

Mr. Scawarz. Let’s make perfectly clear what we’re talking about.
You knew, Mr. Helms knew, Mr. Hoover knew, and Mr. Sullivan
knew that the CIA was, in fact, opening the mail, and the sentence
says “covert coverage”—which means mail openings—“has been
discontinued.”

Mr. A~greron. But I still say that the FBI, in my view, are the
ones who made the contribution of that statement. It was covering
the problems that they had had in discontinuing their mail coverage.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Helms signed the report, didn’t he ?

Mr. AxcLETON. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. I just want to have you read into the
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record from two or more documents which relate to the U.S. Attorney
General’s being informed about mail opening, but being informed in
June 1971, or in other words, a year after the Huston plan.

Would you first read into the record from exhibit 56 !, paragraph
4 ot that document. And while you were looking for it, I will identify
it for the record that that is a CIA memorandum, for the record, dated
May 19, 1971, subject, “DCI’s Meeting Concerning HT/LINGUAL,”
which was a code name for the mail-opening program. And it refers,
Mr. Angleton, to a meeting in Mr. Helms’ office which involved a
number of CIA officials, including yourself.

Now, would you read into the record paragraph 4, please?

Mr. ANcLETON. Paragraph 4:

“The DCI,” meaning the Director of Central Intelligence, “then asked, who in
the Post Office Department knows the full extent of the operation—beyond cover
surveillance. The Chief of Counterintelligence,” meaning myself, “replied that
only Mr. Cotter knows, for he has been witting while with CIA and the Office of
Security. The previous Chief Postal Inspector, Mr. Montague, had never wanted to
know the extent of examination actually done, and was thus able to deny on oath
before a congressional committee that there was any tampering. Mr. Cotter woull
be unable to make such a denial under oath.

In an exchange between the Director for Central Intelligence and the Deputy
Director for Plans, it was observed that while Mr. Cotter’s loyalty to CIA could
be assumed, his dilemma is that he owes loyalty now to the Postmaster General.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. In other words, for the first time, someone
was in the Post Office Department, who, for sure, knew that the mail
was being opened. Because of that dilemma, Mr. Helms went to see
the Attorney General, did he not ?

Mr. AxcrLETON. That is correct.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Now, would you read into the record the
memorandum for the record, June 3, 1971, subject, “Meeting at the
DCTI’s Office Concerning HT/LINGUAL” [exhibit 57 2] the second
paragraph which refers to Mr. Helms’ statement that he had briefed
the Attorney General concerning the mail opening program.

Mr. ANcLETON. Paragraph 2:

Mr. Helms stated that on Monday he had briefed Attorney General Mitchell
on the operation. (NoTe.—Mr. Helms may have meant Tuesday, June 1, Monday
having been a holiday.) Mr. Helms indicated that Mr. Mitchell fully concurred
in the value of the operation and had no “hangups” concerning it. When discuss-
ing the advisability of also briefing Postmaster General Blount, Mr. Mitchell
encouraged Mr. Helms to undertake such a briefing.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Now, that document was dated June 3,
1971, and the mail opening program lasted until January or Febru-
ary 1973, when at the insistence of Mr. Colby, who said it was illegal,
it was dropped. Is that correct ?

Mr. AncLETON. That is correct. It was actually—the Director was
Mr. Schlesinger.

Mr. Scawarz. And was it not Mr. Colby who was the moving force
saying it wasillegal?

Mr. ANGLETON. Precisely.

Mr. Scawarz. All right, no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramman. Mr. Angleton—well, first of all, Mr. Smothers, do
you have any questions at this time ?

1 See p. 365.
2 See p. 368.
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Mr. Smorners. Yes; I do, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Angleton, there are
two matters I would like to inquire into briefly. First, the process
regarding approval for such actions as mail opening; and second, the
nature of this working group itself. The chief counsel has just raised
the questions regarding the statement in the report of the interagency
group, and you indicated in response to his question that that may
have been put in by the FBI. Is that correct ¢

Mr. ANeLETON. Pardon ¢

Mr. SmorrErs. With respect to the discontinuance of the covert op-
eration, mail opening, as mentioned in that report, you theorized, 1n
response to Mr. Schwarz’s question, that that may have been a state-
ment put in by the FBI. To the best of your knowledge, didn’t the
FBI do most of the drafting on this report?

Mr. A~ereron. The FBI, as I recall it, collected the opinions after
each meeting of the participating agencies and appeared at the next
meeting with minutes and a draft of the previous session.

Mr. Smorners. All right. With respect to the question then of mail
opening, is it your experience that this kind of operation by the CIA
would have been discussed in interagency working group meetings
among persons who would otherwise have been uninformed of such
operations?

Mr. ANgrETON. No; we would not raise such an operation.

Mr. SmorrERs. In the normal course of things, would there have
been an approval channel other than such interagency groups for se-
curing Presidential advice and consent to such operations?

Mr. A~ereToN. I am not aware of any other channel.

Mr. SmorrErs. Would such channels as the Special Group or the
In_tel(lligence Board have been a proper place for such matters to be
raised ¢

Mr. Anerrron. I do not believe that an oeration of this sensitivity
would have been raised in any body. It would have been—if there was
going to be submission for Presidential approval, it would have been
raised either by the Director of the FBI or the Director of Central
Intelligence.

Mr. SmoraERs. But in any event, it would not have been raised with
this working group involved with the Huston plan?

Mr. Ancereron. That is correct. That is correct.

Mr. SmotHERS. Mr. Angleton, if we could turn for a moment to the
process resulting in the Huston plan itself, I would like to take you
back to your testimony before the staff of this committee on the 12th
of September. At that time, you were asked about the involvement of
Mr. Tom Charles Huston in the development of this plan. I would
like to read to you from page 16 of your transcript and ask you if it
accurately reflects your comments at that time. )

Mr. Loch Johnson is doing the questioning, and his question to you is:

Do you think that Tom Charles Huston viewed himself as a potential arbitor
for domestic intelligence disagreements within the community ?

Your response:

I think he did because his short letter of instructions to ithe heads of the
intelligence community said that his role was to be what Dr. Kissinger’s was in
foreign policy. It was a very clear-cut edict, so to speak, that he was the ultimate
authority in the Executive for domestic security.
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Mr. Angleton, is that statement still true? Does that accurately re-
flect your testimony on September 12 %

Mr. AngretoN. I think it does. I cauld expand on it, but I think that
is quite accurate.

Mr. SmorHERs. But that response then is still true ? You still believe
it to be true?

Mr. ANGLETON. I believe it very much so and that particularly after
listening to Mr. Huston yesterday.

Mr. SmoraERS. Let me then raise with you another question regard-
ing Mr. Huston’s role. If you would, counsel, turn to page 24 of the
same transeript. Mr. Angleton, the question is raised as to whether
Mr. Huston was in fact the White House authority, but in addition
as to whether he was competent to manage such a group as the one that
was involved in the preparation of the Huston plan.

If you would turn to the last Angleton statement on page 24, let me
read into the record your comment at that time and ask if that still
represents your view.

Talking about his experience in the intelligzence area, he was very know-
ledgeable. He had obviously gone into this matter at some length prior to the
meeting. He knew prescisely what none of us really knew, that is the depths of
the White House concern, In fact, the most dramatic moment, I think, was at
the beginning of one meeting. At some stage in the meetings after preliminary
draft had been put forward, he found it totally unacceptable, and his comments
were to the effect that the subcommittee was not being responsive to the
President’s needs.

Does that accurately reflect your comments?

Mr. AncLETON. It does indeed. I think it is almost a direct quotation
as it relates to his insistence, after one of the sessions. He began the
next session with the statement to the effect that the committee was not
responding—the drafting committee was not responding to the
President’s requests and was not responsive to it.

Mr, SmoraERs. During the course of the meetings of this interagency
intelligence group, was there any doubt in your mind that your pur-
pose was to respond to the White House’s bidding and that the
message regarding the desires of the White House was being brought
by Tom Charles Huston ?

Mr. AnereToN. There was no question in my mind, nor in the minds
of others, that he represented the Commander in Chief in terms of
bringing together this plan, and he certainly never qualified what his
authority was. He made it very clear, and he submitted in writing that
he was to have this role for domestic intelligence comparable to Dr.
Kissinger’s role in foreign affairs.

Mr. Smoruers. Thank you, Mr. Angleton.

Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further.

The Cuaikman. Mr. Angleton, you heard Mr. Huston’s testimony
yesterday % :

Mr. AxcLETON. I heard most of it, sir.

The CuamryaN. You will remember then that he represented to the
committee that in response to the President’s desire to extend intel-
ligence coverage within this country, that he asked the various de-
partments of the Government involved, the FBI, the CIA, the NSA,
to come together with a plan and give the President some options, and
that the purpose of the recommendations that were made to the
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President in the so-called Huston plan, based upon the recommenda-
tions that had come from these departments, was to secure the
President’s authorization to climinate restrictions that he felt were
obstructing this gathering of intelligence. :

Now, Mr. Huston told us that he was never informed by the CIA,
the FBI, or any agency that the mail was being opened. He made 2
recommendation to the President. The President authorized mail open-
ings, and he testified that to his knowledge the President did not know
that the mail was being opened either.

Now, when we asked Mr. Helms, the Director of the CIA, if to his
knowledge the President had been told of the mail openings, he said,
I do not know whether he knew it or not.

So the state of the record is that to the best of our knowledge the
President had not been told that the mail was being opened. He gets
a recommendation in which it is represented that covert coverage,
which is mail openings, has been discontinued, and he is asked to
authorize the reopening of this program. Now, you have referred to
the President as the Commander in Chief. What possible justification
was there to misrepresent a matter of such importance to the Com-
mander in Chief?

Mr. AncreToN. I would say that your question is very well put, Mr.
Chairman. I can only speculate—and I do not have any record of the
discussions between ourselves and the FBI during the drafting stages,
but I know we had several where matters tabled within the drafting
committee, were matters that we never explained to the other members,
and one of them, of course, was the mail intercept. Again, only by way
of speculation, I believe 1f the President had approved, or even 1if
. there had been some access to the President—because, I think, this is
probably the most difficult task of all, was to have the audience in
which these things could be explained—I have no satisfactory answer
to your question, except that I do not believe that a great deal of the
mail problem centered on the Bureau’s lack of coverage, not the
Agency’s. .

The Caamman. But the CIA was the agency principally involved in
the mail openings.

Mr. AxeLETON. That is correct for all foreign mail, not for domestic.

The Cramman. Yes; and we will explore the whole breadth of that
program in due course. Did not the CIA have an affirmative duty to
inform the President about such a program % ’

Mr. AxgreTON. I believe so, without any question.

The CHAIRMAN. But it apparently was not done. You did not inform
the President. Director Helms did not inform the President, so——

Mr. Angreron. I would say, sir, not by way of any excuse, but
those were very turbulent periods for the intelligence community and
particularly for the FBI, and I think that all of us had enormous
respect for Mr. Hoover and understood the problems which he had
in sustaining the reputation of the FBI.

The CaarmaN. But the fact that the times were turbulent, the fact
that illegal operations were being conducted by the very agencies we
entrust to uphold and enforce the law makes it all the more incumbent
that the President be informed of what is going on; does it not? It
isreally not an excuse.

Mr. AncreroN. I do not think there was ever the forum in which
these matters could be raised at that level. I think that has been one
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of the troubles in domestic counterintelligence and foreign counter-
intelligence that the issues never do get beyond the parochial circle
of those engaged in that activity.

The CratrMaN. But you have said that there was an affirmative duty
on the CIA to inform the President ?

Mr. Anereron. I don’t dispute that.

The Cuamman. And he was not informed, so that was a failure
of duty to the Commander in Chief; is that correct ?

. Mr. AngreToN. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think anyone would have
hesitated to inform the President if he had at any moment asked for
a review of intelligence operations.

The Cramrman. That is what he did do. That is the very thing he
asked Huston to do. That is the very reason that these agencies got
together to make recommendations to him, and when they made their
recommendations, they misrepresented the facts.

. Mr. AncLeToN. I was referring, sir, to a much more restricted
orum.

The Cuarman. I am referring to the mail, and what I have said is
solidly based upon the evidence. The President wanted to be in-
formed. He wanted recommendations. He wanted to decide what
should be done, and he was misinformed.

Not only was he misinformed, but when he reconsidered authorizing
the opening of the mail 5 days later and revoked it, the CIA did not
pay the slightest bit of attention to him, the Commander in Chief, as
you say. Is that so?

Mr. A~areToN. I have no satisfactory answer for that.

The Cramrman. You have no satisfactory answer ?

Mr. AxereTON. No; I do not. )

The Crammax. I do not think there is a satisfactory answer, because
having revoked the authority, the CIA went ahead with the program.
So that the Commander in Chief is not the Commander in Chief at
all. He is just a problem. You do not want to inform him in the first
place, because he might say no. That is the truth of it. And when he
%1}(11 sfa,y no you disregard it and then you call him the Commander in

ief.

I have no further questions. Senator Tower ¢ .
__Senator Tower. Mr. Angleton, the role of certain leaders within
the intelligence community, such as that of Mr. Helms, has been of
concern to this committee. Referring back to your transcript of Sep-
tember 12, at page 17, you were asked about the role of the Director
of your Agency, the role of Mr. Helms. You began by discussing the
first meeting of the interagency committee. You were asked who at-
tended it and your response was as follows, and I read directly from
the transcripts:

Mr. Helms, but he attended only for a few moments. Huston made the opening
remarks as I recall. And since it was being held in our building, Helms made a
brief appearance so to speak, the host, and he took off and I do not think from
that moment he attended any other meetings.

Now Mr. Angleton, the question is this: is this still an accurate
characterization of Mr. Helms’ participation in the decisions and
recommendations leading up to a so-called Huston plan?

Mr.. AngrETON. I did not mean my statement to indicate that there
is any neglect of duty. It was simply that the working group was

62-685 O - 76 -5
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qualified to adhere to certain guidelines. Mr. Helms’ appearance, first
appearance, was to lend weight to the President’s request and to sup-
port Mr. Huston.

Senator Tower. Are you saying then that Mr. Helms made no sub-
stantial contribution to the substance of the report?

Mr. AncreroN. No; I am speaking about the—that his original
talk was only to outline what the President required from the work-
ing group and naturally I saw him from time to time in terms of—1I
would telephone him to indicate where we stood on the report.

Senator Tower. Now, Mr. Angleton, in these working group ses-
sions, who represented the FBI? '

Mr. ANeLETON. Mr. Sullivan, sir, who was also the chairman of the
working group.

Senator Tower. In your opinion, did Mr. Sullivan’s views accurately
represent those of Mr. Hoover ¢

Mr., AnereroN. No; I do not think so. :

Senator Tower. Could you elaborate on that ¢

Mr. AxcrLeToN. Mr. Sullivan, as the chief of internal security,
Assistant Director for Internal Security, found himself handicapped
by lack of personnel and funding and in addition many of the aggres-
sive operations conducted by the Bureau in the past have been system-
atically cut out by Mr. Hoover.

Senator TowEr. What does that mean ? What is the significance?

Mr. Axoreron. The significance being that the production of Inter-
nal Security fell down considerably.

Senator Tower. Now, Mr. Angleton, did you come to gain some
insight into the relationship between Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Tom
Charles Huston ¢

Mr. Ancreron. Well, it was my understanding, sir, that they had
known one another for over a year prior to the meetings. And I would
suggest that Mr. Huston was much better educated when he embarked
on these matters than his testimony suggests. I find him extremely
knowledgeable. He was certainly aware of the gaps.

Senator Tower. Would you say that Mr. Huston reflected the views
of Mr. Sullivan?

Mr., AncLETON. Very much so, sir.

Senator Tower [presiding]. I have no further questions.
Mr. Mondale?

Senator MonpaLe. Thank you, Senator Tower.

Mr. Angleton, you were in charge of the covert mail cover program
from the beginning ; am I correct ¢

Mr. AncrLETON. Not from the beginning, sir, from 1955.

Senator MonpaLe. All right.

Mr. AxcreTon. I took it on as an ongoing operation which had been
lodged also in the Agency.

Senator MoxpaLe. What is your understanding as to who authorized
the program ¢

Mr. Ancrerox. I would say that the operation that was first initiated
in 1952, at some stage the authorization was from the Chief of Opera-
tions of the Clandestine Services.

Senator MonpaLE. As you conducted this program, under whose
authority was it your understanding that you were operating?

Mr. AncreroN. Within the Agency?
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Senator MonDALE. Yes.

Mr. A~creroN. Under the Chief of the Clandestine Operations.

Senator MonpaLe. The Deputy Director for Plans, would that be?

Mr. AneLETON. Correct.

Senator MonpaLe. For your purposes, was that considered adequate
authority or was this such that you felt authority had to flow from
either the President or the National Security Council ¢

Mr. Ancreron. I believe that I regarded that, plus the authority
from the Director who was knowledgeable of the program, as internal
authority.

Senator MonDaLE. At your level of operations, that would be the
only authority with which you would concern yourself?

Mr. AncreToN. That is correct.

Senator MonpaLe. All right. What was your understanding of the
legality of the covert mail operation?

Mr. AxgrLETON. That it was illegal.

Senator MonpaLe. It was illegal. Now, you are an attorney ?

Mr. Axcierow. No, I am not, sir.

Senator MonpaLe. Well, that might be an asset.

Mr. AxgreToN. That is my cover, Senator.

Senator MonparLe. How do you rationalize conducting a program
which you believe to be illegal ?

Mr. Ancreron. To begin with, I was taking it over as an ongoing
operation and there was probability that the program, through lack
of personnel and funding, would have been scrubbed at some stage.
From the counterintelligence point of view, we believe that it was
extremely important to know everything possible regarding contacts
of American citizens with Communist countries.

And second, that we believed that the security of the operation
was such that the Soviets were unaware of such a program and there-
fore that many of the interests that the Soviets would have in the
United States, subversive and otherwise, would be through the open
mails, when their own adjudication was that the mails could not be
violated.

Senator MonpaLe. So that a judgment was made, with which you
concurred, that although covert mail opening was illegal, the good
that flowed from it, in terms of the anticipating threats to this coun-
try through the use of this counterintelligence technique, made it
worthwhile nevertheless.

Mr. AncLEToN. That is correct.

Senator MonpaLe. How do you recommend that this committee deal
with this profound crisis between political and legal responsibility
in government, a nation that believes in the laws, and what you regard
to be the counterintelligence imperative of illegal activity? What do
we do about it?

Mr. AncLETON. My own belief has always been that high authority,
whether it be on the Hill, the Congress, or in the Executive, needs
to examine very closely the counterintelligence content available to
this Government regarding its adversaries, and regarding the Soviet
and the Soviet Bloc.

To my knowledge, there has never been such an examination. I
believe very much in a statement made by Director of the FBI,
Mr. Kelley, that it is his firm view, which he expressed in Canada
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at a bar association convention, that certain individual rights have
to be sacrificed for the national security.

Senator MonpaLE. Do you believe that national security cannot be
protected except through the sacrifice of these rights?

Mr. AncLeroN. I believe that all matters dealing with counter-
espionage require very sophisticated handling and require consider-
able latitude.

Senator MonNpaLe. Who do you think should be empowered to deter-
mine which rights should be set aside?

Mr. AncLETON. I think that, sir, not being an expert in these
matters, that it should be a combination of the Executive and the
Congress,

Senator MonpaLE. How would the Congress express itself? Tradi-
tionally, it is through the adoption of laws.

Mr. A~grEToN. 1 am afraid I do not——

Senator MonpaLe. As I understand the progression of this dis-
cussion, it is your opinion that this Nation cannot protect itself with-
out setting aside certain personal liberties. Then I asked you, who
would determine what liberties were to be set aside? And you have
said it should be a combination of the Executive and the Congress.
Of course, the Congress acts through laws. Are you saying that we
should take another look at our laws to see whether they fully meet
the needs of national security ?

Mr. Anereron. That is correct.

Senator MonpaLE. Would it not have been better then, when these
laws were violated in the past, to do just that? Come to the Congress
and say, “in our opinion we cannot defend you under the present laws
and, therefore, we make these recommendations for change.” That
was not what was done. Surreptitiously and privately and covertly,
legal rights of the American people were violated ; in this case, mail
was opened, without any such approval in the law. Is that correct?

Mr. A~creron. That is correct.

Senator MonpaLe. Do you think that was a correct way to proceed ?

Mr. AncrETON. I think in an ideal world dealing with intelligence,
and I have never seen one yet, that these matters should have been
brought up vigorously. All through the life span of the CIA, I do
not think there was the proper forum here for the airing securely
of these matters.

‘Senator Monpacre. I disagree with you on the question of national
security. I think our Constitution provides plenty of power to protect
this country. In any event, I see no authority for anyone in the
executive or in the Congress or anywhere else for determining, on
his own, that the law is not good enough and therefore taking it into
his own hands. I see no way of conducting a civilized, democratic
society with those kinds of rules.

Now in your system for covert openings, there was prepared a
watch list which set forth certain names of organizations and purposes
and those names were the trigger for opening mail to or from them
which was sent internationally.

Mr. AncreroN. To the Soviet Union.

Senator Moxpare. To the Soviet Union. The list included Linus
Pauling, John Steinbeck, the author, and Victor Reuther of the Auto
Workers. What counterintelligence objective was it you thought you
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were achieving in opening the mail of what most of us would assume
to be very patriotic, thoughtful, decent Americans?

Mr. AncreTon. Sir, I would prefer, if possible, to respond to that
question in executive session.

Senator MonpaLe. Well, I would like the answer. The chairman is
not here so I think we ought to pass that request up until the chairman
is back.

I have several other questions along that line with other names. But,
in any event, let us wait until the chairman returns.

Senator Tower. What was the request of the witness? That it
not be answered except in executive session ?

Senator MoNDaLE. Yes; I asked about three names that were on the
watch list and he asked to answer that in executive session. I think we
should await the chairman.

Mr. ANeLETON. Sir, may I please modify that ?

Mr. Brown. Would the Senator please just indulge us for just a
moment so I can confer with Mr. Angleton?

Senator Tower. Let ushave order, please.

Mr. Angleton, should you answer this question in open session,
would you be disclosing classified information that has not been
previously cleared for disclosure?

Mr. AncLeTON. I would also need to have the opportunity to review
files in the agency before making any response.

Senator Tower. In other words, you do not know whether it would
be disclosing classified information that has not been cleared ¢

Mr. AxcgrLeETON. 1 would not depend on my memory, sir, at this time,
kl;ecalt{use these are cases or matters which apparently were some time

ack.

Senator Tower. The Chair will rule that for the time being, you
will not be required to answer the question in open session; but that
the matter can be reopened, should the committee decide that they
should be disclosed in public session.

Mr. AnvcLeron. Thank you.

Senator MonpaLE. I have got some other names I would like to sub-
mit to Mr. Angleton which I wish he would use in his review in prepa-
ration for that answer, whether in public or in private.

Senator Tower. Thank you, Senator Mondale. Senator Baker?

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I believe most of the information relevant to the Huston plan docu-
ment have been covered by other members of the committee and by
counsel. But there are two or three things of a more general nature
that I would like to direct Mr. Angleton’s attention to, and ask his
reaction or comments on.

Before I do, however, what was your job at the time of your retire-
ment from the CIA?

Mr. AxcLETON. I was the head of counterintelligence.

Senator Baxer. Counterintelligence, in layman’s terms, implies
something other than intelligence. I take it that it implies something
to do with keeping up with what the other fellow’s intelligence

would be.

Mr. AxcLETON. That is correct.
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Senator BAKER. Was a major part of your operation concerned with
intelligence operations against the United States by, say, the Soviet
Union or other countries?

Mr. AxerLETON. It Was a question of all hostile intelligence services
where we have a situation, for example, that in the Soviet bloc alone,
there are over 27 intelligence services who would conduct activity in
the United States and in the territories of allies.

Senator Bager. Well, to put it in lay terms again, counterintelli-
gence was to protect our intelligence resources?

Mr. AncLETON. It Was to penetrate and frustrate the espionage and
subversion from outside. .

Senator Baker. How, then, was counterintelligence, your area of
concern and expertise, important to that area to be involved with mail
openings?

Mr. AneLETON. Well, since the mail openings were to the Commu-
nist countries, it meant that there was a contact, regular contact, with
Americans and third country nationals who were here. For example,
there are many third country nationals that were here studying, who,
in turn, had relatives who were studying in Soviet institutions.

Senator Baker. I can follow that. But what prompted the question
was, why on earth would you have, for instance, Frank Church or
Richard Nixon on that list #

Mr. ANcrETON. I would say it was very much an error.

Senator BAkER. It was an error to have them on the list ?

Mr. AnereTON. That is precisely correct.

Senator BaxEr. Are there other members of this committee that
were on that list ¢

Mr. AngreroN. I'm not aware of it, sir. I've not gone through the
listings.

Senator Baxer. You began this operation in 1954 or thereabouts,
I understand.

Mr. AncreTon. It was started in another part of the agency in 1952,
and it was taken over by us—counterintelligence—in 1955.

Senator Baker. I understand from your testimony to Senator Mon-
dale that you think that it is of sufficient value so that it ought to be
continued.

Mr. AxcrLETON. It is certainly my opinion, and the opinion of my
former associates.

Senator Baxer. It should be continued even if it required the change
of the statute law—and I am not sure that would even do it. Let us
just assume for the moment that you have a congressional debate on
the necessity for doing it, and thus change the nature of the postal
system; that is, people no longer would assume that their mail was
inviolate, that people probably were going to inspect it. That gets us
terribly close to Big Brotherism ; the idea that when you mail a letter,
you have got to assume that somebody may read it, at least a letter
outside the country. Even if you assume that that would be the range
and scale of the debate in Congress, you would favor the passage of
such a bill?

Mr. AncreToN. I didn’t quite say that, sir. I believe I would prefer,
if possible, to stick to what I believe to be the approach to the prob-
lems within the intelligence community; and that is that both the
executive, at a high level, and the Congress examine in depth the nature
of the threat to our national security.
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Senator Baxer. If I may interrupt you for a minute, I think T ought
to explain why I am proceeding in this way. I know, from reading
your briefing papers, and from a general impression of your service
to your country and to the CIA, that you have been an extraordinarily
important figure in the intelligence and counterintelligence scheme of
things for many, many years. I believe, based on your testimony, that
you have a grave concern for the nature and the scope of the foreign
threat, and the importance of the methods and techniques that are
employed or may be employed by the CIA, by the DIA, and by other
intelligence agencies.

That is my general impression. But your impression of us should be
that, while we recognize the importance of that, it gets right sticky
when it would appear, in some cases clearly, that those methods and
techniques violate either the statute law or the Constitution of the
United States. What I am putting to you is whether or not this coun-
try should engage in a debate in the congressional forum—which is
where laws are made and changed—about a matter such as the chang-
ing of the fundamental nature of the postal system—that is to say, to
create a situation where people must assume that their mail is being
read.

Now, are the techniques for intelligence gathering—is the nature of
the foreign threat such that we should go ahead with that debate, or
even pass such a statute?

Mr. AncreroN. I think in the present atmosphere, it would be
impossible.

Senator Baxer. That is sort of our job, too; to guess what is possible
and impossible in the Congress, and I am often fooled about what is
possible and impossible. From your standpoint, what I am trying to
drive at is whether or not you believe the scope and the extent of the
threat to this country from abroad is sufficient to launch this Congress
into a debate on whether there should be such a change in the postal
laws or not.

Mr. AxgLeToN. Well, I must accept, sir, the fact that again,that I do
not believe that the atmosphere would even tolerate this subject being
the subject of debate. I think these perceptions of dangers and threats
have changed very greatly in the last 2 years. I think the policies of
détente and, prior to that, peaceful coexistence——

Senator Baxer. What do you think of the policies of détente ?

Mr. AnareToN. Well, I would only speak to the question of détente,
peaceful coexistence, strictly from counterintelligence observation.

Senator Baker. That is why I asked you. You were the head man in
that field. What do you think of it ¢

Mr. AnerETON. My view is that there is complete illusion to believe
that, on the operative, clandestine side—which is, in a sense, a secret
war that has continued since World War IT—that the Soviets or the
Soviet bloc have changed their objectives. And I base this on counter-
intelligence cases.

Senator Baker. I do not mean to embarrass you, Mr. Angleton, but
I want to ask you this question. In that respect, is your disagreement
with détente as a national policy part of the reason why you retired
from the CIA at the time you did ¢

Mr. AncreroN. I really cannot say. Every day that passes, I discover,
much to my amazement, certain points of view and activity in which I
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might say, neither myself nor my colleagues were in great favor. I
cannot be specific. I do not have the facts. _ o

Senator Bager. Mr. Angleton, there are many questions I could ask.
Your experience covers a turbulent time in history, and the tempta-
tion to ask you specific details about it is almost irresistible. But
for the moment, in view of the time restraints, I will postpone that.

I would ask only a single thing, and that is whether or not you think
there should be a significant national debate in a congressional forum,
as well, on the question as to whether or not we should legalize some of
the activities that now appear to be illegal in the intelligence-collecting
field. Now, it is my own personal view that if you are going to do
some of these things, the country will not accept them, and should not.
They are intrinsically an intrusion, beyond the scope of the permissible.

But if you are going to do some of the others, that are more closely
held, you ought not to do them without asking. You ought to send
them up to Congress and find out what the likelthood of the law being
changed may be. Would you generally agree, in retrospect, that that
ought to be the way this matter is approached ?

Mr. AxcrLeToN. There is no question in my mind.

Senator Baker. Thank you, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Tower. Senator Huddleston ¢

Senator Huppreston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Angleton, first I wonder if we might bring some of the intelli-
gence terminology down to lay language, so that the people will have
a complete understanding of what we are talking about here, I think
we have pretty well covered mail coverage, but just to clarify it maybe
somewhat further, we are discussing the actual opening of mail of cer-
tain citizens who appear on a predetermined list. Does some individual
actually read this mail, or is it photographed, or just how is this
handled ?

Mr. AxcLeToN. Well, sir, the process was to collect mail at an inter-
national terminal before it went abroad, and mail coming from abroad
from Communist countries, and having the opportunity to surrepti-
tiously open the envelopes, photograph the contents, and to dispatch
the mail to the addressee. The photographs of the mail were brought
through another part of our organization to us in Counterintelligence,
where we had a group of some six people very fluent in languages, and
also in holograph and flaps, and they were very sophisticated tech-
nicians and analysts. They would make abstracts of the mail where it
was important. together with internal findings and dossiers, and direct
it to certain selected customers.

Senator HuppLesTon. Customers being specific agencies of the Gov-
ernment, either CTA——

Mr. Ancreron. For all intents and purposes it was only to the FBI,
although there was some mail that did—there were some special items
that went to military intelligence.

Senator HuppLesToN. Now, electronic surveillance—what all does
this involve?

Mr. A~xcreron. Pardon. sir?

Senator HuppresTon. Electronic surveillance—what does this in-
volve specifically ¢ :

Mr. Anerrron. We were not involved in electronic surveillance.

Senator HuppresToN: You know what it is, do you not?
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Mr. AncLETON. Yes, sir. It is all forms of eavesdropping.

Senator HuppLestoN. Is this tapping telephones?

Mr. ANgrLeTON. Telephones:.

Senator HuopLeston. That is, a wiretap.

Mr. AngreToN. Bugs.

Senator HuppLestoN. Bugs in rooms, or in places where people
might assemble ?

Mr. ANGLETON. Precisely.

Senator HuopLesTon. Without their knowledge?

Mr. AxgLETON. Hopefully.

Senator HuppLesToN. Surreptitious entry-—what is this describing ?
_ Mr. A~xgreToN. That is the ability to penetrate into either a build-
Ing or mail

Senator HuopLesTON. Break it down into a simple context that we
hear in every police court in the country on Monday morning. It is
breaking and entering to a great degree, is it not? It might be——

Mr. AncgLETON. As long as there is no—I say I agree, sir.

Senator HuppLeston. It would be breaking into someone’s home
or into his office or his apartment, and, in effect, taking what you con-
sider to be important to the objective.

Mr. AxeLETON. It is not so much taking as it is photographing.

Senator HuppLesToN. Or photographing.

Mr. AxcrETON. There is not really much breakage.

Senator HuppLesToN. What do you mean by development of campus
sources ? :

Mr. AncreTON. Is that in the context, sir, of the Huston plan?

Senator HuppLesToN. Yes, that was part of the Huston objective.

Mr. AncrETON. It simply meant the eventual recruitment of sources
on the campus.

Senator HuppLesTon. Would that be students?

Mr. AncrLETON. I believe it referred specifically to students and
perhaps some instructors.

Senator HuppLEsToN. Who would perform as informants or as——

Mr. AncrLeToN. They would be spotters in terms of possible recruit-
ment of people, or informants.

Senator HuppLesToN. I think it is important that the people under-
stand what we are talking about when we talk in intelligence terms,
Mr. Angleton, and those descriptions I think will be helpful.

Now, prior to the development of the Huston plan, would you say
that one of the reasons that this development occurred was that con-
flicts had grown specifically between the CIA and the FBI?

Mr. AxcreroN. Unfortunately, yes.

Senator HuppLeston. Would you describe what some of those con-
flicts were, some of the things that were troubling Mr. Hoover?

Mr. Ancrreron. Well, to begin with, in all fairness to Mr. Hoover,
after World War I, he was not happy with his activities in certain
parts of the world which he conducted during wartime, being trans-
ferred to another agency. I do not believe that this was jealousy, as
has often been stated. I think that he only had to look at the fact
that during World War II. the OSS had many people who were loyal
to General Donovan, but also had loyalties to the opposition—and I
do not want to characterize it as many. I think it is in many records.




68

And therefore, there was a very grave problem of the security stand-
ards of the Agency coming from World War IL

Senator HoppLesTon. Did this result in the concern that he had that
there were informants within the FBI that were telling the CIA
things that Mr. Hoover did not think they should be telling ?

Mr. Angreron. Sir, I think you are referring directly to the one
straw that broke the camel’s back.

Senator HuppLesToN. Was this a single incident ? '

Mr. ANeLETON. A single incident in which an officer of the CIA re-
ceived information to which he was entitled regarding a foreign na-
tional who disappeared and he received this information from an
unnamed FBI officer. Mr. Hoover demanded the identity of the FBI
officer. The CIA official as a matter of personal integrity refused to
divulge the name of his source and he also offered to the Director,
Mr. Helms, his resignation.

Senator HupbLestoN. You indicate this was a one-time incident. Are
you suggesting that the CIA did not have other sources of informa-
tion from within the FBI that may not have been known by the
Director, Mr. Hoover?

Mr. AxereToN. I would never call them sources. The CTA had many
contacts with the FBI at various levels.

Senator HuppLEsToN. Were there also instances where the CTA re-
quested of the FBI and of Mr. Hoover to undertake certain wiretaps
for domestic surveillance that Mr. Hoover declined to do?

Mr. AngreTON. That is correct.

Senator HupprestoN. Did this also create friction between the
agencies ? .

Mr. Axereron. I do not think that that in itself necessarily created
the friction. I think the friction came from the case I described earlier.

Senator HuppLesTON. Just that one case? Was that enough to cause
Mr. Hoover to eliminate the liaison totally and formally between the
two agencies?

Mr. ANgLETON. That is correct.

Senator HuopLesToN. And he did that, in fact?

Mr. A~xereToN. He did, indeed.

Senator HuppLestoN. During the early sessions of the group that
was setting up the Huston plan, was this friction evident to you as
a participant of those meetings, that the CIA and the FBI were not
getting along at the top levels as they might ¢

Mr. A~eLeETon. Well, I do not think that the relationship at the
top levels was ever satisfactory. I believe—and this may be somewhat
of an exagoeration—but I believe that over a period of some 25 years
I do not think there were probably more than three or four or five
meetings between the Director of FBI and the Director of CTA except
those that might have been casual, where they bumped into one an-
other in a national securitv conference. .

Senator Huppreston. Did this adversely affect the efficiency of our
intelligence community ?

Mr. AxcreTON. It did.

Senator Huppreston. Do you think Mr. Hoover’s concern in the
FBI’s dealings with the CTA was principally due to the questionable
lecality of some of the things that the CTA was asking him to do?
Or was it a concern for the public relations aspect of his agency ?
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Mr. Axcreron. Well, I think that Mr. Hoover was conscious of all
aspects of situations where the Bureau’s interests were affected,
whether it be professional, whether it be public relations, he was
without question the number one law enforcement officer in the United
States and probably the most respected individual outside the United
States among all foreign intelligence and security services. And I
believe that Mr. Hoover’s real concern was that during the J ohnson
administration, where the Congress was delving into matters pertain-
ing to FBI activities, Mr. Hoover looked to the President to give him
support in terms of conductin% those operations. And when that sup-
port was lacking, Mr. Hoover had no recourse but to gradually elimi-
nate activities which were unfavorable to the Bureau and which in
turn risked public confidence in the number one law enforcement
agency.

‘And I think his reasoning was impeccable.

Senator Huppreston. Well, did the CIA, on occasion, ask Mr.
Hoover and his agency to enter into “black bag” jobs?

Mr. AxcLeroN. That is correct.

Senator HuppLesTon. And that is surreptitious entry or in layman’s
terms, breaking and entering.

Mr. AncreToN. It deals basically with handling couriers, the man
who carries the bag.

Senator HupprLeston. During the initial stages of the interagency
committee developing the Huston plan, did it occur to you to inquire
whether or not—since you were aware that you were suggesting or
talking about doing things that were illegal—did it occur to you to
inquire whether or not the Attorney General of the United States had
been advised or questioned about this plan ?

Mr. Anxcreron. Well, I did not have, as a rule, relations with many
Attorneys General except on very special cases.

Senator HuppLesToN. I am not suggesting you would have inquired
yourself, but that his approval would have been given or at least he
would have been consulted.

Mr. AncLETON. My approach, sir, on that

Senator HuppLesToN. Did it even bother you to wonder about it?

Mr. AxcLeroN. No. I think I can reconstruct my attitude over many
years on that matter, that I felt it most essential that the Attorney
General be aware of the program in order to read the mail and to read
the production. In other words, I think that an Attorney General
who does not know the minutiae of the threat is a very poor Attorney
General.

Senator HuppLesToN. Were you surprised then to learn that he had
not been consulted about the Huston plan ¢

Mr. AxcLETON. I was absolutelyv shocked. T mean it was unbelievable,
because one believed that he had everything relating to Justice
Department.

Senator HuppLesTox. Is that the reason that you testified you were
not surprised when the President rescinded his approval after Mr.
Hoover went to the Attorney General?

Mr. Ancreron. I must repeat that I could well understand how
without even going into any inquiries, that the Huston plan was dead.

Senator HuppLesToN. You expected that to happen ¢

Mr. ANxcreTON. Absolutely.
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The CEAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you very much. I want to thank
Senator Tower for taking over and presiding for me. I had to be at
a meeting of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that is consider-
ing the Sinai agreements and for that reason I had to absent myself.

Let us see, we are now at Senator Schweiker, please.

Senator Scaweiker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. o

Mr. Angleton, did you support the Huston plan in principle? At
the time that this became a function of your decisionmaking process,
your administrative responsibility, did you support the Huston plant

Mr. A~crETON. I did. .

Senator Scawerker. After the Huston plan was shot down, I guess
by a combination of John Mitchell and J. Edgar Hoover, there were
some other actions taken. Wirst of all, John Dean was moved in and
somewhat replaced Mr. Huston in his duties and then he wrote a
memo on September 18, 1970 [exhibit 24 '], within 2 months of the
decision to abandon the Huston plan. And he set up a new committee
and I quote now from his memo, “a key to the entire operation will
be the creation of a interagency intelligence unit for both operational
and evaluation purposes.” You were a part of that new unit; was that
correct ¢

Mr. AxgLeTON. I was present.

Senator Scaweiker. And as I understand it, the very first meeting
of that unit was held in John Dean’s office in the White House. Is
that correct?

Mr. AngreToN. That is correct.

Senator ScHWEIKER. So in essence, by this move, did you not really
begin to accomplish many of the objectives that Mr. Huston set out,
but you did it in a way that Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Hoover did not
strenuously interpose their objection. Is that correct ¢

Mr. AngrLeTON. I do not have any evidence of that.

Senator ScHWEIKER. Well, on April 12, do you recall there was a
meeting among Mr. Helms, Mr. Hoover, and Admiral Gayler to dis-
cuss loosening up or broadening, whatever way you want to call it, the
information gathering techniques to the point where some of the
elements of the Huston plan were being reconsidered. Do you recall
such a meeting ¢

Mr. A~xcreron. I know that that was something that was of concern
to the intelligence community prior to and after the Huston plan. The
Huston plan itself had no impact or did not impact on the meeting,
the question of espionage assistance to the National Security Agency.

Senator Scuwerker. Of the seven or eight individual elements of
the Huston plan concerning new ways of getting intelligence more
easily, weren’t some of these similar to the proposals that were dis-
cussed at the April 12 meeting as well as at the interagency meeting?
Certainly vou did discuss them, and did they not come up for consid-
eration in different forms?

Mr. AxgLETON. EXCuse me, sir.

Senator, I am trying to be responsive to your hypothesis. The Huston
plan, in effect, as far as we were concerned, was dead in 5 days and
therefore all of the other matters of enlarging procurement within
the intelligence community were the same concerns that existed prior

1 See p. 255.
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to the Huston plan, and subsequent to the Huston plan. The Huston
plan had no impact whatsoever on the priorities within the intelligence
community.

Senator ScEWEKER. I understand that, Mr. Angleton. But at that
meeting where Mr. Helms and Admiral Gayler and the others met,
was there not a discussion to do some of the very same things that
had been referenced in the Huston plan ?

Mr. AngreTON. That part is correct, sir.

Senator ScHweIkEr. That isall T am trying to establish.

Mr. AncLETON. But it had a life of its own prior to the Huston plan.

Senator ScEwEIKER. And then did not the Plumber’s unit at a later
time perform some of the same illegalities, such as breaking and enter-
ing, that the Huston plan has proposed ?

Mr. AngLETON. Pardon?

Senator ScuwrIkEr. I realize you are not directly connected with
the Plumbers, but did the Plumber’s unit not do some of the same
things, breaking and entry, illegal burglary, that the Huston plan
proposed ? Is that not a fact ?

Mr. AngLETON. Yes.

Senator ScHWEIKER. So in essence, they went around the back door
instead of the front door. Even though the Huston plan was dead I
believe it had nine lives. Now, Mr. Angleton, you were head of the
Counterintelligence Unit of the CIA and under you was a group called
the Special Operations Group, headed by Mr. Richard Ober, who we
will be hearing from tomorrow. But inasmuch as you were involved
as his immediate supervisor, it is correct to say that O{)eration CHAOS
was under your supervision, although not immediately ¢

Mr. A~crETON. It Was technically under my supervision for “rations
and quarters.”

. Senator Scuweiker. And you supported and went along with Op-
eration CHAQS as an executive of CIA, is that not correct ?

Mr. AxeLeToN. I was not familiar with all of the operations of
CHAOS.

Senator Scaweiker. Did you object to it? Did you oppose it? Did
you fight it in any way ?

Mr. A~crETON. Those operations I knew about I approved, I mean,
I was approving of. .

Senator ScHwEIkER. Were you aware that some of the Operation
CHAOS agents were operating in the United States?

Mr. A~creTON. I was not. I would qualify that to say, as I have said
before, before the Rockefeller Commission, that there was a period in
all operations of that nature where the agent had to build cover in
the United States. But I suggested, and I still believe, that those opera-
tions should be examined in terms of what was Mr. Ober’s motive.
And I think that one will find, as far as I know, that his motive was
tosend these people abroad for intelligence collection.

Senator ScEwWEIKER. Well, were you aware of the memos [exhibit
65 1] that CIA sent to Walt Rostow, and then Henry Kessinger, which
said the following, and I quote “you will, of course, be aware of the
peculiar sensitivity which attaches to the fact that CIA has prepared

18ee p. 402.
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a report on student activities, both here and abroad.” Were you aware
of either memo, number one, or number two, that you were following
student activities here ?

Mr. A~gLETON. Do we have this memorandum ?

Senator Scawerker. 1 will ask the counsel whether you have it.
This was received from the Rockefeller Commission. You might not
have it immediately before you. :

Mr. AngrETON. I do not recall it. -

Senator ScHWEIKER. Let me ask you this way. Were you aware of
any activities under you, or under people under your direction, that
had to do with preparing a report on the domestic activities of stu-
dents here in the United States of America?

Mr. ANcLeTON. There were reports that I cannot identify unless
I see them.

Senator ScawErker. That is not my question. My question is were
you aware of any counterintelligence activities directed against the.
students of the United States of America here at home? You were in
charge of supervising this whole counterintelligence unit.

Mr. A~ncreroN. I tried to explain, sir, that I was not in charge.

Senator Scawerker. What does being Chief of Counterintelligence
mean? You were Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff, were you not ¢

Mr. ANGLETON. Yes.

Senator Scawerker. And that did not come under your purview?

Mr. Awngreron. I said that Mr. Ober’s unit was in the Counter-
intelligence staff for rations and quarters. I did not have access to
many of his disseminations. We were not even on the carbon copies
for dissemination. I did not know the identity of his agents. I did
not have any knowledge or appurtenances of a case officer over these
activities,

Senator ScEWEIKER. Let me ask you something that you did testify
to that we will not have a problem of communication on. On page
109 of your September 12 testimony, in a deposition before this com-
mittee, you were specifically asked about how the CIA might either
ignore, or not follow, or contradict an order relating to the destruction
of shellfish toxins and poisons, about which we held hearings last
week. Now you are quoted in your deposition, “It is inconceivable that
a secret intelligence arm of the government has to comply with all
the overt orders of the government.” Is that an accurate quote or not ¢

Mr. AneLETON. Well, if it is accurate it should not have been said.

The CramrMaN. That is right, Mr. Angleton.

Senator Scaweiker. It looks like we are on plausible denial again
is all I can say here, Mr. Chairman. It is a direct quote and I under-
stand the procedure is to give you an opportunity to review your
testimony each day, in case you want to correct it. Did you not have
that opportunity ?

Mr. AngreroN. I did not expect, sir, to be called Friday night late
and told I would be here today. I intended in due course to see my
testimony. I was informed that I would be present in October.

Senator Scuweiker. Well, getting back to the issue at hand, Mr.
Angleton, do you believe that statement that you made or do you not
believe it ? What is your belief of whether a secret intelligence agency
has the right to contradict a direct order of a President or whether it
does not apply ?
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Mr. A~ereTOoN. Well, I would say I had been rather imprudent in
making those remarks.

Senator Scaweiker. Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, it raises the prob-
lem that this committee is really confronted with. And I don’t want to
say that—unfortunately you are not the exception in this belief, Mr.
Angleton, because I think our work, our intelligence investigation, has
turned up an awful lot of people in the intelligence community who
really feel this way. . '

I think that is exactly how the toxin situation got to where it was.
And, while this may not have been the biggest thing that happened, I
think it is indicative of the problem that this committee and the Con-
gress have to deal with. And you feel, or the intelligence community
feels, that they are removed from even a direct order of the President.
And I think that does come to the heart of the issue. I think you were
honest in your statement and I think actually this is the issue before the
committee and the Congress now. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramman. Well I might observe that Mr. Angleton has not
denied the statement, nor has he changed his position. He said it was
an imprudent thing to say. That was your answer, was it not?

Mr. A~ereTON. Thave not pursued the question of toxins from a pro-
fessional point of view. I did not listen to all of the hearings on it. It is
a matter very much outside of my professional background.

The CrarMaN. But your statement, Mr. Angleton, is not related to
toxins. It is a very general statement, which I do believe represents
your view.

Mr. AwerrroN. I am sorry, sir, but it does not necessarily represent
my views.

The Crarman. You said it is inconceivable that a secret intelligence
arm of the Government has to comply with all of the overt orders of
the Government.

Mr. AxerETON. To comply with all overt

The CHAIRMAN. Do you retract that statement now, or do you merely
regard it as imprudent.

Mr. AncrLEToN. T have not studied the testimony, sir.,

The CrAtRMAN. May I call your attention to 1t on page 109 of your
testimony before this committee, September 12, beginning on line 9,
and I read, “It is inconceivable that a secret intelligence arm of the
Govex;?ment has to comply with all of the overt orders of the Govern-
ment.

Mr. AncrETON. I withdraw that statement.

The CaHamRMAN. Do you withdraw that statement ?

Mr. AnxgrLeTON. I do. .

The Cramrman. Did you not mean it when you said it the first time?

Mr. AncreToN. This was stated before the hearings, before you held
your hearings on this matter? .

The CramrMaN. Yes, but when you said it to us, did you mean 1t or
did you not mean it?

Mr. A~areron. I do not know how to respond to that question.

The CrATRMAN. You do not know how to respond to the question?

Mr. ANcLETON. I said that I withdrew the statement.

The Cuamrman. Very well, but you are unwilling to say whether or
not vou meant it when you said it.

Mr. AxareToN. I would say that the entire speculation should not
have been indulged in.
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. The Cramman. I see. Senator Morgan. '

Senator Morean. First of all, with regard to the question that the
chairman asked you, do you know what specific order was being
referred to in that case?

Mr. Brown. Excuse me, Senator, just a moment please.

Mr. AxcLETON. No; I did not know the orders.

Senator MoreaN. Then you are not talking about any particular
order, but you were talking about orders in general ¢

Mr. AncLETON. Sir, I have not reviewed this transcript.

Senator Moreax. I understand that, Mr. Angleton. And that is why
I was looking back at it myself.

If I could pursue for a moment the questions of Senator Mondale
and Senator Baker, first of all, would you again draw the distinction
between counterintelligence and intelligence gathering?

Mr. AncreroN. In the ultimate, they are about the same thing.
Counterintelligence is more or less all of the programs of which the
distillate is counterespionage. In other words, the sum total of counter-
intelligence activity includes dossiers, identification of individuals,
travel control and a whole series of other dossier items. It forms the
counterintelligence base. From that can be developed a product which
is counterespionage, the dealing in confrontation with other intelli-
gence services: as a rule, dealing with their aggressive aspects,
whether it be subversion, whether it be espionage, and in certain
instances in the world of double agents, dealing with their counter-
espionage. :

Senator Morean. Now, as Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff,
how much of your work was involved in this country ¢

Mr. ANcLETON. Relatively little.

Senator MoroanN. Was the mail cover part of it?

Mr. AxcrLeTON. That is correct. .

Senator Morean. And before the Huston plan, you were intercept-
ing all mail going to Communist countries, photographing it, and
intercepting all mail coming from Communist countries.

Mr. Ancreron. That is correct. But there was a limit as to the
amount of mail which we opened and photographed.

Senator MoreaN. What limitations were placed on the amount of
mail ¢

Mr. AncLETON. It is where it was of no interest.

Senator Morean. How did you determine whether or not mail was
of no interest if you—

Mr. AncrEToN. It was, as a matter of procedure, one of the cus-
tomer agencies would indicate that it, having levied a requirement
previously, would state that they no longer desired such coverage.

Senator Morean. Well, now, was it coverage of those who were
on the watch list, or was it coverage of all mail going to and from
Communist countries?

Mr. AnereroN. The basic thrust of the program was a watch list.

Senator MoreanN. Mr. Angleton, did yvou at that time consider the
mail coverage indispensable to your job? .

Mr. Ancreron. I believed it was one of the few resources, routine
in nature, available to counterintelligence.

Senator Morean. Well, Senator Mondale asked you about your
rationale behind opening the mail. How do you reconcile it with the



75

rights of the individuals in this country under our Constitution? How
did you reconcile your action?

Mr. AxcreToN. Well, Senator, I reconciled it in terms of the knowl-
edge I had, and my colleagues had, regarding the nature of the threat.

Senator Morean. Well, assuming, Mr. Angleton, that you were
justified in your actions, which I don’t think you were, but assum-
ing that, what is to prevent some other individual from deciding on
his own that such activities are justified? And what is to prevent him
from carrying out such activities?

Mr. AncrLETON. Senator, I don’t want to quibble. But I will have
to say the operation was in being 3 years before I entered
the scene. It was not something of an individual initiative, it was
a group of like-minded men who arrived at similar and the same
conclusions that this was an indispensable means of collecting for-
eign intelligence on the Soviets, W%O regard this country to be the
main enemy, and, together with the Soviet bloc, coordinates their
activities on their ideological basis. This is very persuasive to some-
one who has given up 31 years of their life with certain very high
ideals for this country. When I left the Army, as many of us did, I
believed that we were in the dawn of a millentum. When I look at the
map today and the weakness of power of this country, that is what
shocks me.

Senator Morean. Mr. Angleton, the thing that shocks me is that
these actions could be carried on contrary to the constitutional rights
of the citizens of this country. Do you not believe that we can gather
the necessary intelligence that we need for the protection and secu-
rity of this country, and at the same time live within the Constitution ¢

Mr. AneLETON. I am not a constitutional lawyer and I do not have
at my fingertips those parts of the amendments which appear, on the
surface, to give the President certain rights in wiretapping and elec-
tronic surveillance.

And if T understand it correctly, I do not believe there is too much
of an extension to the next stage, which is the question of American
and Soviet communications, or Soviet bloc communications.

Senator Morean. I would beg to differ on that, and on the analysis
that you made, and also the one that Mr. Huston made. But for the
purpose of the guidance of this committee, can you give us any sug-

estion as to how the actions of that Central Intelligence Agency can
%e monitored in such a way as to protect the fundamental rights of
the American citizens of this country?

Mr. AncLETON. You mean how it should be restructured ?

Senator MoreaN. Yes; earlier you suggested that maybe the Con-
gress and the President should take some action. But the thing that
bothers me, Mr. Angleton, is how can we act if we don’t know the
facts? And, if we do act, the intelligence agencies refuse to obey the
guidelines and ordinances. In other words you were doing all of these
things before the Huston plan was ever devised. You continued to do
them after the President rejected the report. So, what assurancs do
we have that an intelligence agency would follow any mandate of the
Congress or the President? And how can we prepare some mandates
" that would be followed ? That is what this committee is searching for.

Mr. AngreToN. I have nothing to contribute to that, sir, beyond
what I have said already.
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Senator Morgan. In other words, you just don’t think it can be
done. You feel that an intelligence agency has to have unlimited
rights to follow its own instincts in gathering intelligence?

Mr. Angreron. No; I do not.

Senator Morean. What limitations would you place on it?

Mr. AxcLeToN. I think the mail-intercept program is probably one
of the few exceptions that I could conceive of. :

Senator MoreaN. But if the Agency will not obey the orders of the
President, do you have any suggestions as to what we can do to assure
obedience in the future?

Mr. AncreToN. Sir, I don’t regard the submission to the President
as being a black and white matter, because I don’t know all of the
facts surrounding that. But my reading of that language had a great
deal to do with the question of gaps in the plan filled by the FBI in
the question of domestically intercepting mail, rather than as we
were doing excepting—directing it entirely to mail between the United
States and Communist countries. And I do draw that distinction. In
other words, our motive had nothing whatsoever to do with infringing,
or I mean in harming, Americans. Our problem was to try to uncover
foreign involvement in this country.

Senator Moraax. Let me conclude by observing that T am concerned,
from the testimony we have heard today, and also from the testimony
we have heard in the past, about the fact that it seems from the testi-
mony that many of these plans are devised and put into practice, and
then at some later date, publicly, or for the record, the plans are re-
jected. But, notwithstanding such rejection either by the President
or some higher authority, all of the plans are carried out anyway.
And it makes me wonder whether or not the rejection of such plans is
for the purpose—as Senator Schweiker pointed out—of plausible
denial. Are they really rejections of the plans, or are they rejections
for the purpose of the record? If it is a real rejection, how can we
secure compliance with it by the various agencies?

Thank you, Mr. Angleton.

The CHARMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Morgan.

I think just for purposes of clarifying the matter I ought to say that
we have found the CIA files on mail that has been opened, and we are
now in the process of investigating and preparing ourselves to look
into this whole question of mail opening in a much more detailed way.
At the beginning of this hearing this morning I mentioned such or-
ganizations as the Ford Foundation, Harvard University, the Rocke-
feller Foundation, and such individuals as Arthur Burns, Congress-
woman Bella Abzug, Jay Rockefeller, President Nixon, Martin Luther
King, and Senator Hubert Humphrey, Senator Edward Kennedy, and
myself whose mail had been opened, and I would like to make it clear
that these names were never on the watch list, so far as we can deter-
mine. So that it is obvious that the opening of the mail was not re-
stI(‘iicted to any particular watch list, but may have gone very far afield,
indeed.

I am going to get that letter I wrote to my mother. I want to see
what is in that letter that was of interest to the CIA. And I say this
because the privacy of the mail has been one of the most honored
practices in this country and it is protected by the statutes. The Su-
preme Court of the United States passed on this very early in our
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history, back in 1877. I just would like to read a passage of what the
Supreme Court said about the privacy of the mail and the rights of
American citizens. It said:

- Letters and sealed packages of this kind in the mail are as fully guarded from
examination and inspection, except as to their outward form and weight, as if
they were retained by the parties forwarding them in their own domiciles.

The constitutional guaranty of the right of the people to be secure in their
papers against unreasonable searches and seizures extends to their papers, thus
closed against inspection, wherever they may be. Whilst in the mail, they can
only be opened and examined under like warrant * ¢ ¢

I think one of the real responsibilities of this committee is to make
certain that in the future our intelligence agencies recognize that in the
name of protecting freedom, they had better honor the Constitution
and the laws, because that is what freedom is all about.

Senator Mathias.

Senator Maraias. Mr. Angleton, I suspect that there will be no wit-
nesses coming before this committee who can be of more help to us than
you in understanding the intelligence community as it developed after
World War II, in understanding the kind of work that the intel-
ligence community ought to be doing, and in helping us to see what
needs to be done in the future. But in understanding exactly how you
n;lorked, I think we need to know some of the mundane, mechanical,
things.

For instance, when Mr. Helms was before the committee last week,
we discussed the question of compartmentation, the fact that certain
parts of the Central Intelligence Agency were totally compartmented
from other parts, and I think it is important to understand exactly
what that does to the execution of national policy. For example, if a
project would come to you about which some question of legality is
raised, was compartmentation such that you could not consult the
General Counsel of the CIA for a ruling on its legality ?

Mr. AnoreToN. I would say that the custom and usage was not to
deal with the General Counsel as a rule until there were some troubles.
He was not a part of the process of project approvals.

Senator MaTtH1as. There was no preventative practice ?

Mr. AxeLETON. Not necessarily.

Senator Marm1as. So that on this question of opening mail, the ques-
tion of whether it was legal or illegal never was discussed with the
legal officials of the Agency?

Mr. A~erLeETON. Not to my knowledge.

Senator Marrras. What about relationships with law enforcement
agencies outside the Central Intelligence Agency? For instance, in
the Huston plan, Mr. Hoover appended a note to the recommenda-
tions on mail opening in which he objected to it, and noted that it was
illegal, and indicated that he was aware that other agencies might
be doing it. Now, if a project of that sort were undertaken, was there
any preclearance with an agency like the FBI, a law enforcement
agency ? '

Mr. A~eLETON. As it related to this, of course, the Bureau was fully
apprised after they were informed in 1958. The Bureau would be—
we would coordinate any domestic activity, or even with the three
areas with the FBI in advance. By the same token, they would ccordi-
nate with us in advance any overseas activity, and in this respect I
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was always a firm believer that when the Bureau developed certain in-
telligence sources, they should have the operational control over
those sources, regardless of geography, as long as there was coordina-
tion. ' A

Senator MaTm1as. You are going to lead me to my next question.
But before I get to that, would the coordination with the FBI include
Immunity ¢ -

Mr. AncLeToN. It would depend, sir, on the parameters of the op-
eration. If their own interests were impinged upon, there would cer-
tainly be coordinations in the community.

Senator MarHias. Yes, but would your operator, who might be ap-
prehended in the course of the operation, be understood to be immune
from legal prosecution as a result of the coordination with the FBI?

Mr. AngLETON. You mean for an illegal act in the United States?

Senator MaTHIAs. Yes. Was there any agreement that he would not
be prosecuted, as would an ordinary citizen who was apprehended
in the same act? :

Mr. AxcrLETON. Well, I must confess that until it was brought out in
these hearings, I was unaware of the agreement between the Depart-
ment of Justice and ourselves, even though I can well understand why
there was such an agreement. But in the few cases I do know, I never
saw the Agency ever interject itself on anything frivolous. In other
words, it went to the heart of an operation or to the security of an
agent.

Senator MaTr1as. In other words, you are saying that he took his
lumps if he were apprehended in any legal difficulties?

Mr. AxgreTON. If he had not been instructed by the agency, and he
strayed, he obviously was, to my recollection—this was a subject mat-
ter for the General Counsel to take up with the Department of Jus-
tice.

Senator MaTaras. And when the General Counsel took it up with
the Department of Justice, would it be merely to provide representa-
tion in a court of law, or would it be to make some arrangement by
which immunity would be granted because of the nature of the duties
he had been performing that resulted in the illegal act?

Mr. AxcLETON. I would assume that it would be—the purpose of this
would be for our General Counsel to disgorge all relevant facts and
all documents and papers, and present an Agency position, and that
the argumentation for any special treatment would be supported by
the facts.

Senator Mara1as. And I have been deducing from what you say
that you made the best deal that you could at the time, under the cir-
cumstances.

Mr. AncLETON. Not entirely. I have known of—well, I won’t go that
far. But there have been cases which have involved, say, misuse of
funds or whatnot, in which the Agency, as I recall, threw the party
very much to the dogs.

Senator Maru1as. Right. But those were the cases where there was
no relief.

. Mr. AncLeTON. Well, they were cases where a superior interest of
the Government was not harmed.

Senator Mars1as. I think I understand what you are saying. Now,
getting back to the question that you raised a minute ago, in which
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you said you thought that a source that you developed belonged to
you, regardless of where it might happen to lodge geographically,
1t could be within the United States, could it not?

Mr. AngLETON. It could be, and I think that if I might pursue that
somewhat——

Senator MaTH1as. Yes; I wish you would tell us how you distin-
guish between CIA domestic activity that is prohibited by statute, and
counterintelligence that may lead you into some domestic scene.

Mr. AngrLeroN. Well, I think there are many approaches to this.
But I would-begin first with the agent-principal relationship. In other
words, when we are dealing with agents, we are not dealing with pieces
of merchandise. There are very tenuous psychological realinements be-
tween a case officer and his agent, and therefore he is threatened even
if you change case officers, let alone the question of jurisdiction.

Now, assuming that an agent of ours comes to the United States, we
are presented with a problem, therefore, of is he to be transferred to the
jurisdiction of the FBI? The moment that the answer is yes, we are
subjecting that individual to risk. Now, in the recruitment of that
man, it is quite possible—and in more cases than one—that he has
been given assurances that his identity is only known to a very limited
number of people. And on occasions, his identity may only be known
to the Director, so that this is a case-by-case matter.

In other words, we are in a sense the contracting agents for the
Government, and we do contract, and we do accept conditions of em-
ployment. And to our way of thinking, we must abide by it. But in
order not to jeopardize the domestic activities of the Bureau, and at
the same time to give them the full benefits of the individual, there
is a coordinating process with them as to this person. And I have
never really known of many cases where there was not agreement.

Senator MaTHIAS. So that there was, in fact, a gray area?

Mr. AncLETON. It is a gray area, but it is a gray area by virtue of
the actuality of a principal-agent relationship, not because of jeal-
ousies or internecine infighting.

Senator Marmias. And there were clearly pragmatic solutions to
the problems that arose in the gray area ?

Mr. Anereron. Correct.

Senator MaTr1as. One final question, Mr. Angleton. If we are to
construct an intelligence community for the future, I think we have
to understand what the nature of the problem is today. How would
you assess the tensions that exist today between the United States and
potential antagonists or enemies in the world, the kind of tensions
that create the basic intelligence problem with which we have to cope ?

Mr. A~erETON. This would open up an extremely complicated chan-
nel of discussion.

Senator Marrias. I think it is important that we try to grapple with
it, no matter how complicated it is.

Mr. A~crLeToN. If I may go off on a tangent for a moment, I have
observed the hearings as printed in the press being conducted by
Congressman Pike; and with the exception of the security leakage
which was highlighted by a press interview and whatnot, I would say
that he is probing the intelligence community in the most productive
avenue of evaluation, and that is the question of estimates, as to
whether the American public are receiving an adequate return for their
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investment. And I would suggest that if we are unable, in less sophisti-
cated areas of the world, to arrive at accurate evaluation of the out-
break of wars, you can then have some slide rule as to our ability to
cover the Communist bloc, which is composed of 27 different intelli-
gence and security organizations, which deploys hundreds of thousands
of secret police, both by way of troops and where we have the major
challenge in every aspect of the running of an agent: communications,
the possibility of leakages; and I would also note that two agents of
the Agency were most productive for a short time, but were discovered
and executed. I call attention to the inquiry that is going there, because
I have followed it with very, very great interest, because I think it is
Litting the nerve of the problem, namely, are we getting the produc-
tion, and are we having the proper estimates ?

Now, relating this to the Soviet, our information

Senator Mata1as. I would just call your attention, I think, to the
fact that the cost of intelligence, the cost of the product is not only
money. It can be in risk, as was demonstrated by the Gary Powers U-2
incident. It can be in damage to our own constitutional process, which
ils one of the elements of cost that I think we are trying to determine

ere.

Mr. AnxgreToN. I think that as far as the bloc is concerned, you have
a unified approach to the United States as the main enemy. They are
bound together by ideological ties. There has been a process of de-
Stalinization which was concluded in 1959, which reconciled vast
differences, and which in essence was a return to Leninism. There was
enunciated the policy of the main enemy, and the main enemy was the
United States. And all agents working in bloc countries who priorly
had been working on small members of NATO were redirected against
the main target.

Recently in the newspaper, there was the announcement of the defec-
tion of a Romanian intelligence officer in Oslo, and there has been a
major flap. And one can ask oneself the question that if Romania is so
independent of Moscow and moving away from it, why is it that their
intelligence service, which is most effective of their Central Committee,
is working hand in glove with the Soviets ¢

Now, this is not speculation. These are facts. There have been agents
captured playing out these roles who are now in jail, and it has shown
total cohesiveness within the bloc in terms of strategic questionnaires
of no possible use to Romania. Romania, however, has received most-
favored-nation treatment, and it also received the visit recently of the
President, not too far distant from the arrest in Oslo of the intelligence
officer.

So I come back again to the nature of this threat. The nature of the
threat rests within some thousands of pages of interrogation of very-
high-level Soviet and bloc intelligence officers who were, in turn, very
close in their activities to the political guidance of the Central Com-
mittees. And this cohesiveness dates from the period of 1959, when the
intelligence services were changed from being the protectors or the
preservers of the cult of personality of Stalin, and reverted back again
{o the days of Duchinsky and the revolution and Lenin, where every
intelligence operation has a political objective.

And it ties together with the entire philosophy—and I do not base
this on reading information available at the corner drugstore; this
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comes from the interrogation of individuals who were in the system
and had positions of high responsibilty in intelligence—and the
underpinning of those regimes are their intelligence and security
services. ‘ '

So, in conclusion, I would suggest that some day—and I know that
I have proposed many things here which will never see the light of
day—that the nature of the threat be diagnosed with a view that this
country, having taken stock of those problems, and being faced, as I
think Dr. Schlesinger has eloquently put it, with the possible change
of the balance of military power; and I hope and I believe that some
of his speeches on these matters were gained by him—the views—
during his short tenure as the Director of Central Intelligence, where
he was an avid reader of the secret information that I refer to.

The Cramaan. The committee’s concern in this investigation is the
nature of the threat, to be sure. And an efficient intelligence organiza-
tion is needed for this country; that is not the issue here. What is at
issue here is running it in such a way that we don’t slowly become the
kind of police state you have described. ‘

Mr. AxcrEToN. I understand, Mr. Chairman. I was only responding
to Senator Mathias. o

The CramrMaN. Yes. But I just wanted to emphasize that our con-
cern is that this country should never slide down that slippery slope
that finally ends us up with the kind of police state you have described,
and that is the whole reason that this investigation has been under-
taken. Now, Senator Hart. -

Senator Harr of Colorado. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Angleton, much of the justification for domestic intelligence
and surveillance during the sixties and early seventies was based upon
foreign contacts. I would like to quote, first of all, a letter from Mr.
Helms to Mr. Hoover, dated March 20, 1970—1I think at the dawn of
the Huston era [exhibit 50 1].

On page 5, paragraph 8, entitled “New Left and Racial Matters,”
Mr. Helms says, “There is already a substantial exchange of informa-
tion in this field,” and then skipping a sentence, he says, “The increas-
ingly close connection between these forces in the United States,” pres-
sumably meaning the new left and racial groups, “and hostile ele-
ments abroad has been well established by both of our agencies.”

Now, Mr. Angleton, in your deposition before this committee, you
said as follows: “Within the Agency itself, there were those who took
a very staunch stand that there was no foreign involvement.” And
then, skipping a line, “And these were fairly senior individuals, main-
ly on the overt side of the business. This attitude was very definitely
that there was nothing to it; namely, foreign contact.”

Are we to believe your deposition before this committee, or Mr.
Helm’s letter to Director Hoover in March of 1970, as to the extent of
foreign involvement in domestic groups?

Mr. ANcrLETON. It is not inconceivable—I mean, I cannot reconstruct
this paragraph and put it in the time-frame that you have posed it.
But it is not inconceivable that Mr. Helms did have disagreements
with those senior people on the overt side, or that he had access to the
content of mail intercept which would, of course, not be in their pos-
session. I mean, that is one explanation.

1 See p. 349.
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Senator Harr of Colorado. His letter leaves almost no avenue open
for question as to the degree of contact. He said, “has been well
established.” Mr. Angleton, let me rephrase the question. Was it
or was it not well established in the spring of 1970, that domestic
groups, described as the new left and racial groups, had substantial
foreign contact ?

Mr. Ancreron. There were a number of people from these groups
who traveled To Moscow and to North Korea, and traveled abroad.

" Senator Harr of Colorado. And they had contact with “hostile
elements?” -

Mr. AneLETON. It is my understanding, not having reviewed the
mail intercepts, that it involved exhortations to violence, that it
involved sending letters from the United States to Soviet institutions,
inviting them to support the group in the United States by destroy-
ing U.S. property in Moscow and in other countries, and keeping them
advised of their own plans and actions. It’s also come out in mail in-
tercept that certain groups went to Moscow for political indoctrina-
tion, and they went to North Korea for weaponry.

Senator Hart of Colorado. Then how could senior officials in the
CIA conclude that there was absolutely no foreign involvement ¢

Mr. AncreroN. Well, I mean, there are many who believed that the
foreign involvement matter was immaterial to the——

Senator Harr of Colorado. That is not what your deposition said.

Mr. AxeLeTON. Well, I thought my deposition stated that there were
senior officials in the A gency who would not buy it.

Senator Harr of Colorado. They didn’t say it was insubstantial;
they said it didn’t exist. “There was no foreign involvement.” The
attitude is very definitely that there was nothing to it.

Mr. Angrerow. I think it could be qualified as stating that the coun-
terintelligence data which they received—and I don’t know what they
received—did not strike them as sufficient to go on this investigation
of leftwing groups in this country. In other words, they were opposed
to it.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Angleton, the record before us
strongly suggests that there was not only one Huston plan, but there
may have been several operating almost simultaneously. I refer to your
deposition before the committee in which you say, “What I'm trying
to explain is that people are reading a lot into the Huston plan and,
at the same time, are unaware that on several levels in a community
identical”—I suppose you mean in the community—*“identical bilat-
eral discussions were going on.” That is, between yourselves and the
FBI. In other words, the Huston plan did not affect one way or the
other the normal flow of business.

I also refer to——

.Mr. AxcLETON. I don’t think there was any—I'm afraid I don’t have
the time sequence here. What is the question, sir ?

Senator Harr of Colorado. Let me complete my question. .

In addition to that testimony which you have already given, I refer
to an April 12, 1971 memorandum for the files from Director Hoover
[exhibit 31 *].

1 See p. 272.
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He says, and I quote:

This meeting had been requested by Mr. Helms and was for the purpose of
discussing a broadening of operations, particularly of the very confidential type
in covering intelligence, both domestic and foreign. There was some discussion
upon the part of Mr. Helms of further coverage of mail.

Then I also refer to the Helms letter that I quoted in the previous
question that was a March 1970 letter. ) )

What all of this suggests, Mr. Angleton—and I think the committee
would be interested in whether the facts support that—that not only
was the so-called Huston group the inter-agency task force operating
on the question of what restraints should be lifted, but, in fact, there
were constant contacts going on, formally and informally, between the
CIA, the FBI, NSA and perhaps other agencies about similar ongoing
domestic intelligence programs. Is it safe for us to conclude that not
only are we dealing with one Huston plan, but in fact, less formally,
with perhaps several? - :

Mr. ANGLETON. Since the creation of the Agency, there has been
constant discussion of operations and improvement of collection, so
there is nothing unusual in this happening at this time, the fact that
this, from 1947 on, was still taking place. .

Senator Harr of Colorado. Was it possible Mr. Huston was just
being duped by the Agency into thinking that the White House was
aware of what was going on, when, in fact, the agencies were having
discussions of their own behind the back of the White House officials
as to what should be done about domestic surveillance ?

Mr. Axcreron. Well I think that answer could only be had if Mr.
Huston had been asked to explain in great detail, chronologically, his
contacts with the FBI and the subjects of discussion. I do not believe
that he could have met with Mr. Sullivan, and not have been exposed
to all of these matters of operations a year prior to the Huston plan.

I know Mr. Sullivan very well, and he doesn’t usually waste his time.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Huston has testified under oath, and
therefore subjected himself to perjury charges, that he didn’t

Mr. AncreToN. I’'m not suggesting that the actual language he used
could not be also interpreted to remove any taint of perjury. I am
simply stating that I have known for a long time that he was very
close to Mr. Sullivan, and I do know what Mr. Sullivan’s concerns
were in terms of gaps within the community. And simply because there
was a Huston plan, there were a number of ongoing bilateral discus-
sions every day with other elements within the intelligence community,
which may or may not have duplicated the broad, general plan that
Huston brought about.

Senator Hart of Colorado. One final question.

RME é&ngleton, are you familiar with the name Thomas Riha,

-i-h-a ¢

Mr. ANcrETON. I am, indeed.

Senator Harr of Colorado. And you are aware of the fact that the
so-called Thomas Riha case nlayed a key role in the breach of liaison
between the CTA and the FBI?

Mr. Axgreron, I am.

- Senator Hart of Colorado. Do you have any information for this
committee as to what happened to Prof. Thomas Riha?
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Mr. AxcrEToN. What has happened to the subject ?

Senator Harr of Colorado. He has disappeared. ]

Mr. Ancreron. I haven’t heard anything. I have not actually in-
quired, but I have no knowledge. I think T heard speculation at one
time, but it was back, more or less, in the 7es gestae of this trouble,
that he was in Czechoslovakia, but I do not know.

Senator Harr of Colorado. In your previous deposition you stated
that the counterintelligence information was only as good as relations
between the FBI and the CIA. That is a paraphrase of what you
said. And since there was a termination of relationships between Mr.
Hoover, the FBI and the CIA in the spring of 1970 over the Riha case,
I think the committee might look into this termination with some de-
gree of intensity. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ancreron. I would like to suggest, Senator, that it was much
deeper than that. It was a cutting off of all liaison within the intelli-
gence community with the exception of the White House.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Over this one case ?

Mr. AxcrETON. Over this one case.

Once having established the principle with us, then it was simply
a matter of a short period of time when the liaison office itself was
done away within the Bureau.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I have a matter of com-
mittee business that I will take up at the appropriate time.

Thank you.

The Crairman. What is the matter you want to bring up ?

Senator Harr of Colorado. It has to do with an additional witness
before this committee on this subject. But if there are further ques- -
tions, you may want to go to those first. I don’t know.

The Cramrman. Very well. If there are further questions let us
take them first. Senator Tower ?

Senator TowEr. Mr. Angleton, was the mail intercept both for intel-
ligence and counterintelligence purposes ?

Mr. ANeLETON, Yes, sir.

Senator Tower. Was there a feeling that the Soviets relied on a lack
of authorization from the Government to open mail, and therefore,
widely used the mail system ?

Mr. AncrLeroN. My assumption is that much of the mail and the con-
tent of the mail would not have come to us if they had been aware of the
program.

Senator Tower. Now returning to the comment at page 29 of the
Huston plan [exhibit 1], the report noted that “covert coverage had
been discontinued due to publicity arising from congressional hear-
ings on privacy.” You have testified that you believe this referred
to FBI mail openings. Is that correct ?

Mr. AxcrLeroN. I say that it is my impression that the thrust of that
related directly to the Bureau’s having abandoned the mail-intercept
program domestically.

Senator Tower. Is it your belief that disclosure of the CTA’s contin-
uing intercept to a working group, including representatives of other
agencies, might lead the Soviets and others to discontinue use of the
mails, and thus, deprive the United States of an important source of
intelligence ¢

1See p. 141.
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Mr. AnerLeToN. I'm sorry, I don’t quite get the thrust of this
questioning.

Senator Towrr. Well, in other words, did you continue to do this
and did not let anyone else know that the Agency was intercepting
mail because you felt that the Soviets might get wind of it and, there-
fore, discontinue the use of the mails, thereby denying us an important
intelligence source ?

Mr. AncrLETON. I would say that does represent my analysis of the
situation because I am quite confident—for example, we had in the
Weathermen case, Cathy Boudin, who, in Greenwich Village, was
a part of the Weathermen group building bombs. The bombs went up,
and she and another person, a woman, fled from the house, and she was
identified as one of the people fleeing from the house. And those were
the facts—the only facts—in possession of the FBI dealing with a
bomb-making house in Greenwich Village.

Now, when we went back and continued—or went back into our mail-
intercept program, we found that she had written from Moscow some
30 to 40 letters to people in the United States, and these were the only
leads that the FBI had that were in any way important. And to this
day she is a fugitive from justice. It would raise in anyone’s counter-
intelligence mind as to whether she is in Moscow, but she is an active
fugitive from justice. _

Senator Tower. During working group sessions, did anyone, at any
time, ask you whether the CIA was conducting covert mail coverage?

Mr. AxcLETON. I don’t recall, myself. I mean, I don’t recall that and
I don’t recall details on how we arranged with the Bureau—or the ver-
biage in that report—in a way that would hide our use of the mails.

Senator Tower. Did you at any time receive instructions, or attempt
on your own initiative, to mislead the President on the issue of covert
malil coverage conducted by the CTA ?

Mr. AxgreToN. It is very difficult for me to respond to that because
I do not have the facts as to the—as to what we were going to do re-
garding this question of including within the Huston project the fact
that the FBI were recipients of our mail coverage.

I find it, therefore, very difficult to know how to reply to your ques-
tion. I do know—and I think that this was my conviction at all times—
that if there was ever an audience with the President of the United
States to go over internal security in this counterespionage matter,
there would never be anything withheld from him.

Senator Tower. So you were never ordered to, nor did you ever on
your own, attempt to mislead the President in this matter?

Mr: Axcrerox. I did not. '

Senator Tower. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mondale?

Senator Mo~xpaLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Angleton, would
it be fair to say that starting, say, in 1967, with the rise in antiwar
protests, that the CIA, the FBI and the other intelligence agencies
were placed under tremendous pressure by the White House to investi-
.gate and determine the source of these protests?

Mr. ANgLETON. That is correct.

Senator MonpaLe. So that while we ask questions about what you did
in your department, it has to be placed in the context of what you re-
ferred to earlier as the mood and the temper and the fear of the times.
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Mr. AxcrLETON. That is correct. :

Senator MonpaLe. I think that has to be understood, because I think
it is quite obvious that the Presidents—starting with Mr. Johnson in
the beginning of the high rise in protests—tended to interpret those
protests as being foreign-inspired. I don’t have all of the documents
with me by any means, but here is the memorandum from Mr. Huston
to the President on June 20, 1969 [exhibit 6 1], stating—this is to the
Director of the FBI, but he quotes the President:

The President has directed that a report on foreign Communist support of rev-
olutionary protest movements in this country be prepared for his study. . . .
“Support” should be liberally construed to include all activities by foreign Com-
munists designed to encourage or assist revolutionary protests. . . .

And then I have a document here [exhibit 7 2] which we have just
obtained from President Nixon’s files, entitled “Presidential Talking
Papers,” on June 5, 1970 [exhibit 63 3], and this is the description of
what he apparently told Mr. Hoover, Helms, General Bennett and
Admiral Gayler.

He said—

We are now confronted with a new and grave crisis in our country, one which
we know too little about. Certainly hundreds, perhaps thousands, of Americans,
mostly under 30, are determined to destroy our society. They find in many of the
legitimate grievances of our citizenry opportunities for exploitation which never
escape the attention of demagogues. They are reaching out for the support—
ideological and otherwise—of foreign powers, and they are developing their
own brand of indigenous revolutionary activism which is as dangerous as any-
thing which they could import from Cuba, China or the Soviet Union.

And then, among other things, he says, or his talking papers indi-
cates he planned to say—

Third, our people, perhaps as a reaction to the excesses of the McCarthy era,
are unwilling to admit the possibility that their children could wish to destroy
their country, and this is particularly true of the media and the academic
community.

In other words, this is a reflection of the President’s attitude that
there was a possibility that thousands of American youths desired to
destroy this country.

Do you have any doubt that that is the motivation of Presidential
orders and the temper of orders during that time ?

Mr. AngLEroN. None whatsoever.

Senator MonpaLE. If that is their view, namely, that the American
people increasingly—including the media and the parents—could not
be trusted to perceive this threat, isn’t a series of agencies, uncon-
trolled by the law, reaching out to apprehend a threat which they
perceived to threaten the very survival of democracy, an exceedingly
dangerous tool indeed? '

Mr. AxcrLeToN. Would you repeat the first part of that question ?

Senator Moxpare. If I were a President, and I believed there were
thousands of American youths wishing to destroy American society,
and the parents couldn’t see what the kids were up to, and the media
wouldn’t understand what they were up to, wouldn’t I likely proceed
to use agencies such as the CIA to move in most exaggerated and inten-
sive ways to try and meet this threat?

1 See p. 204.
3 See p. 205.
3 See p. 396.
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Mr. A~creron. I think that is correct, and that is the reason why

earlier I referred to the strong statement made by Mr. Huston to us
that we were not complying with the President’s request.
" I 'do not have a record of those first meetings as to anyone raising
problems or political differences, but I know there was—the question
of political implications was raised and discussed and they were
knocked down by him.

Senator MoNpaLE. Yes, Because I think while we probe, as we should,
in hard and intensive ways, with persons such as yourself who have
worked in these agencies, the truth of it is that this problem began in
the White House with the concern on the part of the President that
these protests came not from legitimate concerns of Americans against
the war, but probably were inspired by foreign support and leader-
ship. Their protests were considered to be compromised and corrupted
expressions, rather than the good faith protests of Americans concerned
about that war. I think that attitude shows how dangerous it is to have
agencies which themselves do not feel that they are bound by the re-
strictions of the law. That attitude, that fear, that distrust of the
American people, coupled with agencies which feel they are not re-
strained by the law, I think is a road map to disaster.

Mr. AncLETON. Senator, I would like to make just one comment. I
believe that the depths of the President’s feelings were, in part, justified
because of the ignorance, so to speak, in the West regarding these
matters. In other words, the quality of intelligence going to him he
found totally unsatisfactory.

Senator Monpare. That’s right. Because it did not square with his
paranoia that the American people were trying to destroy the country,
and in fact, there was never any evidence of any significance that that
paranoia was justified. That is what, I think, has been the traditional
dispute in maintaining a democracy—whether you restrain power lest
it be turned on the people, or whether you restrain power because you
trust the people in the long run as the primary salvation of society.

I think this document, expressing as it does enormous, unrestricted
paranoic fear about the American people, is an excellent expression of
why we have to have laws that restrain the action of the President.
Because, really, you were an agent of the President in all of these
matters.

Mr. AveLETON. Mr. Senator, I do believe that it is difficult to judge
the President on the basis of that document, I am certain that anyone
who has his responsibilities, and was receiving in-depth, around the
clock reports from all over the United States, of bombings and civil un-
fest and murders—and I can go all the way down the long, grizzly
ist

Senator MonpaLE. Oh, yes. But—

Mr. Anereron. You can induce that, but it was not, in my view,
paranoia.

Senator Mo~pare. Do you think the possibility that there were
thousands of American children under 30 determined to destroy our
society is not paranoia?

Mr. A~ererox. I will not take that out of context. The overall pur-
pose of that talking paper was to address it to intelligence collectors,
the heads of agencies. And it was to give them a hot foot of getting
down to business and supplying facts. And those facts were very diffi-
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cult to come by. Outside of the mail-intercept program, there was very
little hard, incontrovertible evidence. There was nothing known re-
garding Cleaver’s operations, his stay in Algiers, his dealing with
Soviet bloc countries, his going to North Korea, and other activities of
this sort. And these were hard facts.

Senator MonpaLE. But as an old law enforcement officer, Mr. Angle-
ton, I can tell you there are ways of going after those people based on
probable suspicions entirely consistent with the laws and the Constitu-
tion, without undertaking efforts of the kind that were recommended
here that were shotgun, unrestrained and unconcerned with the Con-
stitution. We have ways of taking care of people who resort to violence
in this country, and this way is not one of those permitted by the
Constitution.

There is one other problem that bothers me, and that is this: what
was really the problem in 1967, until the end of that war? Was it that
Americans were bad people and therefore had to be spied on, or was
it that we had a bad war that needed to be stopped? What I think
this reflects is, instead of Presidents asking themselves, “is there some-
thing wrong with this war that is creating these protests?” Instead of
that, they said, “there is something wrong with the protestors. They
are getting foreign money, foreign directions, foreign spies, and there-
fore what we need is more counterintelligence.” That may have delayed
the day when Presidents realized the need to change and end that war.

The Cmameman. I might just say, Senator, I think your point is
well taken and we might just remind ourselves of the constitutional
duty of the President. It is not just to perceive threats and then think
up ways to deal with them outside of the law. The constitutional duty
of the President is that he shall take care that the laws be faithfully
executed. And when he takes his oath of office as President of the
United States, he takes the following oath: “I do solemnly swear that
I will faithfully execute the office of President of the United States
and will, to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and defend the
Constitution of the United States.” Those are his duties.

Mr. AxcreroN. Yes; I understand.

The Cramrman. And when Mr. Nixon approved the Huston plan,
he forgot those duties. And when Mr. Mitchell, the Attorney General
of the United States, was informed of the illegal opening of the mail
a year later, as the chief law enforcement officer of the United States,
he forgot those duties, too. Are there further questions?

Senator Mathias?

Senator MaTturas. Mr. Angleton, I think you raised a very im-
portant and useful question when you pointed to the issue of measur-
ing the value of the intelligence you received against the cost of
producing it, and T have always felt, from the inception of this study,
that that would have to be one of the major elements of our considera-
tion. I would suggest, as I did a few minutes ago, that that cost has to
be measured in more than just dollars. It has to be measured in the
financial cost—what it costs the taxpayers—it has to be measured in
the kind of risks that it exposes the United States to, risks of various
kinds. It may be loss of personnel, loss of equipment, loss of face, loss
of prestige, various kinds of risks; ultimately, the risk of war. And
finally, of course, it involves the third element which you have just been
discussing with Senator Mondale, the question of the cost in terms of
erosion of the constitutional process. :
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But for our purposes today I am wondering if you could tell us
how you, in your career, went about assessing the cost of intelligence
that you felt might be procured in terms of risk to the United States.
How would you make that delicate balance between what you wanted
to know and thought would be useful for this Government to know,
against what we might lose in the process of getting it ?

Mr. AxcreTon. Well, sir, I think those of us who were in the war
had the advantage of having been backstopped by thousands of troops
in the event of error. And I might add that that is a testing ground
that younger people in intelligence have not had. In other words, when
they embark on operations, they are apt to not have the period of trial
and error. I would say that all of the officers I have known in my ex-
perience in the Central Intelligence Agency, particularly in Counter-
intelligence, have a very acute sense of making this judgment factor.

That is, we have handled so many cases that it builds up sort of a
body of expertise in its own right as to how much you will risk to go
after certain targets. .

Naturally, the highest quality of intelligence that exists is in the
field of radio signals and related matters. And then it goes in descend-
ing order of documents and to individuals who have had great access,
or access. Now, all of these matters have to be brought to bear on what
the expectancy will be, what one expects from the operation.

When the risks get very great, without exception that is taken to the
Director. And then, if he has to seek outside guidance or consultation,
he does so. And Mr. McCone was a great stickler for being brought in
when anything reached a Cabinet-level decision.

Senator MatHIAS. Now, when we talk about a risk being very great,
are we talking about the chance of losing an airplane and a pilot, or
are we talking about the chance of involving this country, in a serious
way, with another government ? I’m trying to get some scale of values
that would be considered.

Mr. A~xcLETOoN. Obviously, anything that sets back the prestige of
this country is almost controlling in terms of the Director’s final deci-
sion. I mean, if the risk is one that is going to undermine the prestige
of the United States, I don’t know of any Director who would not
take that up with Dr. Kissinger, or with the National Security Coun-
cil, or the Forty Committee, or with the President.

But I think there is great responsibility within the Agency. I mean,
I make no excuses regarding going ahead on the matters of illegal
mail coverage, but that is a very small part of our activity, and I am
not excusing it.

- Senator Mara1as. Going back into history, to pick up another ex-
ample in which this kind of evaluation of what you might learn as
against what you might risk is involved, do you know how that was
weighed in the Gary Powers U-2 flight ?

Mr. AxgrLeToN. It is purely hearsay. It is simply that a decision was
made by the President.

Senator Matr1as. We are not bound by the hearsay rules here.

Mr. AnxcrLeron. Well, I at least would like to so label it. But it is my
understanding—and I know Mr. Dulles quite well in this regard, be-
cause later on it was my man who handled Gary Powers as to his
debriefing—and what happened, it is my understanding that the ques-
tion of the U-2 flights—and I may be wrong on this—were cleared
with the President in terms of his own activities—in this case, his
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travels to Paris to meet Khrushchev. And I would say the history of
the Agency is sprinkled with cases which have gone forward ‘and
which have been canceled or changed because of some overriding
political factor.

Senator MaTH1as. So it is your considered judgment that the ques-
tion of the exposure of an important national interest is consistently
weighed when a project is undertaken ¢

Mr. AngrLETON. Yes; but I would like to draw attention to the recom-
mendation of the Rockefeller Commission, of which I happen to be
much in favor. And that is that there be two Deputy Directors who
would be approved by the Congress, one military and one civilian.
And I would say there is very much need to have accessible a Director
who can take the time to go into the nuts and bolts, because his ab-
sence means that there will be this slippage. And I think there is more
than enough business for two Deputy Directors to be fully occupied.
b fSenator MaTa1as. Deputies who can measure this element of cost

efore——

Mr. AnereEToN. But who are looking into the Agency. Not being in
the Agency looking out into the community. And there is a very
proper role for the overall DCI. But I think Mr. Colby would be the
first to- admit that the burdens which he has had since he assumed
the directorship—that he has been able to give a very small percentage
of his time to the actual workings of the Agency.

The CrAIRMAN. Senator Hart ? .

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, the so-called Huston
plan has been called one of the most dangerous documents in the
history of this Republic. Mr. Huston testified that the President did
not know that questionable surveillance techniques were being used
prior to the development of this plan, that he thought when the order
was given to terminate them, that they were terminated. There is
other testimony and evidence about what the President knew or did
not know. As I think all of us have tried to indicate to the
people of this country, the principal part of our concern is the ques-
tion of command and control. Who is in charge? Who gives what
ordgrs? Are they carried out? And if they are not carried out, why
not ?

I think it comes down, in this case, to a phrase that one of our dis-
tinguished members used in another context with regard to the same
President. What did he know, and when did he know it? I have felt
since the beginning, as a member of this committee, that we stand in
constant danger of repeating a kind of perennial Government pattern
that when something goes wrong, or when there are governmental
abuses, the politicians and elected officials take it out on the ap-
pointed people, the career people, in yarious departments or agencies.
And T think we, particularly, stand in constant danger of doing that
in this case, and in other cases that we will be looking at.

I frankly don’t find it very tasteful, and I don’t think the Ameri-
can people will. If all we accomplish is public and private thrashing
of people like Mr. Angleton and Mr. Huston and others, whether they
deserve it or not, that 1s not our particular function.

I think the question comes down to: Who was giving what orders?
What people at the highest levels of government, particularly the
elected officials, knew or did not know about this plan and other activi-
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ties? Were the causes shared equally among, or in part, by elected
officials with appointed officials?

Consequently, Mr. Chairman, although I do not intend at this point
to seek its immediate consideration, I would move to ask this com-
mittee to consider using all methods within its authority and control to
seek the presence of former President Nixon before this committee.

The Cramman. T think the point is well taken, and T personally con-
cur in the Senator’s views. I think that in the Huston plan, Mr. Nixon
was the central figure. We can get and are getting testimony as to what
he appeared to have known, and the representations that were made to
him, and what he appeared to authorize and then revoke. But he is the
best witness as to what his intentions were, and he is the ultimate wit-
ness as to what he was told and what he was not told, and for that
reason I concur fully in the Senator’s view.

- Senator Towgr. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Tower.

Senator Tower. I think this is a matter that should be taken up in
a closed business session of the committee so it can be fully discussed
in that context as not to engage in a discussion of it here or a resolu-
tion of the matter here.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, the matter has been raised. As I understood
Senator Hart to say he is not going to press for an immediate vote.
Senator, have you made a motion ?

Senator Harr of Colorado. The motion is made, and I do not intend
to press it in this session.

The CraRMAN. At this time.

Is there any further discussion that members would like to——

Senator MaTr1as. Well, Mr. Chairman, I can only say that I per-
sonally asked Mr. Nixon about the Huston plan, and I hope the com-
mittee has more luck than I have had as an individual in getting any
information on it.

The Caammman. Well, we have also asked for other information_ and
we have had to subpena some of it, as the Senator knows. I think that
we will just have to find out if the former President is willing to come
and tell us about this and his part in it, what he knew about it.

Senator MaTmias. I do think this, Mr. Chairman, if you would yield.

The Caamrman. And ultimately, of course, we have the question of
a subpena in the event that he declines to do so.

Senator Tower. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we should discuss that
here and raise publicly the threat of a subpena because I think the
matter can be resolved privately and should be. If we get into the busi-
ness of a subpena, we are looking at a long court battle that could go
on well beyond the life of this committee as authorized by the Congress.
There are ways to do things and ways not to, and I think we ought to
explore every means short of that before we even suggest that we con-
sider a subpena.

The CHARMAN. Well, I think that the Senator is not going to press
his motion at this time, and I feel we should take it up more fully
and consider the proper step to take, and that then the committee
should make its decision, and that decision will be announced pub-
licly as soon as it is made. Is that agreeable to the committee?

62-685 0 - 76 - 7
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Senator MaTtaias I would just make this comment, that this\of\

course is not the first time that the question of Mr. Nixon’s testimony
has been raised in this committee. We have talked about it on several
occasions, and I think it was Marlowe who said, “But at my back I
always hear Time’s winged chariot hovering near.” Now, this com-
mittee has got to someday make a report. Time is moving very rapidly,
and I would suggest to the Chair that we schedule the appropriate
amount of time to discuss this subject and then make a decision one
way or the other.

The CHAIRMAN. Very well, that will be done, if there is no further
objection. That is the decision of the Chair. As soon as the committee
has reached its decision, an appropriate announcement will be made.
If there are no further questions——

Senator HupbLesToN. Mr. Chairman.

The CuarMAN. Oh, Senator Huddleston, do you have a further
question ?

Senator HuppLestoN. May I ask one further question that I did
not get to during my allotted time

Mr. Angleton, the Huston plan was an operative policy of the
White House for some 5 days.

Mr. AncLETON. Yes, 5 days.

Senator HuopLeston. During that time were there any internal
instructions or memoranda or direction given within the CIA relat-
ing to implementing that plan?

Mr. ANgLETON. None to my knowledge.

Senator HuppLesTon. None to your knowledge. After the Presi-
dent rescinded his authorization, following that time were there any
iéltj,:nal memoranda involving instructions or directions within the

TA?

Mr. AxcLETON. No. S

Senator HuppLEsTON. So it is accurate to say that the Huston plan
presumably could have been implemented by the CIA without any
further directions in addition to what they were already doing, and
that there were in fact no directions canceling any effort that might
have been started relative to that plan? It is almost as if the status
quo were maintained from the beginning to the end, before and after
without any actions being taken.

Mr. AncLETON. With one exception, Senator, and that is that the
plan marched up the hill and then it marched back again, and this
was one of the few times that any programs involving counterintel-
ligence, interagency counterintelligence, were ever read by a President.

Senator Huppreston. That was the plan itself.

Mr. AnxcrEToN. The plan itself, but it had its own—

Senator HuppLeston. The paper went up the hill and back.

Mr. AxcrLeroN. It had certain impact.

Senator HuppLesToN. The paper went up the hill and back, but the
plan, the activities related in that plan, in fact, did continue. .

Mr. Ancreron. I do not think all the activity continued. I think
there were a number of activities of the Bureau that fitted within the
jurisdiction of the Bureau that were not rezoned.

Senator Huppreston. But there were mail openings.

Mr. AncLeroN. The mail openings were within the Agency.

Senator HuppresToN. Wiretaps, surreptitious entries.

~—
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' -Mr. AxcLeToN. I do not think there were any surreptitious entries,
but I am giving an unqualified answer. But I understand your point,
sir.

Senator HuppLestoN. But I think the evidence indicates there were.
But that is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CuarMaN. Yes, it is almost as though from the state of evi-
dence to date that the President were really an irrelevancy.

Tomorrow, we will meet again at 10 o’clock, and our witness tomor-
row is Mr. Charles Brennan of the FBL

Thank you, Mr. Angleton, for your testimony.’

Mr. A~ereroN. Thank you, Senator.

[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the select committee was adjourned, to
reconvene at 10 a.m., Thursday, September 25, 1975.]



THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1975

: U.S. ‘SENATE,
SeLect CommrITTEE To STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
Wit RESPECT TO INTELLIGENGE ACTIVITIES,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 318,
Russ't‘ail_l Senate Office Building, Senator Frank Church (chairman)
presiding. ‘

Presengt: Senators Church, Tower, Mondale, Huddleston, Morgan,
Hart (Colorado), Baker, Goldwater, Mathias, and Schweiker.

Also present: William G. Miller, staff director; Frederick A. O.
Schwarz, Jr., chief counsel; and Curtis R. Smothers, counsel to the
minority.

The Cramman. The hearing will please come to order.

At the close of yesterday’s hearing, Senator Hart of Colorado
moved that former President Nixon be called as a witness in connec-
tion with the committee’s investigation of the Huston plan. That
motion was considered in executive session of the committes yesterday
afternoon and it was decided by the committee that Mr. Nixon was
indeed a central witness of great importance in the matter of the
Huston plan, but that there were also other subjects that the committee
is now investigating, with respect to which the former President’s
testimony would be equally important. And so the committee decided
that we should endeavor to secure Mr. Nixon’s testimony with respect
to all of the work of the committee where that testimony would be
critical. And the counsels for the committee, Mr. Schwarz and Mr.
Smothers, were instructed to open negotiations with Mr. Nixon’s at-
torney looking toward the arrangement that would enable the com-
mittee to secure this testimony.

Have you anything to add to that, Senator Tower?

Senator Tower. I think that about sums it up, Mr. Chairman.

The Crarman. This morning, we continue our examination of the
Huston plan and the events that led up to it and the continuing opera-
tions of the intelligence agencies, following Mr. Nixon’s revocation of
the plan itself. And our witness this morning is a representative of
the FBI, Mr. Charles Brennan.

Before I swear the witness, I might say that last summer I made the
remark that there was considerable evidence that the CIA had been
behaving like a rogue elephant on a rampage. That remark was chal-
lenged. But I think that as we close this second week of public hearings,
the evidence certainly bears out the fact that the CIA failed, in the case
of the poisons, which we examined last week, to carry out the orders of
the President. And this week, of course, as.we have examined the
Huston plan, it again becomes clear that the CIA was not responsive to
the President’s revocation. Not only the CIA, but.the other agencies
involved, including the FBI, failed to tell the President that cer-
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tain operations like the mail openings, for which they sought Presi-
dential approval, had in fact been going on for years before that
authorization was sought. And when it was revoked, the mail openings
continued for a long period of time afterwards. We will look this
morning at the FBI’s role in this particular plan. And our witness, Mr.
Brennan, is prepared to respond to questions from the committee.
Before we do that, would you please stand and take the oath? Do you
solemnly swear that all the testimony you will give in this proceeding
will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you God ? .

Mr. Brex~an. I do. ' ' ‘

1The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Schwarz, would you commence questioning

please.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Brennan, were you employed by the FBI#

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES BRENNAN, FORMERLY ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, DOMESTIC
INTELLIGENCE DIVISION (1970-71)

Mr. BRenNNAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. From when to when ¢

Mr. Brennan. From April 1948 until July 1974 when I retired.

Mr. Scawarz. And in June 1970 were you the Chief of the Internal.
Security Section of the Domestic Intelligence Division of the FBI?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir, I was.

Mr. ScEwaRz. And Mr. Sullivan was your immediate superior ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. And did you then in July of 1970 succeed him as the
Chief of the Domestic Intelligence Division ¢ :

Mr. Brexnan. Specifically August 1970.

Mr. Scawarz. And you left the FBI because of an incident in which
Mr. Hoover and you had had a dispute about the questioning of Daniel
Ellsberg’s father. And I think some people will want to get into that
with you, but is that the circumstance under which you left the FBI ¢

Mr. Brennan. Well, no, sir. That was not the specific circumstance.
By the time I retired from the FBI, Mr. Hoover, of course, had been
deceased several years.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. But there was an incident involving that
matter in which Mr. Hoover placed you on probation. Am T correct
about that ?

Mr. BrenNaN. Yes, sir. .

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Now, going back to the Huston plan itself,
you recall, am I correct, that there was advocacy in the plan of in-
creasing electronic surveillance, or bugs and taps, restoring, as the
plan said, mail opening, increasing the coverage of envelopes and
so forth, restoring the practice of surreptitious entry, and increasing
the coverage of campus persons who were believed to be subjects of
attention to the intelligence community ?

Is that in general what was sought in the Huston plan$

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir. -

Mr. Scawarz. And all of those matters were opposed in the summer
of 1970 by Mr. Hoover, is that right?

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir, that’s right.



97

Mr. Scawarz. And had Mr. Hoover been pposing those matters
for a few years prior to 1970% T

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir, he had. :

Mr. Scawarz. Was there an earlier time when Mr. Hoover had ap-
proved the use of those techniques?

Mr. BrennaN. Yes, sir, previously during the earlier years of the
Bureau’s history I think most of these techniques had been in existence.

Mr. Scawarz. Now, I am going to ask you a question that may sound
sort of strange, but I believe it is relevant from your conversation with
us 2 days ago.

Mr. Hoover became 70 years old in 1965, is that in accord with your
recollection? Now, why is it significant that Mr. Hoover became 70 in
1965? Specifically, why is that fact significant to your understanding
of his opposition to the use of the techniques which we have been talk-
ing about ¢ ’

Mr. Brennan. I think when Mr. Hoover reached age 70, of course,
he came within the Government’s law which required mandatory re-
tirement at that time. And I believe that was waived by President
Johnson, which virtually then called for the Director to be renewed
as Director of the FBI on an annual basis. And I think that Mr.
Hoover was very conscious of the fact that to a degree this put him
into a somewhat vulnerable position. I think he then also became very
conscious of the fact that any incident, which, within his understand-
ing might prove to be an embarrassment to the Bureau, could reflect
questionably on his leadership of the Bureau. And I think that perhaps
he felt that such an incident could provide certain individuals with
the capacity to not renew his continued role as Director of the FBL

Mr. Scawarz. In your opinion, how was it that Mr. Hoover was able
to stay on as Director of the Bureau for so long after 1965 ? Indeed, he
stayed on until he died in what was it, 1972 or 1973 ¢

Mr. BRenNAN. In 1972, I believe, he died.

Mr. Scawarz. In your opinion, why was it that the various Presi-
dents kept him in office ¢

Mr. Brennan. Well, this very definitely is my opinion, but I think
that the various Presidents possibly, just for political purposes I think,
feared possibly the loss of votes. If they were to remove Mr. Hoover,
I think there might have been some—and again this is purely specula-
tion—there might have been fear on their part that perhaps Mr.
Hoover had some information that might prove embarrassing to them.

Senator Morean. I feel as a committee member that I must voice
my objection or dissent from this line of questioning. This man is
sgecu(}ating about the reasons that people who are now dead acted as
they did.

In all fairness to the Presidents who retained Mr. Hoover and to
Mr. Hoover, I just don’t think it is proper to let somebody who ad-
mittedly had difficulty with Mr. Hoover speculate on his motives. This
would not be accepted in a court of law and I don’t think it should be
accepted in this committee.

The CramrMAaN. Senator, I think your point is well taken. Let us
move ahead with the questions.

Mr. Scawarz. With respect, Mr. Brennan, to what Mr. Hoover
actually did, let us look at what the written record reveals. And in
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connection with the point made by Senator Morgan I wish to move
to what he actually did and not to speculation. :

Would you examine exhibit 32 , please ¢

And I move, Mr. Chairman, the introduction of this document
which is dated July 19, 1966. It 1s from Mr. Sullivan to Mr. DeLoach,
subject : “Black bag” jobs. And it contains Mr. Hoover’s handwritten
note on the third page stating, “no more such techniques must be used.”

The CuamMman. Very well, without objection, the document will be
entered into the record of the proceedings.

[The document referred to was marked exhibit No. 32 for
identification.]

Mr. Scawarz. Now, Mr. Brennan, you have had an opportunity to
see this document during the course of your preparation with us.

Mr. BReENNAN. Yes, sir, I have.

Mr. Scawarz. And does it accord with your understanding of the
procedures which previously had been employed in connection with
so-called “black bag” jobs?

Mr. Brexwan. Yes, sir, it does.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Would you read into the record, please, the
second paragraph of the document. ~

Mr. Brennan. The second paragraph states, “We do not obtain au-
thorization for ‘black bag’ jobs from outside the Bureau. Such a
technique involves trespass and is clearly illegal. Therefore, it would
be impossible to obtain any legal sanction for it. Despite this, ‘black
bag’ jobs have been used because they represent an invaluable tech-
nique in combating subversive activities of a clandestine nature and
directly undermining and destroying our Nation.”

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Now, the document also refers to a so-called
“do not file” procedure.

The Cuamrman. I think, Mr. Brennan, it might be helpful if you
would just explain to the committee what a “black bag” job is.

Mr. Brennan. I think in general parlance, in the intelligence com-
munity, Senator, the “black bag” iob refers to an operation which in-
volves a penetration which basically is designed to obtain intelligence
information, which basically constitutes breaking and entering.

The CHATRMAN. You mean what would normally be called a
burglary ? :

r. BRENNAN. Yes; normally, Senator, yes.

The CuamMan. Thank you.

Mr. Scawarz. Would you turn to exhibit 33,2 please?

And, Mr. Chairman, in line with what Senator Morgan indicated,
I move the introduction of exhibit 33, which is Director Hoover’s mem-
orandum to Mr. Tolson and Mr. DeLoach, dated January 6, 1967,
again stating his opinion with respect to the propriety of so-called
“black-bag” technigues.

Senator Morea~. Mr. Chairman, before we go on, so that there will
be no misunderstanding about my position, I have no objection whatso-
ever to Mr. Hoover’s orders being put in the record. My objections were
to allowing or asking this witness to speculate on why Mr. Hoover did
so and so or why the President extended his term. .

The CratrmAx. I understand the objection and I have sustained it.

1 See p. 273.
2 8ee p. 276.
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5 Mli. SCI%WABZ. Would you read into the record, Mr. Brennan, exhibit
3, please ?

Mr. Bren~aN. It is a memorandum for Mr. Tolson and Mr. DeLoach
from J. Edgar Hoover, and it states:

I note that requests are still being made by Bureau officials for the use of
“black bag” techniques. I have previously indicated that I do not intend to ap-
prove any such requests in the future, and consequently, no such recommendations
should be submitted for approval of such matters. This practice, which includes
also surreptitious entrances upon premises of any kind, will not meet with my
approval in the future.

Very truly yours.

Mr. Scawarz. All right, finally, in this line of questioning, would
you turn to exhibit 40 ¥ which is a memorandum dated July 27, 1970,
from the Director of the FBI to the Attorney General, including Mr.
Hoover’s comments on the Huston glan itself.

Have you got that, Mr. Brennan ¥

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes.

Mr. Scawarz. All right, Mr. Chairman, I move the introduction into
evidence of that document.

The CuairMan. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[Thia document referred to was marked exhibit No. 40 for identifi-
cation. .

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question on procedure?
I notice counsel today is moving introduction of documents. I was
not under the impression that that was necessary in order to make it
a part of the records of this committee. If it is, we have got a problem,
because I assumed, then, at some point, all of the documents that have
been used and prepared by staff would be thought of as the records of
this committee and would be open to public inspection, except as sani-
tization would be required. I don’t want to be picayunish, but I don’t
want to end up at some future date not having access to some of the
information which was before us at this committee table. Is it the chair-
man’s position that we must formally put documents in the record?
My position is that we should consider all of them part of the record.

The CuatRMAN. I think all documents will be considered part of the
record. I believe that the reason counsel is proceeding this way this
morning is because he is undertaking to put these particular documents
in the record. While, normally, we have simply been asking the witness
to refer to passages of documents in the normal interrogation. But,
Senator, all of the documents, in any case, will form the record of this
committee.

Senator Bager. Thank you, sir. _

The CuamrMaN. My view is the same as yours.

Senator TowEer. So, no formal motion is necessary ¢

The CramrmaN. I actually think that is so. And if the committee
would prefer, we will

Senator Baker. No; I don’t object, I just want to make sure that this
questioning which was new today does not imply that at some future
date we are going to exclude documents. I am now reassured. The
chairman, as I understand it, has ruled all of these documents will be

" for the record of the committee. That satisfies my request.

1 See p. 313.
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The Caamman. Very well. Now, would you proceed, Mr. Schwarz.

Mr. ScHwarz. Mr. Brennan, is it fair to say that this document
restates the objections to the lifting of the various restraints which
Mr. Hoover had already expressed 1n the footnotes to the document
submitted to the President on June 25, 1970%

Mr. BrRenNaN. Yes, sir, it does.

Mr. Scawarz. All right, the only added part that ought to be read
into the record, if you would, would be the final paragraph on the
third page. Would you read that into the record.
© Mr. BRENNAN:

Despite my clear-cut and specific opposition to the lifting of the various in-
vestigative restraints referred to above and to the creation of a permanent
interagency committee on domestic intelligence, the FBI is prepared to implement
the instructions of the White House, at your direction. Of course, we would
continue to seek your specific authorization, where appropriate, to utilize the
various sensitive investigative techniques involved in individual cases.

Mr. Scawarz. Now, is it your understanding that Mr. Mitchell
declined to authorize, or did authorize specific techniques that were re-
ferred to? Or is it in between in some fashion ?

Mr. BrexnnNax. I don’t recall that, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. I just have one more question. After the Huston plan
was turned down, was there a program of intensification of investiga-
tion in the security field which was proposed by your department and
approved eventually by the Director ?

Mr. BReNNaN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

The Crarman. Mr. Smothers, do you have questions ?

Mr. SmoraeRs. Just a few inquiries, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Brennan,
I think it is a fair inference from your testimony this morning, and
certainly from your previous testimony before the committee, that you
are of the opinion that the FBI was somehow being restricted un-
necessarily in its domestic intelligence effort. -

Mr. Brenwnan. Yes sir, I was.

Mr. Symoruzss. Is it your opinion that these restrictions were based
upon the FBI’s past record of inexactness or ineptness in this area?
~ Could this at all have been based upon the fact that the work product
coming out was not a good one?

Mr. Brennan. No, sir, I do not feel that there is a relation there at
all. And perhaps I can clarify it for you. For example, I believe we
have to go back to 1960. Prior to 1960 the FBI was not involved to
any great extent in the investigations of organized crime or to any
great extent in the investigations of civil rights matters. And following
the advent of the Kennedy administration into office I believe particu-
larly because of the Attorney General’s interest in organized crime
matters, specifically Robert Kennedy, the FBI quickly responded by
establishing a new division which immediately began to emphasize and
intensify investigations into organized crime. And at about the same
time, I believe that there was an intensification of investigations imnto
civil rights violations. And I think if you examine the record prior
to 1960 as contrasted to after 1960, you will see there was a marked
increase in the accomplishment of the FBI relative to these types of
investigations.
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_ I relate this because it also relates to the impact within the FBI,
1n other words, when you intensify in one area then you have to take
manpower from somewhere in order to produce those intensified in-
vestigations. Basically, that manpower began to drain away from
security and intelligence operations. And as a result, with the reduced
manpower, there was coincidentally a reduction in the various tech-
miques which applied to the security and intelligence field. Subse-
%ueqtly, as I indicated, Mr. Hoover then, by 1965, reached age ‘70 and

think then he also became very sensitive to the use of investigative
techniques in the security intelligence field which he felt might prove
embarrassing to the Bureau; all of which provided a drain which
materially affected those of us who were involved in security and
intelligence investigations.

Mr. Smoruers. Mr. Brennan, the question is raised in part because
of a recent ianlﬁiry into this very question conducted by the General
Accounting Office. In commenting on the effectiveness of FBI in-
vestigations, the Comptroller General, Elmer Staats, looked at and
reported on cases that were reviewed, cases of the domestic intelligence
activities here, many of which covered a period of time when you
headed that operation. Turning to page 33 of a report released by
them on yesterday, he notes that only 16 of 676 cases, less than 3 per-
cent of those that you investigated, were referred for prosecution. Of
those 16 referrals, only 7 were prosecuted, obtaining 4 convictions.
Of these same cases, only 12 of them, or less than 2 percent, resulted
in the FBI obtaining any advance knowledge of planned activities on
the parts of subversive or extremist groups. The report sort of con-
cludes that the domestic intelligence effort may be largely an ineffec-
tual one. Do you agree with that conclusion?

Mr. Brenwan. I do not think I would agree with that conclusion.
I think that basically intelligence investigations are designed not
specifically for prosecutive intent, but basically to develop intelligence
information which will be provided to officials of the U.S. Govern-
ment to enable them to possibly consider new types of legislation
which may be affecting the security of the country. And I have not
had an opportunity to review that report so I am not familiar with
those circumstances. And T feel that a response to that could only
come from the FBI relative to its own record of accomplishments, in
regard to security and intelligence investigations,

Mr. SmoraERS. Let me be sure I understand your last comment, then
I will conclude. Is it your contention that a primary purpose of the
domestic intelligence investigations conducted by the FBI was to
aid in some legislative purpose

Mr. Brexnan. To a great extent, yes, sir.

Mr. Sxormers. To your knowledge, has the FBI made substantial
legislative recommendations based on these intelligence activities?

Mr. Brenwan. It is my recollection that it has, yes, sir.

Mr. SmoraERs. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

The CrATRMAN. First of all, I would like to call your attention, Mr.
Brennan, to exhibit 2,* page 3. Now do you have that reference?

Mr. Brennan. I believe so, Senator.

The CrAaRMAN. And if you look to the bottom of the page, to part
E which bears the caption, “Development of Campus Sources.” Now
the document I am referring to is generally referred to as the Huston

1 See p. 189.
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plan. It is the recommendations that Mr. Huston made to President
Nixon to relax restrictions and to authorize certain illegal actions.

Mr. BrRenNNAN. Yes, sir. ‘ :

The Cramuman. Now, with respect to the development of campus
sources, Mr. Huston recommended to the President that “present
restrictions should be relaxed to permit expanded coverage of vio-
lence-prone campus and student-related groups.” And then in the
rationale for that recommendation on page 4, I read at the top of the
page, the first sentence, “The FBI does not, currently recruit any
campus scurces among individuals below 21 years of age.”

So what Mr. Huston was recommending, backed up by the various
agencies that had put this report together, was that the restriction that
~ the FBI had imposed upon itself, that it would not use informants
on campuses who were less than 21 years old. should be revoked. Now
~ the purpose of that was to enable the FBI to recruit student
- Informants, was it not?

Mr. BrenNAN: Yes, sir.

The CuamMAN. So that information could be secured from mem-
bers of the student body about activities, protests and demonstration
activities on the campuses?

Mr. BrenNAN. Yes, sir.

The Cramrwvan. Now, as we know, the President accepted that
‘recommendation and then 5 days later revoked his approval of the
entire Huston plan. That was in July of 1970.

Now I call your attention to exhibit 44,! please. It is the FBI’s plan
following the President’s revocation of the Huston plan. It is dated
September 2, 1970, and the purpose at the very top of the page of the
plan is “to recommend consideration be given to returning to previous
standards permitting the field to develop security and racial inform-
ants among students 18 years of age and older with full individual
justification and Bureau approval.” So here, within a month or so of the
time the President revoked the Huston plan, this recommendation is
made to Mr. Hoover, that the restriction on 21 years of age should be
removed and student informants should be obtained on the college
campuses. And on the last page of that memorandum, Mr. Hoover’s
approval states that you are authorized to develop student security
and racial informants who are 18 years of age or over. This presents
you with a tremendous opportunitv to expand your coverage, correct—
the last paragraph. just above Mr. Hoover’s signature ?

"Mr. BREnNAN. The memorandum has attached to it part of what we
call an SAC letter of instruction to the field. That is what you are
referring to?

The CaARMAN. Yes. And in that letter of instruction to the field,
Mr. Hoover says in the last paragraph, “as you are aware, you have
been previonsly instructed not to use campus student informants under
the age of 21. In view of the current circumstances, you are authorized
to develop student security and racial informants who are 18 years of
age or older.” This presents you with a tremendous opportunity to
expand vour coverage.

Mr. BrEnNAN. Yes, sir. .

The Cramman. All right. So within a month after the time the
President had revoked the Huston plan, the FBI had reduced the age

18ee p. 323.
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limit from 21 to 18 and then commenced a tremendous expansion of
surveillance of student groups. Is that not correct?

‘Mr. Bren~an. It was an expansion, Senator; yes, sir.

The CrATRMAN. Well, let us look at the size of it.

Now let us turn back to exhibit 41! if you please. And on page 2
of the FBI plan, I read to you from the latter part of the third
paragraph:

* * * jt is felt that every Black Student Union and similar group, regardless of
their past or present involvement in disorders, should be the subject of a dis-
crete preliminary inquiry through established sources and informants to deter-
mine background, aims and purposes, leaders and key activists, It is estimated
that this would cause the field to open approximately 4,000 cases involving
organizations and the key activists and leaders connected therewith. -

That suggests to me a very broad expansion of the student surveil-
lance activities.

Mr. BrenNaN. Yes, sir, but I think the foregoing, prior to that,
provides a justification for it. It indicates, for example, in paragraph
2 there, that in 1967 black student unions began forming their own
groups to project their demands, many of which indicated a commit-
ment to black nationalism. And it also is followed by an observation
that campus disorders involving black students increased, I believe
that is either 23 or 28 percent of the 1969-70 school year over the
previous year.

The CramMAN. Right, but if we go back to the order for increasing
the surveillance, the plan states, “It is felt that every Black Student
Union and similar group, regardless of their past or present involve-
ment in disorders” should be put under surveillance. So it really was a
plan to establish general surveillance of these black student groups on
the campuses of the country, regardless of their past or present involve-
ment in disorders?

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir, that is correct.

The Cuatrman. I think we have established on this testimony that
the President revoked this plan which he first authorized, a plan that
reduced the 21-year age barrier. A month or so later the Bureau comes
along and reduces the age anyway, and establishes a broad new sur-
veillance program on black student groups, regardless of whether or
not. they had any previous record of any sort.

Senator Tower? )

Senator Tower. Mr. Brennan, regarding the assumption that anti-
war activities were being financed by Communist sources externally,
was this an assumption that was held at the highest level in both the
Johnson and Nixon administrations?

Mr. Brexnan. I do not know whether it was an assumption, Sen-
ator, that was held at the highest levels. I believe it was my recollec-
tion that the FBI was continually being pressed by both the Johnson
administration and the Nixon administration as to whether or not
this was true—whether or not there was evidence to indicate that
possibly there might be financing from abroad, underlying the anti-
war protest here. And perhaps it might be that it was based on their
assumption that it could be true. '

Senator Tower. In pursuance of this, did the FBI or the CIA
monitor the principals involved in the matter of foreign travel,

1 8ee p. 317.
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attendance of international conferences, and recipt of propaganda,
individual guidance from external sources and external finances? Was
there an effort made to follow all of these particular aspects of the
activities in the principals involved ¢

Mr. BrennaN. To the degree that we were capable, within the
limitations that we had, yes sir, we were seeking to do this and in
some instances succeeded m placing informants in groups who were
traveling abroad or attending Communist conferences abroad, yes
Sir.

Senator Tower. Did you get any information or any hard intelli-
gence to the fact that they were getting any individual guidance from
these Communist sources?

Mr. BrenNNaN. Guidance is a difficult question to answer, Senator.
They attended conferences, for example, in Cuba, which were attended,
as I recall, by officials from Communist governments. They attended
conferences in various other countries abroad which were sponsored
by Communists. The peace movement in the United States was gen-
erally discussed and I recall in one instance, for example, where
several of the activists who were involved in the policy committee
of the antiwar activities traveled abroad and attended conferences
where these issues were the subject of discussion with many Com-
munist representatives. And at the time, the general feeling of the
antiwar movement here was that the next step in the stage should be
protest demonstrations around the United States.

It is my recollection that information at the Communist conference
abroad led to the conclusion that there should be instead a concen-
trated demonstration in Washington, D.C. And following the return
of these individuals to this country, I think they served to project
that view and indeed we did have a concentrated demonstration in
Washington, D.C., and it is my recollection that when that demon-
stration took place, there were also concerted demonstrations at
American embassies in many foreign countries on the same day.

Senator Tower. Did you get any evidence that the activities in
this country were indeed being financed by external sources?

Mr. Brenvan., We never had any evidence to that effect, Senator.

Senator Tower. You suspected it but you could not get any hard
evidence ? '

Mr. BrennaN. I personally did not suspect it, Senator. The question
was continually being pushed to us by the White House as to whether
or not there was proof of this. I personally held the feeling that we
were dealing with what I term “credit card revolutionaries,” and that
the individuals involved in this type of activity in the United States
had ample resources of their own through which to finance these
activities. I never saw anything to the contrary.

Senator Tower. These international meetings that they attended—
those were under Communist auspices, were they not, financed by Com-
munist sources ? :

Mr. Bren~AN. As I recall, they were, yes, sir.

Senator Tower. So their external participation was indeed under
Communist auspices ?

Mr. BREnNAN. Yes, sir. As a matter of fact, we had furnished to
the White House in one neriod of time a renort which I recall ran
between roughly 40 and 50 pages at the specific request of the White
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House, in which we detailed specifically the extent of the links be-
tween Americans who were traveling abroad with the Communist
representatives of these various conferences.

Senator Tower. Turning to another matter, after the withdrawal
of the Huston plan, was there any increase in electronic surveillances
by the FBI ¢

Mr. Brenwnaw. It is my recollection, Senator, that there was no
significant increase. '

. Sti,lélator Tower. In other words, it continued at about the same
evel ? -

Mr. Bren~an. I believe it did, yes, sir.

Senator Tower. What was the general level of electronic surveil-.
lances during the 1970 period ? :

Mr. Brennan. If T recall correctly, Senator, in the security field,
I believe that we had somewhere in the range of 40 to 45.

Senator Tower. Were you aware of a covert mail program in the
FBI prior to June of 1970% : ,

-Mr. BrRexNaN. Prior to June 1970 the only program of that nature
of which I am aware went way back for years, and which I had no
specific relationship with.

~ Senator Tower. Were you aware of the CIA mail program before .
June 1970 )

Mr. BRenvaN. No, sir, I wasnot., . .

Senator Tower. Did you become aware of the CIA mail program
during the preparation of the special report that was being prepared
for the President? '

Mr. Brennan. No, sir, I did not. A

Senator Tower. Did you ever inquire of any CIA personnel on the
Huston plan working group if the CTA had a mail program? Did
you ever ask any of them ?

Mr. Brennan. No, sir, I did not.

Senator Tower. Did you inquire of Bureau personnel about the
CIA mail program? -

Mr. BrRexnaN. No, sir, I did not. :

Senator Tower. Were you ever aware that the Bureau was receiv-
ing information obtained from any mail intercepts ?

Mr. Brennan. Not to my knowledge, no, sir. I knew that the Bureau
received information disseminated by the CIA, but as to the nature
of the technique by which information was received, no, I had never
any indication that it came from that type of a technique.

Senator Tower. Now, Mr. Brennan, you were one of the FBI repre-
sentatives in the interagency working group which prepared the
Special Report on Intelligence Assessment. Now, was it your impres-
sion that Mr. Huston of the White House staff, who testified here the
day before yesterday, and Mr. Sullivan, from the FBI, were in close
communication as the report developed ¢

Mr. BreN~aN. Yes, sir, they were.

Senator Tower. Did Mr. Huston limit his role merely to that of
an observer, or was he an active participant ?

Mr. Brennax. I would define his role as an active participant.

Senator Tower. In what way did he participate ? Did he by chance,
or by design, guide and direct the preparation of the report?
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Mr. BrenNan. I don’t think he guided and directed the preparation
of the report, because it is my recollection that Mr. Huston did not have
that sufficient in-depth background concerning intelligence matters
to be able to give that strong direction and guidance.

Senator Tower. So who would be the principal figure there—Mr.
Sullivan?

Mr. Brennavw. I would say Mr. Sullivan was, yes, sir.

Senator Tower. Thank you, Mr. Brennan. I have no further ques-
tions, Mr. Chairman. - :

The CrarMAN. Thank you, Senator Tower.

Senator Mondale.

Senator MonpaLe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Brennan, I take
it that there was no doubt in your mind that the break-ins or the so-
called black bag jobs were illegal ?

Mr. BRENNAN. There was no doubt in my mind about that.

Senator MonpaLe. And that some of the other activities such as un-
warranted taps, some of the efforts under the COINTEL Program that
we are going to be reviewing later, were illegal ¢

Mr. Brennan. In regard to wiretapping, Senator, the policy, as it
prevailed within the Bureau, within my understanding, involved a
legal one, which called for the written approval of the Attorney
General of the United States, and which I believe was within the
framework of legality, as the procedures existed at that time.

In regard to the counterintelligence program, I think the policy
called for specific instructions to the field, that they were not to en- -
gage in illegal activities. '

Senator MonpaLe. Well, for the purpose of my question, let us just
stay with break-ins, then, because they, we can both agree, were clearly
illegal. How do you justify the law enforcement arm of the government
which itself resorts to illegal taps? You must have thought this
through. You must have wondered about, it. How do you justify it?

Mr. Brennan. The primary ones of which I was aware involved
organizations which were taking their direction and control from for-
eign powers, and that, to me, was sufficient basis for a utilization of
that technique in order to determine the extent of the foreign direction
or control of their activities.

Senator MoxpaLE. So the reason was not, in your mind, that it was
legal, but that even though it was illegal, the grpose sought was
sufficiently important that you felt the law could be violated ?

Mr. BRenNan. Yes, sir, I did.

Senator MoNpALE. In retrospect, when we look at this whole period
of the late sixties and the early seventies, did that foreign threat,
the alleged foreign control and foreign funding, in fact, prove to be
a serionus cause of domestic unrest? :

Mr. Brenwan. No, sir, it did not.

Senator MonpaLe. And, as a matter of fact, when we were all
through with these techniques you concluded and I quote, “It is my
recollection that we never developed any information to indicate that
Communist sources abroad were financing the antiwar activities of
the United States.” Would that be accurate?

Mr. BrennaN. Yes, sir, that is true.

Senator Mownpare. Further, you said, “I felt that the extremist
groups and the others who were invglved in the antiwar activities and
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the like at the time were of middle- and upper-level income, and we
characterize them generally as credit-card revolutionaries.” Is that
correct ?

Mr. BreNNAN. Yes, sir.

Senator MoNpaLE. So that, when we spent several years trying to
find, under Presidential directive, this evidence that domestic unrest
was directed, financed, and heavily influenced by foreign enemies, in
fact, we found it was pretty much a domestic source of unrest. Is that
correct ?

Mr. BrennaN. Yes, sir, but we were continually being asked by
the White House as to whether or not there was foreign funding of it,
and in response to that, then, I felt that it was necessary for us to try
to respond to the question.

Senator MonpaLe. Thank you, Mr. Brennan, because I think that is
exactly the point. And I return to Senator Hart’s point yesterday. Our
hearings thus far have necessarily involved questioning people like
yourself, but, in fact, you were carrying out what you thought was
official governmental policy, were you not?

Mr. Brexnnan. Yes, sir.

Senator MoxpaLe. And you thought you were doing what the Presi-
dent of the United States wanted you to do?

Mr. BrennaN. Well, yes, to a degree that when the White House
asked a question, I felt that it was necessary for the FBI to respond
through the utilization of the appropriate techniques, to try to ascer-
tain the answer.

Senator MonpaLE. And you were under tremendous pressure in the
late sixties and the early seventies to find evidence that these protesters
were being financed and directed by foreign sources. Is that not correct ¢

~ Mr. BrexnaN. Yes, sir, no question about that.

Senator MoNDALE. As a result, you, following these orders, expended
tremendous effort, money and the rest, to try to prove the existence of
such foreign influence # »

Mr. Brenwan. Yes, sir, we did. :

Senator Monpare. And except for these meetings about which you
testified before, you found little or none?

Mr. Brexnan. That is true.

Senator Monpare. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that part of the
problem that we have uncovered here is a lack of accountability, and
even some lawlessness on the part of these agencies, but above all, it
seems to me what we have seen is a pattern of Presidential unaccount-
ability to the law. It seems, if we go back to the sixties and the seven-
ties, there was rising domestic concern and bitterness about this war,
and those Presidents, instead of deciding there was something wrong
with the war, decided there was something wrong with the people, and
instead of trying to meet those arguments as though they were honest
protests against the war, they tried to characterize tgem as being
foreign-dominated-influenced, and in effect, the critics would be cor-
rupted by an alien power.

Now, maybe some were, but there is very little evidence of it.
Our task is not only to try to restore some kind of accountability
to these agencies, but a much more difficult one. What do we do to
make certain that Presidents in the future do not use these secret
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agencies to carry out their fantasies, to try to shift the blame from
themselves to somebody else, and if possible, to foreigners? I think it
is asking a lot of human nature to ask people at the second level of
Government to disobey the orders of the President. That means you
lose your job. It means destruction of your career, maybe more, if that
should happen. I think it is hard to expect, nor is it likely, that those
agencies are going to proceed with policies which they think are
really alien to what the President wants. And I think it was interesting
that in 1966, when Ramsey Clark was Attorney General, they did, in
fact, stop “black bag” jobs. Atleast an order went from Hoover to that
effect, 1 think, reflecting this as the official policy at the time. '

And our great task is to see how on earth we can address this prob-
lem: The grant of power to the CIA and to these other agencies is,
above all, a grant of power t6 the President, and a dangerous grant,
because he can operate secretly. And that is what I think makes our
task so very difficult. Thank you. L .

Mr. BrennaN. If I may inject an observation, Senator, and hopefully
I will not be out of line in doing so, I would suggest that perhaps the

roblem is even more complex. In other words, the requests of the
ite House were just not simply to answer that one specific question.
I think you have to look at the social, political, and economic com-
plexities that were related, which built tremendous pressures on the
White House, and these, I think, stem from the thousands of bombings,
the arsons, the disruptions, the disorder. Our. academic. communities -
were being totally disrupted, and I think that a vast majority of the
American people were subjecting the Representatives of Congress and
the members of the White House staff and other people in Government
to a great deal of pressure, as to why these things were taking place
and why something wasn’t being done about these, and I think in a
broader context, then, the FBI was getting a tremendous amount of
pressure from the White House, in response to the overall problem.

Senator MonpaLE. The irony was that their conclusion, without any
evidence, was that the unrest was supported by foreign. money and
direction, and you could not find any. .

Mr. Brennan. Well, I would say—— :

Senator MonpaLE. But they continued to pursue that theory long
after no one could prove it, and the whole idea behind the Huston plan
was to criti¢ize the FBI for failing to find what the President was sure
existed. And they found a dollar or two here and there, and they found
some meetings, and no doubt there were some Communists involved. I
have no doubt about that. But the mass of the protest was indigenous.
It was domestic. It was prompted not by disloyalty, but by a profound
feeling on the part of millions of Americans that the war was wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I think a very instructive memo on this Presidential
point is dated September 18, 1970, by John Dean [exhibit 24 1]. It
went to the Attorney General. What it says, in effect, is that now that
we have rejected the Huston plan, we should put it, in effect, back into
place, and remove the restraints as necessary to obtain such intelli-
gence. In other words, they rejected the formal plan, and then they
proceeded surreptitiously, according to this memo, to go ahead and
do it anyway.

The CaARMAN. I think that is correct. Senator.

Constantly we have this theme raised, Mr. Brennan. You have raised

1 See p. 255.
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it in complete good faith, I am sure. Other witnesses have raised it,
that this was a time of turbulence. Yes, there were great pressures on
the Agency. The White House was deeply concerned about the extent
of the antiwar protests.

But that is tﬁe very time, in times of turbulence and distress, when
an even greater obligation falls not only on the agencies but on the
President himself, to operate within the law. Stress or turbulence does
not really excuse law enforcement agencies of the Government or the
%’r(lss.ident himself from rising above the law and proceeding in lawless

ashion.

Mr. Brennan. Yes; I agree with that, Senator.

The Cuarrman. Well, that certainly is not the record of what hap-
pened during this period. And I can only say that remembering those
protests, it did not take an FBI agent to tell me that the students out in
the campuses were upset with the war because they thought it was a
foolish, futile war, and that is what it was. And I was upset with it, too,
in the U.S. Senate, and I was protesting it. And I did not go to any
Communist meetings in Cuba. It was a foolish policy for the country,
and that was what the students were upset about, and it was an indi-
genous movement, basically, and a lawful one—not the violence, but the
protest was lawful. This is a free society, and students have a right to
protest when they do not think the Government policy is sound, par-
ticularly when they are the ones who are drafted to fight a war
thousands of miles away in the jungles of Southeast Asia. So I just
want to emphasize that our concern here is lawlessness.

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir.

The CHalRMAN. And that is all the more important in times of
stress. :

. Se;mtor Towgkr. Mr. Chairman, may I be indulged a comment at this
time?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator Tower. However indigenous this may have been, I am con-

_vinced there was some external influence. In 1967, I made a speech from
the steps of Sproul Hall at the University of California at Berkeley.
I was lucky to get away with my life. My speech was punctuated by
such editorial comment consisting of four-letter words that I will not
repeat here in mixed company, and I was called among other things,
a Fascist pig, and I heard all of the rhetoric of the Communist anti-
American propaganda mill. So that influence came from somewhere.

The CuaaRMAN. Yes. We all had that experience. I recall being
called a Commie symp, because I opposed the war, so it was a time of
stress. My point is that that is the time when it is more important than
any other that everybody live within the law.

Mr. Brenvan. Yes; and I agree with the Senator that certainly there
was evidence of external Communist direction, whether that direct or
not, the point is we were getting to the point of whether or not it was
being funded from abroad, so there is no inconsistency in the two
observations.

Senator Tower. Let me just reinforce what I said by reading from
page 62 of the transcript of the testimony of Mr. Angleton in an cxecu-
tive session of this committee, on September 12,1975, “It has also come
out in mail intercept that certain groups went to Moscow for political
indoctrination, and they went to North Korea for weaponry.”
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The CHAIRMAN, Senator Baker?

Senator Baker. It is my turn?

The CrATRMAN. I believe so.

Senator Baxer. I want my 10 minutes, plus the time to speak and a
time for rebuttal, Mr. Chairman.

[General laughter.]

Senator BAker. I will take my time in rebuttal first.

You know, really, it is awfully easy for all of us to be morally
1'i§hteous and indignant. But as Senator Jim Pearson from Kansas
told me when I was a young Senator, and excited about something,
“You know, if you’re in the Senate, you’re only entitled to be a moral
giant once a week.” I don’t propose now that we are excessively indig-
nant about the turbulence of the times in Vietnam, but it is awful
diﬂicult for me to see how that relates to an inquiry into the Huston
plan. .

I think that these things ought to be kept in mind in that respect.
One, those folks are still out there—the people who did, in fact, dis-
rupt this country, who demonstrated in massive numbers here in the
Capital and tried to block the streets that led to the Capital City, to
shut down Washington, as they said. I remember driving down
Virginia Avenue and having oil drums thrown in the path of my car,
and my staff man who was driving that day is a big, burly young
fellow who managed to get us to the Capitol with his nerve and the
assistance of about 800 horsepower.

But those people are still there. There is no doubt that most of the
Pprotest was domestic, and indigenous to the American opportunity to
express disagreement. But there also is no doubt that people who
want to disrupt this country, and who want to change our system,
thrive on the distrust that goes on during national upheavals.

So we can't sit here—as I sometimes get the impression we are do-
ing—and throw the baby out with the bath water. We can’t say the
CIA, the FBI, the DIA, and whatever else we have got, were patently
wrong in their efforts to investigate these situations, and they are bad
and they ought to be disbanded. If we do, we will be totally at the
merey of those folks who are still out there.

The CrarmMaN. Well, nobody is suggesting that, Senator.

Senator Baker. I know that. But T hear the reports from time to
time that 1976 will be the year of the resumption of the revolution.
And T expect we are going to have a pretty good time next summer.
This is the point that bothers me, Mr. Brennan, and I hope you under-
stand that my energetic remarks in this respect have very little to do
with you. .

Bug the great tragedy of Watergate, or the tragedy of the Johnson

—era in its response to civil distress, or of the Nixon times—and God
knows, the country went through a lot, and I went through a lot dur-
ing that time politically—but the great tragedy of that time is not the
resignation of a President, or the fact that another was killed—as bad
as that was—or another terminated his political career under the stress
of the war. : : .

The great tragedy is, under the most tumultuous civil strife we
have ever known except during the time of the Civil War, our institu-
tions failed us. I am terribly unhappy to hear you say, and to hear
others say, that we knew so-and-so was illegal, therefore we thought
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the national good justified our going ahead with it. That is the greatest
disservice that you could render this country, is to say that the con-
stitutional protections and guarantees are not valid and relevant in
times of great national stress. I think they are. And I think we can
guard ourselves against those folks who are out there who would dis-
rupt this city and this country, and burn our campuses, and destroy
our banks and our public institutions. We can do all of those things
and still not trample the rights under the Constitution. Qur purpose
here is to try to find out what went wrong and how we can prevent
those events 1n the future.

I have two or three questions, and then I will stop. I made my speech,
Barry. I took my speech and my rebuttal all at the same time.

The CuARMAN. You ended up in agreement with the chairman.

Senator Baxer. Well, no; the chairman had difficulty understand-
ing why he agreed with me.

[General laughter.]

Senator Bager. It’s just that I expressed it in a different way, Mr.
Chairman. I want to make sure that the chairman understands—and
everbody else understands—that it’s all well and good to be concerned
about this, but don’t throw the baby out with the bath water. Those
folks are out there, you’re going to see them again next summer, and
you might as well be prepared for it.

Mzr. Brennan, when did the “black bag” jobs start with the FBI?

. Mr. Brennan. That T wouldn’t know, Senator.

Senator Baxer. Did it start before you came to the FBI?

Mr. BrenNAN. That would be very difficult for me to say.

Senator Baker. Certainly you’re in a better position to say than I
am. Were they going on at the time that you came to the FB1 ¢

Mr. Brennan. If they were, I had no knowledge of them. I gained
no knowledge of them until the early fifties.

Senator Baxer. When did you first have knowledge of the “black
bag” jobs?

Mr. BRENNAN. Tn the early fifties.

hSengator Baker. What was your understanding of who authorized
them?

Mr. Brenwan. It was my understanding that they were authorized
by the Director, Mr. Hoover.

Senator BAKER. Is that understanding based on documentary proof,
on conversation with Mr. Hoover, on the statements of other people,
or what?

Mr. Brennan. Well, it was just the general knowledge that T
gained through my investigative experience in the FBI.

Senator Baxer. When was a “black bag” job authorized ? When was
it used ? Under what circumstance for national security, or in order to
assist a U.S. attorney in prosecuting a lawsuit? Out of curiosity,
when was it authorized? When did you use the “black bag” job that
you today say is illegal

Mr. Brennan. The “black bag” iobs that T knew of—which T guess
you have to say were technically illegal-—but, as I know of the tech-
nique, for the most part through the years it involved counterespio-
nage operations, sir.

Senator BAkEer. Is that all?

Mr. Brennan. To my knowledge, yes sir.



112

Senator Baker. Domestic espionage or international espionage?

Mr. BrennNan. I’m speaking of counterespionage.

Senator Baker.. You'’re speaking of counterespionage in the sense
of a spy of a foreign country operating in this country, and you were
trf};ing to counter him? Is that the counterespionage you’re speaking
of?

Mr. BrRENNAN. Yes sir.

Senator BAkER. And that’s the only case you knew “black bag” jobs
to be done?

Mr. Brennan. Subsequently, after I got to Bureau headquarters,
I learned there were some “black bag” jobs which were directed at
what I would have to term domestic subversive groups, and some
domestic extremist organizations, but they were quite limited.

Senator Baker. How many “black bag” jobs were done in the course
of your tenure at the FBI? :

Mr. BRenNAN. I would have no idea, sir.

) ?%r(l)at?or Baxker. Well, you’ve got to have some idea. Was it 1, or was
1t 1,000

Mr. Brenwan. I do not think I would be capable of commenting. I
do not have that range; I did not work in that field where it was gen-
erally employed as a technique, Senator.

Senator Baker. How many do you have knowledge of ¢ Something
in the range of what, 1, 10, 100, 1,000 ¢

Mr. Brenwan. I don’t think I’m in a position to be able to answer
that, Senator. ’

Senator Baker. Do you have any knowledge on that subject ?

Mr. Brennan. Yes; in a general range.

Senator Baker. Then I would like to have that general range.

The CHARMAN. Senator Baker, we have figures. Would you like to
have them ? We have documentary figures.

. Senator Baker. I would like that, and T would like the witness’
Impression too, Mr. Chairman.

The CrarMaN. Very well. What was your impression ¢

Mr. BrRenwan. Can we get a given time frame?

Senator Baker. No. That you have knowledge of.

Mr. Bren~an. The overall impression on my 26 years in the FBI¢

Senator BAkEr. Yes.

Mr. BrenNaN. I would have to say—I would put it in a frame,
possibly, of maybe 30, 40.

Senator Baxer. Did the FBI ever get caught ?

Mr. Brennan. I don’t think we did, Senator.

Senator BARER. As a matter of fact, you didn’t.

Mr. Brennan. I never heard of anybody getting caught, sir.

Senator Baxer. And the techniques involved—were they with the
cooperation of the local police? How many men did it take? What
techniques did you employ to keep from getting caught?

Mr. Brexnan. I never engaged in one, Senator, so again, I would
have to speculate on that, or speak from hearsay.

Senator Baxer. Mr. Chairman, do you have some figures?

The Craamman. Yes. I was just going to congratulate you, Senator,
because you have managed to get your rebuttal and a good speech and
your questions all within 10 minutes.

Senator Baker. I think I’m being politely told to shut up.

[General laughter.]
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The CrarMAN. Now, let me just give these figures. These are fig-
_ures that have been supplied to us by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion; they have, at our request, been declassified. And I would like to
read them into the record.

At least 14 domestic subversive targets were the subject of at least
938 entries from 1942 to April 1968. In addition, at least three domes-
tic subversive targets were the subject of numerous entries from Octo-
ber 1952 to June 1966. Since there exists no precise record of entries,
we are unable to retrieve an accurate accounting of their number, but
that is tlge best figure we have. .

Senator Baker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This final question, Mr.
Brennan, since my time apparently has expired. Was your division
the one involved in any surveillance of political figures at the Demo-
cratic National Convention in 1968 ¢

Mr. Brexnan. Yes, sir. We developed all of the intelligence infor-
mation relative to the activities of the dissidents who went out to
Chicago to disrupt the convention. However, I don’t recall any time
that any instructions were given to include surveillances of, as you
say, political figures, Senator.

" Senator Barer. Yes. I’m talking about the allegations and the
charges that the FBI kept surveillance jon Robert Kennedy and
Senator Edward Kennedy and Martin Luther King, and a number of
other political figures, and that, in fact, there was a communications
link—I believe a telephone—from FBI; headquarters in that city
to the White House—even to the Oval Office.

b Mr. Brennan. I am not familiar with such surveillances. But
asic

Senator Baker. You’re familiar with those allegations and charges?

Mr. BRenNAN. No. As a matter of fact, ’'m not.

Senator BakEr. You’ve never heard them before?

Mr. Brennan. No. Not those specific ones. '

Senator Baxer. Well, generally, maybe I'm not describing it with
exact accuracy.

Mr. Brennan. I recall that there was an Earth Day affair, which I
believe Senator Muskie made a speech, or something, and I believe an
FBI report dealt somehow with the Senator’s appearance on that
occasion. But any information of that type was purely coincidental
to the investigative efforts of the FBI which were basically directed
at the activists who were involved in those types of movements. And
anything related to political figures was actually coincidental.

Senator Baker. I'm told I was wrong. It was not at the 1968 con-
vention; it was the 1964 convention that I was referring to. Does that
alter your answer at all ?

Mr. Brennan. I had little knowledge of the 1964 convention. That
was not coordinated out of the Domestic Intelligence Division. It is
my recollection that that was basically coordinated by Mr. DeLoach.

Senator BAKER. Are you aware, generally, of the situation that I
described in reference to the 1964 Democratic National Convention ?

Mr. Brennaw. I'm aware in general, because the FBI personnel that
were there at that time were phoning in reports concerning the activi-
ties of individuals and groups over which Domestic Intelligence Divi-
sion had an interest.
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Senator Baxer. Did they phone in reports on Martin Luther King or
on Robert Kennedy ?

Mr. BRenwaN. I do not recall that they did that ; no, sir.

Senator BAkEer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CraRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Baker. The Foreign
Relations Committee is considering the Sinai agreement, and I have
to stop in there this morning for a few minutes. I am trying to get the
agreements declassified, and I’'m going to ask Senator Tower to take
over during the time I have to be away. Senator Huddleston is next.

Senator Hunpreston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I regret that I had to miss most of the session so far this morning;
I was at another subcommittee looking into another operation in our-
system—the matter of our grain inspection program and the corruption
that has been discovered there and all its implications for this country

and for our dealing with countries in the other parts of the world. So
I will be brief, andiopefully not trespass on subjects that have already
been covered by the witness.

Mr. Brennan, were you aware while you were with the FBI that prior
to the development of the Huston plan there was a growing feeling of
conflict between the FBI and the CIA, particularly at the top levels
involving Mr. Hoover?

Mr. BrReNnaN. Yes, sir. I was. :

Senator HuppLeston. How do you think this conflict affected the ef-
ficiency of the total intelligence-gathering community ?

Mr. BrennaN. Are you speaking now, Senator—you will have to
put me within the correct time frame. Are you speaking of——

Senator HupprLestoN. Leading up to the formation of the Huston
plan, 1969, 1970.

Mr. BrenNaN. It is my recollection that the Director of the FBI dis-
conti;med direct liason with the CIA, I believe, in February of 1969
or 1970.

Senator HuopLesToN. I think that is very close, if not the exact date.

Mr. Brennan. And basically, I do not think that had a great deal of

 effect, relative to our participation with the CIA in the Huston plan.

Senator HuppLesToN. Now, this conflict resulted primarily from a
reluctance on the part of Mr. Hoover to participate in certain sug-
gested intelligence-gathering activities. Is that correct ?

Mr. Bren~aN. The conflict between CIA and FBI ¢

Senator HuppLesToN. Right.

Mr. Brexnan. No. sir. That arose out of a dispute which arose from
a set of circumstances which occurred in, I believe, Denver, Colo., in
which an FBI agent gave some information to a CIA agent, which Mr.
Hoover learned about. He objected to—he had Mr. Helms call the CTA
agent back to Washington, and he insisted on knowing the identity of
the FBI agent who had divulged the information. )

Senator HuppLesToN. Right. Mr. Angleton described that incident
yesterday. He described it as the straw that broke the camel’s back, I
believe.

Mr. BreENNAN. Yes. .

Senator HuppresroN. Which would indicate there were other in-
stances, too, such as a request by the CIA for specific wiretaps, this
type thing—are you aware of any of this? _
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Mr. BrennaN. I’m not too much aware of those, Senator, because I
did not assume the position as Assistant Director of the Domestic Intel-
ligence Division until August of 1970. And I think that the incidents,
or whatever, that may have led up to a relationship of friction between
the two agencies, had gone on before that. And I was really not all that
aware of the details.

Senator HuppLestoN. Were you aware that Mr. Hoover resisted the
proposals that were included in the Huston plan?

Mr. BrenNan. Yes, sir, I was.

Senator HuppLeston. Did Mr. Hoover also resist—at least for some
period of time—the suggestions for the intensification program that
followed the demise of the Huston plan ¢

Mr. Brennan. Well, the intensification program was not, let us say,
an intensification program as might be defined within the concept of a
program, Sir.

What I am saying is, if you put all of these individual recommenda-
tions together, it resulted in intensification, but it was not a one-pack-
age program. .

Senator HuopLesToN. Wasn’t it a fact that Mr. Hoover had great
reservations and resisted some suggested intelligence-gathering activi-
ties during this period ?

Mr. BrennaN. Yes, sir, he very definitely did.

Senator HuppLesToN. And it was Mr. Hoover going to the Attorney
General, and then perhaps both of them going to the President, that
actually scuttled the Huston plan. Is that correct ?

Mr. Brexnan. That is my understanding of what happened, sir;

es.
y Senator HupbLesToN. And why, in your judgment, was Mr. Hoover
so reluctant to participate in these suggested intensifications of the
intelligence-gathering activity ¢ _ .

Mr. Brennan. Well, sir, I think I previously explained that I.feel
that these techniques encompass some degree of risk which might
constitute a backlash, which Mr. Hoover was desirous of avoiding.

Sena;:or Huopreston. The kind of backlash that would reflect on the
agency ?

ng. BrenNaN. Yes, sir. Embarassing incidents in which agents
might be involved.

Senator HuppLesTon. You think this was a greater concern of his
than ‘any abridgment of individual liberties or freedoms that might
occur because of these activities?

Mr. Brexnan. That is my personal feeling. He hadn’t demonstrated
a previous concern of this nature in the past.

Senator HuppLesToN. But then after some insistence, and after de-
veloping additional activities that might be employed, on October 29,
Mr. Hoover and the top echelons of the FBI did agree to certain types
of activities which would, in fact, double the caseload of the FBI in
intelligence ; is that correct ?

Mr. BREnNAN. Yes, sir, I believe so.

Senator HupopLesToN. Upon what basis do you believe this agree-
ment came about, or this change in position, on the part of Mr. Hoover ¢

Mr. Brennan. It is difficult for me to recall the time frame, Senator,
but I believe that possibly it might have been motivated by possible
budgetary considerations.



116

Senator HuppLesToN. Are you saying, then, that Mr. Hoover and
the other top officials of the FBI entered into this kind of a program
which intensified its intelligence-gathering activity—and went be-
yond what might have been legal—for the purpose of increasing the
caseload so that the budget of the FBI could be sustained or increased ?

Mr. Brennan. No. I don’t know that—can you clarify for me which
techniques that you are stating the Director approved which would
have been illegal ?

Senator Huppreston., Well, there were a number of activities in-
cluded. The lifting of a moratorium.on investigations of 7,000 in-
dividuals on the Security Index—what did that mean?

Mr. Brennan. That was involved in a procedure whereby cases
would be opened at periodic intervals to recheck whether or not the
ifndi}x]ridual might possibly still be employed at the same place, and so

orth. '

Senator HupprestoN. Which required agents in the field to intensify
their surveillance of these individuals, whether or not there had been
any indication that these individuals were, in fact, engaging in any
kind of wrongdoing. .

Mr. Brennan. I don’t think it constituted surveillance, Senator. I
think it merely involved reopening—— .

Senator HupprLesTon. Some kind of checking would be required.

Mr. Brennan. A check, yes. A check. o

Senator HuppLestoN. Exhibit 41 ! mentions opening cases on ap-
proximately 4,000 black student activists, all members of the Blac
Student Unions, and similar groups, regardless of their past or present
involvement in disorders. Does that constitute a check ?

Mr. BrenNaN. Yes, sir.

Senator Huppreston. Would this not, too, involve further checks,
further investigation and surveillance, against people who had no
record of any kind of participation in any sort of wrongdoing or
disturbance ?

Mr. BrRenNAN. It was designed to try to develop information about
the types of individuals who were activists in such groups who might
further instigate individuals who had propensities for violence.

Senator HupprLeston. It involved the opening of cases on approxi-
mately 6,500 New Left student activists, black and white, to determine
whether they had a propensity for violence. Now, how do you investi-
gate a person to find out whether or not he or she has a propensity for
violence ? :

Mr. Brennan. You cover his activities in connection with demon-
strations and the like, and attempt to ascertain whether he is exhorting
other individuals to engage in violence. A number of these individuals
publicly professed their determination to destroy or overthrow the
Government of the United States.

A number of them advocated means by which these efforts should be
furthered, and Bureau investigations were broadly encompassing to
make a determination as to whether or not they did, in fact, do cer-
tain of these activities.

Senator HuppLeston. We’re looking at 6,500 people. You’re surely
looking at a number of people who have no experience in violence, and

1 See p. 317.
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who have no activity that would suggest that they have been involved
in violence.

Mr. BRenNAN. That is true, Senator, but I think that——

Senator HuppLesToN. It's a dragnet, “shotgun” type of operation.

Mr. Brennan. I think that’s true. But by that time I believe that
the leaders of the New Left movement had publicly professed their
determination to act to overthrow the Government of the United
States. And I felt that with them on public record as having this basic
objective, anyone who joined in membership in their cause, possibly
should have their names recorded for future reference in FBI files.
And I was reminded of the circumstances of the thirties, when man
individuals, who at that time were involved and concerned as a result
of the economic depression, became involved with Communist
activities. :

A great deal of Communist cells developed, and many of the indi-
viduals who at that time were in colleges, subsequently were em-
ployed in sensitive positions of Government, and the Government had
no record of their previous Communist involvement. I did not want to
see a repetition of that sort of circumstances come about.

So that when individuals did profess themselves to be in adherence
to the concepts which aimed at or called for the overthrow of their
Government, I did feel that the FBI had the responsibility to record
that type of information so if they ever obtained sensitive Government
positions that could be made known, and known to the agency for
which they were going to go to work.

Senator HuppLesTON. So it is better to go with a blanket approach
rather than possibly miss somebody who might turn up somewhere
down the road.

Mr. Brennan. Well, sir, I feel that the absence of any type of ap-
proach in the thirties indicated to me that history proves that you can
make tragic mistakes. And I felt that this Government should not fall
into that type of a tragic mistake again.

Senator HupprLesToN. My one point on the investigations of the
7,000 individuals on the Security Index is that it puts a person in the
position of being locked up. So that is a rather serious position for a
person to be in, or a category for him to be in. And this was part of this
effort to increase the caseload, is that correct ? ) i

I think the total of these certainly represents a substantial intensifi-
cation and increase in the activity of the FBI in this field of domestic
intelligence. And I believe during this period—if it hasn’t been
pointed out already—you switched almost entirely from a counterin-
telligence operation to a domestic intelligence operation.

Mr. Brennaw. No; I don’t think that is true, Senator. I think that
there was a different type of balance.

Senator Hupbreston. The emphasis——

Mr. Brennan. There was more of an emphasis on the domestic, but
I think that the emphasis stemmed from the activists in this country
who were using explosives and the like to such a disruptive effect,
when, to me, it was a question of putting your priorities in order, and
I personally felt that the domestic situation had a higher priority at
that particular given time. o

Senator Huppreston. All right. Yesterday Mr. Angleton indicated
to this committee that the most appropriate subject for investigation
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into the intelligence-gathering community of this Nation would be to
look at the product of what is being produced, and determine whether
or not that was adequate.

He suggested by that statement, I think, that it is the end, rather
than the means, that is important. And maybe the methods used—
whether or not civil liberties might be abridged, or the Constitution
violated—wuas not as important as what the final product was. Now
Mr. Angleton, I assume, was speaking for himself and not the CIA.
I am wondering what your concept is and whether this is the
attitude that prevails in the FBI and in other intelligence-gathering
operations. : .

Mr. Brennan. No; I don’t think so, Senator. My particular feelin,
on that score—and I feel this is possibly representative of the gener:
level of feeling inside the FBI—is that the end never justifies the
means. I believe that we are a society of law and order, and I believe
that our intelligence agencies, or any organization acting on behalf of
our Government, should behave within the concept of the laws that
they are trying to uphold. And I feel that the problem that has been
long lacking has been the fact that we have not had the legislation
which has clearly defined for the FBI the role that it must play in
order to enable it to fulfill its responsibilities.

And T believe that this problem arose when the fact that we were .
operating basically out of a directive by President Roosevelt in 1939,
which enabled the FBI to cope with problems which dealt with sub-
versive activities, so-called because they were clearly and directly
related to foreign interests. But I believe that once we passed 1960,
when we got into a new era that marked a drastic social, political, and
economic change in our society, and we saw a number of individuals in
our country who professed themselves to be revolutionaries, dedicated
to the overthrow of our Government, this posed new problems which
should have brought about better defined legislation to enable the FBI
to fulfill its responsibilities.

And I hopefully feel that, if nothing else, something may come out
of the hearings of this committee that will give the FBI the applicable
legal framework to enable it to go ahead and do its job.

Senator HuppresToN. That is our objective, Mr. Brennan. I think
your concept would conform to those of the members of this com-
mittee. We are trying to find out how to do it, and your testimony
will be helpful in that regard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Tower [presiding]. Senator Goldwater?

Senator GoLowaTEer. I have no questions.

Senator Tower. Senator Morgan ¢ : :

Senator MorcaN. Mr. Brennan, many of the 7,000 individuals who
were on the Security Index were on there simply because they belonged
to a given organization or some other group that you were suspicious
of, Is that not true ¢

Mr. BrRen~aN. Yes, sir.

Senator Morean. In other words, as far back as 1950, you and others
in the Bureau followed the doctrine of guilt by association.

Mr. Brennan. No; I wouldn’t say that’s true, Senator. )

Senator Morean. Well, if you put a man’s name on a list because he
was a member of an organization that was not illegal, he was put on
there because he was associated with other people who are in that
group that you might have suspected. Is that not true?
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Mr. Brennan. Well, that possibly would be an interpretation that
you could put on it, -

Senator Moraan. And from that time on, right on through the anti-
war demonstrations, you and the Bureau had followed a policy of hold-
Ing anyone else guilty, or holding others guilty by association, if they
associated with groups that you were suspicious of. Is that not true?

Mr. BrexnNan. No; I don’t think that’s true. And let me clarify for
you, Senator, something relative to the Security Index. The Security
Index was something which was in existence years before I ever ar-
rived at FBI headquarters. And as the Senator here indicated, it also
involved one aspect of potential emergency detention.

‘I was opposed to, in general frames, the existence of a Security
Index of that nature, and I think if you review FBI files you will find
that I worked actively to reduce the number of individuals on the
Security Index, and I changed the policies and procedures which
drastically reduced those numbers. And I also changed the priorities
which would determine the basis for which individuals might be con-
sidered for emergency detention.

Senator MoraaN. But on through the years, during your association
with the Bureau, you have engaged in illegal activities such as unlaw-
fully breaking and entering,%)ecause you felt that the ends justified
the means. ' :

Mr. BRENNAN. I never did, Senator. No.
hSe;mtor Morgan. Well, under your direction did the Bureau not do
that ’

Mr. Brennan. I don’t recall any specific instances under my
direction, Senator.

Senator MoraaN. Well do you not know of such incidents in the
Bureau? ,

Mr. Brennan. I know of suchrinstances ; yes.

Senator Morean. Mr. Brennan, I ask you, as early as the sixties—
and I believe you indicated that is when most of it commenced—if
you didn’t, for instance, unlawfully break into the Ku Klux Klan
headquarters in Louisiana, obtain the list of the membership and the
financial records, and then proceed to arrest those members?

Mr. BreNnaN. In 19607¢

Senator MoreaN. Somewhere in the sixties. I don’t remember the

exact date.

_Mr. BrenNaN. I was shown a document which related to a penetra-
tion of what I -would term a domestic extremist group, and I believe
I indicated in there that I had no specific recollection of the specific
penetration which may have been indicated.

Senator Morean. By penetration, you mean breaking and entering,
and getting into the organizations, right ¢ :

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes sir.

Senator Morean. I ask you to look at exhibit 32 * which is a memo-
randum dated July 19, 1966, from Mr. Sullivan to Mr. DeLoach.
Do you see that memorandum ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yessir, I see that.

Senator MoraaN. Look on the bottom of the second page.

1 See p. 273.
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Mr. Chairman, I am advised that an agreement would be reached
that we would not talk about specific instances of unlawful break-
ing and entering. Is that correct ?

Senator Tower. I will defer that to Counsel.

Mr. Scawarz. Senator Morgan, they have not declassified the
specific instances, and we are open to talking about the generalities
at this point. We intend, I believe, to pernaps get back to specifics at
another point.

Senator MoreaN. Mr. Brennan, it is true that you broke into these
organization’s headquarters, obtained membership rosters, financial
information, not only with the white extremists, but, as you have
already testified, you investigated the black extremist groups, regard-
less of whether you had had trouble with them or not.

That is true throughout the decade of the sixties, isn’t it ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yessir.

Senator MoraaN. And you went beyond that. You not only broke in
and obtained this information, but you then proceeded to harrass
these people by having their income tax records checked, did you not ¢

'Mr. BRENNAN. I assume, Senator, when you say, I, that you did this,
that you are referring to the FBI ¢

Senator MoreaN. Yes; speaking with regard to the FBI.

Mr. BRENNAN. Yessir.

Senator Morean. And you, as a member of the FBI and part of the
Justice Department, had access to every income tax return filed in this
country, didn’t you, simply by the attorney for the Justice Department
certifying that it was needed in the course of your investigation ?

Mr. Brennan. I don’t know that we had access to the tax return of
every individual in this country, sir.

Senator Morean. Did you ever have any trouble getting the tax re-
turn of anyone you wanted, whose return you wanted %ecause- you
were investigating ¢ . : .
S Mr. BrReNNaN. I'm not too familiar with the use of that technique,

enator. :

Senator Morean. I will ask you, sir, if you don’t know that the FBI
made it a practice of harrassing, or calling for tax investigations of
those that they thought, in good faith, were dangerous, such as black
extremists, white extremists, war demonstrators, those who wanted to
go to the Democratic and Republican Conventions, in order to keep
them busy, in order to keep them occupied ? '

Mr. Brennan. I was never aware that the FBI requested the IRS
to harrass any individual on the basis of his tax return, Senator.

Senator Morgan. Well, did you harrass them in any way through
your investigations in order to keep them occupied, to keep them busy ?

Mr. Brennaw. Not that T have specific recollection of—the nature of
that incident.

Senator Morean. Now the Director issued an order to stop the un-
lawful breaking and entering in 1966.

Mr. Brennan. Yes sir.

Senator Moragan. But it did continue some after that, did it not?

Mr. Brexn~an. Not to my knowledge. _

Senator Morean. Not to your knowledge. I believe you told Senator
Mondale that you thought that at times, in the main interest of na-
tional security, such break-ins and enterings were justified.
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Mr. Brenwnan. I think I told the Senator that I feel there is a need
for legislation which would provide the legal framework for whatever
action is decided the FBI should be engaged in. 7

Senator Morean. Did you not say also that you thought that there
were times when such unlawful entry was justified and warranted ?

Mr. Brennan. In the absence of any specific legislation, and if the
FBI had the responsibility to develop information regarding the

“efforts of agents ot a foreign power who were actively engaged in spy-
ing on intelligence activities in this country, I would say, yes sir, it
_ would be justified.

Senator Morean, What do you refer to as domestic counterespion-
age? Whatis that?

Mr. BrennanN. Do you have a reference to domestic counter-
espionage? :

Senator MoraaN. I believe you referred to it earlier as domestic
counterespionage.

Mr. BrenNaN. I do not think those two terms are coincidental or re-
lated. I referred to counterespionage as related to the type of activity
which would be designed to b%)ock, negate, nullify, or develop informa-
tion for prosecutive purposes concerning the activities of individuals
who have been sent to this country, either under the guise of diplo-
matic cover legally, or as illegal agents, or utilizing Americans in con-
cert with foreign agents, to engage in intelligence operations here. I
~ would interpret the domestic groups to be %:.sically related to the
Americans who were involved in either, let us say New Left-type
activities, Old Left activities, or extremist type activities. :

Senator Moraan: All right. But going back to domestic activities,
and especially to the question that the chairman asked you with regard
to your instructions, or the Bureau’s instruction, to investigate every

black student group, regardless of whether or not that group had been
involved in any unlawful activities, was that sort of an effort to intimi-
date the black students from belonging to those groups? Was it not a
type of espionage ?

Mr. BreNNAN. No sir. I think if you look—as I pointed out to the
chairman, I believe—the basis for that cited the fact that there had
been a significant increase in disruptive activities on the part of some
Black Student Unions, and I think the instructions concerned the ini-
tiation of investigations to determine which ones may have developed
a propensity for violence.

Senator Morean. I only have a minute left, Mr. Brennan. Let me
use that minute to say to you that I, of course, can understand the ap-
prehensions of the Bureau, and your efforts to apprehend those who
violated the law. But as a former chief law officer of my State, and one
who directed a substantial law enforcement agency, I believe that there
are adequate laws on the books today to enable any competent and
efficient law enforcement agency to enforce the laws of this country
without engaging in unlawful breaking and entering, without engag-
ing in unlawful wiretaps, without using the IRS for the purpose of
harrassing the citizens that we may suspect even though they may be
guilty of nothing, but who, in our judgment, might be dangerous to
soclety. .

I think it may take a little more effort on the part of our law en-
forcement agencies. They may have to be better trained. But I think it
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* can be done, and I don’t believe that in this country that we can toler-

ate eo%le in Government violatinf laws themselves in order to appre-

hend others'that we may suspect of violating the laws. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, »

Senator Tower. Senator Mathias?

Senator Mata1as. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr, Brennan, I re-
joiced a moment ago when I heard you say that under the pressure
of what appeared to be a domestic threat that the proper solution
should have been to seek legislation to deal with it. I just want to say
to you that I think that was absolutely the right reaction, and that it
1s a tragedy that your advice in this matter was not carried out.

The temptation is very great to say, “Well, we are in an emergency
situation, we have to take emergency action.” But, I think we ought to
keep in mind some of the thoughtful advice we have had from great
Americans in the past on this.

Chief Justice Hughes, who I look upon as a very great American,
writing in a case in 1934 said that “an emergency does not create
power. Emergency does not increase granted power or remove or di-
minish restrictions imposed upon the power granted or reserved. The
Constitution was adopted in a period of grave emergency. Its grants
and powers to the Federal Government and its limitations to the power
of the States were determined in the light of emergency, and they are
not altered by emergency.” And I think this, in essence, is what you
were telling us, and I think as we look to the future we want to try to
insure that institutions, as they carry out their lawful duties, remem-
ber that emergencies alone do not create the power that is necessary
to cope with. But there are within the constitutional framework sources
of power which I think are capable of meeting any emergency, so it
is the process that is important.

Mr. BrenNan. I appreciate your observation, Senator. I agree with
you wholeheartedly, and I think the record should show that I am
very proud to be a member of the FBI. I think the FBI did an out-
standing job over the years, and I think the people of the FBI repre-
sented the finest group of individuals that I have ever had the oppor-
tunity to associate with and I think as they stand today, they are ready
and willing to do a further and better job for the country, and I do
feel that there is a specific need for legislation to enable them—all
they want to know is what are the guidelines, what do you want us to
do, and tell us what are the limits that you do not want us to exceed,
and I am very confident that the FBI will agree with that concept.

Senator MaTH1As. It seems to me it is the work of this committee, for
the first time in a generation, to try to provide those kinds of guidelines
for the FBI, the CIA, the DIA, the NSA and the other intelligence
agencies that are important to the work of Government

Mr. Brennaw. I agree, sir.

Senator MaTHIAS [continuing]. And this is the long overdue dis-

. charge of responsibility for the Congress.

T would like to look with you at the July 19, 1966, memorandum [ex-
hibit 32 1] from Mr. DeLoach to Mr. Sullivan with reference to “black
bag” jobs, and, without reviewing the terms of that memorandum,
it would appear from it that it confirms your earlier testimony that

1 See p. 273.
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the “black bag™ jobs had, in fact, been going on for some period of time
PYLOr L0 Lyvyu, WOWLU 1T NOT¢ '

I, BRENNAN. Xes, SIT.

Senator mATHIAS. And it also then confirms Mr. Huston’s testimony
01 ‘Luesudy, LNl 4T 1east as Ial' as SUrTePrilious elires are concerned,
they did Lus Degin with the Huston piah, would it not ¥

I, DRENNAN. INO, SII, 1 mean 1t wowd coniirm nr. Huston’s testi-
mony.

Senator MaTaias. It would confirm it so that Mr. Huston really does
not deserve credalt as belng an innovator, if you can call it credit; he
Was SOIt O a codllier oI a practice that had already existed.

Mir. BRENNAN. Xes; as a matter of 1act, 1 do not know that Mr.
Huston ever berore, arter, or at any time between, ever had any con-
nection with any so-catled “black bag” job.

Senator MATHIAS. 'L'his glves me, 1 think, greater concern than if he
had tnougnt 1t al1 up. 1t is very sunpie to aeal with one man. We can
get r1id o1 nim. e, 1n exect, have gocten rid of nim. But ueallng with
nstitutional practices that have been in effect for a long time is a much
tougner job.

‘'ne memorandum does say on page 2 that “Also through the use of
this tecnnique we nave on numerous occasions been able to obtain mate-
rial held hignly secret and closeiy guarded by subversive groups and
orgamzations which consisted ot membership lists and mainng 1ists of
these organizations.” I wondered what criterion you imposed on your-
self and your organization to decide whether the pursuit of domestic
intelligence had crossed over the threshoid. It was no longer the pursuit
of subversive information, but actually interterence in legitimate
domestic political activity. Did you have any sort of test tnat you
made yourself when some investigation was undertaken as to whether
this was a proper investigation ¢ How did you approach it¥ I am inter-
ested in your thought process.

Mr. BRENNAN. Well, it gets to be a little bit of a complicated ques-
tion. You mean the basis on which investigations were initiated ?

Senator MaTa1as. Was there ever any point in which a red light
flashed before you and you said “Well, 1 do not think we ought to get
into this, I think this is getting into a constitutionally protected area’ ¢

Mr. BrRenNaN. There may have been some instances. I am sure there
probably were some instances, Senator. Right offhand, I cannot recol-
lect or recall.

Senator MatHias. But you did not even have sort of a mental check-
list ¢

Mr. Brennan. Well, you had the basic responsibility of the FBI
within the framework of the Presidential directives that may have
existed within the degree of legislation that might have been passed
by Congress, and based on the instructions from the Attorney General.
This provided a broad framework for FBI operations and there was
no—1I do not think there was a situation within the FBI where any one
individual, in other words, would have given a green light, so I think
we had relatively a series of checks and balances, that prior to a really
serious investigative matter, you would have to get approval along the
line in the chain of command.

62-685 O - 76 -9
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Senator MaTHias. But these were internal checklists, and what I
interpret as an appeal for you for congressional guidelines would be
applicable in this very kind of situation. '

r. BRENNAN. I feel that the possibility here, Senator, might arise
for, let us say, a congressional legislative oversight committee, which
would encompass agents from the FBI and which would also encom-
pass attorneys from the Department of Justice who could, thereby,
git down and analyze the nature of the problems that the FBI is con-
fronted with, have the prosecutive opinions of the attorneys, and get
the overall legislative impressions of the Members of Congress. And I
feel, by working together in this groundwork, perhaps 1t can all be
brought together so that there can be a concise framework established
for the future operations of the FBL.

Senator MartH1As. But there was never any such consultation during
the periods in which the “black bag” practice developed, which was a
long period of time.

Mr. Brennan. Not to my knowledge, Senator.

Senator Mataias. I would like to move on to the memorandum or
the letter written by Mr. Helms to Mr. Hoover which is exhibit 36,
dated February 26, 1970, and I would refer to the notation in Mr.
Hoover’s handwriting at the bottom of page 3, which says, “This is
not satisfactory. I want our Denver office to have absolutely no contacts
with CIA. I want direct liaison here with CIA to be terminated and
any contact with CIA in the future to be by letter only.” Signed “H.”

Were you aware of this directive by Mr. Hoover ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir. I was.

Senator MaTHias. Did this affect the operations of the FBI?

Mr. Brennan. 1 very definitely believe it did because I feel the vari-
ous members of the intelligence community must work together in
order to fulfill everybody’s basic intelligence responsibilities, and I felt
that the decision by Mr. Hoover to cut off relationship with the CIA
was just totally an atrocious decision and was not consistent with what
the responsibilities of the intelligence community are.

We rely upon and deal with CIA closely, as they do with us, in the
interchange of matters of mutual interest to both of us, and it just did
not square with the abilities of each to be able to carry out the re-
sponsibilities and perform the functions by saying, “discontinue liai-
son wth the CIA.”

Senator MaTH1AS. So you think the best interests of our Government
and our people were injured by the rupture between the FBI and the
CIA in 1970.

Mr. BrennNanN. It certainly did not improve things, Senator. I feel it
certainly did hurt.

Senator MaTHIAS. Now, in considering the recommendations of this
committee to govern the whole intelligence community in the future,
do vou think this kind of liaison ought to be mandated by the Congress
so that one official, even an official as important as the Director of the
EBI or the Director of the CIA, would not be able to cause such a total

reach ?

Mr. Brexnan. Very definitely. There should have been some degree
of objection right then and there which would have brought the mat-

1 See p. 283.
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ter to a head and which would have resulted in calling Mr. Hoover to
task for an explanation as to why he arbitrarily was ab%e to discontinue
a relationship with the CIA, and unfortumately that did not come
about. But I agree that there should be some means in the future by
which no individual in a position of directorship of a particular Gov-
eérnment agency should be able arbitrarily just to say who he is going
to have contact with and who he is not, especially if it comes down to a
pomptwhere it is injurious to the functions of the intelligence com-
munity.

Senator Martu1as. To your knowledge, was there any objection to
this from any higher authority in Government ?

Mr. BrenNaN. Not that I know of. In effect, we worked around it.

_Senator MaTr1as. And in fact, it may not even have been known to
higher authority in Government, is that not true ¢

Mr. BrenNaN. Ibelieve it must have been known, Senator.

Senator MartHias. So that, really, the only remedy is to provide by
law for the kind of liaison which is absolutely necessary if we are to
have the most effective use of the intelligence agencies?

r. BRENNAN, Yes, sir.

Senator Martu1as. Thank you, Mr. Brennan.

The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Senator Hart.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Brennan, did the FBI conduct any
surveillance of political figures at the 1972 Democratic Convention ?

Mr. Brennan. Not to my recollection, Senator. And if they—polit-
ical figures—in other words, I was not in—which one, 1968 ¢
- Senator Harr of Colorado. 1972.

Mr. Bren~aN. 1972. T do not believe they did, Senator.
y Sen@ator Hagr of Colorado. Could you find out and let the committee
now ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Senator, I am no longer in the FBI.

Senator Harr of Colorado. All right, we will find out. Thank you.

Mr. Brennan, how do you define the New Left, and whose definition
was used by the FBI ¢ L

Mr. BrenNaN. The New Left was sort of an amorphous, disjointed
collection of individuals that ranged all the way from those who were
relatively, let us say, to put it in a nice style, were adopting a new style
of life, and some of those who were involved in the drug scene, moving
all the way up the ladder to those who were more legitimately con-
cerned with—and I think this probably constitutes the overwhelming
bulk and majority of it—several millions, clearly, of students who
were clearly and objectively opposed to our involvement in the Viet-
nam situation, and then a relatively small, let us say, a few thousand
individuals who were involved in the extremist sense of feeling that
the only way to resolve the difficulties they saw confronting us was to
take matters into their own hands, to use violence to achieve their
ends.

Senator Harr of Colorado. That is a pretty sweeping definition,
is it not?

Mr. BrennaN. I think that constitutes in my framework of refer-
ence, anyway, Senator, what I would term the New Left movement.

Senator Hart of Colorado. A lot of the documents that we have
before us and that are in the record refer to the need to watch and
follow and otherwise survey the New Left. That is quite a bit of this
country, not to mention a whole generation.
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Mr. BrenNaN. I think, Senator, within the context of the reference

to the New Left, as it is contained in FBI communications, I think we
are basically referring more to trying to isolate out of this broad amor-
phous-type grouping, the grouping I described for you, basically the
individuals who advocated violent—who displayed a propensity for
violence, individuals who publicly professed their supposed revolution-
ary drive, and individuals who espoused Marxist-Leninist concepts, at
the same time individuals who denounced the Communist Party as a
moribund defunct party, and who aligned themselves in a greater
sphere with the revolutionary leaders of Communist movements
throughout the world.
_ Senator Harr of Colorado. I do not find that qualification anywhere
in the documents I have seen. You sent out dragnet kind of instructions
to your special agents in charge of field agents and so forth, concerning
the New Left, not using any of the qualifications that you have just
stated here, which gave the agents a broad latitude as to whom they
could watch, follow, break in on, and any one of a variety of other
activities.

Mr. Brennan. I do not think, if you are implying that we watched
and followed and broke in on millions of individuals, Senator, I do
not think that is true. I think that you have to give us some credit for
some degree of circumspection in the handling of these matters, and I
think if you—in the context of specific instructions that related to the
investigative responsibilities of the Bureau, I think that it emerges
that there is a framework for our investigative responsibilities.

Senator Hart of Colorado. Well, Mr. Brennan, if that degree of
circumspection that you were relying on had not broken down, I doubt
that this committee would be in existence. Let me refer to a document,
exhibit 44 * that I think has already been brought up in this hearing,
a memorandum from Mr. Felt to Mr. Tolson, dated September 2, 1970.
It is a document relating to whether people of age 18 to 21 should be
recruited as informants.

At the bottom of the first page of that memorandum, it says, “If we
could develop informants among these new members,” talking about
the younger people of various groups, “we could guide them to key
positions. By the time they are 21 years of age they are almost ready to
leave college and have been subjected to the corrosive influence and
brainwashing of ultra-liberal and radical professors.” An observa-
tion that follows says that “The important consideration, of course,
is to protect the Bureau from possible embarrassment. Many of our 18-,
19- and 20-year-old men and women are highly intelligent, mature,
and loyal citizens.” .

That is a nice observation. “This has recently been recognized by
the Congress in lowering the voting age to 18 years. It is felt the same
concept can-logically be applied to the revolutionary conflict at home
and particularly on campuses.” .

There follows a nenciled notation or a pen notation. “I don’t hold
this view. [Signed] H,” which I understand is the Director of the FBI.
Could you tell this committee why Mr. Hoover did not like young
people? [General laughter.] )

Mr. Brexnan. I think you have drawn that conclusion from that.
I do not know whether I could agree that that was a conclusion that he
had arrived at. I was reminded before that I should not engage in such

18ee p. 328.
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speculative conclusions as to why somebody else may have felt some-
thing of this nature.

Senator Harr of Colorado. You do not know why he made that
notation ¢

Mr. Brexnan. I do not know.

Senator Harr of Colorado. There was a lot of merriment around
this town recently when a journalist inspected the Secretary of State’s
garbage. Did the FBI ever involve itself in trash or garbage
surveillance ?

Mr. BrenNaN. I believe we had a program some years ago which in-
volved an assessment of trash.

Senator Harr of Colorado. What kind of things were you looking
for in the trash?

Mr. BrenNaN. Basically, as I recall, we were looking for notes or
materials related to individuals we suspected to be intelligence agents
of foreign countries or engaged in espionage activities in the United
States, and anything that might give us a clue as to types of individuals
in the United States that they might be in contact with.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Brennan, in your many years at the
Bureau, have you ever known a trained agent of a foreign power to
put incriminating documents in his trash or garbage ?

Mr. Brennan. It is conceivable.

Senator Harr of Colorado. I did not ask the question whether it is
conceivable. I said, did you have a specific case where that had hap-
pened ? Colonel Abel or anyone else ? :

Mr. BrenNaN. Specifically, at the moment, I cannot recall any. Per-
haps the FBI records might provide a better indication of whether
they had achieved through that degree of investigative technique any-
thing that was of a positive nature.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Brennan, can you account for the
reasons why the so-called Thomas Riha case caused the seriousness
of the breach between the CIA and the FBI ? :

Mr. BReNNaN. Why it caused the breach?

Senator Harr of Colorado. What having to do with Professor Riha
aI‘,‘cco%nted for the seriousness of the breach between the CIA and the

BI?

Mr. Brennan. Well, I think it was a breach which was totally out of
proportion with the nature of the incident. Are you asking me now to
relate back the incidents concerning the Professor?

Senator Harr of Colorado. No. I want your judgment as to what
was so important.

Mr. Brennan. Well, I feel that—again, you are asking me for a sort
of an opinion or speculative observation—but I feel I am safe in say-
ing that over the years through my observations in the FBI, Mr.
Hoover had no close regard for the Central Intelligence Agency, and I
believe that this particular incident constituted just a basis on which
he could demonstrate to them his degree of arbitrary rule relative to
the relationships between the two agencies, and I believe he seized upon
that as an opportunity to be able to do so.

Senator Hart of Colorado. But, to your knowledge, it had nothing
to do with whether Professor Riha was an agent. double-agent, or was
working for any agency of our Government or any other Government ¢

Mr. Brennan. No; and to my recollection, this is the sad part of it.
It just—I mean Mr. Riha just apparently happened to pop into a
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set of circumstances where the real vital question here was the fact
that an FBI agent disclosed some information to a CIA agent which
disturbed Mr. Hoover.
. Senator Harr of Colorado. Without going to great lengths—it is
fairly crucial in the case because the purported FBI agent who spoke
to the CIA agent said, “Calm this thing down. Get out to the press
that Riha is alive and well.” Riha, as you know, disappeared and has
never been found.

If an unnamed FBI agent knew something about Professor Riha
that he was not telling anyone else, I think that is fairly important.
g%u gdo not have any information on what happened to Professor

iha?

Mr. BrennaN. My recollection is that he left this country volun-
tarily and that there was no indication or evidence to indicate that,
as many alleged from that section of the country, that he had been
spirited off by Communist agents.

As T recollect, he was possibly of Czechoslovakian background. He
was in this country, teacEing here, and he suddenly disappeared. The
information which the FBI had available to it at that time indicated
that he had voluntarily left, and there was no substantiation of any
involvement in any intelligence activity or any spying. There was
just no basis for the flap that arose, as I recall the incident, and this
18 why I say it would seem then to me to be a relatively ridiculous
situation which blows up .to the point where it then leads to a cutoff
in relations between the two agencies.

Senator Hart of Colorado. I am interested in the information you
have given us, because neither the CIA nor the FBI nor the local law
enforcement agencies had that information as to what happened to
him. They still think he is a missing person.

Finally, Mr. Brennan, Senator Mondale had a discussion with you
in which you talked about the pressures on the FBI and other agen-
cies by elected officials. I feel very strongly, as he and other members
of this committee do, that this is certainly a factor in some of the
things that went wrong. Can you account for the fact that when that
pressure occurs, from the White House or from elected: officials, or
from the Congress, for the FBI to do something—why professional
agencies such as this cave in under that pressure? Why concoct, if
you will, information to satisfy those inquiries, rather than tell the
President of the United States the truth? Why dredge up and examine
people’s trash, and everything else, to try to make the kind of case
that the President of the United States or some Member of Congress
wants to hear? Why not tell the Director of the FBI to-tell the Presi-
dent of the United States that there is no case here? )

Mr. Brenxnan. I don’t think the picture you have drawn quite
applies to what prevailed in the FBI. I feel that Mr. Hoover, as
Director of the FBI, was a very strong personality who at no time
really hesitated to tell anybody in town what he felt, including the
President of the United States. And I think that if he, at any time,
had been directed to take upon himself, or on behalf of the FBI,
activities which he personally objected to, for whatever reason, he
would make these objections known. )

Senator Harr of Colorado. Mr. Angleton testified yesterday, and
I think the records here today indicate that high level senior officials



129

in both the CIA and FBI seriously doubted, in fact never believed,
that there was substantial foreign connection with domestic dissidents.
Yet we have no record whatsoever that that case was ever laid before
the President of the United States or his delegates.

Mr. Brennaw. I cannot vouch for what Mr. Angleton had to say.
I think, on the basis of my testimony here earlier today—I think I
made it clear that in one instance we furnished the White House with
a 40- to 5Q—pa%f, report which detailed the extent to which Americans
involved in the antiwar movement were traveling in Communist
countries and attending Communist conferences.

I think the only question was a continuing hammering of the fact
of whether they were being furnished money. Are Communist funds
subsidizing this activity ? But I don’t think the theory was held within
the FBI, that there was no foreign involvement on the part of a num-
ber of individuals who were activists in the antiwar movement.

Senator Harr of Colorado. I am past my time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Schweiker.

Senator ScawErker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

_Mr. Brennan, I wonder if you would turn to exhibit 32 I would
like to just read a couple of paragraphs from that; then I would like
to ask you a few questions about those aragraphs, This is a July 19,
1966 memo of Mr. DeLoach and Mr. Sullivan, and the unusual cap-
tion to the right of it says “Do Not File,” in caps, underscored. And
I am reading the third and fourth paragraphs—

The present procedure followed in the use of this technique calls for the Special
Agent in Charge of a field office to make his request for the use of the tech-
nique to the appropriate Assistant Director. The Special Agent in Charge must
complétely justify the need for the use of the technique and at the same time
assure that it can be safely used without any danger or embarrassment to the
Bureau. The facts are incorporated in a memorandum which, in accordance
with the Director’s instructions, is sent to Mr. Tolson or to the Director for
approval. Subsequently this memorandum is filed in the Assistant Director’s
office under a “Do Not File” procedure.

In the field, the Special Agent in Charge prepares an informal memorandum
showing that he obtained Bureau authority and this memorandum is filed in
his safe until the next inspection by Bureau Inspectors, at which time it is

destroyed.

Now, I wonder if you could tell us a little bit about this rather un-
usual “Do Not File” procedure. How did this work, Mr. Brennan?

Mr. Brennan. I think the memorandum speaks for itself, Senator.
In other words, what it is saying is that the special agent in char.
of the field office would call the Assistant Director, relay to him the
basis for his feelings that a certain action should be taken relative
to a “black bag” job. The Assistant Director would prepare that
memorandum, send it to Mr. Hoover for approval. The memorandum
was not recorded in the usual recordkeeping functions of the FBI,
but returned to the Assistant Director of the FBI and would be filed
in his office, under a “Do Not File.” )

Senator ScHWEIKER. Let me ask you another question this way. If
it had been filed in the normal procedure, and then somebody subse-
quently removed it from the normal file and destroyed it, why was it
not done that way ¢

Mr. BrenNaN. There would have been a record of it.

1 See p. 273.
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Senator ScHweikeEr. In other words, each file of the FBI is
serialized, and as new information is put in, a serial number is assigned.
So is it not correct that if it had been filed in the normal procedure
and then removed, there would have been a gap, as far as the number
is concerned. Is that correct? ‘ '

Mr. Bren~an. Yes, sir.

Senator ScHWEIKER. I gather this is a procedure. How did the agents
in the field know about this procedure? Was this in the manuals or
rules and regulations, manuals' of instructions? Or how did they
know that this procedure was to be followed ¢ Was it from memoran-
dums like this? How did the field offices know about the “Do Not
File” procedure, and the destruct mechanism ¢ .

Mr. Brennan. I frankly cannot answer that, Senator. I don’t be-
lieve there was any reference in any manual or the like that referred
to “black bag” jobs. Maybe there was, but I doubt it. And I did not
have that much of a—well, I just didn’t have any participation to a
degree that—well, frankly, I don’t know how they knew. Apparently,
it was a very highly “need-to-know” type of operation.

Senator Scawerker. All right. They do, of course, call it a proce-
dure. So obviously, it had been invoked and was invoked, and they
had a quote obviously indicating that that was a signal that this proce-
dure was to be followed. I gather that one purpose of it was that if a
“black bag” job went afoul, and somebody got hauled before a court,
the Bureau or someone in the Bureau or an official of the Bureau could
make a statement to the court, or to_any other person investigating,
to the effect that we searched our files and records, and there is nothing
to indicate we did such and such. Would that be a fair assumption, on a
“black bag” job? :

‘Mr. Brennan. I think so, Senator.

Senator Scawerker. And I think that it, of course, could apply in a
lot of other areas as well.

As I see it, it looks to me as if the Bureau has had a better perfected
technique of plausible denial than the CIA had, because number one,
the Assistant Director makes a decision to follow the “Do Not File”
procedure. The special agent is informed. He can put a special memo
only in his personal safe. When the FBI investigator comes around,
the Director or his Assistant Director is assured the procedure has been
followed, because the inspector reads it in a safe. He knows his com-
mand and control is there, but he also knows it will be destroyed
immediately after that. To me it is really the perfect coverup, and a
lot more sophisticated and more refined than the plausible denial of
the CIA. , .

I think that one other point that ties in here, of course, is that it
would permit anybody to swear in an affidavit, in such a way for
example, “He has caused a search to be made of the records of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the United States Department of
Justice, by the employees of the said Federal Bureau of Investigation,
acting under his direction, and that said search discloses,” and so on
and so forth.

Now, the point I am making here—and I realize this does not
directly involve you, Mr. Brennan—I want to be fair and make that
very clear—is that anyone who went to court or filed an affidavit,
or made a sworn statement to another Government agency or to a
commission would be technically telling the truth because of the way
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that wording is constructed. Yet, in fact, it would be nearly total
deception.

And I think we have seen an illustration just recently in Dallas,
where destruction of FBI documents has come to light. And I am
not going to ask you about that, Mr. Brennan, because I understand
there is an ongoing investigation, and it would not be appropriate.
But I do want to say that I commend Director Kelley, because I think
he is doing a good job. I think he is trying to get things straightened
out, and I commend him for his approach in this area.

But I do think it is interesting that here we look at the chief
investigative arm of the Government, and anytime that somebody at
the Director or sub-Director level decides that they do not want any-
body to know about something, there is a formal procedure whereby
the whole apparatus jumps into line and can do it, and can deny in a
court of law that such a thing ever occurred, and supposedly, tech-
nically be telling the truth.

And it just seems to me this is at the heart of our investigation
here, because how can we, in Congress, even though we are investi-
gating, know what is going on? We found the theory of plausible
denial in our investigation of the CIA on the subject of assassinations.
We find it here as a technique that the FBI used. It certainly makes
it very difficult for bodies like the Warren Commission and Con
to do their jobs. And I think it is very significant, and I think the record
should very clearly show that this procedure was used at the uppermost
levels, and was used for certain purposes, and I think we just touched
the tip of the iceberg as to what purposes and what motivation and
what the situation was.

Now, Mr. Brennan, I would like to turn my attention to one or two
other subjects for a moment, and that is that in the mail-opening that
was discussed earlier, we now know, of course, that the CIA did not
discuss at the meetings about the Huston plan the mail opening proce-
dure. And I understand from preceding testimony that the Counter-
intelligence Program was not discussed at these same kinds of meetings.
I wonder if you could tell us why the COINTEL Programs, or Coun-
terintelligence Programs, were not discussed at these meetings?

Mr. Brennax. I don’t believe they were pertinent to the basic pur-
pose of the meetings. I believe the basic—in other words, as I interpret
what happened relative to the Huston plan, you have to go back to
the original question again being asked consistently by the White
House. Are foreign, Communist elements subsidizing financially the
activists in the antiwar movement? And part of the apparent inability
to be responsive to that arises from what I perceive to be a degree of
provincialism which existed among the various organizations of the
intelligence community at that time. I think the general feeling being
let us say, among the FBI, DIA, NSA, you know, we do our thing, you
do yours, and let us not get involved in each other’s area of operations
here. And I think there was a feeling that possibly we could overcome
what I would term that frame of provincialism if we could analyze
each other’s resources, techniques, and possibly broaden the scope of
our own overall respective capacities. Perhaps we would do better
toward being responsive to what the basic question of the White House
was.



132

Senator ScEwEIkER. Did not the basic question also relate to radicals
on campus and radicals domestically ¢ And I have a hard time drawing
the line between the distinction you just made and what I thought the
White House group and Mr. Huston were focusing on, because Huston
was focusing, when he testified before us, on violent revolutionaries, on
what they were doing to our streets and to our campuses. And certainly,
as I would understand the program you were working on, that would
certainly go to the heart of the same kind of thing, whether you are
talking about using a student as an FBI informant, or what.

Mr. Brennan. Right. T agree, Senator. But I feel that then, stem-
ming from that, what you have is the question of, are you utilizing
enough wiretaps, and are you utilizing enough bag jobs, are you utiliz-
ing enough of these sophisticated techniques that perhaps you’d used
in the past which have since been cut back, and should there be re-
consideration of an intensification of the use of these techniques?

Senator ScHWEIKER. I see my time has expired. That is all the ques-
tions I have, Mr, Chairman.

The CaamMaN. Thank you, Senator Schweiker. Senator Morgan has -
asked to be recognized for one additional question.

Senator Morean. Mr. Brennan, to follow up on my line of question-
ing earlier, would you turn to exhibit 46, on the second page, a memo-
randum from the Director of the FBI to the agent in charge in
Albany, I believe.

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir.

Senator MoreaN. And on the first page, there was a memorandum
to you, requesting that this memorandum be sent to all stations which
T assume you approved ¢

Mr. BRENNAN. Apparently so, yes.

Senator Morcan. I beg your nardon?

Mr. BRENNAN. Apparently. That looks like my initials up there.

Senator Morean. All right. Now, Mr. Brennan, that memorandum
included instructions as to how to keep surveillance on individuals
that were designated as “Key Black Extremists,” and “Key Black Ex-
tremist Organizations,” did it not ¢

Mr. BrReEnnaN. Yes, sir.

Senator MorcaN. And among the things that were listed to be done
was, number nine, that “the Federal income tax returns of all Key
Black Extremists must be checked annually, in accordance with exist-
ing instructions.” Do you find that ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes. sir.

Senator Morcax. That was one of the policies. was it not, to use tax
returns for such purposes of surveillance, and whatever other purpose
that you had? ‘

Mr. Brexnan. There was use of some tax returns; yes, sir,

Senator Morean. In other words. anyone who was designated by the
Bureau as a person of interest would have his tax return checked an-
nually. in accordance with instructions that were prepared

Mr. Brexnan. I don’t think that’s what that says, Senator. Doesn’t
it say that consideration shall be given?

Senator MoreaN. The beginning paragraph savs: “The desirable
coverage must include, but not be limited to, the following investiga-

1See p. 338.
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tion.” I am reading from the top of page 2—“must include, but not be
limited to.” And then item number nine was “The Federal income tax
returns of all Key Black Extremists must be checked annually in ac-
cordance with existing instructions.”

Mr. BrennaN. Yes. Apparently that would apply to checking the
income tax returns of the Key Black Extremists, or individuals desig-
nated as such.

Senator Moraan. Mr. Chairman, I believe we will be following this
up later, but I would like to comment for the record that this concerns
me greatly, because if the Bureau decided that any given person should
be on their list, then he could have his tax returns checked every year.
And you know, even I might—I will put myself in there—I might be-
long to some organization that the Bureau might decide is extremist,
and if so, I could have my tax returns checked every year. I think this
raises an important question.

The Caamman. Well, indeed it does. And I have known you to op-
pose certain policies of the Government. Does that mean that you get
your tax returns examined every year? This business of using the tax
returns for surveillance and law enforcement purposes unrelated to
the question of whether or not the citizen has paid his taxes, using it
as a form of harrassment, you know, is a very serious question, Senator
Morgan.

And maybe this is the appropriate time to say that next week the
committee is going to explore this question of what we regard as im-
proper practices, where the IRS has begun to use surveillance tech-
niques for purposes other than determining whether the citizen con-
cerned has paid his taxes, for purposes of harrassment. We are going
to examine the ways that this is done in liaison with other agencies of
the Government like the FBIL.

Senator Tower has asked to be recognized.

Senator Tower. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brennan, the GAO report that was mentioned earlier today
by Mr. Smothers raises a question which I believe is critical to our
evaluation of the need for new tools and techniques on the domestic
front, as apparently espoused by you today. From a law enforcement
standpoint, a 3-percent rate of referral for prosecution of domestic
intelligence cases is not terribly impressive. However, the report also
noted—and I quote—*“Who is to say that the Bureau’s continuous
coverage on such groups and their leaders has not prevented them to
date fromachieving their ultimate subversive and extremist. goals ?”

I also raise the question of whether, despite the limited number
of criminals identified to date, this Congress should recognize the
need for FBI activity extending beyond the strict parameters associ-
ated with law enforcement functions. Mr. Brennan, I ask your com-
ment on the question of whether this committee should ask the Con-
g}fes% to clearly establish by statute a domestic surveillance role for
the FBL

Mr. BrennNaN. Yes. I think the FBI would welcome that type of
clarification.

Senator Tower. I mean, statutorily authorize a surveillance role
that may not now be authorized, or may be proscribed by law as it
now stands—consistent, of course, with the Constitution, and our
theories of law and rights.
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Mr. BrenNaN. I am not quite sure I understand what you mean,
Senator.

Senator Tower. We are talking right now about the FBI going
beyond its authority. We are talking about aspects of FBI activity
that might be consig red unconstitutional. What I am trying to estab-
lish here is, should we recommend legislation that might perhaps
remove some of the parameters that surround the FBI at the moment,
and give specific authorization for surveillance under certain circum-
stances ¢

Mr. BRenNAN. Yes; I definitely feel you should.

Senator Tower. Thank you.

H’I‘hg CHAIRMAN. Any other questions from the committee? Senator
art

Senator Hart of Colorado. Mr. Brennan, the last question I asked
you had to do with the degree of foreign involvement, particularly
financing domestic disruptions. And why, if there were senior people
in both CIA and FBI that believed that there was not substantial
foreign involvement, that case was not made to the President? You
said you could not speak for the CIA, but you thought the FBI
consistently took the view that the domestic unrest had substantial
foreign involvement.

The reference that I was referring to was your deposition before
the committee. The question was asked, “Is 1t your judgment and
was it your judgment at the time that there must have been a great
deal more foreign money coming in?” Mr. Brennan: “Based on my
experience, I personally did not believe that that was true. I felt that
the extremist groups and the others who were involved in antiwar
activities and the like at that time were of the middle- and upper-level
income, and we characterized them generally as credit-card revolu-
tionaries.” ' '

My question is why you and people like you in the FBI and the
CIA did not flatly tell the White House that. That case never seemed
to get up there. It was always what the President wanted to hear.

Mr. Brennan. I don’t think that is true, Senator. As I indicated
to you, we had ample evidence of the travel of leading activists in the
antiwar movement to foreign countries, where they attended meetings
of Communist groups abroad concerned with the so-called peace
movement in the United States. We submitted a 40- to 45- or 50-page
report dealing with the extent of this activity. '

Senator Hart of Colorado. Did that report include a statement
such as I have just read? That is the question.

Mr. BrennanN. We at one time were required to submit a report
dealing with the extent of our knowledge of Communist funding.
And I believe it was our observation therein that there was some
evidence, for example, of one subversive group or one extremist group
of individuals who were traveling to Cuba, who were thereby, let us
say, entertained to a degree at the expense of the Cuban Government.

Senator Hart of Colorado. Mr. Brennan, that is not my question.
My question was, did these lengthy reports ever contain an observa-
tion such as you made to this committee that you did not believe there
was substantial foreign funding? .

Mr. BrennaNn. No. I don’t feel that that would be appropriate
for inclusion within an FBI report as to the expression of a belief.
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The Bureau took the position it was a fact-finding agency, and it
would stick to basically what it knew. But I don’t think that, even
if we had been asked, “what is your feeling about it,” that the Bureau
would have been able to respond that, “well, we happen to believe
such and such.”

Senator Harr of Colorado. I assume your belief was not based on
Imagination, but your opinion was based upon facts. If you saw a
set of facts that showed substantial foreign funding and then had a
belief that there was no substantial foreign funding, I would think
that you would be subject to dismissal.

Mr. Brennvan. Yes. But if I gave you a report dealing with 15
separate organizations which relatively set forth the degree of infor-
mation concerning whether or not they were receiving funds from
foreign sources, I think that you would be able to draw the conclusion
§or yourself as to whether or not there was any extensive foreign

unding.

Senator Harr of Colorado. Not if you did not present the other
side of the case, and I think it is a classic example of an agency’s
being given the obligation to tell the facts to the White House, and
instead telling the White House exactly what it wanted to hear.

- Mr. Brennan. I think you are asking, then, for interpretations,
and the Bureau did not engage in interpretations.

Senator Harr of Colorado. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CrAamMAN. Senator Baker?

Senator BAkEr. Mr. Chairman, just briefly, for the sake of clarifi-
cation, I understood Senator Hart’s question to be that it was your
conclusion that there was no foreign involvement in these demon-
strations. Is it your testimony that there was no foreign funding?

Mr. BrenNAN. Yes, sir.

Senator Baker, Now, is there a distinction between these two?

Mr. Brennan. I think there is. I do not know whether T have con-
fused the members of the committee. Clearly, what I again state is
that we had developed no evidence to indicate any substantial Com-
munist foreign funding of the antiwar movement in the United States.
But on the other hand, we had extensive evidence of the leading ac-
tivists, many of the leading activists of the antiwar movement, at-
tending Communist conferences abroad where the matter of what
should transpire relative to demonstrations in this country was dis-
cussed. And you may want to regard that as perhaps indirect guidance,
or perhaps even more direct guidance, of what the antiwar movement
should do in this country. Those, I think, are two separate and distinct
things which led you, on the one hand, to say, “yes, there was extensive
contact between American activists and foreign Communist ele-
ments, but no evidence that the foreign Communist elements were
pouring money in in support of what was taking place here.”

Senator Baxer. Thank you.

The CrATRMAN. Senator Schweiker has a question.

Senator ScHWEIKER. Thank you; Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brennan, as I recall, a few minutes earlier you testified that
you were not aware that any “black bag” jobs were done after the
January 6, 1967, memorandum of Mr. Hoover’s. Is that correct?

Mr. BrenNaN. That is my recollection, Senator.
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Senator Scawriker. All right. Now, we have, of course, on file with
the committee the fact that such a “black bag” job did occur in April
of 1968, some time after that. Now, I realize you were Chief of the
Internal Security Section at that time, in the 1968 time frame? _

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir.

Senator ScaweIger. And your immediate superior would have been
the head of the Domestic Intelligence Division. Is that the correct
chain of command ?

Mr. Brenwan. Yes, sir.

Senator ScHwEIKER. And then, the next step would have been Mr.
Hoover himself ¢

Mr. BrexnaN. You have an intermediate step of Assistant to the
Director.

Senator ScHWEIKER. Let’s assume that basically, to your knowledge,
it was not approved through you. If, in fact, as the FBI report shows,
it did occur, someone in the sequential steps above you, one, two or
three, would pretty well have had to have approved it for a “black
bag” job to have occurred. Is that correct.

Mr. Brennan, Yes, sir.

Senator ScEWEIKER. It is really inconceivable to you that it really
would not have occurred if one, two or three ladders above you did
not somewhere give an OK to it? Would that be a fair assumption$

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir.

Senator Scuwerker. I think again this points out the clear-cut situa-
tion where a memo says one thing, and yet one or two people at the
top are doing something differently, whether it is setting up a “Do Not
File” procedure, or going against a memo they issued. I think it pretty
well gets to the heart of the problem here; and again rcalize, Mr.
Brennan, I am not tying you into it. But I think it is important to put
it into the record. That is all.

The CrARMAN. Thank you, Senator Schweiker. .

I have just one other matter I would like to question you about before
we close this morning. Our figures show, based upon the reports of
the FBI, that when the agency decided greatly to increase its campus
surveillance, it estimated that by its surveillance of all SDS members,
6,500 new cases would be opened. And it estimated that in its surveil-
lance gf all black groups on our campuses, 4,000 new cases would be
opened.

Now, what does that mean, opening a case? Does that mean that you
establish a file on the person? Give me a better understanding of what
opening a case means. There is a human element here. What does it
mean to the person on whom the case is opened ? You have agents going
on these campuses asking questions about certain people who are within
this new 4,000 group of black students, or within this new 6,500 group
of SDS members, and then a case is opened with each one of them.
‘What does that mean ¢ What are the mechanics?

Mr. Brennan. Well, the field office basically would have the respon- -
sibility of opening a case file on the organization.

The CHAIRMAN. Or on the individual ¢

Mr. BRenNaN. Well, let me try to give it to you in sequence, Senator.

The CaARMAN. All right.

Mr. BrennNaN. And—the field office—through investigative proce-
dures, would attempt to develop sources and informants who could
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give them information relative to the individuals who were the leaders
of the organization, and through appropriate investigative techniques
and efforts, attempt to determine who the individual members of an
organization were; at which stage, an individual case would be opened
on each individual member.

They now would be investigated with sort of a preliminary back-
ground investigation, to draw together the picture of the individual.
But inherent in all of this, then, would bé the need to make a deter-
mnation at some point in time, is this merely a rank-and-file type of
individual, or has this individual through his activities demonstrated a
propensity for violence, or does he sccupy a strong leadership position
In the organization, and has he or she been responsible for public
exhortations of violence ¢

The CraRMAN. Once a file is opened, and the individual is placed
under surveillance, suppose it develops—as I am sure it did in a great
many of these cases—that the individual is found not to be engaging
In any unlawful activities, but simply expressing his opposition to the
war, his opposition to being drafted to fight the war, or whatever.
Then is the file destroyed ?

Mr. Bren~avw. It is closed.

The Cramman. It is closed, Well, suppose that individual later
wants to get a job, let us say, with the Government. He is grown up
now, he has left the campus. He wants to get a job with the Govern-
ment, and he applies for a job, and the FBI is asked to run a name
check on him. Now, would that name check turn up that file, even
though it were closed ?

r. BRENNAN. Tam not sure, Senator. I am not too familiar now with
the operation of the name-check function, and the degree to which they
would include types of information pertinent to the inquirer’s interest.

The CraRMAN. Can you testify that such a name check would not
turn up that name because the file had been closed ¢

Mr. BrenNan. No; I don’t think I could, Senator. As I say, I am
not all that certain, and I would hate to really run around in areas
where——

The CraRMAN. Do you see what I am concerned about ¢

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes; I understand.

The Criamrman. Here a file is set up. The agency itself decides, after
surveillance, that this young person has not violated any laws. The
file is closed. Later, he tries to get a job with the Government. A name
check is run by the FBI, and the FBI makes a little reference to the
agency, and says, “this man’s name appeared on a subversive file.”

You see, this is an intensely human thing. These people who get
caught up in this thing can be affected for the rest of their lives.

Well, I think today the testimony has established that the
Huston plan called for a relaxation of restrictions that then applied
to surveillance on the campuses, following its revocation by the Presi-
dent. And within a month or so thereafter, the FBI greatly expanded
that surveillance. The 21-year limitation, which was meant to avoid
student spying on students on the campuses, was eliminated, and in-
formants were obtained on the campuses among the student body. Also,
all SDS members were placed under surveillance, and 6,500 new cases
were opened. Also, all black groups were placed under surveillance,
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even though there was no previous evidence of violence or a tendency
toward violence; and that involved the opening of 4,000 new cases.

My final question, Mr. Brennan, is, do you know whether this rather
dramatic expansion of the FBI involvement on the campuses of the
country began within a month or so after the President had revoked
his authorization of the Huston plan, whether all of that was told to
the President ?

Mr. Brennan. I don'’t believe it would have been, Senator. I believe
that the most that would have been done would have—possibly at the
next appropriations testimony, where Mr. Hoover would be called
upon to spell out what the areas of investigative interest the FBI had,
that he, at that time, would have been subject to the congressional
inquiry which would have enabled him to draw out the scope of our
activities. .

" The CrammaN. Tell me this. The record shows that Hoover was
objecting to the Huston plan, and then shortly after the President
revokes it, he is approving a big expansion of surveillance on the cam-
puses, reducing the age from 21 to 18 and all of the other things we
talked about. What accounted for the change of position? Why did he
object to it in the Huston plan and then shortly thereafter turn around
and approve it?

Mr. Brennan. I frankly don’t know, Senator. There were incon-
sistencies of that type that went along from year to year, and Mr.
Hoover was not the type that would call you in and explain to you why
he changed his mind. E

The CrammaN. Then you have no explanation to give?

Mr. Brennan. No, sir.

The CuamrmaN. Senator Tower has a comment.

Senator TowEr. I just want to make one comment, Mr. Chairman,
consistent with Senator Morgan’s objection to the chief counsel,
Mr. Schwarz’s line of questioning at the beginning of the session
today. I would like simply to say for the record that the response
that Mr. Brennan gave to Senator Huddleston’s questions concerning
Mr. Hoover’s motivations for recommending rejection of the Huston
plan was Mr. Brennan’s opinion, and was speculative entirely. .

T would like to further note—this should not be inferred as a criti-
cism of Mr. Brennan, because he has got a perfect right to respond
to questions as to what his opinion is—but I would point out that
Mr. Hoover is not around to comment on what his motivations might
have been at the moment. I think we should note that the witness’
answer stands as an opinion, as speculative, and not a matter of fact.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Chairman, there are other FBI witnesses who
have contrary opinions, of course, and we have spoken to some who
believe that Mr. Hoover did have a genuine interest in_the matters
that he was talking about. So there is a difference of opinion among
the people of the FBI. .

Senator Baxer. I might ask, Mr. Chairman, whether anybody
really knows why everybody was scared of J. Edgar Hoover. If
this witness knows, we ought to let him say. We stopped him a minute
ago before he had a chance to say.

The CHATRMAN. Are yon putting a question, Senator Baker?

Senator Baxer. Sure. Mr. Brennan. do you know? Did you ever
discuss with Mr. Hoover why the President or anybody else had such
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a concern or respect, or even fear, of him? I assume you do not,
~but nobody has asked that question.

Mr. BrennaN. No, I don’t.

Senator Baker. I remember, Mr. Chairman, that this is a legend -
that has gone on for some time. But I rather suspect we may never
find the answer.

Mr. Brennan. Well, I think it possibly arises, Senator, from re-
ports of certain observations perhaps made by President Kennedy,
when he was asked whether or not he intended to reappoint Mr.
Hoover or to get rid of him. If T recollect correctly, his observation
was—you know, you don’t fire God. And I believe that President
Johnson also was posed a further question as to whether or not he
intended to keep Mr. Hoover on. I think he made a response of similar
content.

Senator Baxer. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. At the birth of this country, John Adams resolved
that our society must have a government of laws and not of men.
This was necessary, he said, because the law, in all vicissitudes of
Government, fluctuations of the passions or flights of enthusiasm,
will preserve a steady, undeviating course. It will not bend to the
uncertain wishes, imaginations and wanton tempers of man.”

What we have heard this week reflects a sad change from this
original conception, so rightly cherished by our Founding Fathers.
Now we discover that even the mail of our citizens has been unlaw-
fully read by secret intelligence agencies. Instead of all being equal
before the law, we find that any number of citizens, from Presidential
candidates on down, have had their letters opened, copied, photo-
graphed and filed in the vast vaults of the Federal agencies. We
learn that other unlawful intelligence operations have also been
concealed from Congress and from the President himself. This can-
not be allowed. For as John Locke wisely knew, whenever law ends,
tyranny begins.

This hearing is adjourned until 10 o’clock next Tuesday morning.

[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the select committee adjourned, to
reconvene at 10 a.m. Thursday, October 2, 1975.]

62-685 O - 76 - 10
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HEARINGS EXHIBITS*
" Exhibit 1

SPECIAL REPORT
INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON
INTELLIGENCE (AD HOC)

CHAIRMAN J. EDGAR HOOVER

JUNE, 1970

! Under criteria determined by the Committee, in consultation with the White
House, the Department of Defense, the Department of Justice, the Central
Intelligence Agency, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, certain mate-
rials have been deleted from those documents, some of which were previously
classified, to maintain the internal operating procedures of the agencies in-
volved, and to protect intelligence sources and methods. Further deletions
were made with respect to protecting the privacy of certain individuals and
groups. These deletions do not change the material content of these exhibits.
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PREFACE

i The objectives of this report are to: (1) assess the current
internal security threat; (2) evaluate current intelligence collection
procedures; identify restraints under which U, S. intelligence services
operate; and list the advantages and disadvantages of such restraints;
and (?) evaluate current interagency coordination and recommend means
to improve it.

The Committee has attempted to set forth the essence of
the issues and the major policy considerations involved which fall within
~ the scope of its mandate.
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PART ONE

SUMMARY OF INTERNAL SECURITY THREAT

I. MILITANT NEW LEFT GROUPS

A. Assessment of Current Internal Security Threat P
. ¥

The movement of rebellious youth known as the ""New Left,"
involving and influencing a substantial number of college students, is hav-

-ing a serious impact on con temgorary society with a potentialfor.serigys
.W he revolutxonary aims of the New Left are apparent

when their identification with Marxism-Leninism is exammeg{/ They

pointedly advertise their objective as the overthrow of our system of
—~government by force and violence. Under the guise of freedom of speech,

they seek to confront all establishad authority and proveke discrder.

They_ intend to smash'the U. S, educational svstem, the economic structure,

and, finally, the Government irsalf. New Leit groups do not have a large .

enQug h gh number of rank-apnd-file followers, nor do they have a unity of
purpose to carry out massive or varalyzing acfs Of insuvrection. They do,

_on the other hand, have the wil] to carry.an moxe militani efforts in jocal -
situations and an_inclination to utlhze more extreme means to attain their
objectives. . -

1. Student Protest Groups. The Fgﬁuzglgggwigg .2 Remogratic

-Society (SDS) has, in the past year, gplit into severaliactions, ircluding
- khe Revolutiogary Youth Movement ‘RY}} ), which has control ovg‘:,é_o
cha,[_ ers; and the Worker ~Student Alliance (WsA), which consists of 63
chagters The WSA fwctlon,ﬂdom:ratea by thel

I:mg,r.g__we Labor Party (PLPY aims to build a \vorker student movement

in keeping with the fie PLD's aim of developing a broad worker- Dased
- revolutionary movement in the United States

There are some 85 unaffiliated SDS chapters generaily
sympathetjc to revolutionary tactics and goais.  fhe trend of increased
radical campus organizations is noticeabie at campuses where recognition
of SDS has been refused or rescinded and.SDS members have banded
together, with or without sanction, under a new title to attract student
support. In addition, numerous ad hoc groups.have been established

" on campuses and elsewhere to exploit specific issues.

The National Student Strike (NSS), also known as the-
National Strike Information Ce Center, was {ormed Tollowing the entry .
of the United States forces into Cambodia and the deaths of four students
‘at Kent State University, . NSS, which helped to coordinate the nationwide
student strike in May, 1970, haz three rogional centers and includes
— i .
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among its leadership SDS members and other New Left activists. "The
NSS has establishad a rntlon'vme communications svstem.of Jham. » gdxo
stabions on campuses tq o encourage student demonstrations and digruptions.
This communications mpablhty niay have a sxgmhcant impact on campus
stability in the coming school year,

The Venceremos Bricade (VB), established to send United States
youth to Cuba tc aid in the 1970 harvests, has continually received favorable
publicity in Cuban propaganda media. To date, over 900 members of
the VB have visited Cuba and another group of approximately 500 members
are expected to follow suit. While in Cuba, VB members were individually
photographed and questioned in detail about their backgrounds. Because
of their contacts with Cuban officials, these individuais must be considered

as potential recgp_ts for Cuban 1ntelhgence actwmps and sabotage in the

United States.

’I_‘he greatest threat posed to the security of the countrv by
student protest grouns is their potential for fomenting violence and unrest
on college campuses. Demonstrations have triggered acts of arson by
extremists against war-oriented research and ROTC facilities and have
virtually paralyzed many schools. There has been a growing number of
noncampus, but student-related, acts of violence which increase tensions
between "town and gown' and which constitute a marked escalation of the
scope and level of protest activities. Few student protests are currently
_ related to exclusively campus issues; virtually all involve political and

'social issues. Increasingly, the battlefleld is the con.mumtv w1tn the
_ campus serving pr1mar1iv as a_staging area.

s

!‘ £ &y
The efforts of the New Left aimed at fomentmg unre t and
subversmn among civil servants, labor unions, and mass media have met
with very limited success, although the WSA and its parent, the PLP,
" have attempted through their "'Summer Work-Ins' to infiltrate and
radicalize labor. The inability of these groups to subvert and control
- the mass media has led to the establishment of a large networlk of under-
ground publications which serve the dual purpose of an internal communi- .
" cation network and an external propaganda organ. .

) Leaders of student protest groups have traveled extensively
over the years to communist countries; have opanly stated their sympathy
.with the international communist revolutionary movements in South Vietnam
and Cuba; and have directed others into activities which support these
movements. These individuals must be consxdered to have potential for

— -2~ p«a‘a:./ A
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.recruitment and participation.in foreign:directed intelligence activity.

1

2. Antiwar Activists. The impetus and continuity for the
antiwar movement is provided by the New Mobilization Committee to
End the War in Vietnam (NMC) and the Student Mobilization Compmittee
to End the War inVietnam (SMC_) # The NMC 1is a coalition ol numerous ]
‘ antiwar groups and individuals including communist "'old left" elerents.
?‘he SMC is under the control of the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Par ty
SWP) ’"

The NMC and SMC have announced a policy of "nonexclusion"

~which places no limitation on the type of individuals allowed to pa"tlcxpate e
" in demonstrations. This policy opens the door for vioience-prone

individuals who want to capitalize on the activities of these groups.

Both groups profess to follow a policy of nonviolence; however, the

very nature of the protests that they sponsor sets the stage for civil .

disobedience and police confrontation by irres'ponsible dissident elements.

‘Various individuals in NMC and SMC are calling for more militant

protest activities, a subject to be discussed at national meetings by

both groups in late June, 1970, -

Although ant1war groups are not known to be collecting weapons,
engaging in paramilitary training, or advocating terrorist tactics, the :
pro-Hanoi attitude of their leaders, the unstable nature of many NMC
advocates and their policy of "nonexch.smn" underscore the ygeof the
antiwar movement a j . This is further
emphasized by the NMC leadershlp s advocacy of civil disohedience to

-achieve desired objectives. g -

There is no indication that the antiwar movement has madc
serious inroads or achieved any more than a slight degree of influence
among labor unions, the mass media, and civil servants. One group, -
however, the Federal Employees for a Democratic Society (FEDS), offers
a means of protest for recent radical graduates employed by the Federal
- Government,
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The nititary and educational.ingtitutions arg  the prime
targets of the a ant1w1r movement In addition to vandalxsm, arsons, and
bombings of f ROTC 1 famhtxes, ‘there has been stepped-up activity to
spread antiwar sympathy among American servicemen from within
through sympathetic members in the military and from without through
such programs as "GI Coffeencuses'’ and the proposed National GI
Alliance. The increasing access by members of the military to the
underground press, the establishment of servicemen's unions, and
organizations which facilitate desertions, have contributed significantly
to the increasing instances of dissent in the military services.

" NMC and SMC leaders are const'mtlue'vlurg_b_,jp;e__mdant
groups.and endeavaring to use student radicals to further the antiwar
wovement. They have called for an end to the ROTC and have demon-
strated, often violently, to force universities to halt war-related rese'lrch
‘projects.

(The NMC maintains close contact with the _ .
World Council for Peace and Stockholm Conference on Vietnamj A new
organization dominated by NMC leaders, the Committee of Lidison with
Famiiies oi Servicemen Detained in North Vietnam, emérged in January,
1970, after contacts with North Vietnamese representatives. It attempts
to present.a favorable picture of North Vietnamese treatment of American
_prisoners of war. -

’. S

S Ve i
'l " _NMC leaders have frequently traveled abroad. It is therefore
Inecessary to consider these individuals as havxr‘": ngm‘nal for engaging
m forexgn directed intellicence collection.

! [: The Central Intellizence Agency (CIA), in its analys is of bloc
intelligence, is of the view that Thé Soviet and bloc iniclligence ser ;
ire committed at the pohucal level to exploit all domestic dissidents
“whérever possibléj This attack is being conducted through recruited
* agents, agent< of’mfluence, and the use of front groups. It is established
bloc policy to deploy its forces against the United States as "the main = 1
enemy*” and to direct all bloc intelligence forces toward ultirately
polmc'xl ob]ectn es which disrupt U, S. domestic and foreign pohcxes.

3. New Left Terrorist Groups. The Weatherman terrorist
g"oup, which ererged irom a iactional split of SDS during the Summer of
1869, is a revolutionary youth movement whu.h actwely supports the

S
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revolutionary leadership role of the Negro in the United States, It has
evolved into a number of small commando-type units which plan to
utilize borabings, arsons, and assassinations as. political weapons.

There has been evidence of Weatherman involvement in
terrorist tactics, including the accidental explosion of a "Weatherman
bomb factory' in New York City on March 6, 1970; the discovery of two
undetonated bombs in Detiroit police facilities on the-same date; and the
blast at New York City police installations on June 9, 1970,

N ~
. While Weatherman membership-is not clearly defined, it is
estimated that at least 1. 000 individuals adhere tn Weatherman 1dﬂoloe'y
In addition, groups such as the White Panther Party, Running Dog, Mad Dog,
and the Youth International Party (Yippies) are supporters of Weatherman
terrorism but have no clearly definable ideology of their own.

Adherents to Weatherman ideology are also found within . .
radical elements on campuses, among those living in off-campus communes,
among New Left movement lawyers and doctors,’ and the underground press.
Individuals who adhere to the Weatherman ideology have offered support
and‘aid to hard-core Weatherman members, including 21 Weatherman
members currently in hiding to avoid apprehension. .

: They identify themselves politically with North Vietnam,

Cuba, and North Korea and consider pro-Soviet and pro-Chinese, O%, gani-
zations as being aligned with imperialist powers. In '\dd‘mon, stne of thE
“Weatherman leaders and-adherents have traveled to communist countries
or have met in Western countries with communist representatives.

Weatherman leaders and other members of terrorist groups
are not known at this time t{o be involved in foreign-directed intelligence
collection activity. The fugitive and underground status of many of these
people, as well as their involvement in activities which would likely bring
them to the attention of American authorities, would be a deterrent to
contacts by foreign intelligence organizations.

© B, Assessment of Current Intelligence Collection Procedures

1. Scope and Effectiveness of Current Coverage. Although
New. Left groups have been responsible for widespread damage to ROTC
facilities, for the halting of some weapons-related research, and for the
. increasing dissent within the military. services, the major threat to the
internal security of the United States is that directed against the civilian
sector of our society. S .

» A,-»57 t
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Coverage of studernt groups is handled primarily ;ﬁ rough

live informants and it is generally effective at the national level or
at major meetings of these groups where overall policy, aims, and
objectives of the groups are determined.

The antiwar movement's_activities are covered through the FBI
by live informants in all organizations of interest. This is supported by
nformation furnisned Dy all members of the intelligence community

and otner Federal, state, and local agencies. Key leaders and
activists are afforded concentrated and intensified investigative
coverage on a continuing basis and, in situations where there are
positive indications of violenice, electronic surveillances have been
implemented on a selective basis. Informant and electronic coverage

‘does not meet present requirements’,
e —

Although several SDS chapters on college campuses which -
adnere to Weatherman ideology have been penetrated by live informants, =
there is no live informant coverage at present of ynderground Weatherman
fugitives. There is electronic coverage on the residence of a Weatherman
contact in New York City and on the residence of an 2!leged Weatherman
member in San Francisco; however, no information has been developed
concerning the whereabouts of the 21 Weatherman fugitives.

.2, Gaps in Current Coverage. Established, long-term
coverage is not available within student protest groups due to the
fact that the student body itself changes yearly, necessitating a constant
turnover in the informants targeted against these groups. His idealism
and immaturity, as well as the sensitive issues of academic freedom
and the right to dissent, all serve to increase the risk thatthe student
informant will be exposed as such. .

‘ Generally, day-to-day coverage of the planned activities
of student protest groups, which are somewhat autonomons and = _
disjointed, could be strengthened. [Advance notice of foreiga travel C;/'f‘ .
by student militants-is particularly’ neededJ Campus violence_is Bt
generally attributable to small, close-knit extremist groups among

radic Genls. Coverage of these latter groups is minimal,

-6 -
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The antiwar movement is comprised of a great many
organizations and people which represent varied political, moral and
ethnic beliefs. Current manpower commitments preclude optimum
coverage of all antiwar activities on a day-to-day basis.

Existing coverage of New Left extremists, the Weatherman
group in particular, is negligible, Most of the Weatherman group has
gone underground and formed floating, commando-type units.composed of
three to six individuals. The transitory nature of these units hinders the
installation of electronic surveillances and their smallness and distrust
of outsiders make penetration of these units through live informants
extremely difficult.

Financially,. the Weatherman group appears to be without
a centralized source of funds. Wealthy parents have furnished funds to -
some of these individuals, including those in a fugitive status. Many
members have also been involved in the thefts of credit and identification
cards, as well as checks, and have utilized them for obtaining operatmg
expenses. .

3. Possible Measures to Improve Intelligence Collection.’
To establish effective coverage of studant protest groups would require
the_expansion. of live informant coverage of individual campus chapters.of
these orF gamzatlons This would entail extensive use of student informants
to obtain maximum utilization of their services for the periods of their
college attendance. ° .

s

Because of the great number of individuals and groups in the
antiwar movement, an increase in the manpower assigned to these inves-
tigations would facilitafe more intensive coverage. In addition, there
are several kev leaders involved in virtually all 'nﬁwar activities,
including international contacts, against whom electronic surveillances N
and mail covers would be particularly effective. .

Improvement of intelligence gathering against New Left
terrorists depends on a coimbination of live informant coverage among
key leaders and selective electronic surveillances. Because of the nature
of the Weatherman groups, live informant coverage will most likely reoult
through the defection of a key ieader.

-7
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Exiensive efforts-have been undertaken which should
produce a live informant capable of furnishing information as to the
location of Weatherman fugitives and planned térrorist acts. In the

“event a commune is located, prompt installation.of electronic
coverage should produce similar results,. Utilization of additional
resources to expand and intensify this ¢ollection would be beneficial.
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II. BLACK EXTREMIST MOVEMENT

A, Assessment of Current Internal Security Threat

1. Black Panther Party. The most active and dangerous
black extremist group in the United States is the Black Panther Party
(BPP). Despite its relatively small number of hard-core members--
approximately 800 in 40 chapters nationwide-~-the BPP is in the {orefront
of black extremist activity today. The SPP has publicly advertised it goals
. of organizing revolution, insurrection, assassination and other terrorist-
type activities. Moreover, a recent poll indicates that approximately
25 per cent of the black population has a great respect for the BPP
including 43 per cent of blacks under 21 years of age.

The Panther newspaper has a current circulation of
approximately 150, 000 copies weekly. Its pages are filled with messages
of racial hatred and call for terrorist guerrilla activity in-an attempt
to overthrow the Government. The BPP has been involved in a substantial”
number of planned attacks against law enforcement officers; and its
Jeadership is composed in large part of criminally inclined, violence-
prone individuals.

Weapons are regularly stockpiled by the Party., During 1968
and 1669, quantities of machine guns, shotguns, rifles, hand grenades,
homemade bombs, and ammunition were uhcovered in Panther offices.

2. New Left Support for BPP, The BPP has received
increasing support from radical New Left elements. During 1970, the
BPP formed a working relationship with radical student dissenters by
injecting the issue of Government "repression' of Panthers into the
antiwar cause. Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) supported
the BPP in a 1969 'nited front against fascism." The probability that
black extremists, including the BPP, will work closely with New Left
white radicals in the future increases the threat of escalating terrorist
activities. It would be safe to project that racial strife and student
turmoil fomented by black extremists will definitely increase.

3. BPP Propagahda Appearances. Despite its small member-
ship, the BPP has scored major .successes in the propaganda arena. In

-9-
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1969, BPP representatives spoke at 189 colleges throughout the Nation,
while in 1967 there were only 11 such appearances. Although no direct
information has been received to date indicating that the BPP has initiated
any large-scale racial disorders, the year 1970 has seen an escalation of
_racial disorders across the Nation compared to 1969. This fact, coupled
with an increasing amount of violent Panther activity, presents a great
potential for racial and civil unrest for the.future. ..

4, Appeal to Military. The BPP has made pointed appeals
to black servicemen with racist propaganda. High priority has been
placed on the recruitment of vetcrans with weapons and explosives training.
The BPP has also called for infiltration of the Government, These
activities, should they aciieve even minimum success, present a grave
threat.

5. BPP Philosophy and Foreign Support, The BPP relies
heavily on foreign communist ideology to shape ils goals. Quotations fronr-
Mao Tse-tung were the initial ideological bible of the BPP. Currently,
the writings of North Korean Premier Kim M -sung are followed and
extensive use of North Korean propaganda material is made in BPP
publications and training. /The Marxist-oriented philosophy of the BPP
. presents a favorable environment for support of the Panthers from other
! communist countries

BPP leaders have traveled extensively abroad including visits
to Cuba, Russia, North Korea, and Algeria. International operations of
the BPP are directed by Eldridge Cleaver, a fugitive from United States
courts. Cleaver has established an international staff in Algeria, from
where communist propaganda is constantly relayed to the BPP headquarters
in Berkeley, California.l.He has also established close ties with Al Fatah,
an Arab guerrilla organization, whose leaders have reportedly extended
nvitations to BPP members to take guerrilla training during 1970. Cleaver,
n a recent.conversation, indicated that North Koreans are conducting
similar training for BPP membez-st] Radical white students in Western
Europe and the Scandinavian ccuntries have organized solidarity committees
in support of the BPP. These committees are the sources of financial
contributions to the Party and provide outlets for the BPP newspaper.

6. Other Black Extremist Groups. The Nation of Islam (NOT)
is the largest single black extremis{ organization in the United States with
- an estimated membership of 6,000 in approximately 10¢ Mosques. The NOT

. -0 -
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preaches hatred of the white race and advocates separatism of the races.
The NOJ as a group has, to date, not instigated any civil disorciers;
however, the followers of this semi-religious cult are extremely
dedicated individuals who could be expected to perform acts of violence
if so ordered by the NOI head, Elijah Muhammed. When Muhammed,
who is over 70 years of age, is replaced, a new leader could compl.rtely
alter current nonviolent tactics of the organization. For example,
Muhammed's son-in-law, Raymond Sharrie{f, now among the top
hierarchy of NOI, could rise to a leadership posmon Sharrieff is
vicious, dommeermg, and unpredictable, ’

There are numerous other black extremist organizations,
small in numbers, located across the country. There is aiso a large
number of unaffiliated black extremists who advocate violence and
guerrilla warfare. One particular group, the Republic of New Africa
(RNA), headquartered in Detroit, Michigan, calls for the establishment _
of a separate black nation in the South to be protected by armed forces. ”
These groups, although small, are dedicated to the destruction of our
form of government and con%equently present a definite potential for
instigating civil disorder or guerrilla warfare activity.

7. Black Student Extremist Influence. Black student exiremist
activities at colleges and secondary schools have increased alarnm. ingly.
Although currently there is no dominant leadership, coordination or
specific direction between these individuals, they are in frequent contact
with each other. Consequenily, should any type of organization or
cohesiveness develop, it would present a grave potential for future

-violent activities at United States schools. Incrcased informant coverage
would be particularly productive in this area. Black student extremists
have frequently engaged in violencé and disruptive activity on campuses.
Major universities which made concessions to nonnegotiable black ’
student demands have not succeeded in calming extremist activities,
During the school year 1969-70, there were 227 college disturbances
having racial overtones. There were 530.such disturbances in secondary
schools compared with only 320 during the previous school year.

— 8. Foreign Influence in the Black Extremist Movement.
Although there is no hard evidence indicating that the black extremist

. movement is substantially controlled or directed by foreign elements,
there is a marked potential for foreign-directed intelligence or subversive
activity among black extremist leaders and organizations. These groups
are highly susceptible to e‘<plo1tat10n by hostxle foreign intelligence

l services, .o

bt
—
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Currently the most important foreign aspect cf the black
extremist movernent is the availability of foreign asylum, especially
with regard to black exiremists subject to criminal prosecution in the
United States. Some foreign countries, such as Cuba, provide a lemporary
safe haven for these individuals. Enformation has been received that
passports and funds for travel have also been furnished by countries
such as Cuba, Morih Korea, and_ _ ~  Communist intelligence
services do not, at present, play a mzjor role in the black extremist
movement; however, all such services have established contact with
individual black militants. Thus, the penetration and manipulation cf
black extrem1st groups by these intelligence services remain distinct
possibilities. j Communist intelligence services are capaole of using tueir
personnel, facilities, and agent assets to work in the black extremist
field. The Soviet and Cuban services have major capabilities available.)

B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Collection Procedures

There are some definite gaps in the current overall o
intelligence penetration of the black extremist movement. For example,
although there appears to be sufficient live informant coverage of the BPP
_ " additional penetration ___

o 7 N ) - 7is needed.
High echelon informant coverage could conceivably pre- ent violence,
sabotage, or insurrection if such activity was planned by BPP leadership,
Insufficient coverage of ) _ - ' BPP is offset
to some extent by technical coverage

Penetma tion of. leadership levels has been hindered'in part
by ‘current BPP policies which prevent rank-and-file members from
advancing to leadership roles.

Improvement in coverage of BPP financial activities could
be made, particularly with regard to sources of funds and records.
Information received to date indicates that firancial support for the BPP
hae been furnished by both foreign individuals and domestic sources. Thus,
a deeper penetration and correlation of foreign and domestic information
received is essential to-a full determination of BPP finances. Coverage of
BPP finances has been hampered by fact that BPP leaders handle financial
matters personally.

In view of the 1n"rea°ed amount of forelf*n travel and contacts
by BPP leaders abroad, there is a clear-cut need for more complete P
¢overage of foreign involvement in BPP activities.

- 12 -
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1. Other Black Extremist Organizations.” Informant
coverage of the NOI is substantial, enabling its activities to be followed
on a current basis. Coverage of militant black student groups and
individuals is very limited because of the sensitive areas involved. An
effective source of such coverage would be rcliable, former members
of the-Armed Forces presently attending college. Live informant
coverage, particularly with resf¥& to tle activities and plans of
unaffiliated black militants, nzeds to be incrcased. More sources both
in the United States and abroad in 2 position to determine the amount of
foreign involvement in black extremist activities need to be developed.
Maximum use of communicaticn intercentions would materially
increase the current capabilities of the intelligence community to develop
-highly important data regarding black extremist activities.

-13 -
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IIL INTELLIGEfNCE SERVICES OF COMMUNIST COUNTRIES

A. Assessment of Current internal Security Threat

The threat posed by the communist intelligence services
must be assessed in two areas: (1) direct intervention in fomenting
and/or infleencing domestic unrest; (2) extensive espionage activities.

Taken'in complele context, these services constitute a grave
threat to the internal security of the United States because of their size,
capabilities, widespread spheres of influence, and targeting of the
UniteJ Siates as "enemy number one. " .The largest and most skilled
of these services is the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGE)

i which has roughly 300, 000 personnel of whom some 10,000 are engaged
|, in foreign operations.\/' '

1. Intervention in Domestic Unrest. There have been no
substantial indications that the communist intelligence services have
actively fomented domestic unrest. Their capability cannot, hawcver,
be minimized and the likelihood of their initiating direct intervention’
would be in direct relationship to the deterioration of the political
climate and/or imminence of hostilities, The ingredients for a first-
rate capability are present, including both, the personnel and the
ingrained philosophy and know-how for using such tactics.

Communist intelligence has shown a real capability to

foment disorder in a number of trouble spots. The dissidence and
violence in the United States today present adversary intelligence
services with opportunities unparalleled for forty years. While

- fostering disorder and;rebellion through communist parties and
fronts is a potent weapon in the communist arsenal, their past
success has been evident in clandestine recruitment efforts on
campuses during times of unrest. H.A.R. (Kim) Philby, Guy Burgess,
and ‘Donald Maclean were all students at Cambridge during the depression
period of the 1930's and were in the vanguard of what was then the New
Left. Their recruitment and cooperation with Soviet intelligence wreaked
havoc on British intelligence .and also compromised U. S. security in
those sectors where they had authorized access. 1

(- . . ' . :],
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| For instance, .about 900
members of the Venceremns Brigade, a group of American youths,
recently completed a round trip to Cuba. This travel was financed
by the Cuban Governament. While in Cuba, they were exhorted to
. actively participate in United States revolutxonary activities upon
their return to the United States.|

o Lura e

A sabotage manual, prepared in b turned up in the
hands of individuals respon51b1e for recent bombings} =~
‘While the potential for widespread, well-organized
incidents ot violence generated and controlled by the Cuban intelligence
service is considered minimal. isolated occurrences of this nature must
be considered probable, vThef services appear to have assumed the
passive roles of observers and reporters:\‘;

The communist intelligence services maintain contacts
and exerl influence among a variety of individuals and organizations
through the exploitation of ideological, cultural, and ethnic ties.

Most of these liaisons are maintained with some degree of openness
with individuals associated with the Communist Party, USA, various
of its front groups, /cthe‘ pro-Soviet orgaunizations nationality groups,
and foreign- lanvuave newspapers. These contacts are exploited as
sources for and propaganda outlets of communist intelligence services.
Regarded individually, these efforts cannot be considered a major
threat to our internal security; however, in total, they represent a
sizable element of our population which can be influenced in varying
degrees by communist intelligence service operations.

2. Intelligence Operations. Persistent and pervasive
intelligence operaticns which have their inspiration and direction supplied
by communist intellizence services represent a major threat to the
internal securityl B R
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B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Collection

1.*9¥6pé and Effectiveness. * The scope of overall n.telhgence
efforts is encompassed in the threefold goals cf penetration, intelligence,
and prosecution. . Domestic implementation of these goals is delimited
by agreement among United States intelligence agencies. Intelligence
components of the United Stites military services are immediately ¢
€oncerned with protecting the integrity of their personnel and inst#-
iations.

| ;

Methods used in these endeavors, employed in varying®
degrees by U.S. intelligerce agencies dependent upon their specific
tasks are: penetrations; defectors; double agent operations; physical,
technical, and photcgraphic surveillances; examination and analysis

of overt pubhoahons information sunphed by friendly intelligence
services;/and COMINT. , =

W cree e

§
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2. Gaps in Current Coverage
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IV. OTHER REVOLUTIONARY GRCUPS

A. Assessment of Current Internal Security Threat

1. Communist Party. The Communist Party continues

- as a distinct threat to the internal security because of its extremely

close ties and total commitment to the Soviet Union. There are many

“*thoud®nds of people in the United States who adhere to a Marxist

philosophy and agree’ W,ith_ﬂthé‘[%s_;c objectives of the Communist

. Party although they do not identify themselves specifically with'the™’

.organization.” The Party receives most of its finances from the dejet

" Union, adheres to Sovict policies explicitly, and ptovides 2 major out-
. let for Soviet propaganda. The Party will without auestion continue to

" ‘not appear this group will achieve any substantial results for the

-

" implement whatever orders it receives from the Soviets in the future.

‘There is little likelihood that the Cornmunist Party, USA,
will instigate civil disorders or use terrorist tactics in the foreseeable
future. Its strong suit is propaganda. Through its publications and
propaganda it will continue its efforts to intensify civil disorders, _and'
foment unrest in the Armed Forces, labor unions, and minority groups.
The Party is on the periphery of the radical youth movement and is:
striving to strengihen its role in this movement and to attract new »
members through a recently formed youth organization, but-it does

]

Party in the future,

~#2. Sgcialist WorkersParty and Other Trotedadst Groups. *
These organizafions have an esfimated membership of| The
major Trotskyist organization, the Socialist Workers Party, has
attained an influential role in the antiwar movement through its

youth affiliate, the Young Socialist Alliance, which dominates the .
Student Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam and which
has more than doubled its size on college campuses in the past X_ear.”'
Trotskyist groups have participated in major confrontations with
authorities both on and off campuses and have consistently supported
civil disorders. At this time they do not pose a major threat to '
instigate insurrection or to commit terrorist acts. The propaganda

of these groups, while emphasizing student unrest, is also aimed at |
creating dissatisfaction in labor organizations and in the Armed Forces.
The Trotskyist organizations maintain close relations with the Tourth
International, a foreign-based worldwide Trotskyist movement.
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- 4, DPuerto Rican Nationalist Extremist Groups. The ~
radical Puerto Rican independence movement has spawned approximately
ten violently anti-American groups committed to Puerto Rican self- -
determination. Revolutienary violence is a major aim of the estimated

] members of these groups and if sufficiently strong, they would
“not Resitate to mount armed insurrection. Since July, 1967, some. -
130 bombings in Puerto Rico and in the New York City area have been
attributed to these extremists. American-owned businesses have
been the main targets, but there has been a recent upsurge of violence
against U.S. defense facilities in Puerto Rico. ... _ .
|

B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Coveruge

1. Scope and Effectiveness. Coverage of the Communist
T 1
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Coverage of the Trotskyist and 7 \groups

Current live informani coverage can furnish
information on the general activities of these groups and it should
serve to warn of policy changes in favor of insurrection or sabotage.

Informant penetration of the Puerto Rican independence
groups provides information on the objectives of most of these
organizations as well as the identities of their members. However,
these sources have limited ability to provide advance information
regarding violence committed by these groups or by individual members.

2. Gaps in Current Coverage. ~ ' L’

Closer coverage at the policy-making levels of the Puerto
Rican independence groups is needed to obtain more comprehensive
information on persons involved in terrorist activities. The small
memberships of many of these organizations is a major reason for
the limited coverage.

3. DPoscible Measures to Improve Intelligence Collection.

the intelligence coverage of the policy-making levels of these organizations.
A particular benefit of electronic surveillance in the Puerto Rican field

" could be the development of information identifying persons involved in
terrorist activities.! Communications intelligence coverage and travel \
control measures could be improved to provide greater awareness of
the travel and other activities of individuals of security interest! Through \‘
the establishment of additional informant coverage on college campuses,
the involvement of these organizations in the radicalization of students
could be assessed with increased accuracy.

- 9292 -
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PART TWO

--RESTRAINTS ON INTE LUGENCE COLLECTION

v

- -The.Committee noted that:the- President had made.it clear
- that he desired full consideration be given to any regulations, pplicies,
~or procedurcs whiah tend to limit the effectiveness of domestic intelli-
gence collection. The Committee further noted that the President wanted
the pros and cons of such restraints clearly set forth so that the
President will be able to decide whether or not a change in current
. policies, practices, ar procedures should be made.

During meetings of the Committee, a variety of limitations
and restraints were discussed. All of the agencies involved, Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA), the three military counterintelligence
services, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Natignal Security -
Agency (NSA), and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), partici- 4
pated in these considerations.

In the light of the directives furnished to the Committee by
_the White House, the subjéct matters hereinafter set forth were revxewed
for the consideration and decision of the President.

I. SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL RESTRAINTS

A, Interpretive Restraint on Communications Intelligence

Preliminary Discussion
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Nature of Restriction

Advantages of Maintaining Restriction

Advantages of Relaxing Restriction

(DELETED)

24—
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B. Electronic Surveiilances and/Penetration } N
: — i

Preliminary Discussion

The limited number of electronic surveillances and
" penetrations substantially restricts the collection of valuable

intelligence information of material importance to the entire
intellicence community ) : .

Nature of Restrictions

Electronic surveillances have been used on a selective
basis. Restrictions, initiated at the highest levels of the Executive
Branch, arose as a result.of the condemnation ef these techniques
by civil rights groups, Congressional concexg for invasion of privacy,
and the possibility of their adverse effect on'criminal prosecutions.

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions

1. Disclosure and embarrassment to the using agency
and/or the United States is always possible since such techniques
often require that the services or advice of outside personnel be
used in the process of installation, :

2. ’ o | A4
o . i J'el |

3. Certain elements of the press in-the United States and
abroad would undoubtedly seize uvon disclosure of electronic coverage
in an effort to discredit the United States.

' 4, The monitoring of electronic surveillances requires
- considerable manpower and, where foreign establishments are involved,
the language resources of the agencies could be severely taxed.

-26- .
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Advéntages of Relaxing Restrictions

1. The U.S. Government has an overriding obligation to
use every available scientific means to detect and neutralize forces
which pose a direct threat to the Nation.

2. Every major intelligence service in the world, including
.those of the communist bloc, use such techniques as an essential part
of their operations and it is believed the general public would support
their use by the United States for the same purpose.

3, The President historically has had the authority to act
in matters of national security. In addition, Title III of the Omnibus
Crime' Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 provides a statutory basis.

4, Intelligence data from electronic coverage is not readily
obtainable from other techniques or sources, Such data includes infor- --
mation which might assist in formulating foreign policy decisions,

" information leading to the identification of intelligence and/or espionage
principals and could well include the first indication of intention to commit
hostile action against the United States.

5. Acquisition of such material from COMINT without .~
benefit of the assistance which electronic surveillance techniques can
provide, if possible at all, would be extremely expensive. Therefore, this
approach could result in considerable dollar savings compared to collection
methods.

nt
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' DECISION: Electronic Surveillances -
and Penetrations

Present procedures on electronic coverage should
continue,

Present procedures should be changed to permit
intensification of coverage of individuals and
groups in the United States who pose a major
threat to the internal security,

Present procedures should be changed to permit\|
intensification of coverage

More information is needed,

NOTE: The FBI does not wish to change its present procedure of
selective coverage on major internal security threats as
it believes this coverage is adequate at this time, The
FBI would not oppose other agencies seeking authority- of
the Attorney General for coverage required by them and there-
after instituting such coverage themselves.

- 928 - -
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C. Mail Coverage

Preliminary Discussion

. The use of mail covers can result in the collection of
valuable information relating to contacts between U, S, nationals and
foreign governments and intelligence services. CIA and the military.
investigative agencies have found.this information particularly helpful

i
'
1

in the past. Essentially, there are two types of mail coverage: routine -

coverage is legal, while the second--covert coverage-~is not. Routine
coverage involves recording information from the face of envelopes, It
is available, legally, to any duly authorized Federal or state investi-
gative agency submitting a written request to the Post Office Denartment
and has been used frequently by the military intelligence services.
Covert mail coverdge, also known as "'sophisticated mail coverage, "

or "flaps and seals, " entails surreptitious screening and may include
opening and examination of domestic or foreign maijl, This technique is
based on high-level cooperation of top echelon postal off1c1als\

Nature of Restrictions

Covert coverage has been discontinued while routine
coverage has been reduced primarily as an outgrowth of publicity
arising from disclosure of routine mail coverage during legal
proceedings and publicity afforded this matter in Congressional
" hearings involving accusations of governmental invasion of privacy.

Advant‘ag'és of Maintaining Restrictions

Routine Coverage:

1. Although this coverage is legal, charges of invasion
of privacy, no matter how ili-founded, are possible,

2. This coverage depends on the cooperation of rank-and-file

postal employees and is, therefore, more susceptlble to compromise.
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Covert Coverage:

1. Coverage directed against diplor‘nétic establishments,

if disclosed, could have adverse diplomatic repercussions.

2, This covefage, not having.sanction of law, runs the
risk of any illicit act magnified by the involvement-of-a Government
agency.

3. Information secured from such coverage could not be used
for prosecutive purposes.

Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions

" Routine Coverage:

1. Legal mail coverage is used daily by both local and
many Federal authorities in criminal investigations., The us( of this
technique should be available to permit coverage of individuals and

- groups in the United States who pose a threat to the internal security.

H

N
Covert Coverage:

L. High-level postal authorities have, in the past, provided
complete cooperation and have maintained full security of this program.

2. This technique involves negligible risk of compromise.
Only high echelon postal authorities know of its existence, and personnel -

. involved are highly trained, trustworthy, and under complete control

of the intelligence agency.

3. {This coverage has been extremely successful in

" producing hard-core and authentic intelligence which is not obtainable
{rom any other source. An example is a case involving the interception
. of a letter to a establishment inl, | The writer offered to
.sell information to the _ .nd enclosed a sample of information

available to him. Analysis determined that the writer could have

‘givery ~ information which might have been more damaging

|
|

——

-30-



176

DECISION: Mail Coverage

Present restrictions on both types of mail
coverage should be continued.

Restrictions on legal coverage should be
renioved.

| Present restrictions on covert coverage should
i be relaxed on selected targets of priority foreign
i intelligence and internal security interest.

More information is needed.

NOTE!

Sl e —_

The FBI is opposed to implementing any covert mail coverage
because it is clearly illegal and it is likely that, if done, infor-
mation would leak out of the Post Office to the press and serious |
damage would be done to the intelligence community. | The FBI
has no objection to legal mail coverage providing it'is done on
a carefully controlled and selective basis in both criminal and
security matters. i

[N cototTo T T ST T -
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D. Surreptitious Entry

Preliminary Discussion

Natu re of Restrictions

. Use of surreptitious entry, also referrcd to as "anonymous
sources: and "bhcl\ baz JObS " has been vutually eliminated.

;
R : i

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions

1. The activity involves illegal entry'and trespass.

2. Information which is obtained through this technique
could not be used for prosecutive purposes.

3. The public disclosure of this technique would result in

widespread publicity and embarrassment. The news media would portray
the mmdent as a flagrant violation of civil r1ghts

Advanta.ges of Relaxing Restrictions

1. Operations of this type are performed by a small number
of carefully trained and selected personnel under strict supervision. The-
technique is implemented only after full security is assured. It has been
used in the past with highly successful results and without adverse effects.
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9. Benefits accruing from this technique in the past have
g

been innumerable

3. 1In the past this technique, when used against subversives,
has produced valuable intelligence material. )

. DECISION: Surreptitious Entry

Present restrictions should be continued.

Present restrictions should be modified to permit
procurement |

Present ¥estrictions should also be modified
to permit selective use of this technique against other
urgent and high priority internal security targets.

More information is needed.

NOTE: The FBI is opposed to surreptitious entry
o e e e n



179

E. Development of Campus Sources

Preliminary Discussion

Public disclosure of CIA links with the National Student
Association and the subsequent issuance of the Katzenbach Report
have contributed to a climate adverse to intelligence-type activity
on college campuses and with student-related groups. It should be
noted that the Katzenbach Report itself does not specifically restrain
CIA from developing positive or counterintelligence sources to work
on targets abroad. '

Restrictions currently in force limit certain other elements
~of the intelligence community access to some of the most troublesome
areas: campuses, college faculties, foreign and domestic youth groups,
leftist journalists, and black militants. It is recognized that these are
prime targets of communist intelligence-services and that the opportunity
for foreign communist exploitation increases in proportion to the weakness
of a U.S. countermtelhgence effort

Nature of Restrictions

. The need for great circumspection in making contacts
with students, faculty members, and employees of institutions of . -
learning is widely recognized. However, the requirements of the
intelligence community for increased information in this area is

. obvious from the concern of the White House at the absence of hard
information about the plans and programs of campus and student-
related militant organizations. At the present time no sources are
developed among secondary school students and, with respect to
colleges and universities, sources are developed only among
individuals who have reached legal age, with few exceptions. This
policy is designed t8 minimize the possibility of embarrassment
and adverse publicity, including charges of mfrmgement of academic
freedom
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Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions

1. Students, faculty members, and others connected with
educational institutions are frequently sensitive to and hostile towards
any Government activity which smacks of infringement -on academic
“freedom. They are prone topublicize inquiries by governmental
agencies and the resulting pablicity can often be misleading in
poriraying the Government's interest.

2, Students are frequently immature and unpredictable,
They cannot be relied on to maintain confidences or to act with discretion
to the same extent as adult sources.

Advantages of Relaxing Restricfioﬁé

1. To a substantial degree, militant New Left and antiwar
groups in the United States are comprised of students, faculty members, )
and others connecled with educational institutions. To a corresponding
degree, effective coverage of these groups and activities depends upon
development of knowledgeable sources in the categories named. In this
connection, the military services have capabilities which could be of
value to the FBL . '

] 2. Much of the violence and disorders which have occurred
on college campuses have been of a hastily planned nature. Unless
sources are available within the student bodies, it is virtually impossible
to develop advance information concerning such violence, :

3. The development of sources among students affiliated
with New Left elements affords a unique opportunity to cultivate informant
prospects who may rise to positions of leadership in the revolutionary
movement or otherwise become of great long-range value.

4, The extraordinary and unprecedented wave of destruction
which has swept U, S. campuses in the past several months and which
in some respects represents a virtual effort to overthrow our system
provides a clear justification for the development of campus informants
in the interest of national security. ’
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5. Contacts with students will make it possible to
obtain information about travel abroad by U.S. students and about
attendance at international-conferences.

"DECISION: Development of Campus Sources -

Present restrictions on development of campus g
and student-related sources should be continued,

Present restrictions should be relaxed to pe'rmit
expanded coverage of violence-prone campus and
student-related groups.

CIA coverage of American students (and others)
traveling abroad or living abroad should be increased.

More information is needed. .

NOTE: The FBI is opposed to removing any present controls and
restrictions relating to the development of campus sources.
To do so would severely jeopardize its investigations and
could result in leaks to the press which would be damaging
and which could result in charges that investigative agencies
are interfering with academic freedom,
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F. Use of Military Undercover Agents

Preliminary Discussion

The use of undercover agents by the military services to
develop domestic intelligence is currently limited to penetration of
organizations whose membership includes military personnel and whose
activities pose a direct threat to the military establishment. For example,
although the Navy has approximately 54 Naval ROTC units and numerous
classified Government contract projects on various campuses across
the country, the Naval Investigative Service conducts no covert collection
on college campuses. The same is true of the other military services,

Nature of Restrictions

The use of undercover agents by the military investigative
services to develop domestic intelligence among civilian
targets is believed beyond the statutory intent of the Congress as
expressed in Title 10, U, S. Code, and in current resource authoriza-
tions. - The Dielimitations Agreement (1949 agreement signed by the
FBI, Army, Navy and Air Force which delimits responsibility for
each agency with regard to investigations of espionage, counter-
espionage, subversion and sabotage) reflects the current missions
of the FBI and the military services. Further, there is a lack of
assets to undertake this mission unless essential service-related
counterintelligence missions are reduced. There is also concern for
morale and disciplinary reactions within the services should the
existence of such covert operations become known.

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions

1. If the utilization of military counterintelligence in this
mission is contrary to the intent of the Congress, discovery of employ-
ment may result in unfavorable legislation and further reductions in
appropriations. '

2. Lacking direct statutory authority, the use of the military
services in this mission could result in legal action directed against the
Executive Branch.

3. The use of military personnel to report on civilian
activities for the benefit of civilian agencies will reduce the ability of
the military services to meet service-connected intelligence responsibilities.
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4. If expansion of the mission of the military services with
regard to college campuses is to provide coverage of any significance,
it will require corollary increases in resources.

] 5. Prosecutions for violations of law discovered in the
course of military penetration of civilian organizations must be tried
in civil courts. The providing of military witnesses will require compli-
cated interdepartmental coo#dination to a much greater extent than the
present and will serve, in‘the long run, to reduce security.

- 6. Disclosure that military counterintelligence agencies have
been furnishing information obtained through this technique to nonmilitary
investigative agencies with respect to civilian activities would certainly
result in considerable adverse publicity. The Army's recent experience
with former military intelligence personnel confirms this estimate.

Since obligated service officers, first enlistees and draftees are drawn
from a peer group in which reaction is most unfavorable, morale and
disciplinary problems can be anticipated. : .

Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions

1. Lifting these restrictions would expand the scope of
domestic intelligence collection efforts by diverting additional manpower
and resources for the collection of information on college campuses and
in the vicinity of military installations. ‘ -

2. The use of undercover agents by the military counter-
inteligence agencies could be limited to localized targets where the
threat is great and the likelihood of exposure minimal. Moreover,
controlled use of trusted personnel leaving the service to return to
college could expand the collection capabilities at an acceptable risk.

3. The military services have a certain number of personnel
pursuing special academic courses on campuses and universities. Such
personnel, who in many instances have already been investigated for
" security clearance, would représent a valuable pool of potential sources
for reporting on subversive activities of campus and student-related
groups. . S :
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DECISION: Use of Military
. Undercover Agents

_Present restrictions should be retained.

The counterintelligence mission of the military
services should be expanded to include the active
collection of intelligence concerning student-
related dissident activities, with provisions for
a close coordination with the FBI.

No change should be made in the current
mission of the military counterintelligence
services; however, present restrictions
should be relaxed to permit the use of trusted
military personnel as FBI assets in the
collection of intelligence regarding student-
related dissident activities.

More information is needed.

The FBI is opposed to the use of any military undercover agents
to develop domestic intelligence information because this would
be in violation of the Delimitations Agreement. The military
services, joined by the FBI, oppose any modification of the
Delimitations Agreement which would extend their jurisdiction
beyond matters of interest to the Department of Defense.
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II. BUDGET AND MANPOWER RESTRICTIONS

The capability of member agencies, NSA, CIA, DIA, FBI,
and the military counterintelligence services, to collect intelligence
data is limited by available resources, particularly in terms of budget
and/or qualified manpower. For some agencies fiscal limitations or
recent cutbacks have been acute. Budgetary requirements for some
agencies, other than the FBI, are reviewed and passed upon by officials
who, in some 1nstances, may not be fully informed concerning intelligence
requirements,

The military services noted that cuts in budget requirements
for counterintelligence activities have the effect of severely hampering

- the ability of these services to accomplish missions relating to coverage

of threats to the national security. Budgetary deficiencies have occurred
at a time when investigative work loads are increasing significantly,

Manpower limitations constitute a major restriction on
the FBI's capabilities in the investigation of subversive activities.
The problem is further complicated by the fact that, even if substantial

. numbers of Agents could be recruited on a crash ba51s the time required

to conduct background investigations and to provide essent1a1 training
would mean several months' delay in personnel being available for use

against the rapidly escalating subversive situation,
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In the event, as a result of this report, additional
collection requirements should be levied on the agencies involved,
it would be necessary to provide for essential funding. For exampie,
= Sl Sl it <
|

|

DEdISION: ‘Budget and Manpower Restrictions

Each agency should submit a detailed estiinate as

to projected manpower needs ard cther costs in the
event the various investigative restraints herein are
lifted. .

Each agency must operate within its current
budgetary or manpower limjtations, irrespective
* of action required as result of this report.

Moré information is needed.
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PART THEELLE

EVALUATION OF INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

1. 'C%ﬁP:%AI&‘%RbCEDURES TO BFFECT COSRDINATION

There is currently no operational body or mechanism
specifically charged with the overall analysis, coordination, and
continuing evaluation of practices and policies governing the acquisi~
tion and dissemination of intelligence, the pooling of rescurces, and
the correlation of operational activities in the domestic field.

Although a substantial exchange of intelligence and research
material between certain of the intercsted agencies already exists, much
remains to be done in the following areas: (1) the preparation of coordinated
intelligence estimates in a format usaful for policy formuiation; (2) the
coordination of intelligence collection resources of the member agencies
and the estzblishment of clear-cut priorities for the various agencies;
znd (3) the coordination of the operational activities of memiser agencies
in developing the required intelligence. ’

II, SUGGESTED MEASURES TO IMPROVE THE COORDINATION OF
DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION ’

1t is believed that an interagency group on domestic
intelligence should be established to effect coordination between the
various member agencies. This group would define the specific require-
ments of the various agencies, provide regular evalvaiions of domestic
intelligence, develop recommendations relative to policies governing
cperations in the field of domestic intelligence, and prepare periocdic
domestic intelligence estimates which would incorporate the results
of the combined efforts of the entire intelligence community. -

Membership in this group should congist of appropriate
representatives named by the Directors of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
. tigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, tlie
Defense Intelligence Agency, and the counteriniclligence agencies of the
Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Ferce, In addition, an
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appropriate representative of the White House would have membership, -
The committee would report periodically to the White Heuse, and a

White Housc staff representative would coordinate intelligence originating
with this committee in the same manner as Dr. Henry Kissinger, Assistant
to the President, coordinates foreign intelligence on behalf of the -
President. The chajrman would be appointed by the Piesident.

. This interagency group would have authority to determine
appropriate staif requirements and to implement these requirements,
subject io the approval of the President, in order to meet the
responsibilities and objectives described above.

DECISICN: Permanent Interagency Group

An ad hoc group consisting of the FEI, CIA, NSA,

" DIA, and the military counterintelligence agencies
should be appointed and should serve as long as the
President deems necessary, to provide evaluations
of domestic intelligence, prepare periodic domestic
intelligence estimates, and carry cut the other
objectives indicated above. The ad hoc group should
be tasked to develop a permanert organization to
Larry ocut the objectives of this report.

A permanent committee consisting of the FBI, CIA,
NSA, DIA, and the military counterintelligence .
agencies shouid be appointed to provide evaluations of
domestic intelligence, prepare periodic domestic
intelligence estimates, and carry out the other
objectives indicated akove.

No further action required.

More information is nceded,
NOTE: The FBI is opposed to the creation of a permanent committeer
for the purpose of providing evaluations of domestic intelligence,

however, the FBI would approve of preparing periodic domestic
intelligenr;e estimates.
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EXHIBIT 2

752 Documents

Domestic Intelligence Gathering Plan:
Anclysiz and Strategy

July, 1970

Memoerandoem Jor: H. R Huidemas:
From: Ton: Charies Husion
Subject: Domertic intelligence review

1. Backgreund

cansisiing of the
CiAa. DIA, NAS,

drait the attached report. The dis-
i of werk first-raie. Copperation
ri. and ali were deligned thar an oppormurity was
finally ur hand to o hiress themseives jointly 1o the serious internal
security threat which exists.

I partic pated in all mcetings. but reciric.:d my inveivement to
k2¢ping the cominitiec on the tarpat the Piesident eswblished. My
irmpression that the report would be more nectrate and the recom:
rmendatisns mora heipful if the 2gencies were allow:d wide lati-

was

"tude in ressit.g their opinions and working ou! arTungements
vhizi v ofelt met the President's rognirements corsistent with

the r2s0rels anu Wi

ons of the member agenies.
2. Mr. Hoover

J went into this excrcise fearful that C1.A. wouid refuse to
“covperaic. in fact, Dick Helms {Director of Central intelligence)
vsas most cooperative and helpfl, ard the only stumbling block
was Mr. Hoover. He citempted at the first meeting to divert the
committee from operational ~rotlems and redirect its mandate to
the preparation of another analysis of existing intelligence. 1 de-
clinsa tc wcquiesce in this approach, and suzceeded in petting the
coramittee back on target.

When the working g:cup completed its report, Mr. Hoover re-
fused to po along with a siogle conclusion druwn or support a sin-
‘gle recommendation mude. His position was twafold:- .

(1) Current operations are perfectly satisfectory and (2) No
one has any business commenting on procedures he has established
for the coilection cf intelligerce by the F.B.L. He attempied 0
modify the body of the report, but 1 successfully opposed it on the
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grounds that the report was the conclusion of all the agencies, not
merely the F.B.I. Mr. Hoover then entcred his objectivas as
footnotes to the report. Cumulatively, his footnotes suggest that be
is perfectly satisfied with current procedures and is opposed to
any changes whatsoever. As you will note from the report, his’
objections are generally inconsistent and frivolous—most express
concern aboui possible embarrassment to the intelligence com-
munity (i.e., Hoover) from public disclosure of clandestine opera~
ticns.

Admiral Gayler and General Bennett were greatly displeased
by Mr. Hoover's attitude and his insistence on footnoting objec-
tioris. They wished to. reise a formal protsst and sign the report
cnly with the understanding that they opposed the footnotes. I
prevatled upon them not to do so since it would only aggravate
Mr. Hoover and further complicate our efforts. They graciously
agreed 1o go alonz with my ‘suggestion in order to avoid a masty
scere and jeopardize the possibility of positive action resulting
from the teport. 1 assured them that their opinion would be
breaght to the attention of the President. )

3. Threat Assessment

The first 23 pages of the report constitute an assessment of the
existing irrernal security threat, our current intelligence coverage
of this threas, and areas where our coverage is inadequate. All
agencies concurred in this assessment, and it serves to explain the
imgortanc: of expanded intellicence collection efforts.

4. Restraints on Intelligence Collection

Part Two of the report discusses specific operational restraints
which currently restrict the capability of the intelligence com-
munity 1o collzct the typss of information necessary to deal eficc-
tively with the internal security threat. The report explains the
nature of the restraints and sets out the arguments for and against
modifying them. My concern was to aford the President the
-i‘rongest arguments on both sides of the question so that he could

axe an informed decision as to the futore course of action to be
followed by the intelligence community. .

¥ might point out that of all the individuals involved in the
preparation and consideration of this report, only Mr. Hoover is
satisfied with existing procedures. ’ .

Those individuals within the F.B.I. who have day-to-day re-
sponsibilities for domestic intelligence operations privately dis-
agree with Mr. Hoover and believe that it is imperative that
changes in operating procedures be initiated at once.

1 am aitaching to this memorandum my recommendations
on the decision the President should make with regard to these
operational restraints. Although the report sets forth the pros and
cons oa .each issue, it may be helpful to add my specific recom-
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mendations and the reasons therefore in the event the President
has some doubts on a specific course of action.

5. Improvement in Interagency Coordination

All members of the committee and its working group, with the
excepum of Mr. Hoover, believe that it is imperative that a con-
tining mechanism be established to etfectuate the coordmat.on
of domestic intelligence etforts and the evaluation of domestic in-
télligencé data. In the past there has been no systematic erfort to
mobilize the full resources of the intelligence community in tbe
internal sccurity area and there has been no mechanism for prepar-
mg community-wide domestic intelligence estimates such as is dona
in the foreiga intelligence area by the United, States Intelligence
Board. Demestic inteliigence information coming into the White
House has been fragmentary znd unevaluated. We have not had for
example, a community-wide estimate of what we might expect
short- or long-term in the cities or on the campuses cr within the
military establishment.

Unlike most of the buresucracy, the intclligence community
welcomes direction and leadership fror: the White House. There
appears t0 bs agreement. with the exception of Mr. Hoover,
that etiective coordination within the ccrmmunity is possibie only if
there is direction from the White House. Moreover, the commurity
is pleased that the White House is ficully showing interest in
their activities and an awarcness of the threat which they so
acutely recognize.

1 believe that we -will. be making a major coatribution to the
sccurity of the countrv if we can work out an arrangement
which provides for institutionabized coordination within the’ in-
télligence commucity and eifzctive leadership from -the White
House,

8. Imnlementation cf thé Presicdent's Declsions

If the Presidznt should decide to lift secme of the current re-
striciions and if he should decide to ztthorize a formalized do-
mestic intelligence struct::re, 1 vonld recommend the following
Sieps:

(A) Mr. Hoover should be called in privately for a stroking
session at which the President explains the decision he has made,
thanks Mr. Hoover for his candid advice and past cooperation, and
indicates he is counting on Edgar's vooperation in implementiug
the new decisions.

(8) Following this Hoover session, the same individuals who

were present at the initial session in the Oval Office shoud té
invited back to meet with the President. At that time, the Presi-
dent should thank them for the report, anrounce his decisions, in-
dicate his Jesires for future activity, and present each with an
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autographed copy of the photo of the first meeting which Ollie
took. . : - o

(C) An official memorandum setting forth the precise decisions
of the President should be prepared so that there can be no
misunderstunding. We should also incorporate a review procedure
which il enuble us to ensure that the deiisions are fully im-
plemented. : .

I hate 1o suggest a further imposition con the President’s time,
but think thesc steps will be necessary to pave over some of the
obvious problems which muy anse if the President Jdecides, as [
hape ke will, to overrcle Mr. Hoover's obizctions 1o many of the

" propusals made in this report. Heving seen the Prosident in action”
with Mr. Hoover, I am confident that he car hundle this situation

_in such u way that we can get what we want without puiting
Edgar's nose out of jeint. At the same tme, we can capitalize on
the goodwill the President has tuilt up with the other principals
end mimimize the risk that they may Jeel they are being forced
to take a back seat to Mr. Hoover,

7. Concivsion

. T am delighted with the subsiance of this ranort and believe it is
- a first-rate job. I have great respect for the intecrity, lovalty, and
competense of the men who ate operatiorally responsible for
internal security matters and beiicve "hai we are on the threshold
of an unexcelled opportunity i0 cope with a very serious problzm
in its germinal stages when we can uvoid the necessity for harsh
measures by acting swift, discreetuy, and dacisiveiy to deflact the
threat before it reaches alarming proportons. -

1 might add, in conclusion, that it is my personal ¢pinion that
Mr. Hoover will not hesitate to accede 10 any decision which
the President makes, arnd :the Presigent siocld not, therefore, be
reluctant to overrule Mr. Hoover's objections. Mr. Hoover is set in
his ways and can be bull-heuded as h2li. but he is a loval trooper.
Twenty years ago he would nsver huve raised the type of oObjec-
tiods he has here, but he's geuing old znd worried about his
lecend. He makes life tough in this 2-ea. bt ne: impossible—for
he'll respond to direction bx the Presiden: znd that is all we
need to set the domestic intellizence Fouse it order,
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22,1 Tom Hustom memorandum

COPERATIONAL RE:

nteiiizence. (pp. 23-2u;

-
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B. Electronic Surveiliances and Pencirations. (pp. 26-28)
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Mr. Hoover's statemient that the FBI would not oppose
other ageacies sceking approval for and operating
electronic surveillances is gratutious since no other

agencies have tiie capability.

Everyoae knowledgabdle in the field, with the e
of Mr. Hoover, concurs that existing coverzge is grossly
inadequate. CLA and NSA note that this is particularly

cegption

true of diplomatic estabiishments, and we nave leazrned at
. the White House that it is also true of New Left groups.
C. Mail Coverage (pp..29-21)
‘. Recommendatlion:
- . i i .
. .. Restrictions on legal coverage should be removed.

—

ALSQO, present restrictions on covért coverage
should be relaxed on selected targets of

foreign intelligence a2nd internal security interest.

priority

. Rationale:

There is no valid argument against use of legal mail
covers except Mrx,. Hoover's concera that the civil
libertics people may become upset. This risk is surely
“an accepiable one and hardly serious enough to justily

S ’ denying ourselves & valuable and legal intelligence tool.
Coveri coverage is illeeal and there arc serious risks
"involved. However, e cdvantages to be derived {rom
he risks. This technique is particulariy
er contacts

its use outweigh th
valuable ia identifying
of forcizn intelligence scrvices.

cspionage agents and o

D. Surrcpf.‘iizi'ous Entry (pp. 32-33)

Recommendation:

ied to permit pro-
nceded foreign eryptograpiic marerici.

Prescnt restrictions should be mo

ment of vital

cur

ALSO, zpresent r ictions should be modified to permit

st other urgent and

N -’/ R

sclective use o

high priorily interna
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o - zge 3
Rztionale:

Usec of this teclaique is
- to burglary. Itis also

in great embarrassment il ¢x However, it

is also the most fruiiful tool and can produce the

type of intelligence which caanot be obtained in z2ay

other fashion- ’

. The FBI, in<{Zs Mr. Hoover's younger days, used to

. - conduct such operations with greaf success and with

no exposure. The information secured was invaluable. .
’ -

A has a particular interest since it is possible by

) . . this technigue to secure materials with which NSA can

- . . break foreiga cryptograpric codes. We spend miilions
of dollars zttempiing to break these.codes by mazchine.
One successiul surrepcitious eatry can do the job

.successiuily at no dollar cost. '
" Surreptitious entry of fzacilities ocrupicd by subversive
_elements can turn up information about ideatities, -
methods of operation, and other invaluable investigative
erwise obiainadle. This

information which is mwot ol

. .° . technique would besdarticularly helpful if used against
the Weathermen and Black Panthers. .- . R

The deployment of the Executive Protector Force has
increased the risk of surreptitious entry of diplomatic

g _ establishmenis. However, it is the beliei of all except
- . ] Mr. Hoover that the technique caa still be successiuily
o © ™" used on a seclective dasis. ’ il

E. Development of Campus Sources (pp. 34-36)

Recommendation:
S O e

Present restricti
_coverage of violence-pr
groups. !

ALSD, CIA coverage
traveling or M
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, The FBI ¢ Ocs not currently reeru Y
among individuals below 21 ycars of age. Tiis dramatic

reduces the ,,ool fromi which sources may be dravm. .\{r,
is afraid of a voung student surfacmg in the press as an
h the reaction in the past to such evenis ne

source, alth

.- been minimal. After all, everyone assumes the FBI has’
such sources. ' . : .

t ..

The campus is the batuc_-"rbund of the revolutionary
.protest movement. It is impossible to gather eifective
intelligence about the movement unless we have campus
.sources. The risk of exposure is minimal, and where
exposure occurs the adverse publicity is moderate and
short-lived. Itis a price we must be willing to pay for
cffective coverage of the campus scene.  The intelligence
commuaitly, with the exception of Mr, ..ooch, feels
strongly that it is imperative the we increasc the number
. of campus sources this fzll in order to forestali widespread
- . -violence, . . -

CIA claims there are no existing restraints on its coverage
of over-seas activ"tics oi US nationals. However, this
-coverage has t been grossly inadequate since 1965 and an

:explicit directive to increasc coverase is required.
! 34

.F. Usc of Military Undercover Agents (pp. 37-39)

on:

Re'commenda

-Present restrictions should be retained.

56
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. - Page
SUDGET / WIIHW R
0-21) .
- Recommendzlion: ’ . .
. s
- Each agenc 1d submit a detailed estimate as to 7 C
" projecied n ds and ol ts
the various invesiigative restrzints herein are lifted.
Rationale: ’ : ) . .o
In the event that the zbove recommendations are concurred
A in, it will be nccessary to modify existing budgets
-, . 7 the money znd manpower necessary for th
N The intelligénce community has been badly hit in the -
. squeeze (I suspect the {oreign intelligence ope lio
the same shapej and it may 3o will be necessary to rnake
< s p: ss v . Doeoa
some modifications. The projected ;
. reasonable, but will be subject to ind
. . recommendatioa is accepted. ! - : o
. M i
TIC INT S :

MEASURES TO IMPROVE DOM
. - (pp. 42-53) S E -

-Recommendation: ’ - . . v

. T - s . - .
h . A'permaencent committee consisting of the FBi, CLA, NS4,

. D1A, and it it r liigence agencics id

S prepare peri
out the oin
i . R .
Rationale: . . .
, The need for increased coordination, joint estimates,
\ N

intelligence nwmunity, There are a pumbe

problems i to be worked out since i
. fearful of any mechanism which might jeopardize his

- CIA would prefer an &d hoc comui
“worky, LU
{ie establiicg

The value of i
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EXHIBIT 3

July )4, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR: _' O MR, HUSTO\J

r

SUBJECT: ) Dcmcctxc Intolliqcnce Rewcw

. 1 . . -
"The recommendatnons you have proposed as a result of t‘ho revxcw
have been approved by tha Pxemdent.

He does not, however, want to follow the procedure you outlmed
on page 4 of your memorandum regarding implementation. Hs

" would prefexr that the thing eimply be put into motion on lhe

“basis of this approval, . . v

The formal ofhcxal mcmorandum should of cour ae, bo prcpa.:.cd
"and that should be the devu:e by which to carry :t out, B
1 rcdhze thig is contxary to your,_ feclintv as tq tl\e best way to get

; this done. If you fcel very strongly that this procedure won't work
you had bétter let me know and we'll take another stab at it,
Otherwxse let's go ahead, :

" H.R. HALDEMAN °
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EXHIBIT 4

23,7 Tom Huston
v _ memorandum

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTOY

July 23, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR:

RICHARD HELMS, DIRECTOR
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

SUBJECT: DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE

The President has carefully studied the Special Report
of the Intcragency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) and made
the following decisions:

1. Interpretive Restraint on Communications Intclligence.

. National Security Council Intelligence Divective Number 6 (NSCID-6)

2.  Flectronic Surveillances and Penetrations.
T

o . Also, coverage of foreign nationals and
diplomatic establishments in the United States of interest to the
intelligence community is to be.intensified.

3, Mail Coverage. Restrictions on legal coverage are to
be removed. Restrictions on covert coverage arc to be relaxed to
permit use of this technique on selected targets of priority foreign
intelligence and internal security interest.

4, Surreptitious Entry. Restraints on the use of surrcptitious
entry are to be removed. The technique is to be used to permit
procurement of vitally nceded foreign crytographic material and
against other urgent and high priority internal security targets.

#sc 06875-70
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5. Deveclopment of Campus Sources. Coverage of violence-
prone campus and student-related groups is to be increased. All
restraints which limit this coverage are to be removed. Also, CIA
coverage of American students (and others) traveling or living )
abroad is to be increased, ’

6. Use of Military Undercover Agents. Present
restrictions are to be retained.

7. Budget and Manpower. Each agency is to submit a detailed

estimate as to projected manpower needs and other costs required to
implement the above decisions.

8. Domestic Intelligence Operations. A committee
consisting of ‘the Directors or other appropriate representatives:
appointed by the Directors, of the FBI, CIA, NSA, DIA, and the
military counter-intelligence agencies is to be constituted cffective
August 1, 1970, to provide evaluations of ‘domestic intelligence,
prepare periodic domestic intelligence estimates, .carry out the
other objectives specified in the report, and perform such other
duties as the President shall, from time to time, assign. The
Director of the FBI shall serve as chairman of the committee.
Further details on the organization and operations of this committee
are set forth in an attached memorandum,

The President has directed that each addressee submit
a detailed report, due on September 1, 1970, or the steps taken
to implement these decisions. *Eurther such periodic reports will
be requested as circumstances merit.

The President is aware that procedural problems may
arise in the course of implementing these decisions. However, he is
anxious that such problems be resolved with maximum speed and
minimum misunderstanding. Any difficulties which may arise should
be brought to my imnediate attention in order that an appropriate
solutidn may be found and the President's directives implemented in
a manner consistent with his objectives.

TOM CHARLES HUSTON
Attachment

cc: The President
H.R, Haldeman
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ORGANIZATION AND OPERATIONS OF THE INTERAGENCY
GROUP O DOMESTIC INTELLIGEiICE ANHD
INTERNAL SECURITY (IAG)

1. Membership. The membership shall consist of
representatives of the FBI, CIA, DIA, NSA, and the counter-
intelligence agencies of the Departments of the Army, Mavy, and
Air Force. To insure the high level consideration of issues and
problems wvhich the President expects to be before the group, the
Directors of the respective agencies should serve personally.
However, if neccessary and appropriate, the Director of a member
agency may designate another individual to serve in his place.

2. chairman. The Director of the FBI shall serve as
chairman. He may designate another indiyidual from his agency to
serve as the FBI rcpresentative on the group.

3. Observers. The purpose of the group is to effectuate
community-wide coordination and secure the benefits of community-
wide analysis and estimating. Uhen problems arise which involve
areas of -interest to agencies or departments not members of the
group, they shall be jnvited, at the discretion of the group, to join the
group as observers and participants in those discussions of interest
t¢ them.. Such agencies and departments include the Departments of
state (I & R, Passport); Treasury (IRS, Customs); Justice (BNDD,
Community Relations Service), and such other agencies which may have
investigative or law enforcement responsibilities touching on

. domestic intelligence or internal security matters.

4. White House Liaison. The President has assigned to Tom
Charles Huston staff responsibility for domestic intelligence and
internal sccurity affairs, He will participate in all activities of the
group as the personal representative of the President,

' 5. Stafiing. The group will establish such sub-commi ttees
or working groups as it deems appropriate. It will also determine and
implement such staffing requirements as it may deem necessary to
enable it to carry out its responsibilities, subject to the approval of
the President.
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6. Duties., The group will have the following duties:

(a) Define the specific requirements of member agencies
of the Intelligance community.

(b) Effect close, direct coordination between member agencies.
(c) Provide regular evaluations of domestic intelligence,

(d) Review policies governing operations in the field of
domestic intelligence and develop recommendations,

(e) Prepare periodic domestic intelligence estimates which
incorporate the results of the combined efforts of the intelligence

community.

(f) Perform such other duties as the President may from
time to time assign.

7. Meetings, The group shall meet at the call of the Chairman
a member agency, or the VWhite llouse representative.

8.  Sccurity, Knowledge of the existence and purpose of
the group shall be limited on a strict "need to know" basis. Operations
of, and_papers originating with, the group shall be class1f1ed "Top
Secrct-Handle Via Comint Channels Only."

9, Other Procedures.  The group shall establish such
other procedures as it believes appropriate to the implementation of the
duties set forth above.

Retyped from indistinct original-
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EXHIBIT 5
Pyt )
UNITED STATE! IMENT
Memorandum
\\ _ @ ' .
0 :” Mr. C. D. DeLonch(\j : vare: Junc-20, 1969
FROM : W, C, Sullivan ,/

5ot .

VA

SUBJECT: MR, TOM CHALRLES HUSTOMN
STAFF_ASSISTANT TO TILZ PRESIDENT _

Reference is made to the enclosed memorandum from ¥. C. Sullivan’
to Mr. DeLoach dated June 18, 18G9,

Mr. Huston did come in yesterday. The first thing he said was
that he had made a mistake in going to Mr. J. Walter Ycagley as
Yeagley did not seem to know anvthing about the llew Left. Mr. Huston
then went on to say that President Nixon callced him in and discussed
with him in some detail the need tfor the President to linow in grecter
depth the details coucerning the revolutionary activilics stemming
rom the lew Left, In particular, said lMr. Huston, Pr dent h)xnu
|1s interesied dn 211 information possible relating to foreign

nitucnces and tne fiuancing ol e hew Leii. HC Daiu Be was .
lrequesteu by the Presiden [0 also RO to oOtler nemvers oi the
fintelligence community to develop whatever materials tliey may have

Athin their jurisdiction,

Mr. Huston said that on complcting his work, ‘it will be
presented to the President for his use.

1 told Mr. Huston that I was not in any position to make
commitments in this matter, that if be had such a request to make
it would be necessary for him to put it in writing and address his
letter to the Director who mader the decisions in such areas.

Mr Hu.n.ca said ti: :

————

RECOH).]!:I;'}).".T 101

Enclosure -

WCS:1ml/* (5) i ¢

FROM

4 199

ual for dizsemi-
moveedings by
horicid persons

viittes @i oot l {0 wiuu!

sed without the exp

o

FBi

62-685 O - 76 - 14
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EXHIBIT 6

THE WHITE HOUSE i
WASIHHINGTON

June 20, 1969

PERSONAL AND CCNFIDEHTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR OF THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVI:

FROM: Tom Charles Huston i
staff Assistant to the President !

The President has directed that a report on foreign
Communist support of revolutionary protest movements in this
country be presared for his study. He has specifically rezuested
that the report draw upon all the resources available ‘to the
intelligence conmunity and that it be as detailed a5 pessible.

"Support®™ should be liberally construed to include
all activitics by foreign Communicts designed to encourage or
assist revoluticnary protest movenents in the United sStates

On the basis of carlier reszorts submitted to the President
that our

\on a more limited asspzct of th1= preblem, it appeid
ipresent intelligence coliuciiun copabilitics is .
be inadaguate. The President would like to knew “hit resources
we presently have targated toward monitoring forcign Communist
support of revoluticonary youth activities in this country, &
effective they are, what gaps in our intelligence exist b
of either inadaguate rosources or a low priority of atten
and what stepc could be taken, if he dirccted, to provice
the maximum pOSSlble covgragc of these activities.

I have asked CIA, NSA, and DIA to submit their contrlbu icns
to me by Monday, June 30th., I would appreciate it 1f the Bureau
would provide their response to the President's reguest by that
date-

this
your staif

Since ¥he Bureau has primary responsibility i

area, I would like %o discuss the matter further wi

after I have had an orportunity to evaluats the initial
sident hac assigued 2 high p;’ﬁ*'*v to

stions. The rrosident hao assiouned 2 high poicorit
this project, and I waat to insure that he receives the most
complete report that it is possible to asserble.

ri

Tom Charles Huston




~

205

EXHIBIT 7
. preater gy sorectes
' cUni\""ln'l'"b;)»"s',l"/\'l'liS GOVERNMENT
Memorandum
TO Mr. Vi. C. Sulli.van . pate: June 3%, 1669

FROM :C, D, l_‘.rcnnan<

’“\\.
5U'U'5C':1"0“1-'I(i?1 SUYLEORT IR, 4
H Hu\'m, EHT

PEVOLY TYONARY DROTEST .
S OIN PE UHITED STATES

. The Dirvector approved my memcrandum of G/23/69
: which ndviced we were preparing & report for lir. Tom Charics
Huston, &iaff Asuistant {o the Pr f'i:‘Clu, at his reauest
regarding ot covavage of fowcign comaunist s uxm'r’ ol
revolutionary youth netivitics in the United u'L--L {0 yench
hin by G6/50/G2. Ve advised lir, Huston such & port weuld
bz fovtheenini.

o
r""o‘uu.( \" voae JV\\.
rc rcvqT

- uuclI i 3 1 Tions qlives
Covict Unjor Ba and Co
ey the newoy
utilized by revoly
LQ cor ncr-?.. i
1‘."\.:‘.(:(:
1 of
AN [e29%¢
\ x‘r-"c-lut
- ! . » st and Tioanl Tor diszemi-
This docwmonl i ;nmmnlz yespm ’f" 'i"l"' reg ¢ A i hy

1o oy Commiilee I3 % -
- ation_extsi ize Suit-
" ‘53 ”/mu Committee aird 11 content ey it e d zed per

ncl without the capress approval of the ril .
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Memorandum.to Mr, ¥, C. Sullivan
RE: FOREICN SUPPORT FOI! LEVOLUTIONARY PROTEST
MOVEIE'S IN THE UNITED STATES

Our repost shows that the FBI has becn aware from
the inception of the New Left and blacit extremist movemcnts
that they pose new and unique threats to omr internal secarity,
It chows vie bave readjusted our investigative intelligence
cffort: to copc with the new preblems created, It stresoes
the fact that thesc movements arce devcloping incrcensingly
into bhard-corc revolutiovnary clements which will derand
still greeater attention in the Lform of incresnscd covera(e
as it appecars there will be incrensingly closer linhks botwveen ;
these movenants and foreign communists in the future.

Ve have preparcd a trapsmittal loticer to v, Huston
subizitting ovw renevt. Inasmuch s this decunznt ic not poing
dirccily to the Presmident, no copy is being fovverded to the
Attorney General 2t this tine,

ACTI

With your appreval, the atiached roport ond eiter
wvill Le Forvavded to Iv, livscton,

L A
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EXHIBIT 8

OFIOMAL 1M mD, 10 . I

maT 043 QTS

'UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

Mr. DeLoach

DATE: June 5, 1970
P4
#.C. Sullivan™) é?

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT ON JUNE 5, 1970)

This memorandum is for the record and for possible
reference use by the Director.

Following his conference with the President this \
morning, the Director advised me that the President had
appointed him Chairman of a special Intelligence Committee
for the _purrpose of coord1na~1n" a more nf’cct1ve intelligence-
gathering function as & Joint—cfZortmon the oI TR iR
TEFETET"TE’D11‘~cnce Agency (Cid), national Suo@iTl ey T i :
(NSA) and the Defeuse Intelligence agency (DIA) Lo_insurﬂ rn1t
comprehensive information_is being obtained for <he cs1cont’s
Use WiichwilTl provide b 'ith 'a world-vide p*ct4rF of MNow Left

and other subversive activitiecs,

The Director advised me that among those present at
the meeting with the President were Richard Helms, Director
of the CIi; Admiral Noel A. M. Gayler, head of the MSi;
General Donald V. Bennett, head of the DIA; and Mr. T. C.
Huston, Vhite Staff, Assxstant all of whom the President had
designated to serve on the Committee under the direction or
the Director. Additionally, there were present Assistant to
the President H. R. Haldeman; John D, Ehrlichman, Assistant
to the President for Domestic Affairs; and Robert H. Finci,
-Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

The Director stated he wanted immediate action con
this. He advised me that he wanted all of the men on the
Committee contacted and instructed to be in his office for a
Committee meeting at 11:00 a.m. Mouday morning, 6/8/70. This
has been arrunged and has been made the subJect of a sepg ate
memorandum.

his document 18 prepared in respousze to ) your request and is not for rh«'srmt-

; on outside your Commiltee,  Its wse i3 Liited 1o afficial procecdings oy
A 2 1975 nation /i i i } 1

your Commitice and the conlent mey not be disclused to unanthorized persas-
- uel gcithout the express approval of the FUI .

. FBIL
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Memoxrandui to Mr. DeLoach -
_RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE OM INTELLIGE!
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT ON JUisl

5, 1970)

The Director also instructed that a working committee
meeting comprising thc same individuals should be scheduled
for Tuesday, June 9, and he instructed me to serve in his place
at that meeting to insure that the instructions he issues to
the Commitice on lionday are carricd through in specific detail
by members of the Committee on Tucsday. Arrangements have also
becn made for this meeting to be held Tuesday afternoon at
3:30 p.m. utilizing the facilities of the United States Intelligence
Board conference rooms. '

The Director further instructed that this working
committce should henceforth meet each Tuesday and Friday for
the purpose of implementing his instructions with the aim of
completing a draft paper by June 22, 1970, which the Director
and others may review for approval afid sign prior to its
presentation to the President on July 1, 1970. Arrangements
for this will be implemented at the working committee meeting
on Tuesday, June 9, 1970, The Director will be promptly
furnished with a report on each meeting. - '

RECOMMENDATION::

For the information of the Director and for the record.

RECER” -, oM -2 -
ST 75

FB1
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EXHIBIT 9

O*1:onal 108m w0, 1D 1105090
mat 1923 2w .
oM orw. G, wO. 17

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

- Memorandum . ROTE IN ENVELOPE

5 .
T ¢ M, DeLoach~?§-/ DATE:  Junme 5, 1970
e .
. - .
FROM : §, C¥ 'Sullivan

-
SUBJECT:  INTERAGENCY COMNITTEZ ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISIIED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)

’ Pursuant to the Director’s instructions and relative
to his role as head of the above~captioned Committee, I have set
up a meeting to take place in the Director's oifice at 11 am
Monday, 6/8/70. . b

I talked personally to the following individuals who

will be there: ir. Richard Helms, Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, General Donald V. Bennett, Director of the
Defense Intelligence Agency; Admiral Noel Gaylor, Director of the
National Sccurity Agency; and ir. Tom Huston, Staff Assistant to
the President at the White .House, .

The first three mentioned indicated they would like to
take one of their assistants with them; however, they had not
decided which one, therefore, the names are not available. As soon
as they make the decision, I will submit the names of these assist-~
ants in a separate memorandunm,

The details for the meeting of the working group are being
worked out. At this point it is expected it will be held at
3:30 pm on Tuesday afternoeon, This also will be the subject of
‘Beparate memorandum, T :

RECOMMENDATION:

. {pfdr the information of the Diregtor.,
WCS:chs("' 5) .

RECE!M’[?‘ RATERY . ’ ’
Voot i i\ is pr i i
Th;g' damiv‘nmll! is ?_’?,Cll"r_”l in respoanse to hour request and i not for dissemi-
‘é‘}-" s 1o nalian oiisiie pyory Commillee,  fls yse is limitod tn officicl proceedis I}
%o O 135 weny Comiaidice ai b iy el e ) { it hons vl
3 Hoy Gt iy ol O disclosed o wauntiorized person-
nei without e crpress epprovel of the MBI .

FBI-



210

e cnomm soesa 10 v
o7 1907 OO
PR

) UNITED ST:\'I'E‘S GC IRNMENT '
Memorandum

TO . Mr. C. D. Deloach paTE: 6/6/70

FROM : W) C.- Sulliva
/}>\

suURjECT: INTERAGENCY INTELLIGINCE COMIITTER

(Established By The President June 5, 1970)

\
I k ~

Reference is made to my memorandum to you dated
June 5, 1970, captioned as above which indicated that the
Director will meet with the heads of the Central Intelligence
Agency, the National Security Agency, the Deiense Intelligence
Agency and a representative of the ¥hite House staff in the
Director's office, at 11:00 a.m. 6-8-70. In accordance
with the Director's instructions I %11l be present., Unless
there is an objection I will haveé with me Mr. C. D. Breunan,
Chief of ‘the Internal Security Section which will have the
responsibility of preparing our portion of the report on
the New Left and related matters. I believe Hr.-Brennan
should hear and will benefit from the Director's remarks.

I have been advised that as of this date the heads
of the other agencies do not now plan to have any of their
]assistants with them. except Admiral Gaylor of NSA who will bring
an assistant, Benson Buffram.
' 1t occurred to me that in addition to the remarks
the Director has in mind he may wish to give consideration
to some of the major points in the enclosed statement prepared
for him. . - .

RECOMMENDATION:

That this memorandum and the enclosed statement be
furnished to the Director. LS s

Enclosure
¥WCS:sal
(6)
WCER" s s ez
3 4 v This docum{:n.t is prepered in response to your request and is not for disscmi-
mation outside yorr Commitice. s wse it ted to offizicl procecdings by

WK b MMy your Comuittee cud the contc:

- it may not be disclosed to wnuuthorized person-
) nel without the cxpress app

1 of tire UM .
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INTERAGENCY INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE MEETING

I am sure you gentlemen will all agree with me
that our meeting with the President on Friday was of very
special significance. The President clearly recognizces
that we are confronted today with unique and comnlex pnroblems
arising from subversive activities on an inieruationalt scale,
There is a distinct relationship between these activities and
much of the disorder and violence which increasingly
threatens our internal security. The President made it.
abundantly clear that he expects us, as members of the
intelligence community, to do more than we have been doing
to bring the worldwide picture of these problems into better
perspective for him. ‘

) - . Having been designated by -the President as Chairman
of the Committee to meet this challenge, I feel a special
responsibility. First, I would like to state that I agree
corpletely with' the President's view of the situation. _ Con=
slder what has transpired in the 1960s. Ve have -witnessed

" the emergence of widespread racial unrest which threaieus
to grow much worse before it gets better. We have also seen

. the emergence of a new left militancy which has consituted
jmassive mob rule in action. From what we have learnad to date
it is apparent these are not solely domestic problems. There
are definite foreign links to our domestic disorders.

Yet, the foreign aspect of the problem is different
than that which we experienced in the past, Prior to the
1960s, foreign-directed intelligence and espionage activities
constituted the main thr&at to our security. We in the
intelligence community geared ourselves accordingly and met
that problem successfully. We coordinated our activities in
doing so. But the nature of-the problem was such that it
left us to a marked degree free to operate independently in
regard to our respective problem areas.

Today, it is mandatory that we récognize the changed
- .nature of the problem.confreonting us. Unless we do so, we
:‘will be incapable of fulfilling the responsibility levied
, 'upon us by the President.
’ The plain fact is that there currently are thousands
~of individuals inside this country who want to see our form oif
government destroyed. They have in fact pledged themselves
Iy CJpublicTy] to achieving this goal. They. have put their words
CEIVEBEM 8 e y-have put

W6 5up -

rmny



A
RN

212

into actions constituting revolutiorary terrorigm, . and the~
total effect of their actions to date has been disasterous.

In addition, they are reaching out seeking support
from this nation's enemies abroad to further their objectives.
Thus the links to Cuba, China, and Iron Curtain countries
already have been established and promise to grow because of
the equal determination of various internatinnal communist
elements to destroy our form of government. .

In contrast to the rigidly structured subversive
organizations of past exzperience, the current subversive
forces threatening us constitute widespread, disjointed, and
varied autonomous elements, the destructive potential of which
is manifold. .

Individually, those of us in the intelligence
community are relatively small and limited. Unified, our
own combined potential is magnified and limitless. It is
through unity of action that we can tremendously increase our

~dintelligence-gathering potential and, I am certain, obtain

the answers the President wants.

I anm establishing a working committee to insure
that we achieve the desired unity. It will be the job of the
committee to (1) assess the overall nature of the problem as
we know it today, (2) examine individually and together the
respective resources of each Agency to insure full utilization
of them for the benefit of all, and (3) devise coordinated
procedures designed to penetrate the current nebulous areas
of subversive activities here and abroad as they relate to
our domestic, problems. ¢

The first meeting is set for tomorrow afternoon,
Tuesday, June 9th, and you have been furnished the details
as to the time and place. '

The working committee will hereafter meet each
Tuesday and Friday for the purpcse of preparing a comprehensive
study to be completed in rough draft form by June 22, 1970,
for presentation to the President on July 1, 1970, in fipal
form, Thils should serve as the foundation of our committee's
existence and purpose and as the basis for a coordinated
intelligence effort best suited to serve the country's
interest at this time of crisis.

IVED FROM -2-

DY AUG 5 -
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EXHIBIT 10
UNJ] ['I:D ST:\ TES GO\/ LRN\IEVT
Memorandum .
T0,, :. Mr, DeLoach DATE: June 8, 1970
, M o v
FROM W, C., Sullivan
-

SUBJECT:  INTERAGENCY CONMITTEE ON INTZLLIGENCE
(ESTABLISIED BY THZ PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970) -
‘MEETING IN DIRECTOR'S OFFICE, 11 AM, JUNE 8, 1970

This memorandum is to record meeting of captioned Committee
in the Director's Office 11 am, ionday, 6/8/70, which was chaired by
the Director with the following persons present: ilr, Richard Helms,
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA); General Donald V.,
Bennett, Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA);- Admiral
Noel Gaylor, Director of the National Security Agency (NSA); and his
Assistant Mr. Benson K. Buffham; Mr, Tom Iliuston, Staff Assistant to
the President at the White House; as well as Racial Intelligence )
Section Chief George C, Moore and myself, :

The Director pointed out to the Committee that the

President, in establishing this special istelligence Comnittee,

recognized definite problems arising from subversive activities on

the international scale and expected the Committee to coordinate and

plan so that the world-wide picture could be better brought into

perspective for the President. The Director stated that he well

recognized the importance of the work of this Committee and he stateg.
~ that along with organized crime this is- equally important, :

The D1rector further commented concerning the foreign aspe
of today's subversive domestic problem amxd stated that prior to the -
1960's, the main threat to our security was foreign-directed intelli
gence espionage activities but today we dave a different problem
marked by highly organized. dissident groups seekxng to destroy our
Iorm of Government.

. In_outlining the work of the Cbmmxttee, the Director poin:
out: (1) The situation should be thormghly explored to determine;
exactly what the problem is. (2) Each agency must explore the
facilities which must and can be used im order to develop facts
~for a true intelligence picture, The Director noted the President

—

:7‘{}"‘“fmentioned restrictions which weré” hampering our intelligence operay’
e - and; accord;ngly we should list for the President in detail such
RU() - ir -
o VCS :ehst a) ) : N“JIOL‘ N U TR0 100 IO |

<RI
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Memorandum to Mr, DeLoach

RE: INTERAGENCY .COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY TilE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1870)
MEETING IN DIRECTOR'S OFFICL, 11 All, J”HE 8, 1970

restraints and restrictions together with t
so that the President can nmake n decision a: o which ones should be
utilized. (3) The Director stated it was must important that the
foreign connections of domestic problems be¢ Setermined pointing out
that we know Cuba, Red China and the Soviei-Ikloc are deeply in the
picture. The Director also comnmented the importance of ascertaining
what is happening in foreign countries concerning this same subversive
problem and how it has been dealt with by those countries; for
example, the Director mentioned that the water cannon had been used
most effectively against the hippies in Paris, as well as elsewhere
and maybe the application of this tactic skiould receive consideration,
In this regard, the Director commented the™picture of what goes on
abroad would more appropriately come within the purview of the CIA,
DIA and NSA,

- pros and cons involved

. The_Director stated he was establishing a working sub-
committee headed by A=51sfant pDirector Willinm’ C' Sullivan and
composed of designated representatlves of the other ‘agencies present
AMAtHE Tirst meeting would be at 3:30 pm; G/9/70 at the U, S,
IRteIltgence Board Meeting Room and subsequent thereto a meeting
wouid be held every Tuesday and Friday in order to draw together the
raw material in order to present a Ilnal report to captioned Committec
for-scrutiny and evaluation on 6/22/70, " The submission of the final
réport to “the President will be on 6/30 or 7/1/70. The Director

" emphasized it was most vital that all agencies give this matter top
priority.

Following the Director's initial remarks, those officials
present commented that the aims and goals presented by the Director
were realistic and that all present would cooperate in the fullest
in getting organized and getting on with the highly important task
which faces the special Committee.

During the discussion all agreed that the initial primary
problem facing the Committee was to concentrate upon méthodology in
intelligence collection, The Director stated although brevity is the
Rey; a2 detailed listing of all the items which are currently
obstructing the FBI and other intelligence agencies in attaining their
goals must be set out clearly with pros and cons so that the President
is able to make a determination as to what he is willing to let us do.

ﬁgpg of Qevmatters to be considered in this regard mentioned by the
ully ") iilnﬂ?
TG B by - 2 - CONTINUED - OVER

FB1
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mMemorandum to ir. DeLoach

RE: INTERAGENCY CO.MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY TIIZ PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)
MEETING IN DIRECTOR'S OFFICE, 11 AM, JUNE 8, 1970

Director were: _ T T —
(2) 1imitations on telephone surveillances

and i

- It was agreed that the President is extremely anxious
for the utmost degree of cooperation among all the agencies in
coordination of this matter and the Director pointed out that
there is certainly no problem with respect to coordination and
the Director wanted it undersiood that the President cxpects
the group to wark together as a team, T e

. At the close of the meeting, the Director again emphasized
that the importance of this matter dictafed that cach agency put its
top experts to work on this matter and that it be given the highest
priority in order that this deadline is met as expected by the
President. .

ACTION:
You will be advised as to the ‘results of the meeting

of the working committee which takes place tomorrow, 6/9/70,
at 3:30 pm, .

RECT

AL
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M. emomndum

MR, DE E.mﬁ'j\( DATE:  6/8/70
A “ o ) .

fROM : W, C. SULLIVAH>

TO

&
sumjecT:  INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE -
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970) /

My memorandum 6/5/70 advised that the details for
the meeting of the working group of captioned committee are
being worked out. Arrangements have been made for the )
working group to meet in the United States Intelligence Board
Conference Room at 3:30 p.m., Tuesday aiternoon, 6/9/70. T

As of this time, the following members have been designated:

FBI - Mr. William C. Sullivan....Acting for the Director
CIA - Mr. Richard Helms, Director of CIA

Mr. James Angleton, Chief, Counterintelligence Staff, CIA '

DIA - The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) member has not
yet been designated. In addition to the DIA member,
there will be representatives from each of the three
military services - Army, Navy, and Air Force. __ '

NSA_- Mr. Benson K, Buffham,

' White Houseé - Mr. Tom C. Huston, Staff Assistant to the
President.

Arrangements have been made for use of the Conference
Room and all of the above members have confirmed their
attendance. When the DIA Tepresentatives arc designated,
you will be advised.

ACTION:
For information.
TR
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 UNITED STATES LOVERNMENT

Memorandym o -
~to . MR. DE LOACH D DATE: 6/9/70 .

FROM : . W, C, SULLIVAN

SUBJECT: ~INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)
re . .
My memorandum 6/8/70 set forth the membexrs of the
working group of captioned committee, which will hold its
first meeting in the United States Intelligence Board Conference
Room at 3:30 p,m., Tuesday, 6/9/70, with the exception of the
Defense Intelligence Agency members.

" Set forth below are the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)
working group member and the member from each of the three military
services, The additional pames listed are the alternates for
each of the agencies,

DIA ~ Mr. James E, Stilwell,
Deputy Chief, Office of Counterintelligence and
Security, DIA ’

. Lieutenant Colonel Donald F. Philbrick

Army -~ Colonel John W, Dowﬁie,
Director of Sccurity, Assistant Chief of Staff
. for Intelligence, Department of the Army.

Mr, Elihu Braunstein .
Navy - Captaﬁn Edward G, Rifenburgh,
’ Director, Naval Investigative Service,
Naval Intelligence Command

¥r, Hafry Warren
Air Force - Colonel Rudolph C, Koller, Jr.,
Commander, 1127 U.S, Field Activities Group,
Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Air Force

Colonel D, E, Walker

ACTION:
e o,
{'“L’-‘ i?o formation,
.““‘-":i Jr(“"'% . ; iy of itagd i I3 1. )
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Memorandim—
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}ATE. June 10, 179 -

2OM : Mr, W, C, Sullivan

73

INJECT: ;iNTERAGENCY CO:IITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

(ESTABLISIZD BY THZ PRESIDINT JUNE 5, 1970)
MEETING OF THE WORKING SUBCOLMITTEE JUNE 9, 1970

. This memorandum records the results of the Working
Subcommittee meetine on June 9. 1970.

- Mr. Tom C. Huston, Whifé Ous@, $pelled outTthé desires
of the President, furnishing members with a "Top Secret' outline
(copy attached). This outline addresses itself to the Purpose,
Membership, Procedures, and Objectives of“the Committce's Review.
In his oral presentation, liuston emphasized the President was not
interested in being told what the current problem is, but rather
what the future problems will be and what must be done n rennteor
them. He stressed the Committee should provide the President with
the pros and cons of any restraints so that he can decide what
action is to be taken.

1t was agreed that all papers and reports prepared by

the Committee will be classified "Top Secret - Handle Via Conmint
Channels Only" because of the President's desire that the existence
and work of the Committee be tightly controlled. (Th¢' reference to
Comint Channels refers to communications intelligence and insures
that this natter will be handled in a secure manner.)

At the meeting various members discussed the restraints//
currently in eifect which limit the community's ability to develop
the necessary intelligence. In accordance with the President's
instructions, the next meeting of the Working Subcommittee will
consider all restraints restricting intelligence collection efforts
across the board, as well as submissions on defining and ass2ssing
the existing internal security threat, both domestic and foreign.

It was agreed that the Working Subcoimittee would next
meet at 1:30 p.m., June 12, 1970, in the Conference Room cf the
U, S, Intelligence Board. Results of this meeting will be promptly
furnished the Director.

ACTION: ;
o, - ;F‘} Information,
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1Ic1 -}
June 10, 1870

INTERAGERCY CO?HITTKE OR INTELLIGENCE
WORKING SUBCOYMITTEE - - -

Minutes of

Piret Heotinog

Roo- 7E-26, CIA Hasdquarters Building
‘June 9, 1970 3:30 to 4 p.m.

.

William C. Bullivap ' ,
Ansiax:nt Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation
Presiding

, MEMBIRS PRESENT

Mr. Ricbard Helms, DCI
Mr. Jamos. Angleton, CIA -
Mr. Jaxes Stilwell, DIA A
Col. John Dowmie, Army
Col. Rudolph FKollar, Alir Force
¥r. Tos C. Huston, ¥hits House
Capt. Edward Rifenburgh, Navy :
_dr. Bonson ¥. Buffham, NSA ’
Mr. George C. d¥oore, FBI
¥r. Donald E. Yoore, FBL .
Mr, William O. Cregar, FBI, Secrotary

Obgervers:

Mr. Charles Sitber, OSI

Lt. Col. Donaid 7. Philbrick, DIA
Mr. Elihu Braunstein, 2rmy

¥r, Harry Warreun, Nzvy .
Col. D. E. ¥alker, Air Yorce

Mr. James Goengler, NSa

Mr. Loonard J. Nunno, MSA

Mr. Pred J. Cansidy, FBI

P

U7 Gro 1 :
‘\Lu[ l\' C;- ' OM Excluded K:Zm automstic : .
AU o 1”) dovngradiag and
"daclusaification NATIONAL SECUPITY INFORMATION
! F B I - B ) Unauthorized Disclosure
- ; . - . Subject to.Criminal Sanctions
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’ IC1-M-1
: June 10, 1870

-

1. Prefatory Reaarks

.Piératory remarka of William C. Sullivan circulated
to all menbera at the moeting.,

2. Background to the Cresntion of Connittee

. ¢ HMr. Tom C. Huston of the White Housre briefed the
Committee on the President's concern over the emergence of
the threat from sporadic violence and anarchiss from the New
Left, as well as tho President's concern as to whether the
totelligence comnmunity is doing everything possible to cope
with the problem. Mr. Hustop emphasized that ap effort wust
be nade for community-wide analysis and assessment of Infor-
mation 80 a8 to be in a position to advise the President as
to what i{s going to happen in the future and what position
the intelligence community will be in to be aware of there-
dovelopments. An outline defining the purpose and membership
of the Counittee, as well as procedures and objectives of
the Comnittee's review, was distributed at the meeting by
Mr. Huston.

"3. Classification Matters

The Chairman nsked for coiuents regarding the lavel

.of classification for papers or reports prepared by the

Coumittee. Hr, Buffham of NSA suggested the adoption of a
code word. After nome discussion, Mr. Helmsa, Director of CIA,
reconmended the classificati®n "Top Secret ~ Handle Yia Counint
Chanpels Only."” 1In addition, Mr. Helms muggested the mainte-
pance of a "Bigot List" reflecting the names of all persons

ip each member agency or department who will work on or have
knowledge of the work of the Committee. The Comnittee

. unanimously concurred in adopting both suggestions.®

*Mombers are requested to furnish their "Bigot List" to the
S8ecretary 2t the meoting of Junme 12, 1970.

RECENED FRoml .

)
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4. Requiroments for Naxt Esoting

It was agroed thet at the-oext meeting menbers will
table a list of thome restrainta which they consider baapor
_tbelr intelligence-collection activities. The 1list should
include tbe pros and cons of these reestratnts.

- © «Mr. Buffhsxe poted that in the outline distributed
by ¥r.' Huston the (onaittee was czlled upon to define and
assess.the existiny internal security threat. Hr. Buff{han
felt thios was sonathtin~, that shonld bo weoried on 1nzadiately
by the experts fro= tha nmenber angencliea or departaents.

Mr. Hustop suggnsted that the FBI preparas such a paper from
the domestic standpoiot and CIA from the foreign standpolint.
All menbors concurred, and it was agreed CIA and FBI will
distribute these papers for the Committee's consideration at
the next meeting.

.
5. Security of Comnittee's Work -

Members tock cognizance of the necessity for tight
socurity to imsure the existence and work of the Committee
not becoune known to unauthorired poersons. As a2 result, it
was agreed that the Committee would continue to meet in the
Cl1A Headquarters Bullding.

6., - Next Meeting

The next moeting vill be at 1:30 p.m., June 12,
1970, Room 7D-64, CIA Headquerters Building.*

¢}{enbers please note chaunge ib roow nunmber.

“CEIVED FROM . -

T R .
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EXHIBIT 12

_ TOP SECRL. -

USIB SUB-COMMITTEE ON DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE

i

- .- © .

I.- Purpose
[ (A) To define and assess the existing internal security threat.

. (B) To evaluate the collection procedures and techniques
/ presently employed and to assess their effectiveness.

(C) To identify gaps in our present collection efforts and
recommend steps to close these gaps.

ie (D} To review current procedures for inter-community
coordination and cooperation and to recommend steps
to improve these procedures.

i
i (E) To evaluate the timeliness of current intelligence data
‘\ and to recommend procedures to increasec-both its

) timeliness and usefulness. '

\ (F) To assess the priorities presently attached to domestic
intelligence collection efforts and to recommend new
N— priorities where appropriate. '
.

1. Membership N

{A) FBI, Chairman
(B) CiA
© (C) NsA
(D) DIA
(E) Military Services
(F) The White House
e oM s
- ©NATIONAL SECURITY INFORM-‘H T

S 3 535 - arived Discheo
~ F - ' Subjeci to Criminzl Sauciioas
coRB
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IIl.- Procedurcs

(A) Although the sub-committee will be officially constituted
within the framework of USIB, it'will in fact be.an
independent, ad hoc, inter-agency working group with
a limited mandate.

- {B) Operational details will be the responsibility of the
chairman. However, the scope and direction of the '\
review will be determined by the White House member./:

(CY The sub-committee will submit its reports to the White
House and not to USIB. Report will be due by July 1, 1970.

(D) To insure that the President has all the options available
for consideration, the WH member may direct detailed

- interrogatories to individual agencics in order to ascertain

facts relevant to policy evaluation by,the' President. :
Information resulting from such interrogatoriss will,
if the contributing agency requests, be treated on a
confidential basis and not be considered by the sub-
committce as a whole.

«

IV. Objectives of the Review

{A) Maximum coordination and cooperation within the
intelligence community. The sub-committece may wish
to consider the creation of a permanent Domestic .
Intelligence Opérations Board, or some other appropriate
mechanism to jnsure community-wide evaluation of
intelligence data. ;

(B) Higher priority by all intelligcﬁce agencies on internal
security collection efforts.

;RO” (C) Maximum use of all spccial investigative techniques,
’ including increased agent and informant penetration by
Ae D 815 both the FBI and CIA. ’

FBL -
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Fi3)

(D)

(E)
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- -3- . . B

Clarification of NSA's role in targeting agamst
communication traffic involving U.S. revolutionary
lecaders and organizations.

Maximum covcrage of the overseas activities of
revolutionary leaders and of forcign support of U.S.

. revolutionary activities.

(F)
G)

(H)

I

Maximum coverage of campus and student-1c1ated
activities of revoluuonary leaders and groups.

More detailed information about the sources and
extent of financial support of revolutionary organizations.

Clarification of the proper domestic intelligence
role of the Armed Services.

Dévclopmcnt of procedurcs for translating analyzed
intelligence information into a format useful for
policy formulation. : -
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EXHIBIT 13

."_/

Ia
DeLo:\t&b _.oate- Jupe 15, 1970

-
<5
ie

TTEE ON INTE LLIG“ACE
0 CUT JENE 5, LDT70Y

ETING OF THE WORKING SUBCO.MITTEE JUNE 12, 1970

This memorandum records the results of the Working
Subconmittee,

At the neeting of June 12, 1970, the Couvmittce aegreed

on an outline for the report to be furnlqhed to the President
by July 1,

1970, This report will cover three specific areas
'of_ 1nterest'

(a) an assessment of the current internal security

threat along with the likelihood of future violecnce; (b) &
listing of the current restrainis which deter the development
of the type of information the President desires; (c) an
evaluation of interagency coordination,

With regard to an assessment of the current internal

security. threat, the Committee agreed the President does not
desire a recitation of history but rather desires inrormation
" ag_to_what the problem is and an_estimate_of_what_the future
problem will ‘be,

The White House representative advised the restraints

portion of the Conmittee report to the President should 'include,
in addition to identifying the restraints and a listing of the
pros and_cons of removing or modifying the restraints, a brief
paragrnph allow1ng the President to indicate what action he
degires be taken, Specifically, this would provide the President
the opportunity to indicate whether he desired the restraints

to be continued, relaxed, or that he needed additional infore
mation upon which to make a decision., It was the sense of the
Committee regarding the third portion of the report that a
Permanent operations committee was needed to coordinate operations,
Propare estimates of potential violence during future demonstrae=
tions, and to develop new policies, The creation of such a
committee was endorsed by the White House representative who
indicated such a committee would probably be desired by the

President.

fEZGE IVI Wl
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FBI
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This document is premared in response tn l/om request. and is not for dissemi-
nation ontside your Compi H(‘/‘ JIETS ited to official proccedings bz
your Commiilce and {he ¢ ? selosed to unauthorized person-
el without hccun“cnmnwmld HLbe
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Memorandum Sullivan to Deloach oo -
‘Re: * INTERAGERCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGKNCE

T The next neeting is scheduled for June 17, 1970,
at which time the Committee will consider the f1rst draft
of the report,

ACTION:

For information,

ECEIYED FROM
A o 1915

£ B



e Tt .. June 12, 1YV,

Assintant Director,
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William €. Sullivan
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Mr, Richard Uber, CIA
Mr. Fred J. Cuansady, FBI
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Picteve gl OF ivuien of ths “tipsi

. The minutes of the first weel - - vprr aroved
with po chan ey, '

2. Bistribution of FNI SubAisiion K
$3ver the likistiug Interaal

The "FRI contribution was circuizic! to all neabers,
It was suppested by Mr., Huston of the “hiic Meuwe that ©
report be tsbled to perait an in-depth 1ecuiv: by all icubers
and that the contents of the subnission ba Gi e at the
nexit mecting,  In this regard, lir, Huston reitaraiced thst the
ansessent pajer sheuld rot be lengthy; should, :ss the
current threai and estimate what the futumse threat will be.

3. CIA's Subnission Entitled "Dofining and A
Exrative iaternnl SOCUTity G400aT -r cuolerd

cusing the

. The CIA representative -advised his Anency's suhnissidp
would be circulated to all members in time lor an in~depth
discussion at the next Committce weeting,

4. Distribution and Discussion of "Lirt of Hotfraints
Inhibitiny Intellircnce-Collection iijorta”

The restraints papers submitted were read by all
nembers, Mr. lluston indicated that the il subaisuion was in
the form he deaired. He suggested the restraants nortion of
the report be patterned after the FBI subniscion with a con-
cluding paragraph atter each individual restrainy providing
the President with the option of continurnr or modifyin: the
restraint or asking for additional informatiion on wiich to
base” a deciugion,

S. Preparation of Report

A surpested outline distributed to all menhers wasg

R%Elvq_@aqpﬂﬂ’ﬁﬁ It was agrced that the FDI \'.'ou'Ld prepare

A6 b LS

FB!
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“tho fir-t davaft to be circolated to it . - < on June 16,
1970, ifolieiriug nubatssion of inouts wo ..., ".oorbers no T
later thaa 10 a,m., Jupe 15, 1970.

Conmmitteo menbers discusced \H"
recomneadine «the establishpent of a vor
operati-n couolttee, Mr, Huston E““Wuﬂl 3 r¢rort address
itself to -ihls and include (1) hew the erm +o. o0 “ould Lo
constituted, (2) to witon 4% would revort, (L) 1roecedural
matters, and (4) the comnittes's area of ro .gwnsibility to
include opcrations, preparation of estimates, and development
of Policy recommendations.

2ility of
i ligeace

6, Next Meeting

The mnoxt mecting will bo held on VWednesday, June 17,
1970, in the U. S, Intelligence Board Copicrence Room 7E-26,9

*Meoboro pl ase notec change 1n room number.
\ECEIVE‘H Vi B
M6 5 '
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1Ca -3 - .-
June 19, 1970

1. Approval of Minutes of Second Mcetinw: -

K}
- The minutes of the gsecond meetlnh were approved
with, no changca.

2, Itcms Two and Three on the Agphdu

The Chairman suggested that "items two and three
appearing on the agenda for the third mectinz not be discussed
ipasmueh as the information contained thercin had been in-
corporated into the draft report. The Coitmittec concurred in
this supggestion,

3. Revicw of First‘DrBft of Committee Report

Detniled discussion developed rcﬁhrding the draft.
All members contributed valuable suggestions in ways to improve
the report. It was mgreed that the FBI would attempt to incorporate
surgested changes into a second draft. This dratt is to be
circulated to all members as soon as pos:=ible, after which .the
recipients will attempt to obtain appropriatec high-level con-
\_rrence within their respective agencies or departments.

4., Dute and Place of Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 23,
1970, in the U. S. Intelligence. Board Copfecrence Hoom 7E-26.

-
.

62-685 689

ALCEVED FROM .
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EXHIBIT 15
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum | -
TO ¢ Mr. C. D, DeLoach\_) ) DATE: June 19, 1970

‘y °

FROM : W, C, Sullivaf)

A <

SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE :
(ESTABLISHED BY TiZ PRESIDILNT JUNE 5, 1970)
MEETING OF THE WORKING SUBCOMMITTEE June 18, 1970

. In two previous meetings of the.above-captioned committee
general discussions took place and the ground work was prepared for
dealing with the substance of the report. Yesterday, a third
zeeting was held which extended throughout the afternoon and into
the early evening. HMemoranda has been prepared and submitted to
the Director on the previous two meetings. Yesterday, the members
of the four intelligence organizations worked out_the report. I
received the impression that Admiral Noel Gaylor of National Securit:

Agency may have been a_moving force behind the creation of this F
committee. ' The . ‘Program which we discontinued a few e
years ago was raised immediately and figured prominently -in the,

discussion. (*'/\_/
. At the very beginning, the-White House representative
o made it very clear to all members that the report had to be a
working subcommittee report andany opninions, observatious, con-
clusions or recommendations.of.iddividual dgencies should not_and ;
CoUld Tot bé set” forth with one exception, He said that the ™ 7T ;
resident did want a definitive Tecommendation relative to creating
3 Eréup or committee which could deal with operational problems and, —
objectives of the member agencies and present estimates, evaluations,g

land interpretatiorson the~current security threats and problems._
resilting from the student-professorial revolutionary activities, __
black extremism and related security matters.., He said, the President .
\is of the opinion that all government agencies involved in intelli-
gence activities would have something to contribute and that through
such a group or board authority Mould be exercised to better Ll

n

" lcoordinate the collection of ih{é}ligeﬁ@.&
" The men representing the Army, Air Force,-—&avy-,—ﬂ?!t').onal!
Security Agency and Defense Intelligence Agency went into great
detail concerning intelligence operations, techniques,\iroceaures,
OECE!\[devices-and et cetera, following a detailed discussion concerning
AL ‘the nature:of the security threat to the United States—today. "
i AT N - . I . .. .
o . % nalle ai1 present were very iriendly and cooperative to
eac!; other, _nevertheless, the _fact_remains that in such a_complex
f:grea as ixlt_e1_1_1}_;en;;_¢54_pp9ratipns, ~difficult and serious issues are
bound to come up concerning which_there will be disagreemgnts.
N YCUICHE 15 )i cparre o 0 e =t aed s nod for diszefyic /
3 oordside pnuy Cogu. - s ! Inoopficial prurruli.u," hiy \/

- (_j:mum.’l.'rc wrd i coepd et sy ésclused (o unauthor CONRINUED - OVER
without the expross ¢huroval of Lhe 011,

R
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Memorandum to M. Deloach
RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON IHTBLLIGEVCE -
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT JUNE 5, 1970)

MEETING OF THE WORKING SUBCOMMITTEE June 18, 1970

In view of this it is probably fortunate that no member was
permitted to make any decisions, recommendations, or conclusions,
et cetera, in that the President reserves this ripght for himself
only. Ea gh eontroversial iszue has been so set up in writing -
that the President may quickly and simply indicate whether he
wants or does not want any changes made.

Contingent upon what the Pre51dent decides, it is
clear that "there could be,problems “involved _for _the.Bureau.
For. example, the reactivation of the . Program, et cetera.

———

We are completing the first draft of this report now.
As soon as this is done, the report with a cover memorandum’
explaining the various issues involvéd will be furnished to
the Director either late today or early tomorrow morning.

RECOMMENDATION:

For the information of the Director.

RECEN

A5 % S
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EXHIBIT 16

Ortiomat 400 soin-10s .
war yr P
c o, .

rern

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

T iy, C. A. Tolson . " DATE: §/20/70
FROM :W. C. Sullivan . R .
RO '

SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1870)

. Attached for tﬁe Director's consideration is a copy
of a first draft of the report prepared by the working committee
in connection with captioned matter. ’

The first 36 pages of this draft present an assessment
of the present internal security threat under appropriate
captions. This is material with which the Director is
thoroughly familjar and it is not believed he need spend too .
much time reviewing it unless he so desires. There is nothing
controversial in this portion of the report. .

, Material relating‘t0‘invest1gat1ve restraints and
"'limitations discussed by the working committee is set forth in
Section V (pages 37-59). This material is set forth in

'‘accordance with the President's request, with the pros and cons
outlined and with no recommendations of any kind made by the .
committee. It is clear that in this portion we _have controversial
Assues affecting _the Bureau as well as the other agencies on .the
icommittee, . ' :
The final section of the report (pages 60-65) sums up,
in accordance with the President's request, the committee's
observations concernings current procedures to effect interagency
coordination and suggested measures to improve coordination of
intelligence collection through the establishment of a permanent
{interagency committee chaired by the Director or a pefrson
designated to act for him.

I_do not agree with the scope of tnis proposed committde
‘mor do I feel that an effort should be mzde at this time %o ‘engage
in any combined preparation of intelligence estimates. 1 can see
that a committee could be helpful if it was limited to meeting

~ dirally to determine how to bettor coordinate operational
[ 1BeRLge Ei
REQE'\ E{acg‘gp} Ibs against particular targets in the intelligence field— —

s\ﬂﬁé o 1919 _The working committee is scheduled to meet again at”
v W ke Pad., Tuesday, Jiue 23, in order to reacn agreement on a
8 ';E‘B}“}nal draft of, this report. . e T

" This d¥CS1bst "l N respinse fo -_-/.) - ; s )

natin o3y oD - oven
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Memorandum to Mr. C. A. Tolson
RE:, INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

$or .

OBSERVATIONS: .-

e C, " If committee agreement is_nbﬁ_rgached at Tuesday's

meeting on the controversial points involved, it would appedl¥
... We have four possible  courses of action:

(1) ‘We cén offer no objection to the report and
wait to see what the President decides (1 think this would
be unwise )

(2) The Director can voice his objections to the.
President verbally.

"(3) The Bureau can take a position in writing in the
report opposing any relaxation of the investipative restraints
discussed on the grounds that the arguments supporting these
restraints outweipgh the arguments opposed

~ (4) The Bureau can take a pdsition ih writing in the
report that it is opposed to the extensive scope and ramifi-
cations of the proposed new committee, while at the same time
noting that we would have no objection to a committee which
would be limited to meeting periodically in order. to effect a
.. better operational coordination among member agencies with
(n, regard to particular targets in the 1gtelligence field.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

(1) * That approval be pgiven for the Bureau to include
in the final comnittee report a statement opposing the
relaxation of investigative restraints which affect the Bureau.

- -

-(2) That the Bureau take a position at Tuesday's
meeting of the working committee that it is opposed to a new
committee of the scope described in the attached draft. but
that we would not object to a committeé limited to better
coordination specific intelligence operations or problenms,:

ACEVED FROM

A 5791

» £B)
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Memorandum to Mr. C. A. Tolson .
RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELQIGENCE 3 . -

RECOMMENDATIONS CONTINUED: e -

(3) That, in addition, the Director give
conslderation to expressing his objections verbally to the
President. : .

(4) That, if the Director's schedule permnits, final
‘meeting of Director's committee take place in his office at
11 a.m., Thursday, June 25, At that time the Director can
Toquire if other committee members have any further comments
‘and, if not, he can present them with a copy of the final
repert, (If the Director does not wish to present this
'report personally to the President, we will prepare
appropriate transmittal letter for liaison to handle.)

SFCEVED. FROM

A3 5 15

" FBI
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EXHIBIT 17

1C1-h-3
Juno 19, 1970

INTERAGENCY COWiITTER OF INTEYLLIGERCE
T -« WORKING SUBCOMMITTER

AQENDA
Fourth Heoting °
.. USIB Conforence Room 7E-26 -
’ on ‘Tucsday, June 23, 1970, at 2 p.m,

.l
1. Approval of H¥inutss of . William C. Sullivan
-Third Hoatipg - .

2. BReviow of Second Draft of William C. Sullivan
) Committee Report to be
Circulated to All liembers

3. Dato and Place of ¥ext loetin o
_ 3t Hooting 3 (7!‘/‘> \1'(6*-&140)&‘3

! h“'hﬂ\.ﬁ.q\b'ﬁ;—«

CCEIVED FROM Group 1

. Bxoludod from automatic
AUB 55 . ‘dowograding and
declassification
NATIONAL SECURITY INFORM.\TIO\

) F B ‘l ) ) B _ Unauthorized Diselosure
= 'ﬂ 'R‘{' . Subject to Criminal Sanctions
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

: Mr. Tolson DATE: June 24, 1970

FROM : Mr, W. C. Sullivan

SUBJEC’I‘:C‘LE_\'T_ER:\GEHCY CCMIITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE (AD JiOC)
(ESTADLISIED BY TilE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)

The final meeting of the working committee was
held on 6-23-70 and there is attached a proposed final draft

of a report for the Director's review.

- During the final working comnittee session, a
number of changes were made in the prior draft which the
Director has.seen. Significant changés include the following:

1. Two of the investigative restraints previously

listed have now bgen completely eliminated.

tr

2. The FBI's objections to the six remaining

restraints have been spelled out specifically_in appropriate

ootnotes which include the basis for our position. In .
addition, some of the key wording in the marrative has been
modified in accordanée with the observatiomns the Director
made to me HMonday. For instance, the term
in the decisions section rzelating to electronic surveillances
(page 28) has been changed to "procedures.® In the sanme
write-up (page 26), reference to electronic surveillances
having been "substantially reduced in recent years' has been

taken out,.

"restrictions"

3. In the section dealing with evaluation of
interagency coordination (pages 42-43), the_reference to
Iestrictions on FBI and ‘CIA Headquarters liaison contacts has
been removed and the specific reference to the Director as
the proposed chairman of an interagency committee has been,

{‘F[Ufﬁdelqtggﬁh Instead, the report merely indicates that the
w'u.it .

/

¢’ ‘chairman
. . N [
Iy . .
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Memorandum #. C. Sullivan to Mr., Tolson
RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE (AD HOC) .-

4, The prior draft contained a number of —
proposals relative to a permancnt interagency committee
including a full-time working group staffed by the various
intelligence agencies. In the proposed [inal draft, these
proposals have bLoen nnd down _sormewhat and the propssed
full-time worliny croun is sentiocied only. in passing.as
a possible future evcntualxty * In fact after Q\ﬂ%ldcl1ble
JT:bu§§3on the wording of this whole sectlon was framed
with a view of eliminating any suggestion that the
proposed interagency committee would interfere with the
internal operations of any individual agency. In addition,
a footnote was added expressing the Bureau's specific
views concerning any such committee orgroup.

5. The section on budget and manpower
restrictions (pages 40-41) was S Tevised to make it clear
that the FBI does not have any problem_with regard
to review and approval of its budgetary requests.

Copies of this proposed final draft are being
furnished to the member agencies for their review so
that all interested parties will be fully cognizant ol its
contents in advance of the final meeting of the
Director's Committee in his office at'3 p.m., Thursday,
June 25, 1970. Those present will be Mr. Richard Helms,
CIA; Lt. Genéral D. V. Bennett, DIA; and Vice Admiral Noel Gaylor,
NSA. Each man will ho doubt be accompanied by an aide.

ACTION: .
Upon approval, this report will be printed and

assembled and then delivered to the Director's Office with

a transmittal letter to the President in time for the

Director's meetinas. Due to the extremely sensitive nature

of the report, each copy is being numbered and a Tecord

will be kept of each recipient. The Director will note that

at the beginning of the President's copy there will be a

form to Le signed by each agency's head indicating approval

of the report.

*Since tlLe concept of a full-time working staff was all
but eliminated, a footnote was not taken regarding this item.

REC[I""',‘ RN
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EXHIBIT 18
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UNITED STATES GU\'—ERN.MENT
Memorandum

Mr. Tolson DATE: June 26, 1970

‘Mr. W. C. Sulliva}x‘(—d

o
INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE (AD HOC)
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)

The Director, as Chairman of captioned committee,
held the final committee meeting in his office on the
afternoon of 6/25/70. Present were the other committee
members; namely, Mr. Richard Helms, Director of Central
Intelligence Agency; Lieutenant General D. V. Bennett,
Director of Defense Intelligence Agency; and Vice Admiral
Noel Gayler, Director of National Secwrity Agency. Also
present were Mr. Tom C. Huston, Vthite House DPresidential
Assistant who had served in a liaison capacity with the
committee; Assistant Director designate C, D. Brennan of
the Domestic Intelligence Division; and the writer, ¥W. C.
‘Sullivan. .

The purpose of the meeting was to review in final
form which the President had instructed the committee to
Prepare to assess the current internal security threat to the
@uniry and evaluate the capacity of the intelligence community
to deal with that threat.

ooty . .
e The Director opened the meeting by. commending the

'committee members for the outstanding effort and cooperative

spirit they had displnyed‘ﬁn working together to compile the
comprehensive report. "

The Director then furnished each committee member a
copy of the report and carefully covered in.a concise manner
all of the items dealt with in the report, On each and every
point the Director solicited observations by each committee
member to insure that they fully understood every issue analyzed
and were in complete agreement with the contents of the report.
In this connection, Mr. Helms and Admiral Gayler suggested three
minor additions be made. After securing the concurrence of all
committee members, the Director instructed that this be done
immediately, . .

+ 1

P IRCS s pabrsya :
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Memorandum to Mr., Tolson . . :
RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE (AD liOC)
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970) : N

With that, all committee members signified their
- full and unqualified approval of the full report and so
indicated by affixing their signatures thereto along with
the Direcctor's as Chairman of the comnittee, The Dircctor
stated that he would arrange xor the transmittal of ‘the report
" to the White House promptly on 6/26/70.

The Director instructed each committee member to
insure that all working copies of the report at the agencies
involved should be destroyed and fixed this responsibility
on the agency heads who were members of the committee along
with the responsibility of insuring that copies of the final
report retained by them for reference should be afforded the
utmost security. ’ .

The Director then ooncluded the meeting by thanking
the respective members of the committee and so dismissed the
comnittee. .

RECOMMENDATION :

For information./

geCERED) FROM
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June 25, 1970

The President : . ,
The White Ilouse ) . T ]
Washington, ., C,

Dear Mr. President:

J .

. The Interagency Committec on Intellicence (Ad Hoc),
which you established on june 3, 1970, has completed its assessment
of the current internal security threat and related matters. A
special report setting forth the finaings of the Committee is attached.

This report is dlvided into three parts. Part Cne
sets forth a summary of the current internal security threat.
Part Two summarizes various operational restraints on intellizence
collection and lists toth the advantages of maintaining these
restrictions and the advantages of relaxing them. Part Three
~/ provides an evaluation of interagency coordination, including
suggested measures to improve the cooraination of domestic
intelligence collection. ’ .
This report has been approved by all of the members -
of the Commiittee representing the Central Intellizence Agency, the
Defense Intelligence Agency, the Natlonal Security Agency, and the
Federal Eureau of Investigation. . T -

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure . . . ... - -- -~

W | ' —

\ WCS/mea . -~ \

W,/

orr M NaTIO
. TIONAL SEeURITY INIPFORMA
o L e AIAT ”
LY T . Unatthorized Disciosive : I'ON
D }j B l Subject to Criminal Sanctions



246

EXHIBIT 19

THEZ \‘/‘-l"-‘ HCOUSZE

‘ - .._:____“Y!_A_bthGION

July 9, 1970

) MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Richazd Helms
Director, Central Intelligence Agency

SUBJECT: Domestic Intelligence and Internal Securily Affairs

In the future, I would appreciate it if your agency
would address all raaterial relating to matters of domestic
intelligence or internal secx.nty interest to my exclusive ,
attcntlon . i

The President is anxious to centrzlize the
coordination at the White House of 21l information of this
type, and your cooperation in this regard would be appreciated.

Dr. Kissinger is aware of this new procedure.

A
- TOM c:IA'RL'Ea HUSTON

| 2637
o 5.,)\'%4_1 \)7 @L\J)‘u._ o e
B '*e"*éﬂ L‘L— SL\,\.\-\.Q \Qe— ello/epsee

o SO \¥Q\§>\>ﬂ—-\~
Cl«)\»a = lu.l..QM'Q o e Wit

a-\~"§\/,) . /{ZCLQ@«/
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EXHIBIT 20

— 24.3 Richard Helms memorandum

Dizzussion

Dom2siic Ind

e

3
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SECRET/SENSITIVE
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EXHIBIT 21

25.3 Richard Helms memorandum
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EXHIBIT 22

25.7 Tom Huston memorandum

a : THE VWHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

'

S ’ . .Aug\_mt s, '1970

* - ;
| EvEsomny - Sl S P "
M;?Q}AO.RANDU'}A !;‘OR H. R, BALDEM AW . ’:'. .
FROM: TOM CHARLES HUSTON : o o B
Z..;S-UBJEE:T: DOMESTIC mTELLIGtNgE _ o -

In anticipation of your meeting with Mr. Hoover an
Attorney General, I would like to pass on thesc thoughts:

[}
e
1)
w

_‘1i More than the FBI is involved in‘this operati
.DIA, CIiA, and the military services zll have a g'_r::é_
.=-grezat interest. All oi these agencies supporied the
sclected by the President. For your private informs
. -all the members of Mr, Hoover's staff who worked on ¢
. ... {he'd fire them if he kaow this.} ’ :

oy
(4]




.to our’domzstic intelligence operations.

4, At some point, Hoover has to be told
"He has becore totally unreasonable and his conduct is

& detrimen

nhz kas terminated all FBI lizison with NS4, DIA, the military

opt the White House..

services, Sccret Service -~ everyone ex

termineted iiaison with CIA in May, his is Bound fo have 2

crippling efizct upon the.entire community and is contrary to
1

i
i

ve coovdination and ceooperation within the
T

hy the AG is a party to
n siily in thi2 eyes of §

Ioovexr can uailat

to,the President at the mecting that there

. It is ¢mportant to remomber that the
mmunity knows that the President mads 2
ancad and Hoover has now succeeded in
vay it is going o lock like ha
ent. He Lad his say in the
him. That should close the

in my opinien,
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‘2nd he doesn’t need a

c s
~ACLU will iind out; we can't aveid leaks." Answer: We can avo
leaks by using trained, trusted agents and vesiricting knowledge of -

{c) "If we do thesc¢ things the 'jackels of the press' an

o 2 b
sensitive cperations on a strict need to know tasis. We do this
e ope:

ations every day. .
Y

{£) "if I have to do these ‘z*i ngs, the Altorney Gene
will have to approve them in writing.’ His is up to the AG, o
I would tel) Hoover thet he hes bean instructed to do them by
"the President and he is to do them on that austhority. He needn't
lock for 2 scape goat.. He has his auvthority from the President
written memo Arowx the AG. To maintain
secai‘ity, wvre should 2void written communications in this area,

- {(g) “"We don't need an Inter-Agency Committee on -
teiligence Operations because (1) we're da'm'v fine »ight rnow --

. good ccordi r'auon, etc. -- and (2) there arc other _existing groups’
which czn handle this assigrnment,” The answer is that we are -
doing lsusy right now and there aren't other groips which can

‘do the job we have in mind becaze: 1) t‘ney don't meet; (2) L}xe)"
doa't have the pcosle on .‘, m we wazt or have some y\. p1 we
doa't wam‘., 13) thay doatt-have the author ity ito 'do w
ultimately t :

s
lxn.\ed toth

Tt we wa

o~

.




. There is this final point.
-vratched people in this government ignor
; T g

take actions to embarrass him, prombte them

cxpense, and gencrally malke his job more 1
“me fighting mad, and what Hoover is doing here is pattin
himself above the President. If he thought the Attorney

e

advice should be solicited, he should have dcne so beior
report was sent to the President. After zll, Hoover was cl
of the commiiiee and he could have asked the AG for his coramanss
But no, he didn't do so for it never occurred to him that the
! President would not agree with h

s footnoted objections. He
thought 21l he had to do was put in a footnote and the matter was

scttled. He had’ absolutely no interest in the views of NS4,
Cls, DIA, andi

he military services,, and ovviously he'l

25 . -

_.little interest in our views, .or apparenily even in the decisiozs

‘of the President. I don't see how we can tdlerate this, but 3
if not & realist, I am prepared to accept the .-

-

. . TOM CHAR =S HUSTON
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EXHIBIT 23

MEMORANDUM

. R - ) ) THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINOGTON .

’ for three veeks. Ir you wait until his ret:urn to clea.r up the pro‘blems

v'.lolence. Coming Just as the school year ‘begins , it could serve as a catalyat,'

or widespread campus disorders.

I recomend that you meet with the Attomey General and secure his support

for the President's decisions , that the Director be 1nformed that the decisions L.

w.lll Btand ’ and that all intelligence agencies are to proceed to 'melement them ‘

P e

at once. .

Ooua .
TOM CHARLES HUSTON




.~
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EXHIBIT 24

THE WHITE HOUSE

v WASHINGTON

LT ) C ' September 18, >l9’{0

TOP_SECRET — -
TOEFICE OF gy o 7%
. /. RECEERC \ o

§ SEP241970 )

&/ o
208 s
RIVEY GENE -

* MEMORANDUM FOR
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
‘Pursuant to our conversetion yesterday, September 17, 1970, I

suggest the following procedures to commence our domestic , - -
intelligence operation as quickly as possible. .0

1. Interagency Domestic Intelligence Unit. A ey to the .
entire operation will be the creation of a interagency intelligence -
unit for both qperational and evaluation purpoges. Obviously, o
the selection of persons to this unit will be of vital importance  ~
to the success of the mission. As we discussed, the selection . - .~ N
of the personnel for this unit is an appropriate first step A e
for several reasons. First, effective coordination of the . .
different agencies must be developed at an early stage through the .
establishment of the unit. Second, Hoover has indicated a strong .

- opposition to the creation of such & unit and, 4o bring the FBL

fully on board, this seems an appropriate first step to guarantee "7, /
their proper and full participation in the program. Third, the
unit can serve to make gppropriate recommendations for the type
of intelligence that should be immediately pursued by the various
-egencies. In regard to this third point, I believe we agreed
that 1t would be inappropriate to have any blanket removel of o
restri¢tions; rather, the most eppropriate procedure would be Do
to decide on the type of intelligence we need, based on an o
assessment of the recommendations of this unit, and then to ~ -
proceed to remove the restraints as necessary to obtain such
.intelligence. . R

"o proceed to create the interagency intelisgence undt, ~ LT
particularly the evaluation group or committee, I recommend that .
we request the names of four nominees from each of the intelligence.
agencies involved. While the precise composition of the unlt -~ T T
may vary s we gain experience, I think thatitwo members should
be appointed initially from each agency in addition to your
personal representative who should also be involved jn the i
proceedings. Because of the interagency aspects of t 's\request, .
it would probably be best if the request came from the White -~
Howse. If you agree, I will mske such a request of the agency-- -
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-2-

heads; however, I feel that it is essential that you work this -
out with Hoover before I have any .dealings with him directly.

2. Housing. We discussed the appropriate housing of
this operation and, upon reflection, I believe that rather
than a White House staffer looking for suitable space, that
a professional intelligence person should be assigned the task
of locating such space. Accordingly, I would suggest that
a request be made that Mr. Hoover assign an agent to this
~ task. .In connection with the housing problem, I think serious
consideration must be given to the appropriate Justice Depart-
ment cover for the domestie intelligence operation. We
discussed yesterday using IDIU as a cover and as I indicated
I believe that that is a most appropriate cover. I believe
that it is generally felt that IDIU is already a far more ex-
tensive intelligence operation than has been mentioned publicly,
and that the IDIU operation cover would eliminate the problem
of discovering a new intelligence operation in the Department
of Justice. However, I have reservations about the personnel
in IDIU and its present operation activities and would suggest
that they either be given a minor function within the new .
intelligence operation or that the staff be completely removed.
I have hed only incidental dealings with the personnel, other
than Jim Devine, and cannot speak to their discretion and
loyalty for such an operation. I do not believe that Jim
Devine is capable of any major position within the new
intelligence operation. However, I do believe that he could
belp perpetuate the cover and he has evidenced a loyalty to you,
the Deputy and other key people in the Department of Justice ’
despite his strong .1ink¥ with the prior Administration. I
would defer to your judgement, of course, on any recomnendation
regarding Jim Devine's continued presence in such an intelligence:
operation. .

3. Assistant to Attorney General. We also discussed the
need for you to have a right hand man to assist in running this’
operation. It would seem that what is needed is a man with
edministrative skills, a sensitivity to the implications of the
current radical and subversive movements within the United
States, and preferably, some background in intelligence work.

To maintain the cover, I would think it appropriate for the man.
to have a law degree in that he wi' . be a part of the Department
of Justice. You suggested the pc+  bility of using a prosecutor
vho had had experience with cases .. this type. Accordingly, I
have spoken with Harlington Wood to ask him to submit the names
of five Assistant U. S. Attorneys who have had experience in
dealing with demonstrations or riot type cases and who are .
mature individuals that might be appropriately given a sensitive
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assignment in the Department of Justice. I did not discuss the
matter in any further detail with Wood other than to request the
submission of some nominees. I would also like to suggest that

we request names from the various intelligence agencies involved
for personnel that might be appropriately involved in this activity
or vho might serve as your assistant. )

' in'smmn&ry, I recommend the following immediate action:

(1) You meet with Hoover, explsin what must be done, and.
request his nominees for the interagency unit. .

(2) You request that Hoover assign an agent to the task
of locating appropriate housing for the operations. -

(3) ‘I request that other involved intelligence agencies
_submit’ nominees for the interagency unit.

(4) I request from the agencigé names of eppropriate
pergonnel for assignment to the operation.

Fina]_ly,'I would suggest that you call weekly meetings to
monitor the problems as they emerge and to make certain that we .
are moving this progrem into implementation as quickly as possiblé.

" N.B. Bob Haldeman has suggested to me that if you would like
him to join you in & meeting with Hoover he will be happy
-to do so.
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EXHIBIT 25
“JNITED STATES CCVZ’J\.\'ME‘\T i DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Memorandum o i
:1}0 o The‘Attorne2£3enepal . n.»‘DA;E: Dec.:4, 1970

;ERbM : Robert c. Mardlan
) " Assistant Attorney General (yug
Internal Securlty Division

SUBJECT: Intelllgence_Eyalpatlon Cpmmlttee Status Report

As a result of my discussions with Director Hoover of the FBI
and Director Helms of the CIA and in consultation with Justice
Sharpe and John Dean, it was decided to limit the first meetin
of the Evaluation Committee to representatives of the CIA, the

* FBI, Justice Sharpe, John Dean and myself. John Doherty, Deputy
Assistant Attorney General, Internal Security Division, also
attended. Director Helms designated James 2ngleton, Chief of
.the Counter-Espionage Section of the CIA as his representative
and Director Hoover designated Inspector George C. Moore, Branch.
rhiaf Af hic Tnternal Security Division as his Arepresentativ.e_'.‘ -

Our” first meetisg ‘was held in John Dean's office on Thursday,
December 3, between the hours of 9 AM and 12 Noon. I indicated
that the purposes of the meeting wena(l) to reach an agreemént
as to the goal sought to be attained by the Committee, (2) to
identify the membership of the Committee, and (3) to define the
role Justice Sharpe was to play and to reach .agreement w1th
respect to his housing .and staff needs.

After considerable discussion, it was the unanimous opinion of
those present that the goal sought was to provide for access by
one authority to all of the intelligence in the possession of the
United States Government respecting revolutionary terrorist acti-
‘vities in the United States and to evaluate this intelligence to
determine (a2) the severity of the problem and (b) what form the
Federal response to the problem identified@ should take. We also
agreed that this evaluation would, of necessity, disclose the
sufficiency of our present intelligence resources, as well as the
priorities which the government should attach to the problem.
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" We also reached unanimous agreement with respect to the question
of the composition, initially at least, of the Committee.” Al--
/though we could identify approximately thirteen separate intelli-
gence units-within the government, it was concluded that partici-
- pation by all of them would be.cumbersome and counter-productive.
. Recognizing that we would need to bring in other intelligedce
units at a subsequent date: we agreed that the Committee would be
limited for the present to the following:

. Central Intelligence Agency

. Federal Bureau of Investigation
_National Security Agency

. Department of Defense . -
. Treasury Department (Secret Service)

Vb WN
N

Both the CIA and FBI representatives were in agreement that
Colonel Downey of the Army would be the most effective person to
work with frcm the Dopariment of Defense drovided he would be | ..
permitted to report directly to the Office of the Secretary or
“Defense rather than through the chain of command in the Army. No
reccmmendations with respect to the representatives of the National
Security Agency or the Secret Service were made.

The group'agreed that the Attorney General should speak personally
to Secretary Laird, Secretary Kennedy, and Admiral Gayler and
request -that they designate their representatives to the Committee
and that a specific request be made for Colonel Downey as the
representative of the Secretary's office rather than of the Army.

;I informed you of this request orally after the meeting yesterday
and am awaiting your reply. | ) .

We agreed that it was absolutely imperative that there be no dis-
cussion or communication of our activities except between the
participants and the heads of their respective agencies and between
the Committee and you and the White House designees.

Y—-We also agreed that in the event of a leak the governmental respons
would simply be that the activities of the Committee were an attem;
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. to ‘upgrade the intelligence-gathering activities of the IDIU

which had heretofore been made public and that Justice Shdrpe
had been employed as a cogsultant by the Attorney General to- /'
asslst in this endeavot. T IR

The Commlttee determined that Justlce Sharpe would be housed in
FOB #7 for convenience and that he would be furnished secretarial

" support from the.Department of Justice and technical advice as

needed from the Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Internal
Security Division, John Doherty.

The meeting ¢oncluded with the further agreement to meet again
as soon as possible after deslgnatlon of the representatives by
Defense, NSA, and Treasury.

ce: Mr, Ehrllchman -
M: ‘4aldeman
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EXHIBIT 26

CTIZALIIRM ML 18
MY 1T LLIT .o
cinrrmn{acrn) iy

URITED STATES GOVERNMENT HCEFER 5.

Memorandum - oo LV F

:Assistant Attofney'Genefai ’ .%i A : )
Internal Security Division . 3 é_nkntfebtyarz 3, 19711
]&%‘l&‘\ ?Director; FBI T e e s
sunjecT: INTELLIGENCE EVALUATION COMMITTEE

INTERWAL SECURITY - MISCELLANEOUS . -~ . 4=

* Reference is made to your letter dated February 2,
1971, which consisted of a draft of a 'proposed charter of
the captionad organization which has been provided to this
Bureau for review and comments. : :

In this regard it is requested that an appropriate
change be made in the wording of paragraph IV entitled "Stafi"
to clearly show that the FBI will not provide personnel for
tha nroposad permanent intelligence estimation staff. The

| viording weuld then be consistent with-our positicn as stated

-4n my letter dated January 27, 1971, prompted by manpover

‘and budgetary problems., . :

LI

Although ve are unable to provide any personnel '
support, you may be assured of our continuing full cooperation
in providing all relevant intelligence which might be of
assistance to the Cosmittee in fulfilling its responsibilities.

62-113887
RECE L rmaee
. clvVED ) A ) . DEPARTMENT % "r?i
FE 5' :- L - 5 " . ) - " . _"'
_ B5 37 S 111 fe8 5 1971
ERNAL SECumify ' B
Y Divisiay RAO.

son & Poliey Plaariy
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P S P
UNITED STATES, c;ovrszw v T DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

M, emOmndum

; N i R
. TO : See Addressees Below ' DpATE:February 10, 1971

g

FROM : Robert C. Mardian{&
Assistant Attorney General . )
Internal Security Division . )

* suBjECT: LT - = ) . '

Intelligehce Evaluation Committee .-

I. AUTHORITY: AT S \

Interdepartmental Action Plan for Civil Disturbarces. ;

II. MISSION:
To provide intelligence estimates to Ebe responsible
-. Government departments and agencies on a need-to-know
‘basis in order. o effectively evaluate and anticipate
—"_  problems to appropriately respond to civil disorders.
' In carrying out this mission, thg Committee shall have
access to all pertinent intelligence in the possesslon
of the United States Government.

III. MEMBERSHIP: . L
Members of the Committee shall consist of representatives
of the following departments and agencies: Department of
Defense; Department of Justice; Central Intelligence
Agency; Federal Bureau of Investigation; Secret Sexvice;
National Security Agency, and, when necessary, representa-
tives of other departments or agencies designated by the
Committee. .

IV,. STAFF:

s The Committee will dbe supported by a permanent intelligenc
estimation staff* consisting of representatives from membc

" % The Federal Bureau of Investlgatlnn advised’ 1t would not prov’
personnel Lor this staff .
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DRAFT . oL :
.o i . _2— —

éépartments and agencies and headed by an'executivg
Qirector appointed by the Committee. -
Ce s . i - »

V.V " PROCEDURES AND ‘FUNCTIONS: - . LT

B
The permanent staff w1ll perform the follow1ng functions:

@ 1, When requested by the Committee, the Departments
or Agencies represented shall furnish to the Committee -
staff all pertinent infoxrmation relevant to the stated
request of the Committee. - Such requests for intélligence
data shall first be approved by the Committee. The

_ Executive Director of the permanent staff may initiate
requests for information from member agencies subject to
review and approval by the committee.

‘2. Prepare estlmates from tlme to time as dlrected by
.- the Commlttee.

- 3. Report. information gaps to the Commlttee as such
’ gaps are identified. .

.- . 4. Recommend to the Committee ho less often than
monthly subjects for intelligence estimation.
. .
5. Prepare other relevant studles and reports as
directed by the Commlttee. .

. 6. Provide for the security of infoérmation received
and the grotection of all sources of informationT

VI. OFFICE SPACE AND FACILITIES:

The Departmant of Justice shall provide necessary office:
space, supplies, and incidental administrative support..



ADDRESSEES:" -
' "Inspector George C. Moore
Mr. Benson Buffham -

Mr. Thomas J. Kelley
Colonel John W. Downey .
‘Mr. Richard Ober



265

EXHIBIT 27

Torm CJ-1%
(Ed. 4-2¢ 5%)
A .
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT . . DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
. Memorandum T
©"1 o '+ THE ATTORNEY GENERAL '

' FROM : Robert C. Mardian ' I
T Assistant Attorney General o
. Internal Security Division. : s

' . SUBJECT: . . I
. Intelligence Evaluation Committee

Attached is the fingl draft of the charter of the Intelligence
Evaluation Committee which has the approval of the entire IEC
staff, other than the representative of the Federal Bureau of.

.  Investigation. The Bureau advises, as you will note from the
attached memorandum, that they will not provide personnel to
work with the Committee staff for the purposes stated in the T
charter. Also attached are two memoranda from the Director to
me, dated January 27, 1971 and February 3, 1971, in which he
states hic reacnne fov haing wnwilling o participate.

Although it might be possible to continue the work of the
committee without the FBI evaluator, in: view of the fact that
most of the intelligence information available is Bureau infor-
mation,” I do not think that the quality of the intelligence
estimates would be sufficiently improved to warrant continuing
our effort without their cooperation. I think all of the
present members of thé Committee other than the FBI member agree
with the above assessment.

Pending your further advice, however, we will continue to operate
on the basis of the exception noted with reference to Bureau
participation.

cc: Honorable John Ehrlichman
Honorable H.R. Haldeman
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EXHIBIT 28

U.S. GOVERNMENT MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
June 1}, 1973

To: Colonel Werner E. Michel, Chief, Counterintelligence and
Security Division, The Pentagon

From: Henry E. Petersen, Assistant Attorney General,
Criminal Division

Subject: Intelligence Evaluation Committee (IEC)

The IEC has been engaged in evaluating the potential for violence
during various domestic situations. Now that the war in Vietnam has
ended demonstrations carrying a potential for violence have virtually
ended; thepefore, I feel that the IEC function is no longer necessary.

Accordingly, effective immediately, the IEC is no longer in exist-
ence. If, in the future, estimates are needed concerning the potential
for violence in a given situation, such estimates can be handled by
ad hoc groups set up for that purpose.

From: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights
of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate
93rd Congress, ‘Second Session on S. 2318, April 9 and 10,
1974, issue on Military Surveillance pg. 221.
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EXHIBIT 29

MENORAHDUM FOR MITCHELL, EHRLICHMAN, NALDEMAN
Unsigned on Justice Department Statxonary
Dated January 19, 1971

"Al11l those vho have been involved in the project firmly
believe that the starting point for.an effective domestic intelligence
operation should be the implementation of the Special Report of the .
Inte;agency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc Conmittee Report of June 3,
1970). -

"Since the inception of this current project the gencral
climate of public reaction, the
has been significantly altered by the incidents which have confronted the
Army in its intelligence operation. According, the current activities of
the vorking group would be subject to extrcme adverse public media and
cnngressional reaction if discovered. o B

.ee As noted above, there is considerable doudbt as to how
significent a contribution the proposed commitiee would make to ’
existing domestic 1ntelligence ~operations without implementation of the
Ad Hoc Commlttee Report._ .

"Based on these observations, ve have concluded and strongly
recomment that the existing plan for establishing a physical office with
a committee chairman and staff be rescinded and future meetings of the
working group be called on an Ad Hoc basis in John Dean's office; that
any deficiencies in intelligence should be called to the attention of
the existing agencies and corrections should be made through the normal
structure. If this fails to produce the requisite {ntelligence, it is
then recommend that the .questions raised by the Ad Hoc Committee Report
be re-cxamined to determine how either partial or full implementation~of
the recommendatlons in that report might be accomplished."

It was further recommended that the group adopt the problem- solving
approack vhereby appropiiate.agencies develop intelligence estimates of
problems the group anticipates the govemment must fact in the near future.

There was also a discussion of "cover” for Justice Morrell Sharp
and Doherty since they were both recognized in the FOB.

62-685 O - 76 - 18
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EXHIBIT 30

POUTE

: ( e Tohwn oo
/ UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT . ——

1{ A ) d ) i 1 - Mr. Sullivan

lAemorandum -t 1 - Mr. Mohr
1]

o : C. D. Brennan ) pare: March 25, 1971
* , N JUNE_ :

= . W, R, Wannall,, 1 - Mr. Dalbey
FROM ' V'J/) 1 - Mr. Rosen

1 - Mr. Brennan
super: - DIRECTOR'S MEETING 3/31/71 WITH 1 - Mr. Wannall
ATTORNEY GENERAL, MR. RICHARD ° 1 - Mr. McDonnell
SIRLMS AND ADMIRAL NOEL GAYLER

- a
. We have 'had no indication from any source as to the reason why
Attorney General asked the Director to meet with him, Mr. Helms and

| Admiral Gayler on 3/21/71. Since Mr. Helms is Director of Ccentral Intelligence
i Agency (CIA) and Admiral Gayler is Director of National Security Agency (NSA),
f both of which agencies arc deeply involved in production of foreign intelligence,-.
! it would appear that the meeting will probably cover this subject matter.

4 d

- One of the most pressing problems of the Administration relates io
the control of activities of criminal subversives, such as the Weatherman
eroun, the East Coast conspiracy and the BlacK Panthers, Production of
intelligence relating to the proposed activities of such groups has ramifications
both in the domestic fictd and the foreign field, the latter because of indications
of possible foreign direction and contrdl of these radical militants,

-

¢
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Memorandum {or Mr. Brennan

Re: DIRECTOR'S MEETING 3/31/71 WITH
ATTORNEY GENERAL, MR. RICHARD
HELMS AND ADMIRAL GAYLER

While Bureau has primary responsibility for internal security matters
which includes production of domestic intelligence, recognizing the possible
foreign ramifications of the present problem relating to criminal subversives, it
‘is felt we should talic advantage of any resources of NSA and CIA which can be .
)tapped for the purpose of contributing to the solution of this problem.

Our principal sources for production of intelligence in this area are
electronic surveillances and live informanis. We have  telephone
{surveillances and _ _ fmicrophone surveillance targeted specifically for the

> i ifence_in this field,” Among*our live infarmant

Uically against criminal subversive indivicdual

have approximately  ‘poteniil informanfs md
in various stages of develppment for this same purpose, ‘many of whom
are currently providing significant intelligence data.. In various ghetto areas
where criminal subversives are concentrated we have over 6200 ghetto informants,
persons residing in the areas or having contacts therein, who have agreed to .
provide us with any information of interest to the FBI which comes to their attention

As noted above, we feel that the foregoing matter is the one most
likely for discussion during thé 3/31/71 meeting; however, any matter in the
foreign intelligence collection field would appear to be a possible subject for

discussion, in view of the presence of Mr. Helms and Admiral Gayler and
considering their primary missions. ) '

ACTION:

Foregoing is submitted for the information of the Director,
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. 1 - Miss lolmes
1 - Mr. Suw)livan
. Memorandum Lo sol
1 - Mr. Dalbey
TO :Mr. C. D. Brennan DATE: 3/29/71
. . i - Mr. Rosen
. . . . . - Mr. C.D. Brennan
FROM :W. R. “a“nﬂll\y@/ JUNE 1 - Mr. W.R. Wannall
1 - Mr. W.J. McDonnell

SURJECT: DIRECTOR'S MEETING 3/31/71 WITH
ATTORNEY GENERAL, MR. RICHARD
HELMS AND ADMIRAL NOEL GAYLER .

Memorandum 3/25/71 in captioned matter reported that
we have 13 telephone surveillances and one microphone surveil-
lance tarpeted specifically for the production of intelligence
relating to activities of domestic criminal subversive
individuals and organizations. The Director has asked that
these electronic surveillances be identified.

- The microphone surveillance covers the residence in
San Francisco of Iluey P. Newton, Supreme Commander, Black Panther

Party.
iThe 13 telephone surveillances are:

1. Black Panther Party Headquarters, Chicago, Illinois.

2. Black Panther Party Headquarters, Los Angeles,
California.

3. Black Panther Party Headquarters, San Francisco,
California. -

4: - Black Panther Party Headquarters, Oakland,
California. :

. 5. PBlack Panther Party Headquarters, New Haven,
Connecticut.

. 6. Black Panther Party Headquarters, Bronx, New York.

7. Junta of Military Organizations, Tampa, Florida
(a black extremist organization). '

8. Huey P. Newton's residence,. San Francisco,
california. (He is Supreme Commander of the Black Panther Party).
R 9, Communist Party USA Headquarters, New York City.
t (R ’
WRY/VW M dgo (|1
(9) 4
Y CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum, W.R, Wannall to Mr. C.D. Brennan
RE: DIRECTOR'S MEETING 3/31/71 WITH
ATTORNEY GENERAL, MR, RICHARD
HELMS AND ADMIRAL NOEL GAYLER

10. Jewish Defense League Headquarters, New York City.
11. Worker Student Alliance Headquarters, Chicago, .
Illineis (affiliate of Students for a Democratic Society, a
New Left extremist group).

12. Nancy Sarah Kurshan's residence, Cleveland,
Ohio (the New Left extremist activist).

13. Nancy Barrett Frappier's residence, .

San Francisco, California (contact point of the underground
Weatherman, New Left extremist, violence-prone terrorist group).

ACTION:

The above is submitted in compliance with the
Director's request.
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EXHIEIT 31

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE l/
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20335
S’
. L.
April 12, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILES

N r,'a,,%\‘ bl . Moss [Emesoypy”

Gabe "6 March 23, 1971, 1 attended a meeting with the Attorney. j niss Gendd-—=
General, Mr. Richaré {elks, Director of the Central Intelligence Agegqﬁss'
(CIA), and Admiral Noel A, Gayl{r, Director of the National Security - (o
Agency. .

;I'(:lm TRoot

This meeting had been requested by Mr. Helms and was for the ~
purpose of discussing a broadening of operations, particularly of the very
confidential type in covering intelligence both domestic and foreign. .

{ .

. o o " There was some discussion upon thé
part of Mr. Helms of further coverage of mrail, @ o i . !
1 stated to the Attorney General, Mr. Helms, and Admiral Gaylor
that I was not at all enthusiastic about such an extension of operations insofar
as the FBI was concerned in view of the hazards involved. The Attorney
General stated that he thought before he could make any final decision in
this matter, Mr. Helms should make an in-depth examination of exactly what
he and Admiral Gaylor desired and then submit to the Attorney General and
myself the results of this examination, and he, the Attorney General, would
call another meeting of this particular group. and make the decision as to what
could or could not be done.

Mr, Helms said he would take care of this very promptly.

i

P

Y »hn Edgar Hoover
- Director

N Ay
. i A ""-51, P2

JEH:EDM (1)
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EXHIBIT 32

%”o f"qu
vlu??’ZO/d/ Ui

. C. D. BeLoach~ AT July 19, 1966

W, C. SulliQun,;'
. A

"BLAGK BAG" JORSL

Nt
!

hc L0110w1n" is set forth in regard to your
réquest concerninz what -authority we nave for "black bag™ f
-JObS and for the backyrouand of our pollg" and proccdures :
in such matters

JObS fron oul 3 ique involves
chsp\ 5 and glcw;ly illcuzal; therclor it would be
impossible to obtain any.legal sanciion for it.: Despite
this, "blacl bayg" jobs have been uscd bhecauss they ropres
an 1nvn1vwhlo technigue in combating subversive activits

of a clundestine nwture aimed dchc»ly at undermining and
Adngt roving aur nation.

¥e do not obtai

———

- The present procecure followed in the use of this
technique ealls for the Special Agent in Charge of a field
office to malie his reguest For the use of ihe Lluchnig e
to the approvriate Assistant Dircetor. The Special Arent . {
in Charpge t completely justi tne neced for the use of ¢
the techni and at the same ti 2 that it can he

afely uscd witrout any dan > nent to the
Burenu, The facis are incor oranuun wvhich,
in accorcance witin the Director' is sent to
Mr, Tolson or to the Dircctor fo* Osequently
this neiorandum is filed in the Assist nt DlrLCiOF'S oifice
under a "Do No¢ File" procecdurc,

JC¢ prepares .

. In the field the Special fg :
an informal nmemorandum showing ithat he gureau |
authority and this nemorandum is {iled i fe until

the uext -inspection by Burcau Inspectors, ﬂu wvitdeh time it
is destroyed,




274

ir. C. D. DclLoach
' JoBs

We have used +this technigue on ~ highly selective
basis, but with wide-range eifect) our operations.
Ve have saveral cases in the esp

. Also throuph the use of this technigque we have on
nupcrous occ ons been able to obinin material held highly
sceret and closely guarded by subversive groups and oryanisza—-
tions which consisted of membersihip 1ists and mailing lists
of these oxganizations,

This applies cven to our invest tion of the
You may recall that recently through a
“hlack bag' job we obiained the records in the wnssession of

ghgog_h}ghfrﬂnking officiais of a oy
i ‘hase records gave us Lhe comnl

i | g .

-qand financial information concerning the operation
whiéh we have been usiny most efifcctively Lo disrupi the
organization and, in Zfact, to bring about its near disintegratio
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C. V. Deloach
JO3s

vaiuzble weapon winich we have
usad to cowhal the highly cluandestine eiforts of ‘subversive
claomants sceking to undermine our hation,

For your information.

.
V4
A’
e =
No more such techniques
- must be used.
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EXHIBIT 33

Smaanry O,

LEMERANDUM FOL

Lot chal o

icials jor the use oi
zd zhat 1o ot '.r.t".m 0 QpOroveE ‘.n/

nd, vonseouently, no suci Mw.au. *nn-.u.,,l:x A,hJ.

J for aporoval of such mattery, This pracid winl

5 also surrautiticus entrances n(.on aremines of any ki,

t et wita oy approval in the futur

T

soy iraly yours,

JSahn adzar Hoover

Cliroctor
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EXHIBIT 34

L}m
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2053 i -
° vit-3-3- bIFs)-H -,

+ merTUs

Honorable Frank Church, Chairman
United States Senate Select Committee

on Intelligence Activities
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Church:

By letter of September 22, 1975, from Mr. John
E1lliff of your Committee staff, Mr. E11liff requested
certain information with respect to surreptitious
entries conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation against domestic targets. Attached and
transmitted herewith is a memorandum prepared by the’
Federal Bureau of Investigation .in response to that

request.
cerely, ? [

MICHAEL E. SHAHEEN JR.
Special Counsel for Intelllgence Coordination
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LTI

UNITTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTICATION

WASIINGTON, D C. 20535

(Is-3) 62-116395 September 23, 1975

. UNITED STATES SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE
TO STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
WITH RESPECT TO INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES (SSC)

RE: SURREPTITIOUS ENTRIES - DOMESTIC TARGETS

Reference is made to SSC letter dated September 22,
1975, from Mr. John T. E1lliff, Director, Domestic Intelligence
Task Force, to Mr. Michael E. Shaheen, Jr., Special Counsel
for Intelligence Coordination, Office of the Deputy Attorney
General, wherein Mr. E1lliff made the following request with
respect to domestic targets of surreptitious entries con-
ducted by the FBI:

1. Statisties on the volume of such surreptitious
entries in inclusive categories such as "subversive," :
"white hate," organized crime," or "miscellaneous." These
statistics should be cleared for public disclosure.

2. 'Committee access at FBI Headquarters to a
complete list of specific targets, represented by the
statistics in Item 1, above. .

3. Delivery to the Chairman and Vice Chairman
of the list of specific targets requested for access in
Item 2, ‘above.

With respect to this request, from 1942 to April,
1968, surreptitious entry was utilized by the FBI on a highly
selective basis in the conduct of certain investigations.
Available records and recollection of Special Agents at FBI
Headquarters (FBIHQ), who have knowledge of such activities,
identify the targets of surreptitious entries as domestic
subversive and white hate groups. Surreptitious entry was
used to obtain secret and closely guarded organizational and
financial information, and membership lists and monthly
reports of target organizations. .
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Re: Surreptitious Entries - Domestic Targets

When a Special Agent in Charge (SAC) of a field
office considered surreptitious entry necessary to the
conduct of an investigation, he would make his request to
the appropriate Assistant Director at FBIHQ, justifying
the need for an entry and assuring it could be accom-
plished safely with full security. In accordance with
instructions of Director J. Edgar Hoover, a memorandum
outlining the facts of the request was prepared for
approval of Mr. Hoover, or Mr. Tolson, the Associate
Director. Subsequently, the memorandum was filed in
the Assistant Director's office under a "Do Not File”
procedure, and thereafter destroyed. In the field
office, the SAC maintained a record of approval as a
control device in his office safe. At the next yearly
field office inspection, a review of these records would
be made by the Inspector to insure- that the SAC was not
acting without prior FBIHQ approval in conducting
surreptitious entries. Upon completion of this review, .
these records were destroyed. .

There is no central index, file, or document
listing surreptitious entries conducted against domestic
targets. To reconstruct these activities, it is necessary
to rely upon recollections of Special Agents who have
knowledge of such activities, and review of those files
identified by recollection as being targets of surreptitious
entries. Since policies and procedures followed in reporting
of information resulting from a surreptitious entry were
designed to conceal the activity from persons not having a
need to know, information contained in FBI files relating
to entries is in most instances incomplete and difficult
to identify.

Reconstruction of instances of surreptitious entry
through review of files and recollections of Special Agent
personnel at FBIHQ who have knowledge of such activities,
show the following categories of targets and the approximate
number of entries conducted against each:

1. At least fourteen domestic subversive targets
were the subject of at least 238 entries from 1942 to April,
1968. 1In addition, at least three domestic subversive targets
were the subject of numerous entries from October, 1952, to
June, 1966. Since there exists no precise record of entries,
we are unable to retrieve an accurate accounting of their
number. . .

5.
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Re: Surreptitious Entries - Domestic Targets

2. One white hate group was the target of an
entry in March, 1966.

A recent survey of policies and procedures of the
General Investigative and Special Investigative Divisions
at FBIHQ with respect to surreptitious entries, disclosed
that with the exception of entries made for the purpose of
installation.of authorized electronic surveillances, the
technique of surreptitious entry has not been used in criminal
investigations.

A list of specific targets has been prepared for
review by Senators Church and Tower, and appropriate FBIHQ
officials are available for a discussion of this list.
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EXHIBIT 35

. liay 9, 197s

Honorable Hugh E, Kline . ” .

Clexk L. o

United States Court of Appeals for : .
the District orf Columbia Circuit .

United States Court House . S

wWashington, D. C. 20001 . - " ) .

Re: -United States v. Ehrlichman
(D.C. Cir. 150.74-1882)

Dear Mr. Kline:

This letter states the views of the Department of
Jugtice concerning an issue raised in this case: the’
legality of forms of surveillance in the United States
" without a warrant in cases involving foreign espionage or
intelligance. Copies are enclosed for distrilution to
the Court. '

It is the position of the Departrment that such
activities must be very carefully ccntroiled. There must
be solid reason to Believe that foreign espicnage or:
intelligence is involved. 1In addition, the intrusion
dnto any rone of expeccred privacy must he kept to the
mininum and there must be personal authorizacion by the
President or the Attorney CGeneral. The Ccpartment helieves

that activities~sQ controlled are lawiul under the Fourth
e .

. In regard to warrantless searches related to _

foreign cspicnage or intelligence, the Department dces not

believe there is a constiturional differonce Letween
~_scarches conducied_hy wirctanping a nose involving _ _

physical entries into private premises. Cne -form of search

is no less secious than another. It is and has long heen
earches involiving
re justified

ndt
es

i
the Department's view that warranticss. s
physical entries into private premises a

~
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. -2-
under the proper circumstances when related to foreign
esplonage or intelligence (See Brief, p. 45, n. 39).

The discussion by the Special Prosecutor (Brief,
Part IB) raises guestions which, in our view, are not
presented by this case. The physical entry here was
plainly unlawful, as the Special Prosecutor.arcgues,
because the search was not controlled as we have sug-
gested it must be, there was no proper authorization,
there was no delegation to a-broper oificer, and there
was no sufficient predicate for the choice of the particu-
lar premises invaded. For these reasons, we fully
support the Special Prosecutor in concluding that the
entry and search here were unlawzul.

.Respectfully subﬁitted,

AN

JOHN C, KEEMNEY
Reting Assistant Attorney General

LY

Enclosures
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EXHIBIT 36
CEMTRAL INTELLLIGI.NCE AGLENCY
VASHUIGTON, O.C. 20505

OFFICE OF THE DIRLCIOR

£ : . 26 ¥ebruary 1970
.A - : . . . .
" Personal and Confidential
The Honorable J. Edgar Hoover ' L L.
Dirveclor . . °
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Washington, D, C. :
 Dear Mr. lioover:
Mr., has orally informed me that you wish to have the

e

Ef

Cin nature. He s

identity ol the Ul apent who w

comununicated Lo an employee of Lhis Agency, IS

s the source of ceviain infornaiions

This information_regarding the disappearance of one Viees Rilie v
———e —

in furn pa e

—_— 1
H

In_vinw r)f'your personal interest in this matter, |instructed
Mrl Lo report to e in person. - —
o this complicated case in detail with Mre

I have review

and have requested hio Lo reveal the identity of his source.  As a point
s avhomant that he

of honor and personal integrily, Mr.S

could nol disclose the identity-of his source.  Under further pressure
from me, Mir, . - ‘maintained his position, stafing that in de-

fensc of it he was prepared to submitl his resignation immediately,
Mr. explained that the . Lo wcases

ensive news coverase, much ol il bheing Wional

had been piven ¢

nned that there was ciabars
Lle involvement of the CLA and Lh

g public spuecenlalion
LB in Ribats

as to the po
tdisappearance,

U

By, ‘

62-685 O - 76 - 19
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The purpose of - T canference with the District
Attorney of Denver wias Lo solicit his x-m)d oflices Lo remove pre
surcs and the possible serving of a subpoena on,
le also sourht to ovient the Distriet Atlorney pl‘(n)( lly 50 lh.nl In
would not continue 1o hayve an crroncous impression of the rolvs of
the CIA .nul the BRI, thereby eliminating further adverse publicity,

Mr., T 7 _ dffirms thatl fore going Lo j)i::_L_ri_cﬁl Attorney

Mcl\(,-lll he called upon the i1 I e MY,

“and sought to. covrdinate with him our r("‘l)(‘LLl\ ¢ inferests.
- coorady

“1iéTaY50 solicited Mr.” to accompany him to the District
Allorney. ’ -
M . M “tates that Mrs refused abgedate -
ot P conperate i this matter.  Instead, t\h". . ungaged in oo orad
..u'»‘-‘l' |! exchange during which e remarked that our representative in
)/. S Boulder was "lying" and then proced rded Lo v.h.\llcn--« the veracity of
‘ U Mr. ‘Subsequently, Mr, . ‘confurred witin
the Distric l Allorney alone. He was suce sful in pérsuading the

District Attorney to make a favorable pubt alement which iad
the offect of putting this issde peparding, and other rumors

to rest as fdr as the piblic was concerned,

I have carclully reviewdd the statements of Mr S ————-, ~

Ieel that poor judument was employed in passing the information in

—— . .
© oand Jater to the District Altorney.  This should

only have been done with specific ¥R approval, 1 wish to assure you

questio

that 1 do not condone violations of the third apency rule, and |am
taking steps to impress once d;_,,am tais ¢lementiry fact upon ail Agency
officialy ’

th repard to Mr., \_ Jhave no reason Lo donbt that
he has acted lmncsllv. I'believe that he'has reparted to me in pood
Inlh. e <;1nrr~1(')y interested in pr c‘-.uvm" ¢
Telations hip between the CIA and the I B, Neve
situatior of this sort adverscly affects tie relationsihip belween the two

sound working

rtheless, bees

1agencices, 1amn l\l"n;, administrative action in this matter with resard
b ERBLLLBR L
WAtto Mr, :

R = L

R A L
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I hope sincerely that this recent incident will not impair our
mtual efforts in making certain that we have not vverlooked factors
a sipnificant bearing on U, S, inteligence ane infernal
securily interests. | shall pursue this matter through our respective
liaison offices.,

possilily havir

In closing, Mr. lloover, 1 wish to state that this Avency can only
fully perform its duli

:5 in the furtherance of the niddonal security when
it has the closest coordination and teamworis with the Faderal Bareas of
Investigation,  Furthermore, it 1s necessary that we continae to con-

duct our bhusines

K
in an atmosphere of mutual respect,  Flrust thal we
,\’ fj can coordinate elusely sny future devalopiments or actions in these cas
~ inorder to provent the airing in public of conflicls or difterences hetween
=’
H
)
.

the two agencies. ] feel stronply that there arce representatives of the
news media who are caper to exploit alleged differences on n.\li.nml
scale.  Disturbing as this cxperienee has been, | wish 1o thank

you in
the interestls of onr

common cause for having connnunicated with me
ht and candid manner,

in such a Jforthri

RV

" sin

rely,

\)\.A.dq.,_,.lvb'ai,uwx_
+= Richard Itelms
A

-3\ Dircclor

YRS

\./Q/VJJ, v /v’»“ Ml

,}\ EARSY Wire g.‘.«\) )J-rv/-«
Alln(luullnlt afs

v

!
v s f Sy O

- e .
TP N sl e

{
IG5 19y

£BI
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Following are btypewritten clarvifications of the
handwritten comments of J. Edgar lloover on the atbached
docuwnent : .

. e
Pige 2, lell margin 4 aclted properiy. U"

. - s
Page 2, bobttom of page - "I do not agrde. jviolated the

third agency role & reinsed Lo idenbify
Lhe alleped FBI agent who was the source
of the information. N"

Pugc'J, cnd of Jrd paragraph - "lielms lLorpels il oo bwo way
streclk. I

Page 3, bollom of page - "Fhis is not sallistactory. 1wk our
Denver Office Lo have absolntely no
contacts wilh CIA. I wint dirccet liaison
here with CIA Lo be terminated & any '
contact with CIA in Lhe {ulure Lo be by
letter only. HU"
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EXHIBIT 37

Yebruary 26, 1970
BY LIAISON

I 4 .
. @4/‘!’ °d
Nonorable Egil Krogh, Jr, : Qj)ti//'
Doputy Assistant to the President A
for Dounestic Affairs o
Tha White House Y~ Loor T Movsanciri- inSixes

Wasbington, D, C,

Pear Mr. Krogh!
1

)‘

'al

Pursuant to your request of February 23, 1970, )
there are cnclosed 13 memoranda concerning sources of funds. i,/
utilized by revolutionary groups.

"

smcerély yours,

’ A o R
Enclosuros (13)\S§$C’ 4 ~\"\($‘. EX 4
o -~ ' - :
.- < A103 /co‘wvéf?g/.y;:ZQé

o . A
RLS:hst 1 L '
. (9) ' : ’

=2
o ¢§&zf1wo

—
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February 26, 1970

PEOGRESSIVE LAPOR PARTY )

The Prc"”e;s*va Laver Party (PLP) is an active
i "*es waich adbercs to the

revolution ”TJ dne
its leader lico Tso
fron dues pnxd b,

- as

rozbers of tiho organxzation.

The PLY? 2lso Qexrivew income fronm the sale of its
nagazice "Progres - and its monthly nevspaper
"Challenge," ELU bulk mailinzs of these

" publications dire ‘s China, in the past. The
PLP in January, 1 + 0,000 copies of "Challenze,
and in February, 1870, Lz,iéd) icsues of "brogressive Labor.”

Bis:mst g
8 wny -
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Pebruary 26, 1970

REPUBLIC OF NEW AFRICA

. The Republic of New Africa (RNA), a black extremist,
separatist organization, was formed in Detroit, Michigan,
in March, 1968, ’

' ) RKNA ncti&ity has been curtailed from 1its inception
by lack of funds. C ;

GIT: ekw
(¢:)]
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Yehruary 26, 1970

STUDENT NATICIAL CCONDILLTING CORLITTEE

The Student Katlonzl Coordinatipg Committee 1s a
black extremist noamearershin organization which was founded
in 1269 and vhich until July 3, was known as the Student
lonviolent Coordinating Co ttcc, ‘The group is currently
led by U, Lap Lromn vitg s2 ¢g lational Chairnan,.

The organization ic currently active in Atlanta,
Georgia; Cincinnati, Caoio; ond iswv York City. The
orpanization's cationali ofiics is loczted in KNew York City
where it paintains on cifice sroviced by the Saint Peter's
Episcopal Cihurch at 3ud. Uest Lrth Lireet, The group ornecrates
naticaally with legs tuan S0 nenbirs and is consistently reporied
to be in dire financial coriitionm, '

Additional revenur is ohtzined through the payment of
dues by Student Nlatioannl Cocruinnt: . Committce affiliates and
recently eiforts have been nuis by the kow York organization to
publish a news bulletin entitled “iatiozzl SICC™ which it is
.intended would secll for-3£¢ a couy. Publication of this news
letter has not met with success ecd to cate only one issue is
known to have appeaxed,

PEN:fb
(8)
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STUDENT NATIONAL COORDINATING CCMITTER
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February 26, 1970
COXMUNIST PARTY, USA -

R P:pub,.-;P’
o)y Y
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February 26, 1870

SCCIALIST YORKERS PARTY

tskyist Socialist Vorkers Party (SWP) is
2w York City and is the largest.and most
unist splinter groups. Tiwough its youth
# Socialist Alliance (YCl), the SUP

the -Student Mobilization Committee to
tnan (SiC), a broad-based student antiwar
10 maintains fraternal ties with the

i~ ional, A European Trotskyist organizatiom. =

.1-,.0
hoadqui.st i

group.,

cry source of funds is the monthly

can dollars extracted from each menber,

5 are also realized fron the sale of
.iections in support of SWP political

t collections at large public rallies, and
1 of firont orcanizations



204

February 26, 1970
YOUNG SOCIALIST ALLIANCE

The Young Socialist Alliance (YSA) 1is the youth
organization of the Socialist Yorkers Party (S¥P) and has
been described by the SUP as the main recruiting ground
for the SuP,,

A YSA publication in an.article outlining the
organizational concepts of the YSA states that the
membership and cach local chapter are responsible forx
financial support to the organization through such activities
as payment of cinimal. dues based on ability to pay, literature
sales and fund raising projects,

The YSA is subsidized by the SWP which furnishes
varying anounts of money to the YSS on a continuing basis.

DP¥W:se
)/ Q;L/

Cﬁ/ﬁJ
o

B
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Yebruary 26, 1970

STUDENT MOBILIZATION COMITTEE TO
END THE VAR IN VIETHAM

. The Student Xobilization Comnmittee to End the Vaxr
in Vietnan (SUC) is coatrolled and dominated by the Yourg
Sozizlist Alliance (YS4) vhich is the youth orsanizatica
of the Socialist Vorkers Party (SWP). The S has liccal
chapters in all sections of the United States and aifords
the YS4 a broad base organization for popular support.

The SNC local activity is financed by the
indivicual chapter concerned and in turm these local groups
contribute toward the expenzes of any national action
sponsored or supported by the suC, The local chapters
organizo their own fund raisinp projects and are assisted
by contributiona from their members and supporters.

ser -
DPFV /jan

()
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VERCEREHOS BRIGADR

The Vencereues Erigade (VB) was organized in
June, 1969, for the nurpose of supporting the Cuban revolution
by assisting in the cuvrent sugnr cane harvest., It is head-
quartercd in It aad is cooposed of the National
1 rccruiters and the brigade members
who travel to Cuin:, » Txocutive Cornittee is conmposed of
individuzls representing a variety of liew Left groups, which
_groups have also provicaed organizational support, To date a
total of 702 individuals kave been ldentified as having
traveled to Cuba under VB auspices,

%lth regard to finances, the VB Executive Cormittee
instructed the regional recruiters that each region would be
responsible for raiciun travel funds for transportation of

‘participantis to . , at which points
the -Cuban Government would assuce financial résponsibility,
All excess funds were to bz sent to the national office,

Money to supnort travel expenses was obtained through
various fund raisiecg 2irs sponsored by the organizations
lending cuppoxrt to th LC. Tiese projects incluced bazaars,
filo shovings, and co 2s, 1In addition, information has been
developed disclocing that eack traveler provided his own funds
for transportation and incidental expenses, and in some instances
they were arbitrarily csosessed a proportionate amount to cover
the travel expenses for those without funds, :

N4
FBG:bjp/LA
(8)

“
«%
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STUDENTS FOR A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY

Weathérman Faction

Weatliernan national leaders, such as William Ayers,
Mar® Pudd, and Jeflrey aoucs, cince thcir clection as
Stuconts ior a leuscratic Society (ST.0) notional secretzriec
in June, 19G9, have appeared as speakers on a number or ccilege
campuscs thrOJghout the country, - They have received hopeiariuus

froa these co;legc, ran~1ng fron $200 to $750 for their speaking
engageneris

This faction ig and has been in severe financial
crisis since late Fall of 1969, Decause of its violent an N
nilitant activities, former sources.of fumds are no longer

available, . -

- Veathernon members live in residences called "collectives,"
and the rent they pay usually is very noninal, - Weatherman
mecbers, because they are in scvere financial straits, oIt
" jreceive noney froa their parents to help cefray exnensuu.,
of the tiu2, however, nexzbers of the colliectives rove =
iren one place to rotucr to avoid paying rent, 7The inc L
in the various coilectives take almost doily trips to "linerate"
(stezl) whatever they need, such as food, clothing, and house-
.ynres,.nt local supcrmarkota and other stcres.
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Students for a Dewocratic Society

lorker Student Alliance Faction

This faction of §DS has obtained operating funds through
the sale of literature and requests for donations through its
publication, "liew Left hotes," Lonations amouniing to from
%1l to $530 have been received from many Worker Gtudent Alliance
(L5A) members located throughout the linited States,
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for a Democratic Socleoty

The
1u i linven, Connccticut, and Los Angeles, California,
{ves {or thc aucii torluzg where the meetinns were
c¢onntionz from delerates, who paid sums ranging
. It was stressed at both meetings by WSA

thiz faction is in dire neod of funds with which

Co

nury Youth Hovement Faction

This faction of SDS has no operating funds on'a
tevel at this time, Loc2l Eevolutionary Youth

i:) chanters operate on their own, and any funds
¢oue from local merbers, During the Fall of 1969,
, considered to be one of the top leaders of
- oc a nucbor of speeches on college campuses

senorarianz svesaging 2070 for each ongrgenasit,

iroan and Steel Company

ihe Cambridge Iron and Steel Company, Canbridge,
Tii, Vis crcated in early 1969 to support such

ic,a ~5 SC5 in the Cambridge and Boston areas,
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UNDERGROUND PUBLICATIORS

The YNew Left relics heavily oa printed propaganda,
The Ncw Left has an enornous "propaganda mill churning out
publicntions deneaning the "Establishment® and glamorizing
the "rchels.” licre are over 200 New Left underground
newspapers publiished on a regular basis in the United States,

Ti:c ‘ecntral theme which pervades these papers is a
criticis: o %h: "l'stablishnent" in general and law cnforce—
ment, the draii, and the Vietnan War in particular, Featured
articlcs are auned prinarily at the "beatnik ¢ypes" and
morbidly curicis wio may be intrigued by the activities of the-
New Leit, Al fLﬂtUICG are obsccne photographs and
psychedalic ¢ 75 .as well as announcencnts of interest to
sex dovintes r1lucinatory drug users., Youth, particularly
students, ore ihe nain target of these publications, which are

- effcetive veiricies for agitation and recruitment in that they
reach a large’ Lertlon of the student population.

For 1hﬂ nost part, the underground papers are in
proor finnancinl “'1d1t10n and often niss publication dates due
s, Papers circulated in large urban areas
nt, while those in university comnunities

ikeep in business, Generally, funds are
~rtising, subscriptions, donations, and

are st
received

benefiis, VGluntccr labor is used in most instances,
}

Atternts by Neow Left leaders to unite these
3 s into some tyne of network have been unsuccess—
thiere are no concrete political philosophies
Vhile the editors sbare similar goals, they
diverge widely s to the means, However, over 100 underground
papers are oI iated with the radical Liberation News Service
which provides ncus packets concerning New Left activities,

ful to wutle,
agreeable to

In a fow instances, authorities bave prosecuted
publivrcrs for printing obscene material. However, ninor fines
or probation have ceen the gcncral result and have been
offsct bv an iicrense in the paper! 'S circulation, /4¢

™



303

Fobruary 26, 1970
RATION OF ISLAM

Approxiratoly 100 Termles or lcsques of this
o~ro cuit onist in the Uanited States today
samzuzn i oneess of wite remberslilp
zaticn. Prizzipal ircome is derived
froa ronuorship dues, special cecbershinp assesapents’ and
{rcu oole, of its ofzricial publication “lLiuhannad Speaks,"
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BLACE PAXNTHER PARTY

The sources of income for the Black Panther Party
(BPP) #re many and varied., 1In the initial years of its
existence from 1966 to 1989, one of its chief sources of
income vas tho procecds frca crininal acts perpetrated by
individual meavers who split with the Party. liore recently,
the chief sourco of funds for the BFP has been numerous and
regular contributions fron individuals, radical groups and
synpathizers in tiie United States and overscas. These
individual .contributiocas have increased greatly since
LCecember, 1969. .

ABF:ekw .
(8) ¢ "“'/é’—r)\—’
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BLACK PANTIZR PARTY
- . Y .
Sizablc donations ara Kknown.-to have been mado to
tha RPP bv saveral proninent individuals and personalities.

i

The BPY algo yecoives income from the regular sale
of its weciily nowwaper and fros the sale of revolutionary
paraphernalla such .as panphlets, posters, buttons, and greetinz
carcs, L

Another source of incomo for the DBPP is fees received
for public snccchios ard appezrmnces nade by its representatives,
particularly at institutions of learninr. The fees received
by its representatives for tkcsc appearances vary but have
ranged as high as 31,
Bebby Seale. IDuix ? ntives of t.e E2? wnee a tOI"L
of 138 appearances nt v1 ioug institutions of learning.

re for the BPP is proceeds
1its and rallies held
raising noney for the
established to pay lc"al

Another gource of inz
received from various public Lo
specifically for ihe purposc ¢
recular defense funds of tho L%
expenses, .

onl

While no firm evidzence has been develeped to date,

it is noted that therc has ¢n an increasing. number of _
articles of a pro-Arab naturc appeariag in the BPP newspaper
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BLACK PAXTIER PATTY

and cvery cffort is being mado to determine whéther the
Arabs arc supporting the Dloc!: Panthors from a monetary
standpoint, It is notewd that ildridee Cleonver, the

L22 linister of Zaformation nnd a fugitive from justice,
is presently residing in Arnb territory and is supported
by thea,




307

February 26, 1970

THE NEWV ¥OCILIZATION COIITTES
TO END 1UE FAR IN VIETKAY

The New lobilization Committee to End tho W
in Vietnam (I7XC) maintaips its haadouarters at 1029 V.
Avenue, Suite 900, porthwest, Vashington, D. C. It a
maintoins an office at 17 East Seventeenth Street,
New York City. . .

The NXC is not an individual membership orgnni
It is a coalition of many orpganizations wnich are locate
throughout the United States. ‘fhese organizations include
the Corzunist Party, Sccialist Vorkers Party, liomen Siriilo
for Peace, Chicazo Peace Council, Los Anpeles Peace jfctlon .
Council, Stucdent lMobilization Committee to End the var in -
Vietnam, and the American Friends Service Connittee.
- . - . M

NMC's primary function at the present time is to
protest the United States intervention in Vietnan.

. The NMC receives financial support in the form
of donations from sympathetic individuals and organizatious.

) In Septembér, 1969, 1t was reportcd that tho
following individuals were described as being aemong tao
principal individual finapcial donors to the LIC:

e

|8SC:pab p?j ’ - P
8 ! ’

-
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EXHIBIT 38
UNTUED STATES G SRNMENT
7L 7 1 - Mr, DcLoach
Memorandum 1 - tr. Deoach
1 - Nr. Felt

March 12, 1970
- Mr, Cabpcr e
Mr, W. C. Sulllvan S
- Mr. C. D, Brennan I
- lr. Shackelford o

Mr. W. C. u“lllvan ) "

>

Pt
1

Cc. D, Brcnnan &//

NEW LEFT MOVENENT - FIHI‘NCES : . i
IS - MISCELLANEOUS : co,

PURPOSE : 4 ’. : /}s )'

To obtain authority for the attached airtel to the
field requesting financial information concerning New Left
groups.

BACKGROUKD

By mcmorandum C, D, Brennan to W, C. Sullivan, dated
11/7/69, the Dircctor approved a letter to all offices pointing
out the recurring allerations that various tax cxempt charitable
foundations have contributed large sums of monecy, directly or
indirectly, to the Movement., It was also pointed out similar
allegations recur concerning financipl *'angels." The ficld was
instructed to be particularly alert to such allegations- and any
information developed along such lines should be promptly reported
to the Burecau with recommendations as to whether additio nal
investigation is warranted.

By letter dated 2/26/70, in response to a specific
request, we furnished the White House with material concerning-
income sources of revolutionary groups. Such an inquiry is
indicative of the high-level intercst in the financial aspeccts
oI revolutlonary activity.

Because of the sensitive nature of any direct intensive
financial investigation of large foundations or funds, prominent
wealthy individuals who limit their activities to financial
support, or politically oriented groups such as the Vietnam
Moratorium Committece, embarrassment to the Bureau would likely
result, It must also be noted such financial support is so
diverse as- to frequently be in the form of_furnishing bail money
to persons jailed during disturbances, purch1sc of equ1pment, /é;

Enclosure - - . .~ s 0 SEC-gy \\‘\D &
0-446997-70 5 A Mf\ﬁ 17 19/'\’
LS imst ~117 4 v
N g

CONTINUED = OVER"-
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Memorandum to Nr, V. C. Sullivan
NE: HEW LEFT MOVEMENYT - FINAKCES

and underwriting costs of large rallies or meetings. Such
aid rarely would be picked up in our review of bank records
of the organizations involved,

ODGERVATIONS:

In order to put these recurring allegations into
perspective and be in position to be responsive to future
high-level inquiries along this line, it would be desirable -
to obtain from the field, a comprchensive survey of known
instances of financial aid by foundations or funds, prominent
or wealthy individuals, or politically oriented groups, at
the same time it would be a propitious instance to reiterate
thie Bureau's interest in these matters on a continuing basis.

RECOMMENDATION :

The attached airtel to the field be forwarded
containing instructions along the above lines,

25
S
N IS
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EXHIBIT 39

1 - NMr, DecLuach
3/16/70

- Ur. J, P. Hohr

~ Ur, Felt

- Lir, Cacper

- Hr, V¥, C, Sullivan
- Hr. C. D, Brennan
- Ir, Shackelford

Airtel

b et b e

To: SAC, Albany ) ' )
" From: Director, FBI (1.00-446897-70)

(& . PERSONAL ATTENTION
: NEW LEFT MOVFMENT -~ PINANCES j

S ~ KMISCELLALEOUS

SUDED 4/1/70

_ Rekulet dated 11/10/69,

The above referonced letter directod your cttention
to the nced to dovclop information indicative of supnort of
tho Hew Left liovement by tax-oxempt charitnbleo foundations

-or finoncinl “nngels." Allegations of this type of support,
— A5 well s sepport by politically oriented prouns such as tha
Vietpan Meratorium Counittee to ILnd the War in Vietnam

continue to cireulate, .

ML-FBI

suljversive and revoluticnary proups. oxhibited by high officials
of tho Govermient it is egsential to got the above allegations
into ‘proper perspective.

Because of iq»er&st in the sources of funds of }&

You are instructed to survey your filea to detormine
any instances vhore financial support, including gifts of
equipsent or facilities, has becen furnthed to Hew Left croups

. or individuals by 1) taxn-~exemxpt charitable foundations or
funds; 2) prominont or wenlthy individuals, or other individuals
who have contributed over $1,000 in a2 single contributiun;
: 3) politically orionted groups including unions. Such support
/ﬁ~}\ would include and not be limited to, furnishing bail monoy to
/ {ri{?' arrested deronstratorg, furnishing printing equipnent or ofiice
CNKE space, and undexvriting the cost of conventions or rallies.
Individuals and organizations listed should be documented '?

2 where possible. REC- 89 /42 _6V{/, v
e — 2 - A11 Offices (PERSONAL ATTENTION)

’ :l!.::un —_ EX- JJSJ 2 7137 A Vis

e . p - ’/}

PR\

/l' _ /...3 ETE J-AG.. o \\ X
.'.,' ';“-/;

g
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Airteld to 5AC, Albany
RE:  HEW LIFT MOVELENT - FINANCES
100-4469457-70

Thisn survey is expected to be exhaustive and thorouwgh,
The results should be preparced in a letterhend memorandum under
the caption -oi this communication, The deadline of 4/1/70 must
be conmplicd with, :

Tie Dureau's continuing interest in the finaacial
aspects of New Lelt Movement investigations, both organizations
and individuals, is being reiterated. You should -remain
continually clert for information of this type and insure it
is prouptly reported to the Burcau under the above caption,

HOLE:

B3ee niemorandum C. D, Brennan to W. C. Sullivan, dated
3/12/70, captioned as above, prepared by RLS:mst,
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EXHIBIT 40
-'l"l-l(,‘ Atlorney General Suly 27, 1970
rLi " ' ' =

Director,

INTERAGE

TEPIE O L\I TELLIGERCHE

sed weopy ef aleller deted Jufy ¥

l:. el ’
2d Ao meTrem Mr.-Tom Charles

There

1970, wvith
Huslon,

For vour nforr

established an td hoe inteviae Y COmn

h) nie o6 alsce inehrliney tng ivectors

Ajency fense Tetéliidence A

Lusien served-in a i

a5 requested by Lie Lre
tire carreae internad urity toy

ion,

LA
This conrmitic
Qsaesaim
of intelii; s
(:oll«::u(.‘.\ Cautls with reconnaend2:d meonsures w 3,
and revi necurrent prozedures for interasency cooraination vath
recomnmendeid steps o iraprove such procedures.

i conpieted en
revort set forth
Qv

. -The final revort of this <:0:'nmiiluc .
June 25, 1370, anid d2livered to e President, 1
cight epeaiiic nrons (corresponsing to the einhit
in the altgehed felter from Sir. Luston) which boo b
the cornvilice. vhe first six related (o currcnt rest
Herence collzclion nrocemres; tie v
and mange in e cvent e \"w )(_,U
and the et aren coadl witn tho s
Interiigency cummiiiee on domestic intelli

‘report of the compaites was presentod i
disadvantiens of any chanses in current poiicies
the President to inwcate his desires,

t

aud elso o

amlow .
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" The Attorney General

Ao sl ont

Ut notod Gint L

led iy e
Iy affecting tue responsibititioy of

Investiontive restiaials direc
Lthe Tl “Theose include:

L Inlenzifled nse of clactronie surveillancas angd
; A rrouna ot

mmosition (o tha reliocation of sur present s

re onomaior imdrnnl scerity thy

that we would not obicet Lo oth
the Atlornoy Coneral for any coverere re
after Instituling such coverage thenasaelves.

R 2. Removal of Instructions on Jeab il eo
and relozation of covart mait covorace lo vavrmic use
on selected taerets of prierity foreivn fntedii oace and b
tion, in the repoart of dune 25, 1456, T
'sostrony objeetion to implemoenting aay covoere
positinn that if covert mail covs is i

press amwd thn rious wamng
communily bacause of the very nature of tiis covernse, W
objectinn to leoal mail cove rovided il istused on a g,
controlled and sclecilve basis in Lolh eriminnl and security in:

3. _The removal of resteainls on the u:

“andiazainst other urgent and hizh priority targe

o
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The Attorney General

i
4. Antacrease in coverane of violencewprono ci
and studont-reinted grouns ami tie removai of adl resteaints
Hmit cuch covernse,  in ke roport of dune 1290, L v
oujcaleat to e ~any of the present controls and restvict
rediting to thoe opment of campus . dL s polited vt
that to re wrictions weuld 5 e oour i
Upations and-centd result in lenkg w tie h .',(um bo .
diunncing and which could tead to charnes thal invesupative agencies
are interfering with academic freecom.

cifically

HEHNY

I

. In conncction with the proposcd c..ml)ht hment of
permanceint fnteraeenc: commitlee on comes cnee, in the
report of Jdune 235, 1990, 1 specifically mace clonr sy opnosition w
guch a commitice wintie pointing out that the 2.1 would approve of
preparing perioaic domestie intelligence estimatl

Desplte my clear-cut and specitic oprosttion o the
ll(tlnr of the various. investiyative restrabnty re revved Lo aiove
to the creauon of i pernu man inter 'vu‘nu e 'le' on
intelironce, the 1i:
the White lious 3(!\)1 m.cuwn. (8] (.u:: Rh
pec vour spocitic autherization, where appropriate, to \mii.

various sensitive-invegligutive u_uuuqu"u m\ql"cd fn indivianal eas

.

o i

62-685 O - 76 - 21
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‘Tho Attorney Ccneral

[vrould appreciate » wrosent ex
concernii 1ointmier, noline U g dston’s
“letler thal aa inter 1wy commities hHe constiieled l:y Augunt 1, 1970,
Ve are taking no action (o tmplement the tstructions com tined In

Mr. lHuston's lcllcr pen(lmL, your reply..
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EXHIBIT 41

1, Tolson o 10/29/70

o)

P

The }ccutives Conferenco

IXICUTIVLS CONTERLICE - 10/20/70

e
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Femormuites to e, Tolaoon
ne: UTIVS COLVERLECR - 10/29/70

moeratorine
ooy

viority anes
A1 ond nmlu\l'mni . Gpeningg of {hwse cau
pgpered v th oo propoviionnte numbey
> all are reopencd by June U0,

Mould e ol
wonth Lo Lisuy

Black Student Unions and Gimilar groups on collece campuses,
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y ol vhiiich indiente a
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18557
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acterinine hackaround, adlwms and pu and Jey
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blachk
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n viole
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cree

Lo opeon appro:s ely 4,000 cases involving oxpanizations and
the ey activists andg ].eudcr., coennected therewlih,

Students for o Demoncratic Soclety (GDS) and militant How Iaft

can or(;uni:.:\tion:

iy, the varlous
ludisgy the Ve 110'1, which hus
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ately 2,504 ind wu.u.‘l 3. In oaddition
sro nbout 2 g

on \mwh arn
OF |llt‘ b
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1
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Beeons
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Tol
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Jewish Defense League (IDL)
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Tolson
25 CORPLRENCYE ~ 10/29/70

- .
sintesnational £1ight,  This
5 an onzl nenb
cly 2 ! the nngjor

counlyy. Ve presently have under
abors Ldentid balng in

coapted bipghjoelinrg of
1Ll i

Ship

Womroap of
ol 6,000 with c¢iu
n2tronol
inve

leade sitieny, participants in oacts o¥ violeace or
active ticaal aifnirs,  In view of the violence-

T that investi-

AN eI ¢ orpanization, 1
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ial M v rhis vould
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~ i —
Memorandum to Mr. Tolson !

* RE: E:;LCUTEVES CONFERENCE -- 10/29/70

RECOMIENDATION ¢

If the Direcctor approves, appropriate instructions
w11l be issucd to the ficld to implement the above piopris
idesigned to expand our security investigative covorige of

extremist olementis.,

oY
i
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UNITED STATES GOVE RNMFNT

Memorc nd
=MR; C',D' BRENNAQE} J4/

‘MR. G. C. MOOR}%.Q-\j
/\

‘ugjF r: BLACK STUDENT GROUPS

ON COLLEGE CAMPUSES

T RACTAL .MATTERS

EXHIBIT 42

St 4<§)

Ladlly
l

pDATE: November 3, }970

|

\

Qoo
Pz

Toven
Tavet —_—
Walters
Soyara
Tele. Room .
Hotmee
Gundy

Unions (BSU) and similar groups on college campuses.

To recommend that attached airtel to all offices be
sent regarding discreet preliminary inquiries on all Black Stuﬂent

On 10/29/70 the Executlve Conference approved a program
to conduct discreet preliminary inquiries, limited to established

sources, on BSUs and similar groups,

their leaders,

and key

~activists to determiné if the activities of these groups and
"individuals warrant further active 1nvest1gat10ns

RECOMMENDAT ION :

If approved, the attached airtel will be sent to

all offlces regardxng the above cases.

CEG: kw ;;f.,\__
(7)e S ﬂ/o/ﬁ\

- Mr. W. C. Sullivan
- Mr. J. P. Mohr

Mr. C. D. Brennan
- Mr.. Casper

- Mr. G. C. Moore -

- Mr. Glass

o
)

\i‘J \\l’:’"

//

LT Mo, ',, mv

i

;
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November 4, 1970

:Elﬂi(

A - 1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan
y Afrtel 1 - Mc. J. P. tiohr
,_; 1 - Mr. C. D. Brennan
-! 1 - Mr. Casper
8 To: $AC, Albany I™- Mr. G. C. Moore
’ 1 - Mr. Glass
H FBI
e ,\From Pirector, PERSONAL ATTENTION
{/BLACK_STUDZNT. GROUPS_ON '
i COLLIGE CAIPUSES. .

“\ - RACIAL ITTE3S o :
—-\ BUDED: 12/4/70 - °

- Increased campus disorders. involving black students
.pnee A definite threat te the Nation's stability and security .
and indicate need for increase in both quality and quantiiy ol ;|
intelligence information on Black Student Unions (B5U) and / RN
imilar greoups which are targets for influence and control by .
riolenca-prone Black Panthar Party (BPP) and other extremists,
The distribution of the BPP newspaper on colleee campures and’
speakers of the BPP and other black extremist groups on campuses
clearly indicate that campuses are targets of extramists, Advance
information on disorders and violence is of prime importance. Ve
must target informants and sources to develop information regarding
these groups on a continuing basis to fulfill our rasponsibilities
and to develop such coverage where none exi t5.,
13 e s )’// f%z
i Effective iu"éJiatelv, a%& BiUs and cimilar orgahizetions
) organized to project the demands of black stucdents, which arz not
presently under investigation, are to be subjects of dircreet,
{V preliminary inquiries, limited to established sources and care-
fully conducted to avoi:d criticism, to determine the size, aims,
purposes, activities, leadership, key activists, and extremist

Voo ,:.'('

: 1 k
. SEE FHI: PLGE TWO -
A <=

2 - All Offices

/&

i

’/ﬁ%7;/—__% Eﬂ. fﬂ

S oo K N
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"Airtel to SAC, Albany et al . :
BLACK STUDENT GROUPS ON COLIEGE CAMPUSES

interest or. influence in these groups. Open individual cases

on officers and key activists in each group to determine back-
ground and if their activities warrant active investipation.
Submit results-of preliminary inquiries in form suitable for
disseminaticn with.recommendations regarding active investi-
gations of organizaticn, its leaders, and key activists. These
investigations to be conducted in accordance with instructions

in Section 87D of the Manual of Instrudtions regarding investi-
gations of organizations ccmnected with institutions of learning.

. - Each office submit by airtel to reach Bureau by
12/4/70, a list of BSUs and similar groups by name and school
which are or will be subjects of preliminary inquiries. This
program will include junior colleges and two-year colleges as
‘well as four-year colleges. In connection with this program,
there is a need for increased source coverage and we must
develop network of discreet quality sources in a position

to furnish required information. Bear in mind that absence

of information regarding these groups in any area might be

the fault of inadequate source coverage and efforts should be _
undertaken immediately to improve this coverage.

A prior inquiry or investigation of a group or individual
is no bar to current inquiries and inquiries should not be post-
poned until submission of airtel due 12/4/70. Initiate inquiries
immediately. : )

I cannot overemphasize the importance of expeditious,
thorough, and discreet handling of these case:. The violence,
destructicn, confrontations, and disruptions on campures make
it mandatory that we utilize to its capacity our intelligence-
gathering capabilities.

- Above instructions supersede instrﬁctions in Bureau
letter to all offices 1/31/69, same caption.

NOTE:. See memorandum G. C. Moore to Mr. C. D. Brennan, dated
- 11/3/70, captioned “Black Student Groups on College Campuses.
" Racial Matters,' prepared by CiG:eks:.

-2 -
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EXHIBIT 43
M ; 1 - mr. W. C. :
/1 01) y s Y 1 - Mr. J. P. Mohr. '!
LCHIOYANAdUm ‘ L e o
1,
N . Mr. C. D. Brcnqéﬁ' DATE: 11/3/70

’A 1 - Mr. W. M. Felt
OM R, L. Shnckclfoxib}b 1 - Mr., C. D. Brennan [
l - . 1 - Mr. R. L. Shackelfiord

Howom

! 1 - Mr. W, N. Prcusse

UBJECT: SECURITY INVESTIGATIONS-OF INDIVIDUALS 1 - Mr. W. H. Floyd
WHO ARE MEMBERS OF Tilf STUDENTS FOR A 1 - Mr. D. P. White
DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY AHD MILITANT NEW 1 - Mr. R. J. Stilling

LEFT CAMPUS ORGAHIZATIONS
‘ oy !t

) PURPOSE:

. o obtnin approval of attached airtel to all offices
which instructs the [icld to initiate investigation of all
.~ members of the Students For a Democratic Socicty (Sbs) and
procommunist New Left-type campus organizations. .

BACKGROUKD:

Memorandum dated 10/29/70 frow the Exccutives
Conference to Mr. Tolson recommended that investigation be
initiated of incividual members of the DS and menbers of
procosmmunist New Left campus organizations who follow SDS
idcology. The recommendation was approved by the Dircctor.

At the ond of the 1969-70 academic year the

factionalized SH3, with the exclusion of the Weatherman

‘faction, had a membership of about 2,500 individuals. The

procommunist New Left-type campus organizations have a

membership of about 4,000. The purpose of the investigations

_of these.individuals 16 to determine the pronensity fov violcnce

. by members ef the above ovganizations. Attached is an airtel

to all offices advising of investigation of all members of

the SDS and militant liew Left campus organizations.

In order that thc¢ Bureau remain awarc of the number
of such cases handled by the field, the ficld is being
instructed to include figures as to cases opened and cases
closcd on the ndministrative pages of the quarterlky New Left.-
reports. No handbook or manual changes arc necessary.

ISV Scy

Enclosurg ~.fe s hd S\ a

€ 1 ROV 00-1290:8 oy o
A7 T RJIS:jlm
. G-

VRS R 1 A N
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M, W, C. Cullivan

RS
| .

_ALvted

Ut(uscu
~ Hr. W. H. Floyvd
~ M. D, P, Vhite

To: 3AC, AlLany 1Ting

L e e e
1
=
=
—
=

From: Dircetor, FII (100-42£048
-~

PILTT

O‘T

‘))IVL/,

GIORLY o follow LS5 ndvocacy

‘]oz revolutinn dnd vivienco. -

23

zlmmwm

o,

M| Durean iy
£ [
- o

i
I
!
1
!
i

aveddoordy
t-on an th

[Ate]

. .
. fhv brucv;n”
(:l.\.‘,, Gt
thelir - threat to the iuke'“«l
Guvernmoent.
Lach oflice sld includo on the
ol futur quavte doverant
aten :
ho

wllnwn . to \-'

poviod of the

2 - All Offices (FERSONAL ATTENTIVN) ’
4

}'Jo, [RECY
\ (-lr“)![\l s
T MAIL ROON TRLEIYI'E UNITTT)
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Airtel to Albany :

Re: Sccurity Investigations of Individuals
Who are Mcmbers of the Students for a
Democratic Society and ililitant Hew
Left Canmpus Organizations

100-439048

Each individual investizated should be congidered
for inclusion on the Sccurity Index. In the cvent your
investigation establishes that the subject wects the criterin,
his name should be recommended for inclusion on the
Security Inde:,

HOTYE:

Sec memovandum Mr. R. L. Shackelfoid io iy, €. D
¥
g

Brennan, dated 11/3/70, captioned as above, prepared by RIs:jlm,
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EXHIBIT 44
;_ l;‘..\'l'l')il). S'l'/\:l'liS GUVERNMENT
it
i - - .
Memorandum
. MR. TOLSON : pate: . Scptember 2, 1970 Gne TS
I . ' :
- A
g wowmmTa sl 4 s
i . LA e L I —
R
WECTH SECURITY INFORMANTS : /
RACIAL INFORMANTS ‘ P — .

4 Fb-1t ) - P /;_u/() ///1/

3 . \ 7 .
2 PURPOSE: . \H_ // %, o /] /- :
DR - R .
3 To recommend consideration be given Lo xc}gynlllv to prevxousa’md'lrds

‘S permilting ficld 10 develop security and racial informants dl]lun“\_l’l_lgl_.“llls ydl s

= oI age and older with full 1nd1v1du"tl ]usuhcauon J.lld Bureau approval.

3

st - E -

BACKGROUND:

B

. " j /
Our cur xent rule is that "Students under age 21 years' are not to be

uc"clopul either as securily informants or racial informants except under highly

munusual circumstlances. Former rule of "under 18" was modified when two student

.J.iv

E;_'in[ormanls went sour, R
< . N /’/
B A
)
‘j Never in our history have we been confronled with as critical a need for
Informant coverage. Teorrorisi violence is 2il around us and more has been K

sthreatened. Even our own doors are being threatened by Weatherman fanalics,

k ‘“Bombings, assassination of police officers, kidnapping and worture murder are all,

art of the picture. These violence -or Jentea black and white savages are at war

Switn Lhc Government and the Amer u."m people B : S
HEC~1g /7 ZG/

Careful surveys hawvb(.en made during 1nsx)ccuons conduclod in New Left,
and Racial fields. In every instance Inspector left sirong ipstructions with SACs to -
develop more and beiter informants: These offices have informally indicated, -~
showever, that their productivity would be greatly enhanced bya.lower ine.al the
Fage requirements cited above,

e~

7

-1/() “r

18 SEP 21 1970
¢ : Parlicularly critical is the need for reliable information about the
i , activilies of violence -oriented groups on campuses. We ko the New~Left and
( \ the Black Panihers are curreanlly recruiting 18 —y(nu‘ -old [reshmen students, The,
SLuden(b for a Democratic Sociely bave aclually reserved for recruiting purposes
a room in the Siudent Union Building at near -by University of Maryland. I we
(L could develop informanis among these new membvers we could guide/lxem to key

! 4/-,

WMF:wmj “)’
Messzs-'-u
¥ Ty “..\.\A ~ 7

+, Mohr, Breman  CONTINUED - OVER /l/,{}i)/
L . wr//’/
— - / ,

LUHRETCHDID COPY FILED IN
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" Memo for Mr. Tolson
Re: Sccurity informants
Racial Iformants
positions. By he time they are 2L years of age they ure almost ready to leave
college and have been subjccled to the corrosive influcnce and brainwashing of ultra-
;hbm al and radical professors. -
3 .
OBSERVATIONS:

: The important consideraiion, of course, is o protect the Burcau from
: possible embarrassment.  Many of our 18, 19 and 20 -year -old men and women are i
- highly inlcligent, mature, and loyal cmzens This has recently been recognized s
. . 1
s by the Congress in lowcnn" the voting age lo 18 years. It is felt the same concept
_can logically be applied to the revolutionary conflict at home and par hcalarly on

,_‘ anpuues y s ._},_ . “— - . . ,:(/ I don ¢ hold this v‘l.eW. - n

— W et A s e ad TN ;)'H.-./
Development of all securily and racial informants, cf_:.udless of a«re is
Dvers v closely supervised at the Seat of Governmenl. Itis fell that sclective use of
: the 18 through 20-year-old age bracket on specific SAC recommendation and with
¢ elose serutiny at the Seat of Government can be of tremendous benefit. These
roatlers will conlinue to be very carefully looked into during all ficld mspeclxons )

Py

FHCOMMENDA llO‘\X

~ - That the appropriate Manual citations be changed to read "Sludents
under age-18. . . . ' 1 approved, lo be implemented by Domeslic Intelligence

Division. @L
. M / ‘
(9/3/70), wes:cst - |pl( 2’5

T strongly urge the approval of this recommendmtion. As the
mnquJHuun states, these are indeed critical times. No onc can predict
uracy the outcome of the re»olutxonary strugizle going on inm
pyuntry at this time, Those under 20 years of age are playing a
ant role in campus violence. Two of the subjects in the
ity of Wisconsin case are under 20. Logic dictates that we

AL

Univers
concentrate on the actual participants and where the nction actu'\lly is.
ctuat partielpan-
11ivay
%.C. Sullfy 2,*/
\L) S /

- - ‘\( '?r. /L/‘ w Jb

S e
Qe S

9 PPN (—.—"'L\W—o‘\ et ") ‘V ) ‘\\: . 3
e 2- A ,0\/ ’
q("f . 0.K but I want

‘any between 18 & 21 yrs
,to be approved by
Soyers also.

H
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FEUERAL BUREAU OF INVESTICATION

WASHINCTON, D.C, 20535

September 15, 1970

(A) TRAINING - LEGAL INSTRUCTORS --

The following significant decisions reported in Aurust, 1970,
should be read by all Legal Instructors: U.S. v. Devia, 312 ¥, Supn. 406
(1970) (D.C.) (Civil Aeronautics Board regulation permitting aivline
sonncl to open suspicious packawe is constitutional; an airline officizl's
position makes him a credible and reliable informant); U.S. +. D
425 F2d 836 (1969) (2d Cir.) (example of strong affidavil 1or searcn
warrant, bascd vrincipally on information {rom confidential informant:
permissible to delav execution of search warrant (within ten-dav linit})
until suspect is in premises): U.S. v. Litchell. 425 F2d 1353 (1870) (31
Cir.) (exammle of finding probinle cause 10T arrest [rom combination o
Spinelli and Dra or circumstances); U.S. v. Poboerison, 425 F2d 1385 (1570)
(Gth Cir.) (a0 5idranda warnings required 10r sirest mierresation of suspect
concerning aulomoniie (ag and title registration with defecl indicating car
possibly stolen):U.S. v. Goad, 462 F2d 86 (1970) (ICth Cir.) (arrest ot
suspect standing in coorway 10 home. by officers standing outside vili nog
support incidental search of home); U.S, v. Rizin. 312 7. Suupn. 736 (1570)
(D.C., Dcl.) (:fffidavi@ for search warrant stated probable cause but con-
tained much of what court labeled "excess verbinge”); U.S. v. Avers.
F2d 524 (3970) (2d Cir.) (lineun requires warning of right to cognscl
separate and distinct from Llivanda warnings viven jor interrogation):
U.S. v. Camubell. 426 F2¢ ¢ (19%0) (2d Cir.) (recording of telephone
conversation mide by consent o one pariv thercio is adinis :

sible in evidence):
U.S. v. Bedrarski. 312 F. Supp. 913 (1870) (D.C.. Liass.) (no Mi:
warnings requirea for use in evidence of boeks and records voluntar
to officer by suspect during noncustodial inicrview); De
F. Supp. 1325 (1970) (D.C., Mont.) (illustrative ¢
protest unreasonable search and seizure); U.S.
(1970) (5th Cir.) {(search of vehicle at tow-in garage oU minutes afier arrest
of accused on highwav could not be justified as incident to arrest): Camiroli
v. Wainwright. 426 F2d 868 (1970) (5th Cir.) (seizure of package thrown
from vehicle lawiully pursued by police was proper as taking of thing
abandoned); Wooadburv v. Relo. 426 F2d 923 (1970) (5th Cir.) {officers
searching suspect's home under search warrant for marcolics taken in
armed robbery properly seized gun, not mentioned: in warrant, as instru-
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mentality of robbery): U.S. v. Kroslack, 426 12d 1129 (1970) (7th Cir.)
(defendant’s right against seli- inerimination is violued when officer testifies
that defeadant., on interview, refused to talk): Boslev v, UL 8., 120 1F2d 1257
(1970) (D.C.) (Miranda requires officers to warn an arrested suspect of his
rights as sonn as practicable after arrest); U.S. v. Gonzalez-Perez, 426
F2d 1283 (1970) (51h Cir.)} (scarch of arresice is incident o arrest wien
‘made shortly afler at jait or place of detention rather than at actual time
and place of arrest: scarch of woman's pocketbook sitting on colfee table

in room in which she was arrested on narcotics charges was proper).

(Sccuri(y Letters on atlached pages)

9/15/70
SAC LETTER 70-48 -2 -

62-685 O - 76 - 22
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(B) NEW LEFT AND BLACK EXTREMIST TERRORISM - IHFORMANT
COVERAGE -- You have hoen advised in the past of the growint incidents
of terroristic acts by the New Left and black extremists and the need

for intensificalion of our investizations and development of new sources
to combat these escalating problems. .

tlowever, a review of the New Left Movemenl - Vioience
airtels submitted monthiy by cach field oifice indicales generally that
your informant coverage of terrorist organizations and individuals is
grossly inadequate.

You are, therefore, instructed to immedialely institute
an aggressive policy of developing new productive informmnls who can
infiltrate the ranks of terrorist oreanizations. their collectives,
communes and siaffs of their underground newspavers.  ‘The Bureau
fully recognizes that the development of sources o penelrate these
groups is made extremety difiicult because of their immoral conduct
and usc of drucs. It calls for initiative and new approaches to develop
the needed intelligence informatiion.

Concerning black extremists, it is essential that quality
informants arc developed at a regular rate.  These informants snouid
be the fype who can obtain advance information concerning planncd
acts of violente or who arc in a position to furnish information concern-
ing contemplated acts of violence.

You should include in Item 4 of vour monihiv airtel on
"New Left - Violence: Internal Security - Miscellancous {(Wealherman), ™
as outlined in Burcau airtel to all offices May 13, 1970, cunstructive
plans {o implement the program ouilined above concerning New Lelt
terrorist organizations throuch informant development. Recommendations
relating to the development of a speciflic source or plan of action should
be submitted {o the Burcau by separale communicaiion,

9/15/70
SAC LETTER 70-48 -3-
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(C) SECURITY AND RACIAL INTORMANTS ~MNever in our history have
we been conironted with as’critical a need for informant coverare. Ter-
roristic violence surrourds us and more has been threaiened: Bombings,
assassination of police officers, kidnapping. and murder are all part of
the picture. Fanatics are at large who are at war wiith {he Government
and the American people. Particularly critical is the necd for reliable
information about the activities of violence-oriented youthful groups ga
campus. '

As you are aware, you have been previously instructed not
to use campus student informants under the age of 21. In view of cur-
rent circumstances. you are authorized to develop student security and
racial informants who are 18 yvears of ace or'older. This presenis you
with a tremendous opporiunity to expand your coverare. which is
expected. However, in-ng way are your obligations o exerdise
selectivity and tight control lessened in this most sensitive area.

" Appropriale manual and handbook changes are forthcoming,
. Very truly yours,
John Edgar Hocver

Director

9/15/10
' SAC LETTER 70-48 . . ~-4-



AMenmworandion

rﬁ“
CHR. C. D. BRENHAN

s MR, G. C. I‘lOOl‘{Q'//
» v

RACILAL CONFERENCE, OCTOBER

““’JL‘C");T{EF‘,O:-.'.' EHDATION TO

B

RELAEUA

New Left extremists.-

‘
<

occasions, becau

the hest po

New Left
such appea

inen

'ERZ- HCARECORDINGS DY
S PUBLICTAPPEARAKCES ™

To ebtain authority to send attached airtel to all field
offices concerning the recording of public appearances of black and

Hemorandum G,
ed authority to instruct the ficld to expand rhe use orf conc
Tecording devices in covering such appearances. Dince that time, the ¥
field has reported a large

at captioned conicrence
. recommendation of those
i ceriing such raecordings

The rccc;néz‘.«ﬁnlm.‘.ion has merit.
strated excellent judement in making such recordings to date and
should he jiiven authority to record public appearances by h].ac:‘ and
cmists \~'imne"or full securits can be assured ¢
are_ak_
institutions, the rield s muQL
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EXHIBIT 45

1 - Me. J. I'. tehr Y
1 - Me. G Brenuan’
1 - Mr. AL Rosen
par-Bovember 2, 1970

1 - Me. J. J. Casper L
1 - Mr. G. C. toore -
1 - Mr. R.L. ;h:\clc]lordn -
. - Hr. {ichala™"
22-23, 1970, 1 - Hr. J.C. H;; Ja”

PQODLEY ATHSTRUCTLONS - U R
BLACK AD HEW Ty
T " J"fl s f .

arivio L
... S’ L [

f

Moore to fir. W. C. Sulli

an fi/f’.l/”) obtain-
aled

R
number of such appearvances and Special /00

Agents in Charge ($ACs) have alvways demonstrated sound judament in/

affording;. such coverage under sceure conditions. On a nunber wf / -
of extremely s short notice concerningy m)pO:Lra!..
there has bteen insufficient time to obtain Burcau authority. Because
of this, valuable evidentiary material has Leen lost.

Recordings are

isible evidence of extremist statement: actually made in
the event of prosccutive action. This matter was discussed in depth
with field supervisors. 1t w
supervisors that present ing
should be modificd in on: vespect to allow
SACs to arrange on their own initiative for recordings.

the unanimous ?
uctions con-’ -

EC 1L 2 L "l’

5ACs have \1m.1ormly demen-

stitutions,  When at e uanLona‘L,

1 prior Burcau authorily. .
This will gpive thé field necessary flexibility to recerd public )
appearances cven when advance notice is extremely short.  The wmodi- "
fication will in no way supersede or conflict th aunthority Lo re- e

\‘\\:ord statements piven in individual cases under investi
\:\f\~a the Antiriot Law investigatiens which arose out of violence at the e
Y & 8/68 hewocratice Hatfonal Convention on subjects knowna .
7" and their defense attorneys William M. Kunstler and Loonard I.- e

/52 1.

Y Wan,JL.., 5

Enc {w)um la—,

tion such b

tha “Chicaygo

S Let %070

CONTINUED - OViR
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Femorandum to Mr. C, D, Brennan

RE:  RACIAL COMFEREHCE, OCTOBER 22-23, 1970,
RECOMMEMDATION TO FODIFY IMSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING
RECORDINGS OF BLACK AMD NEW LEFT PUBLIC APPEARAHCLES

ACTIO:

1¢ approved, attached airtel will be sént to
all ficld offices in accordance with the above. Ho Manual
changes are neceszary, ’ : ’
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- Mr, W. C, Sullivan *
- Mr. J. P, Mohr

Mr., C. D, Prernan

- Mr, A. Rosen ’

- Mr. J. i

Alrtel

el el
1}

To: SAC, Albany

:
; From: . Director, FEI - . _
i . 1 = Mr. G. C. Hoore, r. -
.1 - Mr, R. L. Shackelferd
J.'C. Michela !

i ;USE OF CONCTALED RECORDIEG DEVICES
1 IN COVERING PUBLIC APPEARANCES BY
BLACk ArD Imﬂ LEFT EATR_HISTS

; PRI A 0 T T

ReDulet ﬁo 211 offices 5/22/¢ £9 which set forth’

instructions to exvand the use of concgaled rocordinm davi.ces
by a Special Agent or provan-source in coverimnm nublic

speaking engasenents by black and l'ew Léft extremists, . Thoza
instructions required Pursau authority prior to usc or'"Lc .
concealed recording devices. . S - {/
| SR v _
Effectivez unon receipt of this coﬁnurlc*Lion Lo

. “Special Agernts in Charpe (SACs) mey, cn their own iritiative,
———autiprize the use of concealed recordiry devices by a Spacial:
156 mant or proven source in coveriny public appearvances by Bluel
- jond iew Left extremists except vhen such gppearances are ot . -
educiional {nstitutions. All other instructions set forth in
lai remain in effect. L 55 ; - s

/ - -

. ‘ . A / . . S
;;,411"'/‘"*""‘\ In the event-‘dﬂanppearances at educatioral
; indtitutions, prior Bureau euthcrity rwust still bz-obtaired
i" - before utiltzing concezled recording devices. i V/’ )
. e 110

3 ‘It 13 reiterated that such recordiny devices are

to bhe utilized only vhen full security-cen bé assured.
Information developed as a result of such coverage must be
promptly furnished to the Dureau in forn suitable for
dissemination in accordance with instructions sqt forth in relet.

? |
}7 2 - AlL Offi es | J \Y\Q \—‘/

Ty 0
Qt&(‘ of A /% SEE MOTE PAGE T™HO

. L ; 15 :
[5 ‘-:J |u(; N %l.L!.r\ PR CNIT O] v /Q S ?




Cdared-11/2/70, cavtioned '"Racial Confererce,
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Alrtel to SAC, Albany
RE: USE OF COHCEATED RECORDING DEVICES
(IR COVERILG PUBLIC APPEARARCES BY
U BLACK ARD IMEW LEFT EXTREMISTS

Each SAC must. persounally irsure that maximum
possible use is made of this extremely valuable’ 1nvc5L1pat1ve
techinique.

The foregoing in .ro way supersedes or conflicts
th instructions to record statements by subjccts of
irdividual casen under inwvestipation., Iu that resard,
recipierts shruld vefer to Chicaro airtel to all coriinental
of fices ard San Juan dated 5/29/69 captioned "'Ravid T,

W

bellinger, aka, et al (Travel of Deferdants), ARL - Conspiracy."

Snn memorandum G. C. Hoore to Hr. C..D. Brerran
e October 22-23
1970,. Inanwnldelon to Modify Instructions Corcernnirs ’
Pnrordxxu" of Black ard VFew Left PubTJc Appearances,”
prepared by JCM:ckw,
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EXHIBIT 46

VoK
v
L~ Mr, W, C Sullivan

I
Meimnorandum Ll b ol
1

v
: - U\Illl)\l\ll\(()\ll JENT

- rennan
~ ¢ e - Mr. Casper
" ‘MR, C. D, BRENNAN patr: December 27, 1970
1 - Mr., Conrad
. 3 - My, R, D. Cotter
1oa MR, G, C. ..1oomL I el G C. meore p
1 - Mr. Glass ’ Gandy L
WECTSKEY BLACK 1 H.IIST PROGRAM /

RACTAL-ILA -

"To recommend that the attached, atvtel

R offices setting up a Key Black I Lmex't/(LR
our coverage on certain black extreomists,

,an 1o a1l
to lHLP

be

~. .

Beeawse of thewiolence potentianl of all black extreaists,
we have required that the lield give priority atlention to the
investigations ol all black extremists.,  The injormation submitted
by -the field indientes Lhat there is a need Vor intensiiiced coverage
on a proup oi Dlaclt extremists who are cither key Jeaders or
netivists and are particularly cstreme, agitative, anti-Government,
and voeal in their calls for terrorism and violence. " Leaders of
“the violence-pronce Blacle Panther Party have indicated that the
revolution' is entering the beginningg phases ol actunl armed
strugple and our investigntions indicate them are certain cextvemists
more likely to resort to oxr to order terrorism as a tactic and
thercfore require particular attention.

Intensilicd coverage to bring to bear the totalb canabil-
hoe . Bureny, on investipgations of these individuals is

Y e spould cover cuvery, iacet_ol their current 1L11'1L103 !
futurce plans T weaknes 3, ¢ sths, and peérsonal lives to neutr;

‘the e{fccl] 5 ol each Kb ‘The finance travel, utterinee
ANpasEiBle violation OoTTYEAtTal and local law of these Lndl\luu1]"|
should rcceive the closest investigative and supervisory attention,

Yollowing the receipt of an investigative summary report,
reports on these individunls should be submiticed cvery 90 day
with interim lotterhead memoranda, in order that our intensiticd
coverage can be botter lollowed and dissemination made on a tinely
basis., Aboul_Q0_cases arce involved in thig intensified coverage

RECOMENDATION EC-3 .

’ “fhat the attached airtel be sent to cach. [ield offic
Enclosurd . o \ :
CFG :chw ! T

s R
(9) N
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BAC, Albany

To:

From: Diveetor, DI
KEY DIACK IMTRILIST PRCGRAI
RACIAL IiATTLRS
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Dcccmbor 23, 1970
1 - Mr. ¥. C. Sullivan
1 - Mr. J. P. Lohr
Pﬁl - lir. C. D. Brennan
(Jl - Mr. Casper
1 - Mr. Conrad
1 - lir. R. D, Cotter
1l - tr. G. C. Hoore
1 - Pir. Glass

blaciz ¢

you throenint oreani- AN
zation:s and individu von lmv'- surnished infornanition indi- ‘.
cating that coviain individuals aro seireaely ne .
vocal theiv andi-Governaent statenenis sl thodiyr .
torrovi and violenca.,  Althourh the vioYence poten N
blact trc.uuu. recensitates continucd prioviiy atten '
all ofiices, are cerinin individunpl leader wmid neriv RN
who can be cous uu'cr_l as Key DBlack 3 (KiE). - NN
- ) NR
At this tine, ihe Burecau is desipnating those on the
voittached lisd as ITREs, The teya K not rocuire Lisi an
wdividuel weaenlly hold an oificianl position in i
Jub din to include others of ecqual iuportance becanse

sinflucnce as black extremist

S.

| An intersifled inves tigation of ecach person on ihe
‘ﬁtt'\chcﬂ Jist rna be dmacdiately instituted with t objective
oz “evelep nplete and detniled information on cix day-
Jto-day activitics and future plans. e office must concinua
lremnin alert for ad ions to the KGR c. Buabndt all recomucie
dations to nake specitic subjects Hil. .o the Luresu jov anproval bz
These casen Ixe griven intonsive investigative aticntion and =
supervision by all oifices. .Zain'l.‘ul-ll‘: a nigh level of
~ Enclosure
'

2 - All Offices (Enclosure)

'

‘TG ek

(123)

MalL Koo

Frieryes s
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Adrtel to SAC, Albany
KEY BLACK 15T PROGRANM ~

infornant coveraze on the subjectis. All avenues of in\'c.-s;ti—.
gative attention nust be explored and necessary recommendations
4 ve ]

‘{o the Burcau must be made promptly.

The denirable coverage must include, but not he
linited to, the following investipation: These dnves
must be conaucted with in vbive and imasination in
the der conulls ave achieved.,  Hach oi lhece cas

vodd o
receive close serutiny at the Bureau,

. (1) A1 EBEs must be included in Priovity I of
the Sccurity Index. I slot already so included, promptly
subnit FD-122, )

(2) ALl Kits mest be included in the Black
ationalist Photopszanh Albun (LHDA).  Promptly it
photoyraph and reauwired baclpround on ceach NNt not
presently in the RHUPA and when a subject is de icnated
a KBE, .

. “(3) ALl aspects of the finances of a HBE nust
be deternined Bank aceounts must be nonitoved. nie
deposit bones, investnents, and hidden asoeots ninst be
locatoed and availeble information yegavding them unust be
reporied,

- (1) Continued congideration must he given by

cach office to develop means to neutvialise the effeclivencess
of each KiE,  Any counterintelligence proposal must be apnroved
by the Burcau prior to implcementation, )

. (5H) Obtain suitable handwritine specinmens of coach
KBE to be placed in the Uational Security Pile in ihe
Laboratory. VWhen possible, obtain specimens fvom public
records, law enjorcenent agencies, and similar scources,
Send sy i to the Dureasu under separate coveyr Jotter
by repintered nail for the attention of the ¥BI Laborator:y,
When they arve of value as evidence, so state in the transnittal
lettor and request itheir return after copics have bhoon . nmade,
Specinens should be sulficlent to permit {uture comparisous by
the Laboratory,




341

Alrtel to-SAC, Albany
KEY BLACK EXTRENIST PROGRAM

(G) Particular cfforis should he made to obtain records
of and/or rcliable witnesses to, inflanpatory statements made
which may subsequently become subjeet to criminal proceedinrs,
Promptly record all such information in interview report form,

(7) Vhere there appears to be a possible violation
of a statute within the investigative jurisdiction oi the
Bureau, the substantive violation character should be included
in :;ub.f;oqncnt.cu::utumicntinns and the nossible violntion :
vigorously inycsti'utcd in accordance with existing instructions.

) e) Particular attention mest be' paid YO ‘rnvoliby
a KBE and cvery effort made to degérmine financial arranro-
ments for such trayeld T O o

e s e o

the Burcau and ed offices by anpropriate eoMmunication
to pernit coverape of the EBE. It will pe the. respongibility
of the office ol origin to insurce that dhe activihies of the
KBE are covercd by auxiliary offices.

(9) 7The Federal income tax returns of all KRis must
be checked annually in accoxdance with exinting insitructions.

If no invegtipative summary renort has bheen submnittcd
in ecach case, such a report must be subnitted to the Bureau by
2/15/71, ‘Therealter, an investimative revort should be sub-
mitted at least every Y0 days., Furthernmore, - annrosviate
compunications suitable for disscmination should be pronntly

the activities of each EBE., The words (licy DBlack

should be included in the character of cach coumuni

submitted except thone communicoations (including reports)
s which arce prepared for disscemination,

KOTE: Sce memorandum G. C, Hoore to C» D. Drennan, dated
T2722/70, captioned as above, preparcd by CEG:ckw.
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EXHIBIT 47

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY l.J‘-"T’
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20505

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

«
' k1)
4 ’ ’ ’ 26 February 1970
Pcrsonal and Confidential
The Honorable J. Edgar Hoover
Director
Federal Burcau of Investigation
Washington, D.C.
.Dear Mr. Hoover: :
f .
i I
Mr.! has orally informed me that you wish to have the

identity of The FB1 agent who was the source of certain information
communicated to an employee of this Agency, Mrl _A B
This information regarding the dxcam:c;u ance of um, Thomas
in turn passed

In view of your pcrsondl mLcn.st m ths nmtlcr I msuuctctl
Mr.| Lo report to me in person.
!
I have reviewed this complicated case in detail with Mr.‘
: N . . [
and have requested him to reveal ihe identily of his source,

of honor and personal integrity, M1.1 lvas adamant that he-
could not disclose the identity of his sour ce.” Under further pressure
from me, Mr. ___'maintained his position, stating that in de-

fense of it he was prcp:u cd to submit his resignation xmmcdxau.ly.

e mm e e . -

Mr. - B "dxpl.\inod that thc (Cases
" had been L,th.n extensive news coverage, much of it being -cm..nl.\mml
in nature. Ilc stressed that there was embarrassing |)ub11c speculation
as to the possible mvolvunr‘nt of the CIA and’the FBI in Riha's
disappearance.

FBL
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The purposec of Mr._ .. " T conference with the District
Attorney of Denver was to sohc:t hxs good ofhces to remove pres-
sures and the possible serving of a subpocna °"L . s
Hc also sought to oricent the District Attorney proncrly S0 that he
would not continue to have an erroncous impression of the roles of

the ClA and the FBI, thercby éliminz\ting further adversec publicity.

' MrL” o ,aﬂxrm., that bcforcwg to District Attm ney
MecKevitt he calléd’ upon the FBI_ Mr.L
i ~‘and sought to coordmate thh him our rerpcchvc mlcrcsts.
| Fic d150 solicited I\«lr.L ____""to accompany him to the District

Attorney.

-

Mr.L — ‘gta’tcs that Mr. :_»——-—‘rcfusgd absolu‘.cl" to

i J- | cooperate in t}us matter. Instead, Mr.} ﬁ _:T—)Ln"a;,cd in an oral
" i exchange during which he remarked that our represcentalive in

S\ i Boulder was "lying" and then proceedéd tg challcnrvc the veracity of
24 Qg Boulder was

Mr. . Subsequently, Mr . .conferred with,

the District Attor ncy alone. He was >ucccss[ul in persuading the
District Atlorney to make a favorable’ publxc statcmcnt which had
f.\/\  { the effect of putting this 1ss@p’ﬁ€gard1n T e _and other rumors
to rest as far as the public was concerned. .

I have carefully reviewed the statemcnts of Mr.u
I {cel th# poor_judement was employed in passing the information. in
qucshon tol ‘and later to the District Attorney., This should
only have be(.n dono w1th specific FBI approval. I wish to assure jou
that I do not condone violations of the third agency rule, and I amn
taking steps to impress once again this elementdary fact upon ail Agency
officials.

With regard to Mr. - I have no reason to doubt that,
.[be has acted h(mcslly. 1 bchcve that he has repor ted to me in goud,
faith, He is smcprcly interested in prescrving a sound working
rchhonshlp bctwccn the CIA and the FBI. Nevertheless, becausce a-
situatior of this sort adversoly affects-the relationship between the two
rjagencies, 1am takmg admuustratlvc action in this mattu with regard

e T - A
TV R . L -
/|_|‘--'::l 'a'-' N : . Ll

P ‘J—"r—’ .v.oﬁ.\ Al i
R s G
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I hope sincercly that this recent incident will not impair our
mutual efforts in making certain that we have not overlooked factors
possibly having a significant bearing on U.S. intelligence and interna

sccurity interests. I shall pursue this matter thr oul,,h our rcspncuvc
liaison offices.

In closing, ‘Mr. Hoover, I wish to state that this Agcncy cap only,
fully pcrform its dutics in the furtherance-of the national sccurity when
it nas the closest coordination and tecamwork with the Federal Burcau of
Investigation, Furthermore, it is nccessary that we continue to con-
duct our business in an atmosphere of mutual respect, I trust that we
can coordinate closcly any future devclopments or actions in these cascs,
J |lin order to prevent the airing in public of conflicts or diffcrences belween
the two agencies. I feel strongly that there arc representatives of the
news media who arc eager to exploit alleged differences on a nativnal
scale. Disturbing as-this experience has been, 1 wish to thank you in
the interests of our common cause for having comrnunicated with me
in such a [orthright and ca.nd‘id manner,

) SRR e \
L Sincerely,

JU'MWJMM\/\__ -
W ”{S\x 4.»«-«/4/"'/ 'f:q Richard Helms
U ™

-y \Dlrector
,;)/v%“b'u/d Qr'—v\) s R ‘-\~n,‘ i
ALLabe‘nents -ajs PR '; \I

", . \—3',‘1'.?\.;.:,._4/- v‘
—

0- Pra

SR -'“>,.
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Pollouing are typewrltteﬁ clarifications of the
handwritten comments of J. Edgar lloover on the attached
document

nge 2, left margin -- acted properly. H"
N 1 H
i
Page 2, bottom of page - "I do not agree. ] violated the
. third agency rule & refused to identify
the alleged FBI agent who was the source
of the information. H"
Page 3, end of 3rd paragraph - "Helms forgets it is a two way
. street. H"

Page 3, bottom of page - “This is not satisfactory. I want our
. Denver O0ffice to have absolulely no
contacts with CIA. I want direct liaison
here with CIA to be teérminated & any
‘contact with CIA in the future to be by
letter only. H"
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SUBJECT:

Memorandum | L

iMr. W, C. Sullivan
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EXHIBIT 48

.

H

UNITED STATES G CNMENT

:Mr. C. D. DeLoach . DATE: 3/6/70

RFLATIONSHIPS WItH
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY /
(POSITIVE 1NTELLIGENCIE) '

Director: . ) | . .
discusscs CIA Cri€i¢igu which could generate from Agency belief
that Burcau has failced to cooperate and offer nccessary assistance
in collection ol Positive intelligence in the United States .
Memorandum is to deal with specific cases bclicvod,hny‘“AHN "

to cvidence lac)k of cooperation and, to briefly comment on policy
of cooperation we have adopted with CIA, ) :

’

SYNOPSIS: _ ‘
, Mentlioned Item points out CIA belief that o
more aggressive tetion should have been taken in field of 7T [

collecting positive inlelligence in the United States. . o
notes Burcau's aciion in this field, fouw the most part, Aws” bedn
restricted to cumplinanee with requests by State Bepartment when
political crises cccur in some céuntry, lie points out CIA belief
that acquiring nceded data would mean increased technical surveil-
lance coveraje, gl(:\'elgw;:\gnt of_i.’nformnnts _¥

- ] cites two specific cases occurring
IWT1969 " Where Lurdhu dodlinéd TIia's request for technical coverage,
suggesting to Acency that it make its request directly to the
Attorncy Geneval. Review of specific cases mentioned sct forth
with Dircclor's coaments relative thereto being noted. Our

‘policy of cooperation with CIA most recently delinated to ficld

by SAC Letter GG-L0 (13) - copy attached. SAC le{ter calls for
guarding our jurisdiction but shows our willingnéss to cooperate
with CIA, ’

. »,.

- OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION - OQVER
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D, Deloach ~ . -
HE: REIATIONSHIPS WITH .
CENTRAL INTELLIGERCE AGENCY

CIA has repeatedly raised the issue in the past cf-
our coveragie in the positive intelligence collection arsa and
we can reasonably expect similar issues to be raised in the
future, -

RECOMM E!:'DTD ACTION:

That we prepare a carefully worded letter to CIA
oulenlnn policy and the basic elements of intelligence and
countorxntclll tence work hffectxng the United States and
forthrightly ask CIA if it 4s satisficd with the status quo
and if not what do they have to suggest as chingcs.‘

62-685 O = 76 - 23
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EXHIBIT 49
{ . PP &
Memoranduln
L4
. . . ¢
¥r, C. D. DeLoach batE: March 7, 1970 3
. BT TT Y, [,
1 -~ Mr, DecLoach Tod——
W, C. Sullivan 1 - Mr. Sullivan D
1 - Liaison P m—
1 - Mr, Haynes :

RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA
TNFE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN INTRLLIGENCE
(ADVISORY BOARD AND JOHN MC CONE

Diz cctor[ . ) | . .
discusses™d dispute we had with CIA in.-May, 1963, as a result
of a communication the Bureau sent to the President's Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB). ‘It was pointed out that
in our communication to PFIAD we attributed certain information
‘to McCone, then Dircctor of ClireGoRCOmkiia Gulditmlaltor of
increasing wire taps onl . McCone ™~
charred that the information, ‘attFibuted’ to him was not ‘so
beeause he had never made any such statement and he could

. prove it. The fact was that the information rolating to

McCone had been given us by one of his subordinates who had
indicated the information originated with McCone. McCone
mailntained that we should have checked .with him before going
on record that any informatien had originated with him.

A reovicy gfewbhembidomidsmthbemnaties, discloses that

in A il, 1963, __'had giscussed
with nichird Helms npd James Aﬁrleton of CIA lcCone's ‘alleped

position with the prIABMMManross tho ..
board telephone taps on ‘The -
Burcau, of course, w1ocvposcd to th1s “and advisdd Melms that
we “ould 1request to make our positon known before the board,
-At the conclusion of the meeting in April, 1963, Helms v
specifically asked what hée should tell McCone 1pd

told him he.should tell McCone exactly what haa® occurrod at T
tho mecting; that the Burcau was opposcd to across the board
wire taps and the Burcau intended to go advise PFIAB.

RECONMENDED ACTION:-

Hone., We do not belicve, in lipht of tho facts sot
forth, that CIA will mako an issue af tifis matter,’
RHUIT:wmk/sef al. \‘J/;n S:

[}

(5) i
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EXHIBIT 50

X 20 March 1970

Trte Honorable J. Edgar Hoover ,
Director '
Federal Bureau of Investization
Washington, D. C. .

Dear Mr, Heeover:

Ve have cormpleted our review of domestic positive.intellinence
collection enjzendered by your letter of 1l March 1970, W war miy

welcome periodic reexamination by our two agencica of the Dimblemens |

tation of the 1956 agreement znd the collzction of positive intelligence
wiich you projosed. I concur alse with your cornments that there is
a need {or cluse coordinatien of our ciforts in the ficld of positive and
counterintelligsnce collection,  ‘To be most eficctive, I agree that it
is essentizl for this Ageacy, together with your Burcau, to coaducta
ccntir.u‘ iz anzlvsis of cl instine collection a activity., Whe product is
{ growing irmyportance to the national security and to the United States
Intcllwcnce Com.mu iy, Therefore we endorse your propssal for a
reexamination and bespeak your decires ag to how this might be’
conducted,

V/ith regard to the 1966 set of ground rules, which you sent fo
the then Director, Vice Admiral William F. Reborn, Jr., L..c cornpe-
tent work of our recpective represeniatives did, in fact, produce an’
cifective and realistic agreament. Iwelcome your staternent thot no
major problema have baen encourtered since its cdoptioin.

Iicel strongly that there are other related subjects, of sim

{mporiance to Liuc national security, which warrant periodic re

* tlom since-titey have a direcct bearing on domestic-clandestine coll
of positive intclligence. 1

w5



[

For several years your Lurcau txd been re
tlve to requirementa and leads whlch rosulied da

COVC!‘&"Q.

__;._

Cn 2 OctoYer 1949, two ralated requustns for audia
covc:-.::c were subaitted by this Agency ¢ ~crizin
poaitive u}tclh.,cncc t:xr_;et.-..(

U e {

four Durcau re: sliod Lencefarth tie 1,
Agency chould reler all such casesdirectly to tho Attormey,
Genoral {or approval, '

i * '

It I3 guggeated that the :;L:cstlau of audio caverage
Le'reopened between represcntatives of your Duresu and
this fceney I vonld welcomo your thouaits and ebservas
Uons on this subject, . :

IR . -
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EXHIBIT 51

A
.

“March 31, 1970

Honorable Richard Helms -
Director , ..
Central Intelligence Agency
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Helms:

. I bave carefully reviewed your letter of March 20 setting
out your observations with respect to various maiters ol mutual interest.
I certainly appreciate your kind comments concerning me and i share
your convictions as to the need for close coordination of our intelligence
collection activitics in bebalf of the national security. .

‘“Your letter suggested nine particular areas which might be
the subject of further cdiscussions aimed at improving the coordination oi
our operations. A number of these topics are hizhly sensitive and complex
and I will therefore maxe no efiort here to set forth my views in detail.
However, in response to your letter and as a prelude to any direct discus-
slons on these matters, certain observations on my part may be appropriate.
. With regard to electronte surveillance and mail coverage,
there is no question as to the frequent value of such operations ir develop-
ing needed intelligence. Cn the other hand, the use of these measures in
domestic investigations poses a number of problems which may not-be
encountered in similar operations abroad. There is widespread concern
by the American public regarding the possible misuse of thig type coverage:
Moreover, various legal considerations must be borne in mind, including
the impact such coverage may have on our numerous prosecutive responsi-
. billties. The FEl's effectiveness has.always depended in iarge measure on -
our capacity to retain the full.confidence of the American people. 'The use
of any investigative measures which infringe on-traditional rignts of privacy
must therefore -be scrutinized most carefuily. Within this framework, . however,
I would be willing to consider any proposals your Agency may™TraRes ‘
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. Your offer to make available certain technical ecuipment
developed by the Agency is most welcome and I fully reciprocate vour
" willingness to cooperate in the exchango of relevant scientidic data.
I am prepared to designate appropriate representaiives of the FBI
Labordtory to meet with CIA technical personnel at aay mutually
convenient ime. . - .

With respect to the inclusion of positive intelligence courses
in our tralning curricula, Iam sure you will recognize that our training
programs must be desizned primarily to fulfill our own widespread and
demanding ‘responsibilities. While I aporeciato your offer, I donot
fecl it would De feasible at this time to include the pronosed courses
in our training schedules. Iwould certainly have no objection to the
holding of scminars between specialists of our two agencies in selective
areas of interest when justified by specific circumstances. ’

) There s already a considerable exchange of information
between our agenciez concerning New Lelt and racial extremist matters.
Frequently, 29 you have pointed out, there have been substantlal connections
between subversive and extremist elements in the United States and their
counterparts abroad. \We will continue to furnish your Agency irformation’
being developed by the Bureau which might have a bearing on your
{ntelligence requirements. At the same time, we are definitely in need of
additional information from your Agency ag to tire foreizn aspecis of the
extremist movement in the United States, including {foreign funcing and
gupport of local extremist organizations, While I do not believe there is
any need for detailed discussions on this point, if you have any specific
suggestioiis to make we would be pleased to consider them.



356
L. Slmil'u‘ly, 1 am rot aware of any major problems which exist
n.t this time in connection with the coordination of our field liaison ’
operations. It has been my long-standing policy that serious questions
affecting the coordination of our activities with other Government
agencies should be handled and controlled at a headquarters level in
order to avoid administrativé confusion and misunderstanding.

- In Une with my Jetter of March 11 and the obsarvations
conlalned in your letter of 2farch 20, Iwill in the immediate future :

- designate appropriate oificials of the Bureau ta meet with your representatives
for detailed discussions of these matters. It s my carnest hope that such
conferences will lead {o a sharpened understanding of the responsibilities
and objectives of our respective agencies and will serve to promote more
effective cooperatmn in our joint commitmcnt to the naﬂonal intelligence

. needs :

Bjnceroly yours,
J. Edgar Hoover

T e



357

EXHIBIT 52
-~ ONTIED STATES GOVE™ MENTV .
" M 1< Mr. DeLoac.
Memorandum 1- 3r. Sullivan
Mr. Conrad

RJECT)BELATIO\S WITH CENTRAL

o o w2

Reference my memorandum 3/30/70 summarizing proposals of

.. discussions thh CIA on the pomts in questlon

X

2
T/ STAPR24197g -

Lt .. 1=
'Mr.C D De ﬂt:hi K I

A 0 Suxhvaﬁ

INTELLIGENCE AGEXCY (CIA)

DATE: Apml 14, 19 ’70

'CIA Director Helms regarding FBI-CIA coordination in intelligence collection

activities.

tives to further explore these matters.

Director approved meetings between CIA and Bureau represenia-

et

1Y

On afternoon of 4/13/70, Inspector D, E. Moore and myself met
briefly with Mr. James 5_Angleton, Chief, Counterintelligence Staif, CIA,

and Mr.;_ “*¢f his staif.

This session was strictly C\ploratory

in nature and was zumed at defining the scope and limitations of our

An"leton noted tlmt CIA

and is pers“nal y inter ested in resolvm" any current problem< 1 TS ared.

Mr. Angleton indicated that 0 A would like to direct initial attention
to two of the items cited by Helms, namcly, the question of audio {electronic
estlon that FBI and CIA specialists__
fhold periodic seminars to coordinate our mlormat;cn

'The Burcau's position regarding electronic surveillance coverage, as
outlined in the Director's letter to Helms of.3/31/70, was reitereaied with
emphasis upon the problems such coverage offen pose with regardto -
prosecution as well as adverse public reaction to this type coverage.

lsurvelllance) coverage and the sug

- I made the point that the Bureau has not received the necessary
support in this area {rom responsible quarters; that in the past the Bureau
had a substantial amount of coverage of this type in the interest of both our
own counterintelligence responsibilities as well as the national security
interest but that we have had to retrench in recent years lamcly asa resuii

of the ‘lack of sapport for such operations. 1
REC 24

- Angieton noted that in re sudnsg_to CIA_S.I.QQLLESL ior &lecironic |

_-.in the Fall

of 1969, the Bureau had requested that they take thi MIex_ﬁp vith the

\coverage of two;

Classified by _/ 7-. -

WCS:mea ~mpt feom GDS. Careord F€37 GONTIE:J,U ER-ZOVER . -
(4) te of Declusification Indefinita ('/

I

—
frums \

I // ——(W/ oA

1



. 'M.e'mo‘ranélumﬂ for Mr. DeLoa'c..'h| :
."RE:; RELATIONS WITH CIA . . ...

B e VA R et Lo e L

't Attorney General. - He said that CIA has been giving the question of
{ approaching the Altorney General considerable thought but this would
-Yinvolve a whole new;set. of procedures.and policy. considerations which..
would have to be caretully considered. Angleton said that his staif was m
the process of drawing up a proposal on this point for Mr. Helms to"
: lconsxder and that they would probably have something specific for the
Bureau to consider at a subsequent meeting. .

e w ey

: ' Concerning the proposed seminar; in line with the Director's”
\letter to Helms 3/31/70, I pointed out that we would certainly have no
objection to such conferences where the occasion justified them. From
ngleton's remarks, it appears that CIA is primarily interesied here in the
_ pand would like to furnish the Bureau with details of an extensive
research project CIA has undertaken m r“cent years to codrelate all available
source inform tion regarding{ This
lapparcnt‘y would not involve any ‘commitment by - the Bm eau a.ri would represen:

essenhally an oppor rumty for us to see what CIA has done in this field and

Bow it mighi tie in wids &y Currdnt Lurcou intgrest. When C7a enivmare any

firm proposals in this regard, we will submit specific recommencdations.

) Angleton said that CIA would be in touch with us when they have
; Y{irmed up various proposals and at that time Inspector Moore and myself
" 1will meet with them again as required. The Director, of course, will be
. }kept fully informed and no commitments will be made without his pr1or
I appr oval.

ACTION

For mformatlon.

/W ;o
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EXHIBIT 53

.
. : ¢ ~
- - 1

L. - - 10

~SUBJECT: . - Project HTLINGUAL

- .

is attached, It is self-

t taving been awares”

The HTLINGUAL

explanatory as a project with B
" of the previous operation, you undoubtedly will have certaiu questicos
- ‘which we hope to &

gwer in this cover memorandum,
2. . The personnel required for the project on the part of the
“-Security Oifice is approximately the same as the nu
of thosc currently used with the exception ithat Security is runniag

mber andd grades

the project through fuli-time use of some employces and part-tirne
proj S PLoy T

“of Othe s Who snowld He on othes reg curity jobs. Their total

‘time is between seven and eigat people full-time, With the personncl
- freezc and the mountnyg backloy, Security cannot conlinue the present-
opecration wvrithout a staff incrcase as indicateds . Lo

3. . The only added function that will be performed by Secufiq.'
in the new projcct is that maore letters will be opened, They : s
ently able to opca only 2 very limited number, Umler the new set-uy

withfili-time cmploye=s, Security will be 2blé to obtaia the addiessor

and addressce on the total correspordence s against dpproximately

75 percent at the prescnt time, - L .
. 4, The added space is necessary to enable the opening of

more Jetters. Presenily letters are opened without the knowledge

of the Post Oifice Departinent on a completely surreptitious basis,

namely, swipinsg @ letier,processing it at night and ¢ j

next dey, The processing is after hours i : 5

returning it the

-

York office. This not only 'involves ov

- 0

: saib
handle on any increased scale, It will bg necessary to get 2n added
¢ f

roo:in for this processing with permanent equipment. The cost
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'~ page two -

this added room is included; however, it is not known whethex added
spacc may be obinined without cost, In order to acquise mox evlcttcrs
for processing, added room mzy be necessary at the a2irportin New
York, This costis included; Lowever, again it may no: be necessary
to expend any money since the Fost Office may be able to |
matter for us. In other words, itis necessary to get the meil de-
livered to a separate xoom where no other Post Office employees axe
present, At the present time, 2a uawitting Post Office employec is
working with our people. The item for space in Washington, while
possible, is not probable, since this space does not need to be at any
particular point in the Washingtoa arca, .

5. Our Sccurity pzople are documented as  Iden 27
: _ ' So fax there
-has been no suspicion in the m#n post oifice in New York or at the air-
port that they ave other than  jaen 27 . . The cov
- that they are doing certain research work on forsign mail for the

siory is

iden 28 . - L7

. "6, The Table of Organization within the CI Staff is not an |
estimate--it is based upon actual work production for similar work
in Registry, ¢ oo

7. The courier Ccﬁt attributed to this pro_]ect is not .,olel‘-
prOJcc’ expense since the same courizr can also handle Security poucheé
from New York, The cost of the courier at the preseat time is boxrne
by the Sccurity Office. . :
g, The equipment cost will not be a recurring item swith the ex-
cepiion of "Miscellancous", which covers large amounts of film for
microfilining the leotters, . i

9. . The scope of this preject could be greatly expanded, since
it does not cover a substantial amount of mail which comes
post cfficés and since it i35 envisionad that only u relatively

Py ‘e iy

o other
small pero

PP R
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- page three - .

project as curreatly eavisioned, a detailed analysis can bz made to
determine whether it should be abandoned, éxpanded, or main:
at its present scope. 1t is our opinicn that the Agency will cesire to

expand the project to the maximum exteat possible within the limits .
of security and the limits of the Post O fice Department's cooperation,

: s i

ined

10, 1t is desired to point out that the S-:curity‘Oﬁicn advises
that they cannot conlinue the project unless added slois are made .
available to them, Froes the DID/P standpoint, we believe that we
are not at the stage of cither developing the project as indicated or
» discontinuing it, since the material is not being exploited nearly to
the extent that it could be. : :

1. -The cost of the project appears large; however, from the
above analysis you czn sce thal tiis cost is alimost entirely the salaries
of staff ployees, including he ariers oroc"ssrl". The coust oL

‘many of r very B Bgh if the toial stoff

ot }'\” nc 5 pDrojec Dea
personnei {iacluding ncadquariers) cost was added, to them,

A Atta c‘*.r—zcnt (1) R S
_“DC/(.,-I Tden 4 :jbr (13 Nov 53)
* Distribution: o
Ong &l - Addresseé
i1 ~CI/S1U LR
-/( C/CI Chrono o ; - RN
1 - To be informally handed to Iden 15 " by lden 4

11/21/55: MNote by Mr. Anzlcton on the cover sheet to cor:
A Dick: The work su this was doua by Iden 4 an? Iden 20
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EXHIBIT 54

T

1IN

Federal Burcau of Investigation

March 10, 1972

BY CIA COURIER

20505

ATTENTION: Deputy Dircctor for Plans | JAMES . ANGLETON

ear

O

Oz

as req

s
O«

Os
Js-

GROUP 1
Excluded from

3 .
xszx's‘;aumm PROJECT .t - : -

For your informauon, i aw aciosing communications which may be
of interest to you. .

It will be appreciated if you will have the investigation conducted
d in the losed dum and furnish the results.

.
No further investigation is contemplated with regard to this matter. -,

4
You will be advised of the pertinent d:’velo{;menu‘in connection b ’
with this inquiry.
——— S— - |

Pleasc note change in caption of this case.

(g, kifs 10 1972

Staws of case: ] Completed

_ Very truly yours,

autaiuatlo . N

dorngrading ?:‘1 Edgar Hoo Q““

de:liGJ'-'-.f'f’“"“n Ditector Ay g .
. . L o .

Enc. ZlXtX»er-'X'XJX'IIIJ{IX'X_-ZUXKIXXIIX .

n’_ e . THRMCTIN REXLCHXX AN ATXAL

RE Reference is made to your specic] tation on
Co . Hu';ter Report No. 27,525, 'I%em 75“25’3"‘{' e

=y ' v attoched is a list of types of trofsic v

would

like to receilve. .
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EXHIBIT 55

'SUBJECT: HTLINGUAL,

"L ©a7Aprill9691 a3 irnto Bill COTTER as be was leaving -
Headquarters Building during the early afternoca. He asked for a few
wozrds a=d thea proceeded toell me that ke was on his way out for the
"last time and would bo sworn in as Ch.v-x Postal Iospactor the sama

evening, . S e

2. COTTER said that in his coxversation with the DDD, COTTZLR
had menHozed his cozcern about the future of HTLINGUAL, and t12 DD
had toid him to-discuss it in d=tail with the CI Siafr,

3. COTTZR then exprosszed himself to e as follows: COTTER
rmeg to the Post Office Department from the Agezcy 22d in fact |
lmow., how HTLINGUAL works, wharza "sv‘-:l':s former Chief Postal ~
Tna::'-cto., Fzary MONTACUZE, theoretically koew oxly taai the opera-
©n was a 'covey!" which was permitted under the reguistions. Thiz
laced M{ONTAGUE in 2 positioa to testify u=der cath
s‘.:ch a way as to -- in effect -- protect UTILINGUAL. COTTIR w:'_ll =ct
be in such a position and will be paruc-u.‘..:n/ vuI_ e2radlz in the even
of 2 flap in view o. his own past aifill

'd L'

4, Atthe moment COTTER fes
brief the Postmaater Gemeral iz 311 faim
who placed COTT"‘" ir. his aew job.

LITILIMNGUAL, 22d ha v.'"xl

to him by 2 .O‘i’_‘AC"Z {20 will T2 goas |
other context. Ia zny ovexzs, COTTER
ope at 'b\.t oefora taking 23y actioz

62-685 O - 76 - 24



a discusalon,. COTTER regards KTLINGUAL 25 CI Stafl busizzusz
rather than Office of Security businesa.

5. It is noted that the Loag Commitiee, whick was causing the
Bureau ard tha Past Cfiice Department some czity, ia uo locger
functioning and that Mr. COTTER 3 undar ro immediate fhreat from
the Congress to justify the activities of his Deparimezt. Whaile
Mr. COTTER will undoubtadly inspect the HTLINGUAL activity in
zis new capaciiy and may evea find it nacessary.to brisf the Postmastax
Gezeral, ke has given us assurance that he will consult with us prior
. to taking'aay action. Theoraiore, the CI Staff sees no requirement fos - )

cozcern at this time and woéuld not want a.ny action tak:n to suapend thz
HTL._ GUAL operation. :

sa/c/ct

Or1<7 to DDP; DClon 24 apr w/note from
CCI on cover sheet: This is a new memo on the subject -
“the first one did not take into account
the facts-set forth in paras. 4 and 5. J.A.

/
1 copy - SA/CCI chron
v - CI/SIG




365

'EXHIBIT 56
- 'Y May 1971
‘ ( HEMOBANDUM FOR TilZ RECORD _\\\} -
SUBJICT : DCI's M22ting Concerning HTLINGUAL
N . .
o 1. At 10:00 A.H. this date, Mr. Helms coavened the follo.-—

ing in his office to discuss the HTLINGUAL operation: the poP,

tha C/CI, the B/S, the DC/CI, ani C/CI/Prod

2. The bCI opened the meesting with a refereﬁce to an iﬁ—
guiry as to posdible mail tampering by Goverﬁment agancies, ad-
dressed to ﬁﬁe Chief Postal Inspector, Mr. Cotter, by Dr. Jeremy
J. Stone on b°ha1f of tha Federation of American Scientists. On
the question as to...at may have‘proﬂpt=d the lc‘ter, the.DD? Ren-
tioned the p0551b14¢cy that the information mlgnt have come from -
Herbert Scov1lle, a member of the Federation's Counﬁll wHo, wh;le -
in CIA-employ, had been briefed on the Project. It was stated

~" that Mxz. Scoville had not been a consurer of HTLINGUAL_mateQial
\Jfor m2ny years, and could not know that HTLINGUAL had con inued
beyond the time when he was 1n;orn=d of it. The DQI.statea that

he was not over-concerned about Nr. Scoville.

3. Tﬂe DCI then asked, who oﬁtside 6vaIA.knows about the
HTLINGUAL operation or gets its material. The C/CI replied;
:;ly the FBI. The D/S added, "andbtheAlittle gray nan." .He ex-

- plainsa thét'a postal crerk”had'béen engagad sincs the baginning ~
to bring the bags to ;hé room in the airmail facility where the
naterial is screéngd for "take'} that the man had besn checked
.and cleared by Security, and was paid a'$50 ronthly bonus for
this duty. (The D/S'did not state what this cierk knew about the

t:éctivity bsydnd the screéﬁing and copying of exteriors.) '

4. The DCI then asked, who in the POD knrows the full éxtenﬁ
of the opsration - beyond cover surveillance. The C[CI‘replied
that oaly Mr. Cotter kpo;s, for he nad been witting while with

. CIAa aﬁd}the O(S. The previous Chief Postal Inspactor, Mr. Monka~

gue, had never wanted to know the extent of examiration actually
done, énd':as thus aSle té deny on o2th La2fcre w congressional |

corlrittee that thers was any temparing. Mr. Cokter .would be un-



loyalty now to the Pos:imaster

their tedia, Pa., ofifice, the
formsd that the copy of the letter rmantiore

come from HTLINGUAL. Thas C/CI/Project i

to the DDP, that it had been positively
reco:d; and a m%% had been written to the effect, that the Project
had never seen the letter, and that, as a piece of domestic mail,
‘the letter would"not have been available to HTLINGUAL, which has

access only to an interrational airmail facility.

6. Mr. Helms stated that he would accept the evidence of

H

ithe BETLINGUAL record, but he then asked, how long has the FB
known about the oﬁeration and how long have Ehey bzen getting its
material. The C/CI replied that F3I awareness came in 1958 when,
in January, they requested permission from Chiéf Postal Inspector
Stevens to examine mail to/irom the USSR. vStévens had advised
CIa of the reqdes; and had sanctiored CIA's revealing the opéra—
tion to the FBI and therefater sarvicing: the Bureau with items of
national securiity interest. -This was five years aiter tha opera-

ion had started in 1953.

w
o

7. #r. Helms asked whether the FBI passe ie material to.
other agencies, or’ out51ue its headquarters office. The D/CL
replied that it did not, in accordance with the original agree-

passes oanly sani-~

ranted.

3. The DCI then inquired how many persons in the F3I know

about the operation or are privy to its take. Thes C/CI/Projact

stated that he had originally been told that only a small unit of

t1o or three sze and handle tha material, and that this had baen




i) 9. . On the questioh of continuance, the DDP state

™

in the PBI know about it now.

is gravely concerned, for any flap would cause CIA the

sible publicity and embarrassment. He opinéd that the

The D/S stated that he thought the operation sarved mainly ar
F3I regquiremasnt. The C/CI countered that the Buresau would not
take over the operation now, and could not serve essential CIA

requirements as we have served theirs;. that, moreover, CI Staff

sees the operatic,:. '“loreign-surveillance.

10. Mr., Helmig isen asked what should be done: do we want to

continue the operation in view of the known risks? The C/CI re-
pliad that we can and should continue to live with then.

-/ 1i. The DCI then stated that he ?oﬁld have to di;cuss the
matter with Mr. Cotter, and requeéted the D/s to arrange a meat-
ing. After that meeting, he said, he would determine whether Mr.
Blount should ba i .ormed. .

.12. As the meeting closed, the DCI told the C/CI/Project to
moﬁitor the operation most discreetly, and bring any problem or
diffiéult)} dir_.'ect];); to him. E S '

lj‘ The meeting ended at about 10:45.
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EXHIBIT 57

(70 5rrl s
’ Free

3 Juns= 1971

MEMORANMDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT. : Meeting at DCI's Office Concerrning
HTLIMGUAL

1. At 10:30 a.m. thls date, Mr. Helms ccnvened in
his office the DDP, the C/CI, the D/S, and C/CT/3*oj°c_
to report on recent action taken by him coﬂcnrnlnq the
HTLINGUAL operatxon.

2. Mr. YHelms stated that con Monday he had briefed
Attorney General Mxtcn 11 on the operation. (Note: Mr.
"He .ms rmay have meant Tussday, 1 Jun2, Monday having been
a holiday). #Mr. Helms indicatesd that Mr, Mitchell fully
g red in the valuve of the operation and had.no “hang-
ups" concerning it. then discussing the advisability of
also briefing Postmaster General Blouni, Mr., Mitchell
encouraged Mr. Helms to undertake such a briefing.

. 3. The DCI then indicated that yesterday, 2 June
1971, he had ssen Postmaster Generzl Biount. Mr. Blount's
reaction, too, was enulrel] pOS‘the regarding the opera-
ticn and its continuation. He opined ti "nothing
needed to be done", and rejected a momentarily held
thought of his to have somzone review the legality of the
operation as such a review would, of necessity, widen the
cirecle of witting persons. "Mr. Helms explainad to the
PMG that Mr. Cotter, the Chief Dostal Inspactor, has bzen
aware of the opsration for a considerable Derlod of time
by virtue of having bzen on the scazf of CIA's Naw York
Field Officeée. Mr. Helms showad the Postmaster General a
few selected examples of the opsration's product, in- -
cluding an item ralating to Eldridge Cleaver, which at~
tracted the PNG’'s special interest. A mantion by Mr.
Helms of the ‘¥little gray man” in MNew York (the postal
clerk at the Airmail Facility in Jamaica who providss

the mail to our intercept personnel) brought forth Mr.
Blount's remark that he hopad that this man would not re-~
tire prematurely to take acvantagn of the Post Office
Department’s currently.offered dttractive bonuses for eariy
ratirement. ’ .

4. In an asid€, Mr. Oshorne mentioned that, he had
seen Mr. Cotter since Mr. Helms' meeting with the Post-



o
.

master General and thnt Mr. Cotter reportad that ha felt
that his stock ster Ganeral had gon2 up

several notches.

.

5. . It was oovious gHat all or
by’ the favorable recention Mr: Hel
tne two mentioned Cabinet officers.

6. The DCI tcok the occas*on to stress again the
secu*lty aspects of the overation and stipulated that,
in the event of any soru of SEC'Ilty flap .or even a
suspicion that a lezk of scme sort hag occerrad, the
intercept cparation was to ceaae immediately and our men
wera to be withdrawn to the New York City base. Mr.
Helms wished to convey the importance of stoooing first
and investigating loter. If a subsequent investigaticn
showed that indeed no camage had occurred, it would then
be p0551b1e to resume the opera;’on. . :

cormmended

7. Both Mr. Helms and Mr. Karamessirss
ersona cleared

tight control over the number cf Agency p
for, and witting of, the operation.

8.  The meeting ended at 10:40 a.m.
/
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EXHIBIT 58 7\
22 July 1971 \}\)

TOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT: Project SRPOI

knowledge of events

1 is to record m

TR Project during the la

POIN
[.p_o;o::' 1'c.'(c:ly Nay 1970, I was required to desiygnutc certain
slots to be released by 10S during ¥Y-1972. Among thesa, 1
ignated threc slots for SRPOINTER based on the premise
Ahat these slots and the Project contributed nothing to the Ofiice
of Security, but were of divect interest to and in support of tite

DD/P.

s fowr months.

Al aporoxirnately the same time, it was leca rned that

Téen Tden b9 ,.had contacted
TAx nesasines and advised that he would like
SKHEPOINTER abolished, since he felt that with all of the various
Congressional investigations being conducted in verious arc
SRPOIMNTER was vulucrable to pos 1b1<> comprom
ihaet 3f SRPOINTER was not abolis ch 3
‘for him to bricf Postmaster General L]oum on du, Pr(;J\_cL.

> lo see

se. He a

3. 1t is understocd that the DD/P wa
of #bolishing SRPOINTRR, but the Chief, C

seal to the DC I()p qu basis of the
obvinined by SEPOINTER.

and indicated thnt he would app

ation being

value ol the infor 4
4, Itis understood that sometime later, a vacceting was held
Ly the I3CI at which time he agreea that vilorts should be mmade to
continue SR¥OIN ily learned that i
discussed the Praoject Lth {he x“ ttorney Goneral who stated t

he was convxncc(' of the value of the I-’roy.ct ii the Postmast:
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General concurred. Subsequently, the DCI met with Postmaster
General and bricied him on the Project. The Postmuaster Ganeral
advised that if the DCI and the Attorney General werce convinced
of the value of the Project, he would concur in the conti
the Projzct, but that the Agency must understand ‘that the Project
“should be kept in such 2 siatus that it could be discontinued i:
diately if it appzared that 2 compromise was imminent. EHe
suggested that we determine the status of the Post Office repre-
sgnfative assigned to the Project, since many Post Office employ
Zern xjeﬁring under the liberalized retirement pro
Office. - 1 subscquently had the New York Ficld Of
and was adviscd that the Postal representative ass
Project had no intention of retiring.

e of

ces
the Post

Tam

¢ check this
ned to the

"5. Inrecgard to the three slots for SOIPOINTER, I had pre-
~viously indicated to the Director of Securiiy that during discussions
with the DD/P, he should indicate that if the Project was to continue,
it would be neces ¢ DD/P to give us tha three slots w
we vvould be losing.  After the decision o'f the DCI, the I
Sccurity-stated thet he felt that, sin

ary for il

ce the DCI had now made the
Preject an Agency Project 25 opposed 10 raevely DD/P, that it
would probably bt better to anprozach the Exécutive Director-

- Coniptroller on the basis of returning the three slots to cur T/O.
He advised the DD/P of this, and the DD/2 concurred, $ saquently
the Director of Security stated that he had discussed it with the
DD/S, who concurred and sug
pay .

sied that the Ofiige of Securily pre-
te rmemorandurn to the

¢ an appropr

<ecutive Direclor-Comptroller.

Jeden ].8
rctor of Security (I03)
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EXHIBIT 59

=1
ut
he
e
[%)

LN

=

&

lad

-

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

" SUBJECT: Mail Intercept Program

o

1. The attached memorandum irom Chief, CI was orally bricfed
to the Director (and the DDCI), ke was shown the activity reflected on
page 12, and he rcad the eatire attachment giving random examples of
productioa. I used the attached Talking Paper as a basis of presentation .
to the Director. The Director expressed his agreement with the desir-
ability that this preoject be passed to the FBLa
that the product to CiA is worth the risk of

I and his lack of conviction

CIA involvement. He directed
the DDCI to discusa the activity with thz Acting Director, FBI, with a

\ view to offering the FBI the oppostunity o take over the projzct, includiag

the ofier of detailing the CLA personnel involved to the FBI to implement

it uader FBI direction and responsibiiity. ’

2. Since Mr. Williarm Cotter had indicated that he was unvwilling to
‘continue to collahorate on the project bayond 15 February uanless it were
cleared with appropriate superior autkpority, the Dir
activity would be suspended unless Mr. Cot:

ctor agread that the
g Arector agresd thac to
= would accept its ceatinu-

ance for the timme beioz under our assuraaces that the matter is beigg
prosccuted 2t a very high level. j
— e . .

3. Mr. Osbdrn advised Mr. Cotter of this conclusion, and Mr.
‘Cotter requested that the project be suspended until appropriate resolution
of the problemns involved. This has been done. - ' ’ .

o=
W, E. Colby o
Attachments '
Y WEC:olp .

’ Qriginaal - G/CI via DD/P , ’ !
——1 = Directar of Sacurity ' -

Loy A A}
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——— . ld February 1‘)73?

/\

TAL‘(..L\G PAPER

SUBJECT: Mail Iatercept Program

1. A program of mterccp..mc mail betweea the United States and
the USSR ha., bcen in existance in New York sidce 1952. Tkis program
E :3!, , 25 W7 \._':c!"—s‘_t‘.n‘ t

tas and with rﬂsoec:
nd other Comi-

crest to tke

IL:\'v vith qﬂwnt vis-a-vi is to2 Grited S
to ’u:nerxcans who maiciain aciive coniocis \eita Soviet 2
muaist areas, The program was most recently briefed to then Attorney

General Mitchell and Po;“nz_qter General Blouat ir June 1971.

2. Cons:.derc.ole eiforis are made to coaduct this operation on a
totally secure basis, but it is of course possible that it lsak. While the
recording of the addresses and return addresses is totally legal, the
opening of first-class mail is in conflict with 39 U.S. Code, Section 4057.
A contention can be made that the operation is noretkeless within the
constitutional powers of the President to obtain foreign irtelligence in-
formation or to protect against forcign iztelligence activities (powers
statutorily recognized in 18 U.S.C., Section 119, with respect to bugging
and wxreuappm ’

i

‘3. The poh*tcal nsk of revelation of CIA's involvement in this
Project is in any case substantial. In my view, this political risk is not
justified by the operatlon's contribution to foreiga intelligence and
counterintelligence collection, It may well be justified by the contribu-
tion it makes to the FBI's responsibilities for internal security, a matter
best judged by the FBI, Ifthis is viewed as suvificient, I recormmend
strongly that the project be assumed by the FBI rather than running the
extra risk ‘oi possible public revelatioa of its association with CIA. CIA
would naturzlly provide any support desired by the ¥ BI and would } | bope to
receive such matenal a2s might be of vah.e to CIA from the FBI. .

4 Pcndm" rcsolutlon of tHc above, the project is suspended



A,  The mail intercept Project is a basic counterintcllirence
asset designed to give US intellipzence agencics additiecnal
insight into Soviet intclligence activitics anc interests.

Iz provides information about Sovict-Anericon contacts and
insight into Soviet realities-and the scope of Soviet inter-
ests in the academic, economic, scisntific and yoveramental
fields unavailable from any otiter source. The Projecct adds a
dirension and a perspective to Soviet interests and activi-
tics uhiich cannot be obtained: from the lirited resources

available to this Agency and Lhc F3I.

3. The Projecct is nnftiCLlarly productiv" in supporting both
the Agency and the FBI in pursuing investigative and opera-

tioral leads to visiting Sovict students, ¢ cHnn"c scxe“uists,
academicians and intellcctuals, trade SPCC13115LS and experts
fronm organizations such as the USSR Institute of the USAL
The basis {or exploiting the Project for thiis purposc is the
knowledae we hate from every Soviet Bloc intelligence service
dcfector that each visitor to the West is approved by
respective Security Scrvice. The Project, lirmitted to
and from the USSR and the USA, is basically concerited
individuals the KGB approves bcc use it controls them
passports, their foreign exciange, their education, etc.
3ased on XGB anc GRU defector inforration, it is presume
that the visitor is a KGB agent or coopcrating with the
i.e., a "cooptec." It is also knoun that no Soviet can rmain-
tain correspondence to the United States without KGB anproval.

C. In many instances the Project provides the only mecans ¢
detecting con:inuing contact between KGB controlled l
students and Americans. Tie concern is the spotting anc as-
sessing and 1uc010plcal missionary work these Sovict studem
‘o \1lc in the US. The Soviet student not only maintzin
Te

<

cerrespondence when he pocs back to the USSR but oftes
to.scrve in the US in an official capacity as a scicen
trads represcntative or diplonat and renews his con
’ ternal security concern is iliustrated by the
the acadenically active 32 Sovict exchanre situdents i
©S durinp tiie acaderic yecar 1971-1972 relinble collatera
sp_rcns have 1cent1f1ed 11 as coopted KGB apents and 19




II.

8]

ted GRU agents. 7o o
udtcnts nere for tie acade
tified as KGL cooptces.

-

Y.  The Project provides 11Fornn:10n othe
abeut the Sevict contacts and travel of T
USSit wirich is oftern 1wnortanu vhen lcch)nv aprlicant
Agency or other Goverament cmploysént and in 501f1rP1 . re-
rts from Clandestinc Service, llonestic Contact Service
and FLI agents, contacts and infermants.

]

Project materinl recorded. for 18 years give
nation about Soviect individuals and institut S
analvst looking for speciflic leads and in gauging

- o
5

o

cnds in Secviet intercsis and pelicies.

. Ir addition to the cbvious velue of the Project to the’
CS, tivc FRI recently advised us when we were reviewing its
urrent requirements that the Project inforrmation is cix-
encly valuable with respect to inforiatien about East-
West exchange students. Troject inforrmation helps the Fil
develop scurces cnd assess Soviet students. The F2I zantici-
wates the Project will provide insight into the develoning
Lradu relations where no il coverage is pessible. The

F31 hlas benefitted from leads to American students who ha
been in thic USSR and, in particular, from the knowledse ~Aat
the sons and daughters '0of CPUSA and Froat Group officials
who tiiey expect will be the left leaders in 5 to 19 vecars
have studied in the USSR. Often there arc no other leads to
this iaforration. The FBI also notes that quitc often the
.ro;cc; information perpmits it to correlatc lecad 11fortaL101
which has been OULStanbln" for several years.

Ao The Project orlﬂlﬁatcu ip the Sp.lnﬂ of 1952 vhea the
then SR BDivision of the CS (now SB) began to exawmine the
positive, opcrational and counterintelligence information
potential which might be obtained fro“ a systcmatic monitor-
ing of postal communications betwcen the United States and
the Sov1ct Union. : ’ .

2. In Noverber 1952 an agrcement was reached with the then
Ciic{ Postal Inspector Clifton GAMNER to survcill and photo-
ATapn postal covers (exteriors) at the MNew York City posta
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HTOCCSQC(‘ REA X:rl’\];I_t.—O a’.‘l"lk. .TO"‘ he
i York Tostal Inspcctor iienry “ORTAG

on of mail covers by CIA personnel documcnted as
Cffice Department officials was hegun on 17 Fedruary

? 0;cns;onn’ exploratory openinps COuLUCtye at a sccure
A jrstallation ncarby provcd so rewardina that continua-
on o a highly sclective basis was decwed nccessary in thc
t Lo

ional 'sccurity intcrest.

tay 1954 Mr. Allen W. DULLES, DCI, and jir.- Ri
he Chicf of Operations, DDP, took the first ‘initia-
tive in the serics of bricfings to insure that cach Adpini-
stration has known the Projecct existed. They -advised Tost-
imaster General Arthur L. SUMIERFIELD that an exeminatien.
was being made of the "covers" of mail to and from the
Sovict Union (such examination is legal). While Mir..SUIRIER-
FIELYD did not comment specifically, it wes clear that hic was
in favor of the activity. : ’ -

. Whea the y1c1d from the activity transcended thé inter-
sts of the Sovict Division, resnonsibilitr for it was

rans ferred in 1955 to ‘he Counter Intellizence S 2f £ of the
D ’ .

I, where 1t hns rerained to the present.

et O 1

Service's peraission to exanmine 1mail té and from the Sovict
Union. CIA was advised of the Rurcau's rcauest and arranted
ia Fedbruary 1958 to regularly provide the Burcau with iters
of internal security interest. . The FBI is the only noa-CIA
agency which rcceives copies of the material in its ray form.

T In January 1958, the FBI requested the Postal Iasnection:

~G.  Ian February 1961 Mir. DULLES ané !ir, BHELYS discussné the
“nnll surveillance" activity with Postmaster feneral Edward

sAY and Chicef Pos»al Insmector MONTAGUEL. . DAY aﬁrccd

at the activity should centinue and rade the caveat that
the Post 0 fice Dcnnrt ent neced not knew the extent of the

nall exanination. ‘

3. The first US postal official to be Tully awere of the
clandestine aspect of the mail surveillance was ex-CIA

lovee lir. William COTTER upon his appoints i nril
as Chicfl Postal .Inspecctor. lir. o5t ws abeut the
reject because of his duties while wixi

(22
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v
oadt

r. Inocarliy

saral DYTC aster €

ccted sampnies of
tire officinls at titis level verc
ils of the operation. Joth Cabinet no
e continuation of the activity. Iir.
BLOUNT that lir. COTTLR kapew about the
nls CIA service.

3. The prescnt Postrmaster General has not been bricfed
any CIA official.

A. TFrom its initiation the security risk associa
certaliing has been fully rccognized. Tac
ccianics of this Projecct which vere carefuliv laid
11y arc coatinuously rcexanined and, with 't :
nticns noted belovw, it is belicved that security i
Rt as-it possibly can be :

. il is exarmined only in a -vault arca within a ‘res
ted securce arca of Federal Building flo. 111 at JFX I
naticnal Adrport. ’

to Jurne 1972 2 CIA Technical Scrvi

T

cunician participatcd ir oncninp

if-it had been nreviously opcncd. kS

v was closed in June 1972, a cons c anc
ical censorship

of valuablz pbstal iatellircnce and che
inforzation on the Sovict Union_wns collected.

J. Ia every -instance, an onc111rs arc rade as i
sccure ag noas1nlc follow titic
nraccdurds cevolved Ly the A""ncv L\Wu tly rcsen

veiopes arce returned prnmp*ly to the Fall flon, v
delay never excceding 24 hours.

<. Control over copies of the cxarincd letters in the
Prejoct olfice at iicadquarters is stripgent. Each iten is
nE Each person, tramslator, analyst, and clcarcd
dirvectly. involved i the Project or wit
al is Lhoxounllv bricfed and continually irm
tac scasitivity of -the Project. Routine of
is via scaled eavelope, by nand, to named recipicnt




[T Y T« BE TR N6}

in oA avea,
arcmented vait withtian ow
sicn, which co
: , oLscrves
ok ials to a l
] thot
sensitive int orrntlon and are
£ this material.  TRI Field Oflices
rojcct iﬁforr-ulo1 and cven thei a cavtionar:
s included and hiecitlighted. .The fzct that CIA
£ the info “t101 is UTOLCCLCd by scurcing the
o a coded 1denh[1cahon. The taw nroﬂ-\CL ~ate
never nlaced in case files, arc never rcproducc
2at to Tl Tield Off1c95.
G. The "flap™ potentials in this Projcct arc c3scnt
the wypothetical problems this Agency and the
cvery day in our operations. lowever, to gi a perspec-
tive to problems we have considered, tihe followi arces of

concern arc noted:

>

1. A scruntled
tive Jormaica Alrmail
Airport, New

Post

York, where the screening of

Cffice department ciinloyce at
Facility necar Int aticnal
i1

r

T
RN

ern

t
sacks of mail =z

cu

tales .place, could -allege that re e~
moved to a lecked room. e could only spcculate as to
tc reasons for the renmoval, howcver (In tat cvent of
surprise forced entry into the cxafining roon at the
airport during the CIA officers' working lhours, the
only obscrvable activity would be the copying of seclec-
ted exteriors wvhich is legal.

2. Over the ycars, téxts of examined mail hrove heoen
rade available on o restricted and need-to- Lasis

s &
ecau
<

to individuals within the Cloandestine Service. D 152
of shori-term rotational assipament Lc‘:rc, it has heen
necessary to make a fal.lv Yarge aunber of persons wit-
ting of the Project n 1tCT1dl hut not to : b 5
of acquisition. An individunl wic

or who-loscs all sppreciatien for

closc that mail was being cxamincd.

cxcentions,

liovever,.

no ong couid pinpo




3

=

I !

J Conceivably the »
t could becore involy
2

]

T

4. Conics of the cexaninéd mail are ¢
from the Federal Building at JFE Inte
to tile Meuw Yorl: City Tield Office of (1A'
Sccurity for transwittal to licadquarters.
siblc that these coples could fall into un
hands if the vehicle used was: involved in
or if the iadividuals transporting the letter
subjected to a holdup. .

S. Conics of the lectters arc forwarded by
of Sccurity in Hew York to .a licadquarters
post office box by ragistercd nail. ma
or train/airéraft accident is pessivle, T
thc loss of the mail. ’

ii. Past incidents or nublicity abe

Leut US Government inter-
cst in mail coverage which causcd sons concern with '
respect to Project activities are citcd to give some

acdditional background.

1. In “1(-ﬁnr11 1969 tacrc were pr
that the Internal Revenue Gervice
izall to attenpt to uncover infermati
assct holdings of US citizens wh were
evade or uecrc delinquent in their tax
Durvard G. HALL (R-Mol) also claimed t -
rcceived uncvalucted information that ether agencices
weve “snooping' into the mails. Scnater Russcell “.
LQK 's Conrressional Sub-Commitice to the Joint Cor
nittee on Iaternal Rcvcnuc tax concucted heavines into
these accusations. Ia lay 1965 then Testmaster Ceneral
GRONOUSKT stated nuollcly that the Post OFfice Denart-
ment had cooperated with requests for nail cover
examination from a number of Tederal arencics includin
the Feod and Drug Adisinistration, th Tnternal Deves

¢
Service, aac the Department of JhSth . BT,

[

62-685 O - 76 ~ 25



The following is a tabulation of Agency nersenncl

2 < {or averely the
[ficers in the Vos cpoartment who
avthorize cxaninati o) It sihould
ve noted that Senator i daalz
nrimarily c 31 by the In-
‘i atr of Justice.
1y concerned
accusaticns,
v affected.
2. Oa 4 June 196¢ the late colum Drew PMEARSGH

overcd that the

ut actually
intelligence
hetr Congress cr.
c:ations.

wrote: 'Senate investigators
CIA not only watches suspicici
opcas the letters as nart of
workh." There is no indicatiocn
the zeneral public reacted to

5. 0 13 January 1971 Jereny ccior of the
Federation of Amcrican Scicniis arton, D.C.,
addressed a letter to William J. referred to

above, who was then and vief Tostal In-
snrector, raising seme very precise questions apnarently
desicned to assist him with respect to ]crlslnuxcn

had in mind rerardinn entry into
forcien mail. *r. COTTER forwarded a copv of t“c
ter to Yr. Heward OS850, Dircctor of

scliciting advice about what his, reply E
questions should include. Concern over the "flap -
notential’ for the Agency which the lett '
ceader prompied lir. ilELIS to brief both
“the Postmaster fHencral, and ! MITC
CGeneral, in ecarly June 1971. To our
lctter was never answered. '

~

1

bricfed

Project from 1932 to 31 December 1972 and their curreat

Total nuaber of persons bricfed since incention .... 436%

thercof curreatly on daty ia DUP arca .... 276
(Note:r only 90 nersons arc cur-
rently active recipients of Iroject
raterial; sce separate breardown)



3. Ac:ivc racipicats of Project material in HDP arca (as
cf 31 ecember 1972)

c1 htaff T a6
Scviet Bloc © ’ 29
Vestern lHemisnlhiy 5
Africa Division 3
Toreign Resources Division 5 .
lear East Division 1
Total DDP 89
Office of Sccurity 1
{ “TOTAL . 99
\". DPresent ,consuners of I ro;;ct materinl and the tvpe ef infor-
ation they r»c01vc is as follows. In acdlL1or to curront in-
tion, the Project provides filc ¢z ta dating back to 1255.
'roject naintains a compartmonted i vster

includes nvout twe million nanes s
7SN contact. Instituticnal and o*vnni:ahlon
intained for reference and analy
vsts in tie Projcct office referenc
to nuSiS: CI Tperaticns and the Operati

! CI Staff comvenents which ove
taticn of the D*O)CC. raterial rec
to tiic operational divisicns, as w

‘Specific requirements which-indicate operational methods.
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Specific requirements which indicate opcrational methods.

3. The Soviet Bloc Bivisicn uses Troicct ra
tionzl leads and COJWLeTIRLCIII"C“CC investir
iracis and supplics information [lor basic fi
dossiers, and certain machine recora progran
reccives materials to/from or concerni t
of information: -t

Specific requirements which indicate opcrational methods,
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Specific requiremuents waich indicate operational metiicds,

L. The AT ':ti iszion rcceives l'rojact materia
i
. s ' .
- ’

zrnd coaceraiap

Specific requirements which indicate operational methods.

. The i Division rececives Projec

Specific rcquirements which indjcatc operational methods.,

4
A

iden "o

i Yy i

1s Dy sterile "cr'o.’mdu.. \thn does not iden
Pro;cct as thc source.

!‘.c P51 vequests and reccives irnformaticn and leads
the Project material to/freim, identify 1'1", or concern--

[N

.
.rt
Q

1. Current-and feramecr Soviet officials
-
t

he US and L'... :



situdents R, sub
{especinlly s who were s sorcd |
ive organizatiens, and subversive individuals
¢ received special iavitations or special treat-
fron the Soviets). . : .
4. CPUSA and front organizatiocn officials’ ard nenbers
contacts with, and travel in, the USSH. .-

5. US Cefcciors in the USSR. i e
6. Contacts of radicals and subversives with the USSP.

7. Contacts with

the USSR of militant, dissident, and *
protest groups. o ’

e
o
=
cr
[N
v
[nd
N
.

8. EIxchanges between US and USSR sc

9. Ccntacts with the Soviet Red Cross, nnrticnlnrlv

thosc by individuals rather n by tiie institutions
because experience has shown that the Soviets have used
cd Cross cover to help estavblish 1110"11 entrants.into
“the US .

19. Cunﬂns ‘and pro- Ca *stro 11d1v1du~ls in the bu, Ussn,
or third countries. : )

11l. Sovict Committee for Cultural P
(conuhcgs with erlﬂrcs anu e:
U3). -

- Correspoideonce between US nztionals and aliens in
e US with individuals attending such institutions

3 the Centiral Konmsormol ucnool and thc . Friendship
Universizty, includin, aliens in the US wito have pre-
vicusly been in the UbSR as students. ” o

1

[ A

Projcct materizl, i.e., thc nunber of
Nomcstic Intellirence bsc-

Gvision subse
January 1958 tctalled 41,1358 by 31
thic avcrage one report usually consists of




“gQr

nrovides

er 1972 the 6

A to nonth.)
s

i
197% and 1972 are as follows:

Yotal itcrms through facility
fa:ﬁlAi:c:s CIA screcned

‘gtal exteriors recorded

J~21 interiors (contents) rccorécd

ors for intelligence

‘gtal selected on basis watchlist

fotal f(ann analyzed,
transliated marized, etc. (in-
cludes items on file not previously
nrocesscd) -

‘ctal
tec

PR

sial

joect file materin

I's nctive veatcnlist of
: tcd of nwprO\lnntul' 200 of
wutc?1i<tCu. (The number of names

¢ processing and d sscrination statistics for

5,009

19,599

the ch lc car




" YA

[ %

remainin

travel an

are randonm samples of the production fronm the
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EXHIBIT 60

§ 1697

LEGISLATWE THiSTORY

Reviser's Note—~—Dosed on title 10, U, 8. C., 1940 ed..
§§ 304, 306, 300 (Mnr. 4, 1009, ch. 321, §§ 181, 183, 1686, 35
Stat. 1123, 1124; June 22, 1934, ch. 716, 48 8tat. 1207).

Bection consolldatea sectlions 304, 306, and 309 of title 18,
U.S5.C., 1040 ed. Reference to persons chusing, procuring,
alding or assisting was omitted as such persona are prin-
cipals under sectlon 2 of this title.

Minor changes were nade In phraseology. s

AMENDMENTS
1070—Subgee. (¢). Pub. L. 91-375 substituted “sectlon
601 of title 30™ for "scctinn 500 of titde 39°,
FarreTive DATE OF 1970 AMENDMENT .
Amendment by Pub. L. 91-375 cffcclive within | yenr
aftrr Aug. 12, 1970, on date established therefor by the
Bonrd of Governors of the Unlled States Posinl Service
and pubiished by It in the Federa) Reglster, sce section
15(n) of Pub. L. 81--3%75, cet out 08 o note preceding section
101 7.7! Title 39, Postal Service,
STUDY OF I'RIVATE CARRIAGE OF Ma1l. REPORTS TO PRESIDENT
AND CONCGRESS

Congresslonal findings of need for study and reevalua-
tion of resirictions, on private carrinpe of letters and
packets contalned In thin seclion and submisslon by
United States Poslal Serviee of reports to President and
Congress for modernization of inw, regulations, and ad-
ministrative practlcos, see sectlon 7 of Pub. L. 91-375, set
out as & note under scction 601 of Title 30, Postna) Service.

§1697. Transportation of persuns acting as privale ex-
press,

Whoever, having charse or contro! of any convey-
ance operating by land, alr, or waler, knowlngly con-
veys or khn\\'lnuly permits the conveyance of any
person acting or employed as a private express for
the conveyance of ictlers or packets, and actually In
possession of the samne for the purpose of conveying
them contrary to Jaw, shall be fined not more than
$150. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 717.)

LroisuaTive Iistory

Neviser's Nofe.—Based on title 18, U. S. C., 1040 ed., § 306
(Mar. 4, 1000, ch, 321, § 182, 35 Stat. 1124).
Bame changes were made as In section 1604 of thia title,

§1698. Prompt delivery of mail from vesrel.
Whoever, having charge or control of any vesscl
passing between ports or places In the Unlted States,
and arrlving al any such port or place where there s
a post office, falls to deliver to the postmaster or at
the post office, within three hours after his arrival, if
in the daytime, and If at night, within two hours after

TITLE 18.—CRIMES AND CRIMINAL PROCFDURE

-the next sunrise, all letters and packages brought by .

him or within his power or control and not relating

to the cargo, addressed to or destined for such port

or place, shall be fined not more than $150.
For ench letter or package so dellvered he shall
recelve two cents unless the same Is carrled under
contract. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 777.)
LrGistaTivE JIISTORY
Heviser's Note.-Dascd on title 18, U. S. C,

§323 (Mar, 4, 1000, ch, 321, § 200, 35 Btat. 1120)
Changes were made in phraseology.

1940 ed.

§ 1699. Certification of delivery from vessel.

No vessel arriving within a port or collection dis-

trict of the United States shali be allowed to make
enlry or break bulk until’all letters on board are
dellvered to Lhe nearest.post office, except where
waybllled for discharge at other ports in the Unlted

States at which the vessel is scheduled to call and-

the Postal Service docs not determine that -un-

reasonable delay tn the mails will occur, and the

~or both.

Page 4322

master or other person having charge or control
thereof has signed und sworn to the following dec-
laration before the collectlor or OUIN‘ proper cusltonms

. ofticer:

I, A. B, master . 0f the ———, arriving
from . and now Iying in the port of —,
do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I have to the best
of my knowledge and belief delivered to the post.
office at every leller and every bag, packet,
or parcel of letters on board Lhe said vesse! during
her last voyage, or in my possession or under my
power or control, excepl where waybilled for dis-
charge at other ports in the United States at which”
the sald vessel is scheduled to call and which the
Postal Service has not determined will be un-
reasonably delayed by remaining on board the said
vessel for delivery at such ports. .

Whoever, being the master or other person having
charge or control of such vessel, breaks bulk before
he has arranged for such delivery or onward car-
riage, shall be fined not more than $100. (June 25, |
1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 777; July 3, 1952, ch. 553,
66 Stat. 325; Aug. 12, 1970, Pub. L. 91-375, § 6(J)-(15),
84 Stat. 778.)

LFGISLATIVE JLISTORY
Reviser's Note.—Based on title 18, U, S. C,,
{Mar, 4, 1909, ch, 321, § 204, 35 Stat. 1127).
Minor changes were made in phraseology,

1040 ed., § 327 .

AMENDMENTS L.
1970-—Fub. 1. 91-375 substituted “Postal Service” for
“l’n stmaster General” In two Instances.
252—Act July 3, 1052, provided for only the unloading
of mnll from n vesscl ng can be expedlited by discharge at
such port.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1970 AMENDMENT

Amendment by Pub. L. 91-375 eflective within | year
after Aug. 12, 1970, on dute establisherd therefor by the
Hoard of Governare of Ahe United Sintes Postal Service
and published by It In the Federal Reglster, sce section
15(n) of Pub. L. 11375, sct out ns a note preceding sectton
101 of Titie 39, Postal Service.

CRoss R}FERENCES .

Forelgn Jetters carrled out of the inalls, see section 602

of Title 39, Postal Scrvice.
SFCrION Rr#eEAnED TO IN OTHFR SICTIONS
‘I'his scction s referred to $n title 30 section 602,

§ 1700, -Desertion of mails.

Whoever, having taken charge of any mall, volun-
tarily quits or descrts the same before he has deliv-
ered U into the post office at the termination of the
route, or to some known mail carrier, messenger,
agent, or other employee in the Postal Service au-
thorlzed to recelve the same, shalt be fined not more
than $500 or Imprisoned nol more than one year, or
both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778.)

LrotaLavive H1aTony
Reviser's Note.—Based on title 10, U, 9. C., 1040 ed., $ 322

(Mnr. 4, 1000, ch. 321, § 109, 35 Stat. 1124),
Minor chanpes were made In phrascology.

§1701. Obhstruction of mails generally, .
Whoever knowingly and willfully obstrucls or re-
tards the passage of the mail, or any carricr or con-
veyance carrying the mail, shall be fined not more
than $100 or lmprisoncd not more than six months,
(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778.)
LzGisLATIVE HISTORT

Renriser’s Notc.—~Narcd on title 18, U. 8. C., 1040 ed.,
§4 324, 325 (Mar. 4, 1909, ch. 321, §§ 201, 203, 35 Stot. 1127).



TN dd. -

are 4323

5. C., 1040 ed., were
cology necessary to

Seetians 321 and 325 of ttle 18, UL

¥

! eansolidated with changes of phra

L oefirct consalldation.
'Wur'lm arrlape, horse, driver or®
or veserl” were omitted as covered by
" convryance™,
The punishment |vm\l~:llm Is detlved from sald section
324 rather than fram srction 325 which provided only a
fine of not more than $100 and scinted only to ferrymen.

car, steambont™, and
“any carrler or

Canss s KRENCES
Temporary employees nr the postal service or carriers
¢ With custody, see section 1009 of Title ’!9 Postal Service.

§1702, Ohstruction of currr.&pnml(-ncn.

Whaever (akes any letter, postal card, or packaee
tout of any post oflice or any authorized depository
S far mail matter. or from any lelter or mail carrier,
_or which has been in any post office or authorized
» depozitory, or in the custody of any letter or mail
earrier, before it has been delivered to (he person to
:, whom it was directed. with desifn to obstruct the
;. correspondence. or to pry inlo the business or secrets
+ of anather. or opens, seeretes, embezzles, or destroys
. the same, shall be fined not. more than $2,000 or im-
E, prisoned not more than five years, or both, (Junc 25,
1
',_!
a

1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat, 778.)

LEGISLATIVE Hls‘lonv‘
‘Reviser's Nate--1tased on title 18, U. S. C,, 1940 ed., § 217
{Mar. 4, 1009, ch. 321, ¢ 194, 35 Stat. 1125; Feb. 25, 1025,
i ch. 318, 43 Stat. 07T, Aup. 26, 1935, ch. 603, 40 Stat. 807;
i: Ang. 7, 1939, ch. 557, 53 Stat. 1268), !
< Heetinn 317 of sald Utle 18, U. S. C.. 1040 ed,, wns In-
>

corporated In this and section 1708 of this Litle.
Minor changea were made In phrascology.

§1703. Delay or destruction of mail or newspapers,
() Whoever, br-inu a Tostal Service officer or
: employee, unlawfully secretes, dostroys, detains, de~
lays. or opens any letler, postal card, packane, bag,
or mail entrusted to him or which shall come into
“his possession, and which was intended to be con-
,' veyed by mail, or carried or delivered by any carrier
f or other employee of Lhe Postal Service, or for-
" warded throuph or delivered from any post oflice
or station thnrreof established by autborily of the
Postmaster General 6r the Postal Service, shall be
fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not more
i than five years, or both.
Y Whoever, being a Postal Service oflicer or
T employce, improperly detains, delays, or destroys any
. newspaper, or permils any othier person to detain,
B delay, or derny the same, or opens, or permits any
2 olher person to opcn, any mail or package of.news-
papers not dircctcd to the oftfice where he is em-
7 ployed: o
5‘ Whac\ er, without authority, opens, or destroys any
3 “mall or package of newspapers hot directed to him,
4 shall be fined not more than $100 or imprisoned not
more {han one vear, or both,  (June 25, 1948, ch. 645,
. G2 Stat, 778; May 24, 1949, ch, 139, § 37, 63 Stat,
5. Auz, 12, 1970-,'Pu|)'. L. 91-375, §6())(16), 84
- Stat. 778.) '

i
!
{
£
b

LEGISLATIVE. 11ISTORY
Rertarr's Note.— Based on title 18, U. S. C, 1040 cd.,
. 1§38, 310 (Ml\r 4. 1000, ch. 321, §4 195, 106, 35 Stat. 1125,
1120y,

Bection consnlldated sertinns 318 and 319 of said title 18,
F U, 9. C.. 1040 ec. The embezzlement and theft provisions
-of ench were incorporated In scctlons 1709 and 1710 o(
. this title.

Minor chnnges were made in phrnscology

T
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JOMINAL PO DUGRE MR
Anrnonme Ty

1970——Subsce. (). Pub, 91.375, §6()) (16) (A}, Inserted

“seereles, destroys,” preceding “detains” a5 a suhstitale

or destroys any such letter, pr teard,
deleted fallowing “Postmasier Gien-
1 Servire oflicer or emplo; for
E 1 Service employee™, and fpserted
“or the Postal Service! followlng “Postmanter General™.
Subzee. (b). Pub. L. 01-3740, § 60)) (16 (B, sabstituted
“I'ostal Service oflicer or employee® for “posimnster or
Postal Service employee”™, .
1949--Subsec, (a).  Act May 24, 109, §37 (a), sub-
stituled “secretes” for "secrets” following “Postmnster
General™,
Subsen. (b).
“newspapers’ for ™
Errerive Date oF 1970 ANENDMENT
Amendment by Pub, L, 91-3%5 etiective within 1 yenr
alter Avg. 12, 1970, on date extablisherd therefor Hy the
Doard of Governors of the Unlted Stiates Pastal Serviee
and publishied by 1L the Federal Reglster, see section
151a) of Pub. L, 91-375, set 011t as a note preceding section
101 of Title 39, Postal Service,

far ©, or secrele
packane. by or mall”
substituted *
naster or s

Act May 24, 1049, §37 (b). substituted

newspaper”,

§1701. Keys or locks stolen or reproduced.

Whoever steals, partoings, embezzles, or obtains by
false prelense any key suited to any lock adopted by
the Post Oflice Department or the Postal Service
and in usc on any of the mails or bags thereof, or
any key to any lack bLox, lock drawer, or other
authorized veceplacie for Lhe d(‘l)(l\lt or drilivery of
mail matter; or

Whoever knowlngly and unlawfilly makes, forres
or counterfeils any such key, or possesses any such
mail lock or key wilh the intent unlawfully or fm-
properly to use, sell, or otherwise dispnse of the same,
or Lo cause the same to be unlawfully or improperly
used, 'sold, or otherwise disposed of ; or

Whoever, beine enpased as a contractor or other-
wise in the manufacture of any such mail lock or key
delivers any finished or unGnished lock or the inte- -

<rior part thereol, or Key, used or desipned [or use by

the department, (o any person nol duly anthorized
under the hand of the Pastmaster General and the
seal of the Post Oflice Departmment or the Postal
Service, Lo receive the same, unless Lthe person re-
ceiving iy is the contractor for Jurnishing the same
or entared in the manufaciure thereof in the man-
ner authorized by the contracl. or the agent of such
manufacturer—

Shall'be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned
not more than ten years, or balh, (June 25, 1948,
ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778: Aug. 12,1970, Pub. L. 91-375,
§61J) (17, 84 Stal. 778.)

LFGIS1LATICE TIiSTORY

1940 ed.

Reviser's Nofe, —Ihsed on tille m u. s
§ 314 (Mar. 4, 1009, ch. 321, § 191, 35 Siat, 1125),
NReferenee to p ms alding, ¢ Ing or s Tngr was

omltted. Such persons are princtpals under section 2 of
thiz title, .

Mamlatory punishment provislon was rephrased in the
alternatlve,” .

Minor changes weie made In |‘I|r.| sevlogy.
AMENDAMENTS

1970—-Pub. L, 91-37% loseried “or the Postal Serviee™

following “Post Oftice Department” In. first and third pars.
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1970 AMENDMENT

Amentiment Ly Pub, 1. 11375 elfective within 1 year
after Aug. 12, 1970, on date estabiizhed therefor by the
Board ‘of Governors of the Unlted Siates Postal Service
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EXHIBIT 61

SUBJECT: Interagency Committee on Inteliigence (Ad Hoc)
" Chairman, Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Junec 1970

1. On Friday, 5 June 1970, the President held a conference
with Directors and officials of the intelligence community, This
resulted in the establishment of the subject Ad Hoc Commiltee.

2.  The White House representative to the Working Sub-
committee of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence was Tom C.
Huston. e stated that the President's primary concern was to
strengthen and improve American intelligence operations in every way
rossible in order that the prodnct be far hettet than it was at that time.
fle said that the critical security needs of thé day cequired this, e
also stressed that this was the first time that a President had taken

_ this constructive leadership step in the intelligence field. The
President, he said, believed that the American intelligence cammunity,
in spite of its achievements, had never fully realized its great poten-
tial nor had it functioned to the maximum of its capacity.

3. In the same vein, the Committee was informed that it had
been given by the President a unique and unparalleled opportunity to
make a great and enduring contribution to intelligence operations and
thereby to the national security posture as a whole, The Committee
was agsured that there were no obstacles of any kind in its path,

4. The first mecting of the Interagency Working Subcommittee
was chaired by W. C. Sullivan'of the FBI and attended by Mr.: Helms.
The following personnel attended: ’

¥FBI Donald E. Moore who was subsequently
succeeded by Charles D. Brennan.
Mr. Fred J. Cassidy was added to FBI
representation

_ George C.. Moore _ - - -

_ NSA . Benson K, Buffham
Navy Capt. Edward Rifénburgh
AF - Col. .Rudolph Koller

Army . Lt. Col. John Downie
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DIA James Stilwell
CIA James Angleton

Mr. Helms gave a brief resume of the President's conference
and turned the meecting over to Mr. Sullivan. Mr. Sullivan echoed
the remarks of Mr. Huston and stated that the deadline {or the first
draft of the Committee Report would be due at tlie close of business,
22 Juno 1970, and the final verslon was to be on the President's desk
on 1 July 1970.

5. The Interagency Working Subcommittee met a total of
four times, to wit: 9,12, 18, and 23 June, The agenda which was
gradually formulated in response to the President's request covers
all matterg sct forth in the Special Report which was submitted by
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover to the President and which was signed by Mr.
J. Edgar Hoover, FBI; Mr. Richard Helms, CIA; ILt. General D, V,
Bcunett, USA, Director, DIA; and Vice Admiral Noel Gayler, USN,
Director, NSA. Minutes of each meeting were maintained and
submitted for approval during the course of each succeeding meeting.
The CIA rcpresentative, Mr. James Angleton, was assisted by Mr.
Richard Ober of the Agency, and Mr. William O. Cregar of the FRI,
functioned as secretary for the \'.'orking Subcommilttee.

6. Mr. Huston kept rcnnndmg the Working Subcommittee
that its duty was to present the most thorough program and options
to the President and he expressed at tirnes annoyance when the sub-
ject of political considerations were introduced into the discussion.

7. DBy way of background, it should be noted that Mr. Sullivan
and Mr. Huston had been in frequent contact on these matters before,
because Mr. Sullivan was extremely displeased by the number of
restrictions which had been placed on the FBI by Mr, Hoover.

-8. It should also be noted that Mr. Huston informed the mem-
bers of the Working Subcommittee that his role would be comparable
on domestic affairs to that of Dr. Kissinger on forcign affairs. Aftor
‘the report had been submitted, he issued an instruction from the
White House that all material relating to matters of domestic intelli-
gence or internal security interest be directed to his exclusive atten-
tion. (See attachment),
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9. Mr. Hoover was known to have voiced hig most strenuous
personal objections to the Attorney General regarding the establish-
ment of the Committee, It is our understanding Lthat the Attorney
General interceded on Mr. Hoover's behalf at the White Ilousc and that-—
Mr. Huston was eventually relleved of his dutles.

10, Subsequcntly, with the emergence of Mr. Mardian as
Assistant Attorney General for Internal Security, the Intelligence
Evaluation Committee was formed which held its first meeting on
3 December in Mr., Dean's office at tho White House. In'attendance
were interagency representatives. :

IEC Membership

Cla: - Richard Ober

White House: John W. Dean 11
Justice: Robert C. Mardian
FBI: Genrge C. Moore
Treasury: Fugene Rossides -
NSA: . Benson K. Buffam
Pefense: Colonel John Downie
Secret Secvice: Thomas T. Kelly

1. Intelligence Evaluation Committee met seven times
between 3 December 1970 and 20 July 1971, The work of the
Comunittee has been carried on by a permancent interagency sataff,
the Intclligence Evaluation Staff, which has met regularly under
the Chairmanship of the Department of Justice official {(currently
Mr. Bernard A. Wells) from January 1971 to the present. The Agency
representative, Richard Ober, contributes intelligence on foreign
aspects of papers prepared by the staff. Staff papers are distributed
to the White IHouse (Mr, John Dean) and to the heads of the participating
Agencies.

12.  In time, Mr. Mardian returned to the question of the report
and had many discussions with Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Dean on these
matters at a time when Mr. Sullivan was havmg his problems with
Mr. Hoover.

13. To the best of our.knowledge, the origin of this exercise
began when Mr. John Dean was at the Department of Justice and was
concerned with the May Day demonstrations (May 1, 1970). He was
subsequently transferred as Counsel to the President where he con-
tinucd his close relations with Mr. Mardian. It is our understanding
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that widesprca; clvil disorders prompted the President to address

himself to this problem. It should also be noted that the President
and the Attorney General were aware of the complete breakdown of
personal lialson between the’ FBI and the intelligence community.

14.. The question of gaps in intelligence collection is embodied
in correspondence hetween Mr. Hoover and the Director of Central
Intelligence of March 1970.  Prior to that-period in January and
February 1970, Director Helms conferred with Attorney General
Mitchell regarding the inadequacies of domestic collection. Also
on 13 February 1970, Admiral Gayler, Director of the National
Seccurity Agency, saw the Attorney General to proteat the Burcau's
withdrawal {rom sensitive domestic operations of vital importance
to the National Security Agency.

15, William C. Sullivan resigned from the Bl on 6 October

1971 (Washington Post, May 17, 1973, page 20). Nobert C. Mardian

left the Department of Justice to work on the President's re-clection
campalgn on April 1972 (according to information {com FBI and
Department of Justice officials), FExccutive Registry states on the
evening of 17 May 1973, that after checking the vecords, thore is no
indication of any memorandum prepared by Mr. Helms concerning
the 5 June 1970 meeting with the President.

. 16, Most of the gaps' in collection still remain as set forth in
the Report. There are two subjects of possible concern:

a. International airmail to and from the Union of
Socialist Soviet Ropublics and the United States has been
screened by this Agency under conditions of maximum
security control at a single international air-facility {n this
country beginning in Novermnber 1952. In some Instances, data

on the envelopes were recorded, and in some cases the envelopes

were opened, contents recorded and resealed, This activity
was suspended in Fobruary 1973, :

' ;
b. . The sccond concerns itself with the| !

v

16 April 1971: Tho Agency proposed to the FBI the install_ia-‘ X
tion of techinical coverage of the
' {

\

.23 April 1971; FBI Director Hoover turned-down the proposal

4



23 April 971t

24 £pril 1971
26 April Y7L

" 18 May 1971

3 Feb, 1972:

8 Dec. 1972:

20 Dec. 1972: -

r

22 Dee, 1972;

26 Dec. 1972

16 Feh. 1973:

22 Feb, 1973:

393

CIA Director Helms sent a lattor to
Attorney General Mitchell requesting that
-the FBI turn-down be ccvoreed,

The Attorney General reversed the FBI

dociston,

Technical equipment was delivered from the
Agency to the ¥DBI.

in the | -~

. Al of the devices which had Leen iastalled

‘iduring the period 27 April
to 16 May were tensted and 31l were working.

Coverage was stopped at Agency request
beenruse toover had advlsed that le was to

testify In Congress and would advise the
Congress that the inatallation in the/~
" ‘wag initiated at CIA requast,

The Agoncy requanted the FBI reinstitule
coverage of the - ’ )

Tho Department of State requested the FBI

ANERNEE S

institute all possible coverage of the,
B . t

Coverage was partially reinstituted,

Reinstitution of coverage campleted.

ClA requastod the FBI to discontinue

tho coverage.
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- . THE While fiCuo..

V:IASHINGTON

el e July 9, 1970

SECRET N

* MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Richard Helms

Y

)

.Director, Central Intelligence )_\gcncy

SUBJECT: Domestic Intelligence and Internal Security Affairs

. In the future, .1 would appreciate it if your agency
would address all mhaterial relating to matters of domestic

‘intelligence or internal secunty interest to my exclusive

attcntlon.

The President is anxious to ceniralize the
coordination at the White HHouse of all information of this
type, and, your cooperation in this rervard would be appreciated.

Dr. Kissinger is aware of this ncw proccdure.

i

Tl W

TOM CrIARLLS HUS’ION
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EXHIBIT 62

2.1 TOM CHARLES HUSTON MEMORANDUM, SEPTEMBER 21, 1970,
SSC EXHIBIT NO. 42, 3 SSC 1338-1345 WITH ATTACHMENTS

1338

- ExmsIr No. 42 ﬂ :
MEMORANDUM ' /CO

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINOTON

Septembaer.21, 1970 .

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R, HALDEMAN

SUBJECT: IRS &k Ideological Organizations

I am attaching a copy of a report from the IRS oa the activities of its
. "Special Service Group"” which is supposed to monltor the activities of
. ideological organizations [e.g. » Jerry Robia Fund, Black Paathers, ete. ]
and take appropriate action whea violatioas of IRS regulations turn up.
You will note that the report is long on words and short on substance.

Nearly -lB- months ago, the President indicated a desire for IRS to move
against.leftist organizations taking advantage of tax shelters. I bave been
pressing IRS since that time to no avail.

What we cannot do {a a courtroom via crimioal prosecutioas to.curtafl
the activities of some of these groups, IRS could do by administrative action,
Moreover, valuable intelligence-type lnformation could be turned up by IRS
88 a resalt of their field audits, . R )

TOM CLA.[LES HUSTON

Attachment

62-685 O - 76 ~ 26
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EXHIBIT 63

G PADER &

‘_I-‘e'_ms, Lt Ge'x Benne»t (DIA)
-, {(NS4) , _
. :

| L_____—/

v pZoBlem we face ' L

todzy may perhaps best be described in serha:z:ic terms. We have

“studsnt activism'' which charactel*zed the Cl\’ll’

rights movements in the early '60s through the ‘protest movements®

which rallied behind the anti-war banner beginning with the March

on the Pentagon in 1967 to the "revolutionary terrorism' being

_perpetrated today by determined professionals. o B
. . ) e - : :

vWe are now confronted w1th 2 new and grave crisis in’ ou.r

cbm;xtry -- one which we know too li‘ctle> about. Cenamly‘ hund"eds,
perhaps thousands, ‘of Amencans -- mostly under 30 -- arée f - '
determ:.ned to destroy our soc1ety. They find i in many o; thé lea:.t;mate
gr1evances of our c1t1zenry opportu.mhes for explmtatmn wh:.ch never

: escape the attennon of demagogues. They.are reacﬁmg ou;.‘for the

' -Sl.pport -~ ideological and otherwise -- of fore gn powers and they

are developing theu:' own brand of 1nd_cmous revolutlonary actvn.sm -

which is as dangerous as anything which they could 1mport from

Cuba, China, or the Soviet Union.. !
The internal security problem we face today is complicated

by many xactors

'l"gﬁ;r o U FoLDZR TITLE: ILH
) .

T
(a{"mox aEzR: 527——— coTAINER WMRBER: I 2 —l :

E -
2}5%l7



orgaaization,

-’ T

their country. This is pariicularly true of the media .

and the academic community. ; L A

fourth, the newer revolutionary orgaaizations place a high
premium on violence. Terrorism has replaced subversion

as the immediate threzat.

THE REQUIREMENT - . ) o .‘ i

The Government must knéw more about the activities of these
groups and we must develop 2 plae which will enzble us to curtail

the illegal activities of those who zre deiermined to destroy our society.

The immediate problem is the increasing recourse to terrorism.

This must be halted before innocent people are killed.



..is.being mobilized to halt these ili

bombing legislation is an

the fact’ measure. Cuad

te

receiving at the V

ite House,, I am convinced mat we are not

currently allocating sufficient rescurces within the in‘:elligencé“

co-mmunity- to the collection of int;al_li.gence data 'f:m'the activities

of thesg.revol.utiona.ry'groups. We need more hard in.formaltior; uponv .

\v.hich to make decision; at.)o‘._xt coux;ses of action open tothe Gc;v;arn.me:it

in dealing with these problems as they arise. ' o
Consequently, I would like 4Di<:'k Helms to designate the USIB

‘representatives from the FBI, CIA, NSA, DIA and military services to

serve on a special sub-committee to review the collection efforts of -



of this problem should reorient iis priorities so as to refiect the

concern which.I have just expressed. Ve need to insure that ..

the fullest possible inter-agency cooperation is being realized and

that all our resources are being utilized to gather the types of

information which will enable us to halt the spread of this terrorism
before it gets complately out of hand.

E g P Yy : ¢
- - . Iknow that.you will cooperate_ in every way in seeing. that_

this joint effort is mounted at once.

m
H
R
-4
o
o
Iy
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ExHisiT 64

R R PR LI It
R OR V)

VARCRALZUN &

[T SR .
IGUL2L IS o N

ACC 2nd Jee Feags
wld furniae “he Wnlia
sced to the 3L oy I2S.- ¢
¥nite ilousa LYo furnish 2 r2zort on U
5l sy would liks to se

whnt om o dlackosnre 5
5 ca Lelal? of the Prest
vigw 0f thy seaalil

ool neceloems, W

fnbormey Cane
2 the d

ae data

crnblled Mo Gresa

conld faen

¥
g Vinlba Hovss
to o i

Longg ongp s

g
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Exuisir 65

|
JESIORA The Honowrable Nenzy A. i’i:z.»i..'*c‘
Tho Assisient to t.... Frasident
for liational Seccurliy Affairas
Tho Vhite Housa '
SUBJECT: Studzat Uarcst

a2irith 43 & suven j of student diastdence worlde

-

wide an roquocted by the Prosidand.

n ¢ffort to rr*u::d-ou* e dlosussion of th!
I & section on Amsrican atud
ter of this Mieney, so I
schrensly singitive this makag tha

2ara ef 1ts exlstenca 4t sould prove
all. concerned. :

h

Aarrass

S 3. Adso per the Presicdznbfs remm
siva o bhivriy dinnte bricline bLasscd
givoe o thiriy ~inule brieling bassd on
1% reats his convenienca.

Richard Zolms
Director

h”, Copy lioe 1

OCI/P(:Ursc i '!“n.d ~17/2/59 ..

Peuritton: ..:.x../;.cd - ]3/ /69
Disiributi n: Oxrig % 1 - addressee
1 - 0oL
1 - FRr (v Can IRy 5\‘.‘-\)
1 - BB/L
1

- /- D8I Fide
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-2 -

3. I haws %heupht leny ond hard atond th» latter ajpect
of thls problaa. As the comcoquentsa, T oon eobeldenzd to make a

cuerrestien which lies oubsid2 tho rang

Ezcconizing that the Federal Durcau ol Investigatlon epzralcs

D)

L‘.u preseat on a restrietad basls &n collzeting in ormantion on

*~

%0 consldar havinz tho Purezn

tive taochnlguza in doel-

ho You and Mr. Roatow now have the only tio coples of thia

ccr Yre Vrlt Dosior w/attachment (Cory Moe 2)

(- o3/
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L Scptentar 1963

O'LJ.'L‘L'H FOl: ""3 Praszicent -

e Some tim 250 you 1o “cs-«.d u‘mt T make cCcaslonal rovide

vp :cpor’a; on Fouth ::d siudont n:ov“r:f_\nus knmkdl.._, Responding to

“this rvzq':.c:t, and f'u_u,::l by comments and sug;jcs’;;!.ons Tron bals

b’: suare of | the "*‘cuh" censitivity whilch attas! 23 to the fact

zzked siudy. You wili; of courss,

that CiA kas prep:zed b poru on student actlvitics both hero ond
tbrosd.

T feal that talo iz a goc'u 2nd eareful report, rr Lol

2. h¥

bo} i g

t ] b:z:t uh'tt cm ke doro ‘.'L ihis tlce. I enm dizappointed, houcver,

na r.. naps you uil" L:'r by our inﬂ‘:l"l Lo

tha ot vnti,bn ::-:1-7‘; dir-ection of t-’:ia vorlSride

this r:,‘al(,.xit[ 4 Ari ver from tho somewbhal unlocused natuie of tha

uovo.,.-nt itfclf.- Dcy.md thav, my fecr do that wo may be Jackiog -

—- pzsecision_jof». infornizofonshich would-mnle -2 more -pos Ltive report-

¥ :
¥ poasible.

O




